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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

Nearly twenty years ago, Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical was published. In its wake came much controversy and discussion,1 which greatly influenced the course of my research in subsequent years. In 1999, I co-edited, with Mimi Reisel Gladstein, Feminist Interpretations of Ayn Rand, part of the Pennsylvania State University Press series on Re-Reading the Canon, which now includes nearly three dozen volumes, each devoted to a major thinker in the Western philosophic tradition, from Plato and Aristotle to Foucault and Arendt. In that same year, I became a founding co-editor of the Journal of Ayn Rand Studies, a biannual interdisciplinary scholarly journal on Ayn Rand and her times that, in its first twelve volumes, published over 250 articles by over 130 authors. In 2013, the journal began a new collaboration with the Pennsylvania State University Press that will greatly expand its academic visibility and electronic accessibility.

It therefore gives me great pleasure to see that two essays first published in the Journal of Ayn Rand Studies—“The Rand Transcript” (1999c) and “The Rand Transcript, Revisited” (2005b)—have made their way into the pages of the second, expanded edition of this book, providing a more complete record of the fascinating historical details of Rand’s education from 1921 to 1924 at what was then Petrograd State University.

In publishing the second edition of any book written two decades ago, an author might be tempted to change this or that formulation or phrase to render more accurately its meaning or to eliminate the occasional error of fact. I have kept such revisions to a minimum; the only extensively revised section is an expanded discussion in chapter 12 of Rand’s foreign policy views, relevant to a post-9/11 generation, under the subheading “The Welfare-Warfare State.” Nevertheless, part of the charm of seeing a second edition of this book published now is being able to leave the original work largely untouched and to place it in a broader, clarifying context that itself could not have been apparent when it was first published.

My own Rand research activities over these years are merely one small part of an explosive increase in Rand sightings across the social landscape: in books on biography, literature, philosophy, politics, and culture;2 film;3 and contemporary American politics, from the Tea Party to the presidential election.4

Even President Barack Obama, in his November 2012 Rolling Stone interview, acknowledges having read Ayn Rand:

Ayn Rand is one of those things that a lot of us, when we were 17 or 18 and feeling misunderstood, we’d pick up. Then, as we get older, we realize that a world in which we’re only thinking about ourselves and not thinking about anybody else, in which we’re considering the entire project of developing ourselves as more important than our relationships to other people and making sure that everybody else has opportunity—that that’s a pretty narrow vision. It’s not one that, I think, describes what’s best in America. (in Brinkley 2012)

The bulk of this book predates the president’s assessment, and yet it is, in significant ways, a response to assessments of that kind. First and foremost, it is a statement of the inherent radicalism of Rand’s approach. Her radicalism speaks not to the alleged “narrow vision” but to the broad totality of social relationships that must be transformed as a means of resolving a host of social problems. Rand saw each of these social problems as related to others, constituting—and being constituted by—an overarching system of statism that she opposed.

My work takes its cue from Rand, and other thinkers in both the libertarian tradition, such as Ludwig von Mises, F. A. Hayek, and Murray N. Rothbard, and the dialectical tradition, such as Aristotle, G. W. F. Hegel, Karl Marx, and Bertell Ollman. From these disparate influences, I have constructed the framework for a “dialectical libertarianism” as the only fundamental alternative to that overarching system of statism. In this book, I identify Rand as a key theorist in the evolution of a “dialectical libertarian” political project.

The essence of a dialectical method is that it is “the art of context-keeping.” More specifically, it emphasizes the need to understand any object of study or any social problem by grasping the larger context within which it is embedded, so as to trace its myriad—and often reciprocal—causes and effects. The larger context must be viewed in terms that are both systemic and historical.

Systemically, dialectics demands that we trace the relationships among seemingly disparate objects of study or among disparate social problems so as to understand how these objects and problems relate to one another—and to the larger system they constitute and that shapes them. Historically, dialectics demands that we trace the development of these relationships over time—that is, that we understand each object of study or each social problem through its past, present, and potential future manifestations.

This attention to context is the central reason why a dialectical approach has often been connected to a radical politics. To be radical is to “go to the root.” Going to the “root” of a social problem requires understanding how it came about. Tracing how problems are situated within a larger system over time is, simultaneously, a step toward resolving those problems and overturning and revolutionizing the system that generates them.

The three books in my “Dialectics and Liberty trilogy”—of which Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical is the second part—seek to reclaim dialectical method from its one-sided use in Marxist thought, in particular, by clarifying its basic nature and placing it in the service of a radical libertarianism.5

The first book in my trilogy is Marx, Hayek, and Utopia, which I published in 1995 with the State University of New York Press (Sciabarra 1995b). It drew parallels between Karl Marx, the theoretician of communism, and F. A. Hayek, the Austrian “free market” economist, by highlighting their surprisingly convergent critiques of utopianism and their mutual appreciation of context in defining the meaning of political radicalism.

Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical, the second book in the trilogy, details the approach of a bona fide dialectical thinker in the radical libertarian tradition, who advocated the analysis of social problems and social solutions across three distinctive, and mutually supportive, levels of generality—the personal, the cultural, and the structural (see especially “The Radical Rand,” part 3 of the current work).

The third book and final part of the trilogy, Total Freedom: Toward a Dialectical Libertarianism, was published in 2000 by the Pennsylvania State University Press (Sciabarra 2000). It offers a rereading of the history of dialectical thinking, a redefinition of dialectics as indispensable to any defense of human liberty and as a tool to critique those aspects of modern libertarianism that are decidedly undialectical and, hence, dangerously utopian in their implications.

That my trilogy places libertarian thinkers within a larger dialectical tradition has been resisted by some of my left-wing colleagues, who view Marxism as having a monopoly on dialectical analysis, and some of my right-wing colleagues, who are aghast to see anybody connect a libertarian politics to a method that they decry as “Marxist,” and hence anathema to the project for liberty.

Ironically, both the left-wing and right-wing folks who object to my characterization of a dialectical libertarian alternative commit what Rand would have called “the fallacy of the frozen abstraction.” For Rand, this “consists of substituting some one particular concrete for the wider abstract class to which it belongs.”6 Thus, the left-wing and right-wing critics both freeze and reduce the concept of dialectical method to the subcategory of one of its major historical applications (i.e., Marxism). They both exclude another significant subcategory from that concept, whether to protect the favored subcategory (as do some conservatives, libertarians, and Objectivists) or the concept itself (as do the leftists). Ultimately, they both characterize dialectics as essentially Marxist. It is as if any other variety of dialectics does not or cannot exist. In each case, the coupling of dialectics and libertarianism is denied. The left-wing dialecticians don’t want to besmirch “their” methodology by acknowledging its presence in libertarian thinking, while the right-wing proponents of liberty don’t want to sully their ideology with a “Marxist” methodology.7

But as I have demonstrated in my trilogy, especially in Total Freedom, it is Aristotle, not Hegel or Marx, who is the “fountainhead” of a genuinely dialectical approach to social inquiry. Ultimately, my work bolsters Rand’s self-image as an essentially Aristotelian and radical thinker. In doing so, my work challenges our notion of what it means to be Aristotelian—and radical.

I am cognizant that my use of the word “dialectics” to describe the “art of context-keeping”—as a vital aspect of Rand’s approach to both analyzing problems and proposing highly original, often startling solutions—is controversial. My hypothesis—in this book and in the two additional essays that now apear as appendices I and II of this expanded second edition—that Rand learned this method from her Russian teachers has generated as much controversy. Rand named N. O. Lossky as her first philosophy professor. Questions of the potential methodological impact on Rand that Lossky and her other Russian teachers may have had, and the potential discrepancies between Rand’s own recollections with regard to Lossky and the historical record, were all first raised in Russian Radical. These issues, nearly twenty years after they were raised, have resulted in Rand’s prospective “authorized” biographer arguing that Rand’s recollections were mistaken. In my view, however, this turn in historical interpretation is itself deeply problematic. I discuss these issues in a new essay, which appears as appendix III, “A Challenge to Russian Radical—and Ayn Rand.”

I am genuinely excited that the Pennsylvania State University Press has enabled me to practice what I dialectically preach: placing Russian Radical and its cousins in the larger context both of my research on Rand and of my Dialectics and Liberty trilogy enables me to present readers with a clearer sense of what I have hoped to accomplish.

Thanks to all those who have made this ongoing adventure possible.8

Chris Matthew Sciabarra

1 July 2013
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INTRODUCTION

Ayn Rand is one of the most widely read philosophers of the twentieth century. Yet despite the sale of nearly thirty million copies of her works, and their translation into many languages (Landrum 1994, 302),1 there have been few book-length, scholarly examinations of her thought. This is hardly surprising since academics have often dismissed her “Objectivist” ideas as “pop” philosophy.2 As a best-selling novelist, a controversial, flamboyant polemicist, and a woman in a male-dominated profession, Rand remained outside the academy throughout her life. Her works had inspired passionate responses that echo the uncompromising nature of her moral vision. In many cases, her audiences were either cultish in their devotion or savage in their attacks. The left was infuriated by her anticommunist, procapitalist politics, whereas the right was disgusted by her atheism and civil libertarianism.

Since her death in 1982, interest in her thought has not abated. Respondents to a joint Library of Congress–Book of the Month Club survey of “lifetime reading habits” indicated that Atlas Shrugged was second only to the Bible in its significant impact on their lives.3 Rand’s influence on American political thought has been acknowledged by Martin Anderson, Reagan’s chief domestic and economic adviser; Hillary Rodham Clinton; Alan Greenspan, former chairman of the Federal Reserve; John Hospers, philosopher and one-time Libertarian Party presidential candidate; perennial GOP presidential candidate Ron Paul; Charles Murray, author of Losing Ground; Robert Nozick, Harvard philosopher and National Book Award winner; and Clarence Thomas, associate justice of the Supreme Court. Most important, there has been a steady growth in Rand scholarship. In the past decade, a number of collections of her writings were published for the first time, as were several studies of her career and impact.4 The number of reference guides and journals dedicated to the examination of Objectivist ideas continues to grow.5 Discussions of her thought and excerpts from her essays appear regularly in journals and college textbooks.6 In addition, several professional scholarly organizations have been founded to promote the serious study of Rand’s philosophy.7 A new generation of thinkers schooled in the Objectiv-ist, classical liberal, and libertarian traditions has extended and refined the Randian legacy. They include Leonard Peikoff, heir to the Estate of Ayn Rand, who continues to lecture and write on Objectivism; Nathaniel Branden, who despite his separation from Rand in 1968, continues to develop the interconnections between neo-Objectivist philosophy and psychology; David Kelley, who has presented a sophisticated realist theory of perception based largely on Rand’s epistemological contributions; Douglas Den Uyl and Douglas Rasmussen, who have combined Randian and Aristotelian insights in their own unique defense of a free society; and Tibor Machan, whose many books reflect a deep appreciation of Rand’s philosophy.

Nevertheless, the growth in Rand scholarship and influence has generated few comprehensive, book-length examinations of her thought (rather than her life and cultural impact). Three earlier attempts at extended critique, by Albert Ellis (1968), William F O’Neill ([1971] 1977), and John W. Robbins (1974), were published eight to twelve years before Rand’s death and, hence, did not assess her full contribution. The Philosophic Thought of Ayn Rand, edited by Den Uyl and Rasmussen (1984), is an important anthology of essays written by several scholars who examine aspects of Rand’s epistemology, ethics, and politics, from different perspectives. Peikoff’s Objectivism: The Philosophy of Ayn Rand (1991b) is the first systematic statement of Rand’s philosophy, albeit from an orthodox, noncritical vantage point. And Ronald Merrill’s Ideas of Ayn Rand (1991)—recently updated by Marsha Familaro Enright (Merrill and Enright 2013)—presents some original theses, though with a broader cultural orientation.

This book is the first scholarly attempt to trace Rand’s roots and assess her place in intellectual history. My central theme is captured by the title: Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical, for in this book I address two questions:

1. In what sense can Rand’s philosophy be understood as a response to her Russian past?

2. In what sense can Rand’s philosophy be understood as a contribution to twentieth-century radical thought?

The answers to these questions provide a new interpretation of Rand’s Objectivism in terms of its intellectual origins and its significance for the history of social theory. I contend that Rand achieved a unique synthesis by rejecting—and absorbing—key elements in the Russian tradition. She rejected the Marxist and religious content of Russian thought. She accepted the dialectical revolt against formal dualism. Her distinctive integration of a libertarian politics with a dialectical method forges a revolutionary link. She projected a dialectical sensibility while formulating a fundamentally non-Marxist, radical critique of statism.

In this book, I do not focus on Ayn Rand’s personal life or on the controversial movement she inspired. I reconstructed certain biographical elements, especially concerning Rand’s Russian education, in an effort to trace her early intellectual development. In a few instances, I could not ignore circumstances in Rand’s public and private life, particularly those events which divided sympathetic and critical commentators alike and led to interpretive modifications, or distortions, of her overall project. It is my hope that this book will contribute to a much-needed scholarly appreciation of Rand’s profoundly original theoretical system.

RAND SCHOLARSHIP: PROBLEMS AND PERSPECTIVES

I must admit that Rand’s deeply controversial public persona has left for the present generation of scholars two major, related problems: (1) the need to distinguish Rand’s personality from her philosophical legacy; and (2) the task of determining what (and who) defines Objectivism as a distinct school of thought.

The first problem is not peculiar to Rand scholarship. It is a truism that in studying any philosophy, one must never lose sight of the personal, cultural, and historical context of the originating philosopher. Yet the study of philosophy cannot be reduced to exploring this or that philosopher’s idiosyncrasies. That would be psychologism at its worst. One should not judge Schopenhauer’s philosophy by his penchant for sleeping with loaded pistols or Nietzsche’s by the fact that he died insane. Similarly, one should not judge Rand’s philosophy by her intolerance toward dissenters, her penchant for moralizing, her style of polemical exposition, or the “cult of personality” that she inspired.

Perhaps even more than her status as an iconoclastic thinker, a novelist, or a woman, Rand’s truculent temperament and cultic following severely hampered serious scholarship on her work. Indeed, the fledgling Objectivist movement in the 1960s contributed to a second major problem: the difficulty in pinpointing the “genuine” representatives of her philosophy. Echoing the sectarianism and authoritarianism within the left academy, Objectivists have tended to engage in philosophical “purges” and personal disputes that have led some to disavow the contributions of others still working largely within the broad framework defined by Rand. The first such schism occurred in 1968, when Rand ended her personal and professional relationship with her chief associate, psychologist Nathaniel Branden.8

In my view, there are distinctions between the “orthodox” interpreters of Rand’s thought and those who can be termed “neo-Objectivists.” The orthodox thinkers see Rand’s philosophy as closed and complete. The neo-Objectivists accept certain basic principles, while expanding, modifying, or revising other aspects of Rand’s thought. The “neo-Objectivist” label is not employed critically; for history, I believe, will describe all these thinkers simply as “Objectivists.” Nevertheless, Rand did not sanction all of the developments proceeding from her influence. In the case of Nathaniel Branden, for instance, although Rand enthusiastically approved his theoretical work while he was her associate, she repudiated his subsequent efforts.9 A later dispute between Leonard Peikoff and David Kelley centered on the question of what precisely constitutes the philosophy of Objectivism.

Adopting an orthodox, “closed-system” approach, Peikoff (1991b) has stated: “‘Objectivism’ is the name of Ayn Rand’s philosophy as presented in the material she herself wrote or endorsed” (xv). Peikoff excludes from “official Objectivist doctrine” both his own work after Rand’s death and Rand’s unedited, unpublished lectures and journals, since she “had no opportunity to see or approve” of the material.10

Peikoff follows Rand’s own pronouncements. At the time of the Branden schism, Rand maintained (in 1968) that she was a theoretician of Objectivism, which she characterized as “a philosophical system originated by me and publicly associated with my name.”11 She claimed that it was her “right and responsibility” to defend the system’s integrity, and she renounced any “organized movement” in her name.

Twelve years after this “statement of policy,” when a magazine called The Objectivist Forum was established, Rand approved the journal as “a forum for students of Objectivism to discuss their ideas, each speaking only for himself.” Rand stated that the magazine was neither the “official voice” of her philosophy nor her “representative” or “spokesman.”

Rand explained further that those who agree with certain tenets of Objectivism but disagree with others should give proper acknowledgment “and then indulge in any flights of fancy [they] wish, on [their] own.” Anyone using the name of “Objectivism” for his own

philosophical hodgepodge … is guilty of the fraudulent presumption of trying to put thoughts into my brain (or of trying to pass his thinking off as mine—an attempt which fails, for obvious reasons). I chose the name “Objectivism” at a time when my philosophy was beginning to be known and some people were starting to call themselves “Randists.” I am much too conceited to allow such a use of my name.12

Upholding the consistency of her system as one of its virtues, Rand opposed the practice of those philosophers who “regard philosophy as a verb, not a noun (they are not studying or creating philosophy, they are ‘doing’ it)” (2). Thus Peikoff’s interpretation of Objectivism as a “closed system” clearly mirrors Rand’s own view.

By contrast, David Kelley (1990) views Objectivism as an “open system”: “A philosophy defines a school of thought, a category of thinkers who subscribe to the same principles. In an open philosophy, members of the school may differ among themselves over many issues within the framework of the basic principles they accept” (57).

The evolution of academic Marxist thought illustrates Kelley’s point clearly. In defining the essence of contemporary Marxism, it is impossible to disconnect the statements of Karl Marx from the multiple interpretations constructed over the past century. These interpretations are as much a logical development of Marx’s methods and theories as they are a reflection of the particular historical, social, and personal contexts of his interpreters. The interpretations also reflect different periods in Marx’s own development. Some scholars stress the earlier, more “humanistic” Marx, whereas others argue for an economistic interpretation based on his mature works. Most scholars would agree, however, that one cannot detach Marx’s unpublished writings from the corpus of his thought. Indeed, the great bulk of Marx’s work was issued posthumously. For example, Marx’s Grundrisse, composed of seven unedited workbooks, was first published in the twentieth century. It provides a cornucopia of material from which one can reconstruct his method of inquiry as a distinct “moment” (or aspect) of his dialectical approach. The Grundrisse is an essential complement to and reflection on Marx’s published exposition in Capital.

In addition, a Marxist scholar cannot neglect the plethora of interpretive twists resulting from the combination of Marx’s theories with compatible approaches in psychology, anthropology, and sociology. What has emerged is a scholarly industry that must take account of structuralist, phenomenological, critical, and analytical approaches, to name but a few. Finally, we have been presented with different philosophical interpretations of the “real” Karl Marx: the Aristotelian Marx, the Kantian Marx, the Hegelian Marx, and the Leninist Marx.13

None of these developments alter the essential body of theory that Marx proposed in his lifetime. One can empathize with the innovative theorist who, jealously guarding his discoveries, aims to protect the “purity” of the doctrine. Ironically, Rand suggests a spiritual affinity with Marx on this issue. She remembers that upon hearing the “outrageous statements” made by some of his “Marxist” followers, Marx exclaimed: “But I am not a Marxist.”14

Nevertheless, although one can debate whether a particular philosophy is “closed” or “open,” scholarship must consider the many theoretical developments emerging over time directly or indirectly from the innovator’s authentic formulations. Much of current intellectual history focuses not on the ideas of the innovator, but rather, on the evolution of the ideas and on the context in which the ideas emerged and developed. As W. W. Bartley argues, the affirmation of a theory involves many logical implications that are not immediately apparent to the original theorist. In Bartley’s words, “The informative content of any idea includes an infinity of unforeseeable nontrivial statements.” The creation of mathematics for instance, “generates problems that are wholly independent of the intentions of its creators.”15

In this book, I have adopted a similarly hermeneutical approach. The principles of this scholarly technique were sketched by Paul Ricoeur in his classic essay, “The Model of the Text.”16 Ricoeur maintains that a text is detached from its author and develops consequences of its own. In so doing, it transcends its relevance to its initial situation and addresses an indefinite range of possible readers. Hence, the text must be understood not only in terms of the author’s context but also in the context of the multiple interpretations that emerge during its subsequent history.

I do not mean to suggest that Rand’s ideas lack objective validity, that is, validity independent of the interpretations of others. Ultimately, one must judge the validity of any idea by its correspondence to reality and/or its explanatory power. But to evaluate the truthfulness of a philosophic formulation is not the only legitimate task of scholarship. Indeed, my primary purpose in this study as an intellectual historian and political theorist is not to demonstrate either the validity or the falsity of Rand’s ideas. Rather, it is to shed light on her philosophy by examining the context in which it was both formulated and developed.

In this book I attempt to grasp Rand’s Objectivism as a text developing over time. As a concept, “Objectivism” is open-ended; it contains its history and its future. It must be understood in terms of both its historical origins and its post-Randian evolution. The existential conditions from which it emerged and to which it speaks are in large part what give it its very significance. So, too, its meaning continues to unfold through a clash of interpretations offered by followers and critics alike. By clarifying these conditions and factors, I hope to provide an enriched appreciation of Rand’s contributions.

Such an assertion might imply that I claim to have grasped the implications of Objectivism even more thoroughly than did Rand herself.17 Although I would never presume to such intellectual hubris, it is true, nonetheless, that Rand could not have explored the full implications of her philosophy in her lifetime. Such a task is reserved necessarily for succeeding generations of scholars.

First and foremost then, this is a book about ideas. I discuss Rand’s ideas as she expressed them in her published and unpublished works, in her written essays and spoken lectures, from the earliest available material to the last. I consider all these sources important to a comprehensive understanding of her thought and legacy. Unfortunately, because Rand never wrote an exhaustive treatise, her system must be pieced together from her novels, essays, and lectures. Furthermore, many of Rand’s journals and private papers are not yet available to the scholarly community. Since Rand agreed to place these papers with the Library of Congress, it is hoped that future scholars will have more information at their disposal than I have had.18

I also discuss Rand’s thought as it has been interpreted, modified, or extended by those she influenced. This book is as much an analysis of the tradition that Rand’s philosophy has sparked as it is of the ideas she herself expressed, and I include substantive analysis of work by Barbara Branden, Nathaniel Branden, Douglas Den Uyl, David Kelley, Tibor Machan, Leonard Peikoff, Douglas Rasmussen, George Walsh, and others. Even for those works not officially sanctioned by Rand, there is significant textual evidence to support their continuity and consistency with Objectivism. Some of these authors in fact, have written more for a scholarly than for a popular audience. Hence, their alternative formulations of Objectivist positions are characterized by scholarly rigor and precision appropriate to that context. I do not hesitate to use these materials, although this must be done with care, always remembering that the best source for evaluating their consistency is the writing of Rand herself. Ultimately, I argue that there is an essential unity in Rand’s legacy and that this unity is both philosophical and methodological.

Before proceeding, however, I feel compelled to assert that Rand’s philosophy should be taken seriously and treated with respect. The mere mention of Ayn Rand’s name in academic circles can evoke smirks and a rolling of the eyes. Most often she is dismissed, without discussion, as a reactionary, a propagandist, or a pop-fiction writer with a cult following. The fact that her work often appeals to the young seems proof that her ideas are immature or simplistic.

From my own experience, I can attest that Rand’s work does inspire youthful admiration. I was first exposed to her ideas when I was a senior in high school. Captivated by the starkness of her essays and the benevolent heroism of her fictional protagonists, I consumed all of Rand’s available works. I gradually discovered a rich classical liberal and libertarian literature that provided a fundamental alternative to mainstream social science.

Although my interest in Rand never abated during my college years, I was far removed from the dogmatic, cult-like devotion of fans who seemed to worship her every pronouncement. Moreover, I witnessed the hostile reaction to her work by many academic professionals. Although Rand provided an insightful, moral defense of capitalism, I found it difficult to imagine that she could ever gain scholarly acceptance.

Not until I was in graduate school did I discover something else in Rand’s work. As a doctoral student, I was engaged in a comprehensive study of dialectical method with two distinguished scholars of the left academy, Bertell Ollman and Wolf Heydebrand. Much to my amazement, I discovered provocative parallels between the methods of Marxian social theory and the philosophic approach of Ayn Rand. Both Marx and Rand traced the interconnectedness of social phenomena, uncovering a startling cluster of relations between and among the institutions and structures of society. Both Marx and Rand opposed the mind-body dichotomy, and all of its derivatives. But unlike Marx, Rand was virulently anticommunist. Unlike Marx, Rand viewed a genuinely capitalist social system as a necessary condition for the achievement of truly integrated human being. Paradoxically, Rand seemed to embrace a dialectical perspective that resembled the approach of her Marxist political adversaries, even while defending capitalism as an “unknown ideal.”

In 1984, recognizing these parallels and distinctions, I was encouraged by Ollman and Heydebrand to undertake my first systematic study of the dialectical aspects of Rand’s philosophy. In the process, I rediscovered elements in Objectivism that challenged my entire understanding of that philosophy and its place in intellectual history.

Rand was notorious for maintaining that her intellectual debt to other thinkers was very limited. And yet in my own research, I discovered similarities between Rand’s approach and the dialectical approach of Hegelians and Marxists. Rand would have vehemently denied such a link. She viewed Hegel and Marx as heirs to the destructive Platonic and Kantian philosophic traditions. I grew certain, however, that at some point in her intellectual development, Rand had absorbed, perhaps unwittingly, crucial dialectical methods of analysis. My preliminary study compelled me to look further.

THE STUDY IN BRIEF

Rand was born and reared during a revolutionary period in Russian history. That context is the key to understanding the peculiar character of her Objectivism, her essentially dialectical mode of inquiry, and her radical critique of contemporary society. By the time she graduated from the University of Leningrad in 1924,19 she had been exposed to a dialectical revolt against formal dualism that would profoundly influence her literary craft and philosophical project.

In this book, I explore Objectivism on three distinct levels: (1) its intellectual roots, (2) its formal structure, and (3) its radical social implications.

All too often, Rand’s philosophy is presented as a deductive formulation from first principles. This approach prevails in the work of both her followers and her detractors. Objectivism is defined in a logically derivative manner: Rand allegedly begins with an ontological view of the law of identity and then proceeds to enunciate a doctrine of epistemological realism, ethical egoism, individualist-libertarian-capitalist social philosophy, and a “Romantic-Realist” literary credo. Each of these branches is integrated in a hierarchy of interrelated abstractions.

I do not deny that such a relational structure exists within Objectivism as a formal totality, but I depart from established perspectives by exploring Rand’s philosophy as a phenomenon with a history and as a system.

From a historical vantage point, I examine Rand’s philosophy in “the process of its becoming.” I approach Objectivism diachronically, as an evolved response to the dualities that Rand confronted in Soviet Russia. Although she rejected both the mysticism of Russia’s religious traditions20 and the secular collectivism of the Russian Marxists, she nonetheless remained a profoundly Russian thinker. Rand’s Russian nature was not reflected merely in her heavy foreign accent or in the length of her novels. She was Russian in more fundamental ways. In the sweeping character of her generalizations, and in her passionate commitment to the practical realization of her ideals, Rand was fully within the Russian literary and philosophic tradition. Like most of Russia’s great literary figures, she was an artist, social critic, and nonacademic philosopher who constructed a broad synthesis in her battle against the traditional antinomies in Western thought: mind versus body, fact versus value, theory versus practice, reason versus emotion, rationalism versus empiricism, idealism versus materialism, and so on. And like most of Russia’s indigenous philosophers, she presented an exhaustive, all-encompassing theoretical totality. Her system is as much defined by what she accepted in Russian thought as by what she rejected. In her intellectual development, Rand reflects the very Hegelian Aufhebung she ridiculed as a violation of the law of identity. In her intellectual evolution, Rand both absorbed and abolished, preserved and transcended, the elements of her Russian past.

I do not mean to imply that Rand’s ideas can be wholly explained by—or reduced to—the context from which they emerged. People have free will; innovation and creativity are possible. But free will does not mean that people can step outside of their own skin. No human being can adopt a perspective on the whole that is external to all personal, cultural, social, or historical context. We are as much the creatures of history as its creators. Though Rand used genuinely inductive and deductive techniques in fashioning her unique synthesis, she also responded to real, concrete circumstances. Abstracting Rand’s philosophy from this context damages our understanding of its historical importance.

Part One partially recovers the lost world of revolutionary Russia and evokes the oppressive conditions that prompted Rand to emigrate to the United States. I concentrate on the intellectual traditions that dominated Russian culture during Rand’s formative years. Living in Russia during its celebrated Silver Age, she witnessed a burst of Nietzschean and neo-Hegelian thought: the Symbolist movement, Russian Religious Renaissance, and Russian Marxism each attempted the resolution of various forms of dualism. I focus in greater detail on the contributions of Nicholas Onufrievich Lossky, Rand’s philosophy teacher at Petrograd University. Lossky, who encapsulated many of the significant dialectical methods prevalent in Russian thought, was the most significant of Rand’s professors and perhaps the one who most influenced her early intellectual development. I explore the historical connection of Rand and Lossky. As the dean of contemporary, pre-Bolshevik, Russian philosophy,21 Lossky viewed the world as an organic totality in which each part is internally related to every other. This dialectical conception reappears in many forms in the writings of Lossky’s student, Ayn Rand. I conclude Part One, with a developmental study of Rand’s intellectual maturation from the moment of her arrival in the United States until her death in 1982. My focus here is not on Objectivism as an integrated system, but on Rand’s intellectual groping toward synthesis.

Historically, Rand’s revolt against dualism animated her project.22 In Part Two, I switch from the historical to the synchronic. I reconstruct Rand’s system to show how it is an inherently dialectical and nondualistic formulation that differs considerably from conventional alternatives.

Since the hierarchical structure of Objectivism cannot be ignored, I present the basic tenets of Rand’s perspective in a logically progressive manner to emphasize their more specific applications. It would be an error, for example, to begin with Rand’s politics and proceed to her ontology. Because each branch and principle depend on their antecedents, one must first enter the lofty domain of metaphysics and work methodically toward Rand’s epistemology, philosophical psychology, aesthetics, ethics, and politics.

In Part Three, I show how Rand’s mode of analysis culminates in a radical assessment of the nature of power as manifested in all social practices and institutions. I scrutinize her attempt to trace the interrelationships of culture, education, sex, race, and the neofascist welfare-warfare state. I also examine her theory of history, her vision of the Objectivist society, and her communitarian impulse.

In this book I also make explicit comparisons and distinctions between Rand and other social thinkers. This is often a difficult task, owing partly to Rand’s myopia concerning both her intellectual debts and her assessment of other philosophers. In bravura fashion, Rand once said that in the history of philosophy, she could only recommend the “3 A’s”—Aristotle, Aquinas, and Ayn Rand.23 According to Barbara Branden’s biography, Rand’s formal study of philosophy was limited to just a few college courses. She studied Plato, Aristotle, and Nietzsche in some depth, but read only excerpts from—or summaries of—the work of other key figures. She often learned about different schools of thought in conversation with friends and colleagues who were themselves students of philosophy.24 Though Rand recognized some positive elements in the thought of Nietzsche, Spinoza, the classical liberals (such as Locke), and the Founding Fathers, though she celebrated the work of such twentieth-century individualists as Ludwig von Mises, John T. Flynn, and Isabel Paterson, she failed to see that many of the philosophers whom she attacked shared a similarly integrated perspective.

Nathaniel Branden (1982T) has observed that her wholesale rejection of other viewpoints was a by-product of her theatrical, emotional, and abrasive style. According to Branden, Rand did little to build bridges to those who operated in different intellectual contexts. As a polemicist, she often dismissed her opponents on moralistic or psychologistic grounds. Moreover, her broad generalizations often lacked the rigor of scholarly analysis.25 Branden does not fault Rand for this; he argues that it was not Rand’s goal to work out the details of a full philosophical system. Rand offered important ideas in perception, epistemology, metaethics, politics, and aesthetics, but left it to her followers to defend Objectivism in the realm of technical philosophy (N. Branden 1989, 417–18).

This is not to deny the sophistication or originality of Rand’s thought. But an enriched appreciation of her philosophy cannot emerge unless we compare her ideas to the ideas of the thinkers she celebrated or disparaged. Rand’s place in intellectual history will very much depend upon how effectively she responded to these other traditions and to the central problems with which they have grappled. These comparisons are essential. As Robert Hollinger suggests, we can utilize contrasting doctrines to enhance our understanding of Rand’s project, “even if they come from the pens of people whom Rand would consider anathema.”26

I do not make these comparisons either to challenge Rand’s originality or to bolster her credentials as a grand social theorist. Rand synthesized a number of elements in her philosophic system that have been explored previously by other thinkers. She is neither qualified nor disqualified as a serious thinker simply because what she says about any particular issue resembles what other thinkers have said about that issue in the past. The integrity and seriousness of her work cannot be established by merely pointing out its similarity to or difference from the works of more “respected” philosophers such as Aristotle, Hegel, Marx, Nietzsche, Lossky, Hayek, or Habermas.

Comparison promotes confrontation and communication not merely between those who celebrate Rand and those who criticize her but also between the traditions that are being engaged. As Richard Bernstein (1971) puts it, “The provincialism that is so fashionable among ‘true believers’ of different philosophic orientations can blind us to a serious, sympathetic understanding of other philosophers who are working in different idioms” (4). The dialogue that may result can help us to comprehend not only the perspectives of those we oppose but the implications of our own beliefs as well.

For many reasons, such a dialogue has been slow to develop with Objectivism. Nathaniel Branden, Barbara Branden, and David Kelley all suggest that the Objectivist movement of the 1960s fostered a cult-like reverence toward Rand. Ironically, a movement dedicated to freedom and individual autonomy engendered disputes over ideological purity.27 Some devout followers attempted to model themselves on Rand’s fictional characters. If John Galt, the protagonist of Atlas Shrugged, smoked cigarettes, this behavior was to be emulated. If Rand’s heroines had a penchant for rough and explosive sex, this was also to be admired.28 Many of Rand’s disciples accepted each of her pronouncements as if they were intrinsic to the system of Objectivism. If Rand equated horror movies with depravity, or argued against electing a woman president on principle, or expressed distaste for the music of Beethoven, the works of Shakespeare, or the paintings of the Impressionists, or abhorred the practice of homosexuality, or disliked facial hair,29 her personal, aesthetic, and sexual preferences were elevated to the status of dogma.

Kelley (1990) writes that many of Rand’s followers failed to distinguish between the ideas essential to her philosophy and those that were not. For Kelley, Rand offers “the foundation and outline of a system” within which different interpretations are likely to develop (61).

Nevertheless, one cannot simply dismiss the authoritarian, sometimes downright foolish, aspects of the organized Objectivist movement. That these aspects exposed Rand’s philosophy to ridicule and caricature cannot be denied. Of course, from the vantage point of intellectual history, Rand has no monopoly on folly. Of greater importance, however, is the charge that authoritarianism is inevitable in any grand system of philosophy. Since Rand posits a cultural revolution as necessary to the establishment of a genuinely free society, she seems to mimic the totalistic approach of the Marxists. In the twentieth century, Marxist ideology linked its organic, integrative methodology with its sanction of the total state. Hence, it is legitimate to examine the connection between what Karl Popper has called political and methodological totalitarianism. According to Popper ([1962] 1971), the totalistic attempts by Hegel and Marx to transcend the dualism of facts and standards underlies the inexorable totalitarianism of their worldviews. Popper argues that the fact-value distinction is a necessary one, for it bars people from attempting to enforce their own normative prescriptions on society as if these values were divinely dictated. Popper’s “open society” is liberal and capitalist; it opposes totalistic central planning, but sanctions limited social engineering.

And yet by identifying dialectics with Marxism and dualism with capitalism, Popper agrees with Marx. Marx argued that dualism was both essential and historically specific to the capitalist mode of production. For Marx, capitalism both reflected and generated the dualities in the modem world. His historical project points toward a communist society that would transcend these dualities and the capitalist system on which they depend.

Rand proposes a resolution transcending the Popperian and Marxian alternatives. She links her defense of capitalism to a strong, dialectical sensibility. Her vision of the free society rejects traditional antinomies, but embraces the morality and practicality of the capitalist system. Given the collapse of Marxism as a theoretical paradigm and political force, Rand’s alternative is particularly compelling. In many ways, it redeems the integrity of dialectics as a radical method by rescuing it from its mystical, collectivist, and statist incarnations.

DIALECTICS AND DUALISM

Yet Rand would have been the first to deny her status as a “dialectical” thinker. Rand’s own view of “dialectics” was based on her experiences in the Soviet Union. In Rand’s mind, the very word “dialectics” must have raised a “red flag” of sorts. In 1959, she saw Nikita Khrushchev on American television. As she later recounted, he recited “the credo of dialectic materialism in the exact words and tone in which I had heard it recited at exams, in my college days, by students at the University of Leningrad.”30 This credo was branded into the minds of students as an ideological tool of Soviet repression. Barbara Branden (1986) writes that Rand “understood the theory of dialectical materialism—and had on her body and spirit the scars of its practice” (42). For Rand, “dialectics” was pure Heraclitean nonsense; it was the view “that contradictions are the law of reality, that A is non-A.”31 In this sense, Rand, like Popper, interprets dialectics as an endorsement of logical contradiction, embodying a view of the universe based on nonidentity.32

Certainly dialectical language at times obscures a strictly logical understanding of contradiction and identity. Some writers are guilty of claiming that dialectical “logic” transcends the so-called formal, static, or one-dimensional logic of Aristotle.33 The question is, in part, one of semantics. Unless I clarify my own understanding of “dialectics,” I am vulnerable to at least two criticisms: (1) that in reconstructing Objectivism, I utilize categories and distinctions foreign to Rand’s own system (Kelley, 20 August 1989C); and (2) that, in focusing on “dialectics” as a key component of the Objectivist approach, I have linked Rand to her Russian predecessors on the basis of a nonessential characteristic (Kelley in Kelley 1993T).

I reject both criticisms as follows:

Throughout the history of philosophy the term “dialectics” has been used in many different senses. Aristotle recognized dialectic and rhetoric as counterparts of each other; for him, rhetoric was the art of public speaking, or the “faculty of observing in any given case the available means of persuasion,” whereas dialectic was the art of logical discussion and argumentation.34 In dialectic, the interlocutor proceeds from accepted (or specific) propositions and argues toward a more basic (or general) conclusion.35 Although mastery of this dialectic technique was the hallmark of Socratic and Platonic philosophy, Aristotle argued that it was insufficient for establishing scientific truth.36 Nevertheless, he valued the dialectic because it demanded the study of questions from multiple vantage points. It is for this reason, perhaps, that Marx, Engels, and Lenin recognized Aristotle as the father of dialectical inquiry. Engels, in fact, called Aristotle “the Hegel of the ancient world,” who “had already analyzed the most essential forms of dialectic thought.”37 And Lenin argued that within Aristotle lies “the living germs of dialectics and inquiries about it.”38

More than two thousand years after Aristotle’s death, Hegel developed a conception of dialectics as an ontological and historical process. Hegel’s dialectical method affirms the impossibility of logical contradiction and focuses instead on relational “contradictions” or paradoxes revealed in the dynamism of history. For Hegel, opposing concepts could be identified as merely partial views whose apparent contradictions could be transcended by exhibiting them as internally related within a larger whole. From pairs of opposing theses, elements of truth could be extracted and integrated into a third position.39 Other philosophers saw this form of dialectics as a triadic movement in which the conflict of “thesis” and “antithesis” is resolved through “synthesis.”40 Dialectical materialists placed this process on an economic foundation and used it as the basis for a philosophy of history.

The best way to understand the dialectical impulse is to view it as a technique to overcome formal dualism and monistic reductionism. Dualism attempts to distinguish two mutually exclusive spheres, though it often leads theorists to emphasize one sphere to the detriment of another. Thus one can differentiate between genuine philosophical dualists, who see two coequal principles at work, and philosophical monists, who accept the dichotomies defined by dualists and reduce one polarity to an epiphenomenon of the other.41 Wolf Heydebrand (1981) explains that these dualistic forms can be found in nearly every branch of philosophy: in ontology, in the radical separation of body and mind, or matter and consciousness; in epistemology, in the radical separation of the real object and the datum present to the knowing mind; in ethics, in the radical distinction between good and evil (92).

Dialectical method is neither dualistic nor monistic. A thinker who employs a dialectical method embraces neither a pole nor the middle of a duality of extremes. Rather, the dialectical method anchors the thinker to both camps. The dialectical thinker refuses to recognize these camps as mutually exclusive or exhaustive.42 He or she strives to uncover the common roots of apparent opposites. He or she presents an integrated alternative that examines the premises at the base of an opposition as a means to its transcendence. In some cases, the transcendence of opposing points of view provides a justification for rejecting both alternatives as false. In other cases, the dialectical thinker attempts to clarify the genuinely integral relationship between spheres that are ordinarily kept separate and distinct.43

In Rand’s work, this transcendence of opposites is manifest in every branch of philosophy. Rand’s revolt against formal dualism is illustrated in her rejection of such “false alternatives” as materialism and idealism, intrinsicism and subjectivism, rationalism and empiricism. Rand was fond of using what Thorslev has called a “Both-And” formulation in her critique of dualism.44 Typically, Rand argues that Both X And Y share a common premise, Z. Her characteristic expression is: “Just as X depends upon Z, so too does Y depend upon Z.” Moreover, Rand always views the polarities as “mutually” or “reciprocally reinforcing,” “two sides of the same coin.” This is not merely an expository technique. Rand was the first to admit that a writer’s style is a product of his or her “psycho-epistemology” or method of awareness.45 By her own suggestion, one can infer that such an expository style reflects a genuinely dialectical methodology.

It must be emphasized, however, that Rand does not literally construct a synthesis out of the debris of false alternatives. Rather, she aims to transcend the limitations that, she believes, traditional dichotomies embody. In some instances, Rand sees each of the opposing points of view as being half-right and half-wrong. Consequently, at times, her resolution contains elements from each of the two rejected positions.

Rand’s dialectical approach is also illustrated in her recognition of such integral relationships as that between mind and body, reason and emotion, fact and value, theory and practice. For Rand, these factors are distinctions within an organic unity. Neither can be fully understood in the absence of the other, since each is an inseparable aspect of a wider totality.

It is this emphasis on the totality that is essential to the dialectical mode of inquiry. Dialectics is not merely a repudiation of formal dualism. It is a method that preserves the analytical integrity of the whole. Although it recommends study of the whole from the vantage point of any part, it eschews reification, that is, it avoids the abstraction of a part from the whole and its illegitimate conceptualization as a whole unto itself. The dialectical method recognizes that what is separable in thought is not separable in reality.

Moreover, dialectics requires the examination of the whole both systemically (or “synchronically”) and historically (or “diachronically”). From a synchronic perspective, it grasps the parts as systemically interrelated, as both constituting the whole, and constituted by it. For example, a dialectical thinker would not disconnect any single theoretical issue, such as the problem of free will, from its broader philosophic context. He or she would necessarily examine a host of connected issues, including the efficacy of consciousness, the nature of causality, and the reciprocal relationships between epistemology, ethics, and politics.

Diachronically, dialectics grasps that any system emerges over time, that it has a past, a present, and a future. Frequently, the dialectical thinker examines the dynamic tensions within a system, the internal conflicts or “contradictions” that require resolution. He or she refuses to disconnect factors, events, problems, and issues from one another or from the system they jointly constitute. He or she views social problems not discretely but in terms of the root systemic conditions they both reflect and sustain.

The dialectical thinker seeks not merely to understand the system, but to alter it fundamentally. Hence, a dialectical analysis is both critical and revolutionary in its implications. A dialectical thinker would not analyze a specific racial conflict, for example, without examining a host of historically constituted epistemic, ethical, psychological, cultural, political, and economic factors that both generate racism and perpetuate it. In such a view, it is the system that permits racism that must be transcended.

The dialectical sensibility is readily apparent in every aspect of Rand’s project, in her literary credo, philosophic approach, and social analysis.

From a literary standpoint, Rand recognized her own novels as organic wholes in which every event and character expresses the central theme. Moreover, her fiction was integral to the evolution of her grand philosophic synthesis.

Philosophically, Rand recognized Objectivism as a coherent, integrated system of thought, such that each branch could not be taken in isolation from the others. Her theories provide a basis for both critical analysis and revolutionary social transformation.

And from the perspective of social theory, Rand’s analysis of contemporary society was multidimensional and fully integrative. Rand focused on relationships of power, examining their historical genesis and their long-term deleterious effects on the stability and cohesiveness of the social order. She refused to view societal problems as separate from one another, and proposed a resolution that was comprehensive and fundamentally radical in its implications.

Thus Rand’s dialectical method was dynamic, relational, and contextual. It was dynamic because it viewed specific factors in terms of their movement over time. It was relational because it traced the interrelations between and among factors. It was contextual because it related these factors to their wider context. In a strictly formal sense, such a method has been employed to various degrees by thinkers as diverse as Aristotle, Kant, Hegel, Marx, Solovyov, Lossky, and those in the hermeneutic and analytic traditions.46

I did not discover any historical evidence that would suggest that Rand was influenced methodologically or substantively by modem hermeneutic or analytic philosophers. Indeed, in her lifetime, Rand did not read much formal philosophy except while she attended the University of Leningrad. There she would have been exposed to many thinkers in the Russian dialectical tradition, the most prominent of whom was N. O. Lossky. It was Lossky who first engaged Rand in the serious study of philosophy. And it was under Lossky’s tutelage that Rand was most probably introduced to a formal, dialectical method of thinking, even if she did not characterize it as such.

Significantly, it was Lossky who introduced Rand to the work of Aristotle. If Aristotle was the father of dialectical inquiry, as Marx, Lenin, and Engels maintained, then Rand was profoundly correct to view her own system as the heir to Aristotelianism. Ultimately, it might be said that her debt to Aristotle concerns both the form and the content of her thought.

Nevertheless, if it is true that Rand and her Russian predecessors shared a dialectical revolt against formal dualism, it would be very difficult to dismiss such an affinity as pure coincidence. One could infer legitimately, and independently of Rand’s own explicit self-descriptions, that there are important connections between her thought and the ideas and methods of her Russian teachers. In the context of any other thinker in intellectual history, such a claim seems innocuous. That someone might be influenced by his or her teachers is a rather uncontroversial thesis. Yet when placed within the context of Rand scholarship, this thesis has been criticized by some who believe that the mere consideration of Rand’s possible predecessors constitutes an assault on her originality.47

I strongly disagree with such sentiment. By placing Rand’s thought in its proper historical and intellectual context, we can better appreciate its most distinctive characteristics. Although I cannot substantiate all of my historical claims beyond any reasonable doubt, I believe that herein I offer the best explanation yet published for the origins of Rand’s unique approach to philosophic and social analysis.

I must reject also the criticism that I have reconstructed Rand’s Objectivism by utilizing categories and distinctions foreign to it. True, my terminology sometimes differs from Rand’s own, but this does not erase the fact that dialectics is her essential mode of inquiry. And even though she formulated most of her philosophical contributions relatively late in life,48 her dialectical sensibility informed her earliest writings. On many methodological and substantive issues, Rand’s approach converges with the Russian synthesis and with other dialectical traditions as well.

In addition, I must reject the criticism that I have linked Rand to her Russian ancestors on the basis of a characteristic that is “nonessential” to Objectivism. Although it is certainly true that the use of dialectical method is not distinctive to Rand’s approach, one could argue too, that the content of Rand’s Objectivism taken in its separable parts, is not distinctive either.49 Other thinkers have defended comparable doctrines of epistemological realism, ethical egoism, individual rights, and libertarian political theory. What must be recognized here is that Rand’s use of dialectical method was as essential to her historic formulation of Objectivist principles, as was her original synthesis in the realm of content. In constructing a philosophy, every philosopher develops a certain content through the use of a specific method. In the seamless conjunction of a realist-individualist-libertarian content with a radical, dialectical method, Rand forged a new system of thought worthy of comprehensive, scholarly examination. In many significant ways, she was fully justified to characterize herself as a veritable “radical for capitalism.”50

This is not to deny the dialectical savvy of other non-Marxist social thinkers.51 But Rand’s perspective is unique—both in its historical roots and in its political implications. Rand proposed a fully integrated defense of capitalism and of the constituent epistemological, psychological, ethical, social, cultural, political, and historical conditions required for its emergence and survival.

Nietzsche once observed that some writers are prone to muddy the waters to make them appear deep.52 One can easily read the work of Ayn Rand and emerge with a clear sense of her polemical abilities. As an artist and an essayist, Rand painted in broad strokes. In her exposition of Objectivism, she traced connections between seemingly unrelated events, institutions, and cultural forces as if these links were self-evident. Underlying her “popular” style and stark presentation was a mode of analysis based on the conviction that all social phenomena are interrelated.

My discussion of Rand’s ideas and the ideas of those whom she has influenced is much less colorful. I do not intend to muddy the waters of Ayn Rand’s crystalline ocean by reconstructing her words in the style of academic jargon; rather, I hope to show just how deep that ocean actually is. 


PART ONE

THE PROCESS OF BECOMING


1

SYNTHESIS IN RUSSIAN CULTURE

In her autobiography The Italics Are Mine (1992), Nina Berberova, one of the most important writers in twentieth-century Russian literature, describes a struggle that is at once profoundly personal and profoundly suggestive of the Russian character. She describes “one of the most important themes of [her] inner life,” as she aims for the “fusing of opposites” in her very being:

All dualism is painful for me, all splitting or bisecting contrary to my nature.… My whole life has been the reconciliation within myself of the old dichotomy.… [D]iverse and often contrasting traits fuse in me. Long ago I stopped thinking of myself as being composed of two halves. I feel physically, that a seam, not a cut, passes through me, that I myself am a seam, that with this seam, while I am alive, something has united in me, something has been soldered, that I am one of many examples in nature of soldering, unification, fusion, harmonization, that I am not living in vain, but there is sense in that I am as I am, an example of synthesis in a world of antitheses. (23–24, 36)

No theme has been more central to the history of Russian thought than this struggle against dualism. It emerges from a desire to transcend the dichotomies that fragment human existence: spirit versus flesh, reason versus emotion, the moral versus the practical. This yearning to achieve synthesis in the human condition was fully absorbed by Ayn Rand and became one of the earmarks of her Objectivist philosophy.

Ayn Rand was born Alissa Zinovievna Rosenbaum,1 in St. Petersburg on 2 February 1905, during the Silver Age of Russian cultural history. Though she later attributed much of Russia’s cultural brilliance to its Westernized elements, she reveled in the beauty of the epoch:

As a child, I saw a glimpse of the pre–World War I world, the last afterglow of the most radiant cultural atmosphere in human history (achieved not by Russian, but by Western culture). So powerful a fire does not die at once: even under the Soviet regime, in my college years, such works as Hugo’s Ruy Blas and Schiller’s Don Carlos were included in theatrical repertories, not as historical revivals, but as part of the contemporary esthetic scene.2

Rand’s recollection reflects her abiding contempt for the specifically “Russian” aspects of the culture. By emphasizing the achievements of the period as distinctly “Western,” Rand disowned the Slavic mysticism and collectivism that she considered characteristic of the Russian psyche. This fact is crucial to our understanding of Rand’s early intellectual development. It helps us to grasp why Rand could never admit that she was a child of her Russian past. For Rand, Russian culture meant hatred for the individual and the rational mind. Russian thought stressed emotion and intuition, not logic and reason; it rejected individualism and embraced communal organicism as expressed in the concept of sobornost’ (conciliarity);3 it was antimaterialist and, above all, anticapitalist. Each aspect of this Russian totality was a natural extension of the other. In Rand’s view, the rejection of reason required the renunciation of individual freedom, material wealth, and capitalism. When Rand tied her defense of the free market to her celebration of the free mind, she was establishing an inseparable link between reason, freedom, individualism, and capitalism, all elements that were absent from the Russian culture that she despised.4

Tatyana Tolstaya (1991) echoes much of Rand’s own view of the constituent elements in the Russian psyche:

In Russia, in contrast to the West, reason has traditionally been seen as a source of destruction, emotion (the soul) as one of creation. How many scornful pages have great Russian writers dedicated to Western pragmatism, materialism, rationalism! They mocked the English with their machines, the Germans with their order and precision, the French with their logic, and finally the Americans with their love of money. As a result, in Russia we have neither machines, nor order, nor logic, nor money. (6)

It was perhaps in reaction to this Russian hostility toward reason and individualism that the mature Rand seemed to overemphasize the rational and individuating aspects of human nature.5 But inherent in Rand’s view is an integration of reason and emotion, individual and community. By explicitly rejecting conventional rationalism and atomistic individualism, Rand implicitly affirms important elements in the Russian critique of “Western” dualism.

This is not to say that the struggle against dualism is an exclusively Russian project. To distinguish between Russian and Western culture does not imply that each is hermetically sealed from the other. The history of Russian philosophy is replete with intermingling between Russian and European, especially German, thought. What has emerged, especially since the time of Peter the Great, is a complex amalgam of multiethnic and Western influences. Many Russian thinkers in fact were schooled in European universities; they absorbed the integrated constructions of such Western philosophers as Aristotle, Leibniz, Spinoza, Hegel, and Marx, among others.6

THE CHARACTER OF RUSSIAN PHILOSOPHY

One of the most startling characteristics of Russian philosophy has been its nonacademic, noninstitutional orientation (Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, ix). Until the end of the nineteenth century, most creative Russian thinkers worked outside the university. Even Vladimir Solovyov, the father of systematic Russian philosophy, withdrew from academia at an early point in his life, because of serious disputes with government authorities (Kline 1967, 258).

Russian thought has always been human-centered, intimately connected to the literary arts, and immoderately passionate (ibid.). In fact, most of the great Russian thinkers—Tolstoy, Dostoyevsky, Pasternak, Gogol, Blok, Bely, and Solovyov—were literary artists and social critics, whose zeal was partially responsible for their exclusion from academic life.

Russian philosophy throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was considered suspect by the government. In fact, philosophy as a separate discipline was banned from the Russian university curriculum for considerable periods. And until 1889, only the study of certain Platonic and Aristotelian texts was permitted (ibid.).

The lack of formal philosophical instruction led to the genesis of informal intellectual groups during the 1830s. Many university students studied German metaphysics and French social theory in such group settings. They rejected the view of philosophy as pure contemplation and saw it as a tool in the struggle for truth, justice, and freedom. The whole notion of philosophy as a strictly theoretical discipline is alien to Russian culture. Marxists would later emphasize the unity of theory and practice, but such a social commitment has always been deeply ingrained in the Russian psyche (Copleston 1986, 1). As Kline (1967) explains: “The Russian intelligentsia subordinated theoretical truth (istina) to practical truth-justice (pravda). Russian thinkers were engaged in the ‘quest for truth-justice’ (iskaniye pravdy)” (258).

This integration of the theoretical and the practical suggests a dialectical theme in Russian philosophy. In the 1840s, Russian intellectuals were deeply influenced by the Idealism of Schelling, Kant, Fichte, and Hegel. In particular, Hegel’s impact on Russian intellectual life was immeasurable. Even Hegel’s dialectical language found a home in Russia. Hegel stressed Aufhebung, a process in which one evolutionary state is transcended and abolished, while being simultaneously absorbed and preserved in the motion of the succeeding state. In Russian, the Hegelian Aufhebung is captured by the term snyatiye, which connotes “sublation,” “cancellation,” the “raising to a higher level,” and “preservation” (Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, xii). The Hegelian domination of Russian philosophy set the stage for a Marxist infusion in the 1890s and beyond.

THE SLAVOPHILES

The movement toward dialectical transcendence of opposites is manifested especially in the 1840s in Khomyakov’s critique of Western religion. Alexey Khomyakov embraced the Slavophile devotion to Orthodox Christianity and personal mystical experience. He viewed Russian Orthodoxy, with its Byzantine roots, as the reconciliation of Catholicism and Protestantism. N. O. Lossky, Rand’s teacher and author of the indispensable History of Russian Philosophy, explains that for Khomyakov, “the rationalism of Catholicism which established unity without freedom gave rise, as a reaction against it, to another form of rationalism—Protestantism which realizes freedom without unity” (1951, 37). Khomyakov saw the necessity for a communal, conciliar unity that transcended the Catholic emphasis on the individual judgment of the pope and the Protestant emphasis on the individual judgment of the believer.7 Russian Orthodoxy bound the Church and the state much more closely than was the case in the West. It was the original organic union, in Khomyakov’s view, a freedom-in-unity and a unity-in-freedom.

The whole theme of transcending opposites is both a Kantian and Hegelian inheritance. Lossky (1951) explains: “Many Russian philosophers in dealing with the essential problems of world interpretation like to have recourse to antinomies; i.e., like to express the truth by means of two mutually contradictory judgements, and then seek ways of reconciling the contradiction” (190). This Hegelian streak in Russian philosophy made a deep impact on both Slavophiles and Westenizers, and even on those thinkers who turned to materialism and positivism (134).

Ivan Kireevsky followed in this dialectical tradition. He was among the first of the Slavophiles to trace the “intimate internal relations in the world” (Lossky 1951, 21). Kireevsky rejected Western dualism and its inherent fragmentation of spirit, science, state, society, and family. He strove “for wholeness of the internal and external mode of life” (24).

But in celebrating the holistic worldview of Eastern Orthodoxy and Russian culture, Kireevsky did not reject the Western Hegelian and Aristotelian traditions. Surprisingly, whereas some critics have derided Hegelian dialectics as a violation of the Aristotelian law of contradiction, Kireevsky argued that the genuine Aristotelian spirit “reappeared with Hegel.” Kireevsky saw Aristotle’s basic views as identical with Hegel’s. Hegel’s system was “as Aristotle himself would have constructed, if he had been born in our time.” Especially in his celebration of reason as the “sole arbiter of truth,” and in his emphasis on the relational and logical connections between concepts, Hegel had, in Kireevsky’s view, carried on the Aristotelian project.8

Following the Hegelian model, Kireevsky departed from the one-sidedness of the Slavophile tradition. The typical Slavophile appealed to the Russian national character and Eastern Orthodox Christianity, arguing that Russian culture must avoid the influence of the Western secular enlightenment. The Westernizers, by contrast, advocated that Russia assimilate European science and commit itself to secular reason. Kireevsky aimed for integral knowledge, a wholeness in the human spirit, a synthesis of the two worldviews and a transcendence of the gap between reason and faith. Isolated from each other, the Slavophile and the Westernizer presented incomplete perspectives. For Kireevsky, unity was of prime importance.

Such unity was also expressed in Kireevsky’s elaboration of Khomyakov’s concept of sobornost’, a doctrine accepted in varying forms by most Russian philosophers. Lossky (1951) explained that sobornost’ involved “the combination of freedom and unity of many persons on the basis of their common love for the same absolute values” (41). In Kireevsky’s view, “The wholeness of society, combined with the personal independence and the individual diversity of the citizens, is possible only on the condition of a free subordination of separate persons to absolute values and in their free creativeness founded on love of the whole, love of the Church, love of their nation and State, and so on” (Lossky 1951, 26).

The struggle against dualism and fragmentation is manifested in the ontological and ethical theories of other Russian philosophers in the nineteenth century, such as Nicholas N. Strakhov, Nicholas G. Chernyshevsky, and Nicholas F. Fedorov.9 Like Kireevsky, the Slavophile Strakhov viewed the world as a “harmonious organic whole.” His book, The World as a Whole conceptualizes the parts as constituents of the totality, even as the totality constitutes the parts. The parts submit to one another; they “serve each other, informing one whole” with “man” at the center (Lossky 1951, 72).

Rejecting the mysticism and altruism of the Slavophiles, Chernyshevsky embraced a materialist, atheistic, and democratic socialist world view that greatly influenced Lenin. He valued the Hegelian dialectical method and proposed an organic union of spiritual and material dimensions (Shein 1973, 223). His ethics is a form of psychological egoism, where each person always acts selfishly. In his novel What is to be done? Chernyshevsky’s main character, Lopuhov, states: “I am not a man to make sacrifices. And indeed there are no such things. One acts in the way that one finds most pleasant.”10 But for Chernyshevsky, each person’s happiness and self-interest coincides with the common good, and hence, there is no conflict between the individual and society. His ethical ideal approaches a secularized sobornost’.

Fedorov utilized the Hegelian category of “relatedness” in his conception of mankind as a constituted whole. He criticized Western positivism for its “separation of theoretical and practical reason” (Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, 30). Like Chernyshevsky, however, Fedorov attempted to eliminate the distinction between egoism and altruism. Whereas egoists live only for themselves, and altruists only for others, Fedorov argued that this was a false dichotomy. He envisioned a moral world in which each individual lived with and for others.

THE IMPACT OF VLADIMIR SOLOVYOV

Vladimir Solovyov was the first and most original of Russia’s systematic philosophers. Like Leibniz, he exhibited a genius for absorbing and synthesizing the contributions of many varied thinkers and traditions (Zenkovsky 1953, 484–85). From Hegel, Solovyov learned to use a formal dialectical method. He was also influenced by the mystic Slavophiles, as well as by Fichte, Kant, Schelling, Schopenhauer, and Spinoza. Having received his doctorate from St. Petersburg University, Solovyov proceeded to develop an organic synthesis of religion, philosophy, and science. His impact was widespread; he influenced nearly every Russian thinker who succeeded him, including Trubetskoy, Frank, Bulgakov, Berdyaev, and Lossky. Each of these thinkers elaborated on Solovyov’s doctrine of intellectual intuition.

In 1874, Solovyov wrote The Crisis of Western Philosophy. He criticized positivism and the empiricist-rationalist dichotomy. Empiricists, according to Solovyov, have embraced a form of sensualism that reduces everything to simple and subjective sense-experience. In the end, empiricism dissolves into subjectivism. So, too, positivism excludes metaphysics and “cuts itself off from reality.” Rationalism, by contrast, identifies being with pure thought (Copleston 1986, 220). Thus each tradition fails to grasp the integrated nature of real being. Frederick Copleston argues that, in Solovyov’s view, “we cannot understand reality without sense-experience, and we cannot understand it without ideas or concepts and the rational discernment of relations. What is needed is a synthesis of complementary truths, of distinct principles” (213).

Lossky (1951) grasped that this Solovyovian synthesis was at root, profoundly Hegelian:

The final results of empiricism and of rationalism are somewhat similar: empiricism leaves us with nothing but appearances, without an object of which they are appearances and without a subject to whom they appear; rationalism ends with pure thought; i.e., [quoting Solovyov:] “thought without a thinker and without anything to think of.” Neither in experience nor in thought does man transcend his subjective relation to the object and become aware of the object as an existent, that is, as something which is more than his sensation or his thought. Neither experience nor thought can, then, lead to truth, since truth means that which is—i.e., existence. [Quoting Solovyov:] “But only the whole exists. Truth, then, is the whole [emphasis added]. And if truth be the whole, then that which is not the whole—i.e., every particular thing, being or event taken separately from the whole—is not truth, because in its separateness it does not even exist: it exists with all and in all. Truth then is all in its unity or as one.” (96)

Solovyov’s synthesis of experience and reason, empiricism and rationalism, echoes Hegel’s dictum, “The True is the whole” as expressed in The Phenomenology of Spirit (Hegel [1807] 1977, 11). For Solovyov, as for Hegel, no particular thing can be grasped if it is cut off from the totality, which gives it meaning. And yet Solovyov rejected Hegel’s metaphysics for its one-sided rationalism.11 Solovyov argued that by dichotomizing experience and reason, practice and theory, Western philosophy embraces alternatives that are equally one-sided and partial. Both experience and reason are essential to the comprehension of objective reality. Experience provides the sensory data for knowledge, as reason apprehends relations. But in uniting experience and reason, Solovyov embraced a third means of knowledge, exemplified in faith and mystical intuition.

Like Kant, Solovyov attempted to reconcile science and religion. He sought to unite the true, the good, the beautiful, the philosophical, and the theological. Recognizing that no philosopher could escape from examining his own premises, Solovyov attempted to achieve a synoptic grasp of reality. Lossky (1951) explained that Solovyov gave clear expression to the “characteristic features of Russian philosophical thought—the search for an exhaustive knowledge of reality as a whole and the concreteness of metaphysical conceptions” (95).

Following in the footsteps of his Slavophile ancestors, Solovyov saw religion as providing this synoptic “total unity.” Each branch of philosophy echoes this unity. In metaphysics, the world is conceived as an organic whole. In ethics, Solovyov attacked both moral subjectivism and social realism. The subjectivist stresses the realization of individual good, and the social realist views the individual’s moral will as subordinate to society’s institutions. Solovyov integrated the essential moral will of the individual with the necessity of social life. As morality is both public and private, politics bridges the gap between individual and social good. In the perfect, ideal society, a Slavophile messianism will achieve a free theocracy that unites all people.

That such a system might deteriorate into totalitarianism was one of the chief objections raised by the Russian Hegelian philosopher, B. N. Chicherin.12 But Chicherin accepted Solovyov’s universalist aim to transcend both rationalism and empiricism. Deeply influenced by Hegel, Chicherin argued that dialectical logic is ontological; the laws of reason are then identical with the laws of being. Like Solovyov, Chicherin was highly critical of the dichotomy of reason and experience. He advocated their integrated unity.

THE SILVER AGE

In the post-Solovyovian period, Russian philosophy entered a Silver Age. But the Silver Age was much more than a philosophical renaissance. It was an era of cultural flourishing that had begun in the final decade of the nineteenth century and had culminated by 1924, in the aftermath of the Bolshevik Revolution. The Silver Age was the historical context of Rand’s formative years. It was marked by a burst of creativity in the literary arts, coupled with a renewed interest in religion, mysticism, and the occult. Artists and philosophers reacted strongly against positivism and materialism, examining the nature of freedom, art, beauty, truth, and the dignity of the individual. They precipitated a revolution of the spirit, heralding the radical changes that were to consume Russian society.

THE INFLUENCE OF NIETZSCHE IN RUSSIA

The Russian Symbolists constituted one of the most important cultural movements of the age.13 Writers such as Dmitri Merezhkovsky, Andrey Bely, Aleksandr Blok, and Viacheslav Ivanov attempted to transcend the polarity in Russian culture between Westernizers and Slavophiles. Paradoxically, they embraced the Christian messianism of the Slavophiles and Solovyovian mysticism, while simultaneously absorbing the Dionysian aspects of Nietzsche’s philosophy. They challenged both materialism and asceticism, positivism and rationalism, Marxists and czarist authoritarians. As nihilists, emotionalists, and subjectivists they were hostile toward reason and science. They rejected urbanization and industrialization, and envisioned a new anarchic culture of freedom, love, and sobornost’.14

Central to the Symbolist movement was the absorption of key Nietzschean themes. The Symbolists answered Nietzsche’s critique of Christianity by cultivating a new religious morality of cultural creativity, Promethean individuality, and sexual pleasure.15 Symbolist artists aimed to embody the characteristics of Nietzschean supermen and to achieve a transformation of values by integrating Christian mysticism and Dionysian revelry.16

Like Nietzsche, the Symbolists rejected dualistic interpretations of the world. In Nietzsche’s view, as in Hegel’s, one cannot isolate the elements of opposition, which are often “insidiously related, tied to, and involved” with one another ([1886] 1966, 10). For Nietzsche, as for Hegel, historical evolution develops through such opposition. But Nietzsche refused to embrace monistic idealism. Monism merely emphasizes one aspect of a dualist distinction at the expense of the other. Nietzsche aimed to transcend the very language of duality.

One of the distinctions that Nietzsche attempted to transcend was the opposition of good and evil. These ethical constructs are problematic, in Nietzsche’s view, because their meaning is deeply dependent on the moral system in which they are expressed. The Christian “slave morality” views altruistic self-sacrifice as the good. According to Nietzsche, it achieves submission and conformity by appealing to resentment, guilt, jealousy, and envy. However, the achievement of human mediocrity is not the ethical goal of “master morality.” Instead of appealing to the herd mentality of the mob, master morality elevates self-responsibility and nobility as an ethical ideal, stamping out the weak and uncreative elements of humanity.

Like his distinction between master morality and slave morality, Nietzsche’s conceptualization of the Apollonian and Dionysian duality also made a deep impact upon the Russian Symbolists. The Symbolists embraced the Dionysian principle as a corrective for the excessive rationalism of Western philosophy. Rosenthal argues that the Apollonian-Dionysian dualism gave the Symbolists “a conceptual framework for esthetic and psychological reflection and fueled their opposition to positivism and utilitarianism, sanctioning their demand that the needs of the inner man (the soul or the psyche) be heard. The Dionysian became a symbol of interrelated esthetic, psychological and religious impulses.”17

For Nietzsche, Apollo and Dionysus embodied opposing metaphysical principles. In 1969, Rand would reiterate this Nietzschean symbolism in her assessment of New Left counterculture. In Rand’s view, Nietzsche had used the symbols of Greek tragedy to express a false dichotomy between reason and emotion. But Rand saw Nietzsche’s archetypes as appropriate symbols for what happens when reason and emotion are disconnected. Apollo embodies individuation and is “the symbol of beauty, order, wisdom, efficacy … —i.e., the symbol of reason.” By contrast, Dionysus’s drunkenness is characterized by a loss of self, “wild, primeval feelings, orgiastic joy, the dark, the savage, the unintelligible element in man—i.e., the symbol of emotion.”18 Though Nietzsche saw power in the integration of Apollo and Dionysus, he embraced the superiority of the uninhibited, unfettered Dionysian impulse.

Rand argued that the New Left counterculture exhibited this Dionysian loss of self. Though Rand sympathized with the New Left’s rejection of the Establishment, she condemned its flagrant irrationalism, its drug-induced emotionalism, and its anti-industrialism. Perhaps Rand had recognized in the New Left the elements that she had observed in the Russian Symbolist movement of her youth. Rand may have appreciated some of the Nietzschean undertones of Symbolism; she cites Aleksandr Blok as one of her favorite poets.19 But Rand was quick to recognize the antirational, antiself, and anticapitalist components of the Dionysian principle. Ultimately, her rejection of Dionysian subjectivism would separate her from Nietzsche and his “counterfeit” individualism.

As for Aleksandr Blok, he was the dominant literary figure in the St. Petersburg of Rand’s youth. Educated at St. Petersburg University in the Juridical and Philological colleges (fakul’tety), he emerged as the supreme Russian Symbolist poet of his generation.20 He gave regular readings of his poetry at the university until his death in 1921. Like his fellow Symbolists Ivanov and Bely, Blok conjoined fierce Dionysian imagery with Solovyovian Christian mysticism, putting forth an image of “a Nietzscheanized Christ, a Christ-Dionysus archetype.”21 Blok envisioned an anarchistic sobornost’ unifying all believers in the mystical body of Christ.22 He aimed to resolve the tension between individualism and social cohesion, between culture and civilization.

Blok argued that there was an inherent contradiction between culture and civilization. Culture, in his view, is Dionysian; it is spontaneous, creative, organic, and whole. Civilization is Apollonian; it is mechanical, abstract, rational, and materialistic. Blok opposed bourgeois society because it fragmented culture and civilization and gave one-dimensional emphasis to the Apollonian principle. Ultimately, Blok envisioned a society that integrated Apollonian structure and Dionysian process.

Envisioning a similar transcendence was Dmitri Sergeyevich Merezhkovsky. Merezhkovsky was a prolific Symbolist writer who argued that the highest unity would be achieved through the sex act, since each body is interpenetrated and expressive of all other bodies. Merezhkovsky’s rejection of the split between men and women led him to embrace the androgyne, or man-woman, as the ideal personality. Each man and each woman would freely express both the masculine and the feminine characteristics they each embody. Merezhkovsky aimed not for the artificial merging of two selves but for an organic and indivisible sexual whole within each human being. His aesthetic sought to synthesize the polarities of the external world that reflected the splits within him (Rosenthal 1975, 36). To bridge the gap between real and ideal, Merezhkovsky embraced a form of mysticism that “absorbed all dichotomies, softened the hard edges of reality into a beautiful and harmonious unity” (226).

Though some Symbolists opposed the Bolshevik Revolution and its Marxist materialism, their attempt to reconcile Nietzsche with Russian mysticism had contributed to the erosion of the old values and institutions. The Symbolists had uncovered a dimension in Nietzsche’s thought that served their cultic and collectivist desires to liberate the instincts and transcend the self. Their attacks on Christian slave morality would ultimately reinforce the atheism of their Bolshevik rivals.23

The impact of Nietzschean philosophy on Russian Symbolism was significant. But Nietzsche’s thought also influenced the Marxism of the Silver Age. The interpenetration of Nietzschean and Marxist thought was facilitated by their common Hegelian roots. Four important Nietzschean Marxists of the period were Stanislav Volsky, Anatoly V. Lunacharsky, Aleksandr A. Bogdanov, and Vladimir A. Bazarov. Even Maxim Gorky, the father of Socialist Realism, underwent a Nietzschean phase.

The Nietzschean Marxists stressed the individual’s free will, desire, and creativity. They rejected Kant’s deontological ethics and viewed the proletariat as beyond good and evil. As George Kline (1969) explains, “The Nietzschean collectivists maintained that under socialism individuals would freely desire to subordinate their individual creativity to the creativity of the collective” (171).

Stanislav Volsky argued that bourgeois society alienated the individual. Genuine individualism would not emerge until socialism was achieved. In the new society, “All obligatory norms … will eventually disappear” (172). Lunacharsky, Bogdanov, and Bazarov shared the same concern for the free individual. Like their philosophic predecessors, however, they embraced a Russian sobornost’ in which the individual is liberated through his dissolution “in an impersonal social collective” (177). These thinkers espoused a humanist religion in their early years and were known, appropriately, as the “God-builders.” Elevating human strength and potential to God-like status, they argued that in socialism, “man” would be the master of his own fate. Though Lenin rejected their secular religion, they had fully incorporated the Nietzschean-Dionysian principle of self-transcending collectivism into the corpus of their thought.24

NEO-IDEALISM AND THE RUSSIAN RELIGIOUS RENAISSANCE

Nietzsche’s influence extended also to the Russian religious renaissance of the neo-Idealists. But it is more likely that the neo-Idealists absorbed Nietzschean and existentialist ideas from Dostoyevsky. Mihajlo Mihajlov suggests that Dostoyevsky had, in fact, made an impact on Nietzsche himself. Nietzsche’s notes and drafts in the winter of 1886–87 constantly refer to Dostoyevsky. Nietzsche also wrote abstracts of several of Dostoyevsky’s works.25

The neo-Idealists praised Dostoyevsky for his dialectical literary method. Each of Dostoyevsky’s characters embodies particular ideas. In their interplay, collisions, and encounters, certain of these ideas emerge victorious (Copleston 1986, 142). It is this literary method that deeply influenced Rand.26

Though traces of Dostoyevsky and Nietzsche may be found in the work of the neo-Idealists, it is also true that the ideas of these two seminal thinkers were preserved in the Russian tradition of philosophical synthesis. Such thinkers as Kozlov, Shestov, Bulgakov, Berdyaev, Florensky, Frank, and Lossky had all been influenced by the thought of Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, and Solovyov. Many of the neo-Idealists studied in Germany, working in the seminars of philosophers who represented the Freiburg and Marburg schools of Transcendental Idealism. Most of them strove to overcome Kant’s phenomenalism by attempting to link the knowing subject and the world in an organic unity.27 They followed Hegel in seeking the identity of thought and being.

The neo-Idealists had attempted to provide a genuine philosophical basis for religion. They began not with religious presuppositions, but with some of the more advanced ontological and epistemological theories of their day. They had accepted Solovyov’s critique of Western positivism and rationalism and his intuitivist theory of knowledge. In the words of Father Pavel Florensky, they grasped that “Truth as a living wholeness” could emerge only through the direct rational intuition of the objects of the external world. Florensky affirmed that the essence of religious experience was love, “because love means that an entity passes from the isolated separateness of A into the other, non-A, establishes its consubstantiality with it and consequently finds itself, i.e., A, in it” (Lossky 1951, 179–80).

The neo-Idealists included in their number two genuinely original, systematic intuitivists, Semyon Frank and N. O. Lossky. I discuss Lossky’s thought in Chapter 2. At this point, it is valuable to examine some of the contributions of Frank, who was Lossky’s colleague at St. Petersburg University from 1912 to 1915. By 1921, Frank took the position of Chair of Philosophy at Moscow University.28

Like Lossky, Frank called his philosophical system “ideal-realism,” symbolic of his attempt to integrate apparent opposites. Rather than embracing a dualistic vision, Frank saw three levels of existence: the physical world of objects, the spiritual world of ideas, and an unobservable, mysterious sphere in which both the material and the spiritual were fully united.29 True to the Hegelian tradition, Frank presented this vision of the world as a “metalogical unity.” He argued that this unity encompasses both A and not-A. It does not violate the law of contradiction; the law is “simply inapplicable to it” (Lossky 1951, 267). In this organic whole, both unity and plurality are subsumed. Frank preserved the Hegelian Aufhebung by advocating an “antinomic monodualism.” He argued that in negation, we both destroy and preserve “the connection between distinct, differentiated entities, and thus ascend to the universal ‘yea,’ to the all-embracing acceptance of being, including the negative relation as well as that which is negated” (271).

The vision of the world as an organic whole was not restricted to the religious Russian philosophers. Naturalists such as V. Karpov and K. Starynkevich saw each organism as connected to a whole. In analyzing a beehive, a forest, or a marsh, these thinkers viewed all life as part of an organic unity on earth stretching even into the cosmos (330). Other organicist visions were proposed by Gustav G. Shpet and Alexey F. Losev, who combined Hegelian and Husserlian insights to defend dialectical phenomenology and philosophical realism (Zenkovsky 1953, 834).

RUSSIAN MARXISM

Most significant of all the nonreligious organicist conceptions however, was Russian Marxism.30 The Russian Marxist intellectual movement drew from the messianic tradition of the Slavophiles, putting forth a secularized, proletarianized version of sobornost’.31 This ideological amalgam had inherent problems of internal consistency but it did not depart from any of the essential organicist and antidualist characteristics of Russian philosophy.

Part of the reason for the fundamental agreement of Marxism with its Russian counterparts is their common philosophical roots. Marx, like many Russian thinkers, was influenced by Leibniz, Spinoza, and Hegel. Bertell Ollman (1993) argues that these thinkers shared a belief “that the relations that come together to make up the whole get expressed in what are taken to be its parts. Each part is viewed as incorporating in what it is all its relations with other parts up to and including everything that comes into the whole” (35). Leibniz, Spinoza, and Hegel had differing conceptions of the parts. For Leibniz, the parts were monads. For Spinoza, the parts were modes. For Hegel, the parts were ideas. But the logical form of the relation between the parts and the whole was the same (ibid.).

Marx inherited this dialectical tradition. But he transcended the tendency to dissolve all things into their relations. As Sidney Hook observes, Hegel had embraced a strict organicity, in which “all of existence becomes relevant in considering the nature of any part of it.” Thus, “piecemeal knowledge is impossible; since if everything must be known before anything can be known, nothing can be adequately known” (Hook [1936] 1950, 53). For Hegel, Truth is indeed the Whole; error emerges in the one-sided abstraction of any single part from the totality.

Although Marx accepted the spirit of Hegel’s dictum, he departed from strict organicity in several significant ways. Marx argued that no whole could be studied from a synoptic vantage point. The totality is studied through the abstracted parts. Marx varied the scope of his abstractions by altering the relational units, the perspective, and the level of generality. By focusing on the mutual determination of structure and function, Marx concretized knowledge of the whole. As Ollman (1979) argues, Marx refused to separate “events from their conditions, people from their real alternatives and human potential, social problems from one another, and the present from the past and the future” (126). Marx viewed each part of the totality as a cluster of relations. Each part is in organic conjunction with every other part such that each expresses the sum of its interrelations. The conditions of each thing’s existence are taken to be part of what it is (Ollman 1976, 15–16). Ollman (1993) explains further that the Marxian dialectic replaces “the common sense notion of ‘thing,’ as something which has a history and has external connections to other things, with notions of ‘process,’ which contains its history and possible futures, and ‘relation,’ which contains as part of what it is its ties with other relations” (11).

This emphasis on internal relations was equally important to the Russian Marxists. But Marxist scholarship in Russia underwent several transformations. From the earliest moments of the Bolshevik Revolution, Marxism was hardening into a state ideology that legitimated repression and dictatorship. During the Silver Age, however, Marxist thought was being supplemented in a variety of ways. Such thinkers as Berdyaev, Bulgakov, and Struve integrated Marxism with Kantian ethics.32 The Nietzsche-an Marxists explored the provocative synthesis of quasi-individualist and socialist ideas. And Lenin utilized a naive realist epistemology to answer Machian neo-Kantians, as well as more popular revisionist and positivist interpreters of Marx. By the following decade, professional scholars had probed the limited editions of Marx’s Grundrisse, which appeared in the Soviet Union as early as 1939 and 1941 in two successive volumes published by the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute.33 Throughout this period, however, the entrenchment of Stalinist dogmatism ultimately quelled all theoretical debate and dissent.

Though Lenin’s writings suffered at times from simplistic diatribe, his influence on Russian Marxism made a significant impact during the Silver Age. Despite Lenin’s failure to develop his realist perspective adequately, his polemics were extremely effective in shaping the character of Marxist ideology.34

Lenin began with a realist ontology. He saw objective conditions as prior to consciousness. He asserted the primacy of the material world and the objectivity of space and time. He wrote in Materialism and Empirio-Criticism that “things exist independently of our consciousness, independently of our perceptions, outside of us.” Epistemologically, he adopted a reflection theory of knowledge. He disputed the Kantian distinction between the phenomenon and the noumenal thing-in-itself. “The only difference,” in Lenin’s view, “is between what is known and what is not known.”35

Like Plekhanov, the father of Russian Marxism, Lenin rejected dualism, since it failed to grasp the internal relatedness of mind and matter. Lenin recognized the supreme importance of the Hegelian dialectic to Marx’s method. His writings feature scathing attacks on subjectivists and empiricists who divorced cognition from the object. He believed that the reduction of the world to pure sense perception led inexorably to a subjectivist, solipsistic idealism. Like Nietzsche, he condemned such empiricism as a philosophy of immaculate perception.36 But Lenin rejected rationalism as equally one-sided, and proposed a resolution of the age-old dichotomies. His attempt at an organic synthesis was entirely within the tradition of Russian philosophy.37

The appeal of Russian Marxism, however, had little to do with Lenin’s critique of dualism. The Russian Marxists had strategically merged Western dialectical categories of explanation with the indigenous concept of sobornost’. They secularized the concept, and aimed not for Oneness in the mystic body of Christ, but for a collective unity that was One with the Proletariat. Evgeny Ivanovich Zamiatin warned that this would lead to the establishment of the One State. Ultimately, the voluntarist sobornost’ had been replaced by the Bolsheviks’ administrative machinery for massive statist repression.

By 1919–20, anti-Bolshevik writings enjoyed limited circulation throughout Russia. One of these works, We, written by Zamiatin,38 depicted a totalitarian society in which peoples’ names were replaced by numbers, and the distinction between public and private life was all but obliterated, except for two hours a day when the “mighty uni-personal organism” was allowed to disintegrate “into separate cells.”39

Each morning, with six-wheeled precision, at the very same minute and the very same second we, in our millions, arise as one. At the very same hour we monomillionedly begin work—and, when we finish it, we do so monomillionedly. And, merging into but one body with multimillioned hands, at the very second designated by The Tables of Hourly Commandments we bring our spoons up to our mouths; at the very same second, likewise, we set out for a walk, or go to an auditorium, or the Hall of Taylor Exercise, or retire to sleep. (177)

The One State forbade romantic love and the free conduct of sexual life, for

isn’t it an absurdity that the State … could allow sexual life without any control whatsoever? Anybody, any time, and as much as one wanted to.… Completely unscientifically, like brutes. And, like brutes, they bred offspring gropingly. Isn’t it laughable—to know horticulture, poultry culture, pisciculture … and yet be unable to reach the last rung of this logical ladder: child culture. (178)

Like Zamiatin, Rand rejected the One State. In the 1930s, having escaped to America, she would author a number of anticollectivist writings of her own, including the “semi-autobiographical” novel, We the Living, and a futuristic novelette called Anthem. These works would portray Rand’s rejection of the intellectual trends during America’s so-called Red Decade, when many writers and artists embraced the promise of collectivism (B. Branden 1986, 95). But Rand’s early works can also be read as a passionate reaction against the dominant philosophic and cultural trends of the Silver Age. Rand would reject the Slavophile and Symbolist denigration of reason and their cultic commitment to the dissolution of self in a collective whole. She would reject the neo-Idealist defense of religion. She would reject Russian Marxism as a legitimating ideology for the newly emerging totalitarian state.

In her rejection of Russian mysticism, altruism, collectivism, and statism, Rand began to identify a philosophic conjunction that was not as apparent to others of her generation. Perhaps this unity was clearer to Rand because she had lived in a laboratory that had enabled her to make such grand inductive generalizations.

But in repudiating these traditions, Rand had absorbed the tendency toward synthesis so prevalent in Russian philosophy. Wherever the young Alissa Rosenbaum had turned, she would have encountered a nondualistic, formal commitment to the dialectic. This mode of inquiry was apparent in Nietzsche’s philosophy, which had influenced the philosophic and cultural movements of the Silver Age. It was also prevalent in the works of the Slavophiles, Solovyov and his successors, the Symbolists, the Russian Marxists, and the neo-Idealists of the religious renaissance. And the most important philosopher of this neo-Idealist tradition was Nicholas Onufrievich Lossky, Rand’s teacher.


2

LOSSKY, THE TEACHER

No study of Rand’s Objectivism would be complete without a consideration of the life and thought of N. O. Lossky, her philosophy professor at Petrograd University. The relationship between these two is of paramount historical importance because it was probably Lossky who introduced Rand to dialectical methods of analysis.

It has been said that Rand read little philosophy in her mature years. But as a student at the university, she would have been required to study many philosophic texts in depth. It is very likely that at no time in her life did Rand read as much philosophy and literature as she did while being educated in Russia. Hence, one cannot discount Lossky’s impact: as Rand’s first philosophy teacher, he laid the basis for a highly integrated view of the philosophic disciplines.

In his lectures, Lossky presented broad methodological tools with which to analyze the contributions of important thinkers in intellectual history. According to Rand, Lossky introduced her to the thought of Plato and Aristotle. Since Rand paid homage to Aristotle as her philosophical forefather, this first encounter with his work was of prime significance to her intellectual development. It is quite possible too that Rand’s interpretation of Aristotle may have taken root in Lossky’s.

It is nearly impossible to establish with certainty that Rand actually studied Lossky’s writings. But Lossky’s conception of the history and method of philosophy—his intuitivist epistemology and organicist ontology—permeated his lectures and seminars. He was famous for teaching several Petrograd courses that explicitly reflected his antimaterialist and anti-Marxist orientation. And in the years before Rand entered the university, he published two of the most important works of his career, The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge and The World as an Organic Whole. It is very likely that she would have been presented with significant Losskyian themes within the context of the course she attended.

AN EXTRAORDINARY LIFE

Nicholas Onufrievich Lossky was born in the village of Kreslavka in Vitebsk, a province west of Moscow, on 6 December 1870. He was educated at the classical gymnasium in Vitebsk, but was expelled for his socialistic and atheistic beliefs.1 Continuing his studies in Switzerland, Lossky returned to Russia in 1889 and entered St. Petersburg University two years later. Lossky graduated from the college of History and Philology and the college of Natural Science. His mentor at the university was the distinguished Kantian philosopher, Aleksandr Ivanovich Vvedensky. It was through his interactions with Vvedensky that Lossky developed a passion for philosophy. Eventually, Lossky became privatdocent of philosophy and delved deeply into the thought of Vladimir Solovyov.2

In 1899, Lossky went abroad to study with Wundt, Muller, and Windelband. These three helped Lossky to prepare for a full-time professorship, while also influencing his emerging religious idealist perspective. Wilhelm Wundt, who occupied the Chair of Philosophy at Leipzig from 1875 to 1918, shared Lossky’s view of the world as a totality of individual agents. Wilhelm Windelband, who occupied the chairs of Philosophy at Zurich, Strasbourg, and Heidelberg, was a post-Hegelian, neo-Kantian thinker of the Baden school. It was from thinkers such as Windelband that Lossky further developed his mastery of philosophic integration. Rand’s protégé, Leonard Peikoff, reviewing Windelband’s classic History of Philosophy, praises its structure, coherence, and logic. Windelband was known for his uncanny ability to trace interrelationships between seemingly disconnected topics3 and must have marveled at his student, Nicholas Lossky, who was learning to do the same.

Lossky received his master’s in 1903 and completed his doctorate in 1907 with a dissertation titled “The Foundations of Intuitivism” (Obosnovanie intuitivizma), which was later published.4 During this period, Lossky contributed to several Russian journals, including Novaia zhizn’ in 1905, Poliarnaia zvezda in 1906, and Russkaia mysl’ in 1909 (Kline, 18 August 1993C). In that same year, 1909, many Russian intellectuals, including Berdyaev, Bulgakov, Gershenzon, Struve, and Frank, contributed to the publication of a famous symposium, Vekhi (Signposts). As ex-Marxists, these thinkers warned prophetically of revolutionary excesses and proclaimed a manifesto for Russia’s spiritual reawakening. (Rosenthal and Bohachevsky-Chomiak 1990, 4, 22–23). Like several of his contemporaries, Lossky was moving toward a synthesis of neo-Idealism and religion.
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But Lossky also owed a debt to German scholarship and philosophy, which was reflected in his sustained efforts to bring German works to a Russian audience (Kline 1985, 265–66). He translated Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, Kant’s dissertation of 1770, and Friedrich Paulsen’s monograph on Kant. He also edited two translations of Fichte in 1905 and 1906 and was a cotranslator of works by Fischer in 1901–5 (ibid.).5

Lossky became a lecturer at St. Petersburg University and held a professorship from 1916 until 1921. During this period, he wrote several works that firmly established his reputation in Russian philosophy. Throughout his career, he published such distinguished books as The Fundamental Doctrines of Psychology from the Point of View of Voluntarism (1903); The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge (1906); The World as an Organic Whole (1917); The Fundamental Problems of Epistemology (1919); Logic (1922); Freedom of Will (1927); Value and Existence (1931); Dialectical Materialism in the U.S.S.R. (1934); Sensuous, Intellectual and Mystical Intuition (1938); his acclaimed History of Russian Philosophy (1951); and Dostoyevsky and His Christian Understanding of the World (1953).

Lossky’s works eventually were published in many languages. His student, English interpreter, and lifelong friend, Natalie Duddington, was the first to read one of his articles on intuitivism before the Aristotelian Society in England in 1914. Her translations of The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge and The World as an Organic Whole were the first presentations in English of a bona fide technical work by any twentieth-century Russian philosopher (Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, 315). Throughout the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s, Lossky continued to publish in many journals worldwide, including the Personalist, for which he served as a foreign advisory editor. Coincidentally, the Personalist would later become the first forum in which professional philosophers would debate the ethical theories of Lossky’s student, Ayn Rand.

Lossky’s life was severely disrupted in 1921–22, when despite his adherence to Fabian socialism, he was denounced by the regime as a religious counterrevolutionary. Under the guidance of Father Pavel Florensky, Lossky had reentered the Russian Orthodox Church in 1918 after having miraculously survived an elevator accident. His religious views cost him his professorship in philosophy and eventually led to his exile from Russia.

Lossky left the Soviet Union in November 1922 and settled in Prague, where at the invitation of Thomas Masaryk he began teaching at the Free Russian University. He also taught at Charles University and the University of Bratislava, where he was appointed professor in 1942. When the Soviets entered the city toward the end of World War II, Lossky escaped to the United States. His son Vladimir became a theologian and historian of religion. His son Andrew, a graduate of Yale University, went on to teach history at UCLA. His son Boris became a distinguished art historian.

In 1946, Lossky was appointed professor of philosophy at St. Vladimir’s Orthodox Theological Seminary and Academy in New York City.6 Lossky taught and lived at the Union Theological Seminary building on 121st Street and Broadway, before St. Vladimir’s moved to Crestwood in 1963. By the early 1950s, Ayn Rand was also living in New York City. Some thirty years after their initial encounter, Rand and Lossky were neighbors again, a fact which neither realized.

In October 1961, Lossky entered a Russian nursing home near Paris, closer to his son Boris, and in 1965, died.

More than twenty-five years after Lossky’s death, a postcommunist Russia is beginning to rediscover the richness of its prerevolutionary intellectual heritage. Starting in 1989, such journals as Voprosy filosofii and Voprosy literatury began publishing the first of a projected thirty-five to forty volumes on Russian philosophy and literature, featuring the works of the Symbolists, Solovyov, Frank, Shestov, Bulgakov, Berdyaev, Florensky, and Lossky, among others.7 Voprosy filosofii began publishing Lossky’s memoirs, Vospominaniia, in 1991.8

LOSSKY’S PHILOSOPHY: AN ECLECTIC SYNTHESIS

Lossky characterized his intuitivist philosophy as an integration of idealism and realism. He rejected “one-sided idealism” and “one-sided materialism,” and proposed an “ideal-realist” perspective that sought a “unity of opposites.”9 He was influenced by Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Solovyov, Külpe, Bergson, and most important, Leibniz.10 The intellectual debt that Lossky owes to Leibnizian monadology and Bergsonian intuitionism is expressed in his dictum that “everything is immanent in everything else” (Shein 1967, 86). Though Lossky was more rationalistic than most of his Russian predecessors, he combined Leibnizian and Platonic realism with a deeply organic view of the world.

As part of the Russian religious renaissance, Lossky, like Solovyov, rejected the Thomistic separation of philosophy from theology (Copleston 1988, 60). Like Semyon Frank, Lossky conceptualized three hierarchical levels of existence: the physical/real, the spiritual/ideal, and the mystical/ metalogical in which both material and spiritual elements are united.11 Real being has a spatiotemporal character. Ideal being, which has a nonspatiotemporal character, includes the apprehension of relations, number, unity, and plurality. Metalogical being corresponds to the Absolute. To apprehend each of these three levels, human cognition engages three corresponding types of intuition: sensory, intellectual, and mystical. Each of these forms is organically linked to the others.

Lossky’s philosophy aims to overcome both Humean skepticism and Kantian rationalism. Acclaimed as “a great master of the word” (Zenkovsky 1953, 662), Lossky defended a pluralistic, though organic, view of the world. He saw his epistemological theory as a form of intuitivism. Rejecting Cartesian dualism and subjectivism, he insisted on the integrity of knowledge. His intuitivism is a doctrine of “epistemological coordination,” in which “the cognized object, even if it forms part of the external world, enters the knowing subject’s consciousness directly, so to speak in person, and is therefore apprehended as it exists independently of the act of knowing” (Lossky 1951, 252). Hence, we do not perceive the mere stimulation of sensory organs. We perceive and apprehend real existents. Even though our perceptions are selective and fragmentary and may differ based upon each individual’s subconscious choices, the knowing subject directs his or her attention on the actual objects of the external world (ibid.).

Relational contemplation becomes possible because the world is an organic whole of constituent elements. Like Leibniz, Lossky argued that the world consisted of monads, or “substantival agents,” of which human beings were of prime importance. But for Lossky, these agents were not “windowless.” Lossky rejected metaphysical atomism. He insisted that substantival agents were not self-contained and independent, but interacted in an organic system of “hierarchical personalism” (Zenkovsky 1953, 659, 662, 666). He argued that “the whole world consists of actual or potential persons.”12 In Lossky’s view, every agent in the universe, even an electron, is a potential person. These agents enter into relations with one another to form a single systemic whole. But as a religious idealist, Lossky asserted that the highest agent is the World Spririt. By conceptualizing an organic system united by an Absolute, Lossky attempted to avoid the radical plurality of the atomists, while making the universe intelligible (Shein 1973, 146).

Lossky opposed what he described as the “extremes” of both “universalistic” and “individualistic” systems of philosophy. In the former, the individual is granted no independent value, whereas in the latter, the individual is totally independent of the whole. Although it aims to promote human diversity, individualism constructs a social system of undifferentiated atoms and culminates in a crude solipsism.13 The truly organic system is neither wholly collectivistic nor atomistic, but interweaves unity and plurality.

However, Lossky achieved such organicism through a mystical union. Deeply influenced by his Russian philosophic predecessors, Lossky was part of a pre-Bolshevik religious renaissance. He incorporated mystical and communitarian notions into the corpus of his thought. He opposed ethical relativism, and presented an absolutist morality. He argued that existence and value are mutually related through a Supracosmic principle discoverable by mystical intuition (Shein 1967, 86–87). This Absolute is God, the perfect, almighty, omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent, and omnibenevolent being. All substantival agents and all intrinsic values (e.g., Being, Love, Beauty, Truth, Freedom) emanate from God. As an adherent of Russian Orthodoxy, and in quasi-Hegelian fashion, Lossky argued that the gulf between God and Man is bridged by Christ, the God-Man of the Trinity.

Like most Russian philosophers, Lossky (1951) also embraced the notion of sobornost’, such

that the creativeness of all beings that live in God must be completely unanimous, soborny (communal). Every member of the kingdom of God must make his individual, i.e., unique, unrepeatable and unre-placeable contribution to the communal creativeness: only in that case will the members’ activity be mutually complementary, creating a single and unique beautiful whole, instead of being a repetition of the same actions. (259)

In the Kingdom of Harmony, each part exists for the whole, just as the totality exists for each part. For Lossky ([1917] 1928), in the Kingdom of Harmony, there is “a complete interpenetration of all by all, the distinction between part and whole disappears: every part is a whole. The principles of organic structure are realized in the completest way possible. It is a wholly perfect organism” (81). In the Kingdom of Harmony, there are no egoistic “acts of repulsion.” For Lossky, as for Solovyov before him, selfishness separates us from God, and is the primary evil. Because human beings have free will, they must choose the purity of moral perfection by embracing the path to God. In Lossky’s view, only “Goodness and beauty can exist in their pure form without any admixture of evil or ugliness.” But the evil must depend upon the good in order to survive, for “evil and ugliness can have no reality without having some element of beauty and goodness in them.”14

LOSSKY AND ARISTOTLE

It is easy to see why, in later years, Rand characterized Lossky as a Platonic philosophical adversary (B. Branden 1986, 42). Given Lossky’s idealistic notions, Rand’s depiction is certainly not without merit. Yet, though Lossky had much in common with Platonists, he argued that his “ideal-realism” was rooted in the “concrete ideal-realism” of Aristotle. For Lossky, Aristotle offered the first version of the concrete ideal-realist perspective. It is here that we can begin to appreciate Lossky’s method of analysis, despite the explicitly mystical content of his formal philosophy. It is here that we can begin to dissect the dialectical kernel in Lossky’s mystical shell. For in his dialectical methodology, Lossky has integrated a Russian tendency toward synthesis with complementary elements in Aristotelian, Leibnizian, and Hegelian thought. Lossky ([1917] 1928) writes:

According to Aristotle, every particular thing and being in the world is the result of the combination of matter and form.… Abstraction being made of these definite characteristics of concrete things, matter is conceived of as the possibility of any one of these forms or characteristics.… Aristotle was a naturalist who never lost sight of living reality … [forming] abstractions without separating from living reality that which is abstracted from it, but merely mentally emphasizing it for the sake of observing it more carefully against the whole background of real existence. (193–94)

By tracing his own position to the “concrete ideal-realism” of Aristotle, Lossky suggested that the classical Greek thinker was a forerunner of the intuitivist perspective. This is not to say that Lossky’s epistemology is essentially Aristotelian. In later years, Lossky claimed that he shared the Aristotelian realist view that people directly apprehend their own mental states and the objects in the external world. But for Lossky, this realist tradition fails because it accepts the Aristotelian distinction between form and matter. Lossky (1957) explained that in the Aristotelian epistemology,

Man can cognize objects of the external world because human reason is the potential form of all objects which becomes actual when those objects are perceived.… When a man perceives a stone, the form of the stone is present in his mind, but he does not become a stone because only the form, and not the matter, of the stone enters his mind. Since, however, the form is the essence of an object, we may say that in a certain sense knowledge of an object implies the identity between the thought and the object of thought. This identity is but partial, because only the essence of an object, and not its existence, is present in the human mind. (38)

This is not sufficient, in Lossky’s view, because in Aristotle’s realism, the mind grasps only the metaphysical essence but not the existence of the object. In Lossky’s intuitivism, the “conditions of direct perception” allow for the immanent presence of the object “in the knowing subject’s consciousness” (42). It is this insistence on direct intuition that also leads Lossky to reject the “causal theory of perception,” which states that “the action of external objects upon the sense organs and through them on the cortex is the cause that produces in the subject’s mind the contents of sense perception.” Although the causal theory assumes that there are external objects, it inevitably regards everything in human consciousness as “mental and subjective.”15 Rejecting the causal theory as subjectivist, and Aristotle’s theory as insufficiently intuitivist, Lossky (1955) argued that genuinely “direct intuition” preserves the objectivity of the existents it perceives; the mind processes information through an “immediate contemplation of reality” (139). We perceive existents as they exist, not as distorted copies.

Rand would have applauded her teacher’s rejection of the subjectivist theory, but she would have viewed Lossky’s approach as nonobjective and “intrinsicist.”16 Rand argued that although the subjectivists view concepts as products of consciousness apart from existence, the intrinsicists view concepts as intuitively grasped products of reality apart from any “distortions” of consciousness. For Rand, the subjectivists attempt to circumvent reality, and the intrinsicists try to circumvent the identity of consciousness. Rand would have argued that Lossky had merely embraced intrinsicism as a means of fighting subjectivism, and that neither approach is genuinely objective.

But for Lossky, objectivity is preserved through direct intuition in which the metaphysical existence of the object is “given to” the mind, thus collapsing the distinction between form and matter, essence and existence. Epistemologically, people achieve a coordination between subject and object that provides for a direct insight into both the essential and existential reality of the thing. And yet, because we are not omniscient, we are never able to know completely and exhaustively the infinite complexity of an object in its organic wholeness. Each act of discrimination and comparison is an attempt to resolve the fragmentation and incompleteness of human knowledge (Lossky 1957, 43). As a neo-Leibnizian personalist, Lossky argues that every substantival agent in the universe grasps a fragment of the whole. From the smallest electron to the Absolute World Spirit, all substantival agents are “consubstantial” and “welded into a single whole” (41). Hence it is in the Whole that the Truth is to be found.

This variation on Hegel’s dictum is more a metaphysical proposition than it is an epistemological one. For Lossky assumed the existence of substantival agents on levels lower and higher than the human. These are metaphysical assertions which Rand would have rejected categorically. And yet it must be remembered that Lossky presented an intuitivist perspective that he believed owed much to the concrete ideal-realism of Aristotle. Though he rejected aspects of the Aristotelian epistemology, Lossky saw Aristotle as a philosophical intuitivist. In later years, Rand would present an interpretation of Aristotle that linked the Greek philosopher to a similar metaphysical-intuitivist tradition. Rand explained that Aristotle affirmed the existence of essences in concretes.17 Aristotle “held that definitions refer to metaphysical essences, which exist in concretes as a special element or formative power, and he held that the process of concept-formation depends on a kind of direct intuition by which man’s mind grasps these essences and forms concepts accordingly” (Introduction, 52).

She argued that Objectivism departs from Aristotle’s theory by regarding “essence” as epistemological and contextual, rather than as “metaphysical.” One can speculate that Lossky’s lectures on Aristotle provided Rand with an intuitivist interpretation of Aristotelian philosophy.18 This might explain her insistence that Aristotle’s theory was a form of intuitivism with an emphasis on metaphysical “essence.”19

It is clear, however, that Lossky saw Aristotle as a spiritual ally in his struggles against dualism and atomism. After all, Aristotle had opposed both the Eleatic monists and the Heracliteans. As Tibor Machan (1992) explains: “Eleatic monism is the affirmation of identity to the exclusion of difference and the affirmation of stasis to the exclusion of change. The Heraclitean flux is the affirmation of difference to the exclusion of identity and the affirmation of change to the exclusion of stasis” (48).

Embodying both change and identity, being and becoming, Aristotle’s notion of identity is profoundly ontological. Becoming presupposes Being, change presupposes identity. Like Rand after him, Lossky praised Aristotle’s ability to integrate these facts of identity and change, the basic axioms of existence and mind. Lossky endorsed an ontological interpretation of the laws of logic.20 For Lossky ([1917] 1928), “Logical and metaphysical principles fundamentally coincide: they are the expression of the same general structure of the world, considered in its different aspects (viz. in its significance for knowledge and for being)” (173). Like Aristotle, Lossky viewed the laws of logic as “therefore, no less a real than … a logical necessity.”21 A is A, but this logical identity is not a static tautology; it too is an expression of a metaphysical fact.

Lossky appreciated Aristotle’s attempt to transcend the one-sided traditions of his predecessors. Aristotle’s emphasis on the concrete led him to condemn both the Platonic idealists and the Democritean atomists. For Aristotle, Plato had committed the fallacy of reification; he had inferred the existence of (specific) things from a (general) Ideal abstraction. Aristotle aimed to comprehend the universal through the part, grasping the abstraction through an apprehension of the particular.22 It is Aristotle’s dedication to the real concrete that enabled him to bridge the gap between universals and particulars. Thus Aristotle sought to transcend the polarity between ideas and sensory objects, mind and body. Unlike the Platonists, he saw a closer affinity between mind and body, arguing that it is only through the corporeal functions of the body, that the mind can exercise its distinctive faculties.23 But in contrast to the atomists, Aristotle maintained the integrity of the whole as a whole.

Like Aristotle before him, Lossky did not isolate an abstracted particular from its context, a part from the whole. In Aristotle’s teleology, the actualization of an organism’s potential cannot be reduced to the potentiality of each of its elements taken separately. Allan Gotthelf explains that for Aristotle,

The development, structure, and functioning of living organisms cannot be wholly explained by—because it is not wholly due to—the simple natures and potentials of the elements which constitute these organisms. No sum of actualizations … ‘element-potentials’ is sufficient by itself for the production of those complex living structures and functionings for which Aristotle offers teleological explanations.24

Thus, for Aristotle, everything is part of a system of related things:

When any one of the parts or structures, be it which it may, is under discussion, it must not be supposed that it is its material composition to which attention is being directed or which is the object of the discussion, but the relation of such part to the total form. Similarly, the true object of architecture is not bricks, mortar, or timber, but the house; and so the principal object of natural philosophy is not the material elements, but their composition, and the totality of the form, independently of which they have no existence.… [A] house does not exist for the sake of bricks and stones, but these materials for the sake of the house, and the same is the case with the materials of other bodies.25

Like Aristotle, Lossky rejected mechanistic conceptions in favor of teleological explanations. Mechanism sees events in simple temporal sequence and views causality as an external relation between disconnected elements. It implicitly accepts a vision of the whole that is inorganic and atomistic. By contrast, Lossky (1934a) argued that “the whole conditions its elements and is not the sum of them” (149). His teleological conception suggests that “a new event is conditioned not only by the preceding events but also by the future, namely, by the purpose for the sake of which the change is produced. Thus, e.g., the structure of the eye is partly conditioned by the purpose of having an organ of vision” (Lossky [1917] 1928, 154–55).

It is this Aristotelian emphasis on the integrity of the whole that was furthered by thinkers such as Leibniz and Hegel, modern philosophers who made a huge impact on Lossky.26 Lossky regarded Hegel as a great philosophical intuitivist, another in the grand tradition of concrete ideal-realism. Hegel “makes logic subordinate to the metaphysics of concretely speculative being—his logic is metaphysical.”27 Moreover, like Aristotle, Hegel argued against those who refused to grasp organic unity. He repudiated “conventional opinion,” which saw things as disconnected, atomistic elements. In a now famous passage, Hegel ([1807] 1977) explains:

The bud disappears in the bursting-forth of the blossom, and one might say that the former is refuted by the latter; similarly, when the fruit appears, the blossom is shown up in its turn as a false manifestation of the plant, and the fruit now emerges as the truth of it instead. These forms are not just distinguished from one another, they also supplant one another as mutually incompatible. Yet at the same time their fluid nature makes them moments of an organic unity in which they not only do not conflict, but in which each is as necessary as the other; and this mutual necessity alone constitutes the life of the whole. (2)

Whereas some would criticize this formulation as a rejection of Aristotle’s law of identity, Lossky argued that the Hegelian dialectic posited an “interpenetration between different and even opposite processes (inner and outer) … not an identity of opposites, but only their unity.” For Lossky, the identity of opposites is a meaningless phrase, because nothing can violate the law of contradiction. Lossky thought it far more likely that every change embodied a unity of opposing movements.28 Hence, just as motion is not a contradiction of identity, so too, we must grasp that “both movement and rest belong to the body in different respects” (Lossky 1951, 288).

LOSSKY’S EPISTEMOLOGY

In his theory of knowledge, Lossky carried on the Aristotelian and Hegelian revolt against partial or one-sided perspectives. But his attempts to transcend dualities were also fully within the Russian tradition of philosophical synthesis. In The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge (1906), Lossky’s first major book on epistemology, there is a sustained polemic against rationalism and empiricism. Lossky argued that empiricism must inevitably dissolve into sensationalism and subjectivism. Though rationalism and empiricism are “diametrically opposed,” they share a commonality, “the supposition that subject and object are isolated from one another” (Lossky [1906] 1919, 68). In Lossky’s view, epistemology

must relinquish the assumption made by both rationalists and empiricists that subject and object are isolated from one another, that the object lies outside the boundaries of knowledge, and that what can be known of it is either its effect or its copy innate in the subject. The new theory of knowledge must destroy the barriers thus erected between subject and object, recognise their fundamental unity, and in this manner bring about their reconciliation. (69)

Both rationalism and empiricism lead to one-sidedness, such that they exaggerate the importance of one subjective activity or another. Whereas empiricism emphasizes the subject’s sensory data, and rationalism stresses the subject’s reason, Kant’s critical philosophy attempted to resolve the opposition by accentuating “the structure of the cognitive faculty as a whole (sensibility, understanding and reason)” (Lossky [1906] 1919, 402). In effect, however, Kant’s resolution is equally one-sided and subjectivist. Kant’s approach attempts to connect phenomenal reality with the cognitive process, but this is achieved “at the expense of subordinating existence to knowledge … by resolving phenomena, or the world of our experience, into processes of knowledge.” Kant put forth an unsubstantiated assertion that the relations in the world were constructed by the mind, and not inherent in the structure of reality. Likewise, post-Kantian Idealists reconciled knowledge (i.e., consciousness) and existence in a similarly rationalistic manner by suggesting “that existence is nothing else than an evolution of thought.” Thus in each case, the rationalist, empiricist, and Kantian critical alternatives “institute an impassable gulf between knowledge and existence” (403).

Lossky’s intuitivism (or “intuitionalism”) aimed not to discard the old systems, but to “free them from the old exclusiveness, and so prepare a way for their reconciliation and union” (402). He refused to collapse the polarity of knowledge and existence by adopting a rationalist or empiricist perspective. His intuitivism challenged the basis of the dispute by exposing its fallacious premises, showing that each school is both “partly right and partly wrong.” Lossky rejected any “antitheses between knowledge and existence, the rational and the non-rational, the a priori and the a posteriori, the universal and the particular, the analytic and the synthetic” (403).

Though Lossky repudiated dualism, he argued that the subject and the object are independent of each other, and that in reality, there is no subordination of either to the other. Their existence is objective. Their relation is one of coordination. Lossky proposed that the subject and object be reconciled by an “epistemological coordination,” such that “although each retains its independence in respect of the other, they yet form an indissoluble unity” (69).

Citing the influence of Leibniz, Schelling, Hegel, Solovyov, and S. N. Trubetskoy, Lossky viewed this coordinating process as a “union of opposed principles … an act of fertilisation” (221). In Lossky’s view, knowledge emerged through relational comparison, “a process of differentiating the real world by means of comparison” (226). Investigation of reality requires careful differentiation, a process in which the individual abstracts “a fresh aspect” from reality in order to make the world humanly knowable (231).

Knowledge, then, is neither copy, nor symbol, nor appearance of reality, but “reality itself,” a part momentarily abstracted from the whole, but retaining its organic existential validity. Phenomena are neither “mere presentations” nor distorted copies of reality. The relations we perceive are not the artificial constructions of human cognition. They are real. According to Lossky’s intuitivism, “the relation of the phenomenal to the real is … a metaphysical and not an epistemological question” (404). Thinking is not metaphysically creative (409). Knowledge “contains” reality, it “does not create real existence.” For Lossky, the “known object is immanent in the process of cognition” (225).

This “immanent interpenetration” of the subject and the object leads to a “coordination” between them.29 Epistemological coordination links the object, the act of knowing, and the content of knowledge. Though the act of knowing is “subjective,” in that it is performed by the subject, Lossky argues that the object and the content of knowledge are “objective,” not constructed or distorted by the cognitive faculty.30 What we perceive is in the object, not a construction of our imagination. “Greenness,” like shape and density, is an aspect of the object, an aspect singled out through our mental analysis. Unlike Kant, Lossky ([1906] 1919) attempted to defend epistemological objectivity by insisting that knowledge consists of “elements of the real world. The cognitive activity merely subjects this content to a process of discrimination and comparison; it does not introduce any qualitatively new elements into the content known. It neither creates nor reproduces the real world” (405).

Lossky’s struggle against Kantian subjectivism was not merely an assertion of the objectivity of knowledge but also a defense of the necessity for a metaphysical foundation for philosophy. For Lossky, “Metaphysics is the science about the world as a whole, containing the knowledge of things as they are in themselves.” Immanuel Kant’s critical philosophy had denied that such a metaphysical science was possible. For Kant, the subject could only apprehend “the objects immanent in his consciousness.” These objects are subjective presentations, “they are things, as they seem to me, but not things as they are in themselves.” Thus Kant claimed that “a science of things as they are in themselves is impossible” and epistemologically illegitimate. In Lossky’s view (1934c), Kant erroneously equated immanence in the consciousness of the subject with immanence in the subject of consciousness (265).

The specifically human component of the cognitive process then is abstraction and differentiation. The act of knowing does not alter the character of the object. The act of differentiating does not create distinctions; it merely detects “such peculiarities as already exist” (Lossky [1917] 1928, 11). But abstraction presupposes a real, complex whole. Copleston (1986) writes: “According to Lossky, the whole is prior to its parts, not constructed out of them. We can designate points in a line, but a line does not consist of juxtaposed points. If it is objected, for example, that a given atom is certainly different from any other atom, Lossky’s reply is that neither can exist apart from the system of atoms” (364).

THE WORLD AS AN ORGANIC WHOLE

Having presented an intuitivist theory of knowledge in 1906, Lossky knew that he would be compelled to write a sequel to his epistemology that would focus on its underlying metaphysic. In The World as an Organic Whole, published in 1917, Lossky continued to discuss many of the same themes, sustaining his opposition to the one-dimensionality of contemporary philosophy. He rejected “mechanistic” and “inorganic” conceptions as one-sided and partial. He argued vociferously for an organic view of the world that complemented his intuitivist epistemology.

Lossky began his metaphysical treatise by explaining that there are two basic, opposing conceptions of the world: the organic and the inorganic. Lossky’s characterization ([1917] 1928) is deeply significant, and it is worth quoting at length:

Those who take the inorganic view conceive of a complex whole with distinguishable parts A, B, C, D, as made up of elements A, B, C, D, capable of existing on their own account independently both of each other and of the whole in which they are found. The elements are taken to be self-subsistent to such an extent that if B, C, D completely disappeared A would go on existing as before. Coming together in space, these elements may form a group and thus give rise to a complex whole. According to this view, the elements are absolute, primordial, and exist unconditionally. The whole is, on the contrary, relative, derivative, and entirely determined by its parts. In other words, plurality is regarded as primary and unity as secondary and as conditioned by the plurality. (1)

Lossky distinguishes this inorganic, reductive conception of the world, from the organic view:

Those who take the organic view understand plurality and wholeness in a diametrically opposite way. It is the whole that exists primarily, and the elements can exist and come into being only within the system of the whole. The world cannot be explained as the result of adding A to B, then to C, and so on: plurality cannot give rise to wholeness, but is, on the contrary, generated by it. In other words, the whole is prior to its parts; the absolute must be sought in the domain of wholeness or, rather, beyond it, and certainly not among the elements; the elements are in any case derivative and relative, i.e., they can only exist in relation to the system of which they are members. (2)

Lossky argued that the inorganic view was the basis for mechanistic and reductive materialism. It perpetuated a philosophy of external relations, while bolstering a vulgar empiricist, atomistic worldview. The organic conception, by contrast, is teleological, integrative, internally relational, and reflective of the nature of reality.31

This formulation is crucial because it exhibits Lossky’s dedication to the doctrine of internal relations, his conviction that in an organic unity, nothing is “constructed out of its elements in an external manner” (Lossky [1917] 1928, 17). Every element in the whole, every atom in the world, every note in a musical composition is an internal “aspect of the world discoverable by means of analysis and existing, not independently, but only on the basis of a world-whole, only within a universal system.” The organic view sees A and B in an internal “relation to each other as one whole, each aspect of which subsists together with the others, on the basis of the whole.” The internal relations between the elements of the whole are objective relations of difference and similarity, of quantity and quality, of temporality and spa-tiality, of causality and interaction, of ends and means. The “network of relations is all-embracing and all-pervading” (19).

The doctrine of internal relations involves vast issues of ontology and epistemology and could be the subject of a book in itself. In order to grasp the full depth of Lossky’s thought, it is necessary to examine, however briefly, some of the major questions concerning the internalist-externalist debate. These issues are significant for two reasons:

First, internalism permeates all of Russian thought and Lossky’s thought in particular. It is, in fact, central to the theme of synthesis in Russian philosophy. But the debate is not distinctively Russian. The internalist-externalist debate is as old as the speculative metaphysics of Parmenides. Ironically, during the Russian Silver Age, in the period from 1890 to 1920, Western, post-Hegelian, Idealist philosophers, such as Bradley, Royce, and Bosanquet, were raising some of the very same internalist issues as their Russian counterparts. The internalist-externalist dispute has continued throughout the twentieth century in the writings of such distinguished philosophers as A. J. Ayer, Brand Blanshard, Thomas Nagel, Richard Rorty, Bertrand Russell, and thinkers in the Marxist tradition. No discussion of the flavor of Russian thought, or of Lossky’s thought, would be complete without a grasp of these important issues.

Second, the internalist-externalist debate is crucial to our understanding of Rand’s philosophy. In Part 2, I argue that Objectivism exhibits an organic, internalist orientation, even as it seeks to transcend the very dichotomy of the internal versus the external. Rand was a rare philosophic phenomenon: she was an epistemological realist who recognized the relational character of existence and knowledge. The radical thrust of Rand’s cultural criticism lies ultimately in its ability to trace the internal relationships between and among the various constituents and institutions in social reality. Although Rand diverges considerably from the strict organicity of the Hegelian Idealists, there is an element of internalism and organic unity which pervades the very fabric of Objectivism.

In exploring the full significance of Lossky’s internalism, it would be valuable to discuss complementary developments in the thought of other philosophers. Lossky’s perspective itself is an outgrowth of his own appropriation of Leibnizian, Spinozistic, and Hegelian insights. One modern expositor of the internalist orientation who shares many of Lossky’s philosophical premises, is Brand Blanshard. As an Absolute Idealist, Blanshard, like Lossky, rejects the distinctions between necessary and contingent and between analytic and synthetic. Significantly, Blanshard’s work has been acclaimed in Objectivist publications and lectures.32

To begin, it is important to ask what exactly is meant by “internal” as opposed to “external” relations. According to Blanshard ([1962] 1964): “A given term is internally related to another if in the absence of the relation it could not be what it is. A term is externally related to another if the relation could equally be present or absent while the term was precisely the same” (475).

Richard Rorty (1967) dramatizes this distinction between internal and external relations by describing two extreme positions. The internalist orientation is associated with idealism and monism. It sees all the properties of a thing as “essential to its being what it is (and, a fortiori, that all its relations are internal to it).” This theory views every property of every element as profoundly significant such that the alienation or deprivation of a single aspect would mean, “in a nontrivial sense,” that the element was no longer what it once was (125).

If I say: “I am a young American male of Greek and Sicilian descent,” each one of the terms I have used to describe myself is “internal” to who I am. “Young” indicates that I still consider myself youthful while being thirtysomething. “American” designates not only my citizenship, but indicates that I have grown up in a society that is freer and more democratic than most. “Male” identifies my gender, while “Greek” and “Sicilian” suggest family traditions that were crucial to my upbringing. Indeed, they might even conjure up an image of a swarthy, “Mediterranean” complexion. In any event, the internalist would say no element of this self-description can be altered without changing the essential quality of who and what I am today. If I were older, my description might be different. When I was younger, I know that some of my attitudes were markedly different than they are today. If I were female, or a Russian citizen, or of African descent, my experiences, not to mention my physical appearance, would be correspondingly different. That is not to say that I might not hold some of the same values that I hold today. But the simple fact is that none of the attributes I have noted in the above description, namely, “young,” “American,” “male,” “Greek,” and “Sicilian,” can be separated from the person that is me. And if it were possible to alter any of these characteristics, then I would be a different person!

According to Rorty, the externalist orientation “holds that none of a thing’s properties are essential to it (and thus, a fortiori, that no relations are internal to it). This view is put forward by those who make a firm distinction between the thing itself and a description of it.” The externalists argue that although certain properties of the thing enable us to describe it, the absence of these properties does not mean that the thing is no longer the same. Such a proposition is “trivial” or “misleading,” according to the externalists. For in one sense, the alteration of one single aspect of a thing makes it different from what it once was. But in another sense, the modification of a single element would merely change our description of the thing. The externalists argue that “there are an infinity of equally correct descriptions, and nothing in the thing itself determines which of these is the description.” The externalists assert that the specification of “essential properties” is thus a nominal exercise and completely arbitrary (Rorty 1967, 125). Thus, to say that “I am a young, American male of Greek and Sicilian descent” is merely to describe what I am. I could have provided an equivalently correct description by saying that I was a man in my thirties, with several birthmarks on my face, working at an American college, and living in Brooklyn, New York. Or I could have said that I was 5′7½″, 145 pounds, with a size 8½ shoe. The point is that I can provide endless self-descriptions and not one of them is truer than any other. To say that one attribute is more “essential” than any other attribute is to place an arbitrarily privileged distinction on one to the exclusion of others.

But common sense tells us that some things are more important than others. If I were to remove one tiny birthmark from my face, this would have less of an effect on my essential “personhood” than, say, a sex-change operation. What is the something in “maleness” that is more significant to my self than “birthmark-ness”? Would a new “female” appearance alter any of the fundamental “me”? Externalism does not deny that there is this thing called me, but it rejects the claim that there is anything about “me” that we can consider more essential than any other thing. Hence, it views the designation of essence as a purely linguistic, nominal, and arbitrary exercise.

Curiously, both the internalist and the externalist deny Aristotle’s distinction between essence and accident. The externalists claim that the characterization of a thing’s “essence” is a purely conventional practice, and the internalists also argue that the distinction between “essential” and “nonessential” is arbitrary. They believe that every thing has an intrinsic nature, which is organic and integrated. Though the internalists accept that essence-accident distinctions are inevitable in a world of imperfect knowledge, they seem to imply that such division is ontologically illegitimate, for every aspect is as important as every other.33 By extension, the internalists also seem to imply that there can be a world of perfect knowledge.

This helps us to focus on one of the fundamental problems inherent in the most extreme form of internalism: a problem of individuation arising from excessive integration. In Hegel and Blanshard, as in Lossky, there is a tendency toward strict organicity.34 Every part of the totality must be considered when assessing the significance of any other part. Expanding the discussion beyond the mere consideration of an object’s relational properties, Blanshard argues, for instance, that every object has a certain shape, and that this shape is the result of two factors: the object’s nature and its interaction with other objects.35 Blanshard ([1962] 1964) writes that a thing’s “ultimate elements are engaged in manifold interactions, by way of attraction and repulsion, with things around it, and these almost certainly determine its shape down to the last detail. This particular shape, like this degree of malleability, is not externally related to its other characters; they are bound up with these causally and therefore … necessarily” (481).

Although Blanshard recognizes that different entities have parts that are “more obviously interdependent” than others, still he claims that no element is external to the totality. A thing is what it is by virtue of “lines of demarcation—causal, logical, or both—running out into an illimitable universe” (485). Thus, the thing is affected in varying degrees by its relations, “no matter how external they may seem.” Since “everything is related in some way to everything else, no knowledge will reveal completely the nature of any term until it has exhausted that term’s relations to everything else” (Blanshard 1940, 2:452). This would suggest that everything must be known before anything can be analyzed.

To transcend this problem, both Hegel and Lossky hypothesized an Absolute standpoint, whereby the Truth lies in a Metaphysical Whole as grasped by an omniscient consciousness. In such a whole, all relations are internal and simultaneous. The main problem for such an internalist orientation is individuation: trying to abstract and define the nature of an individual entity such that it is not dissolved in the relationships that it embodies. It is this dilemma of individuation that prompted Lossky to assert the ontological priority of concrete particulars within the whole. He calls his system concrete ideal-realism and sees both Hegel and Aristotle as his philosophic forebears. He argues that relations are not disembodied; just as no object is external to its relations, relations have no existence except between objects. Lossky ([1917] 1928) explains: “Relations are not independent; they cannot exist on their own account, apart from the elements they relate” (37). And yet if each thing is constituted by a cluster of relations, and the relations themselves can be extended to include the organic whole itself, we are still faced with an unresolved individuation problem.

Externalists such as Thomas Nagel and A. J. Ayer reject internalist o rganicism because they correctly perceive that it fails to resolve this issue of individuation. Nagel argues further that any search for the real “nature” or “essence” of a thing is incoherent. As Rorty (1967) explained it, Blanshard’s “essence” of X depends on a metaphysical “X-as-known-by-an-ideal-knower,” that is, a Being who can grasp all of the relational interactions between and among all of the constituent properties of the totality (129). The externalists reject organic internalism because such a system ultimately depends on omniscience as a standard of certainty.

Issues of individuation and omniscience are not inherent in externalism. The externalist orientation claims to oppose the internalism of the Idealists with a hard-boiled philosophic realism. Things are what they are and cannot be defined in terms of their relations to anything else. A thing has an identity and its nature cannot “be constituted by the nature of the system to which it belongs” (Copleston 1966, 405). But the externalist argues that there is a sharp dichotomy between what an entity really is, something which cannot be known completely, and our linguistic descriptions of what an entity is, something which is entirely arbitrary. The externalist perpetuates the Kantian distinction between a noumenal and phenomenal world, necessity and contingency, analysis and synthesis. The externalist’s “realism” dissolves into a crude, dualistic, and atomistic perspective on reality. Its fundamental problem is a lack of integration, owing to excessive differentiation. Every thing is self-subsistent and logically independent of every other thing.36 Relations and systems are arbitrary constructs of the mind.

It is for this reason that Lossky rejected externalism as a vestige of Kantian dualism. Kant argued that relations are added to the data of our senses by the constructive activity of the mind. The subject creates or constructs the object and its relations. But according to Lossky ([1917] 1928), the mind contemplates relations that exist in the world. The relations we conceive “presuppose relations that obtain within organic being” (24). They are “objective elements which can be perceived” (33). They exist “in the very nature of the object” (34).

As an organic internalist, Lossky denied both dualism and atomism. Like Blanshard and other internalists, Lossky saw an intimate connection between the necessary and the contingent, the analytic and the synthetic, the causal and the logical. Human knowledge cannot be bifurcated because reality is an integral whole.

Within this organic totality, the elements can enter into opposition and conflict with one another, but they are still interconnected and interrelated by virtue of their presence within a systemic context. Organicism recognizes the interaction of elements as more than “the mere sum of two actions of which the first follows the second as a response.” The nature of interaction lies in the fact that it involves the “simultaneous determination” of two or more elements, such that “there is no meaning in drawing a distinction between the agent and the patient” (5–6). Lossky recognized metaphysical plurality in the world, but refused to view the world’s many elements as independent of the whole. Each of the mechanical elements of the system is conditioned by the totality itself (6–7).

Lossky argued further that “not a single knowable element” of the totality “exists on its own account, apart from a necessary relation to other elements.” Every object of knowledge has distinguishable aspects, but none of these can be grasped in isolation from the total context. Metaphysical plurality does not discount the importance of causal connections and internal relations (11–12).

Thus the elements of the whole may be separated in one respect, but “in another respect they have the same basis and belong to the same whole. Their very separateness necessarily demands that in some other respect they should be united and interdependent” (13). Those who subscribe to the inorganic, mechanistic, and atomistic perspective conceive of atoms as independent of one another. Yet the atoms themselves belong to one universe in which they interact. The “single whole space” of the universe constitutes “the one all-embracing basis” that is common to all of its constituent elements. Hence the position and movement of an atom is relative within the broader context of the whole.

Lossky argued that not even the atomist can deny the essentially organic structure of the world. For even in the atomist’s denial is the retention of wholeness with every judgment made. Every philosophical theory presumes the idea of a whole that constitutes and is constituted by its elements. Thus the idea of an organic “whole lies at the root of every judgement we make concerning any object whatsoever” (8). If we deny such an organic, relational structure to reality, we forfeit the conditions that make the world knowable.

Lossky’s organicism and intemalism proliferate throughout his works, even in his less than fully developed aesthetics. Though Lossky lacked a formalized philosophy of art, he viewed each work of art as a totality, “the successive parts of which exist in consequence and for the sake of one another as well as of the whole: the parts of such a whole are not only a means but also an end for one another” (159–60). In this regard, Lossky appropriated a notable Aristotelian theme. In De Poetica, Aristotle wrote:

The truth is that, just as in the other imitative arts one imitation is always of one thing, so in poetry the story, as an imitation of action, must represent one action, a complete whole, with its several incidents so closely connected that the transposal or withdrawal of any one of them will disjoin and dislocate the whole. For that which makes no perceptible difference by its presence or absence is no real part of the whole.37

Lossky ([1917] 1928) expresses this same organicist sentiment with regard to musical composition: A piece of music is a complex whole in which its constituent elements form an organic unity. Each part is in harmony with the other, and all parts exist for the whole (48).

And yet, despite the ultimate necessity of holding an organic view on all ontological, epistemological, and aesthetic issues, Lossky is compelled to explain the prevalence of inorganic and atomistic conceptions. If organicism and internalism are true of reality and of knowledge, then why do fragmented perspectives endure?

Lossky argued that since knowledge requires comparison, differentiation, and analysis, it can disintegrate into atomistic elements. Like all entities on earth, humans are beings of finite capabilities. At any given moment, they focus on “some one part of the world” and abstract this part from the whole in a particular respect. Since knowledge expands with the addition of information, they can conclude falsely “that knowledge consists in constructing in our minds a complex whole out of independent elements.” This is the Kantian error which fails to discriminate “our acts of knowing from that which is known.” Such a mistake must inevitably “ascribe the characteristic of fragmentariness to the objects of knowledge and to the whole knowable world” (15).

Lossky believed, however, that the analysis that is performed by the mind yields a partial and incomplete picture of the whole. Lossky was unable to attain a fully integrative and organic view without the infusion of mystical elements. As a religious philosopher, Lossky hypothesized that an Absolute “being whose powers of attention and discrimination were infinite would be capable of contemplating everything at the same time, both as connected with and as distinguished from everything” (16). Such an omniscient being would be incapable of error, but He would be able to see the organic whole “in its differentiated aspect at once, without being broken up in time” (ibid.).

In his analysis of the persistence of fragmentation, Lossky seems oblivious to institutional or historical explanations. Marx maintained, for instance, that it was the capitalist mode of production that made such fragmentation possible, and inevitable. And it was Lossky’s student, Ayn Rand, who proposed that social fragmentation was a constituent element of a broader systemic irrationality: statism.

The thought of N. O. Lossky was a fusion of complementary organicist and internalist tendencies in Russian and Western philosophy. Lossky’s ideal-realism exhibited a Russian proclivity to synthesize opposites and resolve antagonisms. He rejected the dualistic obsession with dichotomies of rationalism or empiricism, idealism or materialism, knowledge or existence. These alternatives were, for him, partial and incomplete. Like other thinkers in Russian philosophy, however, Lossky achieved the ultimate integration through a mystical Absolute. His system of hierarchical personalism embraced a vision of the world as an organic whole, a unity of sobornost’ achieved in God’s Kingdom of Harmony.

Ayn Rand’s philosophical project embodies this same struggle against dualities, the same powerful propensity toward synthesis. But although she appears to have inadvertently accepted her teacher’s formal dialectical insights, she adamantly opposed his mysticism.


3

EDUCATING ALISSA

In 1945, Rand wrote:

When I am questioned about myself, I am tempted to say, paraphrasing Roark [the protagonist of The Fountainhead]: “Don’t ask me about my family, my childhood, my friends or my feelings. Ask me about the things I think.” It is the content of a person’s brain, not the accidental details of his life, that determines his character. My own character is in the pages of The Fountainhead. For anyone who wishes to know me, that is essential. The specific events of my private life are of no importance whatever. I have never had any private life in the usual sense of the word. My writing is my life.1

In this passage, Rand suggests that she is “tempted” to adopt an “essence-accident” distinction in the definition of her own life. The essential Rand is the thinking Rand. What she has written and what she thinks are what she considers most fundamental to answering the question, “Who is Ayn Rand?” The events and life experiences that shaped her thought are “accidental details” and “of no importance whatever” in grasping the significance of her character.

Although I perforce distinguish the philosophy from the philosopher, I believe that Rand’s self-portrait here verges on the reification of her intellect as a disembodied abstraction. One cannot focus exclusively on the philosopher’s character or, more important, on the philosopher’s body of work as if either were generated and developed in a vacuum. Rand herself often paid close attention to context and history in the analysis of philosophical and cultural trends. And yet she paints an oddly flat portrait of her own being. By concentrating on her ideas to the exclusion of her developmental psychology, social interactions, and experiences, she achieves a one-sidedness that is in stark contrast to the richness and complexity of her own mode of analysis.

What Rand wished to emphasize was that ideas mattered. She never would have completely discounted the influence of social relationships on a person’s thinking. Nor was she apt to create a dichotomy between a person’s thought and emotions. But at times, she did exhibit a problematic tendency to view ideas as the sole means for understanding human behavior or for judging an individual’s moral worth. In her novels, characters often serve as embodiments of ideas; they are one-sided expressions of specific philosophic principles. In her theory of history, this tendency to emphasize the importance of ideas could translate into a crude form of philosophical determinism.

But within the present context, I cannot accept Rand’s self-evaluation. Her ideas cannot be fully understood without an appreciation of their historical context. That context includes some of her most important life experiences. Certainly Rand’s ideas are not knee-jerk, emotional responses to personal trauma. But an assessment of her philosophy and her place in intellectual history cannot be complete without a contextual and developmental foundation. Rand would be the first to admit that “the content of a person’s brain” derives from experiential, objective reality.2 One can no more divorce experience from thought than one can separate body and mind. The two are inseparably linked. Emphasizing Rand’s ideas to the exclusion of her life experiences or, alternatively, Rand’s private life to the exclusion of her ideas, leads to a predictably distorted view of her historical significance.

Here I attempt to fill some of the major gaps in our knowledge of Rand’s formative years of development, perhaps to discover an experiential link between Objectivist philosophy and its Russian antecedents. There is not much information available on Rand’s education in Russia. I have been obliged to combine significant factual evidence with a certain degree of reasonable speculation.

THE EARLY YEARS

In an early biographical essay, Barbara Branden portrays Ayn Rand the child exhibiting a desire to integrate facts and values. Echoing the yearning for synthesis ever-present in the Russian psyche, the young Alissa Rosenbaum learned to reject “any such inner dichotomy.”3 Though Branden’s characterization was garnered from her subject’s mature self-reflections, it is clear that the integration of traditional polarities was the leitmotif of Rand’s lifelong philosophical project. Rand argued that she had always held the same basic philosophic convictions from the time of childhood, and that it was only her applications and knowledge which expanded over time.4

But as the young Alissa Rosenbaum, she learned to think with a rigorous methodology. She mastered the art of tracing philosophic interconnections. And she achieved these intellectual feats within the context of her growing passion for literary writing.

From her earliest school days in St. Petersburg, Alissa fell in love with arithmetic.5 Her intelligence was manifested initially as she began to master the logic and precision of the mathematical sciences. However, she despised the rote learning and drill techniques of her early teachers. She read her textbooks, staying ahead of her lessons, never needing to invest great effort in the comprehension of any discipline.6 In later years, Rand (1979bT) recalled that she would sit in the back row of the class and write short stories when she was bored with the subject matter. Disappointed with the tragic plots of Russian children’s books, Rand was writing screenplays from age eight and adventure novels from age ten.

With the first shots of World War I, Alissa’s universe was transformed dramatically. By 1916, under the mounting pressures of war, Petrograd was disintegrating. Starvation, inflation, labor strikes, crime, and czarist tyranny would bring forth the Russian Revolution. In February–March of 1917, Petrograd workers precipitated mass food riots.7 Czarist troops mutinied rather than fire on their comrades. In retaliation the czar dissolved the Duma. But it was too late. In Petrograd two authorities were vying for political legitimacy: a Duma committee of liberal constitutionalists, and a Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies. Under pressure from the Petrograd Soviet, the Duma committee established a provisional government headed by Prince Lvov. Alexander Kerensky, a moderate social revolutionary, was granted admittance to the government. Within three days, Czar Nicholas had abdicated (Palmer and Colton 1971, 781–92).

Alissa was dazzled by this popular revolt against the czar, and she was initially impressed by Kerensky’s republican impulses, but she rarely articulated her political attitudes in front of her family. Zinovy, Alissa’s father, a nonobservant Jew, tried to shelter his three daughters from the growing disorder; he strongly discouraged the discussion of politics at home. Only after the Revolution could no longer be ignored did he share his views with his family. It was only then that Alissa realized that her faith in the dignity of the individual reflected his own intense belief in the struggle for human freedom.8 In her father Alissa had found a spiritual ally.

THE STOIUNIN GYMNASIUM

It was during this time that Alissa began more advanced gymnasium studies. There are no records of exactly where she undertook these studies,9 but the circumstantial evidence suggests that in the academic year 1916–17, and quite possibly in 1915–16 and 1917–18 as well, she was enrolled in the gymnasium of Maria Nikolaievna Stoiunina.

According to Nicholas Lossky (12 February 1992C) this famous gymnasium for girls and young ladies was founded by Maria Stoiunina and her husband, Vladimir Stoiunin, for the distinctive purpose of furthering their “very much avant-garde ideas in the field of education for women.” As a secondary or middle school, the Stoiunin Gymnasium aimed to prepare female students for university instruction. It accepted girls from ages ten and eleven and brought them through a college preparatory program by age seventeen. Alissa, aged ten, could have entered the Stoiunin Gymnasium as early as the fall semester of 1915–16. One interesting piece of evidence to confirm her presence in this gymnasium emerges from her adult recollections. Barbara Branden, quoting from an interview with Rand, writes:

Alice did make one girlfriend, also a classmate, shortly after the February revolution [February 1917]. The girl was a sister of Vladimir Nabokov; her father was a cabinet minister in the Kerensky government. “She was very interested in politics, as was I, and this brought us together. It was a friendship based on conscious common interest.” … The two girls discussed their ideas on the revolution—the Nabokov girl defended constitutional monarchy, but Alice believed in a republic, in the rule of law. They exchanged political pamphlets which were sold on the streets of Petrograd but which were forbidden by their parents: they read the pamphlets secretly, and discussed them. The friendship lasted only a short time. The girl’s father, realizing that conditions were getting worse and that it was dangerous to remain, left Russia with his family at the end of the year. Alice never saw her friend again.10

Presently in her eighties, Helene Vladimirovna Sikorski, sister of Vladimir Nabokov, confirms that both she and her sister, Olga, were enrolled in the Stoiunin Gymnasium during the period in question.11 Olga Vladimirovna was born in January 1903 and Helene Vladimirovna in March 1906.12 In 1915–16, Olga began studying at the Stoiunin school in the second class (for children aged twelve and thirteen). Helene began school the following year. Both of these sisters were in attendance at the Stoiunin Gymnasium in 1916–17. Although Rand was correct to note that the Nabokovs left Petrograd near the end of 1917, she was mistaken in thinking that they left Russia at this time. In fact, the Nabokovs left Petrograd in mid-November 1917, and Russia only in April of 1919.

Helene does not remember Alissa Rosenbaum, but she confirms that her sister Olga was deeply interested in politics at the time, favoring constitutional monarchy because she was influenced by her father’s opinions. Born in 1905, Alissa was a contemporary of both Nabokov sisters. In February of 1917, Olga was fourteen, Alissa was twelve. Though there was a two-year difference between Olga Nabokov and Alissa Rosenbaum, it is still quite possible that the young girls were indeed classmates. In 1921, Alissa entered college when she was sixteen, at least a year ahead of others in her class. This suggests that she was more advanced than other girls her age. At the Stoiunin Gymnasium, the school year lasted from mid-September to late May. Olga and Alissa were probably in the same class for at least three months in the spring semester and two months in the fall 1917 semester.13

In later years, Rand never mentioned the name of the gymnasium in which she was enrolled. But some of her most vivid scholastic memories were of the academic year, 1917–18. She remembered that one teacher influenced her in classical language when she was twelve or thirteen years old. Alissa read Pushkin’s Eugene Onegin: A Novel in Verse and wrote a paper on the book’s characters. The teacher gave her a lesson in literary causality, teaching her to judge characters by specific incidents or actions.14

Also in these years, Alissa began to formulate a conscious philosophy by “thinking in principles.” She questioned every idea she held. She attempted “to name her path, to grasp it, to conceptualize it, and, most important, to put it under her conscious control” (B. Branden 1986, 22). Alissa began to keep a personal journal and philosophical diary as she entered a period of self-critical, “wonderfully intense intellectual excitement” (ibid.).

While in school, Alissa studied the works of Turgenev, Chekhov, Tolstoy, and many of the classic Russian poets. She did not care much for Russian literature. Alissa’s mother, Anna Rosenbaum, who was a language teacher in several Petrograd high schools,15 introduced her daughter to the works of the great French Romantic, Victor Hugo. Hugo’s heroic visions profoundly inspired Alissa. She credited Hugo as being the single greatest literary influence on her work (B. Branden 1986, 24).

All of these significant intellectual events took place in Alissa Rosenbaum’s world of 1917–18, the very period in which she probably can be placed at the Stoiunin Gymnasium, with its rich, college-preparatory program. Alissa’s presence in this school has some importance. Maria Nikolaievna Stoiunina and Vladimir Stoiunin, the founders of the famous gymnasium, were the parents of N. O. Lossky’s wife. As his in-laws, they invited Lossky to teach at the gymnasium. He taught both logic and psychology to select classes of young women from 1898 through 1922. Usually, Lossky gave instructions to the graduating class, those who were at least seventeen, but it is not impossible that Alissa could have learned of the great Lossky while at the Stoiunin Gymnasium. It is not impossible that she could have enrolled in one of his college preparatory courses. It is certainly possible that in her typically disciplined manner, Alissa was charting a future educational direction which would include further study with the distinguished Lossky at Petrograd University.

THE CRIMEAN GYMNASIUM

Unfortunately, however, Alissa was living during a time when goals were not easily realized. In the aftermath of the October revolution, the Rosenbaum family was terrorized by the Bolsheviks. Zinovy’s pharmacy was nationalized, and his family’s situation grew worse by the day. Their savings dwindled. They had little to eat. The political climate in Petrograd was grave. With no end to food and fuel shortages, street violence, and sabotage, the Rosenbaum family, like the Nabokov family before them, fled to the Crimea.

Alissa continued her studies in the fall of 1918, while in the Crimea. Crimean schools were still beyond the ideological control of the Bolsheviks. Many of the instructors in Alissa’s gymnasium were “old-fashioned, pro-Czarist ladies,” who kept teaching despite the rise of communism (B. Branden 1986, 32). By this time, Alissa was expanding upon her own learning methods. Those principles, which seemed self-evident to her, were subjected to a more rigorous process of understanding and analysis. Barbara Branden writes that despite Alissa’s “remarkable memory, memory never was the tool she employed for learning” (ibid.). She was taught to use both inductive and deductive methods of analysis.

Following the pedagogical impulses of her mother Anna, Alissa tutored her classmates in geometry. Her mathematics teacher hoped she would become a professional mathematician. Though Alissa broadened her study of mathematics and logic, she knew that the study of pure method would not be sufficient. Always suspicious of the purely abstract, she exhibited a continuing desire to merge the theoretical and the practical, the technical and the artistic. She sought out the classics of foreign literature, works by Rostand, Hugo, and Sienkiewicz. She even enrolled in American history classes, an odd elective for a Russian. It was during this same period that Alissa became an atheist. Much like the victorious Bolsheviks, Alissa saw the concept of God as rationally unprovable and deeply degrading.16 But unlike the Russian Marxists, Alissa rejected both the God of Christianity and the equally mystical, collectivist, God-state of the Communists.

In the spring of 1921, as the Red Army solidified control of the Crimea, Alissa graduated from high school. In dire financial straits, Alissa and her mother Anna began teaching illiterate Red Army soldiers to read and write (B. Branden 1986, 38).

As material conditions grew worse in the Crimea, Zinovy decided to return to Petrograd with his family. It was a fateful decision, for instead of seeking exile from Russia, the Rosenbaums returned to a city firmly under Red control. Although Alissa would eventually emigrate to the United States, her mother and father would later be denied permission to leave the Soviet Union and would die during the siege of Leningrad (125, 375).

A REVOLUTION IN EDUCATION

Petrograd was a city that Alissa had loved. As she later wrote in We the Living:17 “It was St. Petersburg; the war made it Petrograd; the revolution made it Leningrad” (226). In her first novel, Rand wrote of Petrograd as a tribute to human achievement, even as she hinted at an underlying tragedy:

Cities grow like forests, like weeds. Petrograd did not grow. It was born finished and complete. Petrograd is not acquainted with nature. It was the work of man.… Petrograd’s grandeur is unmarred, its squalor unrelieved. Its facets are cut clearly, sharply; they are deliberate, perfect with the straight-forward perfection of man’s work.… Petrograd did not rise. It came to be at the height. It was commanded to command. It was a capital before its first stone was laid. It was a monument to the spirit of man. (229)

But Petrograd had changed, and its revolutionary transformation was no less visible in the area of university instruction. The Red government introduced sweeping educational reforms that reflected the changes that had taken place in the character of society.

In the days immediately following the Revolution, freedom of expression in the arts lasted for a while. Lenin was even prepared to allow the dissemination of works with which he disagreed. By 1918, a group of writers, poets, and artists had formed the Proletkult (Proletarian Cultural Movement) to encourage workers to develop a distinctively “proletarian culture.”

These agencies sought to attract people of pure proletarian class origins. In the beginning, they operated three hundred literary workshops with an enrollment of 84,000. At its peak in 1921, membership reached 500,000. But by 1922, following Lenin’s denunciations, the number of agencies had dwindled.18 The organization was effectively disbanded in 1923, its functions gradually absorbed by the trade unions and the “Commissariat of Enlightenment.”19

Lenin himself was rather suspicious of the Proletkult for two major reasons: First, it was a non-Party organ. Second, it advocated the creation of a new “pure” proletarian culture by suppressing every last remnant of traditional aristocratic and bourgeois culture. Lenin believed that such an ahistorical state-of-nature would be illusory; the Proletkult did not recognize the new society’s need to appropriate significant aspects of the existing culture.20 Though many bourgeois cultural trends were renounced as counterrevolutionary, it was clear that the new regime could not survive without absorbing some of the very values and institutions it abhorred. In the universities, this meant that many of the “old guard” or “bourgeois specialists” had to be employed during the transition to socialism—as long as they remained politically neutral (Fitzpatrick 1979, 3).

Though the Bolsheviks closed the ecclesiastical schools in 1917–18 (Zernov 1963, 206), many of the remaining religious and Idealist professors retained their university positions. A number of thinkers of the religious renaissance, such as Berdyaev and Bely, continued to deliver public lectures on theology, philosophy, and ethics (McClelland 1989, 261). Gradually, the regime began to establish its own network of ideological agencies. Philosophy was subordinated to social science. A national Philosophical Institute was created in the Academy of Sciences, on a level with the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute of the Central Government, and under the supervision of the state authorities.

The Bolsheviks also began to formulate new principles of educational and arts policy set forth by Narkompros, the Commissariat of Enlightenment. Narkompros was headed by Anatoly V. Lunacharsky between 1917 and 1929. During the early years, distinct schools of thought united by their progressive and Marxist orientation, coexisted within Narkompros. The most progressive of these schools was the Petrograders. These anti-authoritarian educators advocated so-called activity methods of teaching, which included pupil-participation and informal student-teacher relationships within a less traditional, nonscholastic curriculum. Many hoped to integrate a Marxist emphasis on the polytechnical school (Fitzpatrick 1970, 29). The Petrograd educators were influenced heavily by Deweyite progressivism (30). But despite their best efforts, many academic institutions were not willing to cooperate with Narkompros. They wished to function with full autonomy, having struggled to attain such independence for many years in their opposition to czarist control. Narkompros asserted that it would defend the independence of scholarship, but in practice it aimed to limit the influence of professors who were anti-Bolshevik and non-Marxist (68). Apparently, in defending “Enlightenment,” “autonomy,” and “progressive education,” the Commissariat had become adept at using euphemisms to conceal its growing domination of intellectual life.

In actuality, the regime viewed academic freedom as a “bourgeois prejudice” (Sorokin [1924] 1950, 246–47). Private publishing houses were closing, hurt primarily by paper shortages. Initially, Petrograd seemed to escape the more severe censorship measures being implemented in Moscow. Despite its intention to preserve the utility of the “old guard,” while promoting the values of the new, the regime began to destroy a whole generation of intellectuals.

With the coming of the New Economic Policy (NEP) in 1921, the state simultaneously acted to check any revival of “bourgeois” values. The sovietization of Russian intellectual life meant greater administrative control over the universities through Narkompros, the trade unions, and the Communist Party organs (McClelland 1989, 261). During the early 1920s, however, academic institutions “underwent a period of wild experimentation and extreme anarchy.” Many of the older professors could not adapt to progressive methods; many of the newer professors lacked academic expertise. Indeed, the effects were disastrous for both instructors and pupils.21

In a far-reaching reorganization of university structure, Narkompros united the existing schools of history, philology, and law under a social science college, or fakul’tet obshchestvennykh nauk, within each university (Fitzpatrick 1979, 68). The new social science program aimed to introduce concepts of Marxist methodology and scientific socialism. Though the non-Marxist professors resented these innovations, they were not required to demonstrate proficiency in Marxist studies. In fact, many of them continued to teach courses that had a subtle anti-Soviet bias. A continued shortage of Marxist teachers led the Central Committee to abolish many of the social science colleges that had been established, though Petrograd University was unaffected by this policy change (69–71).

The Narkompros policy innovations fundamentally altered the organization of the university. The original university structure contained three major colleges (Kline, 20 October 1992C):

1. The istoriko-filologicheskii fakul’tet, or College of History and Philology, broadly defined to include philosophy.

2. The fiziko-matematicheskii fakul’tet, or College of Mathematics and Physics, which included geology, chemistry, and other hard sciences.

3. The iuridicheskii fakul’tet, or law school.

The new university structure placed the College of History and Philology under the social science banner. A leftist academician, N. Ya. Marr, brought to the newly organized social science college a greater emphasis on ethnology and linguistics studies. Archaeology and anthropology were also included. The law school was officially dissolved since it lacked Marxist professors. It continued to function unofficially, under the title of “former law department,” until its reestablishment in the autumn of 1926. Later, the economics department was absorbed by the Leningrad Polytechnical Institute, and the social-pedagogical department was made part of the Herzen Pedagogical Institute (Fitzpatrick 1979, 72–73).

Within the social science colleges, the regime did not require the teaching of atheism, but instruction did have to be nonreligious. Marxist studies and politically correct textbooks were hastily introduced in the early 1920s. There was an emphasis within these Marxist courses on political economy and historical materialism. Students in the engineering schools and universities were required to spend four hours per week on these subjects.22 Petrograd University did not establish an official course on Party history and Leninism until the mid-1920s, when it was renamed Leningrad University.

There were other innovations. Lunacharsky required that students of proletarian descent graduate without examination. Special classes were organized for their instruction, but many of these pupils were ridiculed by established academics as “zero students” (Sorokin [1924] 1950, 226–27). The Soviets also lifted admission restrictions on women and Jews as early as 1918, and abolished tuition, all in an effort to democratize the student body.23 There was less emphasis on scheduled classes, periodic examinations, homework, and discipline. Without preparation or proper orientation to new pedagogical techniques, teachers were encouraged to adopt the “laboratory” and “project” methods (Shteppa 1962, 29). The chaotic results were predictable. In any event, most changes in academic policy were somewhat beside the point; the cataclysmic conditions throughout Petrograd had dramatically affected the quality of university life. As James McClelland (1989) writes:

The period from the fall of 1918 to the spring of 1921 was one of terrible material deprivation in central Russia and chaos, bloodshed, and fighting on the periphery. Universities and institutes remained open, but despite an initial flood on students taking advantage of the new open admissions policy, the number of those actively attending lectures soon dwindled to an abnormally low level. Some professors remained at their posts throughout the period, while many others fled, either in search of warmth and food or out of political sympathy for the Whites. (258)

There was one final innovation introduced into Petrograd University. Effective at the beginning of the academic year 1920–21, the length of a university education was reduced from five years to three.

As a young woman of sixteen, Alissa Rosenbaum took advantage of the new educational reforms. She did not have to face the institutional bias against women and Jews. She entered the university on 2 October 1921, in the three-year course of the obshchestvenno-pedagogicheskoe otdelenie, the Department of Social Pedagogy, which contained the historical and philosophical disciplines and was designed presumably to prepare students for careers as teachers of the social sciences.24

Nearly three years later, in May 1924, and two months prior to her graduation, the student purges began. The authorities began ruthlessly to expel and exile those students who could not prove their proletarian class background. A regime that had ostensibly dedicated itself to the democratization of education was now creating new distinctions and privileges. But the purge commission decided to pass over those students who were on the verge of graduating. Had the traditional five-year program still been in effect, Alissa would not have been a graduating senior, and as the daughter of a “petit-bourgeois” pharmacist, she would have been expelled, or worse. She later remarked that it was “sheer accident that I escaped that purge.”25

MAJORING IN HISTORY

Alissa was disgusted by the “mystical chaos” of Russian academic philosophy. She was uninterested in the study of Russian literature. She decided to major in history.26 She later wrote that her systematic study of history in college was crucial “in order to have a factual knowledge of men’s past.” She minored in philosophy, “in order to achieve an objective definition of my values.” Ultimately, Alissa discovered that she could learn history, but that philosophy “had to be done by me.”27

University life in those years was primitive. The school lacked heat and light. Reports of death by starvation, disease, and suicide proliferated. Students and professors met for lectures and discussions in cold classrooms, dormitories, and auditoriums illuminated by flickering candles (McClelland 1989, 260–61). For a period, some lectures were scheduled in the evening because professors were engaged in compulsory manual labor during the day, and students were struggling to earn a living (Sorokin [1924] 1950, 223).

Alissa’s university had become an intellectual battleground between the “old guard” and their Soviet antagonists. The social science college was, by far, the most conflict-ridden of the newly established schools. Older professors were the targets of growing academic repression (Fitzpatrick 1979, 68). The Party had allowed many of these professors to continue with their “bourgeois-objectivist” scholarship, but this period of coexistence between these groups ended once and for all in 1928–29, when many established scholars were purged from the Academy of Science for attempting to block the election of communist scholars. Many historians were arrested, exiled, or executed.28

In the early 1920s, the study of history was slowly supplemented by courses designed to increase politgramota or political literacy. Social science curriculums in the pedagogical institutes were modified to include new Marxist subjects and requirements. Hence, many of the history courses Alissa took initially were probably condensed to include themes in political economy, dialectical method, and historical materialism (Shteppa 1962, 29, 36). Among these courses were specific “Soviet subjects.” Rand recollected in 1971 that the ideological conditioning prevalent in U.S. educational institutions was mild in comparison to the ideological bludgeoning she had experienced (Rand 1971T). She proudly proclaimed that though there were only a very few good professors still actually teaching during this period, she remained stalwart and unaffected by the propaganda to which she was subjected (Rand 1974aT).

In We the Living, Kira, Rand’s fictional alter ego, is compelled to take Marxist lectures and courses not unlike those Rand herself had probably attended. These included courses on the history of communist philosophy and the doctrine of historical materialism. Rand lists lectures with titles such as “Marxism,” “Proletarian Women and Illiteracy,” “The Spirit of the Collective,” “Proletarian Electrification,” “The Doom of Capitalism,” “The Red Peasant,” “The ABC of Communism,” “Comrade Lenin and Comrade Marx,” and “Marxism and Collectivism,” and Komsomol discussions on the problems with the New Economic Policy (134). The endless attacks on individualism that Alissa Rosenbaum heard in lectures of this type led her to formulate a futuristic vision in which the word “I” is lost to a collectivistic world. This was the basis of her poetic novelette, Anthem, written in 1937.29

The predominance of propaganda in many of her courses did not make a high-quality education impossible. In retrospect, Rand recognized that it was under the Soviet educational system that she developed her method of “thinking in principles.” She stated that she “learned in reverse.” The system generated within her a deeply critical outlook which she carried into her adulthood. She grasped: “No matter what you are taught, listen to it critically, whether you agree or not. And if you disagree, formulate your reasons.… Under the Soviets … I learned a great deal, but only in that way.”30

Though Marxism had been a serious presence in her history and social science courses, it did not have a monopoly on the curriculum during this period. Most of the historians in the department were non-Marxist scholars who taught from texts that featured diverse historical methodologies.31 Yet between 1919 and 1925, general approaches to ancient, medieval, and modern history were underemphasized, and studies of “socioeconomic formations” became more prominent. Marxist historiography in the study of antiquity was evident in such works as A. I. Tiumenev’s Essays on the Socioeconomic History of Ancient Greece, published in three volumes between 1920 and 1923. Tiumenev’s books greatly influenced academic scholarship and university teaching during this period. In 1923, Tiumenev also authored Did Capitalism Exist in Ancient Greece? In that same year, V. S. Sergeev’s History of Rome appeared.

By contrast, several major works in medieval and early modern history were used that had a distinctly “bourgeois” orientation. Included in the history curriculum were such books as P. Vinogradov’s Book of Readings on the History of the Middle Ages, D. N. Egorov’s anthology The Middle Ages through Their Monuments, and D. M. Petrushevsky’s Essays on Medieval Society and State and Essays on the Economic and Social History of Medieval Europe. The Soviets criticized Petrushevsky’s works for having little relation to established Marxist doctrine. In time, the curriculum was supplemented by texts that were much closer to the new spirit of Marxist historiography, including works by N. M. Pakul and I. I. Semenov on the Dutch and English revolutions (Shteppa 1962, 36–38).

General Russian history was taught with the assistance of S. I. Kovalev’s General History Course. However, the most important textbook in this period was written by M. N. Pokrovsky. Pokrovsky, in league with Lunacharsky and Krupskaya, formed part of the Bolshevik triumvirate in charge of Narkompros, between 1918 and 1929.32 His Russian History in Briefest Outline (Russkaia istoriia v samom szhatom ocherke), published in 1923, was a very popular text that earned Lenin’s praise. Pokrovsky’s history was profoundly Marxist in its orientation, containing much important material.

Thus, although Alissa was probably exposed to a variety of historical perspectives, her course of study was moving gradually in the direction of Marxist historiography. Even if she had rejected the materialist bias of the Marxist texts, she was learning typically dialectical modes of historical inquiry, which emphasized the interconnections between economic, political, social, and intellectual factors. However, as the scholarly atmosphere was chilled by Soviet repression, it is quite probable that most of Alissa’s teachers in the last year of her university education were at least pro forma Marxists, if not dogmatic Marxist-Leninists (Kline, 28 February 1992C).

Still, during the early Soviet period most of Petrograd’s historians were non-Marxist in their political orientation. Unfortunately, an exhaustive search of the Leningrad archives by the university archivists, N. T. Dering and L. V. Guseva, did not uncover any specific information on Alissa Rosenbaum’s coursework, grades, or teachers.33 Yet it is clear that Alissa would have encountered a history department dominated by some of the finest Russian scholars of the twentieth century.34 Among them were:

  •  L. S. Berg, the author of Theories of Evolution. Berg’s quasi-teleological approach emphasized that evolutionary changes had definite direction.

  •  Nikolai Ivanovich Kareev, who taught courses on the French Revolution, and authored a number of theoretical works attacking Marxism. Though Lenin had criticized him sharply, he was not dismissed in the early Soviet period.

  •  E. V. Tarle, who taught a Marxist historiography and surpassed even Kareev in importance in Petrograd’s history department.

  •  Sergei Fyodorovich Platonov, who specialized in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Russian history and taught at Petrograd through 1925. Platonov offered a conservative-monarchist historical interpretation.35

Pitirim Sorokin, who received his doctorate from Petrograd University in 1922, also taught in the College of Social Sciences and in the Sociological Institute as a sociologist-historian. In later years, as a renowned Harvard sociologist, Sorokin spearheaded “creative altruism” as a means of conquering the human “predatory instincts” he had witnessed in the Soviet Union. Perhaps remembering him from Petrograd, Rand later derided Sorokin as “a thoroughly Russian mystic-altruist.”36

The Petrograd history department was also graced by the presence of the renowned Ivan Mikhailovich Grevs. Grevs was a specialist in medieval European history. He taught on the fathers of the Latin Church and the medieval humanists (including Dante and Petrarch). Grevs pioneered the seminar system and field trips in Russian higher education. He was a leading advocate for higher education for women.

Perhaps the most important historian in the department at this time was L. P. Karsavin, who was a student of Grevs (Zenkovsky 1953, 843). Until 1922, Karsavin was the chair of the department. As a history major, Alissa would have met with Karsavin in some formal or informal capacity, either as his student, or in search of course-selection advice and general curriculum guidance.37 Karsavin was well known in Petrograd intellectual circles. Along with Platonov, Tarle, and Grevs, Karsavin gave regular talks in public forums, such as the Petrograd House of Scholars, the House of Literary Men, and the Theological Institute. He also participated in the workers’ council of faculty members as a representative from the university, lecturing at gatherings of Red Army soldiers and workers’ clubs (Shteppa 1962, 24–28). Like his colleague, N. O. Lossky, Karsavin advocated a philosophy of history that was conjoined to a general Christian worldview (Copleston 1988, 56). As a historian of the Church, he specialized in the theology and mysticism of the Middle Ages. He was a speculative and religious thinker in the tradition of Solovyov. He built his system on a religious metaphysic (Lossky 1951, 299). Karsavin applied the doctrine of the coincidence of opposites to the issue of the Trinity. Like Hegel, he saw historical development as holistic and organismic, an immanent process of becoming. As Lossky explains, in Karsavin’s system,

The development of the subject is the transition from one of its aspects to another, conditioned by the dialectical nature of the subject himself and not by impacts from without. Karsavin rejects external relations in the domain of historical being. Every historical individual (a person, a family, a nation, etc.) is in his view the world-whole itself in some one of its unique and unrepeatable aspects; thus, the domain of historical being consists of subjects that interpenetrate one another and nevertheless develop freely, since each of them contains everything in an embryonic form, and there are no external relations before them. (307)

Karsavin and many of the other distinguished historians who taught at Petrograd perpetuated the Russian yearning for synthesis. Whether she was reading her Marxist texts or attending the lectures of her non-Marxist professors, Alissa Rosenbaum was fully exposed to the dialectical methods distinctive to Russian thought and scholarship.

MINORING IN PHILOSOPHY

In addition to her studies in history, Alissa enrolled in several philosophy and literature courses surveying the works of Schiller, Shakespeare, and Dostoyevsky. She would recollect for Barbara Branden (1986) a special admiration for Dostoyevsky’s brilliant literary technique: “For a long time, I studied his plots carefully, to see how he integrated his plots to his ideas. I identified, in his work, what kind of events express what kind of theme, and why. He was very valuable for my subconscious integration concerning plot and theme” (45).

As if sensing a natural spiritual affinity between Dostoyevsky and Nietzsche, Alissa moved on to the works of the famous German philosopher. She had first discovered Nietzsche’s Thus Spake Zarathustra upon the advice of an older cousin. She was captivated by its exaltation of the heroic, its defense of the individual, and its dismissal of altruism as slave morality.38 But as she read further, Alissa was troubled by Nietzsche’s defense of psychological determinism. In her reading of The Birth of Tragedy, Alissa discovered that Nietzsche had embraced Dionysian, drunken, orgiastic emotionalism over Apollonian reason (B. Branden 1986, 45).

Certainly, this interpretation of Nietzsche was widespread throughout the Silver Age of Russian philosophy. The Symbolists, among others, celebrated Nietzsche precisely because he exalted a Dionysian cultic loss of self. Alissa would have been exposed to this particular Nietzschean theme in the work of Aleksandr Blok, one of her favorite poets. But she could have also incorporated such interpretations of Nietzsche from the lectures of Faddei Frantsevich Zielinsky, another social science teacher at Petrograd University and one of the greatest classical scholars of the twentieth century.

Zielinsky taught at the university from 1885 through 1921. Alissa may not have entered the university in time to register in one of his courses, but he had had a huge impact on many other Russian scholars and poets of his generation. Editor of the journal Vestnik vsemirnoi istorii (Herald of universal history), Zielinsky was a specialist on ancient Greece. He translated the works of Herodotus and Thucydides into Russian and wrote on Greek and Roman mythology.

Zielinsky viewed Nietzsche’s philosophy as “the last major contribution of antiquity to contemporary thought.”39 He believed that the resurgence of the Dionysian impulse was a necessary requirement to curb the “highly moralistic influence of Judaism in Christianity.”40 His celebration of the Dionysian was consistent with the views of other Silver Age thinkers who were integrating the works of Nietzsche with a mystical Christian worldview.

Alissa was probably among the last students at the university to study Nietzsche’s philosophy formally. Lenin’s wife, Nadezhda Krupskaya, began a campaign to remove ideologically dangerous books from the People’s Libraries. Nietzsche’s works were foremost among the banned materials. They were removed from libraries in factories, trade union halls, and universities, and were placed on closed reserve in major research centers along with other “counterrevolutionary” tracts (Rosenthal and Bohachevsky-Chomiak 1990, xiii). In 1923–24, some of Nietzsche’s books were burned by the authorities.41 Apparently, where the Symbolists had recognized a cultic collectivism in Nietzsche’s work, the Soviet regime could see only a preoccupation with the heroic, creative, and the solitary.42

Alissa’s exposure to formal philosophy was probably limited to a few university courses. But included in nearly every history course she took, there was a significant dose of “intellectual” history. As a philosophy minor, she would have been required to take several courses offered by philosophy department faculty.43

Petrograd’s philosophy department was dominated by neo-Kantians, including Ivan Ivanovich Lapshin, Sergei Alexeevich Alexeev (who wrote under the name Askoldov), and Aleksandr Ivanovich Vvedensky (B. Lossky 1991, 74–77, 89, 158 n. 116). Lapshin rejected metaphysical speculation, whereas Alexeev criticized the doctrine of dialectical materialism. These two thinkers were greatly influenced by their mentor, Aleksandr Vvedensky. An elderly master who survived the deportations and the purges, Vveden-sky taught from 1890 to 1925. He was a genuine Kantian, offering courses in logic, psychology, and the history of philosophy. As an exceptionally gifted teacher, Vvedensky touched the lives of many thousands of students who attended his lectures and were inspired by his ideas (Lossky 1951, 164). Among his students was N. O. Lossky. Vvedensky advocated a deontological morality, faith in God, the immortality of the soul, and the necessity of free will.

Yet it does not seem that Alissa had any extensive exposure to the teachings of Kantian philosophers at Petrograd University. Rand never mentioned Kantian philosophy as a subject she studied extensively in college, though she probably had light exposure to Kant’s ideas.44 Despite the presence of all of these world-renowned historians, philosophers, and scholars, Rand never publicly acknowledged the names of any of her teachers—except one. This is not atypical of Rand; in fact, in keeping with her own visions of self-creation, she concedes only a limited literary and philosophical debt to Hugo, Dostoyevsky, and Aristotle.45 The one teacher whose name she mentioned in any context, was Nicholas Onufrievich Lossky.

LOSSKY AND RAND

Any investigation of the links between Lossky and Rand is fraught with problems. It is almost impossible to establish with certainty the exact circumstances of their relationship. None of Rand’s early journal writings survived her Russian years. Rand burned her philosophic diaries and fictional outlines long before she came to the United States. She knew that if discovered, such writings would implicate her as an anticommunist (B. Branden 1986, 38). Very little of Rand’s American journals have been made public, and none of the published entries date prior to 1934. In any event, it is unlikely that the unpublished diaries of Rand would include extensive comments, if any, on Lossky.

The first mention of Lossky occurs in a single paragraph of Barbara Branden’s biographical essay, “Who is Ayn Rand?” This personal recollection is drawn from over forty hours of interviews that Branden conducted with Rand.46 Lossky is the only one of her professors whom Rand mentioned in these interviews. Branden nearly duplicates this Lossky reference from her early essay, in her best-selling, book-length biography, The Passion of Ayn Rand. Because of its historical importance, I quote this passage at length:

Despite her doubts about the value of formal philosophy, she chose as an elective a course on the history of ancient philosophy. The course was taught by Professor N. O. Losky [sic], a distinguished international authority on Plato. To her surprise, the course turned out to be her favorite. She was profoundly impressed by Aristotle’s definition of the laws of logic, and rejected completely, “the mysticism, and collectivism” of Plato.… Professor Losky [sic] was a stern, exacting man, contemptuous of all students, particularly of women. It was said that he failed most students the first time they took his examination, and that he was especially hard on women. In the spring, his students went to his home for their oral examination; a long line of them stood outside his study, nervously awaiting their turn. Alice had hoped that she would be questioned on Aristotle. But when she entered his study, he questioned her only about Plato. She had studied carefully, and she answered easily and precisely. After a while, although she had not stated any estimate, Professor Losky [sic] said sardonically: “You don’t agree with Plato, do you?” “No, I don’t,” she answered. “Tell me why,” he demanded. She replied, “My philosophical views are not part of the history of philosophy yet. But they will be.” “Give me your examination book,” he ordered. He wrote in the book and handed it back to her. “Next student,” he said. He had written: Perfect.47

There are only three subtle differences between this passage and the one that appears in “Who is Ayn Rand?” In the earlier biographical essay, Branden tells us that Lossky gave Alissa a “Perfect” grade, out of three possibilities: Perfect, Passing, or Failure. She adds that Lossky believed that female students “had no business in philosophy.” She also spells Lossky’s name correctly.48 None of these distinctions alters the essential intellectual chutzpa that Rand exhibited in her final examination session with the famed professor.

The authenticity of Rand’s reminiscences has been challenged in some respects by at least four scholars, three of whom are relatives of Lossky. Boris and Andrew, Lossky’s surviving sons, and Nicholas, his grandson, have all objected to the characterization of N. O. Lossky as contemptuous of female philosophy students. They point out that their family has had a history of strong women, including Maria Stoiunina, who established the famous gymnasium for girls and young ladies, attended by Alissa Rosenbaum, and in which Lossky actually taught. One of Lossky’s female students during the Russian period of his life, Natalie Duddington, became a lifelong friend and the English translator of his important works. Andrew recollects that his father demanded a basic competence in the subject matter of his courses from both men and women, making no distinctions between them. His examinations were forthright, neither tricky nor especially difficult. The distinguished philosopher George Kline was a regular auditor of two of Lossky’s courses at St. Vladimir’s Orthodox Theological Seminary. He too vouches for the professor’s fairness and nonsexist attitudes. Kline enjoyed a friendly correspondence with Lossky and recalls that the professor “always treated his students with respect and kindness.” Lossky’s contempt was reserved only for dogmatic, simplistic, Marxist-Leninists who attacked speculative and idealist thought.49

As an expert in the history of Russian philosophy, Kline has also taken issue with the characterization of Lossky as a scholar of Plato. Lossky knew his Greek philosophy well and would have been more than qualified to teach a course on the ancients. But as a specialist in German philosophy from Kant to Husserl, N. O. Lossky published nearly three hundred works, and not one of them even mentions Plato in the title.

Some of the interpretive differences regarding Lossky’s attitudes toward female philosophy students can be attributed to subjective factors. The evidence indicates that Lossky was not unfair to his women students. However, it is impossible to grasp the mental strain under which Lossky lived in the 1921–22 academic year. This may very well have affected his demeanor and otherwise affable personality. Certainly it cannot be discounted that to a sixteen-year-old student, any professor in a bad mood could be the source of great personal consternation. It is also quite possible that as a fiction writer, Rand has merely embellished the story by intensifying the conflict between its major characters.50

But there is a greater problem of historical authenticity that requires some elucidation.

In 1920–21, Lossky was at the top of his profession. He had already published a number of significant philosophical treatises, and continued to lecture at the university, and at the Stoiunin Gymnasium. He succeeded in earning a few extra black bread rations by teaching an “Introduction to Philosophy” course in the National University, a school of adult education, in the Shlissel’burg district of Petrograd.51 He gave lectures on the subject of God in the system of organic philosophy to the Free Philosophical Association.

Lossky’s courses at the university were in the grand intuitivist tradition of philosophy he spearheaded. In 1916, he taught on Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel and on Leibniz. In 1917, he offered classes on the theory of judgments, and an introduction to philosophy. In 1918–19, he lectured on the problems of free will, the problem of the trans-subjectivity of sensory qualities, logic, contemporary epistemology, and an introduction to metaphysics. In 1919–20, Lossky again offered his course on Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel, followed in 1920–21 by a seminar on materialism, hylozoism, and vitalism from an antimaterialist perspective.52 None of his listed university courses dealt specifically with Plato, Aristotle, or the ancient philosophers.

More important, something happened in the summer of 1921 that would alter Lossky’s life forever, ending his illustrious career at the university and ultimately leading to his exile from the Soviet Union. In Moscow, a meeting of the State Scientific Council was called to discuss the future of university professors. The regime was becoming increasingly suspicious of those non-Marxist professors and intellectuals who had continued to oppose the Revolution. M. N. Pokrovsky chaired the meeting. The Council removed many of Petrograd’s privatdocents. Professor Lapshin was also barred from teaching. Only Aleksandr Vvedensky was allowed to remain.

When the Council addressed the issue of the celebrated Lossky’s presence at the university, they were compelled to censure him for his defense of the Trinity. But it was brought to the attention of Pokrovsky that Lossky, to his credit, had once been expelled from the Vitebsk Gymnasium for his propagandistic views in favor of atheism and socialism. The Council decided to remove him from his Petrograd teaching position, but allow him to serve in the Institute of Scientific Research, an annex to the university. Consequently, in 1921, Lossky—officially—taught no university courses.

Pitirim Sorokin, another of the ousted professors, knew that the autonomy of the university was being destroyed. Elected deans were replaced by Communists, and a Red student was given a special commissary position over the rector of the university. He observes that the research the barred professors conducted at the Historical and Sociological Institutes, kept them away from teaching responsibilities “where they would not be harmful to students” ([1924] 1950, 247, 284). With many Petrograd positions vacated, students were subjected to the amateur scholarship of newly appointed Bolshevik professors. One such professor, Borichevsky, taught a course in logic which competed with Vvedensky’s. Borichevsky’s expertise was limited to Spinoza, Epicurus, and materialism. His embarrassing mistakes in the presentation of Plato’s philosophy were the subject of the students’ ridicule. Sorokin adds that those professors who were barred from teaching were also barred from organizing special alternative courses.

When Lossky learned of his dismissal from the university, he was devastated. Around the middle of August 1921, he came down with a gallstone illness. The doctors prescribed bed rest, and between September and December, Lossky spent most of his time in convalescence. Around the Christmas holidays, his health began to improve. Undeterred by threats from the Bolsheviks or heckling by Komsomoltsy in the audience, Lossky joined Sorokin, Grevs, Karsavin, and others in public forums that praised Christianity and the Kingdom of God.

But in January 1922, Lossky experienced a relapse in his illness. He lost weight, developed jaundice, and was on the verge of having gallbladder surgery. In March, on the day of the Annunciation of the Virgin Mary, Lossky went with his wife to donate some of their valuables to the Church. From the moment of their sacrifice, Lossky (1969) writes, his jaundice and his illness were cured (215–16).

The Bolshevik leadership was becoming more fearful of the continued strength exhibited by prerevolutionary scientists, writers, and other public figures. On 16 August 1922, Lossky was summoned to the offices of the Cheka. He thought it was in response to a passport inquiry he had made to travel to Czechoslovakia. Instead, he was arrested, along with other Petrograd scholars, including Lapshin and Karsavin. Under forced interrogation, Lossky was compelled to agree that he had been involved in counterrevolutionary activities that were punishable by death. Under Bolshevik reprieve, partly due to Trotsky’s intervention, the sentenced intellectuals were released on the condition that they would leave the country at once. They could travel with small amounts of linen and clothing and were instructed to leave their books behind. By 15 November 1922, Lossky, his wife, three sons, and his mother-in-law, Maria Nikolaievna Stoiunina, boarded a German steamer. Stopping in Berlin, the Losskys applied for and received visas allowing them into Czechoslovakia on 13 December 1922.

So, the question is, How could Lossky have taught Rand if he was barred from teaching at the university, and if he was intermittently sick throughout the period, only to be exiled by the end of 1922? Could it be that the relationship between Lossky and Alissa Rosenbaum was a product of Rand’s imagination?53

An assessment of all the available evidence in this perplexing case is not as damning to the integrity of Rand’s recollections as might appear at first glance. There are two basic possibilities: (1) Rand mistook, hallucinated, or lied about her contact with the distinguished professor; or (2) Lossky may have taught a course connected to Petrograd University that was not fully documented by school or personal records.

Let’s consider the circumstances of both Rand and Lossky:

In 1961, when Rand had told her future biographer of her encounters with Lossky, she had already achieved a worldwide following. Though she was not taken seriously by many academics, it is unlikely that the mere mention of Lossky’s name would have created a stir of excitement in the United States,54 where, until the latter part of 1961, the elderly professor had been living in relative obscurity. In fact, as I indicated in Chapter 2, Lossky had entered a French-Russian nursing home by October 1961. He was weak and very ill until his death in 1965.55

But any fabrication on the part of Rand could have been easily debunked by a search of the historical record. Except for this brief passage in the 1962 essay, duplicated, for the most part, in Branden’s 1986 biography, the Lossky-Rand experience has not been written about or discussed in any interviews, public forums, articles, or books. Although Rand’s recollection of her final examination experience with Lossky is predictably self-complimentary, it was not Rand’s style to bolster her credentials by fabrication, name-dropping, or by acknowledging a professor whose religious philosophy she would have adamantly opposed.

Barbara Branden (1986) writes: “During the years of my friendship with Ayn Rand, I was always impressed with the range and exactitude of her memory” (13). Branden never found Rand to make a mistake about a date or time and could not imagine that Rand would have fabricated the Lossky experience.56 In fact, Branden claims that although Rand’s recollections of other teachers were partial and incomplete, Lossky remained “very memorable.”57 There were no other professors whom Rand acknowledged as having made an impact on her in any positive way.58 Furthermore, Branden argues, Rand seemed to know the ancient philosophers very well. What she gained from this single course was enormous.59

I find it very difficult to believe that Rand was mistaken or that she lied about her experiences with the celebrated professor. Lossky’s circumstances, however, are somewhat more complex. Though Lossky’s son, Boris, characterizes the relationship between his father and Rand as quite possibly historical fiction, he makes “an extenuating caution in this judgment.”60 Lossky’s appointment to the Institute of Scientific Research on the fringe of the university was different from most. The Council allowed Lossky to teach philosophical disciplines at the Institute with the provision that they not be tainted with spiritualist ideology. He could have lectured in logic, epistemology, psychology, and similar areas of study. Quite possibly among these other areas would have been a course in ancient philosophy, or a course in epistemology, surveying Plato, Aristotle, and other classical thinkers. Lossky would have lectured his students throughout the semester and followed the traditional procedure of testing his students’ proficiency by written and oral examination. In this manner, the students would have received credit for the course, even though it was offered at the annex (B. Lossky, 29 May–4 June 1992C).

But to speculate on Lossky’s activities at the Institute of Scientific Research poses a further problem: the courses are untraceable. Any such “elective” course, taught by a censured professor at the university annex, would not have received “official” academic visibility. Alissa Rosenbaum must have been aware of Lossky’s eminent reputation as an exceptional educator, since he had taught at the Stoiunin Gymnasium. She might have been pleasantly surprised to discover him at the Petrograd annex. She would have had to make a deliberate, conscious decision to enroll not merely in a philosophy course, but specifically in Lossky’s class. She would have needed permission to attend his lectures. The considerable effort she would have expended to arrange this suggests that she knew of Lossky’s reputation as a brilliant philosopher or, perhaps, as a dedicated anticommunist. Boris Lossky does not deny these possibilities. Unfortunately, there are no institute listings in the family “red book” of Lossky’s publication and pedagogical activities (B. Lossky, 27 October 1992C).

Another aspect of Barbara Branden’s passage might provide a clue to the peculiar circumstances surrounding Lossky and Rand. Rand’s recollections of her oral examinations in the spring indicate that she went to Lossky’s home, rather than to an office or university classroom. This would have been unusual, but entirely within the realm of possibilities, given the appalling conditions at the university and its related institutes. Boris remembers that there was an acute shortage of firewood. It was so cold at the university that the office ink would freeze up (B. Lossky 1991, 77). The general lack of fuel led his father to schedule a number of student meetings in the enlarged dining room of his residence. These meetings may have been more frequent due to Lossky’s illness, which kept him at home, intermittently, from the fall of 1921 through March of 1922. Final examinations were held in June. Boris Lossky recollects that several of his father’s students visited their home during the period in question to discuss philosophy. He does not remember seeing a long line of nervous students waiting outside his father’s study in the spring, nor does he remember Alissa Rosenbaum (B. Lossky, 29 May–4 June 1992C).

Aside from the unlikely possibility that Rand lied, one of the worst-case scenarios, then, is that she colored her recollections of the spring examination with a certain theatricality. There is another hypothesis that one could suggest: Rand may have remembered the examination incident perfectly, but not which professor was involved.61 But I doubt this, given Barbara Branden’s insistence that Rand’s recollections of Lossky were “very memorable.” This is not to imply that Rand could never make a mistake; there is evidence that Rand did not remember every detail and date correctly. For instance, in my discussion of her relationship with the Nabokov sister, I discovered that Rand was mistaken regarding the date of the Nabokovs’ departure from Russia. Boris Lossky also questions a number of Rand’s reminiscences. Having read Branden’s biography, he suggests for instance, that she slightly exaggerated the harshness of the 1917 Petrograd winter. He also notes some discrepancies in Rand’s recollections of particular dates caused by the differences between the “old style” and “new style” calendars.62

But discrepancies in dates or temperatures are minor compared to a mistake in the recollection of a human being. Given the extenuating circumstances surrounding Lossky’s annex activities, it is my conviction that Rand has accurately described an actual event. Though I cannot prove this judgment, I firmly believe that it is the best explanation of the facts. The evidence suggests that Rand genuinely appreciated the privilege of studying with such a distinguished scholar. She remembers that in her freshman year at Petrograd, “many students and professors were fairly open.” After the government crackdown, “all the better professors from prerevolutionary times were exiled to Europe.”63 Lossky was one of them. By another “accident” of historical circumstance, young Alissa Rosenbaum had been among the very last students taught by Lossky in his native land.

A REIGN OF TERROR

But Lossky was not alone in his fate. Academic freedom was slowly eradicated in the years after the Revolution. The government had created rabfaks (workers’ colleges), which offered workers a kind of general equivalency diploma in preparation for attending the university. The professors were told to pass these students even if they fell below established academic standards (Fitzpatrick 1979, 65).

This was not the only hardship university academics faced in Petrograd. Typhus, influenza, pneumonia, cholera, and starvation were becoming commonplace. Sorokin recalls that in the cafeterias of Petrograd, discussion was monopolized by reports of secret police arrests and executions. Some scholars chose suicide. Faculty meetings became ongoing memorials to the dead. The rector of Petrograd University asked his colleagues not to die so quickly because there was a lack of coffins and graves. In time, coffins had to be rented to transport bodies to the collective ditches. Sorokin ([1924] 1950) remarked: “Not even in death can we escape Communism!” (231).

In the face of such inhumanity, and in the aftermath of the NEP, new liberal scholarly journals were founded. Satirical writings, such as Zamiatin’s We, began to circulate. Monuments to socialism and to Marx were desecrated, and many people returned to the Church. The Central Committee of the Communist Party feared the “growing influence of a revitalized bourgeois ideology” and chose “to apply decisive measures of struggle against this evil.”64 The expulsion of the intellectuals was the first step in the ideological “cleansing” of Soviet education. In addition to Lossky, more than one hundred leading Russian intellectuals and philosophers were exiled, including Aikhenvald, Alekseyev, Berdyaev, Bulgakov, Frank, Gurvich, Ilyin, Izgoyev, Karsavin, Kistyakovsky, Kizevetter, Lapshin, Melgunov, Myakotin, Novikov, Osgorgin, Ovchinnikov, Peshekhonov, Prokopovich, Sorokin, Stepun, Stratonov, Troshin, Vysheslavtsev, Yasinsky, and Yuskova. Anti-Marxist philosophical activity was declared illegal.65

Academic independence at Petrograd University was suddenly crushed. University faculty meetings were forbidden, and noncommunist journals were suppressed. In the face of growing state repression, protest was both ineffective and dangerous. Alissa learned “that it was useless to attempt political protests in Soviet Russia.”66 At home, Alissa’s father, in league with other pharmacists, had attempted to reopen his chemist shop, only to face government nationalization of his business for a second time. The Rosenbaum family was starving.

Clashes between communist and noncommunist students became more violent. Eventually, a purge commission was established to remove nonproletarians from the student council and from the university at large. The student purge began in Alissa Rosenbaum’s senior year, two months before her graduation from the newly renamed University of Leningrad. She would reconstruct the atmosphere of the student purge in her novel, We the Living. In an effort to cleanse the university of “all socially undesirable persons,” the purge commission asked students to name the respective occupations of both parents before 1917, and from 1917 to 1921. Trade union and Communist Party members were saved from the wrath of the commission (We the Living, 198). In later years, Alissa recollected that “great numbers of students were sent to Siberia, young boys and girls I knew.”67

The excesses of this purge were later denounced by Party leaders. Several Leningrad professors petitioned the authorities for the successful reinstatement of fifty purged students. In their efforts to democratize the student body, the authorities had merely shifted the student population from the social science colleges to the engineering schools. Fitzpatrick (1979) explains that the purge had the effect of “removing a great many of the women who had entered higher education after the revolution, since most of the women were of ‘bourgeois’ origin. In 1923/24, 38% of all students in higher education were women; but in 1928, with a smaller total number of students, women made up only 28%” (99).

As a graduating senior, Alissa Rosenbaum escaped the student purge. On 15 July 1924, she received her diploma, having successfully completed the University of Leningrad’s requirements for a social science degree.68 But she was deeply scarred by the reign of terror the Communists had inflicted on students and professors, on family and friends.

COMING TO AMERICA

In the days following her graduation from Leningrad University, Alissa Rosenbaum, with a degree from the department of social pedagogy, was more than qualified to lecture in history. Her family was starving, and her mother Anna, who was working as a language teacher in several Leningrad high schools, managed to get Alissa a job. She worked as a tour guide and lecturer at the Peter and Paul Fortress. Instructing tourists on the horrors of czarist Russia and on the fortress’s history, Alissa spoke “to excursion groups—to silent rows of peasants and workers.” She hated her job, but she was thankful that it helped pay for food and clothing.69

Yearning to leave Russia and join her American relatives in Chicago, Alissa began the difficult process of trying to secure a passport. Her mother made several inquiries regarding the rules and regulations governing foreign travel. Letters were exchanged, couched in euphemisms intended to avoid arousing suspicion. The mail was interminably slow. Alissa would be allowed to leave Russia only on the condition that she return. A letter was required from her relatives, confirming that she was only visiting, and that they would be responsible for her financial welfare. After months of waiting, Alissa received her Russian passport in the fall of 1925. She traveled to Latvia, only to risk the denial of her visa by the U.S. consulate. After she swore that she intended to return to Russia to marry, the consulate gave her permission to enter the United States. She traveled to Berlin and Paris, where she boarded a French steamer bound for New York. In mid-February 1926, she arrived.70 She was twenty-one.

[image: images]

Alissa had left Russia because she believed that the rule of force was destroying all that was good in human beings.71 She had an undiluted hatred for the communist system, which stayed with her for the rest of her life. In later years, this anticommunism led her to cooperate with the House Un-American Activities Committee as a friendly witness in the “Hearings Regarding Communist Infiltration of the Motion Picture Industry.” She had written a well-received “Screen Guide for Americans” (1947), which had described how communist propaganda could be fought; however, Rand’s cooperation with the committee was a source of great personal consternation. As a civil libertarian, she believed that it was improper for a government agency to engage in the ideological exposure of communists. But she had hoped that the HUAC would offer her a public forum in which she could voice her opposition to communist tyranny; in the end, she thought that she had probably made a mistake.72

And yet, very few passages in Rand’s novels can convey the genuine pain she felt on the day of her testimony, thinking back to her experiences in the Soviet Union. On 20 October 1947, speaking before the HUAC, Rand, now a successful novelist and screenwriter, criticized the movie, Song of Russia, because it painted a false portrait of Soviet life. In an episode immortalized in Lillian Hellman’s Scoundrel Time, Congressman John McDowell ridiculed Rand’s contention that nobody smiled in Russia. Rand explained that Russian life was not prosperous, open, or pleasant. She attested to the food shortages, the fear of state terror, the tyranny of the secret police. She testified:

It is almost impossible to convey to a free people what it is like to live in a totalitarian dictatorship.… [The Russian people] try to live a human life, but you understand it is totally inhuman. Try to imagine what it is like if you are in constant terror from morning till night and at night you are waiting for the doorbell to ring, where you are afraid of anything and everybody, living in a country where human life is nothing, less than nothing, and you know it. You don’t know who or when is going to do what to you because you may have friends who spy on you, where there is no law and any rights of any kind.73

But in climbing out of Russia’s ideological quagmire, Rand could not rid herself of every last drop of her past. For even though she rejected the mystic, collectivist, and statist content of Russian philosophy, she had adopted its dialectical methods. Living in the United States, she began to articulate the organic principles that were necessary for the achievement of a genuinely human existence.
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THE MATURATION OF AYN RAND

Not long after her arrival in America, Alissa Rosenbaum renamed herself Ayn Rand. In her early writings, she engages in a concerted effort to understand and critique polarities she had confronted in the Russia of her youth. She focuses primarily on the dialectical unity of religion and statism. She gropes toward a philosophical synthesis that rejects faith and force, but integrates the splits within human existence, between mind and body, fact and value, theory and practice.

NOVELIST AND PHILOSOPHER

Rand was once asked if she was primarily a novelist or a philosopher. In typically dialectical fashion, she responded, “Both” ([1961] 1992T):

In a certain sense, every novelist is a philosopher, because one cannot present a picture of human existence without a philosophical framework; the novelist’s only choice is whether that framework is present in his story explicitly or implicitly, whether he is aware of it or not, whether he holds his philosophical convictions consciously or subconsciously. (New Intellectual, vii)

Rand’s literary and philosophical goals were internally related. She could not pursue her literary project without gradually articulating a philosophical framework. And she could not apply her philosophy without expressing its values concretely in stories, screenplays, dramas, and novels. Thus Rand transcended the dualism between philosophy and art, social thought and entertainment. As she stated in a journal entry dated 4 May 1946, she had no interest in presenting newly discovered knowledge “in its abstract, general form.”1 She wished to apply her knowledge “in the concrete form of men and events, in the form of a fiction story.” Such a fusion of the abstract and the concrete led Rand to wonder if she represented “a peculiar phenomenon.” Like Nina Berberova and other Russian writers, Rand believed, with no show of modesty, that she had achieved “the proper integration of a complete human being” (xiv).

Rand’s goal in writing was “the projection of an ideal man.” This literary portrayal was, for her, “an end in itself—to which any didactic, intellectual or philosophical values contained in a novel are only the means.”2 But the “ideal man” was not a pure abstraction. He had to be related to “the conditions which make him possible and which his existence requires.”3 By defining the values such an ideal man would have and by delineating the social conditions that would make it possible for him to exist and flourish, Rand slowly moved from best-selling novelist to public philosopher. She shifted from the specifically anticommunist political themes of her first novel, We the Living, to the broad metaphysical and epistemological themes of Atlas Shrugged. She eventually boasted that she was “challenging the cultural tradition of two-and-a-half-thousand years.”4 Her formal philosophy, “untainted by any Kantian influence,” aimed to reconnect the elements in human existence “which Kant had severed.”5

DIGESTING THE PAST

There is no evidence to suggest that Rand explicitly criticized the works of Russian philosophers. No journals from her Russian period are extant, and the journal entries currently available date a full dozen years after her university encounters with Lossky. But in the late 1920s and early 1930s, Rand drew from her own experiences in Russia to compose a number of short stories and plays. Many of these unpublished stories appear in The Early Ayn Rand, among them, “Good Copy,” “Escort,” “The Night King,” “Her Second Career,” and “The Husband I Bought.”6 This last tale of unrequited love was based on Rand’s first romantic experiences in Russia with a man who was probably exiled to Siberia.7

In 1931–32, she wrote a film treatment and screenplay called “Red Pawn,” which dealt specifically with the evil of Soviet communism. Of greater philosophical importance, however, is the secondary theme of this work. For the first time, Rand dealt with “the philosophic identity of Communism and religion.”8 In Rand’s Russia, religion offered the only organized opposition to the Bolsheviks. Religion was viewed as communism’s natural enemy. Whereas communism was atheistic and materialistic, religion celebrated God’s existence and human spiritual redemption.

Rand examined this opposition between two dominant Russian cultural forces and refused to accept their apparent hostility as evidence for their mutual exclusivity. She recognized that something fundamental united the communists and the believers. Tracing their essential similarities became one of Rand’s earliest philosophical preoccupations.

For Rand, communism was a secular substitute for religion. Like the Church before it, communism subjugated the individual to an allegedly higher power. In this respect, religion and communism were identical. The main difference between them was their respective agencies of domination. For believers, it was God; for the communists, it was the state.9

Though Rand had not yet mastered English, she created tantalizing images in “Red Pawn” to dramatize the organic conjunction of religion and communism. Much of the movie action is situated on Strastnoy Island, a “bit of land in the Arctic waters off the Siberian coast.”10 In the czarist days, a monastery occupied the island. But since the Revolution, the monastery had been converted into a Soviet prison.11

Rand writes that the island’s library occupied the former chapel of the old monastery. In the library, a sacred mural remained, depicting Christ’s walk to Golgotha. But above the mural, the communists had scrawled, in red letters, “Proletarians of the World Unite!” Red flags were sketched into the raised hand of St. Vladimir. A hammer and sickle were superimposed on Moses’ tablets. The fresh paint dripped down the chapel walls.

Tall candles in silver stands at the altar had to be lighted in the daytime. Their little red flames stood immobile, each candle transformed into a chandelier by the myriads of tiny reflections in the gilded halos of carved saints; they burned without motion, without noise, a silent, resigned service in memory of the past—around a picture of Lenin.12

Others would have seen the superimposed communist symbols as a defilement of a Christian sanctuary; Rand saw an organic conjunction of corresponding worldviews. Her mixture of religious and communist images suggests that the two cultural forces had interpenetrated one another, serving similar goals, if not the same master.

WE THE LIVING

Comparable imagery is evident in Rand’s first published novel, We the Living. In a passage ultimately deleted from the original 1936 edition, Rand presents a fairy tale about a mighty Viking who is hated by both the King and the Priest.13 While the King despises the Viking for his refusal to bow to royal authority, the Priest hates the Viking because he “looked at heaven only when he bent for a drink over a mountain brook, and there, overshadowing the sky, he saw his own picture.”14

The enraged King promises his royal subjects a material reward for the Viking’s head. Similarly, the Priest assures his parishioners that their sins will be forgiven if they kill the Viking. When the Viking embarks on a quest for the sacred city, however, his anticipated triumph prompts his adversaries to be more conciliatory. The King offers the Viking a royal banner to plant in the sacred city. The Priest offers the Viking a temple banner. But the Viking refuses to take either. For on the mast of his ship “was his own banner, that had never been lowered.” He conquers the sacred city, and toasts, “To a life … which is a reason unto itself.” Rand writes: “A Viking had lived, who had laughed at Kings, who had laughed at Priests, who had laughed at Men, who had held, sacred and inviolable, high over all temples, over all to which men knew how to kneel, his one banner—the sanctity of life” (180).

This tale was but another symbolic way for Rand to say that statism and religion are at war with the sovereign individual. The King, a symbol of statism, is no different from the Priest, a symbol of religion; both are fundamentally opposed to the independent Viking who refuses to worship either.

Rand wrote We the Living, originally entitled, Air Tight: A Novel of Red Russia, between 1930 and 1933, “to get Russia out of her system.”15 Far simpler in its structure than her later novels, We the Living offered, in Rand’s view, the most classic plot progression of any of her works. Moreover, it was, Rand said, the closest to an autobiography that she would ever write.16 Despite differences between Rand and the main character, Kira Argounova, Kira is clearly a stand-in for Rand. In fact, throughout her fiction, it was never Rand’s custom to distance herself from the views of her central protagonists. In this sense, they are all Rand.

Kira is a young engineering student enrolled at Petrograd University. The novel chronicles her personal struggle under the harsh conditions of Soviet dictatorship. The plot centers on a fatal romantic triangle between Kira and the two men who love her. Kira falls in love with a counterrevolutionary, Leo Kovalensky. When Leo develops tuberculosis, Kira becomes the mistress of a heroic communist revolutionary, Andrei Taganov, in order to gain access to food and money for Leo’s welfare.

Andrei is a virtuous, if misguided, character—much more admirable than Leo, Kira’s true love. Andrei epitomizes the idealism of the revolution, refusing to be corrupted by the growing tyranny of the regime. But the regime is corrupt, and it gradually destroys the best of its citizens. In the end, Kira is alienated from both men. Leo becomes a self-destructive alcoholic, and Andrei, confronting the utter bankruptcy of his ideals, commits suicide. With nothing left for her in Russia, Kira attempts to escape across the border, but is shot by the border patrol and left to bleed to death in the snow. In a last shining moment, she sees that “Life, undefeated, existed and could exist.”17

In We the Living, Kira, unlike Rand herself, did not escape communism. Rand wanted to show how dictatorship thwarts escape, crushes values, crushes life itself. Escape from such a system is a fluke, in Rand’s view. Totalitarianism necessarily perpetuates an “airtight” environment of brutality and repression; spiritual and physical death are its essential by-products.18

A “NIETZSCHEAN” PHASE?

In 1936, We the Living was issued by Macmillan in a limited edition of three thousand copies. It was not reissued until 1959, after Rand had established herself as a best-selling author. In the second edition, Rand made several revisions, which she described as “editorial line-changes.” In the original edition, Rand claimed that her writing “reflected the transitional state of a mind thinking no longer in Russian, but not yet fully in English.”19 Hence, she wished to correct “awkward” and “confusing” formulations.

However, a number of scholars have reviewed Rand’s modifications and concluded that these were not strictly linguistic. The most compelling case is offered by Ronald Merrill, who argues that Rand excised those references in the first edition which implied an endorsement of Nietzsche’s ethical principles, that the weak may be sacrificed for the sake of the strong. The second edition reflects the attitudes of the more mature Rand.20

In the first edition, there is a scene in which Kira and Andrei debate the meaning of communism. Andrei assumes that Kira admires the communist ideal, but rejects its methods. But she surprises him. She states: “I loathe your ideals. I admire your methods. If one believes one’s right, one shouldn’t wait to convince millions of fools, one might just as well force them. Except that I don’t know, however, whether I’d include blood in my methods.”21

Andrei retorts, “Why not? Anyone can sacrifice his own life for an idea. How many know the devotion that makes you capable of sacrificing other lives? Horrible, isn’t it?”

“Not at all,” Kira answers. “Admirable. If you’re right. But are you right?” In the second edition, Rand has removed this entire exchange. Kira merely states, “I loathe your ideals.” She keeps her own counsel concerning his methods.

The conversation between these two characters continues in the first edition, when Kira argues that there are things which are sacred to the individual that cannot be touched by the state or the collective. Andrei rejects Kira’s claims, declaring “that we can’t sacrifice millions for the sake of the few.” Kira answers:

“You can! You must. When those few are the best. Deny the best its right to the top—and you have no best left. What are your masses but mud to be ground underfoot, fuel to be burned for those who deserve it? What is the people but millions of puny, shrivelled, helpless souls that have no thoughts of their own, no dreams of their own, no will of their own, who eat and sleep and chew helplessly the words others put into their mildewed brains? And for those you would sacrifice the few who know life, who are life? I loathe your ideals because I know no worse injustice than justice for all. Because men are not born equal and I don’t see why one should want to make them equal. And because I loathe most of them.” [Emphasis added except in fifth sentence.]

In the revised edition, Kira states:

“Can you sacrifice the few? When those few are the best? Deny the best its right to the top—and you have no best left. What are your masses but millions of dull, shrivelled, stagnant souls that have no thoughts of their own, no dreams of their own, no will of their own, who eat and sleep and chew helplessly the words others put into their brains? And for those you would sacrifice the few who know life, who are life? I loathe your ideals because I know no worse injustice than the giving of the undeserved. Because men are not equal in ability and one can’t treat them as if they were. And because I loathe most of them.” [Emphasis added except in the fourth sentence.]

In the original passage, Kira has contempt for the masses and is inclined to see them destroyed. In response to Andrei, Kira shows an unquestioning resolve to side with the exalted few in any conflict with the “puny, shrivelled, helpless” masses. She rejects the credo of “justice for all” when it becomes a euphemism for any attempt to make all human beings metaphysically equal.

In the comparable passage from the 1959 revised edition, Kira expresses a similar contempt for the masses. But here, Kira’s language is less vitriolic. She answers Andrei with a question, not a protest. She rejects those who would attempt to achieve metaphysical egalitarianism through the injustice of granting values to those who have no right to them. Yet in both editions of the novel, Kira follows her exchange with Andrei by stating: “I don’t want to fight for the people, I don’t want to fight against the people, I don’t want to hear of the people. I want to be left alone—to live!” Even Ronald Merrill agrees that in this belief, Rand’s Kira has moved away from a stark “Nietzschean” ethos. Merrill argues that Kira’s sentiment foreshadows Rand’s mature Objectivist position. In fact, Merrill believes that Rand’s conception of egoism developed largely as a reaction to the Nietzschean orientation of her youth.

Stephen Hicks, in a review of Merrill’s book, argues that Merrill’s conclusion is premature, since only a full disclosure of Rand’s early journals will settle the issue of her alleged Nietzschean phase. Rand finished her novel in 1933, and published it in 1936. Hicks argues correctly that there is evidence in one of her published journal entries that Rand rejected the “Nietzschean” ethos as early as 1934. In this entry, foreshadowing the character of Gail Wynand in The Fountainhead, Rand condemns those who would achieve power through the masses. If Rand had rejected Nietzsche in 1934, it is likely that she would have revised those passages which could have been interpreted as Nietzschean, before the book was actually published.22

Hicks states further that Rand may have allowed Andrei to set the terms of the debate, much as the communist state sets the terms for each of the characters in We the Living. Rand had not yet constructed a full theoretical response to the ethics of altruism, and Kira reflects this void. Having fully developed her own rational egoist ethic in later years, it may have been easier for Rand to eliminate the ambiguous passages, rather than to have provided a full philosophical explanation of their actual meaning.23

There may be some merit to Merrill’s contention that Rand went through a “Nietzschean” phase, but I tend to agree with Hicks that the evidence for such a provocative thesis is inconclusive. However, there are two important issues which must be emphasized because they shed much light on Rand’s attitudes toward the Nietzschean worldview:

First, in my discussion of the Silver Age of Russian philosophy, it was clear that Russian writers had stressed the Dionysian aspects of Nietzsche’s thought. Rand was probably exposed to this particular interpretation of Nietzsche from a very early age. Though Rand was most impressed by Nietzsche’s critique of altruism and Christianity, she concretized his grand, abstract metaphors with her own images. Despite her initial attraction to Nietzsche’s work, Rand necessarily rejected his Dionysian impulses. And though she continued to draw from Nietzschean imagery as late as The Fountainhead, she was probably already moving away from Nietzsche as early as her student years.

Second, and more important, Rand was moving toward a nondualistic philosophical framework. While she was exploring the philosophic identity of religion and communism, she was also beginning to see that both forces perpetuated a social dualism that forced the individual to choose between two sides of the same false coin.

In the religious realm, the fraud was obvious to Rand. For instance, in 1934 she wrote a play, Ideal, which depicted religion as causing hypocrisy and opposing integrity. Religion, for Rand, divorces ideals from life on earth, by viewing “this world [as] of no consequence.” An evangelist in Ideal proclaims: “Whatever beauty [the world] offers us is here only that we may sacrifice it—for the greater beauty beyond.”24 Religion tells people that beauty is unreachable and that nobility emerges from the sacrifice, not the achievement, of values.25 It condemns people for not achieving unreachable ideals, ideals they do not really wish to attain because their very realization would demand self-annihilation.

This recognition of religion as a source of social dualism reappears in Rand’s journal entries during this same period. Rand argued that religion engenders a metaphysical split between this world and the next, between human existence on earth and an illusory life after death.26 In Rand’s view, religion declares war on the human ability to think, and it is consequently “the root of all human lying and the only excuse for suffering.” It fragments living and thinking, and sees “ideals as something quite abstract and detached from one’s everyday life. The ability of living and thinking quite differently, in other words eliminating thinking from your actual life” (2).

It is for this reason that Rand saw “Faith as the worst curse of mankind, as the exact antithesis and enemy of thought.” But at this point in her intellectual development, Rand was not certain about why people have abdicated the use of logical reasoning in the governance of their lives. She asked if reason is impossible to individuals, or if individuals have merely been taught that it is futile. If people have been taught such, then “the teacher is the church.” Rand hoped “to be known as the greatest champion of reason and the greatest enemy of religion.”27

Just as religion was a source of social dualism, so too was statism. The theme of We the Living, according to Rand, was the “individual against the State” (New Intellectual, 60). Rand did not believe that there was a necessary incompatibility between the individual and all forms of government. She was not an anarchist; she rejected neither government per se, nor truly human social relationships. What she opposed was statism in all its incarnations.

Communism both constituted and perpetuated a social dichotomy between the individual and the masses. Under communism, the masses are collectively organized by the coercive state. In such a system, the individual has no alternative but conflict with the society at large. Hence, it is quite possible that in the early edition of the novel, Kira’s call to sacrifice the masses for the sake of the few is the only alternative she can advocate within the context of communism, which sacrifices the few for the sake of the many. Just as religion pits thinking against living, communism pits the individual against the community. Within this context, Kira is forced to choose between two poles of a deadly duality. When she is able to remove herself briefly from this context, she exclaims that indeed, she does not wish to fight for or against the people. She wants only “to be left alone.”

Like Rand, Kira lived in a society which had no developed concept of the individual. The Russian language does not even have a word for “privacy.”28 This peculiarity of Russian might have motivated Rand to write, several years later, in The Fountainhead: “Civilization is the progress toward a society of privacy” (684). Russian religious and political culture did not recognize the sphere of the private. Kira knew that it was “an old and ugly fact that the masses exist and make their existence felt.” But under communism, “they make it felt with particular ugliness” (We the Living, 49). She protests to Andrei, that it is “a rare gift, you know, to feel reverence for your own life and to want the best, the greatest, the highest possible, here, now, for your very own. To imagine a heaven, and then not to dream of it, but to demand it” (107).

Hence, Kira may not be expressing a Nietzschean contempt for the masses, as much as she is expressing a desire to break free of a system that crushes the individual under the weight of an undifferentiated collective. It is a system that compels Kira to see the world dualistically, in terms of herself versus everyone else. Soviet communism had appropriated the essence of Russian sobornost’, the fusion of the individual and the collective whole. But instead of preserving the uniqueness and privacy of its members, it sought to annihilate their individual identities. For Rand, communism is a system that defeats “the living” by robbing them of the very qualities that make them human. It institutionalizes a war of the masses against the solitary person.

After she wrote We the Living, Rand knew that she had more work to do. By 1934, she began to view her writing as part of a broader project. In her own words, “These are the vague beginnings of an amateur philosopher. To be checked with what I learn when I master philosophy—then see how much of it has already been said, and whether I have anything new to say, or anything old to say better than it has been said.”29

She intended that her journals would be only for her own use and did not worry if her thoughts appeared “disjointed.” Despite her humility in characterizing herself as “an amateur philosopher,” Rand’s musings are much more articulate and self-conscious than she intimates.

Rand hoped that once her ideas were fully developed, she would be able to present them as a “Mathematics of Philosophy.” She aimed to “arrange the whole in a logical system, proceeding from a few axioms in a succession of logical theorems” (7). But it was clear to her that such a project would take time and effort.

In her journals, Rand dealt critically with the writings of other thinkers, such as Albert Jay Nock, H. L. Mencken, Peter Kropotkin, and José Ortega y Gasset. Having rejected both religion and communism, both the worship of God and the idolatry of the collective, Rand wanted to grasp why people allowed themselves to obey standards set by others. Reading Ortega y Gasset’s Revolt of the Masses, she was perplexed by the actions of “the mass man.” Mass men are not those who obeyed their own standards. Rather, they submit to the dictates of others. They are not genuine individuals, in Rand’s view. Since they lack internally generated ideals, they cannot be free. Rand believed that no human quality such as freedom could be “disconnected from its content.” She asked: “Isn’t there a terrible mistake of abstraction here? Isn’t it as Nietzsche said, ‘not freedom from what, but freedom for what’?”30

For Rand, the “mistake of abstraction” is the social division of ideals and action, theory and practice, morality and practicality. No human value can be separated from the conditions that make its achievement possible. Rand was developing a view of the individual that included not merely negative notions of freedom, but positive notions of autonomy and self-responsibility. Autonomy demands that individuals achieve values by their own effort, not by a mystical alliance with God or a selfless union with the collective. The person who attains values and power by pandering to the masses is to be rejected as “a slave to those masses.” A genuine selfishness, an “exalted egoism,” demands that the individual achieve his or her “own theoretical values and then apply them to practical reality,” for it is one’s “actual living” that must take priority “over all other considerations.”31

Seeing “history as a deadly battle of the mass and the individual” (8), Rand was poised to begin working on a mammoth literary project whose “first purpose … is a defense of egoism in its real meaning.”32 Her working title for the book was Second-Hand Lives. Ultimately, it would be called The Fountainhead.

THE FOUNTAINHEAD

In 1935, Rand began to outline the plot and characters of the book that would be her first, genuine commercial success. In these early outlines, Rand continues in her quest for a nondualistic, integrated view of human being.

The Fountainhead follows the exploits of Howard Roark, Rand’s first, fully formed “ideal man.”33 Roark is a brilliant architect, a man of integrity expelled from school for his unwillingness to conform to traditional architectural styles. One of Roark’s classmates is Peter Keating, a man who always relied on Roark’s assistance to complete school projects. While Roark is destitute and looking for work, Keating becomes a professional success by manipulating those around him, and by imitating old and tired architectural standards. He lives a “second-hand” life, in which “the source of his actions is scattered in every other living person” (Fountainhead, 607).

Throughout the novel, we meet other characters, such as Dominique Francon, Gail Wynand, and Ellsworth Toohey. Dominique is Roark’s beloved, and one of the more bizarre characters in the novel. She separates herself from the things that she grows to love, including Roark. She is convinced that no man of integrity can succeed in a world ruled by the mob. Wynand, the most tragic figure in Rand’s fiction, is a newspaper magnate who boasts that he has the power to mold the tastes of the masses. His belief that everyone can be corrupted is challenged by his encounters with Roark. Toohey, a critic writing for Wynand’s newspaper, is an arch collectivist. He organizes public protests against Roark’s “arrogant” architectural stylings. Through Toohey’s intervention, Roark is prevented from winning many important building contracts.

But Roark continues his struggle to create buildings in a distinctive and brilliantly imaginative style. In the final sequences of the novel, the ambitious Peter Keating seeks to exploit Roark’s expertise to secure a lucrative contract for the design of a public housing project. Knowing that he will never get the opportunity to implement some of his most cost-effective plans for housing, Roark agrees to submit designs for the project—in Keating’s name—on the condition that the blueprints not be altered. Toohey senses that these plans are not Keating’s creation; he recognizes Roark’s impeccable technique. When the plans are altered significantly and distorted, and the project is built, Roark is outraged. He dynamites the public housing project, is arrested, and brought to trial.

During the trial, Wynand, now Roark’s friend, decides to embark on a press campaign to build support for the indicted architect. For the first time in his life, Wynand finds the strength to stand for a principle not dictated by the masses. To his grief, he discovers that he cannot alter public opinion. He faces the realization that he has created a vast business empire by pandering to the tastes of the mob; he is its slave and not its master.

Roark defends himself in court by enunciating the principles of individualism. He asserts that the authorities had no right to alter his plans. In one of Rand’s characteristically romantic endings, Roark is vindicated of criminal charges. He agrees to rebuild the project according to his own specifications. The novel concludes with Howard Roark triumphant.

Though The Fountainhead is fiction, in it Rand articulates a far more integrated—and specifically Randian—view of human existence than she had presented in any previous book. Yet in her portrayal of Howard Roark, the influence of Nietzsche can still be detected.34 Rand had wanted to place a quotation from Nietzsche at the beginning of The Fountainhead when it was first issued in 1943, but she removed the passage before the manuscript went to publication. In 1968, she quoted it in the introduction to the twenty-fifth anniversary edition of The Fountainhead. She explained that despite her profound disagreement with Nietzsche’s metaphysics and epistemology, she remained impressed by his ability to project man’s greatness in beautifully poetic and emotional terms. She quoted from Beyond Good and Evil, in which Nietzsche celebrates the “fundamental certainty which a noble soul has about itself, something which is not to be sought, is not to he found, and perhaps also, is not to be lost. The noble soul has reverence for itself.”35

In her outlines of 26 December 1935, Rand had this same imagery in mind when she described Howard Roark as “the noble soul par excellence.” Rand stated that Roark is “man as man should be. The self-sufficient, self-confident, the end of ends, the reason unto himself, the joy of living personified.… A man who is what he should be.”36 At this time, Rand did not provide a full philosophical articulation of what human beings “should be.” But she did present, in fictional form, her own understanding of the nature of the genuine individualist as distinguished from the mass man. For Rand, the individualist transcends dualism, whereas the mass man is split between the dictates of his own conscience and the demands of society. Ultimately, the mass man, or “second-hander,” abdicates his own soul.

The individualist, symbolized in the character of Roark, was not a spiritual abstraction disconnected from material reality. Rand presented Roark as a fully integrated being of mind and body. She matched Roark’s integrity of spirit with a consummate physical strength. Roark’s egoism is not boastful, conceited, or ostentatious. In her outline of 9 February 1936, she wrote that Roark is “natural” in his selfishness. “He has the quiet, complete, irrevocable calm of an iron conviction. No dramatics, no hysteria.” This spiritual tranquility is matched by Roark’s “tall, slender, somewhat angular” appearance. His passionate sensuality is captured in the hardness of his muscles. He walks swiftly, with ease, “as if movement requires no effort whatever, a body to which movement is as natural as immobility, without a definite line to divide them, a light, flowing, lazy ease of motion, an energy so complete that it assumes the ease of laziness.”37

Roark is the exact opposite of the mass man, for “he was born without the ability to consider others.” This does not mean that Roark is incapable of social relationships, or that he would trample on the rights of others to achieve his goals. For Rand, Roark’s egoism entailed a cohesion of self. Roark is not a solipsist or a brute. His self is the focal point of responsibility, decision making, and value. It is Roark’s own happiness that is his “basic, primary consideration.” Roark owes nothing to others, nor does he seek to impose obligations on them. As a Randian hero, Roark is an atheist. He was “born without any ‘religious brain center.’” His intransigent mind “does not understand or even conceive of the instinct for bowing and submission. His whole capacity for reverence is centered on himself” (699).

By contrast, Rand portrays most of the other characters in The Fountainhead as variations of the mass man. Keating, like so many other secondary characters in the novel, tries to achieve greatness as defined by others. He is the “perfect example of a selfless man who is a ruthless, unprincipled egotist—in the accepted meaning of the word.” He is vain and greedy, a “mob man at heart,” who sacrifices everything for the sake of a professional success that lacks personal significance. Keating “has no self and, therefore, cannot have any ethics.” He exists in an empty shell, never achieving the full distinction of what an individual “should be.”

Whereas Keating attempts to live through others by submitting to social conventions, Wynand attempts to rule others by forcing them to submit to his dictates. But as a publishing magnate, Wynand “rules the mob only as long as he says what the mob wants him to say.” The Fountainhead depicts what happens when Wynand attempts to stand on principles that are genuinely his own. For Rand, Wynand is “a man who could have been.”

By contrast, Toohey achieves distinction by extolling humanitarian causes and glorifying collectivism. He is unable to attain values through productive effort and can only achieve greatness in the eyes of others by crushing and ridiculing the heroic. Rand describes him as “a man who never could be—and knows it” (698). Toohey seeks domination by diminishing the value of all things so as to reflect his own inferiority.38

Continuing the use of Nietzschean imagery in her notes, Rand explains that Toohey’s character has “an insane will to power, a lust for superiority that can be expressed only through others” (700). Toohey is a parody of this Nietzschean will to power; he exhibits a superior intellect and force of personality entirely directed toward the inversion and obliteration of values.39 But Rand also uses Toohey to subtly celebrate Nietzsche in her finished novel. Nietzsche becomes a persistent target of Toohey’s derision. For instance, in one of his newspaper columns denouncing Roark’s architectural design of the Enright House, Toohey states: “It is not our function—paraphrasing a philosopher whom we do not like [Nietzsche]—to be a fly swatter, but when a fly acquires delusions of grandeur, the best of us must stoop to do a little job of extermination.”40

When a photograph of Roark appears in The Banner, Toohey mocks Rand’s protagonist for his exalted expression of admiration toward the Enright House that he has created. With obvious Nietzschean overtones, Toohey writes, in the newspaper caption below the photo, “Are you happy, Mr. Superman?” (343).

More important than all of these subtle allusions to Nietzsche is Rand’s portrait of Toohey. Through Toohey’s character, Rand presents the thesis “that only mental control over others is true control.” Toohey seeks primarily, a spiritual communism, in which each individual is spiritually subordinated “to the mass in every way conceivable.” He hopes to achieve social domination through “the tremendous power of numbers.” Stressing the metaphysical equality of all men as a means of obliterating any “consideration given to the content of their character,” Toohey is a genuine mass man. For Toohey, individuals are valuable only in relation to the masses they serve. Voicing contempt for his betters “because they are better,”41 Toohey encapsulates all that is evil in modern politics.

But Toohey also symbolizes the essence of the Russian sobornost’ against which Rand was reacting. In Russian thought, sobornost’ signified a mystic or spiritual union of all people in society. Individuals would allegedly retain their uniqueness, but in practice, the Russian ideal involved the dissolution of the individual into an organic totality. The communists merely secularized this vision of conciliarity; they retained the Russian impulse toward the material and spiritual subordination of the individual, but substituted the State for the body of Christ.

Toohey’s newspaper column, “One Small Voice,” features endless attacks against individualism that reek of Russian sobornost’. In many ways, he extols the virtue of the cultic loss of self, a theme that was prominent in the writings of the Nietzschean Russian Symbolists. But Toohey goes further: he advocates the sacrificing and subordinating of the individual to the almighty One. Rand uncovers this pretentious use of altruistic language as an ideological tool to conquer the human spirit, to make men small and insignificant, to rule the masses by elevating mediocrity and ridiculing greatness.

In her portrayal of Toohey, Rand also continues her literary policy of integrating the traits of mind and body. She depicts her chief villain as a repulsive swine. She writes in her outline, that Toohey’s “puny physical appearance seems to be a walking testimonial to the spiritual pus filling his blood vessels.”42

Despite her emphasis on the individual’s ego as the fountainhead of human progress, Rand had provided a far more complex psychological portrait of the mass men as fragmented and incomplete. In opposition to this splintered picture of a human being, Rand began to articulate a nondualistic, nonatomistic view of the genuine individual.

While writing The Fountainhead, Rand continued her paean to individualism in her novelette, Anthem, originally titled Ego (Reedstrom 1993b). Written in 1937, first published in England in 1938, Rand’s futuristic story offers an alternative to Zamiatin’s visions of a technologically advanced collectivist dystopia. Rand projects the primitive conditions that must predominate in any social order that destroys the individual. In Anthem, total collectivism has led to the obliteration of industry and the distortion of human relationships. Peoples’ names have been replaced by euphemistic code words and numerical notations. Even the word “I” has been lost. The rediscovery of this word by the protagonist of the story is one of Rand’s most poetic tributes to individualism. Foreshadowing the egoistic ethical credo of Atlas Shrugged, uniting body and soul through secular means, Equality 7-2521 proclaims:

“I am. I think. I will. What must I say besides? These are the words. This is the answer.… This—my body and spirit—this is the end of the quest. I wished to know the meaning of things. I am the meaning. I wished to find a warrant for being. I need no warrant for being, and no word of sanction upon my being. I am the warrant and the sanction.… My happiness is not the means to any end. It is the end. It is its own goal. It is its own purpose. Neither am I the means to any end others may wish to accomplish. I am not a tool for their use. I am not a servant of their needs. I am not a bandage for their wounds. I am not a sacrifice on their altars. I owe nothing to my brothers, nor do I gather debts from them. I ask none to live for me, nor do I live for any others. I covet no man’s soul, nor is my soul theirs to covet.”43

At the end of the novelette, Rand’s protagonist has renamed himself Prometheus. He escapes the collectivist society with the woman he loves to build a new individualist culture. In her elevation of Promethean individuality, Rand inherits the Nietzschean-Symbolist leitmotif, without its penchant for Dionysian emotionalism, organic collectivism, or the cultic loss of self.44 The genuine individual is neither slave nor master; he does not submit to, or seek self-assertion through, the rule of the collective.

EARLY NONFICTION

Mixed reviews of The Fountainhead did not block Rand from achieving commercial success. In the early 1940s, Rand was planning to write her first nonfiction work, “The Moral Basis of Individualism.” She wrote a condensed version called, “The Only Path to Tomorrow,” which appeared in Reader’s Digest. Rand considered the essay a “bromide” to serve as the credo for a broad union of Old Right intellectuals committed to capitalism. The group never materialized primarily because of its ideological diversity (B. Branden 1986, 163). Nevertheless, during this period, Rand had the opportunity to interact with several conservative and libertarian thinkers and activists, including Channing Pollock, Albert Jay Nock, Ruth Alexander, Rose Wilder Lane, Isabel Paterson, Henry Hazlitt, and Ludwig von Mises, the father of the contemporary Austrian school of economics and the teacher of the renowned Nobel laureate F. A. Hayek (163, 188). Rand championed the Austrian school of economics in her later nonfiction essays. Though she shared much in common with her procapitalist political contemporaries, she was often disappointed by what she perceived as their cynicism, subjectivism, and mysticism.

Despite its political clichés, “The Only Path to Tomorrow” provides a first peek at Rand as a public philosopher. In the essay, Rand argues that totalitarian ideology is the greatest threat to civilization. She posits a historical antagonism between “Active Man” and “Passive Man.” “Active Man” is another name for Howard Roark. “Active Man” is the individualist. He is a producer, creator, and originator. He requires independence and “neither needs nor seeks power over other men—nor can he be made to work under any form of compulsion” (Rand 1944, 89).

“Passive Man” was another name for Peter Keating. He dreads independence and “is a parasite who expects to be taken care of by others, who wishes to be given directives, to obey, to submit, to be regulated, to be told” (90). Collectivism breeds upon such passivity. It is an ideology that unites the masses through “the ancient principle of savagery.”

Interestingly, Rand does not argue that the needy are parasites on the wealthy. She states emphatically that “Passive Man” can be rich or poor. Coming from all social classes, the “Passive Man” is a parasite on the genuine productive achievements of the “Active Man.” This theme reappears in much more sophisticated form in Rand’s mature critique of contemporary statism.

Rand’s well-known antipathy for Soviet collectivism enabled her to contribute an anticommunist tract to the Motion Picture Alliance for the Preservation of American Ideals. Written in 1946, the “Screen Guide for Americans” followed the same form as her earlier Reader’s Digest article. Rand supported the communists’ right to express their ideas, but argued that moviegoers and producers should not be obligated to patronize and sanction projects that aimed to corrupt American institutions.

In the pamphlet, Rand posited a stark battle between Freedom and Slavery, between republican government and dictatorship. Of greatest philosophical relevance is Rand’s contention that the dictator is not an individualist. He is “by definition … the most complete collectivist of all, because he exists by ruling, crushing and exploiting a huge collection of men” (Rand 1947, 49). Rand had transferred her insights on the “soul of the collectivist” into a successful piece of political propaganda for the Hollywood film industry.

Throughout the 1940s, Rand wrote several screenplays, including the film version of The Fountainhead, which starred Gary Cooper, Patricia Neal, and Raymond Massey; You Came Along, starring Robert Cummings and Lizabeth Scott; and an especially romantic Love Letters, with Jennifer Jones and Joseph Cotten.45 These works adumbrate typically Randian themes, but they are of little or no independent philosophical interest. The 1940s were marked by something much more important to Rand’s intellectual maturation. The celebrated author began working on the magnum opus of her literary career.

ATLAS SHRUGGED

In The Fountainhead, Rand focused on the principles of individualism and collectivism as manifested within the individual’s soul. The personal conflicts faced by each of her characters are primarily internal. Each character is a mixture of two extremes symbolized by Howard Roark and Ellsworth Toohey. The characters are defined not by their relations to one another, but by their specific natures. Their social ties were secondary and derivative of the central theme.

In 1945, Rand began to outline a new novel, initially called The Strike. She wanted to change her focus radically by delving deeply into the dialectical interrelationships between characters, social structures, and institutional processes. She wished to proceed “from persons, in terms of history, society, and the world.” Her emphasis was not on Active Man or Passive Man, not on prime movers or second-handers. Rather, “the story must be primarily a picture of the whole,” Rand stated in her journal.46 For Rand, Atlas Shrugged was “to be much more a ‘social’ novel than The Fountainhead.” First and foremost, the novel had to focus on the cluster of relationships that constitute the social totality:

Now, it is this relation that must be the theme. Therefore, the personal becomes secondary. That is, the personal is necessary only to the extent needed to make the relationships clear. In The Fountainhead I showed that Roark moves the world—that the Keatings feed upon him and hate him for it, while the Tooheys are out consciously to destroy him. But the theme was Roark—not Roark’s relation to the world. Now it will be the relation. (x)

As a novel, Atlas Shrugged explores these relations in every dimension of human life. Rand traces the links between political economy and sex, education and art, metaphysics and psychology, money and moral values. She concentrates extensively on the union of spiritual and physical realms, on the specific, concrete means by which certain productive individuals move the world, and by which others live off of their creations. She attempts to show the social importance of the creative act by documenting what would happen if the prime movers, the “men of the mind,” were to go on strike.47

No summary of Atlas Shrugged could possibly unravel its intricacies. The book boasts a long list of protagonists and villains, but it centers around the exploits of Dagny Taggart and Hank Rearden, two industrialists who attempt to keep their respective businesses afloat in a global economy plagued by extensive government intervention and growing social chaos. The economic devastation wrought by growing statism is made worse by a conspiracy of omission. As the state becomes more intrusive, creative thinkers and producers from every profession begin to disappear. They unite secretly behind John Galt, a brilliant inventor, who leads a “strike of the men of the mind.” These people of creative ability desert their businesses and leave the statists nothing to loot. They retire to a capitalist utopia in the mountains of Colorado known as Galt’s Gulch.

It takes Dagny a long time to realize that she is fighting to keep her transcontinental railroad alive in a parasitical society that is slowly consuming her. As the world heads toward cataclysm, the leader of the United States government takes to the airwaves to issue a call for calm. Using specially developed technology, Galt interrupts the broadcast and proceeds to explain the cause of the decline of civilization. His speech touches on nearly every major branch of philosophy; it is the essence of Rand’s Objectivist worldview. Galt asks the remaining producers to stop permitting their own victimization and join the strike. When the strike succeeds in stopping the motor of the world, the people of creative ability return on their own terms, to rebuild a truly human society.

Integrating science fiction and fantasy, symbolism and realism, philosophy and romance, Rand’s novel inspires passionate responses from admirers and critics alike. Admirers see the book as the credo of a new intellectual movement, but critics from both ends of the political spectrum are repulsed. Left-leaning reviewers abhorred Rand’s preoccupation with capitalism, whereas conservative columnists were sickened by Rand’s atheism. Granville Hicks (1957) asserted that “the book is written out of hate.” He condemned Rand for “cheerfully” celebrating “the destruction of civilization.” And Whittaker Chambers, writing for National Review, sensed that Rand was heavily indebted to Nietzsche. But he believed that in her atheism and “materialism,” Rand had greater affinity with Marx. Chambers wrote: “Thus, Randian Man, like Marxian Man, is made the center of a godless world.” Chambers believed that in the “dictatorial tone” and “overriding arrogance” of the book, one can hear a voice “from almost any page … commanding: ‘To a gas chamber—go!’”48

These hostile reviews from the left and the right partially reflected Rand’s own belief that she had finally achieved a genuine philosophical synthesis that was neither Marxist nor religious. In her philosophic journals, Rand explained that her novel had to “vindicate the industrialist” as “the author of material production.” Rand wished to secularize the spiritual, and spiritualize the material:

The material is only the expression of the spiritual; that it can neither be created nor used without the spiritual (thought); that it has no meaning without the spiritual, that it is only the means to a spiritual end—and therefore, any new achievement in the realm of material production is an act of high spirituality, a great triumph and expression of man’s spirit. And that those who despise “the material” are those who despise man and whose basic premises are aimed at man’s destruction.49

For Rand, the “spiritual” did not pertain to an otherworldly faculty, but rather to an activity of human consciousness. Reason, as “the highest kind of spiritual activity,” was required “to conquer, control, and create in the material realm” (ibid.). Rand did not limit material activities to purely industrial production. She wished to “show that any original rational idea, in any sphere of human activity, is an act of creation and creativeness” (ibid.). This applies equally to the activity of industrialists and artists, businessmen and intellectuals, scientists and philosophers. Each of these spheres is accorded epistemological significance.

By connecting reason and production, thought and activity, theory and practice, Rand intended to uncover the “deeper, philosophical error” upon which these dichotomies were based. As such, Atlas Shrugged was designed to “blast the separation of man into ‘body’ and ‘soul,’ the opposition of ‘matter’ and ‘spirit.’” Rand rejected the metaphysical dualists who had bifurcated human existence. She proclaimed in her journals that “man is an indivisible entity.” Mind and body “can be considered separately only for purposes of discussion, not in actual fact.” In reality, the human individual is an integrated whole.

This vision is central to Galt’s sixty-page speech, which took Rand two years to complete (B. Branden 1986, 266). It abounds with ideas and principles that served as the basis for Rand’s formal philosophical totality. But Rand’s transcendence of dualism is just as obvious in those sections of Galt’s speech which were edited out of the final manuscript. Rand writes:

You had set every part of you to betray every other, you believed that your career bears no relation to your sex life, that your politics bear no relation to the choice of your friends, that your values bear no relation to your pleasures, and your heart bears no relation to your brain—you had chopped yourself into pieces which you struggled never to connect—but you see no reason why your life is in ruins and why you’ve lost the desire to live?50

Rand’s revolt against dualism was motivated by a profound desire to exalt a heroic and integrated view of human existence. Even in the sex act, Rand’s characters show a passionate spirituality that is not cut off from intense physical pleasure. In her journals, Rand explained that she wanted to dramatize the “essential, unbreakable tie between sex and spirit—which is the tie between body and soul.” The religionists damned human beings for the sins of the flesh, whereas the materialists divorced man’s mind from the functions of his body. Rand proclaimed that her morality of rational selfishness was designed for human life on earth. In her ethos, sex is as much a spiritual celebration as it is a physical one.51

Rand projects this mind-body synthesis in a fictional representation of the “ideal man.” She explains that her chief protagonist, John Galt, “has no intellectual contradiction and, therefore, no inner conflict.” He experiences a joy in living that is not determined by pain or fear or guilt.52 Each of Rand’s heroes reflects this same “worship of joy” to a lesser degree, but all are united by Galt’s oath, one that is similar to the credo enunciated by Equality 7-2521 in Anthem. Galt states: “I swear—by my life and my love of it—that I will never live for the sake of another man, nor ask another man to live for mine” (1069).

After years of literary and philosophic integration, Rand published Atlas Shrugged in 1957. She credited herself with having created a new, nonreligious morality through an aesthetic medium. She aimed to bridge the gap between art and entertainment. She wrote in her journal that traditional morality sees “art” and “entertainment” as polar opposites. Art is supposed to be “serious and dull.” Entertainment is enjoyable, but superficial. No serious work of art, in such a traditional view, could possibly be both entertaining and “true to the deeper essence of life.”53 Rand rejected this distinction, and presented her novel as an organic totality, a work that fused action, adventure, and sensuality with philosophy, contemplation, and spirituality.

THE PUBLIC PHILOSOPHER

After Atlas Shrugged, Rand turned toward a more systematized presentation of her philosophy in essays, books, and lectures. As early as 1958, a year after the publication of the novel, she was planning a book on her philosophy, which she had named Objectivism.54 Its subtitle was to be “A Philosophy for Living on Earth.” In her journal, Rand wrote: “The purpose of this book is to make its sub-title redundant.”55 Though Rand never authored such a systematic formal treatise, much the same could be said about the subtitles of her anthologies, particularly The Virtue of Selfishness: A New Concept of Egoism, and Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal. Rand sought to make these books’ subtitles redundant too. She labored for many years as the champion of both “rational selfishness” and “laissez-faire capitalism.” Her concept of egoism conjoined the adjective “rational” to the noun “selfishness” in such a way to collapse their distinctions. Human beings are most selfish when they are pursuing their own rationally defined values and interests. Human beings are most rational when their values and interests are self-motivated. Likewise, Rand sought to collapse the distinction between the adjective “laissez-faire” and the noun “capitalism.” Capitalism was an unknown ideal for Rand, because it had yet to be discovered in its purest and only legitimate form.

It could be said that for Rand, the notion of rational self-interest was internal to the concept of egoism; the notion of laissez-faire was internal to the concept of a genuinely capitalist social system. She and others explored many of these principles with increasing breadth and depth in such publications as The Objectivist Newsletter (1962–65), The Objectivist (1966–71), and The Ayn Rand Letter (1971–76). Important essays from these periodicals were anthologized in such nonfiction works as The Virtue of Selfishness (1964), Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal (1967), The New Left: The Anti-Industrial Revolution (1971), The Romantic Manifesto (1971), Introduction to Objectivist Epistemology (1979), and Rand’s posthumously published works, Philosophy: Who Needs It (1982) and The Voice of Reason (1989). However, Rand’s first nonfiction work to appear in book form was the lead essay of For the New Intellectual, which presented philosophical passages culled from the body of Rand’s fiction. Rand’s harsh and polemical tone, coupled with her caricaturing of many philosophers, led Sidney Hook to denounce the book for its sloganeering: “This is the way philosophy is written in the Soviet Union. In a free culture there must always be room for vigorous polemic and controversy but civility of mind is integral to the concept of a civilized society.”56

Despite pinpointing a very real lack of civility in Rand’s exposition, Hook did not realize that Rand’s impulse toward synthesis was indeed the way philosophy had been written in Russia for many generations. Rand provoked the wrath of academicians partially because, like her Russian philosophical ancestors, she was an outcast, a social critic writing with a passionately immoderate tone that was far more accessible to the general public and far less considerate of scholarly give-and-take.

As her sales increased, so did her impact. She electrified audiences on television and radio, and in newspapers and magazines. With the establishment of the Nathaniel Branden Institute (N.B.I.), Rand’s philosophy was mass marketed through the rental of taped courses. Rand made personal appearances at Columbia, Princeton, Harvard, Yale, New York University, and other college campuses across the country. On 2 October 1963, she received an honorary degree, Doctor of Humane Letters (L.H.D.), from Lewis and Clark College in Portland, Oregon, in recognition of her growing influence (Gladstein 1984, ii).

But in 1968, the Objectivist movement was torn asunder in a schism between Rand and two of her closest friends and associates, Nathaniel and Barbara Branden. In later years, it became apparent that the schism was inextricably tied to a collapsing love affair between Rand and Nathaniel Branden.57 Even though Rand continued to publish and lecture in the ensuing years, her fractured movement disintegrated under the weight of charges and countercharges. Eventually, Rand’s disillusionment with the state of the world led to her virtual retirement from public life.
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Ayn Rand died on 6 March 1982 and was buried in Valhalla, New York.

In the years since her death, Objectivist philosophy has emerged as a veritable tradition of thought.

Flowing almost directly from what remained of Rand’s inner circle are the “orthodox” Objectivists, led by Leonard Peikoff. The orthodox school consists of thinkers such as Harry Binswanger, Edwin Locke, Edith Packer, George Reisman, John Ridpath, and Peter Schwartz, among others.

Leonard Peikoff received his doctorate in philosophy at New York University in 1964 under the direction of Sidney Hook. Peikoff’s dissertation was titled “The Status of the Law of Contradiction in Classic Logical Ontologism.”58 His mentor criticized him as a “monist” and a “Hegelian,” but this did not deter Peikoff from his Objectivist predilections.59 Yet like a genuine Hegelian, Peikoff argues that no philosophic problems can be resolved in a vacuum, since all issues are interconnected.60 Admitting to a tendency toward rationalism, Peikoff never tires of quoting Hegel’s dictum that “The True is the Whole.”61 He repeats this credo in his books, articles, and courses, warning of the danger of “one-sided distortions” (1983T, lecture 7). His presentation has always been more deductive than inductive, more synthetic than analytic.62 But in many ways, the Peikoff-Rand link parallels the relationship between Engels and Marx. Like Engels, Peikoff has continued to publish and edit many of his mentor’s previously unavailable writings. He has also made an important contribution to the formalized presentation of Rand’s philosophy in his 1991 book, which derives from both the written and oral tradition of Objectivism.

In contrast to the Randian orthodoxy, there are those neo-Objectivist thinkers who are generally associated with the Atlas Society (formerly the Institute for Objectivist Studies), an organization headed by David Kelley. Kelley’s Evidence of the Senses is a realist defense of perception in the Objectivist tradition. Other thinkers who have spoken at Atlas forums or written for its periodicals, include Joan and Allan Blumenthal, Stephen Hicks, the late George Walsh, and the late Kay Nolte Smith.

There is also a group of “libertarian” neo-Objectivists, consisting of such theorists as Tibor Machan, Eric Mack, Douglas Den Uyl, and Douglas Rasmussen. This group of thinkers relates Rand’s work to the Aristotelian, classical liberal, and modern libertarian traditions.

Finally, one cannot discount the contributions of Nathaniel Branden and Barbara Branden. Despite leaving Rand’s inner circle in 1968, the Brandens have each moved in the direction of “revisionism.”63 Nathaniel Branden in particular has emerged from his years with Rand as an important theorist and practitioner of “biocentric” psychology. As the so-called father of the self-esteem movement, Branden has emphasized the role of self-esteem in nearly every aspect of human life. His books include The Psychology of Self-Esteem (1969), The Disowned Self (1971), The Psychology of Romantic Love (1980), Honoring the Self (1983), and The Six Pillars of Self-Esteem (1994). Even though he departs from some of Rand’s formulations, he continues to build on the Objectivist approach.64


PART TWO

THE REVOLT AGAINST DUALISM


5

BEING

N. O. Lossky (1951) once wrote: “Philosophy is a science and therefore, like every other science, it seeks to establish truths that have been strictly proved and are therefore binding for every thinking being and not only for a particular people or nation.” Operating at the highest level of generality, the philosopher traces the interconnections between the entities, elements, and aspects of reality. The philosopher must unite “two opposed and not easily combinable faculties: the highest degree of abstract thinking and a high degree of concrete contemplation of reality” (402). In Lossky’s view, however, people have not developed these faculties to the degree required for the truly stupendous tasks of the examined life. That many opposing schools of philosophy exist illustrates that philosophy is at a much more primitive level of development than either mathematics or physics (403). But for Lossky, philosophy was paving the way for a more unified, nondualistic conception of being and knowing.

Though Rand rejected much of the content of Lossky’s philosophy, her own system retained an exhaustive and dialectical form that reflected her Russian roots. Just as significant, however, was Rand’s profound respect for philosophy as essential to human being. Like her teacher, Rand perpetuated a distinctive tradition of philosophizing that stretched back to the days of the ancient Greeks. For Rand, it was the culture of classical antiquity that marked the beginning of humankind’s intellectual maturity. The classical thinkers contributed to humanity the very concept of philosophy as a secular discipline in which the mind strove to achieve “a comprehensive view of existence.” Rand believed that this authentic, nonreligious commitment to the examined life was rarely duplicated in the history of thought: “The grandeur, the reverence, the exalted purity, the austere dedication to the pursuit of truth, which are commonly associated with religion, should properly belong to the field of philosophy. Aristotle lived up to it and, in part, so did Plato, Aquinas, Spinoza—but how many others?”1

Like her teacher, Rand argued that philosophy requires the greatest level of abstraction and concretization, “the integration of factual data, the maintenance of a full context, the discovery of principles, the establishment of causal connections and thus the implementation of a long-range vision” (108). Every aspect of Rand’s thought—from her social ontology to her politics—concentrates on the specifically conceptual nature and needs of human consciousness.

Like most systematic visions, Rand’s Objectivism cannot be fully appreciated until it is grasped as a totality. No totality, however, can be presented as such. Peikoff argues correctly that the whole can only be examined through the parts. Every part of a philosophical system implies both the whole and every other part.2 Furthermore, Peikoff understands that Objec-tivism is structured as an internally related system, such that any “change in one element redounds throughout the network.” Indeed, for Peikoff, as for Rand, Objectivism mirrors the very interrelationships that are present in existence and knowledge. Peikoff maintains: “Human knowledge on every level is relational. Knowledge is not a juxtaposition of independent items; it is a unity … a total, a sum, a single whole.” The relational character of knowledge is a reflection of the metaphysical fact that “there is only one universe.” In the universe, “everything … is interconnected.” Peikoff writes:

Every entity is related in some way to the others; each somehow affects and is affected by the others. Nothing is a completely isolated fact, without causes or effects; no aspect of the total can exist ultimately apart from the total. Knowledge, therefore, which seeks to grasp reality, must also be a total; its elements must be interconnected to form a unified whole reflecting the whole which is the universe.3

Peikoff stresses also that no mind can disregard the relationships among its contents because the discovery of such relationships is inherent in the identity of consciousness. Thus every tenet of a philosophy, just like every aspect of knowledge, “must be judged in the light of the total picture, i.e., of the full context.” Since every element of knowledge “is potentially relevant to the rest,” a genuinely integrated philosophy must transcend fragmentation and subdivision. Peikoff (1991b, 125) suggests that Rand’s achievement lies partially in her methodical consistency within the context of available knowledge.

Ultimately, then, one cannot analyze any of Rand’s isolated philosophical insights by disconnecting them from the corpus of her thought. Taken together, each part generates and is generated by the totality. Rand’s approach is so thoroughly integrated that her philosophical beginnings seem to presuppose the results of her entire system.4

Yet, as I have demonstrated, Rand’s philosophy was not a mere deduction from first principles. It was a historical product of her revolt against formal dualism. Ironically, Rand has been criticized for the reverse evolution of her thought, for its movement from political to metaphysical themes. William O’Neill ([1971] 1975) suggests, for instance, that Rand’s philosophy really began with ethics and terminated, as an afterthought, with a theory of truth and knowledge: “Her epistemology and her metaphysical assumptions—indeed, the vast bulk of her philosophy—are essentially an a posteriori rationalization for a fervent a priori commitment to the ethics of laissez-faire capitalism” (175).

In a certain sense, of course, O’Neill is correct. Rand’s literary project began with a political dynamic and concluded with ontological and epistemological themes. In We the Living, Rand focused on the central question of the individual against the state. By the time she had written Atlas Shrugged, she was examining the role of the mind in human existence and making explicit connections between epistemic and political themes.

But it is ahistorical for O’Neill to suggest that any thinker could develop a system of thought by merely deducing it from metaphysical principles. It is true that many Objectivists imply that the morality of capitalism flows logically from the law of identity. Rand herself wrote with such a polemical flair that many of her ontological and political insights seem self-evident. The fact is, however, that Rand’s system is less a rationalization of her belief in capitalism than it is an articulation of the underlying, interconnected ontological, epistemological, and ethical premises on which capitalism depends.

Rand could never have begun with metaphysics and merely deduced her political ideas. She did not emerge full-grown from the head of Zeus as a modern goddess of wisdom. Her entire philosophical project was a historical product from its genesis to its formal presentation. Indeed, Rand had to develop her thought quite extensively before she could present it as an organic system of philosophical integration.

She begins with ontology and epistemology, breaking up the world into humanly knowable, relational units. This analytical moment of Rand’s method encapsulates a process of intellectual “chewing,” of breaking down the whole into graspable elements. By tearing these elements apart, Rand makes them intellectually digestible (Peikoff 1983T, lecture 1). Her mode of inquiry traces the interconnections between these units on a social scale, reconstructing the totality as an organic whole. Her ethics and her politics are grounded in her teleological and biological insights. Though Rand is known for her polemics, she was quite adept at theoretical integration, expanding and synthesizing the units of her analysis to encompass the whole of reality.

A central aspect of Rand’s exposition is her ability to trace the dialectical relationships between apparent opposites. Rand was never misled into accepting her opponents’ definition of a specific philosophical or social problem. She aimed to “go to the root of the issue,” claiming that the essential aspects of any question often could not be grasped by relying on the static premises and traditional frames of reference in mainstream thought (N. Branden 1989, 215).

Toward this end, Rand analyzed the antinomic “paradoxes” in modern philosophy. For Rand, a paradox had the appearance of a logical contradiction, which is at root, impossible (Peikoff 1974T, lecture 2). Hence, it was incumbent upon her as a dialectical thinker, to trace the links between apparent opposites, to show that the alternatives offered by contemporary schools of thought were false.5

Though Rand aimed to document the fundamental links uniting such opposites, she also attempted to show that many contemporary thinkers had merely settled for embracing reductionist monism rather than finding a remedy for the various forms of dualism. They emphasized one pole of a duality as a means of reconciling opposition. In Rand’s view, dualism could not be conquered through the absorption of one polar principle by another. Just as Rand’s philosophy attempts to transcend alleged polarities as a means of providing an integrated view of human existence, so her critique of opposing traditions in Western thought seeks to uncover the fundamental errors they share. In most cases, Rand shows that each of the opposing schools of philosophy is half right and half wrong.

Since Rand discovered value in many of the philosophies she analyzed, some critics have attempted to tie Objectivism to such traditions as rationalism, materialism, or existentialism.6 What her critics failed to grasp was that she was working toward a new synthesis, which required that she use established categories in the process of transcending them. She both accepted and rejected significant principles within each of the polar traditions which she analyzed. Consequently, by abstracting particular aspects from the totality of her thought, one can see elements of rationalism and empiricism, idealism and materialism, liberalism and conservatism. Rand explains: “Most men hold mixed premises; most schools of thought are full of contradictions. One may find some elements of value, of truth and of rationality in many people and schools. This does not make them Objectivist.”7

Part 2 examines the distinctiveness of Objectivism, even as it traces significant parallels between Rand’s thought and others in the history of philosophy. But in dissecting the content of Objectivism, much of the following discussion may sometimes obscure the broad fundamentals of Rand’s worldview. Rand herself was once asked to identify the central tenets of her system. Her identification, in each of the major branches of philosophy, is worth recalling:

1. Metaphysics: Objective Reality. 2. Epistemology: Reason. 3. Ethics: Self-interest. 4. Politics: Capitalism. If you want this translated into simple language, it would read: 1. “Nature, to be commanded, must be obeyed” or “Wishing won’t make it so.” 2. “You can’t eat your cake and have it, too.” 3. “Man is an end in himself.” 4. “Give me liberty or give me death.”8

THE REJECTION OF COSMOLOGY

Rand’s revolt against formal dualism first manifested itself in the realm of metaphysics or ontology.9 Metaphysics, for Rand, refers to that branch of philosophy which “deals with the fundamental nature of reality.”10 Metaphysics involves the widest abstractions pertaining to existence as such.11 Whereas the special sciences separate a part of existence and investigate it thoroughly, metaphysics is concerned with the ultimate context of reality and knowledge, that is, “being qua being.”

Rand’s approach to the ontological foundations of philosophy was minimalist. In fact, beyond the general axiomatic proposition of existence, Rand refused—on principle—to commit herself to any a priori judgments about the ultimate constituents of reality. She believed that epistemology was the crux of philosophy because it related to the means of knowledge and was the base of all special sciences. Rand herself considered ontology and epistemology inseparable, and argued that each therefore implied the other (Peikoff 1976T, lecture 4). Thus her axioms serve as the foundation for her theories both of being and of knowing.

Having been schooled in ancient philosophy by Lossky, Rand was well acquainted with the classical Greek thinkers. In the area of ontology, she generally celebrated the accomplishments of antiquity, most particularly the works of Aristotle. But she viewed the inclusion of cosmology in ancient metaphysics as an error that had had disastrous effects throughout intellectual history. Cosmology sought to define the specific nature of the universe. For Rand, the specific nature of the universe was a scientific question. The legitimacy of philosophy depended on its ability to provide the ontological and logical foundations for all forms of inquiry. Philosophy was metascientific.

Rand identified Thales, the father of Western thought, as the first philosopher to define the nature of the universe in cosmological terms. Even though Thales was groping toward a unified view of existence and knowledge, he argued that the universe consisted of water, air, and fire. By concluding “that water was the primary metaphysical (or cosmological) element,” Thales pretended to an omniscience that was impossible to the human mind. Such an approach was profoundly rationalistic because it dogmatized science by reifying the available knowledge into a self-sufficient whole. It made metaphysics dependent upon “every new discovery of physics.”

Rand believed that such rationalism had been duplicated many times throughout the history of philosophy. Later empiricists were correct to repudiate this approach. However, Rand argued that Thales, Plato, and the ancient cosmologists were, in fact, “arrested empiricists” because they had formed conclusions about “the ultimate constituents of the universe” by “taking partial knowledge as omniscience.”12 The cosmologists had projected epistemological conclusions into their metaphysical foundations. But if the rationalists were “arrested empiricists” for reifying their current state of knowledge, then empiricists displayed a “Hegelian or Rationalistic” tendency to dogmatize their empirical conclusions. Both alternatives depend on the same fundamental error. They

advance conditions for what that primary has to be.… You cannot say philosophically what conditions you will ascribe to that which is not known. We cannot know by what means we will grasp something not known today.… And yet in making any kind of conclusions about the ultimate stuff of the universe, you are necessarily committing that error. You are prescribing conditions of what something not known to you now has to be. (“Appendix,” 292–93)

In Rand’s rejection of cosmology, then, there is an important grasp of the origins of dualism in the history of Western thought. Rand argues that the inclusion of cosmology in the body of philosophy necessarily generated antinomic tensions. Cosmology contributed to the belief that the universe could be defined in terms of two separate spheres of reality. This led to the development of reductionistic, monistic alternatives in which one sphere is emphasized to the detriment of the other. In her journal, Rand wrote: “‘Cosmology’ has to be thrown out of philosophy. When this is done, the conflict between ‘rationalism’ and ‘empiricism’ will be wiped out—or rather, the error that permitted the nonsense of such a conflict will be wiped out.”13

Rationalists and idealists, empiricists and materialists have traditionally embraced one polar principle over another. Each has sought to identify the primary “stuff” of the world. Rationalists identify the basic substance as spiritual or ideal; empiricists, as atomistic and material. The former view matter as a manifestation of the spirit, whereas the latter see consciousness as a pure epiphenomenon of material elements. The former affirm the identity of consciousness, but reject the material basis of reality, and the latter accept the reality of the body, of the physical world in general, but doubt the ontological integrity of the mind. Such traditions cut “man” in two,

“Setting one half against the other. They have taught him that his body and his consciousness are two enemies engaged in deadly conflict, two antagonists of opposite natures, contradictory claims, incompatible needs, that to benefit one is to injure the other.… They have taught man that he is a hopeless misfit made of two elements, both symbols of death. A body without a soul is a corpse, a soul without a body is a ghost—yet such is their image of man’s nature.” (Atlas Shrugged, 1026)

Both Rand and Peikoff argue that in the history of philosophy, it was the Pythagoreans who first conceptualized this dualism in their distinction between this world and the world of numbers. Their orphic cults taught that the body was the tomb of the soul. Plato absorbed this Pythagorean legacy and distinguished between the world of particulars and the world of universals or Forms.14 Augustine christianized this dualism and argued that there was an incommensurability between this world and the next (Peikoff 1972T, lecture 7). It was not until Aquinas resurrected Aristotelianism that philosophers began seeing existence as singular, albeit one in which there was a natural, hierarchic totality ascending to God (lecture 8).

Rand contended, however, that at the birth of modern philosophy, dualism reared its ugly head in a more sophisticated form with Descartes, who saw the physical world and human consciousness as two distinct, unrelated spheres. By beginning with the metaphysical assumption that the spiritual and the physical are independent of each other Cartesian philosophy creates the problem of mind-body interaction.15

By banishing cosmology from the realm of metaphysics, Rand sought to provide a highly delimited, ontological foundation for philosophy. For Rand, whatever the “ultimate stuff” of the universe is, it will have identity—it will be something definite. To this extent, ontology is metascientific. Rand seeks the reconciliation of philosophy and science. Philosophy cannot depend on a changing physics for its ontological foundations. Rand argues, however, that genuine science must depend on philosophy to validate its modes of inquiry.

But the relationship between philosophy and science is not one of logical dependence. It is not a strictly causal relationship. It is an internal relationship in which there is some reciprocity between elements, even though the relation is fundamentally skewed toward the primary element.16 This asymmetric internality preserves both hierarchy and interdependence, and prevents vicious circularity. As Harry Binswanger (1990) explains:

Some empirical content is and must be contained in philosophical theories. On the other hand, philosophical theories should not be subject to the rise and fall of purely scientific hypotheses, since those hypotheses may come to be rejected in the light of new evidence. Moreover, since science builds upon basic philosophical principles (e.g., the basic axioms, the law of causality, the principles of logic), there is the danger of employing circular reasoning in using science to support philosophical conclusions. (174)

Since knowledge is rooted in the evidence of the senses, all of the principles of philosophy and science must ultimately depend on observation and inference. Even though Rand’s metaphysical axioms can be grasped implicitly by the mind of the infant and the adult alike, they are conceptually identified as primary facts of reality, embracing the entire field of human awareness. As such, the axiomatic concepts serve as the foundation of ontology, epistemology, logic, objectivity, and science itself.

Rand’s metaphysic then is both highly abstract and extremely narrow. It is summed up in the axiomatic propositions of identity and causality. For Rand, “Philosophy tells us only that things have natures, but what these natures are is the job of specific sciences. The rest of philosophy’s task is to tell us the rules by which to discover the specific natures.”17

Thus it is not the task of philosophy to validate the theory of natural selection or to hypothesize about the evolutionary origins of consciousness (Peikoff 1980T, lecture 8). Philosophy is concerned with the broad nature of existence. It must leave to science the assessment of the ultimate nature of life, the ultimate relationship between matter and consciousness, mind and body. Even if Rand assumed an organic unity of elements within the totality of a single universe, she refused to reflect on the basis of the interrelationships of these elements. Such cosmological speculation depends on an imaginary omniscient standpoint. As Peikoff emphasizes, Rand’s Objectivism makes a distinction between metaphysics and fantasy.18 There can be no purely deductive attempt to reveal the ultimate substances of reality (Peikoff 1972T, lecture 10).

Philosophy, then, begins with the knowledge of everything-in-general. It begins with that which exists. Physics, by contrast, requires greater particularity. Like all theories, the hypotheses of physics may change with the growing context of knowledge. Even the Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle leaves Rand undaunted. For Rand, the inability to predict a subatomic event does not prove that causality does not apply to subatomic particles. Our current inability to measure the simultaneous position and momentum of subatomic particles does not show that in reality such events are causeless. Epistemological ignorance does not disprove ontology. In Rand’s view, scientific explanation (or the lack thereof) does not erase the reality it seeks to explain.19

Thus Rand’s Objectivism accommodates all scientific theories.20 Furthermore, although Rand criticized some of the epistemic foundations of contemporary “pseudo-science,”21 she did not feel threatened by the nearly anarchic variation within modern theoretical science. As Tibor Machan (1992) notes, Rand’s Objectivism is based on “an open-minded ontological pluralism, and an (almost) anything goes, (almost) Feyerabendian, laissez-faire attitude toward the methods of empirical investigation” (53).

AXIOMATIC CONCEPTS

For Rand, ontology must begin with much more basic, prescientific, fundamental propositions about existence, axioms that can be grasped even implicitly by primitive peoples (“Appendix,” 247–48). Rejecting cosmology, Rand argues that reality is what it is independent of what people think or feel and that consciousness is the faculty of perceiving and understanding reality. As her protagonist John Galt exclaims in Atlas Shrugged: “Existence exists—and the act of grasping that statement implies two corollary axioms: that something exists which one perceives and that one exists possessing consciousness, consciousness being the faculty of perceiving that which exists” (1015).

Existence and consciousness are axioms at the base of knowledge. Such axioms are contained in every fact, perception, observation, statement, proof, explanation, and utterance of any human being, whether it is formally acknowledged or not. An axiom is not a meaningless tautology; it identifies “a primary fact of reality, which cannot be analyzed, i.e., reduced to other facts or broken into component parts” (Introduction, 55). An axiom is so fundamental that even those who refuse to recognize its veracity must “accept it and use it in the process of any attempt to deny it” (Atlas Shrugged, 1040).

By articulating the axioms of existence and consciousness, Rand did not embrace a dualistic perspective on reality.22 She merely identified the foundations that lie at the base of all philosophical inquiry. As Peikoff (1991b) explains, these axioms “cannot be sundered. There is no consciousness without existence and no knowledge of existence without consciousness” (149–50). And yet, as a philosophical realist, Rand emphasized the primary axiom of existence. She affirms the primacy of existence. In a sense, existence and consciousness are internally, but asymmetrically related.

Existence exists; it does not depend upon consciousness and would continue to exist if every last form of conscious life were obliterated from the universe. The universe simply is; there is nothing outside, prior to, or at the culmination of existence. Existence cannot be derived from any prior certainty of consciousness, nor is it the product of divine will. There is no first cause or teleological design. There is only existence as such.

By contrast, consciousness is radically dependent on existence for its contents. It is metaphysically passive and, as Kelley (1986) explains, “radically noncreative” (27). This metaphysical passivity does not imply epistemological passivity. People are capable of creativity; they are able to selectively reorganize the mind’s contents and to project imagination. The radical noncreativity of consciousness refers to the fact that the mind does not create or constitute the objects it perceives. They exist independent of consciousness. Consciousness as such is purely relational, and what it relates to is objective reality. In Rand’s view, “A consciousness conscious of nothing but itself is a contradiction in terms: before it could identify itself as consciousness, it had to be conscious of something” (Atlas Shrugged, 1015). Every phenomenon of consciousness derives from an awareness of existence. Rand writes:

Some object, i.e., some content, is involved in every state of awareness. Extrospection is a process of cognition directed outward—a process of apprehending some existent(s) of the external world. Introspection is a process of cognition directed inward—a process of apprehending one’s own psychological actions in regard to some existent(s) of the external world, such actions as thinking, feeling, reminiscing, etc. It is only in relation to the external world that the various actions of a consciousness can be experienced, grasped, defined or communicated. Awareness is awareness of something. A content-less state of consciousness is a contradiction in terms.23

Rand’s emphasis on the primacy of existence is equally a recognition of the fundamentality of ontology in the hierarchy of philosophy. In this regard, Rand may have learned much from her Marxist professors at Petrograd University, who emphasized the primacy of existence over consciousness. The “objectivist” strain in Marxism was particularly apparent in the Leninist worldview, which dominated early Soviet intellectual life. Rand’s metaphysic echoes the Marxist preoccupation with “the world as it is,” what Scott Meikle (1985) has described as “the recognition of the primacy of ontology over epistemology” (174).

Marx also rejected cosmology and endorsed the ontological view of logic. He writes:

Who begot the first man, and nature as a whole? I can only answer you: Your question is itself a product of abstraction. Ask yourself how you arrived at that question. Ask yourself whether your question is not posed from a standpoint to which I cannot reply, because it’s wrongly put.… When you ask about the creation of nature and man, you are abstracting, in so doing, from man and nature. You postulate them as non-existent, and yet you want me to prove them to you as existing. Now I say to you: give up your abstraction and you will also give up your question. Or if you want to hold on to your abstraction, then be consistent, and if you think of man and nature as nonexistent, then think of yourself as non-existent, for you too are surely nature and man. Don’t think, don’t ask me, for as soon as you think and ask, your abstraction from the existence of nature and man has no meaning. Or are you such an egoist that you conceive everything as nothing, and yet want yourself to exist?24

Rand would certainly have taken issue with Marx’s solipsistic characterization of egoism. But she too rejected “creation” questions as vestiges of a cosmological perspective. Rand would have greatly appreciated Marx’s reaffirmation of the primacy of existence through denial. Indeed, Rand argued vociferously against those who attempted to disprove the existence of something for which there was no evidence. As Peikoff explains: “The onus of proof is on him who asserts the positive.”25 Objectivists rely heavily on this polemical style of argumentation, utilizing variations of the “boomerang” principle.26 This is apparent in Rand’s critique of the “stolen concept fallacy” and the “reification of the zero.”

It was Aristotle who first employed the technique of reaffirmation through denial when he asserted that nobody could reject the laws of logic without relying on them in the process. Aristotle viewed these laws at the base of all human activity, reasoning, and language. For Aristotle, such principles were both ontological and logical, grasped intuitively and without need of proof.

Rand’s teacher, Lossky ([1917] 1928, 8), had used a similar argument in his clash with the atomistic materialists. He claimed that even those who denied the organic structure of the world, implicitly accepted it in their every pronouncement. Since every utterance and action depends on the wholeness and predictability of reality, such organicism could not be escaped. Even though the world is composed of many different elements, each of these elements belongs to the same reality. The organic structure of reality is a metaphysical given which makes the world knowable. Knowledge is never constructed out of wholly independent elements. Rather, these elements are part of an all-embracing network of relations that can be analyzed on different levels of generality.

Although Rand would not have seen the organic structure of reality as strictly axiomatic, she did reproduce the form of Lossky’s argument. Just as it is a logical error to use what you are trying to prove, the so-called fallacy of “begging the question,” it is equally an error to use what you’re trying to disprove. Rand calls the latter the fallacy of the stolen concept.27 As Nathaniel Branden explains, all of knowledge has a hierarchical structure. Hence, “When one uses concepts, one must recognize their genetic roots, one must recognize that which they logically depend on and presuppose.” For Branden, as for Rand, one does not have a logical right to use “a concept while ignoring, contradicting, or denying the validity of the concepts on which it logically and genetically depends.”28

Rand argued that most philosophers treated higher-level concepts as first-level abstractions, tearing them from their appropriate place in the hierarchy of knowledge, denying their epistemological roots, and ultimately detaching them from reality (Peikoff 1991b, 136). This practice has had far-reaching implications and is one of the symptoms of modern anti-conceptualism.

Rand’s view of hierarchy is purely epistemological. In reality, all facts are simultaneous. Rand explains: “Regardless of what a given man did chronologically, once he has his full conceptual development, a very important test of whether a concept is first-level would be whether, within the context of his own knowledge, he would be able to hold or explain or communicate a certain concept without referring to preceding concepts” (“Appendix,” 214).

Though Rand rejected the vicious circularity of the stolen concept fallacy, she grasps that circularity per se is not necessarily wrong. Many of her own arguments have an element of what Rasmussen has called “just” circularity. This grows out of the starkly dialectical character of Rand’s worldview. For instance, Rand saw the aging process as integral to mortality. Though we may never know what ultimately causes people to age, mortality implies aging, just as aging itself indicates mortality. This is circular and tautological. Aging is internal to mortality, which is internal to aging. But in “just” circularity, the reciprocal relationship between terms does not invalidate the statement. Indeed, it merely underscores the relational unity these facts have with other facts. Each element of the whole must both support and imply the others. There is a necessary interrelationship of the parts within the totality (Peikoff 1983T, lecture 9).

By contrast, Rand rejects what Rasmussen (1980) has called, “vicious” circularity. In the “vicious” case, there is “reasoning from some principle in order to demonstrate that very principle” (68). For Rand, using an arbitrary assertion to confirm itself or a valid principle to deny itself are instances of vicious circularity.

Adopting the language of internal relations, one could say that such circularity is illegitimate because it is based on arbitrary assertions that attempt to circumvent the hierarchically structured totality of knowledge. Those who make such arbitrary assertions are attempting to make themselves external to an epistemological totality that necessarily involves connections between and among concepts. Those who would deny the truthfulness of an axiomatic concept repudiate principles internal to every other concept in their usage. Such axioms are at the base of, and form the context for, all concepts. Those who would deny them by exempting themselves from the totality within which all others think and act, are trying to attain a synoptic perspective on the whole. This is an attack on the metaepistemological principles that make knowledge possible.

In Rand’s view, the “reification of the zero” is one of the most notorious attempts to achieve such an internal contradiction. In this fallacy, the speaker regards “‘nothing’ as a thing, as a special, different kind of existent.” But for Rand, existence and nonexistence are not metaphysically equal. Nonexistence can only be defined in relation to existence. The concept “nothing” cannot be removed from the context that gives it meaning; it cannot be reified as a separate thing. Apart from its relational usage, “nothing” is a concept without validity (Introduction, 60–61). There is no such thing as “pure” negation apart from that which it negates. Those who attempt to prove the existence of a negative, or to deny an axiom, step outside the bounds of logic and ontologic, and are defeated by their own denials.

ONTOLOGY AND LOGIC

Having articulated the two basic axioms, Rand distinguishes a third, which is a corollary of existence and internal to all elements of reality and knowledge. It is the principle of identity, “A is A,” a variation on Aristotle’s law of noncontradiction.29

In the Metaphysics, Aristotle argues that permanent negation is not possible. There is an ultimate principle at the base of reason which is both ontological and epistemological. It is not a hypothesis, but a principle that is “true of being qua being.” It is a principle that is “the most certain of all.… It is, that the same attribute cannot at the same time belong and not belong to the same subject and in the same respect.… it is impossible for any one to believe the same thing to be and not to be.”30

Like Aristotle, Rand believes that logic is inseparable from reality and knowledge. She states: “If logic has nothing to do with reality, it means that the Law of Identity is inapplicable to reality” (Philosophy, 17). But, as Peikoff (1985) explains: “The Law of Contradiction … is a necessary and ontological truth which can be learned empirically” (185). Aristotle believed that people learned this principle by intuitive induction (198).31 Peikoff (1985) maintains that, for Aristotle, “the Law of Contradiction has … a twofold epistemological character: it is at once an experiential-inductive principle and an intuitive first principle. This characteristic Aristotelian union of the ‘empirical’ and the ‘rational’ is, in one or another form, fundamental to the whole subsequent Aristotelian tradition” (196).

Peikoff, undoubtedly, sees Rand as having inherited significant elements of this Aristotelian tradition. And although it is true that the ontological conception is explicit in Aristotle’s text, it is also true that both Russian Marxist-Leninism and Russian neo-Idealism adhered to this view. Lenin himself had proposed an “objectivist” ontology and realist epistemology which echoed the Aristotelian themes.32 And Lossky, who introduced Rand to the study of Aristotle, was also an advocate of the ontological conception. He wrote: “Logical principles are merely that part of metaphysical principles which has significance both for the structure of being and for the structure of truth” (Lossky [1917] 1928, 183). Thus the laws of logic are at the base of both ontology and epistemology (Lossky [1906] 1919, 409). Rejecting the Eleatic monists and the Heracliteans, Lossky (1951) argues that stasis and change are not a violation of the law of identity, for “both movement and rest belong to the body in different respects” (288). Thus, “The laws of identity and of contradiction, if properly understood, are absolutely inviolable” (290).

Rand’s Objectivism embraces a similar view. Logic is certainly a law of thought, insofar as it is “the art of non-contradictory identification.” But logic is true in thought only because contradictions cannot exist in reality. Rand writes:

“An atom is itself, and so is the universe; neither can contradict its own identity; nor can a part contradict the whole. No concept man forms is valid unless he integrates it without contradiction into the total sum of his knowledge. To arrive at a contradiction is to confess an error in one’s thinking; to maintain a contradiction is to abdicate one’s mind and to evict oneself from the realm of reality.” (Atlas Shrugged, 1016–17)

Moreover, the law of identity is not a static tautology. Identity includes change and transformation. A is A, but dynamism and process are inherent in A’s development.33 In Binswanger’s view, “the law of identity does not attempt to freeze reality. Change exists; it is a fact of reality. When a thing is changing, that is what it is doing, that is its identity for that period. What is still is still. What is in process is in process. A is A.”34

Yet to state that “A is A” is not sufficient. Rand has not reified “existence” as something separate from the things that exist. She links her discussion of identity to specific existents: “To exist is to be something, as distinguished from the nothing of non-existence, it is to be an entity of a specific nature made of specific attributes.… A thing is itself” (Atlas Shrugged, 1016).

Rand’s characteristic formulation is that “Existence is Identity” (ibid.). Rand does not state that Existence has identity (Peikoff 1991b, 6); rather, existence and identity are simultaneous and indivisible. The only “difference” between existence and identity is in their conceptual context and purpose (Peikoff 1990–91T, lecture 1). For Rand,

The distinction between these two is really an issue of perspective. “Existence” is the wider concept, because even at an infant’s stage of sensory chaos, he can grasp that something exists. When he gets the concept “identity,” it is a further step—a clearer, more specific perspective on the concept “existence.” He grasps that if it exists, it is something. Therefore, the referents of the concept “identity” are specific concretes or specific existents. And, you see, even though it is the same concept, the whole disaster of philosophy is that philosophers try to separate the two. (“Appendix,” 240–41)

Thus existence and identity are one fact described from two different vantage points. Existence means that something exists; identity means that something exists (Peikoff 1991b, 7). Rand rejects the view that existence and identity are aspects of real existents. Rather, existence and identity “are the existents.”

Similarly, Rand argues that if existence is identity, “Consciousness is Identification” (Atlas Shrugged, 1016). Since consciousness exists, it too, has a specific identity. It is not simply an attribute of a certain state of awareness within living organisms. It is the state of awareness. Consciousness is inherent in a person’s grasp of existence.

Those who see consciousness as an epiphenomenon of material factors would criticize Rand for her belief that it is an irreducible primary. But Rand preserves the integrity of the whole by asserting that even if consciousness can be explained by a constellation of specific material factors, it is still not reducible to any of its constituent elements.35 As Robert Efron argues, scientists cannot assert that consciousness is reducible to the laws of physics and chemistry, when these laws are still not yet known in their entirety. Like all cosmologists, “the mechanists insist upon omniscience.” They also commit the fallacy of the stolen concept by smuggling the facts of consciousness into their analysis, since they must use volition in the process of denying its efficacy.36

Rand’s affirmation of the identity of existence and consciousness implies that entities which exist are limited, finite, and knowable. The Greeks believed that such limitation was inherently good. In Greek thought, the unlimited was both indefinable and unknowable. By contrast, the Christian metaphysic moved away from the realism of the Aristotelian tradition and elevated the infinite above the finite. Peikoff argues that this sparked a mystical rebellion against identity which culminated in the irrationality of modern philosophy. Objectivism attempts to recapture the profound realism of the Aristotelian worldview.37

Rand believed that the three axioms at the base of ontology and epistemology were significant in several ways. First and foremost, she believed that knowledge depended on the recognition of certain basic foundations. The axioms provided such an ultimate context, an irreducible secular grounding for epistemological continuity, guidance, and objectivity (“Appendix,” 260–61). They are the preconditions of all knowledge (Peikoff 1983T, lecture 9).

Second, she did not consider these axioms the foundation for a rationalistic science. Peikoff argues that to present Objectivism as a step-by-step deduction from first principles is to reconstitute it as a form of monism.38 Like Theodor Adorno, Peikoff admits that in the history of philosophy the articulation of axioms has sometimes led to rationalist authoritarianism.39

Rand rejected monism as the acceptance of one polar principle over another. She repudiated cosmology and tried to avoid the kind of dogmatism that has plagued other ontologists.

Moreover, Rand did not limit her axioms to the point of exclusion. Though existence, identity, and consciousness are the basic irreducible fundamentals in her system, Rand recognized that other concepts have an axiomatic character too. In their primary usage, such concepts as “entity,” “the validity of the senses,” and “free will” exhibit all of the irreducible, simultaneous qualities of axioms.40 Even though Rand provides broad validation of these concepts, she argues that none of them can be proven by reduction to sensory data because each is the basis of proof.

Having emphasized the axioms of existence, identity, and consciousness, Rand traces their implications. The first “self-evident” consequence, or corollary, of identity is the law of causality. Rand’s approach to causality is a continuation of her critique of mechanistic materialism. Like the Marxists who reject “vulgar” materialism, Rand views entities as organic wholes that are more than the mere sum of their parts.41 Rand’s teacher, Lossky, also rejected the materialist and positivist conception of causality. He argued that in modern science, events are causally linked to preceding events. The world is studied purely in terms of actions and reactions. Lossky (1952, 372) believed that such materialism obscured the causal links between the entity and its actions. For Lossky, causality implies a teleological dimension in which the “substantival agent” causes and determines its own actions.

The problem with Lossky’s “personalist” critique of materialism is that it ascribes a teleological character to every “potential” person, in both inorganic and organic nature. Even atoms, molecules, and electrons are endowed with the potential for causal efficacy.42 Rand rejected this approach. The concept of final causation applies only to human action. It applies to the work of a conscious rational entity who chooses a purpose and proceeds to effect this purpose through specific means. Rand used to joke that the extent to which any individual is an object of efficient causation, rather than final causation, is the extent to which he needs a therapist. Such a person, unmotivated by ends, is a pure reactive being (Rand 1958T, lecture 3).

Thus Rand rejected both the materialist-mechanist and the idealist-personalist versions of causality. She argues: “The law of causality is the law of identity applied to action. All actions are caused by entities. The nature of an action is caused and determined by the nature of the entities that act; a thing cannot act in contradiction to its nature.”43

The law of causality is as all-encompassing as the law of identity. All the elements of the universe, “from a floating speck of dust to the formation of a galaxy to the emergence of life—are caused and determined by the identities of the elements involved.”44 Since each entity has a specific nature, it is the entity’s nature that is the cause of its actions. But actions have a context. The entity itself acts within a given set of circumstances. As an application of the law of identity, the law of causality states that the same entity under the same circumstances must behave in the same way. Causality applies to the relationship between entities and their actions, not between disembodied actions and reactions (Peikoff 1976T, lecture 2).

In conjunction with her rejection of cosmology, Rand rejected the view that the universe itself has a cause. As Nathaniel Branden explains: “Causality presupposes existence, existence does not presuppose causality: there can be no cause ‘outside’ of existence or ‘anterior’ to it. The forms of existence may change and evolve, but the fact of existence is the irreducible primary at the base of all causal chains.”45

Everything that happens has a cause. Events are determined by the circumstances within which they occur, and these circumstances include both the antecedent events and the nature of the entities that act (Kelley 1985aT, lecture 2). Causality “is a law inherent in being qua being. To be is to be something—and to be something is to act accordingly” (Peikoff 1991b, 17).

THE ENTITY AS A CLUSTER OF QUALITIES

In discussing the nature of an entity, Rand continued to emphasize that philosophy is metascientific. We may never know an entity’s ultimate constituents. We may never know if entities are reducible to matter or to some as-yet-undiscovered form of energy. We may never know if our perceptual level is even capable of discovering the ultimate nature of entities in the universe (“Appendix,” 290–95). None of this has any philosophic significance.

The only important philosophical conclusion that can be made about the nature of any entities in the universe is that each has identity. For Rand, as for Aristotle, “‘Entity’ means ‘one’” (198–99). This is not an ineffable One, but a particular one. Rand was committed to metaphysical pluralism. Since everything that exists in the universe is a particular, particularity is inherent in existence as such. Every entity that exists is something in particular.46

But metaphysical pluralism for Rand is not atomism. Just as Rand rejected metaphysical, organic collectivism, she also repudiates metaphysical atomism. In her emphasis on the ontological priority of individuals, Rand did not dissolve reality into wholly independent entities. Reality is an interconnected system of interacting entities governed by the laws of identity and causality (Peikoff 1976T, lecture 2). And since in a certain context, the universe itself can be thought of as an entity, it too has identity. It is something specific and finite. Like Aristotle, Rand argued that the concept of “infinity” is applicable only as a methodological tool; it does not apply to the universe as a whole. Such a metaphysical application is pure reification.47

Moreover, Rand grasped that the concept of “order” is epistemological, and not metaphysical. The order of the universe is its identity (Binswanger [1987] 1991T, lecture 2). She states: “There is no such thing as a disorderly universe. Our whole concept of order comes from observing reality and reality has to be orderly because it’s the standard of what exists. Contradictions cannot exist” (1979aT).

Since order is internal to the universe, Rand contended that in knowledge, as in reality,

Everything is interrelated.… [S]ince reality is not a collection of discrete concretes which have nothing to do with each other, since it is actually an integrated, interrelated whole, the same is true of our conceptual equipment. We cannot begin to use it until we have enough interrelated concepts to permit us, beginning with a small vocabulary, to reach higher and higher distinctions. Observe that all concepts on the first, perceptual level are enormously interrelated. And it would be impossible to say that we have to conceptualize tables first or chairs first. Or inanimate objects in the room before persons. There would be no rule about it. (“Appendix,” 180)

Even though our knowledge is hierarchical, in reality, everything is simultaneous. Unlike Lossky, the arch personalist, Rand does not place greater existential emphasis on any particular elements of reality. Atoms are not lower or higher than chairs; chairs are atoms. Although people characteristically grasp the entity of “chair” before the “atoms” that comprise it, chairs and the atoms are on equal metaphysical footing (Peikoff 1990–91T, lecture 8).

This whole realm of inquiry leads us to question the status of internal relations as an ontological doctrine in Objectivism.48 From a metaphysical standpoint, Rand refuses to speculate on whether a thing’s identity includes its relations to other things. For Rand, this is a scientific question and as such is outside the province of philosophy proper. However, although Rand offers no doctrine explicating the actual nature of the relationship between the constituent elements of reality, she defends the organic integrity of an entity. She argues that each entity is constituted by qualities from which it cannot be legitimately separated. Indeed, the entity’s properties are internal to its identity.

And yet traditional philosophy distinguishes the constitutive from the dispositional properties of an entity. Constitutive properties are part of the entity. They include such qualities as “weight” and “height.” Dispositional properties, on the other hand, refer to the entity’s capacity for action and interaction. For example, “fragility,” a dispositional quality, depends on a relationship between a breakable glass and a concrete floor.

Rand was once asked the following question: if the glass’s fragility cannot be defined except in terms of its relations to another entity (i.e., the concrete floor), would the definition of the glass necessarily contain a reference to an entity other than itself? This would seem to imply that there is an interpenetration of two entities in which one enters into the definition of another. Does this not violate identity?

Rand argued, in response, that traditional philosophy had created an “artificial dichotomy” between constitutive and dispositional properties. Rand begins by asking, “What is the nature of the entity?” She does not divide the entity into subcategories. Such qualities can be abstracted epistemologically once the nature of the entity has been determined. But the qualities themselves cannot be separated ontologically from the entity. By focusing on one group of properties to the exclusion of others, traditional philosophy attempts to edit reality by defining “what an entity is on a partial, selective basis.”

Rand emphasizes the structure and nature of the entity as consequential to its form of action. The identity of the entity implies causality, that certain effects will occur in its interactions with other entities and with the world at large. The potential of an entity to act in a particular way is inherent in its composition and its physical and chemical properties. A dispositional property is one that belongs to a causal relationship. By distinguishing between constitutive and dispositional properties, traditional philosophy divorces the constituent elements of an entity from its potential for action. It simultaneously divorces the entity’s potentiality for action from its fundamental characteristics.49

For Rand, all properties are constitutive of the entity. But no entity can “take an action which is not possible to it by its constituent nature…. [O]ne cannot claim causeless actions, or actions contrary to the nature of the interacting entities … actions cannot be inexplicable and causeless. If the cause lies in the nature of an entity, then it cannot do something other than what its nature makes possible” (“Appendix,” 288).

Rand extended this analysis to her examination of the entity and its attributes: “An attribute is something which is not the entity itself. No one attribute constitutes the whole entity, but all of them together are the entity—not ‘possessed by’ but ‘are’ the entity” (276).

The attributes name the same existential fact as the entity itself, from a different vantage point. The entity and its attributes are not two different things. Their relationship is not merely reciprocal, it is identical; “the attributes are the entity, or an entity is its attributes.”50 One cannot separate attributes from the entity and reify them as separate existents. Ontologically, each of an entity’s characteristics has the same status and is a part of the entity. Because we are not omniscient, we discover the properties of the entity through study, observation, and validation. Even though some of the entity’s aspects may be unknown to us presently, this does not mean that such characteristics are excluded from our conceptual identification of the existent. The existent is what it is independent of what people think or feel. Our conceptual designation is open-ended and contextual; it is expandable to include the known and the not-yet-known (Introduction, 98–99).

Thus the entity cannot be isolated from its characteristics, nor can its characteristics be taken apart from its being.51 The entity’s attributes are indivisible. Further, just as there are no attributes or actions without entities, so there are no relationships apart from the entities that are in relation to one another.52 “Length,” for instance, does not exist in reality as a disembodied Platonic Form. It exists as an inseparable attribute of concrete, material entities. People establish units of length through abstraction, but this does not disconnect the concept of length from the entity that embodies it (“Appendix,” 278).

Attributes are what can be separated mentally from the entity. “Parts” Rand defined somewhat more narrowly. A “part” is something that can be separated materially from the whole. In cutting off the legs from a table, for instance, the legs are parts that are no longer connected to the table top. Hence, the table is no longer what it once was.53 But Rand preserved the integrity of the whole. The entity is the “sum” of its characteristics. Rand does not mean “sum” in a literal fashion (“Appendix,” 265–66). A “sum” is an integrated sum. As Nathaniel Branden ([1969] 1979, 16) observes, the organism is “not an aggregate, but an integrate.” Hence, although the parts of someone can be viewed as separate and distinct, Rand admonishes us never to drop “the context that they are vital organs of a total entity which is a human being” (“Appendix,” 270).

In rejecting the bifurcation of the entity and its attributes, Rand presents an integrated view that is also sensitive to the context within which an entity exists. Entities, like concepts and words, cannot be fully understood when disconnected from their context. Peikoff explains, for instance, that words and concepts are not external or “neutral” to the totality; they often take on the connotation of the context within which they are used.54 So, too, an entity must be understood in terms of its conditions of existence, which are partially comprised by the entity’s dynamic relationship to other entities. This principle is duplicated in Rand’s social analysis, wherein no single social problem can be resolved apart from related problems, or apart from the system which they jointly constitute—and perpetuate.

THE METAPHYSICAL VERSUS THE MAN-MADE

Rand’s simultaneous emphasis on the ontological priority of individual entities and the integrated nature of each entity has immediate implications for her social ontology. Rand did not use the term “social ontology.” But it characterizes her view of the nature of humanity, human action, and social institutions. For Rand, the person is an individual, human, being, with each of these factors essential to our understanding of his or her nature—not an abstraction but a real entity. As an entity, the person is an individual, a particular. And as a particular kind of entity, the person has a distinctive species identity—human. The bulk of Rand’s philosophy is an examination of what it means to be human.

Within the present context, it should be mentioned briefly that Rand saw free will as one of humankind’s most distinctive characteristics. But the power of volition does not enable people to alter that which Rand described as the “metaphysically given.”55 Though people can rearrange the elements of reality to serve human needs, they cannot alter the laws of identity and causality. For Rand, there is no contradiction between inability and the fact of human volition. Rand reaffirmed Bacon’s insight that human beings cannot command nature unless they discover the properties of the elements they seek to control, as well as the rules by which volitional consciousness functions. Indeed, for human beings to initiate and direct the actions of consciousness, they must obey the rules of cognition. Though they are free to evade or subvert their own perceptions of reality, they cannot escape the existential consequences of such willful cognitive distortion.

Rand made a crucial distinction between those elements in reality which are metaphysically given, and those objects, institutions, procedures, or rules of conduct made by human beings (33). She refers to this distinction as the “metaphysical versus the man-made”: “It is the metaphysically given that must be accepted: it cannot be changed. It is the man-made that must never be accepted uncritically: it must be judged, then accepted or rejected and changed when necessary. Man is not omniscient or infallible” (ibid.).

In essence, Rand rejected those who reify human institutions as unalterable metaphysical facts. Such a practice preserves the status quo, while sanctioning those injustices which happen to exist (Peikoff 1991b, 26). Although “the metaphysically given is, was, will be, and had to be,” Rand argued that “nothing made by man had to be: it was made by choice.”56

Rand equated those who would uncritically accept the products of human action with those who would rebel against nature in an attempt to negate existence. In either case, people did not grasp the difference between what can be changed and what cannot.

And yet by creating such a distinction between the metaphysical and the man-made, Rand seemed wholly ignorant of what Hayek called the unintended consequences of human action. In Hayek’s view, cultural traditions are largely the result of inarticulate social practices. Hayek argued that spontaneously emergent social institutions are the historical product of human interaction but not of deliberate design. The attempt to alter these evolved institutions by will is one of the hallmarks of utopianism. Those who seek to control the delicate fabric of social life ultimately destroy the very forces that generate order. Hayek condemned these utopians as “constructivist rationalists.” His critique of utopianism was simultaneously a powerful indictment of the efficacy and propriety of state planning. Ironically, Marx also recognized the tacit dimension in social reality. But unlike Hayek, Marx projected a future communist society in which people were no longer the playthings of history, but the conscious creators of their own destiny.57

RAND VERSUS KANT

Rand’s commitment to realism in philosophy penetrates to the root of her metaphysics. Objectivism begins with the axioms of existence, identity, and consciousness and proceeds to a defense of the primacy of existence in each of its ontological moments. Rand argued that most philosophies advocate either the primacy of existence or the primacy of consciousness.58 As Kelley (1986) explains:

In Ayn Rand’s terms, it is a question of the primacy of consciousness versus the primacy of existence: do the objects of awareness depend on the subject for their existence or identity, or do the contents of consciousness depend on external objects? … Realists claim that the objects exist independently of the subject. Awareness is non-constitutive, the identification of things that exist and are what they are independently of the awareness of them. Idealists, on the other hand, claim that the object of cognition does depend on some constitutive activity of the subject—even if, with Kant, they allow that some independent noumenal realm also exists. (8, 27)

In Rand’s view, Kant’s grand and far-reaching synthesis was the philosophy most responsible for promulgating the view that consciousness is ontologically prior to existence. Kant attacked objective reality and the efficacy of the mind on a metaphysical level. While a full discussion of Rand’s anti-Kantianism is beyond the scope of this book, it is valuable to briefly examine the similarities and differences between the two thinkers. Such an exploration provides additional evidence of Rand’s Russian intellectual roots.

The late George Walsh, a distinguished Objectivist philosopher, criticizes Rand and other Objectivists for their wholesale rejection of Kant’s metaphysics and epistemology.59 Walsh argues persuasively that Rand exaggerated her differences with—and misinterpreted—some of Kant’s central positions in these basic fields of philosophy. It is Walsh’s view that both thinkers adhere to many of the same basic propositions.

Kant accepted Aristotle’s definition of metaphysics as the study of being qua being. He asked whether metaphysical knowledge is possible and identified the solution of this problem as the aim of his Critique of Pure Reason. He divided metaphysics into ontology, which studies existing things and events separately, including whether every event has a cause, and cosmology, which studies the totality of existence, including whether the universe as such has a cause. Kant concluded that ontology is possible as knowledge since people can visualize causality between events. But cosmology is not possible as knowledge, because the universe as a whole cannot be treated as an entity. Viewing cosmology as knowledge leads to unwarranted conclusions in some cases and to outright contradictions or “antinomies” in others. The only legitimate function of cosmology is to “regulate” science in the direction of broader, more general theories. But for Kant, since no completely general theory can ever be attained, cosmology can never qualify as knowledge.

[image: image]

Like Kant, Rand accepted Aristotle’s definition of metaphysics as the study of being qua being. She implicitly acknowledged the conventional division of metaphysics into ontology and cosmology, but rejected cosmology as illegitimate. Whereas ontology or metaphysics can establish that there are entities which have natures, and that only finite concretes exist and interact causally, it is the job of science to study the specific nature of these entities, to discover what they are and the laws of their interaction. Cosmology extends to the whole universe the empirical laws that have been reached at any given moment. For Rand, as for Kant, such cosmological speculation can be defended only by an appeal to some sort of mystical insight. But whereas Rand categorically rejected such “mysticism,” Kant provided a defense of faith and intuition as the central means for dealing with fundamental noumena.

This difference, however, does not constitute the central criticism that Rand leveled against Kant. According to Walsh, the principal—and least tenable—point of Rand’s critique was her mistaken assumption that Kant had disqualified the efficacy of consciousness precisely because the mind possessed identity. Rand ascribed to Kant the doctrine that knowledge is a “distortion” or “collective delusion.” She claimed that Kant derived this conclusion from the premise that the mind possesses a specific identity.

Walsh argues, however, that Kant made no such argument. Kant contended that all knowledge falls necessarily under the forms of space, time, and the categories (which as knowledge are tied to space and time). These forms cannot be the properties or relations of things as they are in themselves, for, if they were, we would know them a posteriori, whereas in fact we know them a priori (Walsh, 14 October 1993C).

For Kant, the mind, with its definite structure or identity, is the only source that originates the formal element in knowledge. This is not Kant’s basic premise, but his ultimate epistemological conclusion. Walsh argues that Rand has misinterpreted this aspect of Kant’s thought; Kant does not believe that the mind must have some identity or other, and that this identity, as such, distorts the objects of its knowledge. As a transcendental Idealist, Kant argues: “All objects of any experience possible to us, are nothing but appearances, that is, mere representations which, in the manner in which they are represented, as extended beings, or as a series of alterations, have no independent existence outside our thoughts.”60

Kant provided a means of distinguishing objective truth from error. He distinguished illusions and delusions from “empirical reality” by systematically applying criteria of order and regular sequence. In Walsh’s opinion, Rand cannot dismiss Kant’s view that the mind imposes forms of space and time upon percepts without putting in serious question the validity of her own theories of perceptual relativity. As we shall see in Chapter 6, Rand believed that percepts come to us arrayed in forms, such as color, determined by the interaction of our sense organs with appropriate stimuli. How can Rand criticize Kant when her own view suggests that sensory “processing” does not in itself, grasp the “ultimate constituents of the universe,” even if these are the “causal primaries” behind our percepts? The only difference between the Randian and Kantian approaches is that for Rand, science may one day discover the properties of the “ultimate constituents,” whereas for Kant, such knowledge of things-in-themselves is impossible as such. In Walsh’s opinion, Rand’s critique of Kant’s epistemology as radically distortive, dualistic, and delusory ought to be qualified. For Walsh, even in Kant’s account of knowledge, “empirical reality,” once known, may indeed, be obeyed and commanded.

Walsh submits that Rand’s misinterpretation of Kant rests on her misunderstanding of the term “appearance.” The word in German that Kant uses is Erscheinung which means “manifestation” or “showing.” Kant ([1781/1787] 1933) warns us explicitly against confusing this with Schein, which means “sham” or “illusion” (B69). Rand’s chief predecessor in ignoring this warning is the nineteenth-century irrationalist and romanticist Arthur Schopenhauer, who praised Kant’s distinction between the “delusions” of phenomenal appearance and the unknowable noumenal realm: “Kant’s greatest contribution is the distinction between Erscheinung (appearance) and things-in-themselves … that the world presenting itself to the senses has no true being … and that the grasp of it is delusion rather than knowledge.”61 Rand’s interpretation is comparable, but whereas Schopenhauer praised Kant for this alleged doctrine, she condemned him.

Yet in my view, it is far more likely that Rand’s anti-Kantianism was an outgrowth of her exposure to Russian thought, rather than with any possible acquaintance with Schopenhauer’s view. Whereas Schopenhauer celebrated the Kantian metaphysical distinctions, most Russian philosophers rejected Kant because they believed that he had detached the mind from reality. As I suggest, such thinkers as Solovyov, Chicherin, and Lossky were aiming for an integration of the traditional dichotomies perpetuated by Kant’s metaphysics. Chicherin, for instance, argued that in Kant’s system, pure concepts of reason are empty, and experience is blind. Kant’s view makes “metaphysics without experience … empty, and experience without metaphysics blind: in the first case we have the form without content, and in the second case, the content without understanding” (Lossky 1951, 135–36).

Interestingly, Rand’s own view of the rationalist-empiricist distinction, and of Kant’s critical philosophy, is deeply reminiscent of Chicherin’s parody. For Rand, rationalists had embraced concepts divorced from reality, whereas empiricists had “clung to reality, by abandoning their mind” (New Intellectual, 30). Kant’s attempt to transcend this dichotomy failed miserably because his philosophy formalized the conflict. Rand writes: “His argument, in essence, ran as follows: man is limited to a consciousness of a specific nature, which perceives by specific means and not others, therefore, his consciousness is not valid; man is blind, because he has eyes—deaf, because he has ears—deluded, because he has a mind—and the things he perceives do not exist, because he perceives them” (39).

Rand’s teacher, Lossky, was the chief Russian translator of Kant’s works. He too had criticized Kant’s contention that true being (things-in-themselves) transcends consciousness and remains forever unknowable. Lossky sought to defend the realist proposition that people could know true reality through an epistemological coordination of subject and object. In this process, the real existents and objects of the world are subjected to a cognitive activity that is metaphysically passive and noncreative. Lossky rejected Kant’s belief that the mind imposes structures on reality. Such Kantian subjectivism subordinates reality to knowledge, or existence to consciousness. It resolves phenomena in subjective processes that are detached from the real world and distortive of objective reality (Lossky [1906] 1919, 402–3).

Furthermore, Lossky criticized Kant for invalidating metaphysics as a science. Since Kant held that the mind perceives things not as they are but “as they seem to me,” he institutionalized a war not only on metaphysics, but on the very ability of the mind to grasp the nature of reality.62

Though there is no evidence that Rand studied Kant formally while at the university, it is conceivable that her earliest exposure to Kant’s ideas occurred in her encounters with the celebrated Lossky. Her distinguished teacher was among the foremost Russian scholars of German philosophy. Lossky’s rejection of Kantianism was essential to his ideal-realist project. It is entirely possible that Rand absorbed inadvertently a Russian bias against Kant.


6

KNOWING

In conjunction with her view that philosophy is not a deductive system, Rand based her theory of knowledge on observation and induction.1 Rand refused to rewrite reality; she rejected any attempt to force facts into a preconceived conceptual scheme.2 She constructed an epistemological theory that drew from her understanding of the history of knowledge, mathematics, and science and of the nature of language (Peikoff 1980T, lecture 9). She realized that epistemology is the crucial element of any philosophical system, because it articulates the very methods by which people can know reality (Peikoff 1987T, lecture 6). Rand wrote in her journal: “Philosophy is primarily epistemology—the science of the means, the rules, and the methods of human knowledge.”3 Hence, her system of thought could not be complete without a fully developed epistemological foundation.

REJECTING EPISTEMOLOGICAL DUALISM

Rand’s epistemology is a species of philosophical realism. And yet Rand was deeply critical of traditional realist and idealist perspectives. In attempting to bridge the seemingly insurmountable gap between reality and consciousness, classical realists and idealists often totalized one realm while suppressing the other. Rand rejected this dualistic antagonism at its root. She argued that like every existent in reality, consciousness has an identity. But for Rand, there can be no conflict between a this-worldly, natural human faculty and the reality it perceives.

Rand’s attack on traditional realism and idealism was certainly not the only one of its kind. Thinkers as diverse as Adorno, Derrida, Foucault, Gadamer, Heidegger, Husserl, and Wittgenstein also rejected both realist “objectivism” and idealist “subjectivism.” Many of these thinkers criticized the Platonic realist conception of knowledge because it separated concepts from human life. But they were equally displeased with contemporary subjectivist alternatives, which emphasized the primacy of the cogito.4

Recognizing that classical realism was often characterized as an “objectivist” formulation, Rand was compelled to distinguish her own Objectivist epistemology from the traditional view. She eventually developed the term “intrinsicism” to describe the classical realist perspective.5 According to Rand, intrinsicism was the defining characteristic of both extreme and moderate realism. These realists had regarded “the referents of concepts as intrinsic, i.e., as ‘universals’ inherent in things (either as archetypes or as metaphysical essences), as special existents unrelated to man’s consciousness—to be perceived by man directly, like any other kind of concrete existents, but perceived by some non-sensory or extra-sensory means” (Introduction, 53).

The realists attempted to preserve the primacy of existence by denying the identity of consciousness. They converted concepts into perceptual concretes that could only be absorbed by the mind through intuition or other supernatural means (ibid.). This was pure mysticism in Rand’s view. Rand defined mysticism in epistemological terms, as “the acceptance of allegations without evidence or proof, either apart from or against the evidence of one’s senses and one’s reason.”6 Rand argued that at the base of traditional realism was this paradoxical commitment to mystic revelation, a belief that the mind was an ineffable substance, attaining “true” knowledge through direct contemplation of the world.7

It is no accident that Rand was able to identify this intrinsicist paradox. Her earliest encounter with the realist-mystic integration was in the teachings of her philosophy professor, Lossky. For Rand, Lossky’s thought must have provided a perfect embodiment of the virtues and vices of traditional realism. Deeply influenced by both Plato and Aristotle, Lossky had argued that God was “the primary and all-embracing intrinsic value.” Hence, each substantival agent created by God was endowed with intrinsic, enabling qualities that could be actualized in the real world. For Lossky (1951, 258), being, love, beauty, truth, and freedom were among the “absolute intrinsic values” constituting God’s organic whole.

Just as Lossky’s mystical premises were readily apparent, so too were the realist elements of his philosophy. It was Lossky’s aim “to investigate … the process of knowledge … in man as a knowing subject.”8 For Lossky ([1906] 1919, 413), the mind was engaged in the “modest activity of discriminating and comparing” the elements of reality. This limited cognitive function regarded “the whole material of knowledge as given in immediate experience.” Lossky regarded his own realism as profoundly empirical in its orientation. He argued that cognitive activity was “least of all creative, but based more than any other activity upon data passively received.” This metaphysical passivity and radical noncreativity was a “most important condition for the acquisition of an adequate knowledge of the world.”

Moreover, Lossky had reacted against subjectivists and Kantians for their attempts to conflate the mode of awareness and the content of the mind.9 He had opposed the skeptics whose claims “that ‘there is no truth’” were contradicted “by that very statement,” since one could not maintain “the truth of the non-existence of any truth” without vicious circularity (Lossky [1917] 1928, 177). And though Lossky insisted on the metaphysical passivity of cognition, he also recognized that the mind could be creative in many of its epistemological activities. Extreme originality could be illustrated in the human ability to choose appropriate methods of investigation, and to reconstruct the world in the imagination (Lossky [1906] 1919, 413).

Although Rand would have agreed with the essential thrust of Lossky’s view, it is clear that she would have adamantly rejected the other aspects of his epistemology as profoundly “intrinsicist” and “mysticist.” For Lossky, all the objects of the universe, both real and ideal, are given to the mind by “direct contemplation.”10 Lossky seems to suggest that perceptual concretes and conceptual abstractions are equally accessible to the mind by such contemplative activity. The mind grasps the existential reality of universals as if by ineffable osmosis. True Reason is expressed in

the complete unity of the universe which renders it possible for the individual both to represent to himself cosmic purposes and to apprehend intuitively the contents not only of his own life but of other lives in the world. Such unity can only be possible if the ground of the world be a super-individual Reason that coordinates with one another all the various aspects of the life of the universe. (Lossky [1906] 1919, 412)

Thus in her primary contact with Lossky, Rand would have been exposed to a seemingly inseparable link between traditional realism and mysticism. And since Lossky was the first to instruct Rand on the contributions of Plato and Aristotle, it is possible that Rand’s own interpretation of both extreme and moderate realism was influenced by his perspective. These factors may have enabled Rand to discover a remarkable ambiguity in the realist tradition: that realists so thoroughly committed to the existence of an objective reality were deeply imbued with mysticism at their epistemic core.

It is no great surprise, then, that nominalists and conceptualists alike would reject the realist perspective and its mystical elements. But the nominalists and conceptualists who repudiated realist “objectivism,” had merely substituted an equally one-dimensional subjectivism in its place. Rand argues: “The nominalist and the conceptualist schools regard concepts as subjective, i.e., as products of man’s consciousness, unrelated to the facts of reality as mere ‘names’ or notions arbitrarily assigned to arbitrary groupings of concretes on the ground of vague, inexplicable resemblances” (Introduction, 53).

In a sense, these subjectivists attempt to counteract the mysticism of intrinsicist epistemology by emphasizing the primacy of consciousness. By totalizing the subjective and suppressing the objective, the subjectivists view concepts and mental integrations as arbitrary and unrelated to reality (53–54). Whereas intrinsicism culminates in mysticism, subjectivism engenders skepticism. For Rand, these antagonists in the history of philosophy had merely embraced two different sides of the same dualistic coin:

Men have been taught either that knowledge is impossible (skepticism) or that it is available without effort (mysticism). These two positions appear to be antagonists, but are, in fact, two variants on the same theme, two sides of the same fraudulent coin: the attempt to escape the responsibility of rational cognition and the absolutism of reality—the attempt to assert the primacy of consciousness over existence. (79)

While intrinsicists claim to uphold the absolutism of reality, they ultimately rely upon mystic revelation, an epistemic union with the supernatural that assists them in the intuitive grasp of existents. Subjectivism rejects such mysticism. But subjectivists embrace the primacy of their own consciousness as partially or wholly constitutive of reality itself.

Interestingly, this was precisely the charge leveled against subjectivism by Rand’s teacher. For Lossky, the fact that a person was conscious suggested three interacting moments: the self, the object (or content of the mind), and the relation of “having” between the self and the content. The self is conscious, and the content is that which the self is conscious of. Kant perpetuated the view “that the contents of consciousness must necessarily be mental states of the individual,” rather than something derived from objective reality. For Lossky, a fact is ontologically real. When it is grasped by the knowing subject as part of the content of judgment, it is logically necessary.11

For Rand, as for Lossky, Kant’s subjectivist approach was to be repudiated. Both Rand and Lossky would have agreed that Kant’s system invalidated the objectivity of human perception. Both Rand and Lossky rejected such distinctions as analytic and synthetic, logical and experiential, necessary and contingent, a priori and a posteriori.12 But Rand went beyond the intrinsicist critique of her teacher. For Lossky, the objective content of judgment is not a fully processed, human form of perceived reality, but reality itself. Ontology and logic nearly collapse. Rand argues, by contrast, that Kant’s distinction between things-in-themselves and things-as-they-are-perceived perpetuates a gulf between reality and consciousness. Whereas Lossky as an intrinsicist believed that we grasp “things-in-themselves,” Kant maintained, in Rand’s view, that we only grasp things as they appear to our consciousness, which imposes a structure on reality. Rand rejected both alternatives. For Rand, there is nothing in the world that can be discussed as “reality in itself,” if by such a designation is meant that we can somehow grasp reality external to a human perspective. Similarly, even if there were an omniscient being, that being would still perceive reality by divine methods of perception from which he, she, or it could not escape.

Rand maintained that the subject’s means of perception are not a disqualifying element in the grasp of the object (“Appendix,” 193–94). The means of perception and the process of cognition do not invalidate or subjectify the reality that is perceived. Rand argued that the Kantian credo “is a revolt, not only against being conscious, but against being alive,” since every aspect of life involves processing. There is no such thing as “unprocessed knowledge,” for this would imply that people could acquire information about the real world without cognitive means. For Rand, every living organism must process the physical and mental elements that sustain it. Our modes of breathing, eating, and knowing are the human means of processing and appropriating elements in objective reality. Rand states:

No one would argue (at least, not yet) that since man’s body has to process the food he eats, no objective rules of proper nutrition can ever be discovered—that “true nutrition” has to consist of absorbing some ineffable substance without the participation of a digestive system, but since man is incapable of “true feeding,” nutrition is a subjective matter open to his whim, and it is merely a social convention that forbids him to eat poisonous mushrooms. (Introduction, 81–82)

Hence, just as it is illegitimate to subjectify the digestive process, it is equally incorrect to view perception and cognition as subjective.

Rand explained that in the history of philosophy, the dominance of one polar position ultimately created conditions for the resurgence of its alleged opposite. But intrinsicism and subjectivism, mysticism and skepticism, differ only “in the form of their inner contradiction.”13 The intrinsicist subverts the human mode of awareness in an effort to preserve the objectivity of the mind’s contents; the subjectivist denies the objectivity of the mind’s contents in an effort to preserve the human mode of awareness. Neither school grasps the identity of human consciousness or the objective nature of concept formation. Each school totalizes a different polar principle while suppressing its opposite. Each school is the mirror image of its adversary. Rand explains:

Philosophically, the mystic is usually an exponent of the intrinsic (revealed) school of epistemology; the skeptic is usually an advocate of epistemological subjectivism. But, psychologically, the mystic is a subjectivist who uses intrinsicism as a means to claim the primacy of his consciousness over that of others. The skeptic is a disillusioned intrinsicist who, having failed to find automatic supernatural guidance, seeks a substitute in the collective subjectivism of others. (Introduction, 79)

Rand’s critique of intrinsicism and subjectivism illustrates a highly dialectical exposition, a style common to such thinkers as Aristotle, Marx, and many Russian philosophers, including Solovyov and Lossky. Rand conceptualized not one, but two, false alternatives that share a common error. She viewed these antinomies as embodying inner contradictions that must be transcended simultaneously. She recognized an interpenetration between intrinsicism and subjectivism in that each duplicates the psycho-philosophical tendencies of the other. Each school of thought, in its partiality and one-sidedness, perpetuates a distorted view of human consciousness. In both cases, Rand argued, the identity of the mind has not been fully understood or appreciated.

It is not quite accurate to say that Rand actually constructed her resolution out of the debris of these false alternatives. To be sure, Rand affirmed and repudiated half of each tradition, preserving only those aspects essential to a genuinely “objective” alternative. But her “Objectivist” resolution is not merely an amalgam of its predecessors; rather, it seeks to transcend their inherent limitations. For Rand, genuine objectivity cannot be validated without grasping that every human attribute and faculty, including mind and body, is subject to the law of identity. If people are to acquire knowledge of the world, they must discover proper human methods of cognition. As she put it: “Just as man’s physical existence was liberated when he grasped the principle that ‘nature, to be commanded, must be obeyed,’ so his consciousness will be liberated when he grasps that nature, to be apprehended, must be obeyed—that the rules of cognition must be derived from the nature of existence and the nature, the identity of his cognitive faculty” (ibid.).

PERCEPTION

Rand considered consciousness axiomatic. But she understood the term “consciousness” in several different, though interrelated, ways. Consciousness is not only a faculty of awareness, the faculty of perceiving that which exists. Consciousness is also a state of awareness. It is a vital organ or attribute of specific living entities. Consciousness is a process of awareness marked by two essential aspects: differentiation and integration (Introduction, 5). The human form of consciousness is a repository of multiple constituents, all of which are inseparably linked: perception, volition, focus, reason, abstraction, and conception. Moreover, for Rand, the mind is the ego, the self, the I.14

Hence, though Rand characterizes consciousness as metaphysically passive—that is, as nonconstitutive in the perception of reality—she views the mind as epistemologically active. Consciousness involves three distinct and interactive levels of awareness: sensation, perception, and conception. Each of these levels is a relation between consciousness and existence. There is no such thing as a disembodied mind. Every aspect and process of consciousness has a physical, material component.15 Rand continues in the grand tradition of Aristotle and Aquinas; she argues that consciousness operates under conditions of materiality and sensuous corporeality.16

Furthermore, Rand argues that every faculty, state, or process of awareness involves two essential attributes: “content and action—the content of awareness, and the action of consciousness in regard to that content” (Introduction, 29–30). Every sensation, perception, and conception, then, is constituted by the content of awareness, derived from reality, and an action of consciousness—automatic or volitional—in regard to the mind’s contents. There is no such thing as a content-less consciousness just as there is no such thing as a fully inactive consciousness.17 Content and action necessitate one another.

According to Rand, on the first level of awareness, sensations must be recognized as irreducible primaries produced by sensory stimuli. They are irreducible because they cannot be reduced to or analyzed in terms of simpler units (Peikoff 1991b, 52). But she argued that sensations are not at the base of knowledge, for the mind cannot retain sensations in memory. The foundation of epistemology lies on the perceptual level of awareness. Rand defined a “perception” as “a group of sensations automatically retained and integrated by the brain of a living organism, which gives it the ability to be aware, not of single stimuli, but of entities, of things.”18

Hence, knowledge does not begin with isolated, atomistic sensations, but with an automatic integration of sensations into a percept retained by our brains. This process, beginning in early childhood in one sense modality, usually vision or touch, is eventually integrated across the senses, so that in one unitary frame of awareness we can perceive something in five modalities: we can see the ocean, hear its waves against the shore, feel the coolness of the water, smell and taste its salt content. We do not experience these sensations as discrete components of the perception, but as a relational totality. Our ability to abstract each of a perception’s sensory moments is a scientific, conceptual capacity that we acquire much later in life (Introduction, 5).

Rand’s Objectivism opposes the diaphanous view of perception. Our consciousness is not a mirror reproducing the objects of the world free from the influence of our sensory organs. We perceive objects in a specific form. The form of our perception is a relational product of the object, our sense modalities, and the environmental conditions in which our sensory organs operate.19 We have no purely perceptual way of distinguishing between the object and the form in which it is perceived. Indeed, the form of our perception cannot be separated from the object and reified into a separate thing (Kelley 1986, 90). Subjects are perceptual systems. They cannot perceive objects external to their sensory means. They cannot attain a synoptic view that abstracts from the form. Their human sense modalities are internal to the process of perception (Kelley 1985bT, lecture 2). Peikoff (1972T, lecture 5) has called this a process of “dual actualization” in which the perception is a product of both the sense organ and the object. David Kelley (1991) explains: “Perception is a form of contact with the world, a real relation between subject and object, between the perceiver and what he perceives” (171–72).

Rand’s distinction between the form of the object and the object itself is not a separation of appearance and essence, of things-as-they-appear and things-in-themselves. The form of our perception is not subjective; it is as much the product of reality as the object itself.20 It is an outgrowth of the identity of the object and the identity of the sense modalities involved in perception. A percept is not object alone or subject alone, but the object-as-perceived by the subject in a specific form (Peikoff 1991b, 46). A straight stick that appears bent in water is a form dictated by our sense modalities in conjunction with the object and the specific media and conditions of our perception. A color-blind person who sees gray where there is red has not made a mistake; he has perceived a color patch that is internal to his specific sense modalities. Rand defends the validity of the senses as an axiomatic proposition, for our sense organs have no capacity to misrepresent the facts of reality. As George Smith explains, the organs of perception “simply transmit sensations according to their physiological characteristics, which our brains then automatically integrate into percepts. We may misinterpret the basic data given to us, but there can be no question about the validity of the data per se.”21

[image: images]

Rand recognized that a scientific examination of perception can help to distinguish between those aspects which are generated by our particular sense modalities and those which are products of the object itself. But in keeping with her injunction against hypothetical (and “cosmological”) speculation, Rand maintained that the ultimate relationship of form and object is a purely scientific question with no philosophical significance (Peikoff 1991b, 47–48).

It is for this reason, for instance, that Rand refused to accept any distinction between primary and secondary perceptual qualities. Traditional philosophy defines primary characteristics as those which are intrinsic to the object. Secondary characteristics are those which are intrinsic to the subject’s perception of the object. Rand maintained, however, that to distinguish between these two categories, one would need to identify the irreducibility or primacy of a given physical attribute. This is a scientific question which has yet to be fully resolved (464 n. 3). It is illegitimate, in Rand’s view, to arbitrarily choose a primary characteristic such as extension, since science may yet discover that more basic causes are manifested in the form of extension as perceived by human sensory organs (Peikoff 1972T, lecture 12). Rand maintained that every attribute we perceive, including color and length, is perceived by some means. Even taste involves an interaction between certain chemical elements in the object and the nerve endings of the tongue (“Appendix,” 279–80). Those who attempt to identify—once and for all—the primary and secondary qualities of perception are engaging in what Kelley (1986) calls the “Cartesian quest for an infallible type of knowledge,” a form of perception that is somehow free from the conditions and limitations of the sensory apparatus (168).

None of these Randian arguments should suggest that human perception takes place in a vacuum. As people grow to maturity, they begin to apply their conceptual knowledge to the act of perception. Perception itself is guided by our conscious purposes, cognitive history, particular interests, and psychological factors (147). Within the broader social context, Kelley explains, even symbolic objects “have evolved culturally to serve as perceptible bearers of meaning” (254). Yet any differences in perceptual (and conceptual) classifications across cultures do not invalidate the objectivity of the cognitive process. For instance, Kelley observes that although the basic terms of “color” may vary across cultures, the focal instances are not arbitrary, and can be translated from one language into another. Different cultural partitions are no more a proof of subjectivity than are the use of different languages.22

VOLITION AND FOCUS

Having analyzed the first and second levels of awareness, Rand knew that she had to investigate more deeply the third level of awareness distinctive to human cognition. Both animals and human beings are capable of experiencing sensations and perceptions. Human beings however, exhibit volitional, self-conscious, and conceptual awareness.23 Rand characterized volition as another philosophic axiom. Volition is the choice “to think or not to think,” and it is a causal primary in cognition.24 Such a choice has existential, epistemological, and ethical significance. But “to think or not to think” is Rand’s poetic expression for an even broader cognitive choice: whether or not to apply one’s ability to focus.

Focusing is the most fundamental choice underlying and conditioning every other aspect of consciousness. It is more fundamental than the ability to choose among competing ideas or alternative courses of action. It is a constituent relation of cognition primarily. One cannot think, act, or desire without having volitionally “set” the mind into focal awareness in a general way.25

The act of focusing is manifested in a variety of cognitive activities.26 There is a continuum of awareness such that the mind can move from near unconsciousness to peripheral awareness to focused awareness, with no inherent barriers between states. Focus is much broader than the processes of deduction and induction. It can include meditation, relaxation, and even creative daydreaming.27 The most advanced categories of focal awareness will involve supreme clarity of mental content, a highly abstract level of cognitive activity, and the recognition of context. In all cases, the mind must initiate and sustain this process volitionally.28 In the Objectivist view, no antecedent, deterministic factors can explain why people choose or do not choose to focus.29 Rand recognized, however, that volitional focusing is automatized through habitual methods of thinking such that it would take a special effort for people to unfocus the mind.30

Rand’s emphasis on the primary choice “to focus” does not imply that she was oblivious to the conditions, both existential and social, that can assist or block the acquisition and maturation of cognitive skills. These conditions form the broad context within which focal choices are made. This context is necessary but not sufficient to prompt human action.31 It does not strictly determine the ability of an individual to raise the level of his own focal awareness. Nor does the context invalidate the methods of cognition that must be used by all individuals in their attempts to gain knowledge of reality. But an individual’s interests, values, knowledge, and inborn capacities cannot be ignored in judging the efficacy of his focal choices (Peikoff 1991b, 65–66).

For instance, certain inborn physical and cognitive differences make it more difficult—or easier—for some individuals to develop their cognitive skills. Children who are born blind and have their vision restored in later years at first must expend effort to raise their level of visual awareness. Previously, their powers of perception were developed through alternative sense modalities (such as touch). Once their vision is restored, they initially experience visual sensations but cannot see objects.32 However, the presence of innate disabilities or innate intelligence does not alter the fact that there are specific, objective means of cognition that each person must follow in the quest for knowledge. It is for this reason that Rand saw such innate differences as epistemologically insignificant.

Nevertheless, certain social practices influence the development of cognitive skills. These practices have epistemological significance because they can facilitate or obstruct a child’s cognitive development. This is not an argument for social determinism; it is Rand’s way of tracing the interconnections between epistemology and cultural institutions, that is, between the development of cognition and the social practices that can accelerate—or destroy—it.33

REASON

One of the most striking aspects of Rand’s conception of human consciousness is her refusal to fragment the constituent relations that compose it. Her hostility toward dualism is manifested especially in her antipathy toward a bifurcated, fractured view of consciousness. Consciousness, as such, includes moments of perception, volition, focus, reason, abstraction, and conception. For Rand, these are not separate faculties. Each is both a component part of the others and a distinct aspect of a single, integrated totality.34 In fact, there are times when Rand’s definition of a single constituent of consciousness incorporates all of the other identified moments.

But Rand sometimes identified consciousness with a single attribute. In her early journal entries, for instance, she argued that “all consciousness is reason” and “all reason is logic,” creating a virtual identity between reason, logic, and consciousness.35 These one-dimensional identities were formulated as a reaction against religion—which, in Rand’s view, fractured the relationship between consciousness and logic. She saw religion (i.e., faith) as a “disease,” a “departure” from reason, logic, and consciousness that necessarily undermined an individual’s cognitive contact with the world.36

As Rand grew to intellectual maturity, her conception of reason transcended this one-sided emphasis on logic. Ultimately she embraced what Barry (1987) has described as “a particularly expansive concept of ‘reason’” (106). In Atlas Shrugged, Rand defined reason as the faculty of awareness, that is, “the faculty that perceives, identifies and integrates the material provided by [the] senses” (1016). In this definition, Rand incorporated the moments of perception, identification, and integration, preserving the hierarchical structure of cognition. But she refused to identify reason as a purely logical faculty. Nor is reason a faculty of perception. It is all of these things and more. Though Rand abstracted these aspects in order to examine their distinctiveness, she refused to reify them into separate faculties (Peikoff 1990–91T, lecture 10). For Rand, reason is an integrative faculty, combining analysis with synthesis and applying logic to experience. These characteristics are distinctions within an organic unity. Reason is at once a logical and a practical capacity. It enables the differentiation and integration of experiential data. It guides action and makes it possible to evaluate the consequences of action.

Hence it is particularly disconcerting to read the claims of critics such as Hazel Barnes and Randall Dipert, who argue that Rand’s view of reason is one-dimensional. In Barnes’s illuminating study, Existentialist Ethics, she includes a provocative comparison of the works of Rand and Sartre. According to Barnes, Rand embraced an Aristotelian view of human beings as rational animals that is considerably narrower than Sartre’s view of human nature. For Sartre, reason is only one part of human being, not the totality, and self-awareness is what distinguishes humans from all other living organisms. Barnes criticizes Rand for equating such self-consciousness with the rational faculty. In Barnes’s view, Rand totalized reason while suppressing the other aspects of consciousness. Barnes suggests that Rand’s view of reason is strictly limited to its purely logical functions.37

By contrast, Dipert argues that whereas Marx embraced an expansive, practical conception of reason, Rand endorsed a view of the mind as entirely passive.38 For Marx, as for Aristotle, reason includes both theoretical and practical abilities, the capacity to contemplate, plan, deliberate, intend, and act. However, Rand does not deny any of these constituent aspects of the rational faculty. Dipert erroneously collapses Rand’s understanding of the moment of perception into her view of reason. He confuses Rand’s concept of reason, which necessarily involves cognitive activity, with her view of the metaphysical passivity of perceptual processes.

For Rand, reason embodies epistemological and practical activity. This is a reflection of the seamless unity of mind and body. Since reason is the faculty for knowing reality, and since it functions through the corporeality of the senses, it must also be the faculty that guides action. For Rand, this relationship between reason and action was demonstrated unequivocally by the Industrial Revolution (Peikoff 1991b, 195). Prior to the emergence of capitalism, the connection between knowledge and praxis was not fully appreciated. It was only with the application of reason to the production of material goods that human beings began to recognize the inseparable link between the conceptual faculty and survival.39

Rand argued that the faculty of reason guides and directs human consciousness, in a process she once dubbed “front-seat driving.” Reason is an engine of active, purposeful thinking. As an integrative faculty, it transcends the purely passive, associational methods of perception, even as it incorporates perception as one of its distinct moments.40

Rand’s view of the relationship between reason and action is more specifically a conception of the link between an individual’s reason and actions. The faculty of reason is not a faculty of “pure rationality” disconnected from the individual who possesses it. Rand tied her epistemological perspective to her emphasis on the ontological priority of individuals. For Rand, the mind “is an attribute of the individual. There is no such thing as a collective brain.… The primary act—the process of reason—must be performed by each man alone.… No man can use his lungs to breathe for another man. No man can use his brain to think for another. All the functions of body and spirit are private. They cannot be shared or transferred” (Fountainhead, 680).

Rand recognized that knowledge itself is a product of conceptual thought. It can be transmitted socially and intergenerationally. But the rational faculty itself is not transferable. The individual can perform cognitive functions only in the isolation of his own mind, “rationally grasping every step in the process” as a means of comprehending the whole. People may share what they have learned, but they cannot share how—the actual means by which—they think. People may be able to articulate the methods of cognition, but they cannot share the epistemic processes, which are performed individually.41

ABSTRACTION AND CONCEPTION

Rand regarded perception as a nonvolitional process integrating sensations into a single unit. She regarded this integration as a primitive relational form at the base of knowledge. In her view, human beings transcend the purely perceptual level of awareness. The volitional ability to focus and reason—in short, the capacity to think—constitutes and is constituted by a distinctly human, conceptual level of awareness. The difference between conception and perception, then, lies in the character of the relation. Perception is a relational integration of sensations performed automatically by the mind. It is awareness of concrete entities, rather than of isolated sensations. Conception, by contrast, is a relational integration of perceptions performed volitionally by the mind. The ability to regard perceived entities as relational units is distinctive to this human mode of cognition. Rand explains: “The building-block of man’s knowledge is the concept of an ‘existent’—of something that exists, be it a thing, an attribute or an action” (Introduction, 5). The concept of “existent” is implicit in every percept. The mind makes a transition from an awareness of existents to an awareness of their specific identity. The ability to discover the “identity” of an existent emerges from the perceptual ability to distinguish among entities. It is the capacity to differentiate entities from one another.

Thus, to grasp an “existent” and its “identity” is to move from perception to perceptual judgment. But to link the identified existent to other similar or different existents is the crucial, primary epistemological step in the conceptual process. This view of an entity as existing in certain relationships with other entities is an awareness of the existent as a relational unit. Rand states: “The ability to regard entities as units is man’s distinctive method of cognition, which other living species are unable to follow” (6).

Rand defined a unit as “an existent regarded as a separate member of a group of two or more similar members.” To identify such units in reality, a person must engage in “a selective focus” (6–7). This selectivity is based on objective criteria of classification. For instance, things exist. Attributes exist. The thing is its attributes. But the attributes can be separated from the thing in an act of mental isolation. The abstracted unit cannot be reified into a separate thing, but it does enable a person to bring the elements of the real world within the range of consciousness. Rand explained: “Units are things viewed by a consciousness in certain existing relationships.” The unit helps us to classify objective existents according to observed, real characteristics. Thus, in her concept of “unit,” Rand bridges metaphysics and epistemology, the existence of the thing and our knowledge of it as a relation (7).

For Rand, the formation of relational units is the essential foundation of concept formation. A “concept” integrates two or more perceptual concretes—or units—which are isolated by a process of abstraction according to specific characteristics and united by a specific definition.42 A concept means the existential referents it signifies, or the existents it identifies. This understanding of concept formation involves many distinct and interrelated epistemological aspects.

The first moment of the conceptual process is the ability to abstract. Rand would have agreed with the Marxist theoretician Bertell Ollman, who explains that the necessity of abstraction is

[a] simple recognition of the fact that all thinking about reality begins by breaking it down into manageable parts. Reality may be in one piece when lived, but to be thought about and communicated it must be parceled out. Our minds can no more swallow the world whole at one sitting than can our stomachs.… “Abstract” comes from the Latin, abstrahere, which means “to pull from.” In effect, a piece has been pulled from or taken out of the whole and is temporarily perceived as standing apart. (Ollman 1993, 24)

Likewise, for Rand, this process of abstraction is “a selective mental focus that takes out or separates a certain aspect of reality from all others” (Introduction, 10). Abstraction is a necessary moment of the conceptual process because the mind cannot deal at once with all of the complexities of the totality. People are not omniscient; they function neither as gods nor like Aquinas’s angels. Rand explained that in the Thomistic view, each of the angels embodies the form of a different species. Lacking corporeality and human consciousness, the angels are conceived as being capable of grasping all the instances of every universal Form in existence by a single act of contemplation. Rand warned that human beings cannot attempt to operate like Aquinas’s angels (Peikoff 1972T, lecture 8).

The human mode of awareness limits how much can be grasped in a single cognitive act. By abstracting units from the totality, people make the world knowable and manageable. These units form the basis of open-ended concepts, each of which incorporates a recognition of context and change. Our abstractions enable us to “chew” the pieces of a complex totality in an effort to make them cognitively digestible.

Thus, abstraction is necessary, according to Rand, because people cannot deal with the whole of reality, or the totality of their own knowledge in a single, simultaneous instant of cognition (“Appendix,” 172). Abstraction enables us to reduce the information at our disposal to manageable cognitive units. In this sense, a human being is no different from a crow; each has a limited ability to discriminate beyond a certain number of units. The difference between a human and a crow, however, is that humans are capable of conceptualizing relational units which internalize innumerable variations within a specified range. Thus, though human cognition is also limited by the “crow epistemology,” humans are able to transcend these limits by a conceptual process condensing the number of units with which they must grapple (Introduction, 63). As Kelley (1984a) explains, the unit economy inherent in concept formation “is a way of treating discriminable things as if they were identical. This has the advantage of filtering out a mass of information that is irrelevant to most cognitive tasks” (19).

Abstraction is a necessary first step in concept formation, but it is not the culmination of the process. Those who would abstract a unit without reintegrating it into a cognitive totality create a distorted, partial, or segmented view of reality. The totality cannot be ignored.43 Rand would have agreed with Lossky ([1906] 1919) that our ability to abstract “separates out from … reality some fresh aspect, of which we become aware precisely as an aspect of, or an element in, the part of reality under investigation” (230). For Rand, the part can never be reified as a separate whole. If we are to avoid such reification, the abstracted units must be blended or synthesized into a single, new mental entity. This new unit of thought is a concept, which is denoted by a word.44

The concept can be reduced to its component parts whenever analysis is required. Indeed, the integrated units of a concept can be expanded or contracted depending on the cognitive context. But our integration of the units into a concept is not an arithmetic sum. One does not merely add such units as “mind,” “arms,” “legs,” and “heart” and achieve a concept of human being. Rand preserved the integrity of the conceptual whole. She viewed concept formation as closer to an algebraic formula in which the concept itself stands for a limitless number of concretes of a specific kind (Introduction, 10). The consequent blending of the abstracted units “is not a mere sum, but an inseparable sum forming a new mental unit.” It is an integration.45

Thus the second moment of concept formation is integration. The process of abstraction necessitates the process of integration. These two are inseparable; neither aspect is possible without the other (“Appendix,” 138, 144). Breaking up and “chewing” the pieces of reality is an analytical process that must be followed by synthesis, so that the pieces are reconnected to the larger totality.46 A fully human method of thinking requires us to “dance back and forth” between concretes and abstractions. Physical concretes and conceptual units must never be disconnected. And abstractions must never be left floating in disregard of the existential reality that gives them meaning. By integrating concretes and abstractions, units and concepts, human beings unify the elements of body and mind, existence and consciousness (Rand 1958T, lecture 5).

To abstract and to conceptualize, human beings must expend cognitive effort. As a dialectical thinker, Rand would have agreed with Ollman (1993), who argues that “most people are lazy abstractors, simply and uncritically accepting the mental units with which they think as part of their cultural inheritance” (26). Rand implored us to stop thinking in a preconceived square, to name our primaries, to identify our starting points, to recognize the hierarchical structure of our arguments and knowledge.47 For Rand, this necessity to check our premises is the hallmark not only of a fully human epistemology but of radical thinking as well. Radicals go to the root; they refuse to be locked into the ideological boundaries set by others. Indeed, they question their own assumptions and strive to articulate their basis in reality as well. As in her distinction between the metaphysical and the man-made, Rand rejected the reification of the status quo as transhistorical and natural. Every issue, event, thought, desire, and action must be understood through a process of articulation.

Once the mind has achieved the tasks of abstraction and integration, the formation of a concept is complete. Rand saw each concept as an open file. A concept becomes an instrument for knowing reality. Our initial concepts allow us to grasp new elements of knowledge. With each epistemological expansion, we can return to our original concepts and enrich their meaning. Such integration of old and new knowledge enables us, over time, to subtly change our vantage point on the totality.48 As Rasmussen (1983a) explains, a concept is “not a closed, a-contextual, repository of omniscience which provides a non-empirical path to knowledge.… The ‘rich’ character of a concept’s cognitive content results from the fact that its significance … is not limited by what the knower explicitly considers when using a concept” (525–26). Thus, our understanding of each concept grows extensively and intensively with each advance in knowledge.

Rand explains that concept formation is an essentially mathematical process.49 Since every existent is part of the same reality, each is measurable. The standards of measurement may vary.50 For Rand, everything is measurable, either cardinally or ordinally. Our concept formation process incorporates this reality in the very act of abstraction. In abstracting two or more units from the totality, we differentiate within a specific context according to those characteristics which are commensurable. Our conceptual classifications omit specific measurements and intensities, while retaining the commensurable characteristic(s) that unites the identified cognitive units.51

In forming the concept “dog,” for instance, we need not be aware of every dog on earth. We omit the variations within the species, forming a classification that comprises all of the diversities within a specific range. As our knowledge deepens from observation and scientific investigation, we are able to sharpen our definition of the dog’s essential characteristics, without changing our concept of the existent, “dog.”

The wide range of the concept “dog” incorporates every dog that has ever lived and will live, from Chihuahuas to Great Danes. But it does not include any cats. The concept “dog” omits the measurements (the various kinds of dogs), but retains those characteristics shared by all dogs. Abstracted characteristics enable us to distinguish “dogs” from “cats,” and “dogs” and “cats” from “tables.” As our context changes, however, so can our cognitive classifications (Introduction, 13–14). Ultimately, everything that exists can be integrated by the axiomatic concept “existence,” since all things belong to the same reality. But for the purposes of concept formation, indeed, for the purposes of human knowledge, we engage in a primary inductive process in which characteristics are isolated according to perceptual similarities. As our knowledge grows, we begin to classify newly discovered instances of established concepts. This interaction of inductive and deductive moments makes possible the movement toward more specific differentiation and wider integration (19, 28).

Rand’s theory of measurement omission leads to an interesting paradox. Though the process is crucial to conceptualization, it is not wholly directed by the faculty of volition. Rand argued that most people do not realize that they are engaging in any kind of measurement or measurement omission when they are forming concepts. But from the very first moments of abstraction, our ability to differentiate is an ability to distinguish between larger and smaller entities, hotter and colder states, brighter and darker colors, weaker and more intense emotions. Each of these differentiations involves implicit measurement. One does not have to measure the exact wavelengths of light that distinguish the color red from the color blue. We perceive differences even though we are not aware of measuring these differences at the time of concept formation. Science and mathematics can help us to articulate the actual measurements that are involved in this process, but explicit quantification is not typical or necessary.

Thus Rand saw an interaction in the conceptualization process between conscious volitional actions, such as focusing, logical reasoning, and abstraction, and nonconscious, tacit, habitual operations of perception, perceptual judgment, and measurement omission. As Peikoff explains, this ability to omit measurements is a natural cognitive function. That people may be unaware of the actual mechanism does not invalidate the theory. Rand sought to grasp how people form concepts—that is, the process by which the mind creates relational, objective conceptual classifications. Rand sought to identify these methods, not to direct the process, but to analyze a largely inarticulate epistemological mechanism. In articulating its tacit aspect, Rand aimed to validate the reality-based means of human cognition. She wished to preserve the integrity of objective conceptualization, in contradistinction to those intrinsicists and subjectivists who saw concept formation as a product of metaphysical revelation or arbitrary social convention.52

INTERNAL RELATIONS REVISITED

In her theory of concepts, Rand navigated between the polarities of atomistic individuation and organicist integration. As I explained in Chapter 2, these extremes are integral to externalist and internalist perspectives. The doctrine of external relations faces a problem of integration. Since every thing has an identity strictly external to its relations, the externalist endorses an atomistic conception of reality. The externalist argues that the choice of a single attribute as an essential characteristic is a linguistic exercise largely dependent on social conventions. Since we can never fully know an entity’s nature, our definitions of its essence are purely arbitrary. In fact, countless definitions of an entity are all equally valid.

Thus externalism cannot distinguish essential characteristics from nonessential ones. It arbitrarily multiples the number of legitimate classifications that can refer to the same entity. Without the ability to integrate such classifications objectively, the externalist achieves cognitive anarchy and epistemological disintegration.

By contrast, the doctrine of internal relations faces a problem of individuation and abstraction. In strict internalism, the nature of an entity is often dissolved into the relationships that constitute it. And yet, paradoxically, in the attempt to define a concept, the internalist, like the externalist, fails to provide any distinction between essential and nonessential characteristics. The internalist reasons thus: since the definition of an entity must reflect the ontological status of its constituent relations, and since every relationship is essential to the thing’s identity, it follows that no essential distinctions can be made. In a fully coherent system, where every element is an extension of every other element, abstraction and definition are agents of distortion. It is no coincidence that the ultimate internalist sees everything as One. Metaphysical plurality gives way to mystical Totality. Individualism gives way to Totalitarian Collectivism.

For Rand, internalism and externalism are both to be rejected. The internalist sees all characteristics as intrinsically essential, whereas the externalist argues that the identification of essentiality is entirely subjective or socially arbitrary. Ultimately, internalists view everything as essential, whereas externalists argue that nothing is essential. Thus the internalist is typically an intrinsicist, and the externalist is often a subjectivist. Neither can select an essential characteristic that would make possible an objective definition. Whereas the externalist multiplies concepts “beyond necessity,” the internalist integrates concepts in “disregard of necessity” (Introduction, 72). Rand argues that definitions are neither subjective conventions nor “a repository of closed, out-of-context omniscience” (67). In Rand’s view, “A definition is a statement that identifies the nature of the units subsumed under a concept.… The purpose of a definition is to distinguish a concept from all other concepts and thus to keep its units differentiated from all other existents” (40).

The definition implies all of the concepts’ differentiated units. But a definition is only an identification that satisfies the cognitive need for “unit-economy”; it is not a description. Since people cannot grasp every characteristic of every existent in a single act of consciousness, they must utilize definitions that focus on essence within a specific context or level of generality. Rand attempted to avoid the pitfalls of internalist intrinsicism and externalist subjectivism by switching the focus of the debate from the realm of ontology to the realm of epistemology.53

Like the internalists, Rand accepted as given the proposition that since everything belongs to one reality, everything is related. But she added the proviso that everything is related in some sense. She refused to speculate on the ontological character of these relationships. This does not mean that it is impossible to conceptualize existential relationships. It merely underscores the fact that human beings are not omniscient. They cannot establish “the relationship of a given group of existents to everything else in the universe, including the undiscovered and unknown.” They cannot adopt such a synoptic vantage point.

But human beings must show a scrupulous regard for cognitive clarity and precision in their definitions. How can they achieve such exactness, when at any given moment they do not know all the constituent relationships in which an entity may be involved? How can they pick an “essential” characteristic on which to base a definition, when they would have to know everything about the existent in order to know anything about its “essence”?

Rand rejected the view that everything must be known before anything can be classified or analyzed. The internalists and the externalists accept the same nonhuman standards by which to judge cognition, and then indict people for not living up to them. The internalists argue that since everything is intrinsically essential, no definition is fully valid because it is partial. The externalists argue that since nothing can be classified as objectively essential, no definition is fully valid because it is arbitrary. In both cases, the internalist and the externalist focus on essence as a metaphysical category divorced from the contextuality of knowledge.

For Rand, definitions must be “contextually absolute” since they must “specify the known relationships among existents (in terms of the known essential characteristics)” (Introduction, 47). The emphasis here is on what is essential within the context of knowledge. Definitions may change with the growth of knowledge. Hence, the distinction between essential and nonessential characteristics is neither intrinsic nor subjective. A definition identifies an existing characteristic of an entity as essential within a specified context of knowledge. This essential characteristic not only distinguishes the entity from other entities, but also explains the greatest number of other characteristics (45). The identification of an “essential” characteristic serves as a cognitive device enabling people to classify, condense, and integrate the elements of their knowledge (52).

Hence, “all definitions are contextual,” according to Rand. As our knowledge grows, we may select different essential characteristics by which to define an entity. But Rand emphasized that as our classifications become more advanced, they do not necessarily contradict more primitive definitions (43). Indeed, as Kelley and Krueger (1984) argue, the concept is an expandable relation. Over time, it incorporates “all the shared properties which science discovers in its investigation of the kind” (61). This dynamic definitional process views essences within a changing context. At no time does a change in definition signify a change in the referent. The same referent takes on different meanings depending on the context in which it is discussed.

For example, a “human being” might be defined by primitive peoples as “a being who talks.” Aristotle identified human beings as “rational animals.” Modem scientists have defined them as “bi-pedal mammals,” “rational primates,” or “Homo sapiens” (Peikoff 1976T, lecture 4). Each of these definitions is valid. But each is based on a different cognitive context.54 And in no case does the changing definition alter the concept, which refers to an existential referent. The referent remains the same, only our definition of the referent changes according to context. That a concept (i.e., a referent) receives different definitions in various contexts does not mean that these alterations are arbitrary or subjective (Peikoff 1991b, 103). They depend on the conditions of our knowledge (Introduction, 73).

Rand further argued that since a definition is based on contextually identified, essential characteristics, a concept and its definition are not interchangeable (“Appendix,” 233–34). For example, though human beings may be defined as “rational animals,” human nature comprises more than rationality and animality (Introduction, 39). They also have thumbs, stand upright, and so on. In reality, all these facts are simultaneous. To identify one characteristic, reason, as essential, is to focus on the cognitive faculty, which fundamentally differentiates human from nonhuman life forms.

Moreover, when Rand stated that “reason” is humanity’s “essential” characteristic, she did not mean to imply that rationality best “explains” other inborn traits, such as the distinctively human digestive system. But upon closer inspection, Rand’s expansive concept of “reason” may help us to understand that even the most “nonrational” of human characteristics can be deeply affected by the mind. Indeed, such a fundamental insight is central to holistic and psychosomatic medicine. When Rand attempted to transcend the dichotomies of reason and emotion, mind and body, her integrated, dialectical resolution preserved the centrality of the rational mind, even as it traced the reciprocal effects of the emotional and the somatic.

In her theory of definition, Rand admitted that there are some existents that may be difficult to classify or conceptualize. She called these “borderline cases.” Such existents may share some characteristics with the referents of a given concept, but lack others. Certain organisms, for instance, may be classified as either animals or plants. For Rand, the choice of classification is optional. One can make the borderline case a subcategory of either concept, or one can draw approximate dividing lines, or merely identify it descriptively. Since no definition is based on an unchanging, metaphysical essence, Rand did not consider her conclusions threatened by such borderline cases. Ultimately, by altering the level of generality, essential differences are bound to surface, and appropriate classifications will be generated (72–74).

What makes an essential characteristic “objective,” rather than intrinsic or subjective, is that it is a product of “a volitional relationship between existence and consciousness” (Peikoff 1991b, 113). Rand explained that metaphysically, objectivity is

the recognition of the fact that reality exists independent of any perceiver’s consciousness. Epistemologically, it is the recognition of the fact that a perceiver’s … consciousness must acquire knowledge of reality by certain means (reason) in accordance with certain rules (logic). This means that although reality is immutable and, in any given context, only one answer is true, the truth is not automatically available to a human consciousness and can be obtained only by a certain mental process which is required of every man who seeks knowledge—that there is no substitute for this process.… Metaphysically, the only authority is reality; epistemologically—one’s own mind. The first is the ultimate arbiter of the second.55

Thus Rand’s epistemology does not endorse intrinsic essences as found in traditional internalism. But neither does it endorse the subjectively identified essences typical of externalism. Rand argued that the relations one traces in reality must be connected to a specific cognitive task. Every characteristic of an entity is potentially relevant to our grasp of its meaning. And each existent is potentially relevant to everything else that exists in the universe. But this relevance must be ascertained within a specific context. As Peikoff explains, every blade of grass is potentially relevant to human life, because within a specific context, an attempt to count these blades must be related to a particular human purpose. The context helps us to determine relevance and essence (Peikoff 1989T). The meaning we attach to such counting is internally related to our actions, purposes, and knowledge. The meaning, the concept we form, constitutes a relationship between existence and consciousness.

While these principles have obvious application to the sphere of epistemology, they also have broader theoretical and methodological significance. In her social analysis and in her theory of history, Rand recognized a vast network of interrelationships between and among various, seemingly separable factors. Ultimately, she viewed these factors as she would those relational properties that organically constitute any single entity. She focused on the internal relationships between identifiable components within a single social totality. Whereas a nonradical would analyze social problems as if they were disconnected from one another, Rand was not unlike other radical theorists (e.g., Marx) in her emphasis on a kind of asymmetric internality between elements. Thus the singular issue of racial discrimination, for instance, cannot be disconnected from broad epistemic, psychological, ethical, political, and economic factors. Likewise, in her theory of history, she placed greater emphasis on the role of philosophy, even as she simultaneously recognized a form of organic, reciprocal interaction between many causal factors.
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REASON AND EMOTION

In recent studies of Rand’s philosophy, little attention is paid to her reflections on psychology. Peikoff’s systematic presentation of Objectivism, for instance, is purely and self-consciously philosophical; he avoids, on principle, any discussion of the extensive implications for psychology of Rand’s epistemology and ethics (Peikoff 1990–91T, lecture 13). Merrill (1991, 179) indicates his own unwillingness to discuss these aspects of Rand’s thought because their “status” in Objectivist literature is somewhat uncertain. Such themes as “psycho-epistemology,” “the psychology of self-esteem,” and “social metaphysics” were a theoretical outgrowth of Rand’s interaction with her chief intellectual protégé, Nathaniel Branden, prior to their break in 1968. Since that time, many of these important issues have been left largely unexplored.

Merrill correctly notes that Rand never repudiated the pre-1968 writings of Nathaniel Branden and Barbara Branden. Because Rand refused to sanction any of their later work, however, Objectivist scholars have been reluctant to deal with the Brandens’ contributions. However, I believe that it is as legitimate to examine the works of the Brandens as those of Binswanger, Kelley, Peikoff, and other Objectivists and neo-Objectivists. Each owes an enormous intellectual debt to Rand. One cannot possibly assess the intellectual implications and historical impact of Objectivism without discussing the contributions of others whom Rand directly influenced. Indeed, in several instances where Rand’s initial formulations were one-sided, her successors have developed a more comprehensive response to dualism that is completely consistent with Objectivist philosophy.

In this chapter I explore themes in Rand’s philosophical psychology, particularly those pertaining to the relationship between reason and emotion. Peikoff (1972T, lecture 1) once defined “philosophical psychology” as the theoretical application of metaphysics and epistemology to human nature. “Philosophical psychology” considers those topics in epistemology which have implications for psychology. It deals with the intersection between philosophy and psychology, and further illuminates the radical antidualism of Rand’s Objectivism.

THE NATURE OF EMOTIONS

Accepting Aristotle’s definition of human beings as “rational animals,” Rand did not reduce human “being” to rationality and animality. The definition serves the need for unit economy by isolating an essential characteristic distinguishing the human from the nonhuman. But such a definition does not capture the full complexity of the existent. In any study of the totality of human nature, it is important to consider both those aspects that are essential and those which are not essential to the definition. Hence, to define human beings as rational animals is not to deny that they have emotions.

[image: images]

For Rand, reason is an essential characteristic because it helps to explain seemingly nonrational aspects of human nature. In Rand’s view, human beings have an emotional capacity that is largely dependent on their distinctive rational character. Whereas any dog or cat can experience a “feeling” arising from associational perceptions, only humans are capable of experiencing emotions that are the complex product of their conceptual awareness.1

Rand did not consider emotions to be primaries. They are not tools of cognition; they are not instruments for the acquisition of knowledge. They must be clearly distinguished from thought, even if they are a component of consciousness (New Intellectual, 55). For Rand, emotions are the “automatic result” of value judgments previously integrated by the subconscious mind. They are lightning-like estimates “of that which furthers man’s values or threatens them, that which is for him or against him.”2

In Rand’s epistemology, reason is as basic as “existence” is in her ontology. Just as consciousness is asymmetrically internal to existence, so, too, is emotion asymmetrically dependent on the rational faculty for its content, even though it has reciprocal effects on mind and body. Those who would stress the primacy of consciousness or of emotion inevitably embrace a form of subjectivism or emotionalism that denies objectivity in cognition. Rand’s emphasis on the primacy of existence and the centrality of reason does not nullify either consciousness or emotion. Rand argued that consciousness is the faculty of perceiving that which exists; it cannot be in conflict with existence. So, too, reason is the human means of knowledge; it is not, properly, in conflict with emotion.

From her very earliest philosophical reflections, Rand rejected the view that reason and emotion were natural antagonists. Rand saw the dichotomy between the heart and the mind as a vestige of religious thought. Those who see emotions as the enemy of reason or vice versa perpetuate an erroneous dichotomy between two aspects of consciousness. By emphasizing “faith” as the means to knowledge, the religionists had, in actuality, proclaimed that their own “mystic” feelings were ineffable cognitive instruments, and declared war on reason.

Rand refused to regard reason as the enemy of theemotions. She refused to accept the view that “feelings,” “emotions,” and “instincts” are beyond rational control or understanding. In a 1934 journal entry, exploring whether the belief in such a dichotomy was the result of training, she wrote: “Why is a complete harmony between mind and emotions impossible?”3 She asked: “Is there—or should there be—such a thing as emotion opposed to reason?” For Rand, emotion is not a mystical endowment external to the reality-based means of knowledge. In Rand’s view, it is “a form of undeveloped reason,” a species of the conceptual faculty that may be comprehended through a process of psychological articulation.4

It is no coincidence that these first reflections on the nature of emotion take place within the context of Rand’s condemnation of religion. Rand’s denunciation of religious thought was partially due to her exposure to Russian mysticism. Russian religious philosophy, like much of Russian culture, had rejected the “Western” emphasis on reason as an absolute. Even Rand’s own teacher, Lossky, had stressed the intuitive basis of knowledge. Lossky’s hierarchical personalism was a deeply mystical vision in which all entities are One with the Kingdom of God.

Rand’s insistence on the centrality of reason is in many ways an outgrowth of her antipathy toward such mysticism. Rand’s stress on the role of reason cannot be fully appreciated apart from this Russian context. For Rand, anything that even hinted at a devaluation of the rational faculty was to be rejected and criticized. In her view, reason was the only spiritual endowment.5

By 1946, Rand had begun to develop a more explicit theory of the relationship between reason and emotion. She wrote in her notes for Atlas Shrugged:

The basic process of a man’s life goes like this: his thinking determines his desires, his desires determine his actions. (Thinking, of course, is present all along the line, at every step and stage. His desires are a combination of thought and emotion (the “production” and the “consumption” sides being involved), and all his emotions, of course, are determined by his thinking, most particularly by his basic premises.) … This is the basic pattern, or “circle,” of man’s life on earth: from the spirit (thought) through the material activity (production) to the satisfaction of his spiritual desires (emotions). (He must eat in order to think; but he must think in order to eat. And he must think first.)6

This theme guided Rand in nearly every aspect of her mature philosophic vision, including her ethics, politics, and theory of history. A person learns to utilize the conceptual faculty through various moments of awareness. From focal awareness to logical reasoning, thinking is set into motion—and sustained—volitionally. Thinking determines one’s goals. Goals are achieved by human action. Thinking, then, is not purely contemplative. Rand saw it as praxis-oriented, akin to “production.” It is a vital, creative activity aiming for the satisfaction of both material and spiritual needs. Thinking is the distinctive activity of human existence. Cognitive activity is translated into material activity.7 The “basic pattern” Rand discerned is between “production” and “consumption”; the productive, creative act of thought aims for the consumption and enjoyment of deeply spiritual and material needs. At once, Rand creates a link between spiritual and material concerns. She sees a movement from creative thought to material production to exalted spiritual satisfaction. But at the core of this “circle” is the prime mover of human action: the ability to think.8

By the time Rand wrote Atlas Shrugged, she had fully formulated her theory of emotions. Her protagonist, John Galt, states in the novel: “Emotions are inherent in your nature, but their content is dictated by your mind” (1021). For Rand, emotions are natural, this-worldly phenomena whose content derives from our cognitive contact with reality. In the novel, she presents characters who are rational creatures with the capacity to experience ecstasy. As a paean to integrated human being, Atlas Shrugged presents a union of reason and emotion, cognition and evaluation. The novel is filled with tirades against “whim-worshipers” who act without thought or principles, and who view their own subjective emotions as axiomatic guides to practice. But the novel does not reject emotions as subjective per se; it attempts to link human emotional capacity to the conceptual faculty. One of Rand’s characters states: “Feelings? Oh yes, we do feel, he, you and I—we are, in fact, the only people capable of feeling—and we know where our feelings come from. But what we did not know and have delayed learning for too long is the nature of those who claim that they cannot account for their feelings” (783).

This is crucial to Rand’s understanding of emotions: truly human beings do not supplant their ability to feel with their ability to reason. They do not seek to conquer, rule, or direct their emotions. Rather, they seek to set into motion a process in which emotions and reason are brought into harmony. They seek to articulate the cognitive basis of emotions by introspecting. Extrospection is an outwardly directed epistemological process. It answers the typical questions of epistemology: “What do I know?” and “How do I know it?” Introspection, by contrast, is an inwardly directed epistemological process. It attempts to answer the questions: “What do I feel?” and “Why do I feel it?” Introspection seeks to identify explicitly that which is merely implicit (“Appendix,” 262). Though we experience emotions as immediate primaries in our awareness, the introspective person does not accept them as axiomatic. Fear, anger, guilt, shame, joy, arousal are emotions with both mental and somatic effects. But no emotion is without causal antecedents. Every emotion is a complex, derivative, integrated sum.9

Nathaniel Branden explains that in our experience of an emotion, we move through a series of psychological events: from perception (of an external or internal event) to evaluation to emotional response. The entire sequence is not immediately apparent, however, for we are aware only of the movement from perception to emotion. Training ourselves to introspect is one of the most important epistemological tasks because it enables us to isolate, through a process of abstraction, the actual moments of the emotive cycle.10

Branden explains further that each feeling is experienced as a totality, that is, as a union of two inseparable aspects of the evaluation that they imply: content and intensity.11 The content of the emotion refers to the implicit evaluation: is that which I have perceived “for me” or “against me”? The intensity of the emotion refers to the implicit judgment: “to what extent?” Thus, we never feel any emotion without content or intensity. We can be slightly angry, or in a state of rage. We can like somebody, or be deeply in love with them. In all cases, the content and the intensity of the emotion will have implications for the course of action, or inaction.12

To understand the causal antecedents of a specific emotion then, one must assess it within a complex conceptual context (Peikoff 1991b, 156–57). Rand’s Objectivism focuses on understanding this context in order to achieve an efficacious mind. She advocated the same epistemological precision for the introspective articulation of emotions as she did for the extrospective identification of existents. No emotion can be fully understood if it is abstracted from the context that gives it meaning. And no emotional response can be changed without a fundamental alteration of the cognitive context that generates it. The possibilities of self-deceit, evasion, repression, and rationalization are enormous in the introspective process. In Rand’s words:

If men identified introspectively their inner states one tenth as correctly as they identify objective reality, we would be a race of ideal giants. I ascribe ninety-five percent or more of all psychological trouble and personal tragedies to the fact that in the realm of introspection we are on the level where savages were (or lower) in regard to extrospection. Men are not only not taught to introspect, they are actively discouraged from engaging in introspection, and yet their lives depend on it. Without that, nothing is possible to them, including [proper] concept-formation.13

Since “we can be under the sway of forces we do not recognize or understand,” Nathaniel Branden affirms, only introspective self-monitoring can make possible genuine change and personal evolution.14 Because “we know far more than we are aware of knowing,” we must strive toward a fuller integration of the conscious and subconscious elements of mind (N. Branden 1983b, 165).

On this basis, Objectivism rejects the principle of an essential antagonism between reason and emotion. Any conflict between these two spheres reveals a contradiction between two principles—one articulated, the other tacit and subconscious—that has manifested as an emotional response. The fact that a struggle can exist between reason and emotion does not make them interchangeable. Objectivism views the relationship between cognition and evaluation, thought and feeling, the conscious and the subconscious, as causal, even if it allows for reciprocal effects.15 In this relationship, evaluation emerges from cognition, feeling arises from cognitive contact with reality, and the subconscious stores elements derived from conscious awareness. Reason and emotion can be reconciled only if one initiates an introspective, therapeutic process that ultimately changes one’s underlying premises and the consequent emotions.16

Though Rand’s theory moves toward the integration of reason and emotion, it nevertheless generates some tensions of its own. At times, Rand tended to evaluate reason and emotion somewhat monistically, purely from the vantage point of reason, paying less attention to the reciprocal effects of evaluation on cognition, feeling on thought, the subconscious on the conscious. It is as if the tension between these two spheres could be dissolved by viewing emotion as merely an unarticulated form of thought that is amenable to change. Rand ([1976] 1992T) once boasted that she had never experienced an emotion that clashed with her intellect for more than a day—suggesting that she was able to articulate and fully grasp every emotion she had ever experienced, and that it was relatively easy to identify and alter the context from which an “inappropriate” emotional response emanated. Her assertion has several implications: that in a clash between one’s reason and emotions, it is usually the premises behind one’s emotions that are in need of change, because the emotion is judged to be “inappropriate,” “irrational,” or “immoral.” Indeed, it is apparent from some of Rand’s early journal entries, that she did view certain desires as “immoral,” even if later published works by Rand and others have clearly stated that emotion in and of itself is nonmoral and nonrational.17

BRANDEN’S CRITIQUE

Nathaniel Branden has provided a much-needed reassessment of Rand’s view of the relationship between reason and emotion. Though he continues to accept many of the Objectivist formulations, since their break in 1968, Branden has argued persuasively that Rand’s fictional works in particular convey mixed messages to the reader. To weigh his evidence thoroughly would involve textual analysis and interpretation beyond the scope of the present study. But many other commentators have similarly perceived a bias against emotion in Rand’s philosophy, and their criticism extends beyond isolated passages in Rand’s novels to constitute a serious indictment of Objectivism. These criticisms must be examined as a fundamental challenge to my contention that Rand’s philosophy is inherently nondualistic.

Branden (1989T) claims that in Rand’s fiction, her characters exhibit a tendency to disown or repress negative emotions. Howard Roark in The Fountainhead, for instance, repudiates his own pain throughout the novel. This device conveyed one of Rand’s themes—that pain is not a metaphysical necessity of life on earth. In her notes for Atlas Shrugged, outlining the nature of the novel’s protagonist, Rand reiterates this theme. She wrote that joy is present in Galt’s soul, “even when he suffers.” Indeed, “the worship of joy as against the worship of suffering” is what motivates Galt’s very being.18 But for Branden, Rand’s emphasis on undiluted joy even when the character is suffering suggests to many of her readers that negative emotions should be repressed rather than fully acknowledged, experienced, and ultimately transcended.

Part of the problem, Branden argues, is that Rand’s characters are portrayed in such broad moral abstractions that no understanding of their developmental psychology is offered. We never grasp the process by which these characters learned to live the moral life. Significantly, Branden recognizes that Rand was a profoundly Russian novelist, whose characters were created as the embodiment of specific abstract principles. The psychological growth of her characters was of little interest to her. Like Dostoyevsky, Rand paid much greater attention to the dialectical interplay of ideas in the action of the novel.

The problem, according to Branden, is that many Objectivists attempt to realize in their own lives the abstractions presented in Rand’s novels, without understanding that it is very difficult to change one’s emotional responses by changing the underlying thinking. In many cases, major areas of childhood repression must be confronted before an individual can alter his emotional responses (N. Branden [1971] 1978, 45, 51). None of Rand’s characters face such psychological obstacles.

In fairness to Rand, however, it must be stated that one of her most memorable characters, Hank Rearden in Atlas Shrugged, experiences internal conflicts between his consciously accepted convictions and his inarticulate emotions. In the area of sexual psychology, for instance, Rearden responds to Dagny Taggart, Rand’s heroine, with a fervor that “should” be reserved for his wife. But through a process of articulation, Rearden realizes that his emotions are speaking to him, telling him something that his conscious thoughts have obscured. Rearden’s initial guilt emerges from a conflict between the irrational societal values he has been taught and the rational value premises that he has internalized inadvertently. Rearden begins to realize that his wife does not share his sense of life, and that his seemingly inexplicable sexual responses toward Dagny are an outgrowth of their mutual values. Rearden struggles to understand this and many other ideational conflicts throughout the novel. His integration of these lessons into the fabric of his existence is one of the most insightful portraits of psychological growth in all of Rand’s fiction. It also presents evidence that Rand was not entirely ignorant of the “language of emotions” as sometimes superior to the articulated “language of thought.”

Nevertheless, Rearden seems to be the exception to the rule. Most of Rand’s “ideal” characters are beyond further psychological development.19 Galt, for instance, is presented as a fully integrated individual, with a great willingness to experience joy and an equally strong impulse to repudiate pain, anger, and fear. Branden suggests that Galt is the exemplary representative of a “very powerful bias against emotions” in Rand’s novels. Branden acknowledges that he shared in this error in his early years, and “perpetuated it,” encouraging his Objectivist students “to fear their own emotions, to distrust themselves.”20

Rand seemed to hold that certain emotions are “inappropriate” to a rational psychology. According to Branden, she tended to blur the distinction between “reason” and the “reasonable.” Branden differentiates between the rational process per se and that which any person or group of people regards as “reasonable” in a given instance. Reason is the faculty of awareness peculiar to human beings. That which is “reasonable” is culturally and historically specific. Rand often dismissed her critics as “mystics” and “irrationalists” without comprehending that they were operating with a different model of the “reasonable,” not exhibiting a bias against reason as such (N. Branden 1982T).

The temptation to equate our particular model of reality with “reason” is so powerful that we are very prone to dismiss as “irrational” or “anti-scientific” any line of thought, any speculation, or even any data that our model cannot accommodate.… A clash between mind and emotions is a clash between two judgments, one of which is conscious, the other of which might not be. We do not follow the voice of emotion or feeling unthinkingly; rather, we try to understand what it may be telling us. (N. Branden 1983b, 217–18)

Branden argues that Rand did not pay significant attention to “the voice of emotion.” One of his most important post-Randian works, The Disowned Self (N. Branden [1971] 1978), is largely an attempt to redress this balance. In this regard, Branden appears to move away from his earlier view that Rand was “a master of motivational psychology,”21 who had provided a definitive synthesis of reason and emotion. In some ways, Branden seems to have moved closer to Rand’s early critics, such as Hazel Barnes and Albert Ellis.22 Barnes (1967) charged that Objectivism regarded “feelings … with utmost disdain” (130), lacking any appreciation for how “emotions must come to the aid of reason in all fully conscious and significant living” (137). Ellis argued that the Objectivist ideal of the “unbreached mind” was a fantasy. The human ability to alter emotions is not limitless, in Ellis’s view. Such alteration is far more difficult than a mere cerebral dissection of the emotive sequence (Ellis 1968, 16).

Eric Mack has also criticized Rand’s “promulgation view of proper desires.” Unlike Barnes and Ellis, Mack was deeply influenced by Rand. But Mack rejects Rand’s suggestion that “appropriate” emotions should be rooted in rational judgments, and that emotions springing from “nonrational judgments” are antithetical to the objective interests of the agent. For Mack, most desires do not result from rational judgment. Like Ellis, Mack argues that reason has a strictly limited capacity to modify the “rich fabric of desires and interests” motivating human action. Mack argues that Rand’s promulgation theory seems to contradict the actions of her own fictional characters, who never attempt to deduce their values and desires from the rule of reason. And yet, for Mack, this is precisely what Rand’s theory of emotions seems to require.23

Barbara Branden (1986) has voiced a similar objection to Rand’s understanding of the relationship between reason and emotion. She is critical of Rand’s attempt to reduce emotions to “a set of intellectual conclusions that we may then accept or reject according to their rationality.… We are not omniscient, not about the world outside us, and not about the vast complexity of our own mental content and processes” (195).

The preceding criticisms raise many interesting issues. First, all of these critics seem to agree that Rand tended to regard the distinction between these two spheres primarily from the vantage point of reason. Though her characterization of Rearden offers evidence that she understood the epistemic role of emotions, in most cases, she assumes that the conflict can be resolved solely through rational deliberation. In addition, several critics are uncomfortable with the implication that certain emotions and desires are “proper,” whereas others are “improper.” This was a far more religious way of thinking than Rand realized.24

Rand’s successors have moved beyond the monistic implications of some of her early writings without contradicting her initial formulations. They have integrated new insights into the body of Objectivism, embracing a more explicitly nondualistic, non-monistic interpretation of the relationship between reason and emotion. In the remainder of this chapter, I will outline these developments and show that Rand’s own understanding of the distinction was far more complex than might appear at first glance. What emerges is an integrated view of reason and emotion that has startling and revolutionary implications for Rand’s project.

THE CONSCIOUS AND THE SUBCONSCIOUS

Two concepts are especially significant in Objectivist philosophical psychology: “sense of life” and “psycho-epistemology.” Both pertain to the interaction between the conscious and the subconscious mind.

As early as 1947, Rand regarded the “subconscious” as an automatic integrator of the mind’s contents, which themselves were derived from the individual’s perceptions of reality.25 In 1970, Rand analyzed the connection between these mental processes more thoroughly. In her essay, “The Comprachicos,” she argued that the conscious mind registers and perceives relationships between experiences. The subconscious stores these conscious observations and integrates the connections. The subconscious thus meets the requirements of the “crow epistemology.” Since human beings cannot deal with the totality of knowledge in a single frame of consciousness, their minds automatize that knowledge and make it available as it is needed. A mind’s efficiency in processing the elements of reality largely depends on how well integrated, automatized, and unrepressed this subconscious context is.

From a very early age, children begin to self-program their minds. Childhood “experiences, observations and sub-verbal conclusions” determine and shape the course of this cognitive development. In assessing a child’s cognitive skills, neither the content of the mind nor the mind’s methods of functioning can be evaluated in isolation from the other. The methods of acquiring and processing knowledge cannot be fully understood apart from the content of the mind. And the content of the mind cannot be fully appreciated by abstracting it from the process—the particular methods of awareness—that make it possible (Peikoff 1985T, lecture 1). According to Rand, “the interaction of content and method establishes a certain reciprocity: the method of acquiring knowledge affects its content, which affects the further development of the method, and so on.”26 Rand therefore placed great emphasis on the social context within which children develop their cognitive skills. The significant adults in a child’s world, the methods of education, and the culture itself “can accelerate or hamper, retard and, perhaps, destroy the development of his conceptual faculty” (195).

Thus, how an individual deals with the facts of reality is a function of the interaction between the content and the methods of his or her consciousness. The content is not always articulated, however. The subconscious integrates the mind’s contents and serves as the repository of an inarticulate “sense of life.” In her earliest published discussion of this concept, Rand defined a “sense of life” as “a pre-conceptual equivalent of metaphysics, an emotional, subconsciously integrated appraisal of man and of existence. It sets the nature of a man’s emotional responses and the essence of his character.”27

In their initial dealings with the world, children begin to form generalized impressions about the nature of reality, of the self, and of others. Growing up in loving households, children might form a benevolent sense of life, see themselves as worthy of affection, and be able to both give and receive love. Children who are victims of abuse, on the other hand, might form a malevolent sense of life, be distrustful of people, and be handicapped by a poor self-image. The range of subconscious integrations between these two extremes is enormous.

A sense of life, then, is formed by a tacit process of emotional abstraction. The subconscious classifies things and events, people and places, all of the contents of the mind, “according to the emotions they invoke [sic]” (27). Relationships are established by subconscious associations and emotional connotations. These subconscious integrations become the emotional equivalent of what Rand characterizes as “metaphysical value-judgments” (28). Such judgments pertain to the general nature of being. They are what Edith Packer has called “core evaluations” of the self, the world, and other people.28

A sense of life is not a logically derived emotional sum. In fact, no emotions are “deduced” through rational deliberation. Rand does not present a promulgation theory of the origins of emotion. True, she holds that emotions are the result of conscious contact with the world. But they are not the product of explicit or deliberate deduction. A sense of life is formed from the earliest moments of childhood as an unintended consequence or by-product of the child’s contact with reality.

For Rand, a sense of life is essentially the form in which most people hold their “philosophy.” It is an “unidentified philosophy” for most people, but serves as a kind of philosophy nonetheless. A child’s sense of life will affect its value choices, actions, emotional responses, and, especially, its conscious convictions. As children grow into adulthood, their sense of life continues to deeply influence their approach to living.29 Rand and Nathaniel Branden explain that a person’s sense of life is rarely explicitly articulated. In our relationships with others, our sense of life is communicated tacitly by our manner “of moving, talking, smiling,”30 our ways “of standing, of moving, of expressing emotions, of reacting to events … by the things said and by the things not said, by the explanations it is not necessary to give, by sudden, unexpected signs of mutual understanding.”31

Since this tacit dimension permeates nearly every facet of our personality, Branden argues that an individual’s sense of life, once formed, is “remarkably tenacious and resistant to change.” Indeed, even if the adult acquires a great deal of knowledge through observation and learning, his or her sense of life is liable to remain unaffected (N. Branden 1980, 99). Rand likewise observed that the great majority of people remain at the mercy of their tacit sense of life.32

Speaking as a philosopher, Rand denied that a person could be judged by his or her subconscious premises, since these premises cannot be known explicitly by the observer (Peikoff 1976T, lecture 12). Consciousness can be perceived and evaluated only by its “outward manifestations,” its expressions in action. The task of evaluating the subconscious is a psychological, rather than a philosophical, endeavor. Psychology regards the individual agent as a medical “subject,” to be evaluated according to standards of mental health and cognitive competence, not moral worth.

Nonetheless, a psychologistic element is evident in many of Rand’s commentaries.33 In addition, it has been observed that Rand psychologized and moralized in her own dealings with people.34 Rand was philosophically opposed to such practices, however. She stated: “Just as reasoning, to an irrational person, becomes rationalizing, and moral judgment becomes moralizing, so psychological theories become psychologizing.”35

Though Rand holds that a psychologist should not pass judgment on the “proper” or “improper” desires of the patient, it is clear that she has a definite conception of what is “proper” to human being. Mack and others are correct to note that her entire vision of the good colored her understanding of what is healthy and unhealthy in human emotional response. But for Rand, it is not the emotion per se that is immoral or irrational; it is the underlying judgment that must be assessed.36 Since only the conscious mind is subject to direct control, only conscious actions are subject to moral judgment.37 And only the guiding hand of reason can enable individuals to articulate their subconscious premises and achieve a more integrated union with their conscious beliefs and actions. When this integration occurs, it is, according to Rand, “the most exultant form of certainty one can ever experience.” In Rand’s view:

The transition from guidance by a sense of life to guidance by a conscious philosophy takes many forms. For the rare exception, the rational child, it is a natural, absorbing, if difficult, process—the process of validating and, if necessary, correcting in conceptual terms what he had merely sensed about the nature of man’s existence, thus transforming a wordless feeling into a clearly verbalized knowledge, and laying a firm foundation, an intellectual roadbed, for the course of his life. The result is a fully integrated personality, a man whose mind and emotions are in harmony, whose sense of life matches his conscious convictions.38

Rand recognized that this articulation process was fundamentally therapeutic. Individuals who tend to guide their actions by subconscious and emotional factors must be trained to articulate conceptually their fundamental base. In a journal entry written in the 1950s, Rand clearly understood that one could not “simply forbid” such individuals from living by the guidance of their tacit minds. The individual must be taught to build “his conceptual files by a constant process of verbalizing and defining, teach[ing] him to analyze his emotional selector when he catches it in action.” The purpose of such a therapeutic process is to train individuals to discover the “deeper and deeper reasons” of their emotions, enabling them “to remove more ‘onion skins,’ and ultimately to reduce [their] emotional premises down to their philosophical primary base.”39

Rand emphasized, however, that such an articulation process does not mean that the subconscious mind ceases to function. An articulated philosophy does not supplant an inarticulate sense of life. A sense of life, like all subconscious mechanisms, continues to operate as an engine of automatization. But as individuals move toward the clearer articulation of their thoughts and emotions, they learn to derive value judgments conceptually, rather than as mere by-products of a subconscious sense of life. Rand recognized that for many people this articulation process remains dormant or stunted. In such cases, they may experience a clash between their conscious convictions and their “repressed, unidentified (or only partially identified) sense of life.” In a clash of this nature, an individual’s sense of life cannot be changed volitionally. It can be altered gradually only after a long, difficult process of “psychological retraining.”

But Rand also argued that it is not always necessary to change one’s sense of life, that sometimes the tacit dimension is more consistent with the facts of reality than an individual’s conscious convictions are. “Ironically enough,” states Rand, “it is man’s emotions, in such cases, that act as the avengers of his neglected or betrayed intellect.”40

Thus Rand’s philosophy does not tend toward a rational construction of feelings, but toward an integrated understanding of mind and of its constituted unity of reason and emotion. In such an organic unity, we grasp the cognitive basis of emotion, and the subconscious-emotive components of our understanding. In Rand’s view, it is neither possible nor desirable to conceptualize every experience, action, emotion, and thought. As Packer explains, mental health does not require the articulation of everything that is subconscious; it only requires that there be no obstacles to retrieving relevant information held subconsciously.41 Hence, the freely functioning subconscious can be enlisted in the service of awareness and creativity. Indeed, a “sense of life” governs the creative process and the response to art.42 Artistic creation itself rests on the ability of the subconscious to integrate everything relevant to a specific context defined by the creator. An act of inspiration is the product of an automatized subconscious integration triggered by an observation of a new fact in its relationship to established knowledge. Creators work “intuitively,” allowing their subconscious to integrate evidence that not even their conscious minds grasp immediately.43 As Nathaniel Branden argues:

Mind is more than immediate explicit awareness. It is a complex architecture of structures and processes. It includes more than the verbal, linear, analytic processes popularly if misleadingly described sometimes as “left-brain” activity. It includes the totality of mental life, including the subconscious, the intuitive, the symbolic, all that which sometimes is associated with the “right brain.” Mind is all that by means of which we reach out to and apprehend the world.44

None of these observations contradict Rand’s fundamental belief in the centrality of reason. Rather, they are entirely consistent with her expansive concept of consciousness.

Thus far I have explored Rand’s conception of the interrelationship between mental content and method primarily from the vantage point of content. In this aspect of her analysis, Rand focuses on the automatized content of the subconscious as expressed in the individual’s sense of life. But Rand’s investigation goes further. She is also concerned with the automatized, habitual methods of consciousness. “Psycho-epistemology” pertains to the interrelationship between content and method from the vantage point of method. In her earliest published statement on this topic, Rand identified “psycho-epistemology” as “a man’s method of using his consciousness” (New Intellectual, 21). Nathaniel Branden ([1969] 1979, 98 n. 29) states that Rand was the first philosopher to use this term in print. The concept itself was originated by Barbara Branden, who in the 1950s persuaded Rand of its importance. In later years, Rand expanded her understanding of the concept “psycho-epistemology” as “the study of man’s cognitive processes from the aspect of the interaction between man’s conscious mind and the automatic functions of his subconscious.”45

Nathaniel Branden’s articles on “psycho-epistemology” from the early 1960s suggest that the study of cognitive methods entails an examination of the relationship between the volitional and nonvolitional aspects of consciousness. By examining the link between “the conscious, goal-setting, self-regulatory operations of the mind, and the subconscious, automatic operations,” Rand and Branden sought to understand how certain habitual methods of awareness could internalize errors that would distort cognitive functioning.46 Psycho-epistemology seeks to discover—and correct—these errors by articulating the methods people use to process the content of their minds (Peikoff 1976T, lecture 6). And yet Objectivism recognizes that a person’s habitual method of awareness is just as difficult to change as a person’s sense of life. Peikoff (1983T, lecture 12) observes, for instance, that the older a person is, the more likely it is that his or her psycho-epistemology will remain entrenched.

Nathaniel Branden argues that there are three basic cognitive habits. These alternative habits are often practiced by children in what Rand describes as “a continuum of degrees” between two extremes.47 As children grow, they learn to activate and sustain different levels of focus. The clarity of this focus will deeply affect the clarity of their mental contents. Next, children learn to perform independent acts of analysis in assessing the validity of any issue. Their acceptance of an idea’s truth or falsity can result from critical inquiry or from uncritical passivity. Finally, children must learn to distinguish between the functions of their reason and the functions of their emotions. They learn to direct their consciousnesses by making explicit, logical deductions and inductive generalizations (N. Branden [1969] 1979, 112). But they can also learn to attend to their subconscious emotions in such a way that their emotions serve as psycho-epistemological aids. This Brandenian insight serves as the springboard for a far more dialectical interpretation of the reason-emotion distinction.

PSYCHOLOGICAL INTEGRATION

Having briefly discussed Rand’s concepts of “sense of life” and “psychoepistemology,” we can now return to a more informed discussion of the relationship between reason and emotion. As I have suggested, Rand was certainly aware of the possibility that an individual’s inarticulate, emotional, and subconscious mechanisms could be more consistent with the facts of reality than an individual’s conscious convictions. Even if she tended to focus on the side of reason, she would have agreed with Nathaniel Branden (1971b) that “reason and emotion must function in integrated harmony, or distortions result in both spheres” (8). Whereas Rand and Peikoff emphasize the dictum, “Think, and you shall feel” (Peikoff 1991b, 229), Branden (1983b) argues that we must also “feel deeply … to think clearly.” Branden rejects any “notion that thinking and feeling are opposed functions and that each entails the denial of the other” (159). In this belief, he reaffirms the essence of Rand’s nondualistic view. He transcends any emphasis on reason alone. He proclaims that as integrated organisms, individual persons who become disconnected from the reality of emotional experience cannot preserve the clarity of their thinking. For Branden ([1971] 1978, 7), just as an abdication of thought will result in emotional privation, so too, a denial of feeling will result in intellectual impoverishment.

Branden examines the cognitive distortions that follow from the severing of reason and emotion. An individual who is alienated from his or her inner experiences rationalizes rather than thinks. Rand too recognized this danger. She had argued: “Rationalization is … a process of providing one’s emotions with a false identity, of giving them spurious explanations and justifications—in order to hide one’s motives, not just from others, but primarily from oneself.” She acknowledged that in any attempt to subvert one’s emotional processes, one risked hampering, distorting, and ultimately, destroying the efficacy of cognition. By rationalizing, individuals become disconnected from the reality of their inner experience.48

In a journal entry from the 1950s, Rand grasped too that the process of articulating emotions cannot be rushed; an individual who attempts such articulation must initiate and sustain it gradually and volitionally. Individuals cannot achieve emotional self-awareness by memorizing “formulas and dogmas which [they do] not fully understand.”49 Branden has called this a process not of “rationalizing,” but of “intellectualizing.” In “intellectualizing,” individuals respond to personal problems by spouting floating abstractions with no relevance to the concrete issues of their own lives. Both rationalizing and intellectualizing pervert the purpose of thought, which is the apprehension of reality. By cutting their thought processes off from both external and internal reality, individuals sabotage their capacity to experience the full range of their emotions. Thus, for Branden, intellectualizers are just as dissociated from their inner emotional experience as the most fervent “whim-worshipers” who indulge in a few disconnected feelings (N. Branden [1971] 1978, 7, 24–25). Intellectualizers repress their emotions and escape into the realm of the abstract, undermining their awareness of both inner experience and external reality. “Whim-worshipers,” equally threatened by their own inner states, escape into the realm of random emotionalism. In both cases, repression and emotional self-indulgence are a means of undercutting objectivity and separating the conscious from the subconscious aspects of the mind.50 Having bifurcated reason and emotion, cognition and evaluation, an individual has no recourse but to engage in blind action. Branden ([1971] 1978) observes: “In all such instances, the motive is avoidance—avoidance of some aspect of reality” (4–5).

In Branden’s view: “Awareness moves freely in both directions—or it moves freely in neither.” The integration of reason and emotion is simultaneously a means to the union of mind and body. As persons struggle toward psychological maturity, they begin with the knowledge that the body is part but not all of the self. All too often, however, as a person’s consciousness evolves toward a more comprehensive sense of self, the mind may become disconnected from the body. Many people begin to view their own bodies not as an aspect of the self but as a nonself. Branden argues that such alienation from the physical is simultaneously alienation from the emotional, because it is through the body that one’s emotions are felt. Every emotion has both a spiritual and a somatic component. Hence, estrangement from emotion is, by extension, estrangement from the body. By cutting themselves off from the data that the body provides, many people damage their ability to integrate thought and emotion. Seeing a clash between their thoughts and feelings, they view reason as a means of conquering threatening emotional signals. In an effort to preserve the autonomy of their own minds, they continue to subvert the integrity of their emotional mechanism, and by consequence, they cripple the very rational faculty they wish to sustain. Like Wilhelm Reich before him, Branden argues that “unblocking the body—unblocking feelings—is unblocking consciousness.” Our autonomy demands the inseparable union of the physical and the spiritual, the emotive and the cerebral; “it involves our entire being.”51

Rand was fully aware of this mind-body unity. She recognized that even bodily sensations provide people with “an automatic form of knowledge” based upon the natural pleasure-pain mechanisms of the organism.52 She also maintained: “Cognitive processes affect man’s emotions which affect his body, and the influence is reciprocal.”53 But she did not examine this reciprocal interaction at length.

By contrast, Branden analyzes the elements of the mind-body connection, viewing the issues developmentally. He focuses on how parents “teach” their children to “disown” their feelings. Examining a variety of deadening family situations and relationships, Branden (1992) maintains that “most of us are children of dysfunctional families.” He examines how parents can create severe obstacles to the child’s cognitive and emotive development (3). In such circumstances, children may unwittingly adopt defense techniques that numb their awareness of unacceptable or painful impulses, feelings, ideas, and memories. As they mature, they may genuinely seek to dissolve their unarticulated guilt, fear, anger, and internal conflicts. But such emotional repression cannot be merely commanded out of existence by sustained logical reasoning. No amount of persistent analysis can overturn the wreckage brought about by long-term cognitive and emotional subversion. Branden argues that in such cases, the individual must first practice the art of “owning” his emotions, of bringing the aspects of his inner experiences into full awareness. Whereas lifelong evasion and repression engender cognitive disintegration, the removal of obstacles to the experience of one’s emotions reignites the mind’s integrative processes (N. Branden [1971] 1978, 42, 87, 102–3). Thus, for Branden: “Therapeutic understanding represents an integration of intellect and emotion, cognition and experience, thought and feeling—not either/or, but always both together” (109).

Many of Branden’s post-Randian writings center on the techniques he has developed to aid the self-disclosure of “unrecognized attitudes and patterns.” Branden (1983a, 131) uses a sentence-completion method, in which the individual subject spontaneously completes a sentence stem presented to him or her by a qualified therapist. While an assessment of these techniques is beyond the scope of the present study, I believe that Branden has provided Objectivism with the equivalent of a “depth hermeneutics” similar in spirit to that pioneered by Jürgen Habermas.54 Habermas focused on the process by which the individual could be liberated from “distorted communication.” He utilized Freudian psychoanalysis as a means of transcending distortions in communicative interaction brought about by self-deceit and interpersonal manipulation. As Thomas McCarthy (1978) has observed, Habermas’s “depth hermeneutics” aims to translate “what is unconscious into what is conscious,” igniting “a process of reflection, a reappropriation of a lost portion of the self” (200). This therapeutic process is as important to Habermas’s project as it is to Objectivism. The full implications of this parallel will be explored in Chapter 11.

Branden is not the only theorist to redress the imbalance of reason and emotion implicit in some of Rand’s formulations.55 Peikoff, too, has stressed the importance of somatic and emotive aspects of experience. Since he views the individual as a unity of mind and body, reason and emotion, Peikoff explores how emotions serve as crucial psycho-epistemological agents. For Peikoff, although emotions are not means of cognition, they provide an important tie to concretes. They enable individuals to maintain their contact with internal and external reality, concretizing their abstractions and contributing enormously to their creativity.56

Like Branden, Peikoff further maintains that there are culturally related differences in how men and women deal with their emotions. In this culture, women are encouraged to exercise their emotions, whereas men are encouraged to intellectualize them. The tendency to equate femininity with intellectual self-alienation and masculinity with emotional self-alienation is disastrous to both women and men in their quest for genuinely human relationships.57 Peikoff inherits from Rand an antipathy toward the cultural bias to keep women “in their place.” Rand characterized sexism as “an ancient, primitive evil, supported and perpetuated by women as much as, or more than, by men.”58 In her view, women had accepted and sustained their own victimization, subverting their need for independence. Her novels present female protagonists who are strong-willed and autonomous, reflecting her own success in a male-dominated intellectual world.

Nevertheless, Rand characterized herself as an ardent “anti-feminist” and “man-worshiper.”59 She dissociated herself from modem feminism because she believed that it had embraced biological egalitarianism and collectivist statism. Both Rand and the early Nathaniel Branden emphasized the anatomical and biological differences between men and women that served as the basis for their respective sex roles as “aggressor” and “responder.”60

But in his work since 1968, Branden is far more concerned with the need to transcend culturally induced dualism in gender relations. Branden (1986, 241) observes that whereas men tend to disown tenderness, sensuality, and the capacity to nurture, women tend to disown strength, assertiveness, sexuality, and self-reliance. He argues that the most creative individuals are those who can integrate both “male” and “female” aspects of personality. By not conforming to cultural stereotypes, such men and women “are more open to the totality of their inner being.”61

In this regard, Branden and Peikoff agree, surprisingly, with modern feminist methodology. Lynda Glennon, for instance, emphasizes the need for “synthesism” in the human personality. The male-female duality, according to Glennon, violates the wholeness of human nature, splitting men and women into half-people. In her view, “culturally specific connotations of ‘masculine/feminine’ as opposite categories is, then, but one more variation on the dualism that pervades everyday life and thought.”62

It is fitting that both Peikoff and, to a larger extent, Branden, in their movement toward a fuller integration of alleged opposites, such as reason and emotion, the masculine and the feminine, have reaffirmed the tendency toward synthesis that Rand had absorbed from her Russian ancestors. This reaffirmation is all the more significant because it bears a subtle resemblance to the ideas of the Russian Symbolists. As noted in Chapter 1, Merezhkovsky had viewed the sexual act as the highest form of unity, since each body is interpenetrated by the other. For Merezhkovsky, true human being involves a synthesis of the womanly aspect in man, and the manly aspect in woman (Lossky, 1951, 337–41). While Peikoff and Branden would not embrace Merezhkovsky’s indivisible androgyne as a moral ideal, they are clearly engaged in a similar revolt against culturally induced sexual dualism. This revolt has become more apparent as Peikoff, Branden, and others have separated themselves from some of Rand’s personal attitudes, which had been codified by both her followers and detractors as part of the corpus of Objectivism. Rand’s traces of cultural conservatism, as expressed in her opposition to the candidacy of a woman president and her disapproval of homosexuality, were sometimes mistakenly elevated to the status of philosophical principle.63

The issue of homosexuality, in particular, dramatically illustrates the contrast between Rand and her successors. In 1971, during a question-and-answer session following her Ford Hall Forum lecture “The Moratorium on Brains” (1971T), Rand asserted that although every individual has a right to engage in any consensual sexual activity, homosexuality is a manifestation of psychological “flaws, corruptions, errors, unfortunate premises,” and that it is both “immoral” and “disgusting.” Ignoring factors of social environment and/or genetic-biological endowment, Rand viewed homosexuality as a moral issue, based on her implicit assumption that it was a consciously chosen behavior. Whereas behaviorists see human beings as primarily products of social conditioning and the psychoanalysts see them as primarily creatures of internal drives, Rand emphasized the volitional aspects of consciousness.64

Rand’s bias against lesbians and gays has been challenged by both Peikoff and Packer. Though these thinkers continue to regard homosexuality as a psychological detour from the norm, they are less inclined to moralize about it.65 Branden, too, has exhibited much growth in his view of homosexuality. He formerly maintained that the polarity between man and woman most fully fosters each individual’s awareness of his or her male and female aspects. He therefore saw both homosexuality and bisexuality as a “detour or blockage on the pathway to full maturity as an adult human being” (N. Branden 1980, 94). More recently, however, Branden has argued that many factors contribute to our integration as psychological and physical beings: genetic endowment, maturation, biological potentials and limitations, life experiences, explicit knowledge, conscious philosophy, and subconscious conclusions form a complex interrelated totality that cannot be easily reduced to any of its component parts.66 Indeed, science has yet to discover the roots of sexual orientation. Thus, Branden argues against moralizing about homosexuality, for it is not within the realm of conscious choice and cannot possibly be a moral issue. Allan Blumenthal, a psychotherapist working within the Objectivist tradition, has expressed the same opinion.67

Such developments among Objectivist and neo-Objectivist thinkers suggest that they have appropriated from Rand a highly dialectical view of human psychology. In extending Rand’s legacy, these thinkers have reaffirmed inadvertently her dialectical Russian roots. They have even exhibited a willingness to distinguish between Rand’s personal attitudes and the philosophy of Objectivism. Although Rand’s revolt against Russian mysticism sometimes led her to a one-sided emphasis on reason, her successors have more fully realized the integrative character of her philosophy. They have moved toward a conception of psychological integration that builds upon Rand’s insights while transcending their limitations.
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ART, PHILOSOPHY, AND EFFICACY

Throughout Rand’s writings, one can find a persistent emphasis on the process by which human beings articulate the tacit dimensions of consciousness. This theme is implicit in Rand’s theories of concept formation and emotion. The concept formation process is largely dependent on an act of measurement omission, which takes place in the mind whether people are aware of it or not. By articulating the tacit principles by which people form concepts, Rand attempted to provide an objective foundation for human knowing. She suggested that even though measurement omission is a tacit process, it is necessary to make explicit its reality-based principles in order to defend the objective integrity of our knowledge.

The Objectivist theory of the relationship between reason and emotion stresses a similar articulation process. By delving deeply into the inarticulate contents of the mind, and the habitual methods by which the subconscious integrates these contents, we can make explicit that which is implicit. Rand sought to provide an objective account of human emotional response. Even though we may be unaware of the cognitive roots of many of our emotions, she argued, it is both possible and desirable to initiate a therapeutic articulation process.

Thus both in concept formation and in emotional discernment, Rand’s Objectivism aims to bring implicit elements of consciousness into more thoroughly explicit, articulated form. She suggested that knowledge and emotions are not mysterious, ineffable phenomena beyond our comprehension and control. Understanding the components of our consciousness enables us to better integrate—and alter, if necessary—the contents and methods of awareness.

[image: images]

Rand extended this impulse toward articulation into the realm of aesthetics and ethics. She attempted to show how the interaction of the conscious and the subconscious can move people toward acts of spiritual and material creativity.

THE FUNCTION OF ART

In this section, I am concerned with Rand’s view of the fundamental nature of art and its function in human life, rather than with Rand’s personal artistic tastes, or her specific views on literature, painting, music, aesthetic judgment, or beauty.1

One of the most distinctive aspects of Rand’s theory is her belief that “the source of art lies in the fact that man’s cognitive faculty is conceptual.”2 For Rand, the central function of art is not social, but epistemological. Certainly art reflects the cultural milieu, but its essential function pertains specifically to the nature of human consciousness. The mind grasps the infinite complexity of the world by reducing the number of units with which it must grapple. As we have seen, concept formation and definition also serve this cognitive need for unit economy. By abstracting various aspects from a totality and forming relational units, our minds synthesize an infinite number of similar concretes under a particular concept, designated by a particular word. The efficiency of our cognitive processes depends upon how well we have automatized and integrated these units.3

Art is the product of a comparable tacit process in which the artist’s “metaphysical value-judgments” are concretized. As we have seen, such metaphysical abstractions pertain broadly to the nature of existence. They are usually held subconsciously, in an implicit form, as a component of our sense of life. Metaphysical value judgments are core evaluations of the self, the world, and other people. For most people, they are not consciously deduced judgments, but are an unintended, emotionally charged consequence of innumerable life experiences, from the earliest moments of childhood on.

While an art work, like every human creation, involves the application of both explicit and implicit knowledge, articulated and tacit skills, it remains far more dependent on the artist’s subconscious integrations than on any conscious philosophical convictions. And “since artists, like any other men, seldom translate their sense of life into conscious terms,” they are just as likely to produce works of art that project all of the tensions and contradictions of their inner worlds.4

Rand defined art as “a selective re-creation of reality according to an artist’s metaphysical value-judgments” (Romantic Manifesto, 19). Guided by their sense of life, artists automatically isolate and integrate those aspects of reality which epitomize their unique views of the world. Their creations therefore emphasize the aspects they regard as important. Since the building blocks of knowledge derive, in Rand’s view, from perception, art completes the epistemic circle by bringing one’s most important metaphysical abstractions back to the perceptual level. Every art form fulfills this same function. An artist’s metaphysical abstractions can be concretized in a variety of material, visual, or auditory forms, in literature, sculpture, painting, or musical composition. Rand argued that despite technological innovations, the basic art forms have remained constant since the prehistoric period because they depend on sensory, perceptual, and conceptual means of consciousness that are innate to the human species.5

Rand’s understanding of the creative process was informed by her introspection into her own literary craft. In writing, Rand argued, authors draw on the knowledge stored in the subconscious mind. The capacity to summon such knowledge must be so automatized that the author “just knows” what to do as if by “instinct.” In constructing plot and character, authors can program their subconscious minds to direct their conscious thoughts.6 Authors achieve a “feel” for their craft that follows from the logic of their own literary context. Harking back to an Aristotelian aesthetic, Rand argued that in the totality of the author’s creation, the parts and the whole generate and imply each other.7 Rand explained that in her own writing, she created descriptions on four distinct, though interrelated, levels: the literal, the connotative, the symbolic, and the emotional. While she never calculated these interconnections consciously, she presented the reader with a totality—an integrated, emotional sum that provoked a corresponding emotional response.8

According to Rand, the artist and the responder enter into a communicative interaction.9 The artist begins with a broad abstraction that he or she concretizes in the art work. The responder perceives and integrates the particulars, grasping the abstraction concretized by the artist. The communicative circle is completed through two interacting psycho-epistemological moments. The first resembles a process of deduction, in which there is a movement from a broad, general abstraction to a specific, concrete, artistic expression. This is a movement from the artist’s core evaluation to an aesthetic, concrete embodiment in literary, visual, or auditory form. The second moment of the circle resembles a process of induction, in which there is a movement from the artist’s concrete forms to the responder’s emotional experience. This experience in turn, reflects the responder’s own sense of life.10

The responder experiences not only the content of an artist’s work, but the artist’s style as well. Both the content and style reflect the artist’s sense of life. Artists choose subjects that manifest their metaphysics, their views of existence, what they believe to be worthy of contemplation. An artist’s style reveals his or her psycho-epistemology; it is the manner in which the artist presents the subject.11 Artists may choose to present the heroic or the mediocre, the triumphant or the vanquished. They may do so in stark, precise terms, or in blurred abstractions (40–41). Every aesthetic choice made by the artist, every aesthetic experience of the responder, is a psychological confession (N. Branden 1967T, lecture 18). While Rand presumptuously claimed that she could pinpoint the exact nature of the confessions involved, she admitted that it can be very difficult to infer the basis of these choices and responses because there are many cross premises at work in the human psyche (in Peikoff 1976T, lecture 11). Nevertheless, when one responds positively to a work of art, one experiences a certain congruence with the artist’s sense of life. When one responds negatively to a work of art, one’s sense of life is at odds with the artist’s projections.12 Thus, an art work will confirm or contradict the responder’s fundamental outlook on reality.13

Though Rand analyzed this communicative interaction between artist and responder in epistemic terms, she recognized that every art work has cultural implications. Each individual’s psycho-epistemology and sense of life, developed mainly in early childhood, is influenced by the dominant values and ideas of the culture in which he or she lives.14 A culture may stress the importance of independence or obedience, of reason or religion. Just as an art work is a reflection of the artist’s soul, so, too, it is a barometer of the culture. However, Rand did not posit strict cultural determinism.15 She did not believe that the individual artist slavishly mimics the values of the culture at large. But most artists, like most individuals, tacitly absorb the dominant ideas of their age. Although a few artists may rebel against the dominant views, the vast majority will give material expression to a culturally specific sense of life.16

In absorbing dominant artistic and cultural fashions, the majority also tends to accept the dominant moral trends. It is for this reason perhaps that Rand conjoined her aesthetic and ethical visions. Although all art fulfills a fundamental epistemic need to concretize humanity’s broadest abstractions, Rand argued that literature in particular can serve as a means of communicating a moral ideal as well. From the sacred texts of religion to the pages of Atlas Shrugged, the most abstract moral codes have found concrete literary expression. Through literature, Rand hoped to provide an image of things not as they are but as they “ought to be.” Whereas an ethical code can enunciate abstract moral principles, only literature can create a concretized model for their application in the realm of human action. In Rand’s words, “Art is the technology of the soul.”17

Rand’s literary credo can be made the subject of a book in itself.18 Yet it must be mentioned that Rand saw herself as promulgating a new Romantic literary tradition. She was influenced by such nineteenth-century Romantic writers as Hugo, Dostoyevsky, Schiller, and Rostand. Like these writers, she was deeply concerned with the realm of moral values. She argued that the Romantic movement celebrated the individual as an efficacious being of free will. It partially and implicitly affirmed the Aristotelian sense of life and the individualist culture of nineteenth-century capitalism. But the Romantic movement was, she points out, full of inner contradictions. Its brand of individualism was antimaterialist and emotionalist. As the movement collapsed under the weight of its internal conflicts, its writers were criticized for presenting escapist novels bordering on fantasy.19 The Romantics were opposed by the Naturalists, who accepted the premises of determinism. Viewing human beings as puppets of their environment, the Naturalists set their stories in more contemporary, “realistic” settings. In keeping with her dialectical impulses, however, Rand rejected the traditional Romantic-Naturalist dichotomy and viewed herself as a “Romantic Realist.”20 As a Romantic, Rand aimed to project a vision of the ideal man. As a Realist, she presented her moral vision almost exclusively in a contemporary, this-worldly context.21

Like other aspects of her thought, Rand’s literary aesthetic was an outgrowth of her Russian intellectual roots. As both novelist and philosopher, Rand remains true to the rich Russian literary tradition. Dostoyevsky, Tolstoy, and the Symbolist poets all strove to integrate literature with philosophy. Having grown up in the Silver Age, Rand was exposed to the Symbolist’s Nietzschean imagery. The Symbolists, such as Blok, Bely, and Merezhkovsky, believed that the artist should be a Promethean superman, aiming for the “transvaluation of values.” Like Nietzsche, the Symbolists were both poets and philosophers. Beginning with the facts of the real world, rather than in the realm of fantasy, they aimed to transform that world. In Bely’s words: “Art finds its support in reality. The reproduction of reality is the goal of art or its point of departure. Reality is like food in relation to art, without which its existence is impossible” (Shein 1973, 311).

If the Symbolists saw reality as the basis of art, they saw art itself as the essential creative human activity. Art was the means of creating a new culture that would transcend the limitations of the old. Literary artists were exalted for their desire to solve existential questions and to achieve the Ideal.22

While Rand would have opposed the explicitly Dionysian ideal of Russian Symbolism, she appears to have fully absorbed its impulse to transform culture through art. Though Rand had argued that “art is not the means to any didactic end,” she acknowledged that one of its most important “secondary consequences” is its ability to educate and influence.23 In this regard, Rand’s Romantic Realist credo is similar in spirit to Socialist Realism. The Socialist Realists believed that art was a positive, constructive, political activity. The artist served as a critic of the social order, projecting a dialectical resolution. When Stalin described the writer as the “engineer of the human soul,” he echoed the beliefs of the Nietzschean Marxist God-builders, who saw art as the prime mover of this social transformation.24 The new Soviet man was projected as an integrated being of theory and practice, a thinking man of action. In characterizing art as the “technology of the soul,” Rand projected a different ideal achieved through similar literary means.

Rand’s literary method of actualizing this ideal was fully Russian. Like Dostoyevsky and other writers of the Golden Age of Russian literature, Rand created characters based on the ideas they embodied. This method sometimes lacks the depth of an approach in which the characters’ psychological development is detailed. It seeks conflict resolution in the interactions of characters who embody key principles (N. Branden 1989, 88).

In writing her fiction, Rand began with the real-concrete, that is, with the world as perceived by her in all of its particularity. Through inductive reasoning and abstraction, she broke down the whole into concepts. Her characters became thought-concretes, reconstituted on the basis of her abstraction. She stated: “My characters are persons in whom certain human attributes are focused more sharply and consistently than in average human beings.”25 These characters embody essential principles. Their actions arise from ideas that inform their identity. Rand omits the accidental and the contingent from her characterizations, while she emphasizes primary motivations. In the novel, as in life, Rand was “interested in philosophical principles only as they affect the actual existence of men; and in men, only as they reflect philosophical principles. An abstract theory that has no relation to reality is worse than nonsense; and men who act without relation to principles are less than animals” (107–8).

Rand concretized her abstractions in the characters of her creation. In The Fountainhead, for instance, she isolated and identified the principles, stages, and variations of what she called the “diseased ego.” Based on this broad abstraction, Rand created a range of characters representing “second-handers”—those who lived through others, rather than by their own effort.26

Rand believed that her literary method was an instance of the creative process in general. In her view, “the creative process is, in a way, the reverse of the learning process.” Both learning and creativity constitute a cycle in which there is a movement from the “concrete to the abstract to the concrete.” In creating her characters, Rand first derived abstractions from concrete instances. She then concretized the abstraction “in order to achieve [her] own purpose (in the concrete).” In her notes for Atlas Shrugged, she wrote:

In order to think at all, man must be able to perform this same cycle: he must know how to see an abstraction in the concrete and the concrete in an abstraction, and always relate one to the other; he must be able to derive an abstraction from the concrete … then be able to apply this abstraction both as guide for his future specific actions and as standard by which to judge the specific ideas or actions of others.27

In Rand’s view, those who accept one part of this cognitive cycle, but not the other, are doomed to partiality and distortion. “The cycle is a cycle,” Rand emphasized. The cycle is “unbreakable; no part of it can be of any use, until and unless the cycle is completed” and rationally grasped by the mind. Rand compared the process to an electric circuit, which must remain unbroken if it is to generate a current. A circuit “does not function in the separate parts,” Rand wrote. Indeed, “the parts, in this case, are of no use whatever, of no relevance to the matter of having an electric current” (6).

But in describing the reciprocal relationship between these two modes, Rand emphasized the primacy of learning. For Rand, “the first, basic principle (a kind of first sub-purpose) preceding every other specific purpose is the purpose of gaining knowledge.” This principle stems from her conviction that existence, not consciousness is primary. Although learning and creativity cannot be bifurcated, Rand preserved their asymmetric intemality. She explained: “The process of learning has as its purpose to acquire knowledge. The process of creation is the process of applying one’s knowledge to whatever purpose one wishes to achieve” (4). Knowledge must always precede creation. Rand’s literary inventions are not floating abstractions cut off from reality. Her fictional characters are intensely one-sided representations of principles and phenomena that exist, though not usually in pure, isolated form.

Both cognition and creation involve “the rational process.” In drawing abstractions from acquired knowledge, or in concretizing these abstractions back into specific concrete embodiments, Rand saw the same principle at work. Cognition and creation constitute a “completed cycle,” which is characteristic not merely of literary method, but of all human activity. Rand suggested that human activity as such, is creative, for in all of their activities, people concretize their abstractions in the achievement of their distinctive purposes.

In each of her novels, Rand’s characters are the kinds of one-sided concretes she wants them to be.28 In their partiality, these characters interact as constituents of the organic unity that is the novel. The logic of the principles motivating each character unfolds through concrete actions, events, and circumstances, through interrelationships and conflicts that Rand created from the synthesis of her imagination. And for Rand, the story itself becomes the embodiment of that synthesis. As she states in a letter to Gerald Loeb (5 August 1944), “A STORY IS AN END IN ITSELF.… It is written as a man is born—an organic whole, dictated only by its own laws and its own necessity—an end in itself, not a means to an end” (Rand 1995, 157).

But Rand realized that her fictional depiction of the truth of certain ideas was no substitute for fully articulated thought guiding efficacious social action. Since the artist creates and the responder experiences art in terms of sense of life, it is the sense of life that must be understood and, ultimately, influenced. Unlike the Russian Symbolists, Rand proposed a cultural revolution involving far more than just a Promethean aesthetic. Her cultural revolution would require philosophical articulation.

THE FUNCTION OF PHILOSOPHY

Much of this discussion has focused on the tacit dimensions of consciousness. For Rand, concept formation, emotions, sense of life, and even our habitual methods of thinking are based on subconscious integrations of which we are largely unaware. But such processes are not the only means by which the mind functions. Rand argued that there is an inescapable human need for philosophical articulation.

In order to appreciate the full meaning of Rand’s theory, it is valuable to contrast her views with those of F. A. Hayek. Rand did not fully approve of Hayek’s works. She believed that Hayek was not a pure enough advocate of capitalism, and that his understanding of reason was much too limited.29 Given this antipathy toward Hayek’s works, it is regrettable that Rand did not take his contributions more seriously, because she would have found that Hayek was critical of a particular conception of reason, rather than of the rational faculty per se. In many ways, both Hayek and Rand exhibit a similar disdain for traditional rationalism. I explore these parallels later in this chapter.

What needs to be discussed here is the distinction that Hayek and others have made between “knowing how” and “knowing that,” between tacit and articulate epistemological dimensions. This is a distinction that Rand never made in these formal terms, but which is apparent in many aspects of her thought. Appropriating these concepts from the works of Gilbert Ryle and Michael Polanyi, Hayek argued:

Men may “know how” to act, and the manner of their action may be correctly described by an articulated rule, without their explicitly “knowing that” the rule is such and such. Of course, once particular articulations of rules of conduct have become accepted, they will be the chief means of transmitting such rules; and the development of articulated and unarticulated rules will constantly interact.30

For Hayek, skills and habits, customs of thought and action are instances of our “knowing how” to do something without necessarily being aware of exactly what we are doing. Even as we articulate rules, we reduce and shift the tacit elements of our knowledge, but we can never entirely eliminate them. Polanyi ([1958] 1962) argued, for instance, that we may “remain ever unable to say all that we know” just as “we can never quite know what is implied in what we say” (56). Each of our statements may have an infinity of unspecifiable connotations (250).

Both Hayek and Polanyi maintained that we do not know why certain customs or taboos exist, except that some of them seem to embody an un-articulated “wisdom of the ages.” Skills and crafts are passed on for generations without the craftspeople being able to articulate exactly what it is that they do. They may for instance, “know how” to use a tool, steer a boat, or play an instrument. But they may not be able to explain the actual creative process at work. They may not understand the physical or physiological principles involved in the continued reproduction of the skill. Should they come to recognize and articulate such principles, their very definition of the principles incorporates linguistic rules that guide their thought, though they have not explicitly formulated or articulated these rules either. As Hayek observed, “The ability of small children to use language in accordance with rules of grammar and idiom of which they are wholly unaware” is a striking instance of this phenomenon. As with language, so with moral values, “Man has more often learnt to do the right thing without comprehending why it was the right thing, and he is still more often served by custom than by understanding” (Hayek 1981, 157).

Rand recognized that most people accepted rules of social conduct tacitly as if by cultural osmosis. But she rejected emphatically the claims of evolutionists like Hayek, who assessed the efficiency of moral codes by their relative ability to sustain the cultures that embraced them. Cultural longevity was an insufficient standard for evaluating the morality of a given rule of conduct.

In addition, Rand acknowledged that there is a significant tacit dimension in concept formation, subconscious integration, emotional response, sense of life, and psycho-epistemology. She recognized that skills and creativity involve important tacit elements. But Rand hated the phrase “know how,” much as she rejected the view that human beings exhibit an “instinct of tool-making” that could not be fully comprehended (Peikoff 1990–91T, lecture 12).

What must be understood is that Rand did not seek a synoptic identification of all that is tacit in the mind. It is true that every statement we utter carries with it certain implicit premises and conclusions of which we “may not necessarily be aware.” To grasp the consequences of that which is merely implicit in our statements requires “a special, separate act of consciousness” (“Appendix,” 159). Indeed, to understand the meaning of an emotion, the essence of our sense of life, and the actual methods by which we think, we must train ourselves in the art of knowing. To say what we mean and mean what we say is an epistemological achievement in which we become aware of the implications of our statements by the clarity of our own thinking (Peikoff 1980T, lecture 1).

Like Habermas, Rand argued that a rational reconstruction is needed to render explicit the structure and elements of our “know-how.” This does not mean that someone playing the piano must simultaneously grasp the physiological processes that make this playing possible. The pianist need not be omniscient before performing a sonata. But there are many areas where self-understanding is desirable. An awareness of one’s own emotions, an appreciation of one’s own values, is as essential as technical proficiency to one’s creativity. The extent to which one automatizes and integrates this knowledge will deeply affect the efficacy of one’s actions. Rand would have agreed with Polanyi, who stressed that the context determines the appropriate level of focus. Thus, a pianist may be aware of playing the piano without being focally aware of the movement of each finger. Beginners must focus on each successive strike of a different piano key, but their ability to automatize these motions raises them to a higher level of proficiency. For the mature pianist, the fingering process is largely automatized. Polanyi ([1958] 1962) explains: “If a pianist shifts his attention from the piece he is playing to the observation of what he is doing with his fingers while playing it, he gets confused and may have to stop. This happens generally if we switch our focal attention to particulars of which we had previously been aware only in their subsidiary role” (56).

Rand would not have disagreed with any of these observations. She recognized that consciousness is, by its nature, finite and limited. Indeed, as Peikoff (1991b, 125) suggests, no mind can hold in the “flash of a synoptic insight” all of the ideas and skills that are relevant to a particular task. And Branden ([1969] 1979) states further that no individual “can achieve exhaustive knowledge of the nature and laws of mental activity, merely by introspection” (9).

But to state that human beings are not omniscient or that they cannot gain complete knowledge of their own minds through introspection is not to suggest that certain epistemic elements are fundamentally inexpressible. What Rand opposed in Hayek and Polanyi was their tendency to view skills, ideas, and morals as ineffable.31 Even though Hayek and Polanyi did not object to the post hoc attempt at a rational reconstruction of a tacit act, they believed, nevertheless, that there are certain epistemic components that cannot be articulated in principle.

By contrast, Rand viewed the tacit components of knowledge as articulable in principle, even if these components had yet to be fully understood. Rand did not believe that it was a requirement of human survival to articulate every tacit practice.32 But for Rand, the articulation process was not only possible, but essential, especially in the realm of morality, because it enabled individuals not only to “do the right thing” but to know why it was the right thing to do. Philosophy, she maintained, holds the key to such articulation.

To live, human beings must act efficaciously. To act, they must choose. To choose, they must define a code of values. To define values, they must know their own natures and the nature of the world around them. No one can escape from this need to act, choose, value, and know. Rand argued that for the individual the “only alternative is whether the philosophy guiding him is to be chosen by his mind or by chance.”33 The only alternative is whether to act on the basis of rational conviction and articulated understanding or on the basis of raw emotion and tacit sense of life. In Rand’s view, an articulated philosophy is a necessity for efficacious living. It is “the foundation of science, the organizer of man’s mind, the integrator of his knowledge, the programmer of his subconscious, the selector of his values.”34

How could Rand make this statement when she had already acknowledged that most people are moved by tacit factors they have never fully grasped or articulated? If people begin by acting on subconsciously held metaphysical value-judgments, is the formation of explicit philosophical convictions nothing but an exercise in rationalizing the implicit? No. For Rand, articulation is not rationalization. Our core evaluations of ourselves, of others, and of the world may be wrong, but by not relying on the conclusions of our conscious minds, we are left at the mercy of inarticulate impulses that are largely the result of emotional and perceptual associations. Appropriate, efficacious action is based on the integration of the conscious and the subconscious. It may require alterations in our subconscious premises or, alternatively, in the explicit philosophical principles we have accepted. As Rand put it:

You have no choice about the necessity to integrate your observations, your experiences, your knowledge into abstract ideas, i.e., into principles.… A philosophic system is an integrated view of existence. As a human being, you have no choice about the fact that you need a philosophy. Your only choice is whether you define your philosophy by a conscious, rational, disciplined process of thought and scrupulously logical deliberation—or let your subconscious accumulate a junk heap of unwarranted conclusions, false generalizations, undefined contradictions, undigested slogans, unidentified wishes, doubts and fears, thrown together by chance, but integrated by your subconscious into a kind of mongrel philosophy and fused into a single, solid weight: self-doubt, like a ball and chain in the place where your mind’s wings should have grown.35

As people learn to define the fundamental principles of their actions, they begin to accept a philosophy by choice. Their conscious convictions program their subconscious minds, rather than being mere rationalizations for the values they have accepted tacitly. Those who are led by conscious thinking are more aware of their values and the premises of their emotions and are far more likely to lead integrated, efficacious, and empowering lives. This does not mean that every person must be an intellectual innovator. But it does mean that each individual must judge ideas critically and choose appropriately correct courses of action.36 The nature of the conceptual faculty is such that we are not equipped to survive without some kind of comprehensive view of our existence. Whatever the level of our intelligence, we need to integrate our knowledge, project our actions into the future, and weigh the consequences contextually.

Rand argued that throughout human history this need was served by religion. The necessity for a comprehensive understanding of existence led even the most primitive peoples to embrace some form of religious belief.37 And yet no form of faith or mystic revelation could take the place of rationally dictated principles. Although religion attempted to fulfill this need, its very methods and many of its teachings undercut the ability of people to live and act in a moral and rational manner.38 Rand’s rejection of religion is not a repudiation of ethics. It is an affirmation of a supremely secular need that people have to make their lives knowable, understandable, and efficacious. It is the nature of this “will to efficacy” which must be examined in greater depth.

THE WILL TO EFFICACY

In both her ethics and her epistemology, Rand preserved the centrality of reason because she saw it as an individual’s chief means for achieving efficacy. Such efficacy is essential to human survival. But it is also internally related to an individual’s self-concept. By preserving the ability to think and the will to understand, the individual achieves the self-esteem necessary for psychological and existential well-being (N. Branden [1969] 1979, 117).

In his early essays while he was associated with Rand, Nathaniel Branden explains that to the extent that individuals are committed to the goal of awareness, their mental operations will tend toward cognitive efficacy. To the extent that they fail in this commitment, they will achieve cognitive inefficacy (111–12). Efficacy is the conviction that one is capable of producing the desired effects in one’s actions. A consistent ability to translate thought into action leads to a sense of cognitive control over one’s life that is essential to living. Whereas Nietzsche spoke of the “will to power,” Objectivism aims to legitimate and affirm what Branden has called, the will to efficacy (123). Psycho-epistemologically, Rand’s Objectivism reverses the Cartesian cogito. It begins with the fact of existence and defends the necessity of the conscious apprehension of both internal and external reality. In effect, Rand argued: “I am, therefore I will think” (B. Branden 1962T, lecture 10). Branden too emphasizes that we, as volitional beings, must engage in a consistent practice of awareness. We must grasp the cognitive roots of our emotions and the somatic-emotive contexts that condition our understanding. To the extent that our awareness is unobstructed, we will tend to achieve, in action, the goals that we have rationally sought and emotionally desired.

An unobstructed awareness is achieved through both a generalized or “metaphysical” efficacy and a specific or “particularized” efficacy. Metaphysical efficacy, Branden explains, pertains to a person’s fundamental relationship to reality. The degree of a person’s metaphysical efficacy is a reflection of the reality-oriented nature of that person’s process of awareness. Particularized efficacy, by contrast, refers to a person’s ability to achieve desired results through the mastery of specific practices. Such efficacy can only be affirmed through the expansion of knowledge and skills. The relationship between metaphysical and particularized efficacy is reciprocal.39 Specific achievements will fuel a person’s feeling of basic cognitive self-control, and such fundamental efficacy will promote the further mastery of practical skills.

Both Rand and Branden might be subject to the criticism that their belief in the human need for psycho-epistemological competence is specific to Western culture. Both of these thinkers recognize that “the individual” and “the self” are phenomena that have existed for thousands of years, though it was not until the development of industry and the rise of capitalism that such concepts were explicitly articulated. Yet, Rand would have agreed with Branden (1992) that the need for cognitive efficacy

is not the product of a particular cultural “value bias.” There is no society on earth, no society even conceivable, whose members do not face the challenges of fulfilling their needs—who do not face the challenges of appropriate adaptation to nature and to the world of human beings. The idea of efficacy in this fundamental sense (which includes competence in human relationships) is not a “Western artifact.” … We delude ourselves if we imagine there is any culture or society in which we will not have to face the challenge of making ourselves appropriate to life. (19–20)

It might be said that the need for cognitive efficacy is a part of the identity of the human species. But the kinds of social practices that affect human efficacy are a reflection of the culture within which people develop and thrive. Culturally specific political institutions, the family, the school, and the workplace will encourage, reinforce, or, alternatively, thwart the development of the efficacious mind. Branden argues that in our society, there are dysfunctional families, dysfunctional schools, and dysfunctional organizations.40 One might say that Rand’s critique of statism, which I explore in Part 3, is an examination of a dysfunctional social formation that places institutional obstacles in the path of human efficacy, values, and life itself.

If “efficacy” is the ability to achieve the effects one desires, then “inefficacy” is its opposite. Does the Objectivist notion of efficacy imply that people are inefficacious if they are unable to actualize their intentions? Is Rand’s understanding of efficacious action excessively rationalistic?

RATIONALISM AND EMPIRICISM

Since Rand’s project stresses the efficacy and centrality of reason, several critics have placed her in the rationalist tradition.41 In order to assess the validity of this criticism, it is essential first to explore the extent to which Rand separated herself from both rationalism and empiricism. In this regard, Rand reaffirmed the nondualistic intellectual tendencies of her Russian predecessors.42

For Rand, the genuinely philosophical mind is critically objective; it requires an active, passionate, engaged commitment to the pursuit of truth and knowledge as “of crucial, personal, selfish importance” to each human actor.43 Rand’s indictment of rationalism and empiricism is, in many ways, a component of her broader critique of “the unphilosophical mind.” The unphilosophical mind is representative of contemporary, antirational culture. It consists of an “indiscriminate mixture of floating abstractions and momentary concretes, without the ability (or the need) to tie the first to reality, and the second to principles.”44 While Rand’s repudiation of rationalism centers on its penchant for glorifying floating abstractions, her rejection of empiricism focuses on its essentially anti-conceptual character.

In Rand’s view, the inability of post-Renaissance philosophy to solve the problem of universals ultimately led to the development of two schools of thought: “those who claimed that man obtains his knowledge of the world from concepts, which come from inside his head and are not derived from the perception of physical facts (the Rationalists)—and those who claimed that man obtains his knowledge from experience, which was held to mean: by direct perception of immediate facts, with no recourse to concepts (the Empiricists).”45

This division between rationalists and empiricists was a reflection of the mind-body dualism deeply ingrained in Western philosophy. Each tradition embodied a distortion; each was half-right and half-wrong. For Rand, knowledge was the product of a conceptual integration of the facts of reality. It could not be achieved by severing concepts from percepts, thought from reality, or abstractions from concretes.

Rand’s analysis of rationalism and empiricism is not restricted to their post-Renaissance historical incarnations. Rand maintained that both rationalism and empiricism are employed as methods of inquiry by contemporary social scientists. Such modes of investigation must lead inevitably to a fragmentation of knowledge.

Both Rand and Peikoff argue that rationalism begins with a truth: human awareness is distinctively conceptual. But by cutting concepts from their perceptual roots, rationalists base their analyses on floating abstractions. From these dogmatic, acontextual premises, rationalists typically engage in deduction as the means to knowledge. They claim that to achieve certainty, one must be fully comprehensive. Such a proposition, however, translates into a version of strict organicity; rationalists cannot explain anything without knowing everything. They exhibit an almost neurotic compulsiveness for systematization and order. Paradoxically, in their quest for totalistic knowledge, they are led toward more concrete-bound methods of inquiry. Rationalism is the basis of compartmentalization in modern social science. The desire for absolute specialization is the desire to know everything about minutiae. The tinier the fragment, the greater the potential for more “complete” knowledge of it. Each discipline becomes fractured from the totality. “Full” knowledge of the abstracted part is achieved, but the context and conditions from which the part emerges, is ignored. Rationalists are left with the study of disconnected concretes, mirroring their empiricist counterparts (Peikoff 1983T, lecture 7).

Peikoff emphasizes further that rationalism, by celebrating reason, embodies an abiding contempt for emotions. Rationalists equate feelings with subjectivism. They believe that feelings must be ruthlessly suppressed in the quest for objective knowledge.46 As such, rationalism becomes a rationalization for emotional repression that can only distort the objectivity it seeks to achieve (Peikoff 1983T, lecture 10).

Empiricism, by contrast, begins not with floating rationalistic abstractions, but with the “hard” facts of reality. Empiricists adopt an inductive, observational method, which Rand agreed is the necessary foundation for all knowledge. But empiricists are suspicious of abstraction. They reject the rationalist-organicist tendency toward synthesis. They reject axioms and are frequently philosophical skeptics, atomists, subjectivists, and emotionalists. Their approach is at root anti-conceptual; it focuses on the perceptual, historical, statistical, or psychometric (lecture 8). Rand argued that the anti-conceptual mentality of the empiricist

treats the first-level abstractions, the concepts of physical existents, as if they were percepts, and is unable to rise much further, unable to integrate new knowledge or to identify its own experience—a mentality that has not discovered the process of conceptualization in conscious terms, has not learned to adopt it as an active, continuous, self-initiated policy, and is left arrested on a concrete-bound level, dealing only with the given, with the concerns of the immediate moment, day or year, anxiously sensing an abyss of the unknowable on all sides. (Introduction, 76)

Such a mentality is unable to make clear, conceptual distinctions between thought and emotion, cognition and evaluation, observation and imagination, essential and nonessential characteristics, object and subject, existence and consciousness.47 It tends to “accept consequences while ignoring their causes.” It regards as self-evident the complex products of thought, while not comprehending their preconditions and interrelations.48

In her journals in the 1950s, Rand speculated on the psycho-epistemological factors that might predispose an individual to what she later termed “anti-conceptual” methods. She initially characterized such anti-conceptualism as a form of “‘memory-storing’ epistemology.” She maintained that someone who “thinks” by such methods does not store “conceptual conclusions and evaluations in his subconscious.” Rather, he or she “stores concrete memories plus an emotional estimate” of their meaning. “Concrete events” and “automatic emotional reactions” coalesce to form a “montage” of “unanalyzed ‘gestalts’” within the individual’s mind. Such “thinking” short-circuits the individual’s ability to fully perceive and understand reality:

Since man needs a system of symbols to deal with the enormous complexity of his experiences, since he has to condense and simplify every new event by means of its essentials, since he cannot treat every new event as if it were an undifferentiated, unprecedented first in a baby’s blank consciousness, but must integrate (or at least relate) it to the context of his past knowledge, this method substitutes an emotion for the perception and selection of an essential.49

In effect, Rand believed that this “emotional” approach to knowledge was the psycho-epistemological root of anti-conceptualist empiricism and its modern social science derivatives: pragmatist and positivist methodologies. Such approaches view facts as “single and discrete,” unrelated to each other or to the context from which they arise (New Intellectual, 43–44). By tearing an idea from its context and treating it as “a self-sufficient, independent item,” the anti-conceptual mentality fractures the connection between concept and context (Peikoff 1976T, lecture 5). It exhibits passivity with regard to the formation of concepts and fundamental principles. It focuses on the “empiric element in experience,” and “treats abstractions as if they were perceptual concretes.”50

Ultimately, empiricism, like rationalism, fuels the contemporary tendency toward compartmentalization. By collecting endless hard data within a narrowly defined subdiscipline, empiricists engage in specialization without integration (Peikoff 1983T, lecture 9). Thus the methods of empiricism and rationalism interpenetrate such that each school achieves similar analytical distortions (Peikoff 1980T, lecture 2). They make radical thinking and radical solutions impossible because they disconnect events from issues, social problems from their antecedent historical conditions, and political policies from their inexorable consequences.

Moreover, both rationalism and empiricism adhere to an infallibilist fallacy.51 In their quest for dogmatic absolutes, the rationalists feign omniscience. In their battle against dogmatic absolutes, the empiricists claim that certainty is impossible. Both of these schools accept omniscience and infallibility as the standards for knowledge. The rationalists “pretend to have it,” and the empiricists “bemoan their lack of it.” But as Peikoff explains, the very notion of omniscience must be discarded. Knowledge and certainty are contextual. There is no validity to an absolute, acontextual truth.52 As Rand explained it: “Man is neither infallible nor omniscient; if he were, a discipline such as epistemology—the theory of knowledge—would not be necessary nor possible: his knowledge would be automatic, unquestionable and total” (Introduction, 78).

Rand was not the first philosopher to question the rationalist-empiricist dichotomy (Machan 1971, 104). Hollinger argues persuasively that Rand’s critique bears some similarity to those of Nietzsche and Husserl.53 Even Sartre (1963) laments “the separation of theory and practice which [has] resulted in transforming the latter into an empiricism without principles; the former into a pure, fixed knowledge” (22). But the most readily available parallels can be drawn between Rand and her Russian predecessors. As I suggested in Chapter 1, the rejection of rationalism and empiricism was central to Solovyov’s philosophy. Solovyov argued that the empiricists, in their emphasis on sensualism, reduced the world to simple and subjective sensory data. Rationalists, by contrast, viewed the world strictly in terms of concepts and ideas. These traditions dichotomized experience and reason, practice and theory, and achieved distorted partiality. Although Solovyov embraced a mystic resolution, his antidualism greatly influenced the development of Russian philosophic thought. The most important twentieth-century Russian adherent to this approach was Lossky.

As we have seen, Lossky’s first major work in epistemology rejected the rationalist-empiricist distinction. For Lossky, rationalism and empiricism led to the fragmentation of an indissoluble unity between subject and object. Both empiricism and rationalism dissolve into a form of subjectivism. In empiricism, sensory data is ultimately subjective sensory data. In rationalism, reality dissolves into the subjective processes of cognition. Lossky ([1906] 1919) hoped to achieve a coordination of subject and object by transcending the negative and absorbing the positive aspects of these false alternatives:

In relation to the older ways of thought, our theory is chiefly characterised by the fact that it rejects their negations, but preserves their positive contentions, and seeks to supplement the latter by new truths. It would not, then, overthrow the old systems, but aim rather at bringing them to life again in a new form; it would free them from their old exclusiveness, and so prepare a way for their reconciliation and union. (402)

Though her resolution differed considerably from Lossky’s “epistemological coordination,” Rand reproduced the dialectical form of her teacher’s critique. She recognized in empiricism and rationalism the same partiality that she saw in subjectivism and intrinsicism. In each of these interconnected polarities, there is one-sidedness and distortion. The Objectivist alternative repudiates the common infallibilist premise of both its opponents, while reuniting previously bifurcated categories. Rand’s Objectivism preserves the indissoluble connection between percepts and concepts, experience and logic, emotion and reason. It seeks to end the compartmentalization of the social sciences and the atomistic fragmentation of knowledge, aiming for an organic view of society that is both critical and revolutionary.

RAND AND HAYEK

Given Rand’s antipathy to rationalism especially, it is extremely valuable to compare her views to those of Hayek. There are two reasons for this comparison: First, it helps to place Rand closer to the nonrationalistic tradition of libertarian thought of which Hayek is a part, and second, it helps to elucidate the full implications of Rand’s critique for the issue of human efficacy.

Though Rand and Hayek are opposed on many philosophical and social questions, they generally agree on the desirability of a free market. But Hayek’s hostility toward central planning was an outgrowth of his opposition to “constructivist” rationalism. According to Hayek, state interventionism attempted to override the unintended consequences of human action by subordinating the spontaneous order of free exchange to an abstract social construction.

Norman Barry (1986, 15) notes correctly that in Rand’s social theory, the Hayekian category of “unintended consequences” is virtually excluded. In my discussion of Rand’s social ontology, I noted that Rand had formulated only two basic categories: the metaphysical and the man-made. The metaphysically given elements of objective reality could not be altered, whereas man-made objects, institutions, traditions, and rules of conduct should never be accepted uncritically. But within the category of the man-made, Rand did not distinguish between those objects, institutions, or procedures which people intended to make, and those which were the unintended consequences of their actions.

And yet, in recognizing that there are articulated and tacit dimensions of thought and action, Rand seems to have accepted the very distinction she did not explicitly endorse. For Rand, emotion is one such tacit component. No one intends to feel a certain emotion. A specific emotional response develops within the mind as an unintended by-product of habitual subconscious integrations. Traditions and customs are also the long-term byproducts and manifestations of habitual practices.

Rand never belabored the issue of unintended consequences because it appeared somewhat obvious to her. As Binswanger argues: “Even at a very primitive state of knowledge one can observe that one’s actions have two very different kinds of consequences; those which are intended and those which one [sic] did not.” The intended consequences are those which one foresees or anticipates. The unintended results of human action are accidental by-products which were not the basis of the agent’s motivation.54

Like Marx, Rand believed that an obsessive emphasis on unintended consequences came dangerously close to their reification as transhistorical constants.55 For Rand, every human institution and practice is ultimately capable of change. This is completely consistent with her view that emotions, habitual methods of awareness, and sense of life are equally open to modification—despite their resilience. However, Rand was not naive; she recognized that for most individuals the process of change was extremely difficult.

Nevertheless, by not focusing extensively on unintended consequences, Rand neglected an aspect of social inquiry that was central to Hayek’s worldview. Hayek was influenced by the writings of both classical conservatives, like Burke, and the classical liberals of the Scottish Enlightenment. These thinkers opposed the notion that one can step outside the historical process and redesign the civil order from its first elements through the “infinite” powers of reason. Hayek inherited this legacy and propelled it to a deeper epistemological level.56 As he put it:

The picture of man as a being who, thanks to his reason, can rise above the values of his civilization, in order to judge it from the outside or from a higher point of view, is an illusion. It simply must be understood that reason itself is part of civilization. All we can ever do is to confront one part with the other parts. Even this process leads to incessant movement, which may in the very long course of time change the whole. But sudden complete reconstruction of the whole is not possible at any stage of the process, because we must always use the material that is available, and which itself is the integrated product of a process of evolution.57

Since we are unable to get a synoptic view as impersonal, detached social actors, we have it in our power to “tinker with parts of a given whole” but never to “entirely redesign it” (Hayek 1976, 25).

It is within the larger totality—the cultural context—that Hayek situated the mind. He maintained that the mind is inscribed in a cultural setting. It is wrong to apply one-way causal notions to either. The mind and culture developed concurrently. They are internally related. “It is probably no more justified to claim that thinking man created his culture,” argued Hayek (1981), “than that culture created his reason” (155). Nonetheless, many thinkers have represented Reason (“with a capital R”)58 as “the capping stone” of evolution that enabled human beings to design culture. But this concept of reason is highly abstract and rationalistic. It obscures the interpersonal, social process in which the reasoning individual both absorbs and transmits cultural values. Hayek stated, in almost Marxian fashion, that social theory must start “from [those] whose whole nature and character is determined by their existence in society” (6). Moreover, social interaction creates effects which are greater than any individual mind “can ever fully comprehend” (7).

Hayek’s central objection to rationalism is that it obscures the internal relationship of mind and culture. The rationalist conception of reason sees the rational faculty as external to the culture from which it springs. This is an inherently dualistic approach to social reality. Hayek argued that the Cartesian rationalists, in particular, promoted this arrogant interpretation of reason’s power. He called these rationalist thinkers “naive” or “constructivistic.”59 They assume that institutions which benefit humanity have “in the past—and ought in the future to be invented in clear awareness of the desirable effects they produce” (85). Constructivism presumes that human beings can design (or “construct”) social institutions as if they were outside the context of history, using the infinite powers of Reason. Constructivism is the “fatal conceit” endangering the future of wealth, morals and peace.60 It is “an abuse of reason based on a misconception of its powers, and in the end leads to a destruction of that free interplay of many minds on which the growth of reason nourishes itself.”61

Hayek contrasted constructivist rationalism with a legitimate alternative, which he called, “critical rationalism” (94). He believed that “reason properly used” is a faculty that acknowledges its own limited potential. Hayek criticized socialists precisely for their constructivist attempts to invert the structure of social order. Socialism embodies a mechanistic approach to human affairs; it sees social order as a form of arrangement and control. The central planners believe that they can gain access to all those facts which may facilitate social directioning (Hayek 1988, 66). But central planning requires knowledge of relative scarcities, information that cannot be disconnected from the context—the dynamic market process—that generates it.

By contrast, Hayek saw capitalism as an extended order of human cooperation, an emergent, spontaneous product of social interaction. What makes the market so unappealing to the socialist is that most of its institutions are not the product of explicit design. Socialists reject the “anarchy” of capitalism because it appears both “unreasonable” and “unscientific” (ibid.).

For Hayek, there are aspects of social reality which are not subject to direct control. There are many unintended consequences that arise from the process of social interaction. These consequences are not a sign of human inefficacy; they are a natural, social product. Constructivism requires people to step outside the social and historical process, grasping its modus operandi through a synoptic identification of the totality. This attempt at omniscience is an abuse of reason, according to Hayek, because it fails to grasp the actual structure of knowledge, which includes both articulate and inarticulate components.

The constructivist rationalists embrace what Hayek (1973) describes as a “synoptic delusion” (14). A synoptic delusion represents a false belief that one can consciously design a new society as if one had possession of holistic knowledge. Holistic knowledge involves grasping the complex interrelations of the society which are necessarily constituted by both articulate and tacit social practices. Such knowledge ultimately requires omniscience. Omniscience, in turn, implies human infallibility. This infallibility would even have to extend to knowledge of the structure and processes of one’s own mind. Hayek stated: “There will always be some rules governing a mind which that mind in its then prevailing state cannot communicate, and that, if it ever were to acquire the capacity of communicating these rules, this would presuppose that it had acquired further higher rules which make the communication of the former possible but which themselves will still be incommunicable.”62 Hayek believed that the idea of a mind explaining itself is a logical contradiction. Its impossibility should help us curb our intellectual hubris.63 Human fallibility and the inherent contextual limits of knowledge are then the strongest factors militating against a fully imposed or designed rationalist order. The attempted imposition of order dislocates the very processes that make order possible.

Clearly, there are enormous differences between the Randian and Hayekian perspectives. But it is possible to see some significant parallels between them. On an immediate level, Rand would have agreed with Hayek that one cannot explain the rules of mental operation by a process of infinite regress. Moreover, as Binswanger (1989T, lecture 1) argues, we cannot use our own minds to step outside of and judge those very minds. There is no such thing as a “supraconscious” that enables one to “stand above” oneself.

But far more important, Rand and her intellectual allies would have agreed with Hayek’s assessment of the historical roots of constructivist rationalism. Hayek argued that just as the Western concept of rationality is the product of both Enlightenment thought and market capitalism, so constructivism is an inappropriate extension of the Enlightenment faith in Reason.64 Though Rand celebrated the Enlightenment’s contribution to the secular defense of liberty, she also argued that the Enlightenment perpetuated a fallacious view of reason.65

This critique of Enlightenment rationalism was not peculiar to Rand or Hayek. Thinkers in the hermeneutic and Frankfurt school traditions have all exhibited a similar tendency to criticize the “instrumentalist” view of reason at the heart of Enlightenment thought. John Caputo (1988) explains that these thinkers aimed to redefine reason

in a more reasonable way and to rescue it from the Enlightenment distortion of rationality. For the Enlightenment subjected reason to the impossible ideal of unconditioned rationality and absolute indubi-tability, and then, in the hope of meeting such impossible standards, turned reason over to the rule of a rigorous method and systematicity.… [W]e have learned to stop blaming reason for the failure to meet these standards and to start blaming the Enlightenment. (5)

This is precisely the crux of both Rand’s and Hayek’s critique. The failure of rationalism was not a failure of reason. By ascribing to human beings the attributes of an omniscient deity, and then condemning human reason for not fulfilling this ideal, rationalists attack the genuine legitimacy of human cognition. Rand argued that this destructive pattern is reproduced by the advocates of altruism, who erect an impossible, self-abnegating standard of morality and then indict humanity for not being able to live up to it.

Whereas Hayek concentrated on the social and cultural context of the capacity to reason, Rand focused on the identity of the rational faculty. By ascribing to human beings an infallibility that is, in fact, unattainable, rationalists disconnect the will to efficacy from any realistic understanding of its meaning.

But the will to efficacy is not simply a capacity to produce a desired effect. It is the conviction that one is competent in principle to think and act. Although such efficacy is expressed in particularized skills, it is not confined to skill. Nathaniel Branden ([1969] 1979) writes: “It is applicable to, and expressible in, every form of rational endeavor” (128). But efficacy is not a purely cerebral experience. Rand’s expansive concept of consciousness translates into an equally expansive notion of what it means to be efficacious. Genuine efficacy results from a fully integrated constellation of reason, emotions, values, actions, conscious convictions, and subconscious sense of life, with no dichotomy presumed between any of the constituent elements. In Chapter 9 I explore the Objectivist conviction that labor—productive work—is central to the achievement of such efficacy because it “is the distinctively human mode of action and survival” (129). Productive work expands our particularized efficacy, our replication and knowledge of skills, our understanding of tasks, our ability to grasp principles of action.

Rand’s recognition of these interrelationships provides a basis for comprehending the nature and guiding purpose of the constructivist rationalism that both she and Hayek condemned. Such rationalism fractures the constituent elements of consciousness, and abstracts reason from its integrated context. Rationalism attempts to satisfy the human need for efficacy by a one-sided emphasis on Reason, not human reason, but an abstract, narrow, disconnected, and unintegrated conception of reason.

Rationalism emerges from an error of abstraction, an isolated focus on the apparently limitless capacity of the human rational faculty. In proposing an all-powerful Reason with no limits, rationalists project a Reason with no identity. The rationalist sees the capacity to know as infinite, in the sense that the knowledge of one fact presupposes that a person can attain knowledge of a second fact, a third fact, etc. This knowledge series can be (potentially) extended to infinity. But Rand observed that infinity is only a mathematical or methodological concept; it is not valid as a concept pertaining to human epistemological potential.66 People are neither immortal nor omniscient. At any point in time, a person’s actual capacity and knowledge is both finite and contextual. Rationalism collapses the distinction between potential knowledge and actuality. It deifies the human ability to know and embraces a concept of reason that is epistemologically invalid.

We think within a definite structure. Our senses perceive real things and processes in the universe, and our rational faculty apprehends their structural and logical interrelationships. We achieve the cognitive efficacy that is requisite to survival by acting in accordance with the laws of logic to produce the desired effects. All of natural science is an attempt to systematize our knowledge of consistent and predictable relationships. Science charts certain courses of action initiated by particular entities with distinctive natures, producing specific effects. But as Hayek emphasized, and as Rand would not have denied, one person’s attempt to generate a desired effect is tempered by the reality of other people who are engaging in similar actions. The result is often a product that no one intended. To a rationalist, this is incompatible with our need for predictability and certainty. The rationalist wishes to create a social laboratory in which people are made to act with the same predictability as the law of gravity.

Such rationalism is rooted in a deep psycho-epistemological fear. As Branden emphasizes, people can develop a fear of the risks of acting on their own fallible judgments. This is a fear not of action per se, but of action in a universe in which success is not always guaranteed.67 There are two diametrically opposed ways in which we can respond to this fact of fallibility. There are innumerable variations in behavior between these two extremes. We can accept the possibility that we might make mistakes. We can accept that there will be many unintended consequences to our actions. Or we can revolt against this fact. We might seek to escape from the responsibility of thinking and acting (N. Branden 1980, 100). Alternatively, as Packer (1986T) suggests, we might be neurotically obsessed with planning and structuring every minute detail of our existences in a compulsive and misbegotten effort to conquer life’s uncertainties. If we do that, we have replaced our will to efficacy with an illusory quest for omniscience.

In Rand’s view, the rationalist assault on reason has “two interacting aspects” that must be examined. The primary aspect is individual since, ultimately, it is the individual who must choose “to think or not to think.” Hence, any doctrine that attacks the mind’s efficacy must be judged by its effects on our willingness or ability to raise the focus of our awareness. Rationalism subverts an individual’s psycho-epistemology because it proposes a standard that no one can live up to. Those who accept this doctrine live in perpetual guilt for their alleged failures.

But Rand recognized that there was a second interacting aspect that needed to be explored. This “contributory cause” is always social. The “social environment can offer incentives or impediments; it can make the exercise of one’s rational faculty easier or harder; it can encourage thinking and penalize evasion or vice versa.” For Rand, contemporary statist society “is ruled by evasion—by entrenched, institutionalized evasion—while reason is an outcast and almost an outlaw.”68

What makes Rand’s analysis so powerful is her ability to trace the effects of a philosophic doctrine on many different levels of generality. For Rand, rationalism was but one particular form of epistemological perversion with negative consequences for values, culture, education, politics, and human relationships.


9

ETHICS AND HUMAN SURVIVAL

Rand’s ethics is a direct application of her theory of knowledge. In her emphasis on the centrality of reason, Rand enunciates both an epistemological and normative principle. If reason is how we gain knowledge, it is simultaneously how we (as human beings) survive. That is, we should use our rational faculty if we choose to live. In Rand’s ethics, life, as an ultimate value, cannot be separated from reason, purpose, and self-esteem.

The issues involved in Rand’s ethical theories are enormous, complex, and controversial. Indeed, no other aspect of Rand’s thought has received as much scholarly attention as her defense of egoism.1 Rand herself believed that in addition to her theories of concept formation and politics, her ethics were among her most important philosophic contributions (in Peikoff 1976T, lecture 8). It is impossible to convey the depth of Rand’s ethics here. Once again, I focus chiefly on the nondualistic elements of Rand’s approach.

BEYOND FACT AND VALUE

As we have seen, Rand’s emphasis on reason cannot be fully understood without appreciating her antipathy toward Russian mysticism. Most Russian religious philosophers had elevated faith and revelation to a status equal—or superior—to reason. But Russian philosophy was distinctive, in both its religious and Marxist incarnations, for its rejection of the Western-positivist separation of fact and value.2 Rand’s repudiation of this very distinction is a reflection of her Russian roots.

But Rand opposed the typically Russian attempts to synthesize fact and value through statist or supernatural means. In their efforts to combat the bifurcation of fact from value, Russian thinkers fell victim to monistic reductionism. Both Bolshevism and Russian orthodoxy aimed for a union that emphasized a different element of the polarity. For Rand, communism was a form of materialism that attempted to transcend the fact-value dichotomy by a monistic emphasis on the factual. Rand characterized communists as “mystics of muscle,” who saw all values as epiphenomena of material forces. They stressed a change in the material “base” as a means to the transformation of human values. Inevitably, the base could not be altered without the violent intervention of the secular, totalitarian state.

By contrast, Rand interpreted religion as a form of spiritualism in which the fact-value distinction was resolved by a one-sided emphasis on spiritual values to the detriment of material reality. The religionists, or “mystics of spirit,” saw all things in the world as infused with intrinsic worth or divinity. Ultimately, their dogmatic definition of absolute values translated into an equally authoritarian statism of the theocratic form.

Both the Bolsheviks and the Russian mystics were the paradigm for Rand’s rejection of materialism and idealism. Both perpetuated the bifurcation of existence and consciousness. In essence, the materialists “believe in existence without consciousness,” and idealists “in consciousness without existence.” In Atlas Shrugged, Rand wrote: “Both demand the surrender of your mind, one to their revelations, the other to their reflexes. No matter how loudly they posture in the roles of irreconcilable antagonists, their moral codes are alike, and so are their aims: in matter—the enslavement of man’s body, in spirit—the destruction of his mind” (1027).

The religionists had embraced a kind of intrinsicism. In epistemology, such intrinsicism emphasizes metaphysical essences grasped by intuitive revelation. In ethics, it sees the good as inherent in things or actions regardless of their context or consequences. Intrinsicism separates the concept of “value” from the valuer and his distinctive purposes. It sees the good as good “in, by, and of itself,” part of reality, and totally independent of consciousness. It tends toward dogmatism and authoritarianism.

Not surprisingly, aspects of this intrinsicist approach to ethics were exemplified in the works of Lossky. Lossky saw facts and values as part of the same reality. For Lossky ([1917] 1928): “Values do not constitute a separate realm of their own, distinct from existence” (178). It was the goal of human beings to discover those absolute values which inhered in reality, as a means to a communion with God. Like Solovyov before him, and most Russian neo-idealists, Lossky proposed an ethic that was profoundly mystical and altruistic. Lossky believed that egoism entailed the human separation from the Kingdom of Harmony. As such, selfishness was the “primary evil, giving rise to all kinds of derivative evil” (Lossky 1951, 262). In this regard, Lossky echoed the central themes of Russian ethical thought. In the writings of Kireevsky, Khomyakov, Solovyov, and the Russian Symbolists, the notion of sobornost’ suggested the transcendence of conflict between the individual’s selfish interests and the common interests of society. In practice, such harmony could only be achieved by the individual’s self-subordination to the whole. This conciliar union allegedly preserved the individual’s uniqueness, while achieving an integrated totality. But whereas the religious philosophers sought a mystic organic unity, the Bolsheviks appropriated the communal sobornost’ in their legitimation of the One State.

In Rand’s view, such individual subordination was typical of all altruistic doctrines. In both Russian religious and political thought, altruism—the creed of self-denial, self-sacrifice, and self-abnegation—served as a rationalization for the individual’s subjugation. By placing God, the Collective, or the State above the self, altruism aimed for a “culturally-induced selflessness.”3 Its goal was not benevolence or the relief of suffering.4 Rather, its purpose was to prey on peoples’ sense of guilt and inadequacy.5 The religionists had mastered the technique of guilt-manipulation by focusing on Original Sin. By positing an inherent human evil outside the province of choice, the religionists had perpetuated a Big Lie to serve their own authoritarian impulses (Atlas Shrugged, 1025).

Rand argues that in the post-Renaissance world, such mystical concepts as Original Sin were being undermined by reason, science, and individualism. Yet instead of overturning medieval mysticism, Western civilization internalized a lethal contradiction. According to Rand, the West attempted to sustain a culture of reason on an altruistic and neo-mystic philosophic foundation. Rand argued that this contradiction was at the heart of Kant’s thought. In Kant’s system, there is a fatal split between fact and value. Reason is given domain over the material world, whereas faith is recognized as the master of the spiritual sphere. Kant separated reason from “the choice of the goals for which material achievements are to be used.” He provided a philosophical justification for the belief that human goals, actions, choices, and values could only be determined by faith.6 He secularized religious morality, fracturing the tie between self-interest and virtue. He argued that action could not be moral if performed from personal inclination (Peikoff 1970T, lecture 3). In the end, Kant’s deontology had rescued faith and the altruist ethic from the onslaught of reason.7

Kant was certainly not the first philosopher to doubt the possibility of a rational morality of self-interest. Even before Hume questioned the likelihood of deriving an “ought” from an “is,” the history of philosophy was replete with attacks on ethical egoism. Peikoff (1972T, lecture 2) argues that even in the pagan, humanistic culture of ancient Greece, the Sophists had identified egoism with subjectivity and brutality. But in Western thought, strong egoistic themes were to be found in the works of Aristotle, Spinoza, and Nietzsche.8 Rand was most probably influenced by certain Aristotelian and Nietzschean themes in the creation of her own concept of egoism.

It was Nietzsche’s critique of altruism that made a huge impact on the Symbolists of the Russian Silver Age, and on Rand’s early intellectual development. Nietzsche had criticized altruism as a slave morality that sanctioned the dominance of the herd. In the altruist’s view, according to Nietzsche ([1886] 1966), “Everything that elevates an individual above the herd and intimidates the neighbor is henceforth called evil; and the fair, modest, submissive, conforming mentality, the mediocrity of desires attains moral designations and honors” (114).

By contrast, Nietzsche described a master morality in which all that was deemed evil by the altruist code became a source of virtue. He rejected abject selflessness and asceticism. He repudiated the altruist penchant to celebrate a nonexistent God by crucifying human beings. He aimed for the “transvaluation of values,” such that the virtues of the slave morality would be overturned by its vices, that is, by the virtues embodied in the master ethos.

Though Nietzsche’s writings are open to widely divergent interpretations, there is much evidence to suggest that his tribute to human greatness, to a “blessed selfishness, the wholesome, healthy selfishness, that springeth from the powerful soul” (Nietzsche [1883–85] 1905, 211) was rooted in his exposure to the works of classical antiquity. Walter Kaufmann argues persuasively that Nietzsche’s projection of the reverence of the “noble soul,” the very quotation that Rand placed in her introduction to the twenty-fifth anniversary edition of The Fountainhead, emerges from an Aristotelian base. Kaufmann cites sections of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics dealing with the “great-souled man.” As a lover of self, the “great-souled man” rarely asks for the assistance of others. He is a being of self-esteem, caring “more for the truth than for what people think.”9 Nietzsche appropriated these very themes in his own paean to individual excellence.10

Rand drew from this Aristotelian and Nietzschean constellation. In one of her earliest journal entries, she wrote: “The true, highest selfishness, the exalted egoism, is the right to have one’s own theoretical values and then apply them to practical reality.” For Rand, ethics must begin from the self, not from society, the mass, the collective, “or any other form of selflessness.”11 Rand would come to see that an attack on “selfishness” was simultaneously an attack on the integrity of an individual’s self-esteem (Virtue of Selfishness, xi). She believed that her “most important job is the formulation of a rational morality of and for man, of and for his life, of and for this earth.” Such an ethical achievement was a necessary aspect of Rand’s philosophical project, because it would affirm the possibility of a secular, moral existence free of religious imperatives and categorical altruistic duties.12

Defending the need for morality against religious intrinsicism, Rand argued that a rational approach could not embrace the other, subjectivist side of the same dualistic coin. Her chief objection to “Nietzschean” egoism was its tendency to regard any action as good if it was intended to satisfy one’s own desires (Virtue of Selfishness, x). Rand’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s ethos as “subjectivist” may have taken root in her exposure to the Russian Symbolist movement. Despite their tendencies toward synthesis, the Symbolists had unabashedly embraced Nietzsche’s Dionysian principle, the orgiastic celebration of emotions, as far superior to Apollonian rationality. It was against this kind of Nietzschean subjectivism that Rand reacted with a fervent hostility. For Rand, while the intrinsicist endorses a view of the good as inhering in reality, external to human consciousness, the subjectivist argues that the good is the product of subjective feelings or desires, bearing “no relation to the facts of reality.”13

Such subjectivism characterized most conventional theories of egoism. In Rand’s view, traditional altruist and egoist alternatives shared the same collectivist premise. Much like Marx, who repudiated “vulgar” idealists and “vulgar” materialists, Rand criticized many thinkers in the individualist tradition who merely substituted the sacrifice of the many for the self-sacrificial creeds they fought: “It is in their statements on morality that the individualist thinkers have floundered and lost their case. They had nothing better to offer than vulgar selfishness which consisted of sacrificing others to self. When I realized that that was only another form of collectivism—of living through others by ruling them—I had the key to The Fountainhead and to the character of Howard Roark.”14

More than this, Rand had begun to articulate the basis of her own, unique understanding of the “virtue of selfishness.” For those who had formulated a concept of selfishness solely “in terms of sacrificing others to oneself,” there was an apparent “psychological confession about the nature of their own desires” (New Intellectual, 56). Rand excoriated such thinkers as “counterfeit” individualists, whose view of human survival oscillated between conquest and defeat, exploitation and submission.15 In Rand’s view: “The man who is willing to serve as the means to the ends of others, will necessarily regard others as the means to his ends.”16

Despite this two-pronged rejection of conventional morality, several critics have argued that Rand’s definitions of altruism and egoism are “untenable and slanted.” O’Neill believes that Rand maintains “a totally artificial dichotomy between egoism and altruism.”17 Ellis (1968, 28) agrees that both altruism and selfishness are “taken to rigid and one-sided lengths” in Rand’s thought. And Barnes (1967) argues further that Rand’s “altruistic” villains frequently aim to satisfy their own welfare, while utilizing the veneer—or rationale—provided by the traditional ethos of self-sacrifice. Barnes believes that such a cynical use of altruism does not adequately define its essence as a moral doctrine (135).

But none of these commentators recognize Rand’s critique of altruism as a simultaneous rejection of conventional egoism. Inherent in traditional ethics was an interpenetration of sacrificial credos, a duality involving both giving and taking. As Robert Greenwood (1974) explains: “A person who is expectant, even in the pragmatic sense, and counts on receiving the unearned, may be said to countenance altruism, to practice it passively, as it were, in the transactional sense, as receiver, not giver” (46).

Rand’s resolution, by contrast, seeks to transcend one-sided “giving” and one-sided “taking.” She argued that such distortions are not proof of human immorality, but of the kinds of moralities that people have been taught. In Rand’s view, people have tacitly obeyed these cultural and moral ideals. They have divided themselves into masters and slaves, while being united by their reciprocal dependency.18 She proposed to transcend such dualism by looking once again at the fact-value distinction. She did not envision the absorption of all values into facts, or all facts into values. She argued instead that values are a kind of fact emerging from an objective relation between existence and human consciousness. Just as she preserved the internality of existence and consciousness, so she preserved the internality of fact and value. In both cases, she emphasized the primacy of existence and the primacy of fact, which leads to the necessity for values. As she put it:

The objective theory holds that the good is neither an attribute of “things in themselves” nor of man’s emotional states, but an evaluation of the facts of reality by man’s consciousness according to a rational standard of value. (Rational, in this context, means: derived from the facts of reality and validated by a process of reason.) The objective theory holds that the good is an aspect of reality in relation to man—and that it must be discovered, not invented, by man.19

Values cannot be separated from the valuer and the valuer’s purposes. Conventional ethics fracture the relationship between “actor and beneficiary.” Rand sought to unite these elements, reasserting the “right to a moral existence.” She argued that only morality can serve as a guide to the achievement of one’s ultimate goals. For Rand, we “must be the beneficiary of [our] own moral actions,” because it is only through such principles that we can survive and flourish as human beings (Virtue of Selfishness, viii–x).

LIFE AND VALUE

At the foundation of her ethical system, Rand remained true to her dialectical roots. She traced an internal relationship between life and value, such that neither phenomenon is possible in the absence of the other. The pursuit of values is not possible without the context provided by life, which is both the existential basis—and the ultimate value—constituting the relationship.

While preparing Atlas Shrugged, Rand wrote in her journal, that we are born as abstractions with our reason serving as our guide. Our lives are a process in which we concretize and create our selves through our own efforts. For Rand, life and self-preservation were synonymous. Since everything in the universe has identity, a person’s nature encompasses capacities and needs that are specific to the human character. To perform the activity of living as human beings, we must pursue our own self-preservation by the means distinctly available to us. The individual must live consciously, Rand explained, since “the essence and tool of his life is his mind.”20 Thus, an epistemological insight serves as the departure for ethical theory.

Rand argued that in the history of normative philosophy the primary question of ethics has usually been: What values ought one to pursue? But for Rand, to begin ethical inquiry with this question is to commit the fallacy of reification. Rand explained that most philosophers have taken the existence of ethics for granted, reifying the historically given codes of morality, but never considering their existential foundation.21

Ethicists cannot debate the value alternatives without asking a more fundamental question: Why are values necessary for human existence? Rand began her investigation by exploring the epistemological roots of the concept of “value.” She defined a value as “that which one acts to gain and/or keep.” The concept itself is not axiomatic; it is both relational and contextual. It requires an answer to the twofold question “of value to whom and for what?” The concept “presupposes an entity capable of acting to achieve a goal in the face of an alternative. Where no alternative exists, no goals and no values are possible.”

The basic alternative that every living organism must face is its own existence or nonexistence. The sustenance of life requires activity on the part of the organism. Life as such “is a process of self-sustaining and self-generated action.… It is only the concept of ‘Life’ that makes the concept of ‘Value’ possible. It is only to a living entity that things can be good or evil.”22

In this formulation, Rand traced the internal relations between three conceptual couplings: life and value, life and action, value and action. Just as life and value entail each other, so too do life and action. Binswanger explains that the relationship between life and action is reciprocal. Not only is the survival of life contingent upon the action of an organism, but action is itself conditional upon life; “A dead organism cannot act.”23 This same reciprocal dependency is noted between the categories of value and human action. As Nathaniel Branden ([1969] 1979) argues: “Value and action imply and necessitate each other” (26). The achievement and maintenance of a value requires a specific course of action, while the motive and purpose behind a consciously initiated action is the achievement and maintenance of a value.

The specific actions and goals an organism must undertake to achieve the sustenance of its own life are determined by the specific kind of entity that the organism is. Plants, animals, and human beings have distinct needs dictated by their distinct identities. The ultimate context—and goal—that conditions the needs and actions of the entity is the entity’s life. Just as existence cannot be validated by reference to anything beyond itself, neither can life be sustained by reference to a standard that transcends it. Since life is not the means to a supernatural realm, it is the means to its own end. It is “an end in itself.” Life “makes the existence of values possible.” It is an ultimate value because people must act to gain and keep it by a process that only life makes viable. In Rand’s view: “Metaphysically, life is the only phenomenon that is an end in itself: a value gained and kept by a constant process of action. Epistemologically, the concept of ‘value’ is genetically dependent upon and derived from the antecedent concept of ‘life.’ To speak of ‘value’ as apart from ‘life’ is worse than a contradiction in terms.”24

Rand transcended the fact-value dichotomy by claiming that “the fact that a living entity is, determines what it ought to do.” Rand affirmed the Aristotelian belief that actuality precedes potentiality.25 What a thing is determines what it can and will become. Just as Rand’s ontology dictates that “to be” is “to be something,” so her ethics demand that for something “to be,” it must act in accordance with what it is—that is, in accordance with its specific nature. And as Rand’s epistemology views human beings as entities possessing free will, so her ethics demand that for human beings “to be” human beings, they must choose to act rationally. But unlike other organisms, human beings can act against their nature; they can act irrationally.

[image: images]

Beginning with an integrated, expansive concept of human reason, Rand attempted to develop and validate a rational code of values. She argued that there is in fact an awareness of “good” and “evil” even on a primitive, sensorial level. In the pleasure-pain mechanism, we first become aware of those things which are “for” us and “against” us. Our sensations and perceptions are the foundation of our cognitive and evaluative development. But sensations of pleasure and pain are automatized responses, “an automatic form of knowledge,” which a human consciousness cannot avoid experiencing. Our distinctive modes of sensual, perceptual, and conceptual awareness are our integrated means of surviving in the world. And since we have free will, we must choose to think and raise our mental focus if we are to sustain our lives.26

Thus the science of ethics is “an objective, metaphysical necessity of … survival” (23). It satisfies a practical need that we cannot avoid. By accepting a code of principles to guide our actions, we consciously—or tacitly—accept a code of morality. In Rand’s system, a genuinely objective moral code emerges from ontological and epistemological premises. The standard of an objective morality is “man’s life, or: that which is required for man’s survival qua man. Since reason is man’s basic means of survival, that which is proper to the life of a rational being is the good; that which negates, opposes or destroys it is the evil” (ibid.).

Just as Rand proposed an expansive concept of reason, so too, she proposed an expansive concept of what it means to live as a rational being. One cannot evaluate her concept of good and evil outside this context. For us to survive as human beings, we must not aim for “a momentary or a merely physical survival.” Nor can we survive through purely sensual or perceptual means. We have a conceptual consciousness, which shapes the “terms, methods, conditions and goals” that our survival requires, “in all those aspects of existence which are open to [our] choice.” Thus the abstract standard of value—our lives as human beings—is concretized on the individual level, as each of us pursues his or her own life as the ethical purpose of our existence. To survive, to fulfill and enjoy our own lives as integrated “continuous whole[s],” each of us must choose among actions, values, and goals according to the objective standards that our lives as human beings require (24).27

At this point, it is necessary to examine Rand’s proposed link between life and value in much greater detail. Her theory has been the subject of extensive scholarly discussion. Nozick, O’Neill, and other philosophers have not focused extensively on Rand’s main contention that the choice to live necessitates a guiding code of values.28 Rather, the critics question why anyone should choose to live. Why could not “death” be the ultimate standard of value? Such Rand-influenced thinkers as Nathaniel Branden and John Hospers have responded to this query in a similar manner: To choose death as the ultimate standard of value distorts the very concept of value. Since value is that which one acts to gain and/or keep, death cannot qualify as a value per se. Death does not require any action at all; it demands nothing active. Thus issues of morality cannot be discussed if they are divorced from the very concept of life that provides the context for values. It is life that gives the notion of value any meaning.29

And yet even among those who are inclined to accept Rand’s contention, there is the belief that this argument is marred by a form of circularity. Merrill, for instance, argues that Rand seems to be using the concept of value in her understanding of the concept of life itself. At the base of her ethics, Rand seems to employ the same “stolen concept” arguments that are apparent in her defense of ontological axioms. By challenging the principle that life is the standard of moral values, one must be alive in order to raise the objection. If life were not the standard of morality, then the critic would be involved in a logical contradiction by questioning that which he implicitly accepts by the very fact of his continued existence (Merrill 1991, 101).

But Rasmussen has argued further that the mere presence of a logical contradiction in the critic’s challenge begs the question of why a person ought not to commit contradictions. Rasmussen wonders too: “Is life a value because we choose it, or do we choose it because it is a value?” For Rasmussen, the choice to live seems to be based on an arational commitment, outside the province of Rand’s ethics.30

It appears that even the friendly critics have pinpointed a difficult problem at the foundation of Rand’s ethical system. But such theorists as Gotthelf, Peikoff, and Binswanger have each argued that these questions are not fatal to the Objectivist approach. Gotthelf answers Rasmussen’s questions directly. He argues that in strict terms, life is not a value because we choose it, nor do we choose life because it is a value. For Gotthelf, as for Rand, there are no human values apart from human choice. But this does not imply that life is an ultimate value simply because we have chosen it to be so. It is in the nature of life that an individual’s choice to live simultaneously concretizes that person’s own life as the only rational, ultimate value within his or her grasp. In Gotthelf’s opinion:

The whole point of Ayn Rand’s derivation of “ought” from “is,” as it applies to humans, is that if you choose to exist, then you can consistently pursue that choice, and any other particular choice, only by holding life as your ultimate value—because life, by its nature, requires a specific course of action; only that fact about life gives point to any act of evaluation, any reason to choose—any basis for a concept of value. But that fact about life has no implication for action to beings who choose not to exist. The choice to live and the nature of life together ground the status of one’s life as one’s actual, and only rational, ultimate value.31

Peikoff (1991b, 244, 248) argues further that the choice to live is indeed a metaethical commitment. It is a choice that both precedes and underlies the need for morality. But such a choice is not arbitrary. Rather, it is an affirmation of a human being’s willingness to accept the reality of his or her own existence. Binswanger concurs that the choice to live is what gives a person a stake in his or her own actions. Such a choice engenders the need for evaluation. Binswanger agrees with Peikoff that the choice to live establishes the context for ethics. In choosing to live, a person has chosen the only consistent alternative. By choosing not to live, a person has rejected the entire realm of values and has no alternative but to die. To actualize his or her potential for life, an individual must choose to live and pursue those values that are requisite to survival.32 Those who deny this proposition are guilty of a contradiction; their very ability to deny is proof that they are alive, that they continue to choose life, and that such a choice is tacitly affirmed in their every commentary.

Rand’s argument that there is an inseparable link between life and value is in fact circular. But it is not a vicious form of circularity. Such circularity is inherent in any internal relationship. When Rand stated that “metaphysically, life is the only phenomenon that is an end in itself,” she was identifying both life and value. Life is the ultimate value. It entails value in its very identity. Life is internally related to value because it could not be what it is in the absence of this relation. To attempt to separate life and value would be to evade the meaning of both concepts. Life and value are conditional upon each other. One can no more refer to life without value, than to value without life. Thus Rand maintained that their bifurcation is “worse than a contradiction.” Rand did not see the relationship of life and value in strictly linguistic terms. She did not deduce the concept of value from the concept of life. Her arguments for their internal relationship are inductive. They are based upon an observation of a fact of reality. Epistemologically, Rand recognized that the concept of life is prior to the concept of value. But ontologically, the two are simultaneous. The very existence of life depends on the pursuit and achievement of values; the very phenomenon of value depends on the existence of life.33

In this internal link, Rand was not offering an immediate defense of any particular value system. She was merely observing that life and value cannot be separated from each other. To say that the choice to live is metaethical is to acknowledge that it is a fact inherent in the conditional nature of human life itself. A person’s continued existence is predicated on his or her choices. None of these choices can have any meaning if they are disconnected from the most basic choice to live. It can be said that even if someone pursues contradictory values inimical to survival, he or she may still be affirming the will to live. Subjectively, these choices may appear to have short-term survival value, even if they objectively threaten long-term survival interests.34 Rand’s critique of altruism is at once her explicit articulation of the means by which people unwittingly accept a death premise on which to base their actions. Just as the principle of altruism is based on a self-sacrificial death premise, Rand proposed that those who attempt to practice it will, in fact, subvert their own ultimate survival. One cannot consistently engage in self-sacrifice without negating the basic choice at the foundation of ethics. Those who consistently live by self-abnegating principles achieve literal suicide.

Rand acknowledged that one’s conceptual awareness is governed by cognitive concepts and evaluative choices that are often subconscious and tacit. Thus she suggested that even the primary choice to live is implicit. As a child learns to distinguish between right and wrong, it may not be making a calculated decision “to live.” Indeed, it may not even know why certain actions are good and others are bad. Even as its consciousness evolves toward full conceptual maturity, it is more likely to take for granted the moral principles governing its actions as it follows certain traditional precepts by habit (Rand 1946, 9). In most cases, the choice to live becomes apparent in the everyday pursuit of life-sustaining material and spiritual values. In Rand’s view, it is the task of ethics to objectively validate values that confirm this most basic choice to live through the conscious, articulated, principled pursuit of goals that make human living both possible and desirable.

RATIONALITY AND VIRTUE

Having traced the relationship between life and value, and having enunciated an objective ethical standard, Rand argued that there is an inseparable link between the moral and the practical. Moral principles are the means by which a human being—a being of integrated mind and body—survives practically on this earth. Everything that a human being needs to sustain life must be discovered by his or her mind. A rational being survives by thinking and by applying thought to action. Rand identified those derivative values and virtues which serve as the means to this genuinely human survival: “Value is that which one acts to gain and/or keep—virtue is the act by which one gains and/or keeps it. The three cardinal values of the Objectivist ethics—the three values which, together, are the means to and the realization of one’s ultimate value, one’s own life—are: Reason, Purpose, Self-Esteem, with their three corresponding virtues: Rationality, Productiveness, Pride.”35

These values and virtues have both theoretical and practical, intellectual and existential aspects. Recalling the ethos of classical antiquity, Rand saw Virtue as One. No values and no virtues can be thoroughly abstracted from the ethical totality they constitute. Though Rand analyzed the virtues separately, she emphasized that they form an indissoluble whole (Peikoff 1991b, 250). For instance, just as Rand saw reason as the source of productive work, and pride as the result of achievement, she recognized that each component nourishes—and is nourished by—the other elements in the totality. Successful production enables a person to attain his or her rational purposes. Both reason and production contribute to a sense of accomplishment. The ability to realize goals contributes to a sense of self-efficacy. Pride in one’s accomplishments fosters a continuing policy of rationality and productive work. Each of these moments is in reciprocity with its constituent relations. Each is both the source and product of the other. Each is part of an organic unity.

Nevertheless, as in most aspects of Rand’s thought, there is an asymmetric internality among the constituent elements of the whole. In other words, though the elements are reciprocally related, there is a skewed emphasis on one factor. In keeping with her epistemic focus, Rand argued: “Rationality is [the] basic virtue, the source of all … other virtues.” Rationality entails the raising of one’s level of mental awareness. A volitional, cognitive activity serves as the basic moral virtue because it affirms the mind as the human being’s only means of knowing reality and of surviving on earth. In exercising rationality, human beings validate, choose, and derive their convictions, values, goals, desires, and actions from a process of thought.36

While this formulation suggests a one-sided focus on the rational to the detriment of other constituent factors of consciousness, it must be remembered that Rand’s conception is essentially expansive. As we have seen, Rand’s emphasis on the centrality of reason does not negate the role of emotions or the automatized integrations of the subconscious. By focusing on rationality as the chief virtue, Rand was not devaluing the nonrational and nonconscious elements of the mind. Certainly there is evidence that as someone who scorned Russian religious culture, Rand was deeply hostile toward all things irrational. This translated into an antipathy toward emotionalism. But the thrust of Rand’s Objectivist philosophy is toward the transcendence of dualism. The virtue of rationality does not mean that one rationalizes one’s actions, values, goals, and desires. Rather, it entails the conscious awareness and articulation of rationally derived goals, the articulation—and long-term, therapeutic alteration, if necessary—of one’s emotions and desires.

Rationality as articulation is how people grasp the metaphysical value judgments they have tacitly absorbed and integrated into their subconscious. Such core evaluations are not rationally derived; they are formed tacitly from a very early period in a child’s life. Thus a child raised in a loving, predictable household may achieve a benevolent sense of life, internalizing the values and virtues that Rand identified as objective. But Rand believed that an individual could not act consistently and efficaciously over the long run on the sole basis of unarticulated premises. Likewise, a child raised in a nightmare universe, the victim of verbal, emotional, and physical abuse, may acquire a malevolent sense of life that reflects its experiences. If the child internalizes a view of itself as worthless and evil, or if it practices evasion, or if it represses its anger, hurt, and pain, it stunts its development toward full efficacy. For Rand, rationality is the moral choice—regardless of one’s metaphysical value judgments—because it compels the child to augment its introspective focus and to grasp the experiential roots of its emotions and subconsciously held values. Rationality is the means to an unobstructed and integrated awareness. It is the means to articulating that which is implicit, serving the need for conceptualization which is crucial to genuinely human survival.

As derivatives of rationality, Rand cited several subsidiary virtues.37 Each of these virtues is a reality-oriented means to a rational end. The virtue of independence means that one must have the responsibility to form one’s judgments based upon one’s own perception of reality. Integrity is the virtue of never sacrificing one’s rationally derived judgments to the wishes or opinions of others. Honesty is the virtue of never faking reality in any manner. Justice is the virtue of recognizing and evaluating people based on objective criteria.

Rand emphasized that none of these virtues is intrinsically absolute. Each constitutes an objective relation between the faculty of consciousness and reality. Each is contextual. Practicing honesty, independence, and integrity in one’s life requires existential conditions that make such practices efficacious. There is no virtue to being honest with a kidnapper who has abducted your child. And there is little possibility of being independent in a social system that makes the exercise of one’s rationality ineffectual. Rand’s critique of culture suggests that statism subverts the consistent practice of virtue. Indeed, the practice of these virtues without regard to context can prove fatal.

This contention is most dramatically illustrated in Rand’s depiction of a totalitarian society in We the Living. Her protagonist, Kira, seeks to secure material benefits for her sick lover, Leo, by lying to, and manipulating Andrei, an idealistic and influential communist. Kira’s dishonesty is necessary, and yet it involves her in a romantic triangle that inevitably destroys all three characters. The fault lies not in Kira’s dishonesty, as much as it does in a system that penalizes virtue. At the culmination of the novel, each of the three main characters has been literally or figuratively destroyed. Rand wished to show that such a system is anathema to the achievement of human life and values. From the time of this early novel, Rand was making explicit connections between morality and the sociopolitical conditions that make its practice both necessary and desirable.

PRODUCTIVE WORK

Rand did not merely deduce the practical power of reason from ontological and epistemological axioms. Her observations of history helped to provide the foundation for her philosophical approach. Rand recognized that her own identification of ethical principles would not have been possible without the Industrial Revolution. Though the ancient Greeks had celebrated the human being as a rational animal, even thinkers such as Aristotle saw contemplative knowledge as superior to practical knowledge.38 Industrialization brought the practical power of reason to fruition. It offered an uncontestable historical display of the connection between thought and reality, thinking and activity, theory and practice, science and technology, reason and production.39

Rand’s validation of the virtue of productive work is as much an outgrowth of historical specificity as it is of objective necessity. For Rand, labor is a concrete expression of rationality. It is the “process by which man’s mind sustains his life.” Productive work, in Rand’s view,

is the road of man’s unlimited achievement and calls upon the highest attributes of his character: his creative ability, his ambitiousness, his self-assertiveness.… It means the consciously chosen pursuit of a productive career, in any line of rational endeavor, great or modest, on any level of ability. It is not the degree of man’s ability nor the scale of his work that is ethically relevant here, but the fullest and most purposeful use of his mind.40

Productive labor is a constellation of both mental and physical activity. Every productive human endeavor involves the translation of thought into a specific material form. Although the proportion of mental and physical activity will vary depending on the relative level of skills required, Rand argued that every human productive process is an outgrowth of mental effort.41 For Rand, “Production is the application of reason to the problem of survival.”42

Productive work is the distinctive means by which human beings attain purpose in their lives. It is also the means by which they concretize their species identity as goal-directed beings. The purposive character of human action is manifested in production. By mastering production techniques and skills, they gain a sense of particularized efficacy. By integrating their goals and achieving their purposes over a period of time, they enhance their generalized sense of control over both the material world and their own lives.43 In optimizing a person’s sense of efficacy, productive work also brings forth all of the rational and creative impulses in the human spirit. This is essential to Rand’s expansive conception of labor. Labor is a synthesizing activity, involving both spiritual and material aspects. It is not the application of a purely instrumental rationality. It is constituted by a creative process, one that involves the full integration of reason and emotion, the conscious and the subconscious, articulated and tacit dimensions of mind.

It is possible that Rand’s tribute to the role of productive labor in human life was influenced by her exposure to the works of Marx while she was a student at Petrograd University. Though there is no journal evidence that can corroborate this contention, it is clear that the entire Russian intellectual and cultural atmosphere was suffused with Marxist theory. And though Rand was deeply critical of Marx, both thinkers exhibit a quasi-Aristotelian respect for human praxis. For Marx, as for Rand, persons are rational, productive beings with inherent potentialities.44 Both thinkers viewed labor as causally efficacious, as enabling the actualization of specifically human powers and needs.45

In Marx’s thought, as in Rand’s, labor is not purely instrumental or mechanical. Marx argued that labor is a process “in which man of his own accord starts, regulates, and controls the material re-actions between himself and Nature” (Capital, 1:177). The labor process concretizes the human “species-character,” which is exemplified by “free, conscious activity” (Marx, Manuscripts, 113). Productive work transforms both the external world and the laborer’s internal world. Human beings affirm themselves objectively as they appropriate nature’s substances to human requirements (140). By acting on material reality, human beings change it and actualize their own nature as conscious and social animals. In Capital, Marx expressed a profound respect for the integrated nature of human labor, its synthesizing effect on mind and body, its distinctively human character:

A spider conducts operations that resemble those of a weaver, and a bee puts to shame many an architect in the construction of her cells. But what distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees is this, that the architect raises his structure in imagination before he erects it in reality. At the end of every labour-process, we get a result that already existed in the imagination of the labourer at its commencement. He not only effects a change of form in the material on which he works, but he also realises a purpose of his own that gives the law to his modus operandi, and to which he must subordinate his will. And this subordination is no mere momentary act. Besides the exertion of the bodily organs, the process demands that, during the whole operation, the workman’s will be steadily in consonance with his purpose. This means close attention. (1:177)

It is fitting that Marx used the example of the architect as the paradigmatic case for specifically human, productive work. Howard Roark, Rand’s protagonist in The Fountainhead, reflects everything in Marx’s passage and more. He epitomizes the creative architect and laborer, integrating the material and spiritual in each of his productive efforts. In Roark’s architectural blueprints, form follows function. In his design of the Stoddard Temple for instance, Roark spiritualizes the secular, giving material form and objective visibility to his exaltation of humanity’s noble soul; he “thought that a place built as a setting for man is a sacred place” (356).

While Rand shared with Marx a view of productive work as the distinctive, conscious, practical activity of the human species, she celebrated the creative spirit embodied by the labor process. It is this integrated creativity which enables people to take pride in their achievements.

THE VIRTUE OF SELFISHNESS

For Rand, pride is one of the spiritual consequences of productive work. But it is also a by-product of consistent reality-oriented practices. It is based on the premise “that as man must produce the physical values he needs to sustain his life, so he must acquire the values of character that make his life worth sustaining—that as man is a being of self-made wealth, so he is a being of self-made soul” (Atlas Shrugged, 1020).

Rand distinguished between pride and conceit. A proud man holds himself as his own highest value.46 A conceited man is a “pretentious mediocrity.” The conceited judge themselves by a comparative standard that frequently places them in positions of superiority or inferiority relative to other people. In Rand’s view, a person engaging in offensive boasting is as self-abasing as a person who practices humility.47 For Rand, humility and presumptuousness are two sides of the same dualistic coin.48 Nathaniel Branden has argued further that those who arrogantly boast of their worth to others are implicitly acknowledging their own shortcomings (N. Branden and E. D. Branden 1983, 28). Narcissists are not proud. Their excessive self-absorption is unhealthy because it “arises from a deep-rooted sense of inner deficiency and deprivation” (N. Branden 1987, 146).

In attempting to draw this distinction between genuine pride and the false alternatives of humility and conceit, both Rand and Branden inadvertently affirmed elements of the Aristotelian ethos. Aristotle argued that virtuous behavior was the golden “mean between two vices, the one involving excess, the other deficiency.”49 Pride is the “crown of the virtues,” enhancing the other virtues of a person’s character and forming an inseparable unity with them. A proud person’s claims to greatness are strictly in accordance with his or her actual merits.50 The proud are neither boastful nor humble. As lovers of self, the proud have “nobility and goodness of character.” A proud person refuses “to make his life revolve round another, unless it be a friend; for this is slavish.”51

In recognizing Aristotle’s perceptiveness, Peikoff argues, however, that it is incorrect to conceptualize pride as a mean on the same continuum as the vices it opposes. In most cases, the vices that Aristotle typically identifies are different not in degree, but in kind from the virtuous “mean.” The proud are essentially different from the boastful and the obsequious.52 In keeping with the nondualistic thrust of Objectivism, Peikoff suggests that Aristotle has actually identified a pair of false alternatives, each of which is a variation on the other. Both the humble person and the braggart share the premise of self-doubt, while the genuinely proud individual is self-reliant, self-respecting, and self-accepting.53

Rand recognized pride as a virtue, an ambitious dedication to the achievement of one’s highest potential. But Objectivism also distinguishes between the virtue of pride and the value of self-esteem. Branden ([1969] 1979) explains:

The two are related, but there are significant differences in their meaning. Self-esteem pertains to a man’s conviction of his fundamental efficacy and worth. Pride pertains to the pleasure a man takes in himself on the basis of and in response to specific achievements or actions. Self-esteem is confidence in one’s capacity to achieve values. Pride is the consequence of having achieved some particular value(s). Self-esteem is “I can.” Pride is “I have.” (125)

This is an important distinction. Pride is an aspect of one’s particularized efficacy grounded in the genuine mastery of certain skills and practices. Self-esteem pertains more to a person’s generalized or metaphysical efficacy. Both Rand and Branden see self-esteem as a fundamental human need. Branden defends the concept of “need” in the same manner that Rand defends the concept of “value.” A need arises from the “conditional nature of life.… Without the concept of life, the concept of need would not be possible.… ‘Need’ implies the existence of a goal, result or end: the survival of the organism. Therefore, in order to maintain that something is a physical or psychological need, one must demonstrate that it is a causal condition of the organism’s survival and well-being” (19).

But self-esteem is not like other human needs. It seems less “real” than say, the need for food, clothing, or shelter. And yet, self-esteem is mind-esteem.54 In Rand’s original formulation, it is a man’s “inviolate certainty that his mind is competent to think and his person is worthy of happiness, which means: is worthy of living” (Atlas Shrugged, 1018). To achieve self-esteem is not a purely cerebral accomplishment. It is more than the mere conviction that we are worthy. It is earned by consistently applying thought to action. It is experienced through praxis, and is both the source and product of human efficacy.55 It is a human need not because people would die without it, but because it has survival value that impinges on their very capacity to think, act, and live as human beings (N. Branden and E. D. Branden 1983, 11).

Drawing from Rand’s initial formulations, Nathaniel Branden has made a lifetime profession of exploring the meaning and applications of self-esteem.56 He argues that self-esteem has two internally related aspects: a sense of personal efficacy and a sense of personal worth.57 Just as we cannot escape the need to evaluate the facts of external reality, so we cannot escape the need for self-evaluation. By achieving our goals, we gain a sense of self-confidence and control over our existence that fuels our further achievements, as well as our practical competence. To be the beneficiary of our achievements, we must also feel that we deserve these benefits. By living (1) consciously and (2) purposively, and by practicing the arts of (3) self-acceptance, (4) self-responsibility, (5) self-assertiveness, and (6) personal integrity, we achieve a generalized feeling of self-worth, which is as necessary to our practical competence as the mastery of any technical skill.58 Neither Rand nor Branden deny the effects of internal and external factors on the development of self-esteem. Indeed, as Branden emphasizes, our sense of identity does not evolve solipsistically. It emerges in the context of our relationships, which contribute to the sense of self we acquire. In human interaction, each person expresses that which is internalized in his or her consciousness, the many complex consequences of past encounters and experiences (N. Branden 1983b, 40). Our relationships to parents, teachers, significant others, organizations, and the culture greatly impact upon our evolution toward independence and autonomy. The ideas, beliefs, and practices that we accept, either consciously or tacitly, can prove fatal to our self-image, and to our very existence (N. Branden 1992, 94–95).

What must be emphasized at this stage is that this exalted view of self-esteem is the essence of Rand’s ethical egoism. When Rand advocated rational selfishness, she was not projecting the ideal of a savage, club-wielding caveman. She argued that the virtue of selfishness is inseparable from the virtue of rationality. When we exercise our minds to the fullest extent of our ability, we are being rational. By applying our thought to the achievement of material values, we are being productive. By benefiting from our own rational efforts, we are being selfish in the most benevolent sense of that word. None of these virtues is separable from the others.

By realizing our purposes and reaping the benefits of our efforts, we acquire the values necessary to survival. For Rand, such an achievement does not require the sacrifice of others to the self or the sacrifice of the self to others. Objectivism sees no inherent conflict of interest among people who earn the values of their existence and who deal with one another by trading value for value. Rand argued that such free, voluntary, uncoerced trade is the only rational and moral principle for all human relationships, whether personal or social, private or public, spiritual or material. This trader principle recognizes neither masters nor slaves in human relations.59 It acknowledges no polarization between the individual and the society in which that individual lives, if that society is genuinely human. Indeed, the greater a person’s self-esteem, the more likely it is that he or she will engage in social relationships marked by mutual respect, kindness, and generosity. The deeper a person’s self-doubt, the more likely it is that he or she will view others with fear and distrust (N. Branden 1987, 147).

At this juncture, it is important to grasp why Rand used the word “selfishness” to connote something beneficent. She argued in The Virtue of Selfishness, that she used it for the very reasons that make people afraid of it (vii). She claimed that conventional morality creates a conceptual “package-deal” in which only two alternatives are possible: the sacrifice of the self to others (traditional altruism) or the sacrifice of others to the self (traditional egoism).60 Convention equates altruism with benevolence and egoism with brutality. In both cases, however, the spirit of benevolence is sabotaged and the practice of brutality is made inevitable.

In Rand’s view, the conventional alternatives obscure the true meaning of the word “selfishness,” which is: “concern with one’s own interests.” Such a definition is morally neutral, according to Rand.

It is debatable whether Rand pinpointed the actual definition of “selfishness.” Most dictionaries define “selfishness” as “concern only with one’s own interests,” which is not neutral. In any event, the major obstacle for Rand is not philological, but philosophical. By transposing the concept of “selfishness” into a nondualistic context, Rand aimed to alter its conventional meaning (Virtue of Selfishness, vii). To effect this metamorphosis of meaning, Rand had to transcend the limitations of the very categories she was using. This is a difficulty faced by most dialectical thinkers: utilizing terms whose meaning has been tainted by a vastly different, one-dimensional philosophical context. To avoid such terms entirely, Rand would have been compelled to invent wholly new terms at the risk of becoming incomprehensible. By using known terms, she might appear to have actually endorsed one pole of a duality. Thus, in the conflict between egoism and altruism, for example, she was an egoist. In the conflict between capitalism and socialism, she was a capitalist. But such a one-sided characterization profoundly distorts Rand’s philosophical project. She was not a conventional egoist. Her ethics constitutes a rejection of traditional egoism and traditional altruism alike. Likewise, she was not a conventional capitalist. As I will discuss further in Chapter 10, Rand defended capitalism as an unknown ideal. If we fail to grasp these important distinctions, we risk viewing Rand as a monist. In actuality, Rand’s approach to ethics is but another illustration of her revolt against formal dualism.

LOVE AND SEX

Rand’s ethics are internally related to every other aspect of her developed worldview. It is impossible to comprehend the extent and depth of her vision in a single chapter or study. But there are immediate ramifications that further illustrate the essentially nondualistic tenor of her philosophy. In no area of ethics or psychology is this more apparent than in the Objectivist perspective on love and sex. These issues highlight Rand’s understanding of the connections between the conscious and the subconscious, the mind and body.61

Rand’s integration of the material and the spiritual is central to her concept of productive work. But it is equally essential to her examination of love and sex. Rand traced a philosophical link between those who deny the spiritual roots of production and those who believe that sex is a purely mechanical function. In production, the materialist engages in promiscuous acquisition devoid of principles, and the idealist excoriates material values. In sex, the materialist engages in literal promiscuity, and the idealist extols the virtues of Platonic love. Rand ([1976] 1992T) warned that the cultural treatment of sex as a bathroom function would lead to a Victorian backlash. She maintained that this swinging from one pole to another was an inevitable by-product of the materialist and idealist bifurcation of mind and body.

Rand argued that just as material production emerges from cognitive and creative activity, so too, sexual choices will reflect consciously or subconsciously held convictions. As a distinctively human activity, sex involves the exploration of all of our sense modalities and spiritual values (N. Branden 1980, 90–92). Ideally, it is the expression of romantic love. Such an integration of love and sex is neither exploitative nor submissive. It “is the most profoundly selfish of all acts,” because it celebrates the self as an object worthy of desire and appreciation (Atlas Shrugged, 489–90). It requires self-assertion, self-responsibility, self-respect, and above all, self-esteem. Indeed, as Rand explained through Roark, “To say ‘I love you’ one must know first how to say the ‘I’” (Fountainhead, 377).

In a passage from Atlas Shrugged, Rand describes an encounter between Dagny Taggart and Hank Rearden which expresses the fully integrated nature of the sex act:

She knew that what she felt with the skin of her arms was the cloth of his shirt, she knew that the lips she felt on her mouth were his, but in the rest of her there was no distinction between his being and her own, as there was no division between body and spirit.… The course led them to the moment when, in answer to the highest of one’s values, in an admiration not to be expressed by any other form of tribute, one’s spirit makes one’s body become the tribute, recasting it—as proof, as sanction, as reward—into a single sensation of such intensity of joy that no other sanction of one’s existence is necessary. He heard the moan of her breath, she felt the shudder of his body, in the same instant. (252)

Of course, Rand’s belief in the full integration of mind and body does not mean that romantic partners are morally obligated to have a simultaneous orgasm. Rather, Rand argued that in all relationships of affection, from friendship to romantic love, the partners incorporate the welfare of each other into their hierarchy of values.62 In romantic love, the interpenetration of each body is a synthesis of both spirits (N. Branden 1980, 120). Sex, however, is not a primary. One cannot generate self-esteem through sexual conquest and adventure. For Rand, only the “rationally selfish,” are capable of giving and receiving love. People who do not value themselves first are incapable of valuing anything or anyone.63

From the time of his association with Rand, Branden developed the deeper implications of the Objectivist view in his examination of the principle of psychological visibility and its relationship to self-esteem and romantic love.64 Branden argues that a person’s self-concept is constituted by “a cluster of images and abstract perspectives on his various (real or imagined) traits and characteristics.” Like any broad, metaphysical abstraction, this cluster of images cannot be held in full conscious awareness at any particular moment. We are tacitly aware of our self-concept in each of our activities, but we never perceive it, as such (N. Branden [1969] 1979, 200). Branden argues that even though we can come to experience ourselves in terms of higher-level concepts, it is only in our interaction with another consciousness that we can experience ourselves perceptually.

This Brandenian argument mirrors Rand’s own insights into the creative nature of production and art. Rand suggested that human productive activity as such is essentially objectifying, creative praxis. In concretizing their goals, people make visible not only their explicit production designs, but the implicit values that propel them toward achievement. So too, art enables a person to experience his or her broadest, metaphysical abstractions in objective, perceptual form. By creating an art work, an artist makes visible a tacit sense of life. The artist objectifies materially that which is internal to consciousness. This process is duplicated by the responder. By articulating the basis of his or her aesthetic responses, the responder’s own core evaluations become self-visible. In this communicative interaction with an artist’s creation, the responder’s subconsciously held values are objectified for contemplation. A positive aesthetic experience will suggest a congruence between artist and responder that is mediated through the art work.

Branden recognizes that the experience of objectification and visibility is augmented exponentially in the context of human relations. Just as art allows one to grasp valuational concepts with the ease of perceptual focus, so human relationships permit people “to perceive [themselves] as [entities] in reality—to experience the perspective of objectivity—through and by means of the reactions and responses of other human beings.”65

Branden’s articulation of the principle of psychological visibility emerged initially from his interactions with his dog, Muttnik. He acknowledged that a human being could experience visibility even with a nonhuman consciousness. By playing aggressively with Muttnik, Branden noticed that the dog responded in a fully appropriate manner. Muttnik’s response seemed to objectify Branden’s actions in a way that mirrored his playful intentions.66

The experience of visibility allows us to view ourselves as objective existents. Branden (1980) states somewhat cryptically: “The externalization of the objectification of the internal is of the very nature of successful life” (74). What Branden means is that to the extent that we articulate and make explicit that which is within our own consciousness, we can experience ourselves as objectified beings in the eyes of another. To be genuinely visible to others, we must also be willing to be self-visible. To the extent that we have articulated and grasped our own convictions and values, we will optimize our visibility to others. To the extent that these convictions and values are shared with others, we will maximize the possibility for genuinely intimate relations. In our relations, we can achieve an “expanded awareness of self” (79).

In romantic love, the highest form of human visibility, the relationship constitutes a dynamic system (211). Since no one is a static entity, and since each “is engaged in a constant process of unfolding,” the self-visibility of each and the visibility of each to a significant other will evolve over time (N. Branden 1983a, 260). The dynamism inherent in the interpenetration of two selves creates a new universe that is unlike that occupied by either person alone. The result is an intermingling of many complex conscious and subconscious factors, including biological elements that science has yet to fully understand.67

Romantic love, then, is the concrete expression of human integration. It is not infatuation. An infatuation is a distortion based on the reification of one or two aspects of a person’s character. When we are infatuated with another person, we abstract these selected qualities from the totality and respond to the person as if these characteristics constituted the whole (N. Branden [1969] 1979, 210). Romantic love eschews such one-dimensionality. It is a synthesis of body and mind, sense modalities and spirituality, self-visibility and objectification. It is a totalistic and mutual response that preserves the independence of the lovers, even as it heightens their sense of unity. In Rand’s fiction, lovers may be willing to die for one another, but they refuse to live for one another. Even in unity, each person retains the self-actualizing values and virtues consonant with their individual, human survival.68

Like Rand, Branden recognizes that this conception of self-esteem and romantic love is a product of historical evolution. It is profoundly individualistic, egoistic, secular, and rationally selfish and stands in stark opposition to all premodern and religious theories. Such a conception would not have been possible without the accomplishments of the Industrial Revolution. Industrialization engendered the rise of a middle class that reached beyond its purely material needs and embraced an ideal of romantic love that was revolutionary in its impact (N. Branden 1980, 37). Both Rand and Branden suggest that the implications of this concept have yet to be fully appreciated or understood.

EUDAEMONIA

It should be apparent by now that Rand’s ethics are as expansive as her epistemology. In Rand’s epistemology, reason is constituted by many interrelated practices. Reason is consciousness. Consciousness is mind. But mind includes articulated, conscious convictions and tacit, subconscious integrations, the capacity for logical deduction and inductive inference, as well as the ability to evaluate, to feel, and to create. And the mind cannot be abstracted from the body, without losing the totality of what it means to be human. Rand does not identify reason with emotion or thought with action. Her system seeks their integrated and organic unity, such that no part is in fundamental conflict with the other parts or the totality that gives it meaning.

It is this expansive, multidimensionality that is reproduced within Rand’s ethical theories.69 And yet a number of thinkers have criticized Rand because they believe that she never fully explained the exact nature of her standard of moral values. For instance, Mack notes that “man’s life qua man” as the standard of moral values seems to incorporate rationality and productivity into the fabric of human survival. Mack wonders why Rand did not make pleasure and happiness partially constitutive of this standard. He asks if Rand valued rationality and productivity instrumentally, as means to the goal of human survival, or if these virtues are constituent elements of that ultimate goal.70 Henry Veatch is also perplexed by Rand’s use of “life” as the ultimate end, since she gives no precise indication of what “man’s life qua man” might be.71

Many of these criticisms are rooted in actual—ambiguous—passages in Rand’s writings. For instance, in the course of three pages in her essay “The Objectivist Ethics,” Rand presents three distinct purposes as central to a person’s life. She argues that everyone’s life is his or her own ethical purpose, and that this is the means of concretizing the abstract standard of value, “man’s life qua man.” But she also states that in the context of a “man’s life qua man,” productive work is the central purpose, a value that integrates other values. She simultaneously links productive work to rationality, whose function is also primarily integrative. Rationality and productive work, then, seem to fulfill similar requirements of integration. But Rand complicates these themes further when she states, as a social principle, that every person is an end in him-or herself, and not a means to the ends of others. It is “the achievement of his own happiness [that] is man’s highest moral purpose.”72

How can one’s own life, productive work, and happiness all be central to one’s highest moral purpose? Was Rand equivocating, or does her argument have its own inner logic? This requires some further exploration.

For Rand, happiness is to living as logic is to thought. Just as logic is the “art of non-contradictory identification,” so happiness is the “state of non-contradictory joy” (Atlas Shrugged, 1016, 1022). Logic requires the integration of one’s basic premises and experience, with an understanding of context. Happiness emerges from the integrated achievement of one’s values. It is not merely a fleeting pleasure or a momentary feeling. It requires an acceptance of one’s context and a grasp of one’s own long-term interests.

However, Rand remarked that though happiness is the purpose of ethics, it is not the standard.73 This suggests a distinction between life as the standard and happiness as the purpose of life. Rand distinguished between these categories in order to criticize hedonism. She maintained that hedonism views pleasure and happiness as moral standards. The good is anything that gives people pleasure and/or happiness, and the evil is anything that gives people pain and/or unhappiness. In Rand’s view, however, happiness is an emotional state, proceeding from one’s values and convictions. Since values ultimately determine what makes you happy, and since each individual’s values arise from a confluence of conscious and subconscious factors, the emotion of happiness is a complex, integrated derivative. It cannot serve as an ultimate standard because it is not an end in itself. Nor is it strictly a means to the end of life. It is an emotional experience of pleasure and joy in being as such. It is a form of pleasure, Bran-den suggests, which “is a metaphysical concomitant of life, the reward and consequence of successful action.”74

Rand explained further that the relationship between virtues and values is a relationship between means and ends. She maintained that our virtues enable us to achieve life and happiness. Thus, “Virtue is not an end in itself. Virtue is not its own reward.… Life is the reward of virtue—and happiness is the goal and reward of life” (Atlas Shrugged, 1022).

Rand seems to be saying that virtues do not constitute the values they actualize. And yet how can rationality and productive work constitute the value of life if they are a means to life’s achievement? How can the practice of any virtue be a constituent element of the one ultimate value it aims to consummate? How can happiness be the goal of life when life is the ultimate value itself? How can Rand be involved in such a quagmire of apparent ambiguity?

The issue here, I think, is that Rand was being true to her dialectical roots. The circularity indicates that there is an identity between human life and all the values (reason, purpose, self-esteem) and virtues (rationality, productiveness, honesty, integrity, independence, justice, and pride) Rand enunciates. The virtues are the means to life. However, the standard of moral values is not mere survival, but the life proper to a rational being. Life is self-sustaining action. Human life as the standard of value entails the actions that are necessary for its achievement.

Despite her emphasis on axioms and derivatives, Rand did not think in terms of strict logical dependence, or one-way causality, i.e., that A leads to B which leads to C. Rather, she thought in terms of reciprocal causation and mutual reinforcement: A leads to B which leads to C, with each of the elements being both the precondition and consequence of the others. Such an integration allowed Rand to view the sex act, for instance, as simultaneously, a celebration of life, an expression of happiness, a manifestation of self-esteem, and a product of human values. The constellation here cannot be understood in its abstracted units, but only in its organic unity.

True, Rand recognized an asymmetry among the elements of the totality. In her ethics, life is the source of value—just as existence is prior to consciousness; just as reason, albeit expansively conceived, is the root of the individual’s distinct evaluative and emotive mechanisms. But the relationships between these pairs is reciprocal and integrated. We cannot know existence without consciousness. We cannot understand life without grasping the necessity of valuation in human survival. We cannot remain fully conscious, reasoning animals without articulating our emotions and integrating our subconscious values and conscious convictions; such is the essence of an unobstructed awareness.

Rand’s integrated approach is clearly reflected in her statement: “To hold one’s own life as one’s ultimate value, and one’s own happiness as one’s highest purpose are two aspects of the same achievement.”75 While happiness depends upon the standard of life, it is also a constituent aspect of genuinely human survival. But so are all the values and virtues that Rand has enunciated. To hold the life of a rational being as the standard of value, is simultaneously to endorse a view of what a rational life is. Not surprisingly, it comprises the very derivative values and virtues that make human life possible. In Peikoff’s words: “The moral, the practical, and the happy cannot be sundered. By their nature, the three form a unity: he who perceives reality is able to gain his ends and thus enjoy the process of being alive.”76

Peikoff (1976T, lecture 7) argues that at the core of Objectivism is a belief in the actualization of human potentialities. In this regard, Objectivism follows the Aristotelian conception of eudaemonia as the human entelechy. For Aristotle, the proper end of human action is the achievement of “a state of rich, ripe, fulfilling earthly happiness.”77

Branden too applauds Aristotle’s eudaemonic worldview. He argues that human life involves the expansion of “the boundaries of the self to embrace all of our potentialities, as well as those parts that have been denied, disowned, repressed.” The actualization of human potential is a form of transcendence, an ability “to rise above a limited context or perspective—to a wider field of vision.” This wider field does not negate the previous moments; it is a struggle “from one stage of development to a higher one, emotionally, cognitively, morally, and so forth” (N. Branden 1983b, 114, 244).

This teleological strand in Objectivism has led Den Uyl and Rasmussen to view Rand’s philosophy as fully within the Aristotelian eudaemonic tradition.78 They suggest, quite persuasively, that Rand, like Aristotle, saw human life in terms of personal flourishing. The principles that guide people toward their own fulfillment “are both productive of the condition and expressive of it” (Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1991, 59–60).

This “flourisher” interpretation of Rand’s ethics is not without its critics. In the Objectivist literature, the “flourishers” are opposed by the “survivalists.”79 Kelley (1992c), for instance, argues that to regard “flourishing” as a constituent of the ultimate value of life, is to put the cart before the horse. According to Kelley, every value and virtue in Rand’s ethics has a bearing on self-preservation. To incorporate these values and virtues into the ultimate value, life, escapes the need to prove that they are a “necessary means to that end” (54, 58). For Kelley, Rand has established a strictly causal relationship:

The alternative of existence or non-existence is what bridges the is-ought gap, it is what all values have to be tied back to, and that means literal survival or death. I think if you’re going to ground your ethics in facts, you have to trace everything back to survival or non-survival, because that’s where you face the fundamental alternative. Or you have to develop a new theory, some other connection between facts and values, in addition to or instead of the one Ayn Rand proposed.80

But as I have suggested, Rand endorsed a form of reciprocal connection. She did trace the necessary links between virtue and survival, but she also argued that survival is specifically human survival, an integrated existence. Her virtues serve the goal of human life, even as they are necessary constituents of the goal itself. If, as I have argued, Rand is profoundly dialectical in her methodology, then the “survivalist” interpretation of Rand’s ethics is fundamentally flawed.

MORALITY AND MORALIZING

In this chapter I have presented a rather exalted view of Rand’s approach to ethics. I have yet to focus on Rand’s concept of immorality or on her own reputation for “moralizing.” While I will have the occasion to explore her view of evil later, it is impossible to leave this chapter without a brief discussion of these themes. The primary reason for addressing these issues at this time, relates to the leitmotif of this book. If Rand’s ethics are inherently nondualistic, does her definition of evil reintroduce dualism into the framework of her philosophy? Furthermore, does her alleged penchant for moralizing undermine the rich, integrated conception that I have reconstructed in this chapter?

As a novelist and lecturer, Rand presented her otherwise integrated perspective in stark terms, which often did violence to the complexities and subtleties of her philosophy. This was perhaps an unavoidable by-product of her popular expositional style. It was an approach that made her famous, and which very much reflected the immoderate tendencies inherent in the Russian literary tradition.

Rand advocated “a black and white view of the world” since one could not “identify anything as gray, as middle of the road,” without knowing “what is black and what is white, because gray is merely a mixture of the two.”81 While she defined rationality as the basic virtue, she regarded irrationality as the basic vice.82

In order to understand Rand’s notion of irrationality, it is important to grasp her distinction between an error of knowledge and a breach of morality (Atlas Shrugged, 1059). Rand recognized that people are not infallible or omniscient. A person who makes an error of knowledge may be in full mental focus, but may either lack sufficient information, or make a mistake. Such a person is not irrational. By contrast, a person who breaches morality commits the equivalent of a “cardinal sin,” in Rand’s view, a “sin” that makes all other vices possible. For Rand, the essence of such a breach is willful evasion of the facts of reality.

Rand recognized that evasion can become habitual in a person’s psycho-epistemology. Such evasions may inevitably contribute to a form of psychological repression that blocks an individual from being aware of certain uncomfortable facts. Though repression is outside the realm of conscious control, and thus, extra-moral, Rand condemned the sustained practice of willful evasion. A person who consciously evades the facts of reality acts against the means of his or her own survival. Such irrationality cannot be practiced with impunity; it must engender consequences that undermine a person’s self-preservation.

Rand believed in a kind of Gresham’s law of morality. Just as bad money drives out good money, so bad moral principles have a tendency to drive out good ones. She argued that most people internalize a mixture of both rational and irrational premises, but that unless the irrational ones were fully articulated and transcended, people risked poisoning even their good principles (Peikoff 1987T, lecture 6). Knowledge is an integrated totality. To evade one fact is to introduce a contradiction into one’s consciousness, which, if left unchecked, must engender further contradictions, and the ultimate disintegration of one’s cognitive and evaluative mechanisms. Rand compared the process to government intervention in the economy. She argued that unless the irrationality (or intervention) is examined and entirely eliminated, it requires further irrationality (or intervention) in a misbegotten attempt to overturn the deleterious consequences.83 The result is disastrous in both cognitive and social spheres. Ultimately, Rand’s analysis of statism is a radical critique of systemic irrationality.

Rand argued that rationality, the good, has nothing to gain from irrationality, the evil. Rand believed that evil is impotent because those who engage in sustained evasion cannot realize the potentialities distinctive to human being. Because evil is fundamentally impotent, it can only succeed by the default of those rational and moral people who do not recognize its basic irrationality. In a clear articulation of principles, irrationality is defeated. By obscuring these principles, the irrational gain a certain leverage in social relations they do not naturally possess.84 It is for this reason that Rand rejected any compromise on basic principles of right and wrong.

This ethical stance had political implications. While Rand viewed “indiscriminate tolerance” and “indiscriminate condemnation” as variants of the same error, she asserted that in an “irrational society,” a rational person must never fail to pronounce moral judgment.85 Any failure to do so would constitute an implicit moral sanction of evil. Since evil is a destructive force, and reason is fundamentally creative, a single appeasement is morally reprehensible and has potentially fatal long-term consequences. Still, a person’s context might determine the appropriateness of a specific moral response; it has been alleged that Rand and many of her followers engaged in endless tirades and denunciations where polite conversation and orderly debate might have been more effective.

This intolerance was reflected in many of Rand’s positions in the area of situational ethics. Though Rand saw restitution as a means of earning forgiveness of a moral breach (Peikoff 1991b, 289), her uncompromising view of the world left little room for moral reform. And while Rand did not deny the legitimacy of charity as a means of helping those who were unfortunate victims of circumstance, she most certainly did not give enough attention to the issue of private, voluntary assistance in human affairs. Typically, Objectivists would answer those who inquired about the plight of the poor and the handicapped, with a flippant, “If you want to help them, we will not stop you.”86

These flashes of insensitivity cannot be taken completely out of context. In Rand’s opinion, the institutional poor were a consequence of statist economy. Peikoff (1987bT, questions, period 1) argues too that if people were to let orphans starve in a genuinely free society, they would be so malevolent and corrupt that freedom could not last for any length of time. Indeed, voluntary, mutual aid has survival value (N. Branden 1983b, 225n). Rand recognized that a rational individual never forgets the fact that life is the source of value, that there is “a common bond among living beings,” and that other individuals are potentially capable of achieving the same virtues of character.87

While Rand’s situational ethics are tempered by enlightened self-interest, the evidence suggests that in her own personal relationships, she was a fervent moralizer. This “religious” streak in Rand’s approach has been noted variously by a number of commentators.88 Nathaniel Branden argues that Rand exhibited a kind of “Manichaeism.”89 Manichaean thought is inherently dualistic. Paul Thomas (1980) explains that the Manichaeans saw good and evil as “two independent, co-equal principles, so that evil as evil is required if the good is to establish itself” (384n).

Strictly speaking, Rand was not a Manichaean. Rand did not posit a radical separation of good and evil precisely because evil is not coequal with good. She defined evil negatively, as rooted in a revolt against rationality. Evil has no power without the sanction of good. It cannot exist on its own, and depends upon the default of the good for its sustenance. Evil can only destroy, it cannot create. It requires that others create before it can expropriate their values. Good does not require the presence of evil, but evil is a parasite on the moral host. Rand skewed the relationship in terms of the good and the rational, not in terms of their negations.90

And yet it is entirely possible that Rand did integrate elements of the Manichaen perspective into her psychology. As a child of Russia’s Silver Age, Rand may have inherited the Symbolists’ belief in the polarity of good and evil. Merezhkovsky had in fact endorsed a Manichaean view, and even the dogmatic communists saw the world in terms of a ruthless, apocalyptic struggle between polar opposites.91 Rand’s intolerance echoes these immoderate Russian tendencies. If anything, this suggests that it is not possible to escape the limitations of one’s past completely or remake oneself entirely. In Rand’s struggle against dualism, she may have retained aspects of a Manichaean worldview in her own psychology. But in speculating so freely on the roots of Rand’s alleged moralizing, I risk committing an equally dangerous psychologistic error. The more important question is whether such intolerance is endemic to any totalistic philosophy.

It is apparent, however, that the history of the organized Objectivist movement is replete with stories of “authoritarianism in the name of reason.” Those “students of Objectivism” who displayed “inappropriate” behavior were condemned for having committed “an offense against an abstraction called ‘morality’” (N. Branden [1969] 1979, 246 n. 48). Nathaniel Branden admits to having fueled such intolerance. In later years, he recognized that this use of moralistic judgment only obscured an understanding of a person’s specific circumstances and context. As a psychologist, Branden (1987) sees human beings engaged in a struggle for adaptation and self-preservation: “Even if the path we choose is mistaken, even if objectively we are engaged in self-destruction, subjectively at some level we are trying to take care of ourselves—as in the case of a suicide who seeks escape from intolerable pain” (79).

For Branden (1973), neurotic behavior can be understood as an individual’s attempt to protect his self-esteem and to ensure his own “survival by self-destructive (reality-avoiding) means” (8). But there is a subtle distinction here between psychological and ethical egoism. Psychologically, every action seems to embody self-interested motivation subjectively defined. Ethically, however, the achievement of values that are objectively and rationally selfish frequently requires a dedicated, personal struggle of momentous proportions.92 Psychology and the therapeutic process provide an individual with a technology that facilitates the practice of virtue and the actualization of value (N. Branden 1982T).

Branden is not the only post-Randian theorist to grapple with moralism. Peikoff himself has argued that moralizing is a product of rationalism. As we have seen, rationalism begins with a list of intrinsic truths. Ethically, the rationalist applies these dogmatic principles with authoritarian ruthlessness. Peikoff explains that in “rationalist” interpretations of Objectivism, there is a one-sided emphasis on a “morality” abstracted from the context and concrete circumstances that give it meaning. The rationalist tends to be as severe on himself as he is on others.93

As the post-Randian theorists move away from the premise that they are bearers of holy truth, they move toward a kinder, gentler Objectivism. The essence of Rand’s ethos lies not in her alleged moralizing, but in her ecstatic vision of extraordinary human creativity. This normative vision cannot be fully understood if removed from the broad social context that gives it existential meaning. While Rand believed that it was possible to live a rational life in an irrational society, her ethical theory beckons toward a polity that makes the practice of virtue fully efficacious.
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A LIBERTARIAN POLITICS

In this chapter I examine Rand’s libertarian politics as an outgrowth of her ontology, epistemology, and ethics, the culminating moment of a nondualistic philosophical totality. She aimed to transcend the polarities between anarchism and statism, atomistic individualism and organic collectivism. She defended laissez-faire capitalism as the only social formation consonant with fully integrated human being. Most important, she stressed an inextricable link between the personal and the political.

In my characterization of Rand as a libertarian thinker, I am using this word somewhat broadly. “Libertarianism” is a twentieth-century political ideology that carries on the eighteenth-and nineteenth-century classical liberal legacy. Its adherents advocate free-market capitalism and the rule of law, and they oppose statism and collectivism. They include individual-rights advocates such as Ayn Rand, Murray Rothbard, Tibor Machan, Douglas Den Uyl, and Douglas Rasmussen, but also those who depart from the rights perspective, such as Ludwig von Mises, F A. Hayek, and Milton Friedman. It is incorrect to view these thinkers as constituting a monolith, since there are significant differences between and among them. Though Rand praised Mises, for instance, she frequently derided others in the libertarian tradition for their lack of purity, or their inconsistency.1 In fact, she despised the word “libertarianism,” and often identified it with those who advocated “anarcho-capitalism.” She characterized these individualist anarchists as “hippies of the right.”2 Her critique of anarchism was a crucial component of her own nondualistic defense of the free market.

And yet despite her protestations, Rand’s politics is essentially libertarian. Her defense of individual rights, limited government, and laissez-faire capitalism constituted an invaluable contribution to the reemergence of classical liberal ideology in the twentieth century. Even though her approach is broader than most of her free-market contemporaries, it is fully within the libertarian tradition.

THE INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIETY

In stressing the ontological priority of individuals, the centrality of reason, and the necessity of ethical egoism, Rand provided the philosophical foundation for her defense of capitalism. Just as we achieve psychological visibility and an expanded awareness of self in our interactions with other human beings, so too, can we best actualize our unique potentialities in a social context. But for Rand, the full development of human capacities requires a specific social context. A social system must be consistent with our species identity and with the requirements of human survival.

While Rand acknowledged the sociality of human being, much of her politics is designed to clarify the very meaning of the concept “social.” Throughout her writings, it is possible to find vastly different connotations attached to it. At times, Rand exhibited an almost knee-jerk reaction against the very notion that we have a “social” nature. From her earliest journal entries, she questioned whether human beings are born “social,” and whether they must remain so. She asked: “If man started as a social animal—isn’t all progress and civilization to be directed to making him an individual?”3 In later years, her polemical tracts insist that “there is no such entity as ‘society,’” and that “society” is merely “a number of individual men.”4 And although she most emphatically rejected solipsism, she denied on one occasion that human beings are social animals. Society as such does not make us distinctly human, since it is possible to find communal living even among apes (N. Branden 1967T, lecture 13). Rand argued instead that the human being “is a contractual animal,” who must plan long-range, make choices, and trade with other individuals on the basis of reliable voluntary agreements.5
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Abstracted from the totality of Rand’s works, these statements reek of reification. Indeed, by characterizing a human being as a “contractual” animal, Rand conjured up images of vulgar, “economic man” as a transhistorical constant. And yet Rand never ceased to criticize society and social institutions. From a purely methodological vantage point, Rand clearly believed that the concept of the “social” was a legitimate abstraction. Rand saw “society” as a relational concept, as peoples’ “relations to each other … men in relation to men.”6 In such a relational construction, Rand committed neither the fallacy of composition nor division. In composition, we discover a fact that is true of a part, and mistakenly conclude that it is also true of the whole as the whole.7 Division, by contrast, applies what is true of the whole to each of its individual constituents taken separately (Peikoff 1974T, lecture 3). Objectivism recognizes that both the part and the whole have analytical integrity within a specifically defined context. In Rand’s view:

You are permitted to regard as an entity, for purposes of study, a collection of human beings such as a society, but you are not permitted then to say that metaphysically it is an organism, tied together by some ineffable means. You cannot say it is anything other than a group of a certain kind of entities, living beings, and you regard them as one entity only from a certain aspect. (“Appendix,” 272)

Thus, for Rand, society has no autonomous existence apart from the individuals who compose it.8 By stressing the ontological priority of individuals, Rand rejected the metaphysical basis of organic collectivism.

Rand’s opposition to organic collectivism was a by-product of her Russian youth. In its thrust toward dialectical synthesis, the history of Russian philosophy centered on the conflict between the individual and society. But in contrast to the Western-Hobbesian view that people must be forced into a social whole to avoid the war of all against all, most Russian thinkers resolved the conflict through mysticism. Nearly every major Russian philosopher, from Solovyov to Lossky, embraced the theme of sobornost’. This Russian concept accommodated the interests of the individual and of the collective through a mystical conciliarity. In their unity, each person was both the source and product of the whole. Each person reflected the organic social whole while being an inseparable constituent of it. This union was typically achieved through an ineffable, mystical process. Many Russian Marxists absorbed the collectivistic thrust of sobornost’, and sought to achieve unity through the coercive power of the state.

It is within this context that we can understand Rand’s hostility toward most things “social.” Outside of its analytical usefulness, the “social” became a euphemism for the subordination of the individual, the dissolving of the unique human personality into an undifferentiated mass. In all of Rand’s early writings, there is a sustained attack against this social determinism, whether of a religious or secular variety. By the 1940s and 1950s, Rand was swimming against the currents of modern Western sociology. She had unabashedly rejected what Dennis Wrong would call the “oversocialized conception of man.”

Wrong’s famous essay scolded contemporary sociologists for their “one-sided” view of man as a “disembodied, conscience-driven, status-seeking phantom.” Most sociologists projected an image of human beings as fully pliable, disciplined automatons whose chief goal was conformity and stability. Wrong (1961, 183, 190) argued that sociology had merely replaced one dualistic view of human being with another. In place of the hedonic, utilitarian calculus of bourgeois, economic man, sociology had created another undialectical, one-dimensional, “reified abstraction.” For Wrong, human sociality did not mean that human beings were entirely the product of socialization.

Rand anticipated Wrong’s thesis by many years. But she recalled a more classically oriented view of human sociality. Like Aristotle, Rand saw ethics and politics as mutually supplementary. For Aristotle, the good man and the good citizen are identical.9 When Aristotle saw the individual as “by nature a political animal,” he was expressing the conviction that human beings lived naturally in a polity, or political community, and that these existential conditions were necessary for their personal flourishing.10 Rand inherits this classical impulse. She sees human beings neither as solipsists nor as socialized automatons. As Nathaniel Branden (1980) emphasizes:

There are a thousand respects in which we are not alone.… As human beings, we are linked to all other members of the human community. As living beings, we are linked to all other forms of life. As inhabitants of the universe, we are linked to everything that exists. We stand within an endless network of relationships. Separation and connectedness are polarities, with each entailing the other. (61)

In Rand’s thought, social existence enables us to actualize most fully our distinct potentialities. Rand stated, through a character in Atlas Shrugged, that “man is a social being, but not in the way the looters preach.”11 As social beings, we need to live in a rational social world, to bring our goals to fruition, to exchange the products of our effort, and to cooperate in a free association with one another. Our growth and creativity—our very survival—depend upon appropriate social and existential conditions that make such growth possible.12 By extension, Rand argues that there are social practices and conditions that are inimical to our survival as human beings. For Rand, it is the initiation of physical force that is anathema to genuinely human existence.

FORCE

To fully appreciate Rand’s opposition to the initiation of physical force, it is necessary to reiterate some of her basic epistemological assumptions. She believed that we have free will. The essence of our free will is our ability to raise the level of our focal awareness by an act of cognitive volition. If freedom is an aspect of consciousness, it must also be an aspect of human existence. There is no mind-body duality.

Rand argued that the mind cannot work under compulsion or threat. If we are to grasp reality, we cannot subordinate our perceptions and knowledge to the orders, opinions, or wishes of another. The cognitive mechanism can be hampered or destroyed, but it cannot be forced to function in a way that compromises its basic nature.13 In Atlas Shrugged, Rand enunciated this principle:

“To interpose the threat of physical destruction between a man and his perception of reality, is to negate and paralyze his means of survival; to force him to act against his own judgment, is like forcing him to act against his own sight. Whoever, to whatever purpose or extent, initiates the use of force, is a killer acting on the premise of death in a manner wider than murder: the premise of destroying a man’s capacity to live.… Force and mind are opposites; morality ends where a gun begins.” (1023)

In Rand’s view, this is the basic contradiction at the root of nonobjective ethics. To impose an abstraction of the Good on our lives is to attack our cognitive and evaluative capacities, to invalidate and distort our very ability to be moral. An objective value is contextual; it must relate to an individual’s life and knowledge, specific needs and distinctive goals. A moral action is a chosen action. Outside of this context, action loses its ethical import.

Intrinsicism and subjectivism each subvert the possibility of objective valuation. The religionist-intrinsicist, for instance, identifies a “higher” good and typically sanctions the use of force to compel people to accept their categorical duties. The secular-subjectivist properly denies the reality of such mystic values. But subjectivism is the credo of most contemporary collectivists, who substitute the “intersubjective” for the objective, divorcing values from their existential basis. Rand acknowledges that these opposing ethical orientations may originate with “mistaken conviction,” but that ultimately, “both serve as a rationalization of power-lust and of rule by brute force, unleashing the potential dictator and disarming his victims.”14

Rand focused on the impact that the initiation of physical force has on human cognitive efficacy. She argued that in all historical periods, people have lived by projecting their goals and taking the requisite actions to actualize them. Such efficacious action takes place in a spatiotemporal dimension. People must operate on the conviction that their goals are capable of attainment. This is necessary whether they are primitive hunters and gatherers, farmers, or industrial producers. The need for efficacy is necessary for proper functioning as a conceptual being, regardless of the mode of production. Yet, progress in production techniques requires corresponding evolution in the integrative capacity of the mind. Rand explains: “Agriculture is the first step toward civilization, because it requires a significant advance in men’s conceptual development: it requires that they grasp two cardinal concepts which the perceptual, concrete-bound mentality of the hunters could not grasp fully: time and savings.”15

Time and savings are the “stock seed” of all forms of production. Farmers save their seed to support themselves through bad harvests and to expand the scope of production. The maintenance and expansion of this productive capacity enables them to improve their material welfare and, inevitably, to trade with others. This advancement in production is marked by a further elevation of human conceptual abilities. It requires sustained cognitive effort, which some people seek to avoid. Predation, rather than production, becomes their modus operandi. Historically, such people have seized the products of others by the use of force. Protection against predation remains the fundamental social problem in human existence, and was the ultimate rationale for the establishment of tribal, feudal, and modern governing associations.16

Defense against the initiation of force is not merely a material necessity. By interfering with a person’s material production and consumption, the initiation of force also cripples a person’s cognitive efficacy. By nullifying a person’s material efforts and threatening his or her body, the initiation of force achieves a corresponding nullification of the mind. It ruptures the connection between thought and action, ends and means, action and beneficiary, life and value. If our actions are not based on the judgments of our own minds, our survival is in jeopardy. And if, under the threat of force, we choose to act independently, we have also placed our survival at risk (Peikoff 1991b, 314). Force creates a lethal cognitive contradiction.

There is an inseparable link then, between rationality and freedom, just as there is an internal relation between faith (i.e., irrationality) and force. For Rand, “reason and freedom—are corollaries, and their relationship is reciprocal.” Rand does not posit strict, one-way causality, or logical dependence here. Together, reason and freedom form an organic unity. Each is internal to or constitutive of the other. Rand views freedom as a direct consequence of reason, and reason as a natural result of freedom. Consciousness is volitional. So too, is the capacity for action. We must be able to attain our rational goals free from the interference of other people. Reason is free, conscious activity. Freedom is a condition of rational cognition. Existentially, freedom is also a necessary, though not sufficient, condition for human survival. Throughout history, “when men are rational, freedom wins; when men are free, reason wins.”17

Ironically, Rand projects a view that is similar, at least in some respects, to the Hegelian synthesis. While Hegel’s view of Reason cannot be disconnected from his exhaustive history of consciousness, there are some parallels between Rand and Hegel concerning the relationship between reason and freedom. In tracing the development of consciousness toward philosophy, or “Absolute Knowledge,” Hegel ([1807] 1977) states: “In thinking, I am free” (120). In Hegel’s philosophy, as Marcuse ([1941] 1960) explains:

Reason presupposes freedom, the power to act in accordance with knowledge of the truth, the power to shape reality in line with its potentialities. The fulfillment of these ends belongs only to the subject who is master of his own development and who understands his own potentialities as well as those of the things around him. Freedom, in turn, presupposes reason, for it is comprehending knowledge, alone, that enables the subject to gain and to wield this power. (9)

Whereas Rand projected a corresponding connection between reason and freedom, she proposed that the relationship between irrationality and force is also reciprocal. Faith and force “are corollaries.” Each is constitutive of the other. The initiation of force is a natural consequence of the reliance on faith. And the perpetuation of faith and irrationality is a direct by-product of the initiation of force. In Rand’s view, “every period of history dominated by mysticism was a period of statism, of dictatorship, of tyranny.”18 Force is irrational; it subverts the very capacity to be rational. It seeks legitimation in mystic creeds and collectivist ideologies. It fragments the requirements of human life, and is a crucial foundation for the proliferation of social dualism. Each of these themes is significant to Rand’s developed critique of statism and culture.

INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

Having traced the anticognitive effects of the use of physical force in human relations, Rand began her social ethics with a libertarian nonaggression principle: “No man may initiate the use of physical force against others.”19 This principle is not an endorsement of pacifism. Rand fully recognized that people have the moral right to defend themselves, and to use force in retaliation against aggressors. She also acknowledged that force may not necessarily entail violence, and that fraud and extortion are subspecies of force, since they involve the appropriation of a person’s property under false pretenses or by coercive threats.

The nonaggression principle has immediate consequences, which Rand explored in her conception of individual rights. The notion of “rights” has had a long intellectual history, emerging from the natural-law prescriptions of antiquity and reaching its apex in Lockean political philosophy.20 Criticism of individual rights has had an equally impressive intellectual history. From Bentham, who saw the doctrine as “nonsense upon stilts,” to Marx, who saw it as a peculiar manifestation of bourgeois economy, the individual-rights perspective has been greatly disparaged. So it is not surprising that Rand’s own contribution to this debate has incited several critical commentaries.21

Rand’s approach, however, differs from the rights doctrines of classical liberalism because it is self-consciously derived from a broader theory of ethics. Whereas some libertarian thinkers, such as Rothbard, begin their defense of rights with an “axiom” of nonaggression, Rand’s theory is the culmination of a full-bodied system of thought. Rand approached her philosophical totality from a variety of vantage points. Since a social existence is necessary for the flourishing of the individual, Rand’s defense of rights is her consideration of this totality from the perspective of social relations. Everything she wrote about being, knowing, ethics, life, survival, reason, and the integrated nature of human beings is internal to her concept of individual rights.

In 1946, in one of her first published discussions of the subject, Rand argued: “A right is the sanction of independent action.” She endorsed a traditional Lockean-Jeffersonian view that the individual has the right to life, liberty (including property), and the pursuit of happiness. Having already written The Fountainhead as a tribute to the human ego, Rand was insightful enough to see this last right as a celebration of the individual’s ability to choose and pursue “his own private, personal, individual happiness and to work for its achievement, so long as he respects the same right in others.” For Rand (1946, 5–6, 8–9), criminal activity is not an affront to “society,” but an infringement on the rights of individuals.

In later years, Rand expanded on her earlier formulations and integrated these into the corpus of her fully developed philosophy. She argued that the concept of “rights” provides a moral bridge between individual ethics and social relations. It “preserves and protects individual morality in a social context,” and is “the means of subordinating society to moral law.”22 Just as life provides the standard of morality, so, too, the right to life provides the basis for all other rights. For Rand, “the right to life means the right to engage in self-sustaining and self-generated action—which means: the freedom to take all the actions required by the nature of a rational being for the support, the furtherance, the fulfillment and the enjoyment of his own life.”23

Rights have both positive and negative aspects. They sanction the freedom of voluntary, uncoerced action, even as they include the provision that each individual abstain from violating the corresponding rights of others. But Rand argued that all rights are indivisible. There is no distinction between the right to life and the right to property, just as there is no duality between mind and body. The right to life cannot be abstracted from its material manifestation. Just as the virtue of productive work derives from the value of human life, so too, the right to keep the products of our labor is the means by which we sustain our own lives. Property rights are a material corollary of the right to life. Since we must appropriate the products of our own efforts in order to survive, “The man who produces while others dispose of his product, is a slave” (94).

In economic terms, Marx endorsed a similar view. He argued that the capitalists’ extraction of surplus value from the laborer’s product is in essence an act of expropriation. Rand, however, rejected this Marxian conviction and maintained that it is the initiation of force that constitutes the fundamental means of nullifying an individual’s ability and right to sustain his or her life.

At this juncture, it is valuable to consider some of the immediate implications of Rand’s formulation. Den Uyl and Rasmussen (1991, 111–15) have argued that Rand’s conception of rights is “ambiguous,” since it is not clear if rights are “normative principles” counseling individuals in their social conduct, or if they are “meta-normative principles,” which provide guidance in the creation of a constitutional order and legal system that protects the individual’s “self-directedness.” They recognize that for Rand, rights include the normative provision that an individual is obliged to respect the self-directedness of others. They argue, however, that rights are metanormative principles. To this extent, rights provide a broad framework for a legal system that applies fundamental criteria to the definition of specific obligations.

The evidence suggests that Rand’s conception of rights is indeed, metanormative, even though it has some obvious normative implications. If rights provide a link between individual morality and a society’s law codes, clearly, they are broad principles that serve as guides for specific legal applications. It was not Rand’s goal to define these applications; this is a social task that relates general abstractions to a specific context.

But in another sense, Rand’s system of thought moves toward the fusion of metanormative and normative considerations. For Rand, an individual has the right to choose between life-affirming and self-destructive courses of action, as long as the latter do not infringe on other peoples’ rights to do the same. The first provision of this formulation is just as important as the second. She made a distinction between what a person has a right to do, and what is the right course of action for a person to take in the pursuit of the ultimate value of life. The most important ramification of Rand’s theory is her view that rights provide a social sanction of the individual’s quest for a moral existence. Crucial to Objectivist epistemology and Objectivist ethics is the human ability to choose. Rand may show contempt for certain individual practices, but this hostility does not translate into a denial of the legal rights of the religious worshiper, the gambler, the drug pusher, the drug taker, or any person engaging in unconventional, consensual sexual activities.

Hence, individuals have the right to pursue even anti-life activities, as long as these activities do not infringe on the corresponding rights of others. In a sense, individuals have the right to pursue suicidal actions, but not homicidal ones. But this is not the whole story; for Rand refuses to disconnect her notion of individual rights from the broader ethical theory of Objectivism. Since Rand believed that certain actions were immoral, her approach sought to understand and articulate the cognitive and social roots of such behavior as a means to their transcendence. For Rand, the more interesting question was not whether or not a person had the right to poison his or her own body with lethal drugs, but why someone would seek to escape from reality through drugs.

In this regard, Rand’s approach echoes the dimensions of the Marxian perspective. Marx opposed the concept of rights because it seemed to create a dualistic distinction between form and content. The rights doctrine endorsed the form of liberation, namely, free, conscious, human activity, by abstracting it from the content or context within which choices are made. Thus, bourgeois “freedom of conscience” merely tolerates religion, rather than liberating the human soul “from the witchery of religion.”24 For Marx, human beings created religion as the “heart of a heartless world.”

They will not transcend mysticism until they abandon “a condition which requires illusions.”25

Rand would have agreed with the thrust of Marx’s perspective. She viewed religious practices as not much different from drug addiction. Such practices were manifestations of a broader, anti-conceptual cultural bias, social conditions that have engendered a profound sense of alienation. Rand’s exploration of this issue links her libertarian politics to a critical, secular, humanist perspective.

Rand’s ability to rise above the strictures of previous rights theories is indicative of her fundamentally dialectical methods of inquiry. And yet, while Rand shared this integrated approach with Marxism, she departed significantly from Marx’s political orientation. According to Marx, the doctrine of individual rights was based on an atomistic conception of humanity. Private property defined the limits within which someone could enjoy his own possessions, seeing “in other men not the realisation but the limitation of his own freedom.” Marx wrote: “The right of man to freedom is not based on the union of man with man, but on the separation of man from man. It is the right of the limited individual who is limited to himself.… The right of man to property is the right to enjoy his possessions and dispose of the same arbitrarily, without regard for other men, independently from society, the right of selfishness.”26

Whereas Rand would have proudly affirmed property as “the right of selfishness,” it is obvious that Marx spoke disparagingly of this phenomenon. In this regard, Rand was actually closer to Hegel than to Marx. In Rand’s philosophy, individualism has ontological, ethical, political, and psychological components. The concept of rights does not depend on the reified, atomistic individual of bourgeois economy. Rand’s individualism does not view any person as a means to any end, rather, it views each person as an end in him-or herself. It holds that each of us should value nothing higher than our own autonomous thinking and judgment. The rights to life, liberty, property, and the pursuit of happiness are the social expression of the individual’s quest for self-realization.27 Since property is the material means of sustaining life, it is crucial to the actualization of the human potential.

It should be emphasized that Rand defined property broadly; it does not necessarily entail land ownership. Property is the product of a person’s labors. It refers to all of the material assets he or she has created, earned, exchanged, and legitimately appropriated for survival as a rational being. Much like Hegel, who saw property in an ontological relation to the person, Rand viewed the right to property as a sanction of human ability to appropriate nature for the purposes of self-development. As Den Uyl and Rasmussen suggest, this conjunction of property and personhood is so intimate that one cannot separate the creator from the creation without obliterating the integrated view of human existence that Rand projected.28 In Rand’s conception, people have the potential to engage in empowering social activities. They can pursue their goals unarbitrarily, with reason, creativity, purpose, and pride. And while an individual’s rights may be threatened by others, the Randian vision points toward a social order based on voluntary, mutually beneficial interaction. Rand’s philosophy aims for a free association of persons united by their own choice.

Rand’s concept of rights has many other specific implications that are outside the scope of this book. But it is valuable to mention some of these briefly. Rand did not believe that rights were applicable to fetuses or to nonhumans; she fervently advocated the right to abortion and opposed the animal-rights movement.29 She supported the extension of rights into the realm of intellectual property. She defended the right of inheritance, voluntary association, incorporation, free trade, and immigration.30 She believed that apart from some tangential public property linked to narrowly defined governmental functions, all property should be privately owned. For Rand, the notion of “public property” undermined individual responsibility, since everyone and no one was held liable for their actions. In Rand’s view, privatization should be extended to the forests, the oceans, and the airwaves as a means of introducing accountability into law.31

Rand’s doctrine of individual rights was also in stark opposition to modern welfarism. Rand believed that the entitlement mentality had manufactured all sorts of illegitimate “rights,” such as the “right” to food, clothing, shelter, employment, and medical care. No one could have a right to goods or services abstracted from the process that makes them possible. Rand asks, “At whose expense” are such goods to be provided? To postulate that some people are rightfully entitled to goods which they have not earned, is to force those who have achieved legitimate values into supporting others by unchosen obligation.32 This was not a resistance to voluntary charity, but it was a moral condemnation of the coercive redistribution that characterizes the welfare state.

ANARCHY AND GOVERNMENT

John Robbins (1974, 123, 125) argues that Rand’s undiluted concept of individual rights logically entails an endorsement of anarchy. Despite her dissociation from anarchism, Rand, like Marx, incorporated some basic anarchistic elements into her political theory. Murray Rothbard, the contemporary libertarian, credited Rand with having convinced him of the theory of natural rights.33 But he too believed that Rand’s injunction against force must necessarily translate into a moral opposition to the state as such. In Rothbard’s view, the state is force incarnate.34

While Rand would have vehemently disagreed with Robbins and Rothbard on this issue, her understanding of the nature of government does in fact sublate and preserve elements of anarchist theory. Just as Marx seems to have endorsed an anarchistic utopia in the final stages of communism, so Rand assimilated anarchistic elements in her vision of the ideal government. The reasons for this provocative parallel between Marx and Rand are strategic and methodological.

First, within their respective political movements, both thinkers had to deal with dissenting factions. Marx dealt strategically with the followers of Proudhon, Stirner, and Bakunin; Rand, with the Rothbardian anarcho-capitalists. The anarcho-capitalists were forging a new, vibrant ideology in their synthesis of Austrian-school economics, natural rights, New Left historical revisionism, and an indigenous brand of American individualist anarchism in the tradition of Tucker, Spooner, and Nock. Against such opposition, Marx and Rand developed remarkably similar theoretical responses to anarchism.

This is not to say that the Marxian and Randian critiques of anarchism are instances of mere political strategy. Their opposition to anarchism was primarily the expression of their distinctive dialectical methods. Marx had opposed the anarchists because they advocated a dualistic worldview in which the state was distinguished from civil society. They emphasized the voluntarist principles of the latter to the detriment of the former. But this anarchist approach was ahistorical. The history of capitalism, according to Marx (Grundrisse, 885), was replete with “state influences.” Indeed, the state was endemic to the genesis and development of capitalism, the source of primitive accumulation, and the financial fulcrum of the business cycle. Marx maintained that capitalism had never existed in its purest form and that it would take a historical movement to dispense with both the market and the state.

In Marx’s view (Capital, 1:356), within the capitalist mode of production, aspects of statism and anarchism exist side-by-side in organic conjunction. Capitalism merges “anarchy in the social division of labour and despotism in that of the workshop” where these principles “are mutual conditions the one of the other.” Socialism will resolve the conflict by transcending both anarchy and despotism, by subjecting the social production process to conscious human control, and by freeing the worker from the exploitation of capital. Paul Thomas observes that for Marx, statism and anarchism, “like blind obedience and blind destruction—have in common a certain specific form of false consciousness.… [They] are opposite sides of the same idolatrous coin.”35

While the content of Rand’s critique of anarchism differs considerably from that of Marx’s, the form of her analysis is just as dialectical. It is for this reason perhaps that Rand (1971T) had much greater respect for Marxists than she did for anarchists. She adamantly opposed the attempts of some libertarians who sought to conjoin her theories with anarchist principles and make her a “Marcuse” of the right. Rand believed that anarcho-capitalism had a much closer affinity with the outer fringes of the collectivist movement than with her own Objectivist philosophy.36 She argued that she was not primarily an advocate of capitalism or egoism. She maintained that her endorsement of the supremacy of reason provided the necessary epistemological basis for egoism in ethics and capitalism in politics. This was a hierarchy that could not be reversed. Politics was the final moment of a huge philosophical totality. Socially too, it was the product of a country’s dominant intellectual trends (1089). The anarcho-capitalists had attempted to invert this structure, and to establish a social system without any concern for historical reality or cultural context.

In the Objectivist view,37 these libertarian anarchists applied the principle of competition to the sphere of government. They were free-market advocates who sought to end the coercive monopoly of the state, and to institute a system of decentralized governing units. Such agencies would compete for the provision of defense and legal services, within the broad context of a universally accepted Libertarian Law Code.38 Rothbard maintained that such a Law Code would enshrine the basic “axiom” of self-ownership and nonaggression. In a genuinely voluntarist world order, this Law Code would sanction a plethora of alternative lifestyles. Some communities would opt for collectivistic communes; others would be individualistic. Some would maintain religious values; others would be oriented toward secular humanism. Some would submit to voluntary racial separatism and segregation; others would promote racial integration. For Rothbard, variations in culture and individual moral codes are irrelevant to the establishment of a libertarian society.39 His libertarian ethos seeks to protect the peaceful coexistence of all value systems within any cultural context.

Rand opposed the anarcho-capitalist attempt to fracture the intimate relationship between personal morality and social ethics. But she also opposed the anarchists because they had embraced a dualistic distinction between state and market. In this regard, anarcho-capitalism was the same as totalitarian statism. Both the anarchists and the statists saw fundamental and irreconcilable antagonism between the state and the market. The statists attempted to resolve the tension between these two spheres by placing a monistic emphasis on the state to the detriment of the market; the anarchists attempted to resolve this tension by placing a similarly monistic emphasis on the market to the detriment of the state. In the statist resolution, the state absorbs the market (or “civil society”) completely. In the anarchist resolution, the market absorbs the state, providing for all “public” goods, such as defense, and judicial services.

For Rand, this anarchist construction was “a naive floating abstraction,” a rationalist device for implementing a disjointed notion of liberty without the requisite foundations.40 Anarchists were guilty of committing the “fallacy of the frozen abstraction.” They observed that established states had always initiated the use of force and equated this historically specific model with the concept of government as such. They abstracted and reified historical instances and failed to grasp the true nature of government because they presumed that all governments must necessarily violate individual rights.41 In Rand’s view, a free society could not survive without the presence of crucial moral, cultural, and psycho-epistemological preconditions, all of which are integrated and organically linked. Rand writes:

Accepting the basic premise of modern statists—who see no difference between the functions of government and the functions of industry, between force and production, and who advocate government ownership of business—the proponents of “competing governments” take the other side of the same coin and declare that since competition is so beneficial to business, it should also be applied to government.42

For Rand, such a competition in the retaliatory use of force would spell practical disaster. And yet the evidence suggests that Rand’s own view of the nature of government incorporates significant anarchistic elements that cannot be ignored.

Rand’s political theory is highly abstract. Like her ethical system, Rand’s politics was geared toward defining broad principles that needed to be adapted to concrete circumstances. Consequently, one will not find in Rand’s political theory any extensive, specialized discussions of particular legal applications, constitutional principles, or legislative procedures. Nor can one find any kind words for democracy in Rand’s writings, since she believed that a majoritarian system would degenerate into mob rule in the absence of legally enforced rights, republican constraints, and a system of checks and balances (Peikoff 1991b, 368). Her definition of government is standardized Weberism, since she views it as an agency established within a certain geographical area, holding a monopoly on the power to enforce rules of social conduct.

However, Rand’s political theory is distinct in its emphasis on a nondualistic conception of government, one that is neither anarchistic nor statist in its orientation. Rand argued: “Government is the means of placing the retaliatory use of physical force under objective control—i.e., under objectively defined laws.”43 Individuals necessarily delegate their right of self-defense to such an agency for the purposes of maintaining the orderly rule of law. In Rand’s view, government has a highly limited scope. Its proper functions are to provide police, armed services, and law courts for the protection of individual rights and the adjudication of disputes (107–12). No government has the right to move beyond these strictures. One can presume that any functions that transcend these narrow limits must necessarily violate individual rights, which government was designed to protect.

This characterization suggests that no existing government on earth has moral legitimacy, since, to varying degrees, each violates its citizens’ rights. And yet practically speaking, Rand did view certain governments as morally superior to others. She believed that since its inception, the United States was the only moral society in human history, despite how its evolution had progressively undermined its original libertarian principles. In the contemporary world, Rand was most apt to condemn those governments that had sustained one-party rule, executions without trial, punishment for political offenses, nationalization and expropriation of private property, and censorship.44

But it must be emphasized that Rand’s vision of a genuinely moral government is considerably different from all established institutions in political history. In league with her own injunction against the initiation of force, Rand opposed such standard government practices as taxation and the draft. She viewed taxation as theft, the coercive expropriation of justly acquired property. She saw conscription as a form of slavery.45 Her ideal government would retain a monopoly on the coercive use of force, but this monopoly itself would be constituted by a voluntary association of citizens who contributed freely toward the maintenance of appropriate government functions. Rand offered several blueprints for such a system, including generalized charges on government-enforced contracts, and a lottery system of financing.46

What is most clear is that Rand viewed government as a necessary component of any social system, She argued: “A social system is a set of moral-political-economic principles embodied in a society’s laws, institutions, and government.” These principles are usually not articulated, but they determine the social relationships and terms of association within a specific geographical area.47 The fundamental issue faced by every social system is its orientation toward individual rights. In Rand’s view, capitalism is the only social system that fully recognizes the rights of the individual. It is the only social system consonant with the rational nature of human beings.

The question remains, however, that if “government” is a concept, then presumably, like other concepts, it must have existential referents. But if Rand’s ideal is anticipatory, then how can she claim any validity for such a concept when it has no legitimate past or current referents?48 In actuality, Rand created an “ideal-type” by abstracting liberal referents from historical states, while disregarding nonliberal factors that have been internal to every state in history, For Rand, such concepts as “government” and “capitalism” are socially transformative; their “ideal” character is latent in currently distorted social forms.

Thus, what is most striking about Rand’s conception of government is its ahistorical character. Despite Rand’s affection for the American, republican form of government, her own vision is less a description of historical reality than it is the projection of an ideal that has yet to be realized. Like capitalism, Rand’s voluntary political association remains an unknown ideal.

CAPITALISM

Rand’s defense of capitalism is similar in form to her defense of “selfishness.” In fact, Rand titled her collection of essays in social theory, Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal, for much the same reasons that she titled her collection of essays on morality, The Virtue of Selfishness: A New Concept of Egoism. Both “capitalism” and “selfishness” have had such a negative conceptual history that Rand needed to reclaim these concepts and to recast them in a new and nondualistic framework. Branden remarks that he had told Rand of his preference for the word “libertarianism” as an alternative to “capitalism,” since the latter term had been coined by anticapitalists.49 For Branden, “libertarianism” signified a broader, philosophical characterization and addressed the issues of social, political and economic freedom (Branden 1978, 60). But Rand refused to renounce the concept of “capitalism,” just as she rejected any attempt to couch her ethos of rational selfishness in more neutral terms.

In addition to such nominal problems, Rand was faced with the fact that her defense of “capitalism” differed considerably from other theoretical justifications. Rand’s approach is not Weberian; she did not view capitalism as an expression of the Protestant work ethic. Nor did she view capitalism as compatible with Roman Catholicism or any other form of religion.50 Though she accepted the empirical and theoretical arguments of Austrian-school economists who see the market as the most efficient and productive mechanism in history, she refused to defend capitalism on purely utilitarian grounds.51 And while Rand celebrates the record of economic growth under Western capitalism, she believes that the historical reality diverged radically from a pure, unadulterated laissez-faire system. While the nineteenth-century United States best approximated this system, its progress was severely undermined by massive government intervention in the areas of finance and banking, and in the bolstering of monopolies through land grants and industrial privileges. Marx himself had viewed this nineteenth-century system as only an approximation of full capitalism, since it was “adulterated and amalgamated with survivals of former economic conditions” (Capital, 3:175). For Rand, as for most Marxists, this “mixed” system reached its twentieth-century climax in the neofascist and corporativist policies of the U.S. welfare-warfare state.

Rand argued that the underlying reason for this failure to achieve systemic purity was moral and cultural. Capitalism as a social system was an implicit by-product of an Aristotelian philosophical base, one that celebrated the rational, the secular, and the egoistic. And yet capitalism was historically distorted because the cultures within which it evolved had not fully emerged from the influence of mysticism, altruism, and collectivism.52 Rand saw capitalism and altruism as “philosophical opposites” that could not “co-exist in the same man or in the same society.”53 The modern age was fractured by an “inner contradiction” because it tried to combine the concept of eudaemonic man with the notion that human beings were sacrificial animals.54 It was for this reason that Rand was extremely apprehensive about the introduction of capitalist markets into primitive cultures. She argued that capitalism required a predominantly rational and secular orientation, and that industrialization could not “be grafted onto superstitious irrationality” without massive distortion in the evolving structure of production.55 Though the United States achieved the greatest progress because it was the most secular Western country, it too had preserved significant elements of altruism and collectivism in its cultural base. And it was paying the price.

Curiously, Rand spoke in terms of a cultural and philosophical “base.” This view differs considerably from the Marxist formulation, which sees culture and philosophy as components of a social “superstructure,” a byproduct of a material “base.” These opposed characterizations have disparate consequences for both the theory of history and the nature of social revolution; however, what must be explored at this stage is Rand’s understanding of capitalism as an unknown ideal. In Rand’s view, the nature of capitalism is so inherently radical that its historical, philosophical, and cultural implications have yet to be fully comprehended. Rand unabashedly proclaims that Objectivists “are radicals for capitalism … fighting for that philosophical base which capitalism did not have and without which it was doomed to perish.”56 Once again, Rand’s project is geared toward articulation. She aimed to articulate those premises which underlie the daily practices and institutions of a historically emergent but not yet fully realized social system.

Following her literary methods, Rand seems to have extracted and emphasized those principles which, she believed, distinguish capitalist society from all previous social formations. She began with the real concrete circumstances of the historically mixed system, breaking down its complexity into mental units. She constituted her vision of capitalism on the basis of such abstraction, having isolated and identified those precepts which are essential to its systemic nature. In this way, she eliminated the accidental and the contingent in order to focus instead on the philosophical ideals of the capitalist revolution. Such a revolution was incomplete because its principles had never been fully articulated and implemented. Rand viewed her own project as the first successful attempt to articulate the moral nature of the capitalist system, ideally understood, thus making possible its historical fulfillment.

Without access to all of Rand’s journals, it is difficult to ascertain the point at which she actually began to defend capitalism as part of her developing philosophical synthesis. It seems clear that by the time she had published The Fountainhead, her political convictions were fully formed. In the 1930s and 1940s, she enjoyed cordial relationships with several individualist and free-market thinkers, including Ruth Alexander, Henry Hazlitt, Rose Wilder Lane, Ludwig von Mises, Albert Jay Nock, and Isabel Paterson. Stephen Cox suggests that it was Paterson who introduced Rand to most of the individualist works in economics, philosophy, history, and politics. In later years, Rand favorably reviewed Paterson’s God of the Machine for N.B.I.’s book service. Despite their eventual estrangement, it was clear that Rand felt a certain debt of gratitude for Paterson’s tutelage.57

Another important intellectual influence on Rand’s developing free-market perspective was Mises, the father of the modern Austrian school of economics. Mises had taught such economists as the Nobel laureate, F. A. Hayek, the distinguished Israel Kirzner, and the libertarian anarchist, Murray Rothbard (B. Branden 1986, 163–67, 188–89). Later, it was through Rand’s lectures and writings, and through the Nathaniel Branden Institute (N.B.I.) and the N.B.I. Book Club, that Mises’s works began to enjoy a wider and more popular audience.

Though Rand criticized Mises and other Austrians for their “Benthamite” utilitarianism, she had largely accepted their extensive demonstrations of the superiority of markets (1961T). Throughout Objectivist literature, there are many Austrian-flavored discussions of the gold standard, business cycles, monopolies, labor unions, public education, and child labor.58 Like the Austrians, Rand rejected the positivistic, mechanistic, and statistical methods of mainstream economics. And while she acknowledged competition as a natural by-product of the market process, she repudiated the standard neoclassical models of “perfect competition” as a vestige of rationalist, Platonic Idealism with no relevance to the real world.59

For Rand, while the Austrians had provided a profoundly important theoretical, economic defense of the free market, they had failed to articulate an appropriate moral base for the capitalist system they championed. Peikoff (1983T, lecture 8) argues, for instance, that Mises, like most Austrians, had rejected socialism because it did not actualize the alleged goals of its practitioners. This method of criticizing socialism on the basis of its internal inconsistencies was insufficient. One cannot simply reject socialism or accept capitalism based on rationalist polemics or purely empirical evidence. Such approaches, though effective in certain contexts, could not bypass the need for a principled defense of the moral superiority of capitalism.

In Rand’s view, most social theorists were guilty of reification. Political economists in particular had observed that people were producing goods and services, and trading with one another. They assumed that human beings “had always done so and always would.” They saw these facts of economic life as “given, requiring no further consideration,” and merely addressed themselves “to the problem of how to devise the best way for the ‘community,’ to dispose of human effort.” Most contemporary theorists approached the study of economics on the macrolevel, without ever focusing on the individuals that constituted the social whole. Like their counterparts in sociology, they endorsed a conception of humanity as an undifferentiated, aggregated collective. This was a kind of methodological “tribalism” that began the study of society without defining the nature of the entities involved in social practices and institutions. Reiterating her objection to this oversocialized conception, Rand writes: “A great deal may be learned about society by studying man; but this process cannot be reversed: nothing can be learned about man by studying society—by studying the interrelationships of entities one has never identified or defined.”60

It is ironic that Marx and Engels leveled a similar, though opposite, charge against those liberal thinkers who viewed capitalism as a logical derivative of the “eternal laws of nature and of reason.”61 The “Robinsonades,” as Marx called them, dissolve society “into a world of atomistic, mutually hostile individuals,” who are self-interested and isolated from one another.62 Whether he was commenting on Locke or Smith, Marx (Grundrisse, 83) argued that the bourgeois vision of civil society as “natural” and “normal” was typical of each epoch in its quest for transhistorical legitimacy. Marx condemned this vision as a product of “vulgar economy” and “bourgeois narrow-mindedness” to counter the liberal defense “in doctrinaire fashion” of those categories of explanation which were historically specific to the capitalist mode of production.63

For Marx, as for Rand, political economists expressed capitalist social relations as a given, without grasping the conditions that made them possible. In Rand’s view, such an approach was one-dimensional and abstract. It obscured any understanding of human species identity and failed to grasp either the nature of capitalism, or the philosophical, psycho-epistemological, moral, cultural, and social conditions that make capitalism possible.

This parallel between Rand and Marx, however, cannot erase their very different assessments of the capitalist system. One of the most important distinctions between Rand and Marx lies in their alternative conceptions of the relationship between capitalism and dualism. Since I have described Rand as a nondualistic, dialectical thinker, it is extremely valuable to consider her response to the Marxian view that capitalism, as such, engenders an array of dualistic tensions in social life that only socialism can resolve.

Marx views capitalism as a historical and organic totality, one that generates a “dualism between individual life and species-life, between the life of civil society and political life” (Jewish Question, 225, 231). According to Marx, the capitalist labor process stunts the development of integrated human being. Such fragmentation is endemic to capitalist social relations. Whereas in previous social formations, the laborer unites within himself multiple functions, the development of capitalism leads to a corresponding differentiation in the relations of production. The division of labor is the turning point. Products are no longer the result of individual labor; they are social products produced by the cooperation and combination of many laborers, each of whom performs a different task (Capital, 1:508).

Previously combined branches of production become separated, even as each branch internally differentiates its own operations (Surplus-Value, 3:288–89). In capitalist commodity production, “separation appears as the normal relation” (1:409). The manufacturing process develops the natural endowments of the laborer in a one-dimensional manner. The laborer becomes a perfectionist in his limited tasks and one-sided specialties (Capital, 1:363).

The division constitutes and is constituted by a dual dynamic. First, according to Marx, it cripples the laborer by pitting the functions of his body against the functions of his mind. The organic unity of body and mind is fractured, as the laborer’s particularized, mechanical abilities are developed to the detriment of his cognitive, creative abilities. Second, it expresses the basic alienation of the laborer who becomes estranged from the product of his labor as he is forced to sell that product, and his own labor-power as a product, on the market.

The market, itself, exists by virtue of the distinction between the product and the producer. The laborer’s product becomes externalized and objectified. The early Marx focused on this process as one “of self-sacrifice” and “mortification” (Manuscripts, 108). The later Marx stressed that alienated labor-power is the basis of commodity exchange. On the market, dualism takes the form of a division between purchase and sale or the exchange of commodities for money, and the exchange of money for commodities (Grundrisse, 148, 146). Money, itself, spontaneously emergent in precapitalist society, comes to dominate bourgeois life.

Marx recognized that the evolution of exchange is a chief means for the individuation of human society. “It makes the herd-like existence superfluous and dissolves it” (496). But its progressive character is subverted because capitalism robs people of the ability to consciously plan their own fate. The emergence of more substantive notions of human freedom is coupled with “the most complete suspension of all individual freedom, and the most complete subjugation of individuality under social conditions which assume the form of objective powers, even of overpowering objects—of things independent of the relations among individuals themselves” (652).

Rand proceeded upon entirely different assumptions. She celebrated the division of labor and saw the exchange of knowledge and goods as two of the most important values of human social existence.64 In Rand’s view, specialization of labor does not symbolize fragmentation; it is how a laborer develops his particularized efficacy through the mastery of certain skills and practices. What makes capitalism distinct from all previous systems is its expansion of the avenues for human social advancement. Capitalism liberates the laborer from all former institutional constraints on his mobility. No laborer is compelled to remain frozen in a guilded caste. The laborer can rise as high as his ambition and knowledge will take him, enabling him to pursue his chosen goals and to actualize his unique potentialities without the interference of religious or political authorities.

Rand’s defense of capitalism traces the moral meaning of every essential market category, including trade, money, the law of supply and demand, and the objective value structure which the system embodies. She argued: “Capitalism is a social system based on the recognition of individual rights, including property rights, in which all property is privately owned.”65 According to Rand, the market is a dynamic, continuous, upward process “that demands the best (the most rational) of every man and rewards him accordingly.” Trade—the voluntary exchange of value for value—is the central form of social relation under capitalism. Such trade is founded on a delineation of rights that bars the initiation of physical force in human relationships.

One of the most important categories of capitalist economy is money. The predominant role of money in market society is not a fact that Rand laments. As one of her characters in Atlas Shrugged explains:

“Money is a tool of exchange.… Money rests on the axiom that every man is the owner of his mind and his effort. Money allows no power to prescribe the value of your effort except the voluntary choice of the man who is willing to trade you his effort in return.… Money permits no deals except those to mutual benefit by the unforced judgment of the traders.… Money is your means of survival.… Money is so noble a medium that it does not compete with guns and it does not make terms with brutality.… Money is the root of all good.… When money ceases to be the tool by which men deal with one another, then men become the tools of men. Blood, whips and guns—or dollars. Take your choice—there is no other—and your time is running out.” (410)

In this passage, Rand does not deny that money can be used in a distorted or corrupted fashion.66 But it must be remembered that Rand here is describing money within the context of capitalism, the unknown ideal. The current mixed system features an interpenetration of statist and market categories, such that it becomes very difficult to distinguish between the genuine money-makers and the money-appropriators, between those who trade legitimate values and those who use money as a tool of expropriation.

In Rand’s conception of the free market, however, she reserves for the dollar sign the same reverence that Christians project in the sign of the cross. It is interesting that in the above passage, Rand implies an identity between reason and money. She states that “money is your means of survival,” recalling her epistemological conviction that reason is one’s means of survival. While Rand emphasizes that money is a material means for human sustenance, she is also tracing a much more profound connection between money and the rational process, which underlies its accumulation and use. For Rand, money “is a frozen form of productive energy,” and cannot be severed from the rational activities that make its existence possible.67

The role of money in capitalist economy is crucial, in Rand’s view, because it is both a tool of exchange and a tool of savings, enabling people to delay their own consumption, and to purchase time for all future production. While consumption is the final cause of the production process, savings is its efficient cause. Savings represent future goods that have yet to be produced and consumed. The dynamism of the process is driven by the law of supply and demand. This economic law embodies a normative principle since it involves the same people in two different, though inseparable capacities, that of producer and consumer. While a producer can support a limited number of nonproducers, Rand argued: “The man who consumes without producing is a parasite, whether he is a welfare recipient or a rich playboy.”68

Interestingly, Rand enunciated a principle that Marx would have accepted in starkly different terms. For Marx, capitalist “exploitation” is a direct outgrowth of the separation of the product from the producer. In the production process, the laborer endows the product with its value and receives in return only enough for his or her own subsistence. The extraction of surplus value makes possible capitalist accumulation. But it is symptomatic of a condition in which the capitalist consumes value without producing it. In this regard, Marx views the capitalist qua capitalist as a parasite on the production process.

Paradoxically, Rand’s criticism of the Marxian doctrine of exploitation illustrates her own endorsement of a form of the labor theory of value. Rand presents a caricature of the classical labor theory, when she argues that in Marx’s view, “the material tools of production” (that is, “machines”), determine thinking, and that it is “muscular labor” which “is the source of wealth” (New Intellectual, 33). As we have seen, Marx’s conception of human labor was far richer than Rand presumed. Nevertheless, Rand criticized Marx for obscuring the intellectual praxis at the foundation of production. For Rand, an innovation, an idea, is the creative force behind the production of material values. The implementation of creative ideas are a permanent benefit to the day laborer, much more valuable than the hourly expense of merely physical work that extends no further than the range of the immediate productive process.

Rand presented a view of the capitalist as creator, inventor, and entrepreneur.69 It is the creator who stands at the top of the intellectual pyramid of ability, contributing “the most to all those below him,” but receiving far less in material payment than his or her innovations make possible. In Rand’s view, even though day laborers contribute their energy to the production process, they would starve outside the wider social context because they depend for their employment on the innovations introduced by those above them. Even the machines that laborers use are “the frozen form of a living intelligence,” expanding the potential of the laborers’ lives by raising their productivity (Atlas Shrugged, 1064–65).

Contrary to Rand’s assumptions, Marx did not endorse a vulgar version of the labor theory of value. Marx postulates all sorts of complex labor-time derivatives, such that the labor-time expended by a skilled worker, even by a capitalist in his capacity as a skilled innovator, is a multiple of simple labor-time. And for Marx, it is obvious that the material forces, the “machines” as Rand puts it, do not strictly determine consciousness. In Marx’s view, “Nature builds no machines, no locomotives, railways, electric telegraphs, self-acting mules, etc. These are products of human industry; natural material transformed into organs of the human will over nature, or of human participation in nature. They are organs of the human brain, created by the human hand; the power of knowledge, objectified” (Grundrisse, 706).

Rand grossly distorted the mature Marxian perspective. But in contrast to Marx, she offered a more sophisticated view of the creative process. As I have suggested in previous chapters, Rand saw creativity as a constellation of rational and emotional, conscious and subconscious, articulated and tacit elements that cannot be quantified as complex multiples of simple labor-time. Creativity is the lifeblood of human action. It is the very fuel of the capitalist system. It is an expression of the individual’s integrated nature as a rational being, and it is the source of values for human consumption and enjoyment. Indeed, as Barry (1983, 109) remarks, there are times in which Rand seems so awestruck by the creative qualities of the innovator and the entrepreneur that she occasionally “slips into a crude intentionalist explanation of the free economy; as if it were the virtues of capitalists that produced the system.” This, however, is not Rand’s view, but it does underscore Rand’s conviction that capitalism as a social system rewards such virtues, raising people to a higher standard of living, and challenging them to greater knowledge and greater achievement. Such a system enriches the efficacious, self-esteeming individual. It promotes the mastery of particular skills, even as it beckons the laborer to expand his or her capacities and earn the values that sustain life.

This creativity-driven conception of the capitalist production process is also manifested in Rand’s discussion of the objective value structure that the system embodies. She argued that market trade is never disconnected from the essential question of objective value theory: “of value to whom and for what?” Economically, the value of an individual’s work is determined by the voluntary consent of those who choose to exchange their work or products in return. Prospective participants evaluate the exchange on the basis of those values which they seek for their own benefit. There is an intimate connection here between the actor and the action, such that the actor benefits from the exchange. Hence, Rand’s ethical egoism finds social expression in the simple act of trading value for value, as evaluated by each actor within his or her own specific context.

But Rand emphasized that the market itself cannot be separated from the culture in which it functions. The market can perpetuate a kind of duality between “philosophically objective values” and “socially objective values.” The market value of a product reflects the latter. A “socially objective value,” in Rand’s view, is “the sum of the individual judgments of all the men involved in trade at a given time, the sum of what they valued, each in the context of his own life.”70 Hence, if people sought to purchase cocaine for their own enjoyment, the “socially objective” market value would be reflected in the relative supply and demand for that product. But Rand argues that it is reality that will serve as the “ultimate arbiter” of human decisions on the market. For if people en masse choose to purchase narcotics within the context of their own goals, they will ultimately pay the price of their irrationality. While capitalism can be accused of leaving people free to indulge their irrational whims, such “whim-worship” cannot be pursued with impunity. In Rand’s view, the market localizes the self-destructive implications of irrational action. Rather than rewarding irrationality, capitalism leaves to individuals the choices that only they must make.

The market process, however, does make possible the discovery of “philosophically objective values.” Rand maintains that such a value is “estimated from the standpoint of the best possible to man, i.e., by the criterion of the most rational mind possessing the greatest knowledge, in a given category, in a given period, and in a defined context.”71 Since nothing is a value-in-itself, and since values are not the result of subjective fancy, the free market will tend to enrich those individuals who see the wider context in the long run, and who introduce radical innovations that benefit human life.

This distinction between the socially and the philosophically objective focuses attention on Rand’s conviction that no economic system can be extracted from the wider cultural totality within which it functions. An unimpeded market that rewards astrologers, coke dealers, and prostitutes is not Rand’s goal. A culture that enriches such self-destructive behavior has a profoundly anti-conceptual, anti-life orientation. No social system on earth could survive such irrationality. This is why Rand argues that self-esteem is a precondition of freedom. This is why Rand refuses to abstract her political theory from its foundations in ontology, epistemology, psychology, and ethics. This is why Rand sees an inseparable relation between the personal and the political, between reason and freedom.

In Rand’s view, capitalism is the only social system that makes possible a triumph over social fragmentation. Dualism is as old as recorded history. The bifurcation of mind and body, the moral and the practical, the spiritual and the material predates capitalism by thousands of years. Capitalism is the first social system in history that points toward a genuine integration of human being. It makes the actor the beneficiary of his actions. It spiritualizes the secular and materially rewards the creative synthesis of innovative rationality. This is capitalism, ideally understood. But it is also the radical potential that lies dormant in a contemporary social system that mixes elements of freedom and unfreedom. For even in this unstable mixture, capitalist principles have exhibited their revolutionary and progressive character.
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RELATIONS OF POWER

The synthesis of theory and practice has been one of the most significant themes in the history of Russian thought. Nearly every great Russian writer embraced a critical praxis as the central, motivating task of philosophy. Theoretical contemplation was considered incomplete and one-dimensional; it required consummation in the quest for truth-justice (iskaniye pravdy). This cultural predisposition toward political criticism and action provided fertile ground for the implantation of Marx’s revolutionary doctrine, encapsulated in the credo: “The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways; the point is to change it” ([1845] 1967, 401–2).

Ayn Rand gave full expression to this radical impulse in Russian thought. She recognized that philosophical contemplation was insufficient. Her initial theoretical musings emerged as a response to the dualities she confronted in the Russia of her youth. Her positive formulations constituted a critical revolt against Russian religious mysticism and communist politics. Just as Marx’s dialectical method was “in its essence critical and revolutionary,”1 Rand’s dialectical sensibility led her toward a comparable, radical resolution. But Rand’s project was neither theocratic nor communist in its political implications; it was profoundly secular, humanistic, and libertarian.

Like her dialectical forebears, Rand refused to disconnect any part from the totality that gave it meaning. Rand’s critical method recognized the fundamental relatedness of all social phenomena. She adamantly opposed reification in social inquiry. Where some attempted to universalize a historically specific concrete, Rand saw “frozen abstractions.” Where others asserted certain premises as true and without need of proof, Rand saw “frozen absolutes” and “false axioms.” Where still others sought to combine two or more issues that needed to be analyzed and considered separately, Rand saw “package-dealing.” She rejected the modern tendency to “think in a square,” the contemporary disposition to accept a constricted, narrow definition of a social problem without understanding the principles underlying the issue, or the various links between issues.2 Everywhere Rand looked, she attempted to identify the principles that unite seemingly separate and fragmented spheres of human existence. She observed facts, identified the essential issues, integrated the data from diverse areas of inquiry, and articulated the basic principles at work.3 Her dialectical methods uncovered startling connections between economics, psychology, sex, art, politics, and ideology.

In her political theory, Rand suggests that the initiation of force is a crucial component in the genesis of social dualism. Force creates a lethal contradiction between the mind and reality, thought and action. But in Rand’s view, just as freedom and reason presupposed each other, so too do force and faith. Faith (that is, irrationality, unreason) produces the same lethal contradiction between the mind and reality, thought and action. Force and faith, like dictatorship and determinism, “are reciprocally reinforcing corollaries.” In Rand’s view, enslavement requires an attack on the validity of human volition. Those who see reason as impotent necessarily accept the rule of force in its stead.4 For Rand, while the initiation of force nullifies an individual’s cognitive capacity, human inefficacy is both the precondition and by-product of sustained coercive action. Though Rand recognizes the initiation of force as the only existential practice that can violate rights, she focuses just as much attention on the cognitive practices and conditions that subvert individual autonomy and predispose us to accept our own subjugation.

Rand’s assault on contemporary statist relations of power focuses attention on these theoretical and existential components. Her social criticism follows in the footsteps of her formal philosophy by repudiating dualism in all of its cultural incarnations. Her analysis can be comprehended on three distinct levels. While it is possible to abstract and isolate these various aspects, it must be understood that they are interrelated constituents of a single totality.

On Level 1, Rand examined relations of power between persons. She focused on the psycho-epistemological and ethical principles at work in exploitative interpersonal relations. The psycho-epistemic and normative aspects are two, coextensive vantage points on the same phenomenon. These aspects are so closely related that they constitute a double-edged sword. On this first level of analysis, Rand comprehended the significance of the master-slave duality and the “sanction of the victim.” Within this context, important constructs are integrated into the Objectivist corpus, including “pseudo-self-esteem,” “social metaphysics,” and “alienation.”
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On Level 2, Rand considered many of these distortions in social interaction as by-products and reflections of cultural practices. She argued that modern intellectuals have mounted an assault on the integrity of concepts and language that has had the effect of ideologically legitimating social, political, and economic exploitation. She traced the impact of such conceptual and linguistic subversion on every area of culture, including art, literature, music, education, religion, sex, and race.

On Level 3, Rand reviewed exploitative social relations within the structural context of statist interventionism.5 The relations of power at this level are mediated through a variety of economic and political structures and institutional processes. Rand examined the essential role of the predatory state in creating conditions of economic dislocation, class (or intergroup) struggle, social fragmentation, and brutality.

Each of these three levels of analysis seeks to uncover another facet of modern statist power relations. Each is internally related to and implicit in the others. Each level incorporates personal, cultural, and structural dimensions. Each level is a relation between real people. Thus:

•   The codependency relationship (master and slave) of Level 1 is reproduced on the cultural and structural levels.

•   The distortion of concepts and language (Level 2) provides ideological legitimation for the codependency relationship (Level 1) and for the structural context within which it occurs (Level 3).

•   The sustenance of the predatory state (Level 3) requires individuals whose autonomy has been fundamentally thwarted (Level 1) and whose conceptual and linguistic practices have been distorted (Level 2).

What must be emphasized is that for Rand, the goal of all social analysis is emancipation. In each aspect of her developed critique, change and transcendence beckon. Rand proudly declared that she was a philosophical “innovator” and a “radical” for capitalism, with everything that this implied. She wore these labels as terms “of distinction … of honor, rather than something to hide or apologize for” (Rand, 1964b, 15). In keeping with her revolutionary fervor, she sought to uncover the “fundamental” roots of contemporary social problems, “boldly proclaiming a full, consistent, and radical alternative” to the status quo.6

MASTER AND SLAVE

As we have seen, The Fountainhead provided Rand with the first opportunity to present a complex psychological portrait of those individuals whom she described as “second-handers.” As she puts it, speaking through Roark: “The second-hander acts, but the source of his actions is scattered in every other living person” (607). The second-hander seeks fame and admiration, a greatness in the eyes of others. The second-hander’s existence is partial, incomplete, and fundamentally dependent on those who possess self-sufficing egos. Whereas creators necessarily think and work alone, second-handers live through other people. They must rob, exploit, and rule others upon whom their sustenance depends. As parasites of both body and mind, they exist “through the persons of others” (606–7, 683). In attempting to rule others, they subjugate their victims by keeping them on a spiritual leash. But “a leash is only a rope with a noose at both ends.” Rand recognized that exploitation ultimately destroyed both the slave and the master, both the victim and the executioner (683, 661).

At this stage in her intellectual development, Rand did not fully recognize the extent to which the creators participated in their own destruction. She argued that the second-hander’s attempt to exploit the creator required a legitimating ideology. As Toohey observes, those who seek to rule the creators don’t “need a whip.” The creators will often provide their own “and ask to be whipped” (636). Such self-subjugation was achieved through psychological manipulation. Roark exclaims: “When the first creator invented the wheel, the first second-hander responded. He invented altruism” (684).

The creed of self-sacrifice provided the second-hander with a veneer of moral action. But Rand warns us, “Don’t bother to examine a folly—ask yourself only what it accomplishes.” While this dictum is uttered by Toohey, one of Rand’s grand-villains, it expresses Rand’s own views about the political utility of certain culturally accepted ethical doctrines. Toohey tells Keating, one of his victims:

“Every system of ethics that preached sacrifice grew into a world power and ruled millions of men. Of course, you must dress it up. You must tell people that they’ll achieve a superior kind of happiness by giving up everything that makes them happy. You don’t have to be too clear about it. Use big vague words. ‘Universal Harmony’—‘Eternal Spirit’—’Divine Purpose’—‘Nirvana’—‘Paradise’—‘Racial Supremacy’—‘The Dictatorship of the Proletariat.’ … It stands to reason that where there’s sacrifice, there’s someone collecting sacrificial offerings. Where there’s service, there’s someone being served. The man who speaks to you of sacrifice, speaks of slaves and masters. And intends to be the master.”7

What is crucial about this statement is Rand’s grasp of altruism as a tool of exploitation used by political and religious forces alike. She conflated several images that are ordinarily kept separate and distinct: the religious fundamentalist, the Nazi racist, and the Bolshevik agitator. Each of these historical figures was involved in a similar game of spiritual or material exploitation. Each used the language of sacrifice to a “higher” purpose. Altruism destroys creators by duping them into putting their virtues at the service of their destroyers. Altruism institutionalizes what Rand would later call, the “sanction of the victim.”8

The most subversive political implication of Atlas Shrugged, is that individual freedom is possible only to those who are strong enough, psychologically and morally, to withdraw their sanction from any system that coercively thrives off their productive energies. In the novel, Rand examined the process by which the creators tacitly collaborate in their own enslavement by granting moral legitimacy to their exploiters. The exploiter must count upon the virtue of his subject and “use it as an instrument of torture.” He practices “blackmail with the victim’s generosity as sole means of extortion,” in which “the gift of a man’s good will” is transformed “into a tool for the giver’s destruction” (465). Rearden recognizes that the political authorities who choose to deal with him “by means of compulsion,” do not fully realize that they need his voluntary cooperation in order to succeed in their tasks. One of his most revelatory experiences is grasping that it is the victim’s own volition that makes the exploiters’ survival possible. Rearden tells his enslavers:

“Whatever you wish me to do, I will do at the point of a gun. If you sentence me to jail, you will have to send armed men to carry me there—I will not volunteer to move. If you fine me, you will have to seize my property to collect the fine—I will not volunteer to pay it. If you believe that you have the right to force me—use your guns openly. I will not help you to disguise the nature of your action.” (479)

Rearden refuses to participate in his own martyrdom. He refuses to condone the seizure of his property, and lays bare the naked aggression of his enslavement.

Though Rand developed her notion of the “sanction of the victim” and of the reciprocity between master and slave in her own unique style, these concepts were not entirely new to intellectual history. As far back as 1577, Étienne de la Boetie wrote A Discourse on Voluntary Servitude, which argued that political tyranny ultimately rested on popular consent. La Boetie believed that most citizens obeyed authority out of sheer habit and custom, duped by the tyrant who promoted a benevolent view of his rule.9 But even before La Boetie, hints of the master-slave duality could be found in Aristotle, who recognized that each term is “reciprocally connected with that in relation to which it is defined.” For Aristotle, such “correlatives” as “master” and “slave” must “come into existence simultaneously.”10

In the history of philosophy, however, it was Hegel who dealt most explicitly with the codependency of master and slave. As Heilbroner explains, this definition of the master and slave each in terms of its “contradiction” or “negation” is not a violation of Aristotelian logic: “The logical contradiction (or ‘opposite’ or ‘negation’) of a Master is not a Slave, but a ‘non-Master,’ which may or may not be a slave. But the relational opposite of a Master is indeed a Slave, for it is only by reference to this second ‘excluded’ term that the first is defined.”11

For Hegel, the emergence of master and slave (Hegel uses the terms “lord” and “bondsman”) is a component of the evolution of consciousness. Hegel sketches the development of selfhood from the first confrontational moments between one self and another. In this initial encounter, the Self seeks to assert its own existence by annihilating the Other. Ultimately, however, each Self manifests a form of dependency. The master and slave use each other in their attempts to achieve self-consciousness. The master sees in the slave an instrument for the achievement of his or her own goals, while the slave sees the master as someone who will care for his or her needs. Masters need slaves to maintain their status as masters, whereas the servant requires the master to perpetuate his slavery. Each is in “reciprocal self-surrender” to the other. In their self-alienation, each fails to achieve genuine independence (Hegel [1807] 1977, 134).

At first, masters appear to be independent. They seem to live only for themselves, whereas slaves appear to live only for their masters. But in reality, the conditions of each consciousness interpenetrate the other. The master’s self is “mediated” through the slave’s consciousness. The master appropriates the material products of the slave’s labor and depends on the slave for survival. As such, masters fail to recognize slaves as legitimate persons, and deprive themselves of the mutual recognition that their consciousnesses require.

By contrast, the slave seems to be an abject dependent. And yet, as slaves master their crafts, they objectify themselves through material production. It is they who most adequately anticipate “the truth of the independent consciousness.” By consummating their purposes in the production of material goods, they become conscious of what they truly are. Even as the master reaps the benefits, and alienates the product of the slave, it is the slave who moves gradually toward the full integration of a genuinely human consciousness (115–19).

For Hegel, the slave does not achieve independence by merely negating the existence of the master. The reciprocal relationship of authority and obedience cannot be broken by reproducing the structure of codependency. It is only in the final phase of Universal Self-Consciousness that slaves stop tying their will to the authority of the Other. They attain full independence, appropriating the products of their own efforts and seeing in others a full, mutual recognition of Self.12

Hegel’s insights served as the model for Marxian theory. In Marx’s view, the worker is the slave for the capitalist master. Capitalists expropriate the worker’s products for their own use, as workers are forced to sell their alienated labor-power on the market. For Marx, communism replaces Hegel’s Universal Self-Consciousness. The communist society is one in which workers realize their potential as producers, emerging as fully integrated, self-conscious, social beings in mutual, benevolent interrelations with others.

There is currently no available evidence to suggest that Rand absorbed any of Hegel’s or Marx’s explicit contributions to this area of social thought. Rand was probably exposed to the Marxian thesis while at Petrograd University. In her intellectual evolution, it would seem that she switched the focus from capitalism to statism. For Rand, the market economy was an outgrowth of voluntary association and trade. Modern statism had introduced an element of coercion into the system of exchange, reproducing, in many insidious forms, the relationships of obedience and authority. But even if Rand did not consciously use Hegelian or Marxian categories in her analysis of the codependency relationship, her dialectical approach would have led her toward a similar assessment of the nature of power.

In Rand’s view, there is no legitimate choice between the self-sacrifice of the slave or the domination of the master. Each is the other side of the same dualism. As Roark argues, there is only the choice between independence or dependence. The independent man “is the man who stands above the need of using others in any manner. He does not function through them.… He does not exist for any other man—and he asks no other man to exist for him.” Independence is the only basis for relationships among equals, “the only pattern for proper cooperation,” and “the only form of brotherhood and mutual respect possible between men.”13

In contrast to both Hegel and Marx, Rand focused greater attention on the psychology of power. Her notion of the second-hander, and her acceptance of several key Brandenian concepts, was an attempt to explain the psycho-epistemological roots of codependency relationships. Ultimately, Rand tied this psychological dimension to a broader systemic context, emerging with a full-bodied critique of contemporary statism.

During his association with Rand, Branden provided a psychological counterpart to Rand’s own view of the “second-hander.” In his concepts of “pseudo-self-esteem” and “social metaphysics,” Branden sought to synthesize Rand’s understanding of the codependency relationship with a psychological dynamic. It was an exposition that Rand fully endorsed.

Central to Objectivism is a vision of human efficacy that entails the full integration of mind and body, reason and emotion, the conscious and subconscious, the articulate and tacit. Rand’s ethos is essentially epistemic. It emphasizes the achievement of reason, purpose, and self-esteem as the basis for and reflection of human efficacy. Rand writes: “The relationship of reason and morality is reciprocal: the man who accepts the role of a sacrificial animal, will not achieve the self-confidence necessary to uphold the validity of his mind—and the man who doubts the validity of his mind, will not achieve the self-esteem necessary to uphold the value of his person and to discover the moral premises that make man’s value possible” (New Intellectual, 37–38).

Branden accepted Rand’s formulation and argued further that since every person must have confidence in his mind in order to act efficaciously, some self-doubting individuals will develop a pretense at self-efficacy and self-worth. Such a pretense is a necessary survival technique for those who fail to achieve genuine epistemological self-confidence. Branden defines “pseudo-self-esteem” as “a non-rational, self-protective device to diminish anxiety and to provide a spurious sense of security—to assuage a need of authentic self-esteem while allowing the real causes of its lack to be evaded.”14

Branden explains that pseudo-self-esteem is maintained by the evasion, repression, or rationalization of those ideas and feelings which may adversely affect an individual’s self-appraisal. In such instances, the individual seeks to derive his self-efficacy from experiences that are less demanding of his ability. Persons of pseudo-self-esteem are motivated by fear. They adopt a host of defense mechanisms as anti-anxiety devices. They may seek solace in religious faith or in the manipulation of others.

[image: images]

Branden extends his analysis by developing a second crucial concept: “social metaphysics.”15 Branden (1983b, 50) recognizes that as social beings, persons seek visibility in their interactions with others. But individuals who attempt to tie their self-assessment to the opinions of others place themselves in a humiliating subordinate position. Such individuals are parasites on human consciousness. Their frame of reference is not reality, but their own fantasies about the ideas inside the minds of others (Branden 1989, 128). They live not in a universe of facts, but in “a universe of people.” People mediate reality and become the prime tool of their survival. Branden ([1969] 1979) writes: “Social metaphysics is the psychological syndrome that characterizes a person who holds the minds of other men, not objective reality, as his ultimate psycho-epistemological frame of reference” (179–80).

Branden maintains that social metaphysicians lack a firm sense of objective existence distinct from “the judgments, beliefs, opinions, feelings of others.” They experience a metaphysical inefficacy, a basic helplessness, and a malevolent sense of life. Their pseudo-self-esteem is dependent upon the responses of significant others whom they fundamentally fear (185). Social metaphysicians organize their lives “around the desire to please, to be taken care of, or, alternatively, to control and dominate, to manipulate and coerce” others. They seek “completion and fulfillment through domination or submission, through controlling or being controlled, through ordering or obeying.” But ultimately, they experience a “fundamental sense of emptiness” and a lack of authenticity. Their individuation process stunted, they fail to assimilate the basic fact of their aloneness (N. Branden 1980, 111).

Branden ([1969] 1979, 185–95) identifies certain dominant trends among social metaphysicians. He creates typological classifications that in reality, often coexist within a single consciousness:

•   Conventional types are pure conformists. They fear independent value judgment and action and are unquestioning in their loyalty to the social “mainstream.”

•   Spiritual types seek social position in a culture or subculture of mysticism. As religious fanatics, they claim to possess an ineffable, superior soul visible only to God. Their faith in God and adherence to ascetic rituals serve to bolster an illusory sense of personal worth. They seek the protection and blessing of God because God is, allegedly, the only Other of any significance in their lives.

•   Independent types reject the status quo, not on principle, but in an attempt to project a defiant rebelliousness. Such “counterfeit” individualists define themselves not in terms of their conformity to others, but in terms of their opposition to others.16

•   Ambivalent types exhibit “a significant degree of intellectual sovereignty,” even as they conform tacitly or indifferently to the values of society.

Of greatest relevance to the current discussion, however, is the Power-seeking social metaphysician. Branden accepts Rand’s view that “power-lust” is “a manifestation of helplessness, of self-loathing and of the desire for the unearned.”17 For Rand, as for Branden, “power-lust is a psycho-epistemological matter.”18 Power-seekers have a basic fear and hatred of both themselves and other people. They attempt to quell their anxiety and to promote a sense of pseudo-efficacy by attempting to control others, especially those who are genuinely efficacious (N. Branden [1969] 1979, 189). Their deep sense of inferiority leads them to deceive, manipulate, and coerce other people, even as they struggle to command their respect, obedience and love. Such types may be found in all professions, but they are attracted principally to politics and the military. In a statist social order, they reproduce “in startling numbers.” Their desire to manipulate others is at root a desire to make their whims efficacious (188–90).

Branden (1980, 172–73) maintains further that a high proportion of such Power-seekers experience peaks of sexual intensity in sadomasochism. The ability to inflict and/or endure pain is internal to their psychology. Branden (1983b, 128) argues, however, that symbiotic dependency is not an adequate model for human relationships. He agrees with Rand that the moral life is not a choice between sadism or masochism.19

There is a period style in Rand’s and Branden’s interest in such issues, which was influenced significantly by the popular, contemporaneous writings of the leftist intellectual, Erich Fromm.20 Fromm similarly opposed the duality of sadism and masochism as an outgrowth of the master-slave relationship. Fromm argued that in striving toward domination and submission, the sadist and the masochist seek to escape from their “unbearable aloneness.” Masochists exhibit inferiority, powerlessness, and insignificance. They belittle themselves in the company of their oppressors. Alternatively, sadists seek to exploit, humiliate, embarrass, and use their partners. They seek to inflict mental and physical harm. But just as the masochist is dependent upon the sexual dominance of the sadist, so too, the sadist is dependent upon “the object of his sadism.” Each derives a sense of fulfillment from the other. Each seeks to escape from the burdens of independence, responsibility, and freedom. In their “symbiosis,” there is a mutual loss of integrity and authenticity.21

Despite this parallel between Fromm’s portrait and the Objectivist conception, there are significant differences between them: Rand and Branden endorse capitalism; Fromm does not. Fromm argues that the perpetuation of sadism and masochism in human relationships is a reflection of the unbearable freedom engendered by the emergence of capitalism. Capitalism destroys the human spirit because it constitutes and is constituted by a spontaneous order that is beyond the control of any human actor. It maximizes material wealth and political freedom even as it undermines the individual’s sense of efficacy. Its institutions are impersonal and not amenable to social control. In essence, it is the cause of modern man’s alienation.

It was largely in response to Fromm’s theories, that Branden wrote his essay “Alienation.” Branden saw alienation as the problem of “the disowned self.”22 Individuals who had failed to develop self-sufficient egos were incapable of experiencing themselves as responsible for their own actions. Branden argues in dialectical fashion: “The problem of alienation and the problem of personal identity are inseparable. The man who lacks a firm sense of personal identity feels alienated; the man who feels alienated lacks a firm sense of personal identity.”23

Branden agrees with Fromm that alienated individuals achieve “a splintered sense of self, a self broken into unintegratable fragments” (291). They engage in flights from reality and from their selves. Most important, they attempt to flee “from the responsibility of a volitional (i.e., self-directing) consciousness” (294). But they cannot escape from the necessity to choose in the cognitive and evaluative realms. Those who default on the responsibility to think and judge inevitably fracture the integrated requirements of their own survival. They achieve crippling guilt and anxiety in their day-to-day lives.

Both Rand and Branden saw capitalism as the only social system that can provide the existential context for the transcendence of alienation. Capitalism is based upon the primacy of existence, the efficacy of reason, and the necessity of freedom. Freedom is not sufficient in itself for human fulfillment, but it is a necessary social requirement. Although self-doubting individuals cannot escape from the cognitive freedom that is inherent in their species-identity, they can escape from freedom on “the existential or social level.” Political freedom can be rejected by those social metaphysicians who seek to escape the responsibility of directing their own lives. Branden declares: “The psychological root of the revolt against freedom in one’s existence, is the revolt against freedom in one’s consciousness. The root of the revolt against self-responsibility in action is the revolt against self-direction in thought. The man who does not want to think, does not want to bear responsibility for the consequences of his actions nor for his own life” (295).

Branden ([1971] 1978) later remarked: “A concentration camp guard is the ultimate example of alienated man” (139). No thinker in the Objectivist tradition has written more about the tragedy of the concentration camps than Leonard Peikoff. Peikoff’s discussion sheds further light on the Objectivist contention that the use of force necessarily invalidates self-responsibility and self-direction. But it is not Peikoff’s particular analysis that is pivotal here. What is most significant is the utility of the Objectivist framework for analyzing certain kinds of human experience.

Peikoff’s book The Ominous Parallels explores some of the similarities between the rise of Nazism in Germany and contemporary U.S. culture. Mirroring the efforts of the early Frankfurt school theorists such as Theodor Adorno, Max Horkheimer, and Herbert Marcuse, Peikoff expends considerable energy trying to make sense out of the madness of Auschwitz.24 Drawing from the works of Bruno Bettelheim and Hannah Arendt, Peikoff (1982, 255) argues that the camps were created to inculcate unconditional obedience. Their goal was “psychological destruction,” the obliteration of the human “capacity to function independently” (258).

The relations of power were reproduced on every scale within the concentration camp structure. The camps aimed to control both victims and killers. “The victims had to become robots, slavishly obedient to the guards; the guards had to become robots, slavishly obedient to the Führer” (259).

The camps destroyed their victims’ self-efficacy and self-worth. As their faculty of volition was assaulted, the degraded prisoners were denied their essential personhood. Their ability to grasp existence was slowly eradicated. Their focal choices were made irrelevant to their survival. If they attempted to raise the level of their focal awareness, their minds could not make sense of the reality of mass extermination. If they attempted to shrink the level of their focal awareness in an effort to insulate themselves from existential terror, their minds were invalidated as tools of survival. Living in a nightmare universe, the prisoners learned ultimately “to suppress any outward signs of perceptiveness.” They were forced to “implicate [themselves] in evil” regardless of the choices they made. The prisoners were made accessories to their own destruction as the camps blurred the distinction between victim and executioner (267–68). Peikoff (1980T, lecture 6) emphasizes that under such conditions, the question of the sanction of the victim was beside the point. The victims were spiritually destroyed before they were physically exterminated.

But the conditioning did not end with the victims. The camp guards too “received a certain kind of ‘reinforcement’ or processing” that slowly eradicated their cognitive independence. They were part of a hierarchic system of military terror in which superiors inflicted capricious punishments on all their subordinates. The guards were “well-clothed, well-fed and ideologically trained” to “question nothing and carry out anything.” As prisoners learned to submit to power, the guards learned “to wield it, with everything this requires, and destroys, in the wielder.” With each atrocity they committed, the guards negated their own moral sense. Most of the executioners turned to alcoholism. Like their victims, they schooled themselves in non-awareness (Peikoff 1982, 268).

For Peikoff, the camps had frustrated “man’s most abstract, delicate, spiritual … philosophical requirements,” revealing “the need by means of starving it” (274). Yet, while the Holocaust has been viewed as an aberration, Branden (1983b) has argued that the abdication of personal responsibility and autonomy “is inherent in our methods of child-rearing and education.” Branden draws from the experiences of the celebrated Milgram experiment, in which an individual subject was prompted by a supervisor to administer electric shocks to a student for each incorrect answer to a question. Unbeknownst to the individual subject, the electric shocks were fake, and both the student and the supervisor were trained actors. And yet an alarming number of individual subjects administered increasing levels of shocks to their students when ordered to do so by the supervisor. Frequently, they pushed buttons marked as activating dangerous and life-threatening dosages of electricity, despite the screams of the student-actors.

Branden maintains: “Most of us have been trained to push those buttons since the day we were born.” The educational system often distorts the development of the individual’s moral autonomy. The individual is taught to follow rules, and “to respect the voice of others above the voice of self.” Virtue is equated with compliance, conformity, social adaptation, and obedience. The self is subordinated to the society or God (132–35). When a social system is established on the basis of such premises, it is ultimately inimical to the requirements of human life. Under such social conditions, “psychological and physical disaster” is the inevitable result.25 Branden adds: “It is not freedom but the lack of freedom—brought about by the rising tide of statism, by the expanding powers of the government and the increasing infringement of individual rights—that produces in man a sense of powerlessness and helplessness, the terrifying sense of being at the mercy of malevolent forces.”26

Both Rand and Branden recognized the systemic factors (Level 3) that provide the broad context for the master-slave duality, the sanction of the victim, and modern alienation (Level 1). But Rand argued that statism was both the outgrowth of and the basis for exploitative power relations. These relations embody and engender the very system within which they occur. They are manifested in both the psycho-epistemological and existential realms, in both the personal and the political dimensions of human life. They can even be found in the modes of communication and language (Level 2).

A LINGUISTIC TURN

To say that Rand’s critique takes a linguistic turn is not to imply that her approach is deconstructionist. The “linguistic left” takes its cue from Nietzsche, who saw grammar as restricting thought and genuinely radical alternatives.27 Such thinkers as Derrida and Foucault aim to deconstruct the structures of language and knowledge as a means of revealing their internalized power relations. Objectivists have generally criticized such approaches, which seem to postulate that no one controls language, but that language, in its culturally inherited forms, controls both communication and thought. Peikoff (1990T) has argued, for instance, that such a deconstructionist method makes the objective judgment of a text’s validity impossible.

And yet despite this antipathy toward the linguistic left, Objectivist critique suggests a similar concern for the power relations implicit in contemporary language usage. Rand was always suspicious of the linguistic biases in social dialogue. She challenged the distorted cultural constructions of such concepts as “selfishness” and “capitalism.” She sought to remove these concepts from their traditional context and to cast them in an entirely nondualistic light. She did not argue that oppression was rooted in language per se. But on Level 2 of her analysis, Rand recognized that language was an institution that perpetuated social exploitation especially in its modern anti-conceptual incarnations. Her discussion of such issues in public discourse exhibits a provocative similarity to the dialogical theories of Jürgen Habermas. This brief linguistic turn in Rand’s analysis was not fully developed. But it illustrates the profundity of Rand’s dialectical mode of inquiry while pointing to a thoroughly non-Marxist, radical resolution.

The Habermasian project grows out of the critical tradition of the Frankfurt school of sociology. Habermas integrates the contributions of Marxism, phenomenology, psychoanalysis, and hermeneutics in a wide-ranging critique of contemporary social relations. He views all social systems “as networks of communicative actions” (Habermas [1976] 1979, 98). For Habermas, a society’s reified institutions of power are reflected in distorted patterns of communication. He aims for a condition in which political discourse is made intelligible by the progressive elimination of manipulative dialogical forms.28

Drawing from the works of Hans-Georg Gadamer, Habermas believes that mutual understanding cannot arise in the absence of an intersubjective “fusion of horizons.” Persons involved in social discourse bring with them certain constellations of expectations and norms. Genuine communication is not possible if the dialogical partners habitually engage in deceitful or distortive practices. The partners can become more competent at communication only if they learn to translate between their distinctive ways of viewing the world. In Habermas’s view, such a dialogue anticipates an “ideal speech situation,” a community in which distortion and manipulation is barred from human relationships.

Habermas maintains that it is possible to achieve undistorted social communication through a process of rational reconstruction. Accepting Ryle and Polanyi’s distinction between articulate and tacit knowledge, Habermas recognizes that each speaker performs a variety of dialogical activities without grasping the explicit linguistic rules upon which such communication is based. A meaningful exchange of ideas can be achieved as each speaker draws from his or her articulate and tacit knowledge. Rational reconstruction requires that each speaker render explicit that which is implicit. Such a process requires adherence to the universal validity foundations of speech, which Habermas ([1976] 1979, 3–5) characterizes as “universal pragmatics.” It requires each speaker to select propositional content that reflects real facts and experiences; that expresses the meaning of his or her intentions accurately; that recognizes honesty and truthfulness in communication. The speech act is successful only if it is comprehensible to both speaker and hearer alike (2–3).

Comprehension is undermined by “strategic” forms of communication, such as lying, misleading, and manipulating one’s dialogical partner. Such exploitative forms are “parasitic,” for every attempt to distort or deceive must rely on the logic of ideal speech. Even “intentional deception” is ultimately oriented toward truth, since it is truth that it seeks to usurp (Habermas [1971] 1973, 17). For Habermas, “systematically distorted communication” is a negation of ideal speech. It results when the participants are engaged not only in interpersonal deception, but in self-deception as well. Such self-deception involves, at least partially, the obscuring of one’s own strategic behavior from oneself.29

In Habermas’s view, ideal speech is an achievement that demands increasing self-reflection on the part of each participant. Rational consequences cannot emerge unless the participants free themselves from distorting influences and self-deceptions that block genuine understanding. Habermas embraces a Freudian “depth hermeneutics” in which participants become more visible to themselves and to their dialogic partners. It is a therapeutic process of translation in which one brings the unconscious into conscious awareness and reappropriates a lost portion of the self.30 Such self-reflection enables each partner to clarify misunderstandings within the context of accepted norms. The ideal speech situation is one in which each participant has an equal opportunity to engage in symmetrical, reciprocal, nonexploitative and comprehensible acts of communication. Such discourse “is intended to render inoperative all motives except solely that of a cooperative readiness to arrive at an understanding.”31

Although Rand would have vehemently rejected Habermas’s emphasis on “intersubjectivity” and the social consensus of norms, she fully understood the exploitative nature of “strategic” forms of communication. As we have seen in our discussion of Objectivist ethics, Rand viewed honesty as a contextual virtue dictated by the requirements of human survival. Honesty for her is not primarily a social relationship; it is a relationship between the mind and reality.32 Nevertheless, Rand understands that deceptive practices introduce elements of distortion into social relations. Dishonesty is a constituent of the master-slave duality. As Rearden states in Atlas Shrugged:

“People think that a liar gains a victory over his victim. What I’ve learned is that a lie is an act of self-abdication, because one surrenders one’s reality to the person to whom one lies, making that person one’s master, condemning oneself from then on to faking the sort of reality that person’s view requires to be faked. And if one gains the immediate purpose of the lie—the price one pays is the destruction of that which the gain was intended to serve. The man who lies to the world, is the world’s slave from then on.” (859)

In such circumstances, liars are not the masters of their fates, but slaves to unreality, and to those whom they attempt to dupe. They attain the status of social metaphysician, with a stake in the victim’s gullibility. They focus not on reality but on the consciousness of their victims. The victim’s consciousness as such is given primacy over objective reality (Branden [1969] 1979, 168).

Rand recognized that honesty is an essential component of rational human relations. In all forms of spiritual and material discourse, we count explicitly or implicitly on the rationality, honesty, and integrity of our partners.33 The purpose of all communicative exchange—in love, in art, or in trade—is to elicit a suitable response to the content communicated.34 Branden argues that in verbal exchange in particular, communication consists of far more than what a person says explicitly. Tone of voice, facial expression, gesture, and behavior will tend to support a person’s statements or undermine them (N. Branden and E. D. Branden 1983, 59–60). Honesty, then, involves an integrated response of articulate and tacit factors. Honest communication is a microcosm of genuinely human relationships which “have a mutually enhancing effect on feelings of self-worth” (N. Branden 1983b, 47). Peikoff (1980T, lecture 7) states further that such honest interpersonal communication will lead each participant to greater self-clarity and mutual understanding. By not entering into such a dialogical process, the participant is less likely to comprehend the implications of his or her own views.

But the Objectivists emphasize again that the primary issue is not the interpersonal character of the lie. Since honesty constitutes a relationship between the mind and reality, it is self-deception that is at root, the most distortive of an individual’s efficacy and communicative competence. Self-deception, however, is not necessarily the result of a conscious process of evasion. In fact, it is most often the result of a habitual, subconscious process of repression, which “forbids certain ideas, memories, identifications and evaluations to enter conscious awareness.” Branden ([1969] 1979) states further: “Repression is an automatized avoidance reaction, whereby a man’s focal awareness is involuntarily pulled away from any ‘forbidden’ material emerging from less conscious levels of his mind or from his subconscious” (78–79).

The repressed individual may show emotional constraint or whimsical self-indulgence, but in reality, these extremes “are merely two sides of the same coin.” Disconnected from the reality of his or her inner experience, the repressed individual ultimately undercuts “the clarity and efficiency of his [or her] thinking” (87, 93). Such individuals can restore themselves to “biologically appropriate functioning” through a therapeutic process of derepression,35 the Objectivist equivalent of a “depth hermeneutics.” Mental health is constituted by an “unobstructed capacity for reality-bound cognitive functioning.” The individual consciousness is healthy to the extent that it is “unobstructed” and “integrated,” unencumbered by fear, guilt, depression, pathological anxiety, neurosis, or pain (N. Branden [1969] 1979, 99–100).

Branden’s therapeutic methods are not the subject of the current study, but they center on a “sentence-completion” technique of “directed association.” Though Branden relies on a host of complementary methods, he seeks to engage the patient in a process that draws “upon implicit meanings for explicit statements.” Patients are given sentence stems that they complete spontaneously. Stem-completions enable individuals to meditate on their conclusions, not to rationalize them, but to “allow subconscious understandings to find their way into articulate speech.” By disclosing “unrecognized attitudes and patterns,” the sustained technique of directed association engenders a process of self-healing and self-clarification that aims for integration on both a conscious and subconscious level.36

This emphasis on communicative truthfulness, self-awareness, and “de-repression” is as crucial to the Randian project as it is to Habermasian discourse theory. Rand grasped that many of the distortions in communicative interaction can be traced to a systematic attack on the integrity of concepts and language launched by intellectuals who consciously or tacitly serve the modern predatory state. Rand argued that such intellectuals have confounded social discourse by “the destruction of language—and, therefore, of thought and, therefore, of communication—by means of anti-concepts.”37

The “anti-concept” is but one symptom of a modern social formation that is steeped in negation. Rand describes the culture as “anti-reason,” “anti-mind,” “anti-man,” and “anti-life.” Its art is “anti-art,” its ideology is “anti-ideology.” Its “mixed” economy constitutes an “anti-system.” Its hegemony is bolstered by a proliferation of “anti-conceptual” social practices and institutions. Rand’s study of such negation is a crucial component of her radical critique.38

Rand defines an “anti-concept” as “an unnecessary and rationally unusable term designed to replace and obliterate some legitimate concept.” Just as, in contemporary literature, the antihero is a creation designed to eradicate heroes, and the antinovel is intended to destroy the novel form, so “anti-concepts” are formulated to annihilate real concepts. While rational concept formation renders explicit the meaning of an existential referent, “the use of anti-concepts gives the listeners a sense of approximate understanding.”39 An anti-concept sounds like a real concept, but it is formed illegitimately. It is constructed not through a process of abstraction and integration, but through a process of “package-dealing,” in which “disparate, incongruous, [and] contradictory elements [are] taken out of any logical conceptual order or context,” and united by a nonessential characteristic. The use of anti-concepts undermines the speaker’s and the listener’s conceptual clarity and precision, making social discourse unintelligible.40 The anti-concept comes to have any number of contradictory meanings, depending on who uses it. Frequently, it serves as a euphemistic device, sanitizing an offensive condition or action. Or it may serve as an “anti-euphemism” to denigrate a “great and noble” fact.41 The purpose of such linguistic obfuscation is ideological rationalization.

Rand does not suggest that anti-concepts are deliberately designed by a power elite and foisted on an unsuspecting populace. Indeed, the use and acceptance of anti-concepts is often tacit. For Rand, what is supremely significant is the tendency for anti-concepts to proliferate in a statist culture of unreason, distorting or obscuring the real nature of power relationships.

Rand analyzed several instances of the use of anti-concepts in contemporary discourse. In the 1960s and early 1970s, in the midst of the Vietnam war and growing political corruption, there was much focus on the “credibility gap” in U.S. politics. In the face of protests and civil unrest, a premium was placed on the value of social unity. Establishment policymakers criticized intellectual “polarization” as detrimental to the formation of a social consensus. They bandied about disingenuous assertions that individuals had a “duty” to serve the “common good.” Such terms had an “elastic, undefinable, mystical character” that obscured the reality of a foreign policy that drafted young men to die in a war in which no compelling national interest was at stake.42 The paean to the “public interest” was a cover-up for political conditions that favored the interests of some groups to the detriment of others.43

“Duty” was, in Rand’s view, “one of the most destructive anti-concepts in the history of moral philosophy.”44 In its religious, psychological, and political usages, it destroyed legitimate concepts of morality. Indeed, the concept was a pure “product of mysticism,” since it projected categorical imperatives without regard to context. It sanctioned obedience to authority and severed the connection between values and choice, thus crippling the individual’s ability for self-directed moral action.

Rand also criticized the Establishment for using the term “polarization” derisively in hopes of quelling public debate on important issues of policy and deflecting or preventing any discussion or definition of fundamental principles. Whether they attacked the Goldwater Right or the New Left, they characterized the political pursuit of unequivocal principles as inflexible and impractical. They sought to bar such “extremism” from public life. Rand argued that in conforming to an artificial social consensus, each public speaker or writer

struggles to hide his meaning (if any) under coils of meaningless generalities and safely popular bromides. Regardless of whether his message is good or bad, true or false, he cannot state it openly, but must smuggle it into his audience’s subconscious by means of the same unfocused, deceptive, evasive verbiage. He must strive to be misunderstood in the greatest number of ways by the greatest number of people: this is the only way to keep up the pretense of unity.45

The dominant trend in the culture of consensus is anti-ideology.46 Whereas a genuine political ideology projects a program of long-term action guided by fundamental principles, anti-ideology shrinks “men’s minds to the range of the immediate moment, without regard to past or future, without context or memory.” The anti-ideologists, the pseudo-intellectuals and lobbyists, claim to have no attachment to “inflexible” principles, but they nonetheless rely on spurious principles of their own. They disarm their opposition by switching the terms of the debate whenever it is expedient. In this manner, they distort public discourse to suit the strategic purposes of the pressure groups in whose interests they serve.47

If people do not explicitly define the nature of the debate, or the nature of their goals, Rand asked, how can genuine social unity ever be achieved? Since efficacious action is not possible in the absence of principles, how can public debate encourage rational negotiation and compromise when “the intentions of the various men or groups involved are not revealed?” How can anyone ascertain the desirability of any political deal without reference to the explicit principles at work?

Under such conditions of public discourse, “men begin to regard social relationships not as a matter of dealing with one another, but of putting something over on one another.” By assaulting “the precision—of public communication (and its precondition: the freedom of public information),” the system necessarily breeds an atmosphere of mistrust and bitterness. Fostering an illusory intellectual unity, the system engenders the growth “of divisiveness or existential polarization” through the mass proliferation of conflicting pressure groups. Each group unites not by loyalty to an idea, but on the basis of race, age, sex, religious creed, or common hatred of another group. The unity within each group is motivated “not by choice, but by terror.”48 And just as the Establishment uses anti-concepts to legitimate its own foreign and domestic initiatives, so each group uses anti-concepts in its quest for political power. For Rand, “any ideological product of the mixed economy … is a vague, indefinable, approximation and, therefore an instrument of pressure group warfare.”49 Rand asked: “What sort of unity can one establish between victims and executioners?”50

In abandoning the necessity of clearly defined principles, people are unable to plan for the long term or engage in comprehensible social discourse. The absence of principles obscures any understanding of “the context, causes, consequences or solutions” of any given social problem. The “brute physical force” of the state becomes the “ultimate arbiter of disputes.”51

Like Habermas, Rand envisioned a genuine, truthful, public discourse. She favored real intellectual “polarization” in which dialogical participants enter into constructive debate, bringing to the “cultural atmosphere an all-but-forgotten quality: honesty with its corollary, clarity.” The unintelligible would be transcended as rational people grasped “their own stand and that of their adversaries.” Out of this dialogue would emerge a genuine social unity, a unity that would be “a consequence, not a primary,” one based on the triumph of “fundamental principles, rationally validated, clearly understood and voluntarily accepted” (4).

But unlike Habermas, Rand defended capitalism, “the unknown ideal,” as the only social system capable of establishing the necessary conditions for free human discourse.52 Unlike any other radical theorist of her generation, Rand linked a multilevel, dialectical analysis to a libertarian politics.

THE ANTIRATIONAL CULTURE

Rand recognized that radical social change could not emerge solely on the basis of an honest public dialogue. In Rand’s view, such honesty is anathema to statist society. The existing culture and the political system were, she thought, profoundly “antirational.”53 As she saw it, the system itself expressed and perpetuated a fundamental irrationality that punished virtue and rewarded vice. To this end, culture and politics were “two mutually reinforcing manifestations of the same philosophy.”54

Before examining the dimensions of cultural irrationality that Rand condemned, it is important to grasp what she meant by “culture.” Rand interpreted the social sphere in a manner that reflected her own view of the individual sphere. Every society, like every individual, acts on the basis of a certain articulated or tacit philosophic view of the world. Our survival as human beings, the integrated direction of our lives, and the efficacy of our chosen courses of action ultimately depend on the principles we accept, either consciously or tacitly. Likewise, a society’s economic, political, and cultural trends are ultimately set by its implicit, dominant philosophical premises. (Whether Rand’s theory of history borders on a kind of philosophical determinism is a contention I explore later.)

What must be emphasized at this juncture is Rand’s view of society as an organic totality. Rand refused to see the social whole as a hodgepodge of unrelated tendencies. These tendencies form a system, for better or for worse. The system shapes each of its constituent parts. And the parts both generate and reflect the system they jointly constitute.

Rand proposed an equivalence between social and individual structures. She sees a basic correspondence on three tiers (Diagram 2).

The vertical links between these three tiers are not what interests us here. For Rand, the factors within the vertical relationship of each sphere can both mutually support and undermine one another. Moreover, she sees a one-to-one horizontal correspondence between the respective social and individual spheres.

Vertically, in the social sphere, a nation’s politico-economic trends and policies (Tier 3) cannot be abstracted from its cultural forms and practices (Tier 2), or from the sense of life of its people as expressed in their predominating social practices and attitudes, loosely defined as their “lifestyle” (Tier l).55 Culture (Tier 2) is explicitly manifested in the works of intellectuals and artists in such areas as letters, manners, painting, sculpture, music, and science (Peikoff 1991b, 129). Taken collectively, such cultural forms express the dominant ideas, values, and attitudes of a given age.

Rand recognized that intellectuals and artists constituted a small minority in any given national population. In the case of the United States, Rand saw a stark contrast between the purveyors of culture (Tier 2) and the people, specifically, between the intellectuals’ and artists’ sense of life and the predominating sense of life of the American people (Tier 1). This conflict can be better understood when placed in a horizontal relationship with the individual sphere.

On Tier 3, a society’s political and economic policies correspond to an individual’s course of action. They are not implemented in a vacuum. Just as an individual’s course of action cannot be abstracted from his conscious convictions, so a society’s political and economic policies cannot be abstracted from its cultural trends. Thus, on Tier 2, the culture, as manifested in explicit intellectual and artistic products, is analogous to an individual’s conscious convictions. The culture embodies a society’s dominant philosophy.

On Tier 1, Rand created an analogy between the nation’s sense of life as expressed in its “lifestyle,” and the individual’s sense of life. The nation’s “lifestyle” is represented in its predominating social practices and attitudes, which constitute a general emotional atmosphere, an integrated encapsulation of the values that most people hold.56 These practices and attitudes serve “as the leitmotif of a given age, setting its trends and its style.”57 It becomes possible to identify “national characteristics” because the great majority of people will tacitly absorb and express values, attitudes, and traditions that have been habitually reproduced by successive generations. They tend to develop “the essentials of the same subconscious philosophy” from the earliest impressions of their childhood.58

Branden has echoed this Randian view. He argues that if one does not overtly identify accepted cultural values and practices, one cannot call these into question, “precisely because they are absorbed by a process that largely by-passes the conscious mind.” Branden maintains that such a “cultural unconscious”59 encompasses implicit beliefs about nature, reality, human beings, masculinity and femininity, good and evil. These beliefs reflect the context of a given historical time and place. Though there will be ideational differences among people within a specific culture, Branden argues “that at least some of these beliefs tend to reside in every psyche in a given society, and without ever being the subject of explicit awareness” (287–88). Recognizing that “cultures do not encourage the questioning of their own premises,” Branden, like Rand, grasps the crucial necessity of critical thinking in the struggle for personal and social change (303).

[image: images]

Rand emphasized that a society, like an individual, will tend to see its inarticulate beliefs, practices, and attitudes (Tier 1) as natural and self-evident. But these beliefs cannot be reified; they must be analyzed as by-products of complex evaluations made by many people over a long period of time and reflecting a fundamental view of human nature.60 Just as Rand aimed for the articulation of values and attitudes within each individual as a means toward his or her rational integration or alteration, so too, did she aim to grasp a society’s implicit values and attitudes as a means toward their explicit articulation or transcendence.

Rand argued that within both the individual and social spheres, there can be a pronounced conflict between tacit and articulated dimensions, between Tier 1 and Tiers 2 and 3. The social world, like the individual’s inner world, is not constituted by a hegemonic unity; it is frequently a sphere in contradiction with itself. She wrote:

Just as an individual’s sense of life can clash with his conscious convictions, hampering or defeating his actions, so a nation’s sense of life can clash with its culture, hampering or defeating its political course. Just as an individual’s sense of life can be better or worse than his conscious convictions, so can a nation’s. And just as an individual who has never translated his sense of life into conscious convictions is in terrible danger—no matter how good his subconscious values—so is a nation. (252)

The political trend (Tier 3) in the United States is statist. Its cultural trend (Tier 2) is “directed at the obliteration of man’s rational faculty.”61 The prime psychological effect of Tiers 3 and 2 on most people is “the erosion of ambition.” In Rand’s view, the political goal presupposes these two dominant cultural and psychological tendencies. Statism requires docility, hopelessness, and stagnation. Since “thinking men cannot be ruled,” and since “ambitious men do not stagnate,” statism had to institutionalize the antirational.62 Whereas previously there had been an Age of Reason and an Age of Enlightenment, contemporary U.S. culture had brought about an Age of Envy, which expressed “hatred of the good for being the good.”63 In nearly every aspect of culture, a fundamental malevolence sought to annihilate every desirable human good because it was good. In the Age of Envy, there was a social function to every cultural idea that opposed success or ambition.

The egalitarian-intellectuals, for instance, attacked human uniqueness and turned “equality … into an anti-concept.” They switched its meaning from a political to a metaphysical context, and proposed to invalidate the physical and spiritual distinctions among individuals through the coercive power of the state. In actuality, they wished to achieve “an inverted social pyramid, with a new aristocracy on top—the aristocracy of non-value” (165). Such policies penalized the truly intelligent. But they also destroyed every individual, “each in proportion to his intelligence.” Under such conditions, the average person did not possess the genius’s resilience and self-confidence, and was much more apt to abdicate his mind, “in hopeless bewilderment, under the first touch of pressure.”64

The modern egalitarians seek to replace self-responsibility and earned achievement with a psychology of entitlement and victimization based on claims of illusory rights and metaphysical equality (N. Branden 1994, 297–305). Their ultimate weapon is the altruist morality. Rand argued: “It makes no difference whether they embraced altruism as a means to their ulterior motives or the motives grew out of their altruistic creed.” These “two elements are mutually reinforcing.”65 Even if the egalitarians’ motivations were sincere, their doctrine of self-sacrifice, self-immolation, and self-abnegation inculcated a sense of guilt and worthlessness in other people. Historically, philosophically, and psychologically, altruism was used as a rationalization “for the most evil motives, the most inhuman actions, the most loathsome emotions.”66

However, Rand believed that the nation’s “sense of life,” upheld by the majority of Americans (Tier 1), was in stark contradiction to this primordial cultural-intellectual trend. Though most Americans had “mixed” premises, they had internalized a fundamentally Aristotelian sense of life that was reality-oriented, progressive, technological, and defiant. But the United States could not long survive on the basis of a tacit benevolence. Without the full articulation and objective definition of rational values, American society was doomed.67 Its sense of life (Tier 1) was gradually being corrupted in an atmosphere of explicit cultural (Tier 2), and political (Tier 3) irrationality as manifested in most social institutions and practices.

Rand’s critique duplicates the comprehensive, integrated character of the Marxian analysis of culture. Certainly there is an important distinction in emphasis: Rand saw social phenomena in terms of their philosophical roots, whereas Marx focused on their material roots. Yet both thinkers examine the extent to which a dominant philosophical or material mode is reproduced in nearly every aspect of social life.68 Rand presented a view of systemic irrationality that encompasses everything from art and religion to politics and pedagogy.

In many ways, Rand’s approach bears an even closer resemblance to the vision of Antonio Gramsci, the Italian Marxist. Gramsci (1971) argued that philosophy (or culture), politics, and economics “are the necessary constituent elements of the same conception of the world, [hence] there must necessarily be, in their theoretical principles, a convertibility from one to the others and a reciprocal translation into the specific language of each constituent element. Any one is implicit in the others, and the three together form a homogeneous circle” (403).

Gramsci developed an expansive definition of power relations that was reflected in each of the constituents he identified. He maintained that the phenomenon of power pervaded all social structures and institutions. As a Marxist, Gramsci developed the concept of “hegemony” to describe how capitalist relations achieved predominance in both the political and social spheres of action. He emphasized that power structures were not exclusively state formations. Most of them, in fact, reside in “civil society.” The “ideological state apparatuses” include institutions of religion, education, family, law, communication, and culture, as well as political parties and trade unions, all of which are expressive of “bourgeois” power relations. His vision of proletarian revolution required the formation of parallel institutions, a “counter-hegemony,” or “bloc of historical forces,” which would develop “within the womb of the old society,” negating every manifestation of capitalist relations. This was not primarily a “top-down” political revolution, but a “bottom-up” cultural transformation.69

Like Gramsci, Rand grasped the expansive nature of power relations. She recognized the presence of oppressive forces in culture, politics, and economics and believed too that any genuine revolution in the political sphere would be preceded necessarily by a cultural renaissance. Unlike Gramsci, however, Rand argued that it was not capitalist hegemony that needed to be transcended. Capitalism was an unknown ideal, a social system not fully realized, undermined by antirational, ancient cultural practices. The aesthetic images in the contemporary “mixed” economy were a “concretized reality” of the tribalist and mystic philosophical premises at work in modern culture.70 For Rand, “Just as modern philosophy is dominated by the attempt to destroy the conceptual level of man’s consciousness and even the perceptual level, reducing man’s awareness to mere sensations—so modern art and literature are dominated by the attempt to disintegrate man’s consciousness and reduce it to mere sensations, to the ‘enjoyment’ of meaningless colors, noises and moods” (97).

The culture mirrored such philosophical bankruptcy. In literature and motion pictures, writers had dispensed with structured plot progression. They were unconcerned with projecting an ideal man or woman, and frequently presented a clash between two variations of evil. The antihero became the central focus. In modern music, atonalism replaced melody and harmony. Mindless sounds and noises were introduced into composition as a deliberate attack on musical integration and structure.71 In painting and sculpture, artists presented formless blotches of a nonobjective and nonrepresentational nature.72 They distorted perspective, space, shape, color, and the human figure.

In the face of such cultural nihilism, Rand believed that the individual was deprived “of conceptual stimulation and communication.” There was an absence of “value experiences” in modern culture that had the effect of lowering human expectations under the pressure of an omnipresent irrationality.73 In such a cultural context, many people turned to religion as a panacea. Rand recognized that “mystic fantasies” helped to explain those things which people failed to understand.74 But even in contemporary religion, Rand saw the progressive abandonment of rational, Thomistic theology in favor of fundamentalism, cults, astrology, and reincarnation.75 Most people respond to mysticism out of loneliness, hurt, and pain, eager to find inspiration in a moral ideal projected in the God-concept. Tragically, such people view existence as hopeless. They doubt their own efficacy and become victims of what Branden called a mystic “protection racket,” which fuels people’s fear of death—and of life on earth.76 But faith was no antidote. It was, in Branden’s view, “a tool of distortion”; religion by its nature fostered a bias against the mind.77

Although purportedly secular, the public educational system exhibits this same antirational bias. Rand suggested that modern education has internalized the “ideology of socialization (in a neo-fascist form)” which was “floating, by default, through the vacuum of our intellectual and cultural atmosphere.”78 Rand characterized modern educators as “the comprachicos” of the mind. Adopting this phrase from Hugo’s Man Who Laughs, Rand explains that the comprachicos bought and sold children. They made the children into physical monstrosities, degrading and deforming them to complete “the task of political suppression.”

The comprachicos of the mind degrade and deform the child’s cognitive faculty toward the same end. From the very earliest moments of his education, the child is stunted by “militantly anti-cognitive and anti-conceptual” pedagogical methods, through rote memorization, repetition, and concrete-bound association, rather than understanding, isolation of essentials, or conceptual integration. A premium is placed on social adaptation and adjustment, inculcating “the supremacy of the pack.” In Rand’s view, the Progressive nursery schools do not foster independent thinking. They attempt to socialize the child into conformity. And yet they defeat the very possibility of genuine social integration, since it is only “the thinking child” who is “fit for social relationships.” In elevating “the rule of mediocrity,” the system undermines the child’s intelligence and autonomy. Such pedagogical methods fuel fear and self-doubt and reproduce within education an “Establishment of Envy.” The child’s self-doubt pertains to a fundamental uncertainty over the efficacy of his mind and the rightness of his actions. The adults, teachers, and class “goons” in a child’s life contribute to his “moral emasculation.”79

It must be remembered that Rand was intimately aware of Progressive “activity methods of teaching.” In her youth, at the university, she witnessed the disastrous results as the Petrograders of Narkompros introduced Deweyite pedagogy into class instruction. While much of the disarray was to be blamed on how poorly many instructors were oriented to the Progressive credo, Rand believed that these methods were fundamentally anti-conceptual. But she also credited herself with being able to rise above the chaos.

Rand recognized, however, that not all children are as fortunate, especially those who are victimized by Progressive pedagogy from an early age. The child’s “early programming may become indelible at a certain point,” such that it becomes nearly impossible for the child to master the complex skills that his existence requires.80 As such, the child attempts to quell his own self-doubt by following the rituals and beliefs of the group as a guide to action. His loyalty is primarily to the group and to its members, not to ideas or to principles. The group binds all of its members “by the same concretes.”81 It is such anti-conceptual tribalism that serves as the psycho-epistemological root of pressure-group warfare, especially in its racist incarnations.

Rand argued that the educational “system is self-perpetuating: it leads to many vicious circles.”82 As the student moves into the higher grades, his concrete-bound methods of functioning are matched by an equally concrete-bound, compartmentalized curriculum. The curriculum militates against system-building and the integration of knowledge.83 But the teachers are not much better off than the students, since they too, are “products of the same educational system in its earlier stages.”84 As Branden (1994) emphasizes, many of these teachers “lack either the self-esteem or the training or both to do their jobs properly. These are teachers who do not inspire but humiliate. They do not speak the language of courtesy and respect but of ridicule and sarcasm” (202).

In the universities, the anti-cognitive, anti-conceptual methods are perpetuated.85 The major difference is that on this level of education, the students are spoon-fed theories of modern philosophy that provide an intellectual sanction for their own stunted cognitive skills. Rand saw the universities as the source and center of contemporary “philosophical corruption.”86 She explained: “Whether the theories of modern philosophy serve merely as a screen, a defense-mechanism, a rationalization of neurosis or are, in part, its cause—the fact remains that modern philosophy has destroyed the best in these students and fostered the worst.”87

The universities continue the policy of educational fragmentation and intellectual disintegration, as each course requires the students to master a different language and method of thinking. With each subject tom from the larger context, the material that is taught in one class frequently contradicts the lessons of another (251).

The educational and economic systems reinforce each others’ “moral nihilism … range-of-the-moment pragmatism … [and] anti-ideological ideology” (254).88 The concrete-bound, anti-conceptual mentality serves a useful function in the maintenance of power relations on the structural level (Level 3). Those who function by means of disconnected concretes do not question the principle of government control, but only “the ‘good’ or ‘bad’ character of government officials.”89 They accept as self-evident the premise that the government will solve social and economic problems, “somehow.” Rand writes: “As Nathaniel Branden pointed out in a lecture, ‘somehow’ always means ‘somebody.’”90

The epistemological method of the modern statist focuses on “single, concrete, out-of-context, range-of-the-moment issues,” militating against any consideration of basic principles or long-term consequences. The purpose of this anti-integrative, “verbal fog” is to obscure the predatory nature of state power.91 The ultimate product of American education was the “archetypical citizen of a mixed economy: the docile, pliable, moderate Milquetoast who never gets excited, never makes trouble, never cares too much, adjusts to anything and upholds nothing.”92

Given this scathing attack on the staleness of contemporary American education and its relationship to the statist Establishment, it seemed odd that Rand would express an equally venomous hostility toward those who did get excited and did make trouble—the student rebels of the 1960s. Rand did not condemn the activists for their excitement; she believed that their goals were fundamentally misguided. Her analysis of the student movement is distinctive, both methodologically and historically.

Rand criticized the student movement for its acceptance of Hegelian and Marxian theoretical constructs;93 however, Rand recognized that many students ran to the Marxist camp because it was more intellectual and systematized than its social science counterparts (N. Branden 1989, 47). She claimed that if the students had been offered the Wall Street Journal and Southern racism as examples of capitalist politics, they were correct to sense hypocrisy and to move further to the left.94 But the New Left did not embrace the more reputable Marxist synthesis, which had retained some respect for reason, science, and technology. The New Leftists rejected ideological labels, and proclaimed the supremacy of emotionalism and immediate action. Nourished on a poisonous diet of Kantianism, pragmatism, logical positivism, linguistic analysis, and existentialism, the New Left mounted an anti-ideological assault on a system that was fundamentally anti-ideological as well.95

Methodologically, Rand’s critique of the New Left was profoundly dialectical. Rand refused to detach even a seemingly radical rebellion from the social totality in which it emerged. The New Left was as much an outgrowth of the antirational as the culture it had rejected. While the “hippies” were to be commended for their repudiation of the Establishment, they failed to recognize their own place in it. The students were the “most consistently docile” archetypes of the System they condemned. They had internalized every major premise of the liberal Establishment and every major tenet of the altruist morality. Their rebellion was a symptom of “cultural disintegration … bred not in the slums, but in the universities.” They were, by and large, “middle-class savages.”96

For Rand, the counterculture, like the culture-at-large, had celebrated the superiority of faith, emotion, and instinct. In their indiscriminate, promiscuous, group sexual activity, and in their efforts to merge the self with the communal herd, there was but another manifestation of the cultural collectivism that had seeped into the pores of the social totality. Their use of drugs was an attempt to escape from their own unbearable inner lives, a “quest for a deliberately induced insanity” that invalidated their rational faculties.97 Rand proclaimed: “They are the distilled essence of the Establishment’s culture, they are the embodiment of its soul, they are the personified ideal of generations of crypto-Dionysians now leaping into the open.”98

This characterization of the New Left counterculture as “crypto-Dionysian” gives us a further clue into Rand’s historical savvy. As I suggested in Chapter 1, Rand had witnessed the same emotionalist, orgiastic, Dionysian elements in the Russian Symbolist movement of the Silver Age. In their exaltation of the cultic loss of self, the Symbolists had internalized the flagrant mysticism and collectivism of the Russian cultural milieu. Despite a revolutionary aesthetic, the Symbolists reflected their Russian roots. In Rand’s view, the New Left was no different. It was a pure by-product of its cultural context.

On Level 1 and Level 2 of her analysis of power relations, Rand had traced the broad effects of psychological, ethical, linguistic, cultural, and pedagogical practices on the autonomy and efficacy of the individual. Rand saw these factors in terms of their organic conjunction; each was both a precondition and a consequence of the other. Her dialectical sensibility helped her to project an all-encompassing, multilevel, non-Marxist, radical resolution. But Rand’s task was not complete. In challenging the implicit, antirational premises at work in modern culture, Rand mounted a simultaneous assault on the explicit antirational economic, social, and political structures and policies of the modern predatory state.
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THE PREDATORY STATE

On Level 3 of her analysis, Rand focused on the relations of power as mediated through statist structures and processes. She emphasized the role of the predatory state in perpetuating social dualism and fragmentation. She recognized that power relations at this level simultaneously incorporate and depend on the interpersonal and cultural conditions she explored on Levels 1 and 2.

THE MIXED ECONOMY

It must be remembered that Rand’s political theory was an attempt to enunciate and defend the underlying social principles of capitalism. The capitalist system, ideally understood, was based on the volitional exchange of values. Within such a system, “economic power is exercised by means of a positive, by offering men a reward, an incentive, a payment, a value” for their labors.1 In a pure capitalist system, Rand saw no inherent dualism between the state and the market. She rejected the anarchist resolution because it reified a dualism between state and market that was historically specific to statism. Individualist anarchists typically sought resolution by proposing the market’s absorption of all political functions.

The anarchists were responding, no doubt, to the brutality of statism. Statism had created a violent antagonism between state and market. It sought to reconcile their opposition by the complete political absorption of the economic sphere. The organizing social principle of statism was “political power,” which “is exercised by means of a negative, by the threat of punishment, injury, imprisonment, destruction.” The trader deals in a market of values, but the statist deals in fear, authority, and obedience (48). In Rand’s view, statism concentrates extensive economic, political, and social controls in the state at the expense of individual rights. It is the negation of every rational and moral principle of social organization. It is a structural formation of legalized looting, “a system of institutionalized violence and perpetual civil war, that leaves men no choice but to fight to seize power over one another.”2

As a twentieth-century social critic, Rand witnessed some of the most flagrant state brutality in human history. In keeping with her revolt against formal dualism, Rand opposed both fascism and communism as “two variants of the same political system.” Despite their apparent ideological and sociological differences, both systems were fundamentally statist. They enslaved the poor and expropriated the rich “in favor of a ruling clique.” The struggle between fascists and communists and each of their political derivatives obscured the central issue of contemporary politics, the clash not between rich and poor, but between the individual and the state, between capitalism and statism.

While Rand did not live to see the death of communism, she was convinced that the danger to the West lay within. For Rand, Soviet communism was morally, culturally, and economically bankrupt. The West’s social, economic, and political crises were not an outgrowth of external clashes with the Eastern bloc, but of its own internal contradictions, its attempt to combine elements of freedom and slavery under the rubric of the so-called, “mixed” economy. Rand argued: “A mixed economy is an explosive, untenable mixture of two opposite elements, which cannot remain stable, but must ultimately go one way or the other.”3

Rand recognized that throughout history, all societies were “a kind of mixture,” since neither the principles of freedom nor those of slavery were “observed consistently.”4 Twentieth-century social formations differed only in their relative mixtures. Western economies were typically skewed toward capitalist principles of organization, while Eastern-bloc economies were predominantly statist in their orientation.

In merging the fundamental principles of two opposing systems, the mixed economy leads to a complex interpenetration of social practices, making it extremely difficult to distinguish the “real producers of wealth” from the “pseudo-producers.” Rand argues that the genuine producers are “money-makers,” in the exalted sense her political theory champions. The money-makers constitute a very small minority of businessmen. They are innovative entrepreneurs and creators who translate their discoveries into material goods. By contrast, government officials and the vast majority of businessmen are pseudo-producers or “money-appropriators.” The money-appropriator is a looter. He is a parasite on the wealth created by others. He becomes rich not through a process of symmetrical trade, but “by means of legalized force,” through government favors, privileges, subsidies, and franchises.5 While the authentic producer earns money as a means to his distinctive ends, the pseudo-producer seeks social-metaphysical prestige by flaunting “his money in vulgar displays of ostentation.” For the money-appropriator, the accumulation of money is an end in itself, a gauge of his pseudo-self-esteem (7–8).

Rand’s distinction between producers and pseudo-producers, moneymakers and money-appropriators, is consistent with the classical liberal and modern libertarian traditions. Such thinkers as Nock, Paterson, and Mises had proposed similar distinctions.6 Like her contemporaries, Rand attempted to trace historically those economic developments rooted in free production and exchange, and those rooted in government interventionism.7 She argued, however, that as each business became entangled in a network of government regulations and controls, the objective distinction between the earned and the unearned, between the money-makers and the money-appropriators was blurred. The “mixed economy” was “a society in the process of committing suicide.”8 Genuine producers were compelled to seek government assistance, participating in a political process that was destructive of their ultimate aims, while some pseudo-producers entered the realm of production to bolster their “public image” (New Intellectual, 48). As the economy muddled through one crisis after another, statist ideologists continued to ascribe to “capitalism” the abuses that were a direct outgrowth of government intervention.9

ECONOMIC DISLOCATION

Rand’s analysis of the political roots of economic crisis and dislocation is derived from the teachings of Austrian school theory, specifically the contributions of Ludwig von Mises. The modern Austrian school offered sophisticated theories of monopoly and the business cycle that focused on the interrelationships between state and market. While a full presentation of Austrian theory is beyond the scope of the current study, it is important to explore several key Austrian themes that Rand reiterated in her structural critique of statism.

For Rand, capitalism was a historically emergent system that was hampered from its earliest moments by a variety of cultural forces. Attacked by both the feudal right and the socialist left, capitalism inherited mass poverty but laid the basis for a revolutionary and progressive transformation (N. Branden 1967T, lecture 14). It slowly eradicated the economic necessity for child labor and enabled women to earn their own living and to move away from the social drudgery and stagnation of family life.10

And yet capitalism has been blamed for vast inequalities of wealth, the emergence of monopolies, and wild swings of inflation and unemployment. In Rand’s view, such chaotic social and economic tendencies were not an inexorable product of the free and unimpeded market. Following the Austrian theorists, Rand argued that these structural aberrations were an outgrowth of state intervention in the market process.

The Objectivist view of the genesis of monopoly is a case in point. Alan Greenspan, drawing from Austrian theory, and writing for Objectivist periodicals, argues that the essential precondition for the establishment of any monopoly is a legal obstacle to market entry.11 The Austrians enumerate the various institutional mechanisms that cause monopolistic price and wage rigidities, structural unemployment, and the restriction of the free flow of labor and capital. These include governmental grants of franchise, license, and subsidy; compulsory cartellization; price controls; output quotas; certificates of convenience and necessity; compulsory unionization; product control through standards of quality and safety; tariffs; immigration restrictions; minimum wage laws; maximum hour laws; conscription; conservation laws; and the use of eminent domain. Even government prohibitions on narcotics, prostitution, and gambling engender monopolistic control of black markets.12

In her quest to distinguish between genuine producers and pseudo-producers, Rand referred rhetorically to “big business” as “America’s persecuted minority.” But one of her central historical contentions constituted an indictment of big business. Rand traced the emergence of coercive monopolies to a historical movement initiated by businessmen in their struggle to exempt themselves from the rivalrous competition of the market: “The attempts to obtain special economic privileges from the government were begun by businessmen, not by workers, but by businessmen who shared the intellectuals’ view of the state as an instrument of ‘positive’ power, serving ‘the public good,’ and who invoked it to claim that the public good demanded canals or railroads or subsidies or protective tariffs.”13 Such business organizations as the National Association of Manufacturers and the various chambers of commerce had done more than any other groups in U.S. history to establish a neofascist, corporativist form of statist collectivism (Rand 1971T). The United States was racing “toward a plain, brutal, predatory, power-grubbing, de facto fascism … a random, mongrel mixture of socialistic schemes, communistic influences, fascist controls, and shrinking remnants of capitalism still paying the costs of it all—the total of it rolling in the direction of a fascist state.”14

Grants of monopolistic privilege produced a modern, rigidified caste system. The statist ideologists defended this system by claiming that a business-government “partnership” was essential to industrial and technological progress. But in Rand’s view, to call such an incestuous relationship a “partnership” was to engage in an anti-conceptual “linguistic corruption.” The neofascist ideology saw no distinction between production and predation. It regarded “force as the basic element and ultimate arbiter in all human relationships.” Such a “partnership” created an aristocracy of political pull, which benefited “the worst type of predatory rich, the rich-by-force, the rich-by-political-privilege, the type who has no chance under capitalism, but who is always there to cash in on every collectivist ‘noble experiment.’”15 This aristocracy of pull enabled private groups to wield governmental power, without the responsibility it entailed.16 Dishonesty was “inherent in and created by the system.”17

Just as business initiated the movement toward monopoly, it was also responsible for the nineteenth-century passage of the antitrust laws as a means of quelling competition.18 Rand viewed antitrust legislation with particular disdain because it invariably benefited the inefficient at the expense of the efficient. It introduced an element of dictatorial caprice into U.S. law. For Rand, the brutality of a dictatorship was not due to its enforcement of strict and rigid rules. Dictatorships enforce rules in an unpredictable, incomprehensible, and irrational manner. Their goal is to undermine human efficacy by creating social conditions of “chronic uncertainty.”19 The antitrust laws were implemented in the same arbitrary manner. They were a mass of contradictions that could penalize any businessman for pricing his products too low, too high, or at the same level as his competitors. By complying with one law, a businessman risked criminal prosecution under another.20

Rand’s analysis of American neofascism occurred at a time when revisionist scholars of the left academy were engaging in a similar critique. Such historians as Gabriel Kolko and James Weinstein documented the extent to which big business, faced with the rivalrous rigors of the competitive market, turned to the federal government to establish the industrial consolidation that they were unable to achieve by strictly economic means. Kolko argued that the market, with its decentralizing tendencies and falling relative prices, constantly thwarted the efforts of big business to achieve monopolistic control over the economy. The relatively freer markets of the nineteenth century had generated a vast productive capacity that threatened the economic status of established businesses and ushered in an era of innovation and technological growth. The “political means” were used by each industrial interest in its search for industry-wide cartellization and rationalization. Monopolistic practices were legally sanctioned through the regulatory agencies of the federal government, affecting nearly every industry, including railroads, trucking, farming, communications, iron, steel, oil, medicine, pharmaceuticals, insurance, and banking. With the emergence of “war collectivism” and the welfare-warfare state of the post-New Deal era, the establishment of American corporativism was complete.21

While Rand would have adamantly rejected Kolko’s anticapitalism, her own Austrian-derived analysis provided a provocative complement to the revisionist historical investigations.22 Rand viewed the genesis and persistence of monopolies as a significant component of the statist structure of power. It is no surprise then that Rand saw the creation of the banking monopoly as the single most dangerous statist intervention into the economy, the root of the trade cycle. Once again, Rand’s critique draws heavily from the Austrian tradition.

The Austrian theory of the business cycle is built on the insights of Mises and Hayek. These thinkers engaged in pioneering work on the nature and use of knowledge in the market economy. The market process, in Austrian theory, is a dynamic mechanism for transmitting information. Prices transmit knowledge of relative scarcities. Entrepreneurs make decisions based on the informational content of market price signals. Prices alert entrepreneurs to discrepancies and disequilibria, offering profit opportunities for capital investment and economic growth. Rand explains:

An industrial economy is enormously complex: it involves calculations of time, of motion, of credit, and long sequences of interlocking contractual exchanges. This complexity is the system’s great virtue and the source of its vulnerability. The vulnerability is psycho-epistemological. No human mind and no computer—and no planner—can grasp the complexity in every detail. Even to grasp the principles that rule it, is a major feat of abstraction. This is where the conceptual links of men’s integrating capacity break down: most people are unable to grasp the working of their home-town’s economy, let alone the country’s or the world’s.23

Rand shares the Austrian view that system-wide discoordination in the structure of relative prices is the outgrowth of an inflationary expansion of the money supply. Rand recognizes that the preconditions and distortive consequences of inflation are primarily “psycho-epistemological” (159). Inflation dupes the producers into extending investment capital, what Rand calls “the stock seed of industry,” because of an artificial lowering of the interest rate. Whereas genuine interest rates reflect people’s time preferences, inflation makes it appear that more money, or greater savings, is actually available for investment purposes. By distorting the signals for entrepreneurial decision-making and generating a systemic discoordination of relative prices, inflation prompts entrepreneurial investments that do not reflect the actual savings-investment ratios. When the boom is completed, malinvestments must be liquidated as the market reasserts its genuine consumption patterns. A massive cluster of error can only be eliminated if the market is allowed to enter a necessary phase of depression.

Rand argues that this boom-bust cycle is the direct result of political intervention in the market. As the gold standard is eroded and fiduciary media are introduced into the economy through state-sanctioned fractional-reserve banking, it becomes easier to inflate the currency in a process of legalized counterfeiting. With the cartellization of the banking industry through the Federal Reserve System, inflation became a structural component of the political economy, a by-product of sustained, massive credit expansion through the state-banking nexus. This inflationary dynamic sets the boom-bust cycle into motion.

Interestingly, Rand and the Austrians shared this view of the political roots of economic crisis with Marx. Though Marx theorized on the basis of assumptions significantly different from those of the Austrians, he too, saw the state’s central bank as the “pivot” of the credit system. For Marx, the state’s artificially induced monetary expansion engenders an illusory accumulation process in which “fictitious money-capital” distorts the structure of prices. This leads to overproduction and overspeculation. Real prices—those that reflect actual supply and demand—appear nowhere, until the economy begins the necessary corrective measures.24

One of the major differences between Marx and the Austrians lies in their respective resolutions. Marx saw the boom-bust cycle as destructive, but historically progressive because it magnified class struggle and facilitated socialized control of production and capital investment.25 By contrast, Rand and her Austrian contemporaries saw the trade cycle as retrogressive, necessarily benefiting some groups at the expense of others.

Rand recognized that sustained government intervention in the market was partially designed to quell the deleterious effects of boom and bust for which it was ultimately responsible. But continued political intervention thwarted the reassertion of genuine price patterns. Ultimately, the state-banking nexus enables the government to free itself from the limits of its revenues and to engage in deficit financing of its various welfare and warfare schemes. Stepping far beyond its legitimate functions, cutting “the connection between goods and money,” the government becomes a parasite on the private economy, consuming its “stock seed.”26

While the emergence of the welfare state attempts to deal with structurally generated poverty, its primary task is to dilute growing discontent by creating classes of politically privileged dependents. The actual welfare recipients become the “visible profiteers” of institutional altruism. But they “are part victims, part window dressing for the statist policies of the government.” As the government increases the scope of its interventions, it establishes a bureaucratic system of subsidized consumption for the benefit of proliferating pressure groups and economic interests (161–62). The predatory rich wish to rule, while the victimized poor wish to be ruled.27 Rand argues that “morally and economically, the welfare state creates an ever accelerating downward pull” serving the needs of the groups making demands and the needs of those in power “who require a group of dependent favor-recipients in order to rise to power.”28

But Rand argues that the predatory rich, the pseudo-producers, are the predominant material beneficiaries of the welfare-statist expansion. Welfarism froze the status quo and perpetuated “the power of the big corporations of the pre-income-tax era, placing them beyond the competition of the tax-strangled newcomers.”29 Having initiated the policy of government interventionism, businessmen became ever more dependent on a political, rather than an economic, process of accumulation. Like Hayek, Rand maintained that the more the state came to dominate social and economic life, the more political power became the only power worth having.30

Rand believed that organized labor was potentially a bulwark against state expansion because it often recognized the differential economic and political benefits that certain businesses derived from interventionism. But the organized union movement sought to counter pro-business controls with pro-labor controls. Though labor was “much more sensitive to the long-range implications” of statist interventionism than business, it too, was involved in an internal contradiction.31 Although Rand supported the right of voluntary union association, the use of the boycott, and the strike, she opposed compulsory unionism. She argued that unions had joined in the statist game of their business counterparts, fueling structural unemployment by forcing wage rates above their market levels.32 In Rand’s view, both business and labor were perishing in an orgy of mutual self-sacrifice. She warned: “He who lives by a legalized sword, will perish by a legalized sword.”33

THE WELFARE-WARFARE STATE

The welfare state and its widening cartellization did not cease at the nation’s borders.34 Rand maintained that economic dislocation leads to an expansion of interventionism at home and abroad. Too often, in the face of economic chaos, statists resort to their “favorite expedient … in times of emergency: a war.”35 In Rand’s view, there is an organic link between statism and militarism. A government that does not respect the rights of its own citizens will not respect the rights of others living in foreign lands. Just as the rule of physical force comes to predominate in statist domestic policy, so too does it determine the direction of statist foreign policy. Statism “needs war.” It “survives by looting.” It makes war both possible and necessary. Moreover, it creates a context that benefits those pseudo-producers who are unable to survive on a free market. Such businessmen amass huge fortunes by means of colonialist conquest and foreign exploitation.36

By contrast, “[t]he essence of capitalism’s foreign policy is free trade—i.e., the abolition of trade barriers, of protective tariffs, of special privileges—the opening of the world’s trade routes to free international exchange and competition among the private citizens of all countries dealing directly with one another.”37 Even though capitalism has never existed in its purest form, historically constituted semi-capitalism was powerful enough to demolish the remnants of feudalism, mercantilism, and absolute monarchy throughout the Western world. But with the rise of the collectivist, paternalist ideology and nationalistic imperialism of progressive “reformers” such as Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson, and Franklin Delano Roosevelt, relatively free markets gave way to government regulation and privilege.38

The twentieth-century history of U.S. foreign policy, according to Rand, was a history of “suicidal” failure and hypocrisy.39

Failure—because the U.S. had abdicated the moral high ground, destroying economic and civil liberties from within and losing any rational sense of the country’s moral significance. Pursuit of a reckless foreign policy requires corrosive intrusions into the lives of the citizenry. An advocate of all-volunteer armed forces, Rand maintained that under conditions of freedom, few would choose to become cannon fodder in the pursuit of irrational foreign policy goals. This is why statism often relied on the institutionalization of a military draft. Rand saw the draft as the worst statist violation of individual rights, based upon the premise that a citizen’s life belonged to the state. It allows the state to sacrifice its citizens in wars, such as Korea and Vietnam, that have no clear bearing on national self-defense.40

Hypocrisy—because the U.S. often fought evil with evil. So, for example, Wilson had led the charge “to make the world safe for democracy,” but the folly of World War I gave birth to fascism, Nazism, and communism. FDR had led the charge for the “Four Freedoms,” but he empowered the Soviets in the process, “surrender[ing] … one-third of the world’s population into communist slavery.”41

Rand’s various Objectivist periodicals featured essays discussing the parasitism of the Soviet Union, a topic that surely had profound personal significance for the Russian-born author. A series of review essays by various contributors noted that the Soviets had stolen military and other technology from the West, and that it was U.S. foreign policy that had stabilized that regime. Drawing from John T. Flynn’s book The Roosevelt Myth, Barbara Branden stressed that FDR was inspired by Bismarck, Mussolini, and Hitler in establishing a corporatist—albeit a liberal corporatist—“New Deal” that further devastated a depressed economy.42 Provoking war in the Pacific, Roosevelt used “national defense” as a pretext for resolving the unemployment problem of the government-caused Great Depression by drafting American boys to fight and die in foreign wars. He sent $11 billion in Lend Lease assistance to the Soviets, and developed secret postwar agreements with Stalin, sealing the fate of Eastern Europe. Rand herself believed that this strategy made “Russia … the only winner of … World War II.”43

Rand invoked the spirit of the Old Right critics of U.S. involvement in World War II, who had been smeared as “America First” chauvinists.44 This “Old Right” consisted of antiwar opponents of the New Deal, stretching from Albert Jay Nock and John T. Flynn to Rose Wilder Lane and Isabel Paterson. Rand despised those who had coined the “anti-concept” of “isolationism” as a means of denouncing “any patriotic opponent of America’s self-immolation.”45 Like many of the Old Right, Rand questioned the wisdom of entering the Second World War’s European theater on the side of the Soviets—suggesting that a Nazi-Soviet conflict might have severely weakened the victor.46 Taking on one of her left-wing critics, writer Lillian Hellman, who had criticized her in the book Scoundrel Time, Rand argued:

How many people died in this country, and in Russia or in Russian-occupied countries, because of Miss Hellman’s ideas? God only knows. Nobody could compute the evil of what those Communists in the 1930s did. To begin with, they pushed this country into World War II. What would have been a better policy? Let Hitler march into Russia, as he had started to. Let the two dictatorships fight each other, then the West—England, France, and the United States—should finish off the winner. Then maybe, today, the world would be safe. (Except … the ultimate safety of the world depends on philosophy, and nobody has the right ideas.) People like Lillian Hellman were pushing the policy of this country to the left and in support of only one country—not the United States, but Soviet Russia.47

Rand repudiated the claim “that isolationism is selfish, immoral, and impractical in a ‘shrinking’ modern world.”48 She stood firmly against the “altruistic” evil of foreign “interventionism” or “internationalism” that had undermined long-term U.S. interests.49 She recognized that such foreign interventionism mirrored domestic interventionism in one significant respect: each problem caused by statist intervention led to new interventionist attempts to resolve it. Just as World War I begat World War II, and World War II begat the Cold War, so too did the Cold War beget “hot” wars in Korea and Vietnam, in which more than one hundred thousand drafted Americans lost their lives. Vietnam especially had laid bare the inner contradictions of U.S. foreign policy, according to Rand. “There is no proper solution for the war in Vietnam,” Rand counseled at the time; “it is a war we should never have entered. We are caught in a trap: it is senseless to continue, and it is now impossible to withdraw.”50

Rand’s opposition to U.S. involvement in both Korea and Vietnam emerged, as well, from her broader understanding of the nature of freedom and its prerequisites. She wondered why the U.S. had “sacrificed thousands of American lives, and billions of dollars, to protect a primitive people who never had freedom, do not seek it, and, apparently, do not want it.”51 Rand repudiated wars waged on behalf of ‘nation-building’ or of an oppressed people’s ‘right to vote’ themselves into slavery. “The right to vote is a consequence,” she emphasized, “not a primary cause, of a free social system—and its value depends on the constitutional structure implementing and strictly delimiting the voters’ power.”52 For Rand, the right to vote, among other citizens’ rights in modern democracies, could not usher in a free society in the absence of those personal, cultural, and structural dynamics requisite to its success.

There were instances, however, where Rand failed to question the structural effects of continued U.S. defense build-ups and police actions.53 In a speech to West Point cadets, for instance, she argued that “the military-industrial complex” is “a myth or worse.”54 But even during the Cold War, Rand excoriated Ronald Reagan for “exaggerat[ing] the power of the most incompetent nation in the world [the Soviet Union],” a primitive country she believed was doomed to economic stagnation and systemic collapse. This was “not a patriotic service to the United States,” in Rand’s view.55 Despite her opposition to Reagan’s “fear” tactics, Rand equally opposed the appeasement of the Soviets. She argued for the strategic importance to the U.S. of Taiwan and Israel—despite her antipathy toward the latter’s political and cultural character, which she identified as socialist, religious, and tribalist. For Rand, Israel was preferable to the Palestinian Liberation Organization, which had abdicated any “rights” it may have once held by engaging in a sustained policy of terror.56

Terrorism took on lethal dimensions for the American homeland on 11 September 2001. We cannot presume to know how Rand would have responded to 9/11, but there is little doubt that if Rand were alive, she would have been horrified by the attacks and would have advocated swift action in response. But Rand was never known to examine issues in a vacuum; she brought to bear many complex, interrelated factors in her analysis. We can be confident that Rand would have looked critically into those aspects of U.S. domestic and foreign policy that might have contributed to the events of 9/11, much as she did in her analysis of World War I, World War II, Korea, and Vietnam. In her typical approach to such cataclysms, Rand did not disconnect events from their antecedent historical conditions or from the larger systemic conditions within which they were embedded.57

The crux of Rand’s approach is found in a key radical insight—that there is an inextricable connection between government intervention at home and abroad, and that many issues can be more fully understood only through an elucidation of the interrelationships. Rand states unequivocally: “Foreign policy is merely a consequence of domestic policy.”58 When Rand called for a complete “revision of [U.S.] foreign policy, from its basic premises on up,” she knew that this would entail a simultaneous repudiation of the welfare state at home and the warfare state abroad, an end to “foreign aid and [to] all forms of international self-immolation.” She knew that “a radically different foreign policy” required a radically different domestic one—and that both required a philosophic and cultural revolution.59 Rand had identified U.S. domestic policy as the “New Fascism,” whose “economic essence” is the business-government “partnership.”60 Once the rule of force begins to predominate, the institutional means for legalized predation expand exponentially, at home and abroad.

Rand argues that the political economy of neofascism “accelerates the process of juggling debts, switching losses, piling loans on loans, mortgaging the future and the future’s future. As things grow worse, the government protects itself not by contracting this process, but by expanding it” beyond its national borders. Just as pressure groups seek domestic privileges, so too do they benefit from a whole global system of foreign aid. Government subsidizes foreign investment through direct and indirect assistance; business sells its products to foreign nations, which pay for them with money received from foreign aid. This entails financial manipulation (through, for example, the Federal Reserve System, the Ex-Im Bank, and the IMF), “credits to foreign consumers to enable them to consume” U.S.-produced goods, “unpaid loans to foreign governments, and subsidies to other welfare states,” to the United Nations, and to the World Bank.61

Rand goes further: “If looting collectivists did not exist, America’s foreign aid policy would create them.” The overwhelming profiteers of this system were those peculiar “products … of the mixed economy,” those statist businessmen who “seek to grow rich not by means of productive ability, but by means of political pull and of special political privileges.”62 She observes

that there are firms here and there, in various businesses and industries, who are growing prosperous by trading with foreign countries, the specific foreign countries who receive American aid. In other words, there are businessmen who are selling their products to the foreign countries receiving American aid and who are paid by American funds—who are paid by the aid money granted to those countries. In other words, some Americans are draining the money, the tax money, of other Americans, into their own pockets, via a longer tour through every corner of the globe which receives our foreign aid. This tax money is taken from some citizens, handed to foreign governments and pressure groups and then comes back to some of our citizens, through those successful pressure groups who have pull in Washington.63

This was a “siphoning” process, in Rand’s view, a “necessary corollary of a mixed economy, or rather the necessary expression of a mixed economy, now being carried to the international scene. It is a civil war gone international; it is pressure groups using foreign countries in order to destroy our own. That is the meaning of our foreign aid policy.”64 Thus, neofascism exports “the bloody chaos of tribal warfare” to the rest of the world, creating a whole class of “pull peddlers” among both foreign and domestic lobbyists, whose “methods range from mere social courtesies and cocktail-party or luncheon ‘friendships’ to favors, threats, bribes, blackmail,” feeding on the carcass of the American taxpayer and causing massive global political, social, and economic dislocations.65

Whereas the Left derided “capitalist imperialism” for this state of affairs, Rand recognized that capitalism, “the unknown ideal,” had taken the blame for the sins of its opposite. While she appreciated the Left’s repudiation of “socialism for big business,” she insisted that “[t]here is a name for a system of ‘socialism for big business’; it is called fascism.”66 She lamented the internationalization of the “New Fascism”; given “the interdependence of the Western world,” all countries are “leaning on one another as bad risks, bad consuming parasite borrowers.” She recognized how the system’s dynamics propelled such internationalization, but advised that “the [fewer] ties we have with any other countries, the better off we will be.” Suggesting a biological analogy in warning against the spread of neofascism, she quips: “If you have a disease, should you get a more serious form of it, and will that help you?”67 In discussing a section of the 1972 Communiqué between the U.S. and Red China, Rand suggests a universal principle. “[L]ike charity,” she writes, “courage, consistency, integrity have to begin at home.… What we are now doing to others … we began by doing it to ourselves. We are the victims of self-inflicted bacteriological warfare: altruism is the bacteria of amorality, Pragmatism is the bacteria of impotence.”68

There was a crucial distinction that Rand saw between early twentieth-century fascism and the “New Fascism.” The latter had a less authoritarian character, even if it still had pernicious cultural effects on a free citizenry. For Rand, the real “dividing line” between fascist dictatorship and neofascism is “freedom of speech,” since “censorship is the tombstone of a free country.” This is why she condemned a “servile press” even more than a “censored press”; the “servile press” embraces “‘voluntary’ self-enslavement,” relying on government manipulation of news “‘as an instrument of public policy.’”69 The “New Fascism,” therefore, is a kind of liberal corporatism, which keeps in place democratic forms and procedures while deadening the prospect of real political and social change. In Rand’s view, even noble actors pursuing noble goals are defeated by this system. Not even a former Randian sympathizer, such as Alan Greenspan, who once advocated the end of central banking, can control the business cycle and its associated bubbles, or the massive redistribution of wealth that often results—all systemic byproducts of the central bank that he once chaired.70 The “New Fascism” can only engender “parasitism, favoritism, corruption and greed for the unearned”; its power to dispense privilege, Rand emphasizes, “cannot be used honestly.”71 In this deteriorating “non-free society … no pursuit of any interests is possible to anyone; nothing is possible but gradual and general destruction.”72

Rand traced the destructive impact of statist militarism on everything from science and technology to education. Atlas Shrugged depicts a statist society in which there is a deadly alliance between government, science, and big business.73 In the novel, the creation of “Project X” by the state-science nexus illustrates Rand’s conviction that only the state can breed weapons of mass destruction. Under statism, “the progress of science is a threat to the people.”74

Like the Frankfurt school theorists, who decried scientism and instrumentalism, Rand warned of the lethal barrier that modern statists had built between science and ethics. For Rand, Western scientific civilization was dominated by an altruist morality of “prehistorical savagery.” This was “a ghastly spectacle,” in Rand’s view, because it divorced means from ends, process from substance.75 This dualism was a central implication of Kantian philosophy, which had allowed “man’s reason to conquer the material world,” even as it eliminated “reason from the choice of the goals for which material achievements are to be used.” Consequently, contemporary scientists, slurping at the public trough, proposed strictly technical solutions to human problems, never asking how people should live.76

In Rand’s view, state-sponsored scientific research was necessarily politicized. Whether it attempted to restrict or alternatively, to promote, certain forms of technology, the state introduced massive distortions into the structure of production. Rand saw the problem of pollution control, for instance, as one that could be ameliorated by the internalization of market “externalities” through privatization. Ultimately, she believed that pollution could be controlled through technological and scientific progress that state intervention would only undermine. In restricting technology, state planners acted as if they were omniscient. They had no way to ascertain the consequences of any given restrictions on future technological innovation.77 As Rand explained:

Technology is applied science. The progress of theoretical science and of technology—i.e., of human knowledge—is moved by such a complex and interconnected sum of the work of individual minds that no computer or committee could predict and prescribe its course. The discoveries in one branch of knowledge lead to unexpected discoveries in another; the achievements in one field open countless roads in all the others. The space exploration program, for instance, has led to invaluable advances in medicine. Who can predict when, where or how a given bit of information will strike an active mind and what it will produce?78

But if space exploration contributed to medical advances, it was also true that the state-funded space program, much like the state-funded railroad expansion of the nineteenth century, introduced discoordinating changes into the delicate network of the social economy. Though Rand celebrated the symbolism of the lunar landing, she did not see scientific research as a legitimate governmental function. Rand claimed: “The ‘conquest of space’ by some men … [was] accomplished by expropriating the labor of other men who are left without means to acquire a pair of shoes.”79

The intervention of the state into scientific research also had far-reaching effects on the structure and content of U.S. education. Rand had opposed compulsory public schooling on moral grounds; she saw state-controlled education as consistent with the Nazi or communist worldview. But government intervention had created a disaster even in private education. The voluntary contributions that sustained private universities were eroded by ever-increasing taxes and rising inflation. Most universities became dependent upon government research projects as their prime source of income. Inevitably, government controlled the direction of research and created an official orthodoxy and privileged elite. Typically, such research perpetuated anti-conceptual compartmentalization of the disciplines. Moreover, it forced the taxpayers to support ideas that were often inimical to their own beliefs.80

In her analysis of the effects of statist intervention, Rand followed her Austrian contemporaries in their belief that government controls create “economic dislocations, hardships and problems, which—if the controls are not repealed—necessitate further controls, which necessitate still further controls, etc.”81 Each intrusion into the market becomes both the precondition and the consequence of every other intrusion. Each intervention—both at home and abroad—is a precondition because it necessitates further interventions; each is a consequence because it is brought about by previous interventions. In this regard, Rand’s analysis of the statist spiral resembles the dialectical formulations of Marx in his examination of the production process: “Each pre-condition of the social production process is at the same time its result, and every one of its results appears simultaneously as its precondition. All the production relations within which the process moves are therefore just as much its products as they are its conditions.”82

Like Marx, Rand recognized an organic conjunction, a mutual reinforcement of factors within a self-perpetuating system. And also like Marx, Rand recognized that the “chain reaction” is far more insidious because it embodies internecine warfare between social groups. Each intrusion into the market process leads the victimized groups to seek a form of “redress by imposing controls on the profiteering groups, who retaliate in the same manner, on an ever-widening scale.” Employing the master-slave analogy on this structural level of her analysis, Rand wrote: “If a nation cannot survive half-slave, half-free, consider the condition of a nation in which every social group becomes both the slave and the enslaver of every other group.” The neofascist mixed economy institutes a “cold civil war” in which “every social group is destroying every other.”83 In its persistent use of physical force to achieve its policy goals, the statist system engendered massive social fragmentation.

SOCIAL FRAGMENTATION

Rand argued that in a free society, there are no inherent conflicts of interest among rational individuals, but in a nonfree society, there are inherent conflicts of interest among individuals—whether they are rational or not.84

In this proposition, Rand suggested a grasp of class dynamics in contemporary statism. But Rand did not develop a theory of class struggle because she did not believe that statism benefited any one social group structurally. In this regard, her exploration of power relations on Level 3 applied the master-slave analysis of Level 1 with ruthless consistency. Statism made masters and slaves of every social group. All were “victims and losers,” even if some gained differential benefits at the expense of others (Rand 1962). Each group was tied helplessly to the government in some fashion (1971T). In her view, statism required “a class of beggars.”85

Under statism, the rule of force is a corrupting influence, since it creates institutional means for legalized predation. Rand states: “If this is a society’s system, no power on earth can prevent men from ganging up on one another in self-defense—i.e., from forming pressure groups.”86 Pressure-group warfare was an inexorable by-product of the mixed economy.87 It was for this reason that Rand characterized statism as an “anti-system.” Just as statism emerged from and perpetuated the antirational and the anti-conceptual, so too did it constitute an “anti-system,” which militated against genuine social integration and unity. It reproduced social fragmentation on a grand scale, fostering the cult of compromise in material, spiritual, and intellectual affairs. Initially, however, the statist anti-system fragments the nation into economic groups that fight offensive and defensive political battles for their own self-preservation. The mixed economy is “an amoral, institutionalized civil war of special interests and lobbies, all fighting to seize a momentary control of the legislative machinery, to extort some special privilege at one another’s expense by an act of government—i.e., by force.”88

The mixed economy is “amoral” because it makes honest and just decision making irrelevant to the legislative process. No legislative decisions can be morally justified when each act of law necessarily sacrifices some groups to others.89 Every group, regardless of the merits of its cause, becomes “a potential threat to everyone,” holding the power, not merely to disagree, but to destroy.90 Each legislative action is a by-product of predatory lobbying in which groups participate in strategic forms of communicative interaction. Social courtesies, parties, favors, threats, bribes, and blackmail consume the process. Rand insists: “If parasitism, favoritism, corruption, and greed for the unearned did not exist, a mixed economy would bring them into existence.”91 But Rand maintained that none of the respective groups constituted a monolithic class. Even as each social class preys on adversarial classes, the “real warfare” of the mixed economy occurs within classes, not between them. The pseudo-producers within each class prey on the genuine producers of their own class as a means to the enforcement of an unearned, stagnant economic equality. Such a process of intragroup annihilation must ultimately destroy the authentic producers, the money-makers, in all classes and professions.92

As the mixed economy careens from one crisis to another, warfare between and within pressure groups intensifies. In this social context of wild uncertainty, each group attempts to deal with perceived threats to its efficacy by relying on the state. State action provides an illusory sense of control, since in the long run, political intervention necessarily undermines the stability and efficacy of every social group and every individual.93 Rand was adamant in this regard: she maintained that every discernable group was affected by statist intervention, not just every economic interest. Every differentiating characteristic among human beings becomes a tool for pressure-group jockeying: age, sex, sexual orientation, social status, religion, nationality, and race. Statism splinters society “into warring tribes.”94 The statist legal machinery pits “ethnic minorities against the majority, the young against the old, the old against the middle, women against men, welfare-recipient against the self-supporting.”95

RACISM

In Rand’s view, racism is the most vicious form of social fragmentation perpetuated by modern statism. Racism is not a mere by-product of state intervention; it is a constituent element of statism.

Rand’s critique of racism is a good illustration of her three-level analysis. On Level 1, she examined racism in terms of its psycho-epistemological and ethical implications. On Level 2, she explored the linguistic and conceptual subversion that institutional racism requires. On Level 3, she linked her discussion to the broader, structural context of contemporary statism. Each level is a precondition and reciprocal implication of the other.

Nathaniel Branden claims that despite Rand’s antagonism toward racism, she was reluctant to write on the subject because it had been monopolized by the left. But Branden (1989, 335) persuaded Rand to contribute her first essay on racism in the September 1963 issue of The Objectivist Newsletter. Rand argued initially from a psycho-epistemological and ethical standpoint. She wrote: “Racism is the lowest, most crudely primitive form of collectivism.” It negated the uniqueness of the individual, his reason, choice, and values by “ascribing moral, social or political significance” to his “genetic lineage.” It judged each individual solely on the basis of “his internal body chemistry … not by his own character and actions, but by the characters and actions of a collective of ancestors.” Psychologically, it emerged from the “racist’s sense of his own inferiority.” It was “a quest for the unearned,” “a quest for automatic knowledge,” and “a quest for an automatic self-esteem (or pseudo-self-esteem).” In evaluating people by a racial criterion, racists attempt to by-pass the need to rationally judge the facts of a person’s character. They seek moral distinction not in their own actions, but in the actions and beliefs of their forebears.96 They struggle “to induce racial guilt,” by punishing people for the sins—real or illusory—committed by their ancestors.97

The racist has an associational, perceptual psycho-epistemology that stores concrete memories and emotional estimates of isolated incidences. Such a mentality is incapable of thinking in terms of principles or abstractions (Rand, quoted in B. Branden 1962T, lecture 6). Racism, in all of its forms, was a “manifestation of the anti-conceptual mentality.” The fear of foreigners (xenophobia), the group loyalty of the guild, the ancestor worship of the family, the blood ties of the criminal gang, and the chauvinism of the nationalist were all examples of anti-conceptual tribalism. Tribalism was “a reciprocally reinforcing cause and result” of the various caste systems throughout history.98

Rand argued: “Philosophically, tribalism is the product of irrationalism and collectivism.” Though some people denigrate the efficacy of reason, they cannot dispense with the need for a comprehensive view of their own existence. They cannot dispense with the need for self-efficacy and self-worth. Such people will seek an illusory efficacy and worth by latching on to any group that provides them with a frame of reference. The group seems to possess a kind of “knowledge” the individual lacks, a “knowledge” acquired by an effort-less, ineffable process. People find that the easiest group to join is that to which they belong by virtue of birth—their race.99

Moving toward Level 2 of her analysis, Rand recognized that the individual’s awareness of himself in racial terms was not always a cause for concern in the multicultural, contemporary society. Rand did not object to the need of individuals to take pleasure in their familial or ancestral backgrounds. Commenting on Alex Haley’s Roots, for instance, Rand (1977T) recognized that African Americans had been robbed of a historical past. Having been tom forcibly from their culture, they needed to project “moral heroes.” Haley’s book, in Rand’s view, created a useful mythology, an exalted, “enormously compelling and very beautiful” image of how people in despair could preserve their human dignity.

What Rand objected to was the practice of those who sought to substitute their lineage for an authentic self-esteem. Self-efficacy and self-worth cannot be derived from others—past or present. In the twentieth century, the most notorious—and murderous—practitioners of such racial worship were the Nazis. Nazi ideology had obliterated the core of individualism by ascribing notions of good and evil to whole groups of people based upon their alleged blood ties (Peikoff 1982). Following Rand, Peikoff argued that nationalism was in essence a form of tribalism and racism. It was not a rationally patriotic loyalty to the principles on which a country was based. Rather, it extolled and defended the Volk, the nation, on the grounds of racial purity.100

Rand recognized that contemporary racist doctrines were frequently disguised as celebrations of “ethnicity.” In Rand’s view, “ethnicity” was an anti-concept that concealed the individual’s racism. The advocates of “ethnicity” conform to their ethnic groups’ traditions. They see language not as a conceptual tool but as “a mystic heritage.” Their “hysterical loyalty” to subtle differences of dialect and ritual provide them with an illusory sense of self-esteem derived from the blood collective to which they belong.101

Such tribalism had engulfed Europe for centuries. Rand argued that in such a tribalist atmosphere, not even collectivistic Marxism could succeed. For Rand, Marxism was false and corrupt, but “clean” in comparison to the tribalist anti-conceptual mentality:

Marxism is an intellectual construct; it is false, but it is an abstract theory—and it is too abstract for the tribalists’ concrete-bound, perceptual mentalities. It requires a significantly high level of abstraction to grasp the reality of “an international working class”—a level beyond the power of a consciousness that understands its own village, but has trouble treating the nearest town as fully real. (126)

Such ethnic tribalism seriously undermined the Soviets’ attempts to establish a communist hegemony.102

Perhaps it was Rand’s experiences in the Soviet Union that influenced her hostility toward quotas. Though Rand benefited from the abolition of educational restrictions on Jews and women students, she bore witness to the reinstatement of quotas by the Bolshevik regime. Just as the czars had practiced institutional racism, the Bolsheviks attempted to boost the participation of “proletarian” students through open admissions, relaxed educational standards, and a mass purge of “bourgeois” scholars and pupils. Unqualified students were advanced on the basis of their proletarian background. It was this experience perhaps that led Rand to see all “affirmative action” programs as humiliating and degrading to the individual’s talents and abilities.

Indeed, for Rand, the notion of “affirmative action,” was but another anti-concept to hide the reinstitutionalization of race as a criterion of judgment. Quotas embodied an internal contradiction. They attempted to use racism in order to combat racism. They categorized all members of a given racial group as identical. This stereotyped collectivization of all minority group members was achieved first in the eyes of those who did not gain from quotas and who resented the beneficiaries. But even those who benefited from quotas were humiliated by the stigma of helplessness and victimization.103

The imposition of quotas by the state could only inspire more “blind, interracial hatred.”104 Just as the state’s financial inflation caused the debasement of the currency, so too did the state’s “moral inflation” cause the debasement of genuine morality. By multiplying countless forms of injustice, in the name of justice, the state ultimately enriched itself and its dependents (312). Rand argued that racism could not, therefore, be explained on the sole basis of the tribalists’ psycho-epistemology or on the basis of ideological utility. Racists had a vested interest in their biases (Rand, quoted in B. Branden 1962T, lecture 6). Moving toward Level 3 of her analysis, Rand recognized that tribalism, irrationalism, and collectivism had been present throughout history. She sought to explain their rebirth in the modern era, their historically specific manifestations in contemporary statism.

Rand argued that the relationship between statism and tribalism was reciprocal. The tribal premise was the ideological and existential root of statism. Statism had arisen out of “prehistorical tribal warfare.” Once established, it institutionalized its own racist subcategories and castes in order to sustain its rule.105 The perpetuation of racial hatred provided the state with a necessary tool for its political domination. Statists frequently scapegoated racial and ethnic groups in order to deflect popular disaffection with deteriorating social conditions.106 But if tribalism was a precondition of statism, statism was a reciprocally related cause. Racism had to be implemented politically before it could engulf an entire society: “The political cause of tribalism’s rebirth is the mixed economy—the transitional stage of the formerly civilized countries of the West on their way to the political level from which the rest of the world has never emerged: the level of permanent tribal warfare” (123).

In Rand’s view, the mixed economy had splintered the country into warring pressure groups. Under such conditions of social fragmentation, any individual who lacks a group affiliation is put at a disadvantage in the political process. Since race is the simplest category of collective association, most individuals are driven to racial identification out of self-defense. Just as the mixed economy manufactured pressure groups, so too did it manufacture racism.107

And just as the domestic mixed economy made racism inevitable, so too did the global spread of statism. Rand saw the world fracturing into hostile ethnic tribes with each group aiming to destroy its ethnic rivals in primitive conflicts over cultural, religious, and linguistic differences. Rand called the process one of “global balkanization.” In 1977, in a statement of prophetic significance, she observed that the situation in Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia was symptomatic of the larger, global trend. The “Balkan tribes … never vanished,” Rand wrote, “they have been popping up in minor explosions all along, and a major one is possible at any time.”108

In her critique of racism, however, Rand focused most of her attention on American race relations. She argued that the utter devastation in the African American community was a historical product of statist brutality. Slavery was the complete negation of individual rights and dignity. In the United States, it predominated in the agrarian-feudal South. Rand agreed with those Marxist historians who argued that it was the capitalist North that destroyed the slavery of the noncapitalist South. For Rand, however, the destruction of slavery illustrated the virtue of the capitalist system, which left “no possibility for any man to serve his own interests by enslaving other men.” Only capitalism, with its free trade and free immigration, could squelch the rebirth of domestic and global tribalism.109

However, the post-slavery period in U.S. history did not eradicate the problem of racism. In Rand’s view, racism continued especially “among the poor white trash” of the South whose support of this apartheid was a reprehensible by-product of their own sense of inferiority.110 But Rand opposed forced segregation and forced integration. She argued that racism could not be forbidden or prescribed by law. And while she supported social ostracism and economic boycott as powerful weapons in the struggle for racial equality, she asserted that racism could not be defeated in the absence of a genuine philosophical, cultural, and political revolution.111

Rand and other Objectivists, such as George Reisman, traced the social disintegration in the African American community to persistent political intervention. Those African Americans who migrated north were victimized by zoning laws, rent control, public housing and education, urban renewal, municipal health and sanitation services, franchise and licensing laws.112 Each of these institutional mechanisms blocked their entry into the semi-competitive market and ghettoized their communities. Intergenerational welfare became the only recourse for a disproportionate number of African Americans, since their low wages were often competitive with welfare allowances. The welfare system, funded by grand-scale extortion of the taxpayer, severed “economic rewards from productive work.”113 This institutional duality between values and action, money and effort, had long-term deleterious psychological effects on the victims of welfare statism.

Rand argued that in many circumstances, the civil rights leaders only perpetuated the problem by advocating enforced economic egalitarianism as a panacea. Since the psychology of victimization was “a precondition of the power to control a pressure group,” many of these leaders sought comfort in the notion that their own constituency was a “passive herd crying for help.” Many condemned the achievers in their own communities as “Uncle Tom’s.”114 They exploited the despair of their constituents by offering them jobs, subsidies, or expanded welfare privileges. Invariably, the only beneficiaries of such schemes were the group leaders, the welfare bureaucrats, and the politicians who derived electoral strength from blocks of ethnic support.115

The cultural predominance of the altruist morality and the educational system’s perpetuation of concrete-bound pedagogical methods served to reinforce intolerable African American repression. Children were raised in a social atmosphere that kept them in a state of mental inertia not all that different from the mentality of slaves.116 In an effort to escape from such conditions, many turn to drugs and crime as a way of life.117

For Rand and her followers, even though the plight of African Americans was historically unique, it was symptomatic of the larger illness affecting U.S. society and the world. Just as the mixed economy bred racial conflict between black and white, it perpetuated racism in nearly every cultural institution. The statist society required fragmentation, compartmentalization, and tribalism. It is within this context that Reisman has characterized the multicultural movement in education not as a paean to ethnic pride, but as a “racist road to barbarism.”118 The growing racial and ethnic strife in U.S. society has made the further fragmentation of the academy inevitable.

CONSERVATISM VERSUS LIBERALISM

Rand’s fundamental antipathy toward racism was a contributing factor in her rejection of political conservatism. She observed that many conservatives claimed to be defenders of freedom and capitalism even though they advocated racism at the same time.119 Such a combination was lethal, in Rand’s view, because it served to discredit capitalism. It was for this reason that Rand reserved her most vicious rhetoric for the conservative racists. In 1968, she characterized George Wallace’s American Independent Party as a crude, openly fascist movement that combined racism, primitive nationalism, militant, populist anti-intellectuality, welfare statism, and a reliance on state coercion as a means to the resolution of social problems.120

But Rand’s wrath toward conservatism extended equally to its representatives in the major political parties and in the media. She (1964b, 13–14) considered William Buckley’s “National Review the worst and most dangerous magazine in America,” and attacked the conservative alliance of capitalism with faith, tradition, and depravity.121 Strategically, Rand distanced herself from conservatives because she believed that it was dangerous to have political allies who shared some of her free-market and anticommunist opinions, but based these on irrational philosophical premises (in Peikoff 1976T, lecture 5). On the prospect of Ronald Reagan’s election, for instance, Rand said that she was “glad to be old,” and wished for her own death if such a cataclysmic event took place (in lecture 7). Though she believed that Reagan was sincere in his “folksy sentimentality,” she argued that he was a moral monster. Reagan’s ties to the “militant mystics” of the Moral Majority and his opposition to abortion portended an “unconstitutional union of religion and politics.”122 Rand had even denounced Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, despite his heroic expose of the Gulag, for this same integration of religion and politics. She argued that Solzhenitsyn had rejected Marxism, not for its statist and anticapitalist character, but for its “western” atheistic focus. Rand derided Solzhenitsyn as a “Slavophile” and a “totalitarian collectivist” who would have merely substituted a Russian orthodox theocracy for the communist state (1976T). In Rand’s view, no inspiration was to be found “in the God-Family-Tradition swamp.”123

Rand maintained that the conservative obsession with the “Family” was at root, a vestige of tribalism: “The worship of the ‘Family’ is mini-racism, like a crudely primitive first installment on the worship of the tribe. It places the accident of birth above a man’s values, the unchosen physical ties of kinship above a man’s choices, and duty to the tribe above a man’s right to his own life.”124

Though Rand recognized the crucial importance of the parent-child relationship, she argued that the Family was a cultural institution that frequently undercut the individual’s independence and autonomy, breaking “a man’s or a woman’s spirit by means of unchosen obligations and unearned guilt.”125 Devotion to the Family was a con game in Rand’s view, in which the weaker and irresponsible family members are dependent on those who are stronger. Frequently, the relations within the family mirror those of master and slave. Just as the stronger members are exploited, they are also obeyed. For Rand, these family figures become “mini-dictator[s]” (in Walker 1992T).

Beginning with her rejection of conservatism, Rand became disillusioned with the two major alternatives in U.S. politics. Whereas the conservatives sought to perpetuate the tyranny of the Family, the liberals sought to make the nation one huge Family, dedicated to the exploitation of the producers for the benefit of the money-appropriators. As early as 1962, Rand suggested that U.S. electoral politics had offered the citizens two major political parties dedicated to the preservation of the status quo. Whereas the Democratic liberals sought to “leap” into the abyss of statism, the Republican conservatives preferred to crawl “into the same abyss.” Elections were contests in which voters casted their ballots not for a particular candidate or program, but merely against the politician or proposed policy changes that they feared most.126

It was this early observation on the futility of U. S. politics that led Rand to a more thorough consideration of the conservative-liberal distinction. Prompted by Supreme Court decisions on censorship and pornography, Rand’s dialectical analysis of the dualism in contemporary thought was a microcosm of her genuinely radical alternative.

Rand was a principled civil libertarian. Though she abhorred pornography, she opposed all legal and judicial attempts to censor it.127 And yet Rand believed that the censorship controversy revealed the essence of the conservative-liberal duality.128 In the nineteenth century, the classical liberal was an anti-authoritarian advocate of individual rights and laissez-faire capitalism, while the classical conservative had advocated state authority and tradition. Modern American politics achieved a near total inversion, offering “a choice between 20th century liberal statism and 19th century conservative statism.”129

The polarity between modern conservatives and liberals was based on their dualistic metaphysical assumptions. Both schools of thought embraced different sides of the same mind-body dichotomy. The conservatives tended to advocate freedom of action in the material realm of production and business, but favored government control of the spiritual realm through state censorship and the imposition of religious values. The liberals tended to advocate freedom of action in the spiritual realm of ideas, the arts, and academia, but favored government control of the material realm in their adherence to economic regulation and welfare statism. Rand explains: “This is merely a paradox, not a contradiction: each camp wants to control the realm it regards as metaphysically important; each grants freedom, only to the activities it despises.”130

The conservatives are “mystics of spirit,” metaphysical idealists, seeking to use the power of the state to control the spiritual products of the human mind. Epistemologically, the conservatives are intrinsicists and advocates of faith. The liberals are “mystics of muscle,” metaphysical materialists seeking to use the power of the state to control the material products of the human mind. Epistemologically, the liberals are subjectivists and advocates of emotionalism. Each ideological group is united with its apparent opposite in rejecting reason, and the freedom that the mind requires (228–29).

As a child of Russian culture, Rand had seen this same political dualism before: in the opposition between the religious idealists and the Bolshevik materialists. The idealists, like modern-day conservatives, opposed Bolshevism with their own visions for a theocratic utopia. The Bolsheviks, like modern-day liberals, were thoroughgoing economic statists. Both sides had accepted different forms of the same collectivist tyranny.

Rand’s resolution was directed toward the union of the “homeless refugees” in contemporary politics: the nontotalitarian liberals and the nontraditional conservatives.131 Her radical alternative aimed to transcend dualism in each of its personal, cultural, and structural manifestations.
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HISTORY AND RESOLUTION

Ayn Rand’s philosophical project comprises successive negative and positive moments of inquiry. It began as a historically constituted critique of the Russian duality of religion and statism. It embraced a positive synthesis, seeking to transcend false alternatives by integrating categories traditionally kept separate and distinct. Given her critical view of dualism and her vision of the ideal individual and the ideal society, Rand was faced with the typical problem of all radical thinkers: how to move from theoretical prescription to practical implementation. Like most radical thinkers, Rand looked to history for instruction.

ATTILA VERSUS THE WITCH DOCTOR

Though her view of history was far more complex than some of her essays suggest, Rand’s popularized exposition projects an almost apocalyptic battle between good and evil. Rand’s conception reflects her Russian roots. In Russia, the two main philosophic fashions of the Silver Age proposed conflicts in similar apocalyptic terms. The mystical Symbolists warned of the impending doom of the old order; the materialist Bolsheviks posited a life-and-death struggle between communism and capitalism.

Rand’s apocalyptic imagery, however, is less a clash between good and evil than one between good and two interpenetrating versions of evil. Rand relied upon symbolic metaphors to dramatize the historical opposition and mutually beneficial support that mystics and materialists derived from each other. Rand understood the value of symbolic figures as an “adjunct to philosophy.” She appreciated Nietzsche’s aesthetic distinction between Apollo and Dionysus because it enabled people “to integrate and bear in mind the essential meaning of complex issues.”1 Following Nietzsche, Rand’s symbols were designed to achieve the same clarity and integration. They encapsulate her repudiation of mysticism and statism, each of which requires the other in order to survive. They formalize the organic relationship between the “man of faith” and the “man of force”:

These two figures … are philosophical archetypes, psychological symbols and historical reality. As philosophical archetypes, they embody two variants of a certain view of man and of existence. As psychological symbols, they represent the basic motivation of a great many men who exist in any era, culture or society. As historical reality, they are the actual rulers of most of mankind’s societies, who rise to power whenever men abandon reason. (New Intellectual, 14)

Drawing from a designation made initially by Nathaniel Branden, Rand identified these archetypes as Attila and the Witch Doctor.2 Attila rules by brute, physical force, whereas the Witch Doctor rules by mysticism. Like other dualities, these archetypes “appear to be opposites,” but they are united by a pronounced hostility to the conceptual level of consciousness.

Attilas seek to achieve physical domination by ruling the bodies of their subjects and seizing their material products. They regard people “as others regard fruit trees or farm animals.” They exhibit a “perceptual mentality,” which is as close to “an animal ‘epistemology’ … as a human consciousness can come.” Attilas are the anti-conceptual mentality incarnate. They do not understand the cognitive roots of production. They see no need to comprehend “how men manage to produce the things [they covet]” (New Intellectual, 14–16). In modern social science, Atillas contribute to the fragmentation of knowledge and the compartmentalization of the disciplines. They view the problems of social life in a piecemeal, concrete-bound fashion, rejecting all forms of “system-building” as “irrational, mystical and unscientific” (43–44).

In the face of such anti-conceptualism, it is little wonder that people are drawn psychologically to the Witch Doctor. Rand argues that human efficacy requires a comprehensive view of the world. The Witch Doctor attempts to fulfill this need. But the Witch Doctor’s attempt at comprehensiveness is saturated with mysticism. By manipulating floating abstractions, the Witch Doctor “seeks to rule … men’s souls.” A Witch Doctor views his or her own consciousness as an “irreducible primary,” obliterating “the distinction between consciousness and reality, between the perceiver and the perceived.” The Witch Doctor damns the material world, the body, and the self as evil, asserts an ineffable grasp of a higher reality and proposes to lead people to paradise. The Witch Doctor achieves spiritual domination through the “lethal opposition of the moral and the practical,” reducing people to sacrificial animals by attacking their self-esteem (16–18).

Thus, whereas Attilas prey on peoples’ bodies, Witch Doctors prey on their souls. Whereas Attilas focus on “concretes unintegrated by abstractions,” Witch Doctors accept “floating abstractions unrelated to concretes.” Both of these figures “are incomplete parts of a human being who seek completion in each other: the man of muscle and the man of feelings, seeking to exist without mind” (19). Their historical opposition—and alliance—is “based on mutual fear and mutual contempt” (20). It is a synthesis of apparent opposites brought about by the poverty of each.

Rand argued that the dominance of Attila and the Witch Doctor was fundamentally challenged from the beginning of Western civilization by the genesis of philosophy. From the time of ancient Greece, as people were provided with a modicum of political freedom, the first rumblings of a rational view of reality were felt. Though Witch Doctor metaphysics were reproduced in the works of most of the early Greek philosophers, including Plato, it was Aristotle who became “the world’s first intellectual, in the purest and noblest sense of that word” (22). By providing human beings with an objective view of reality, and by articulating the laws of logic, Aristotle challenged the mystic creeds of his day. For Rand, the history of philosophy was largely a duel between the secular rationality of Aristotelianism and the mysticism of Plato. Despite the achievements of Greek culture, early Western civilization was dominated by the predatory rule of statist empires and feudal tribalists. The Attilas often aligned themselves with Witch Doctors, who provided their rule with mystical, ideological legitimation. But after centuries of brutality, the reign of Attila and the Witch Doctor was fundamentally undermined by the rebirth of secular philosophy. The reintroduction of the Aristotelian worldview into Western culture, via Thomas Aquinas, was the philosophic precursor that made possible the Renaissance, the Industrial Revolution, and capitalism. Though it took nearly four hundred years to secularize the Western mind, the release of body and soul from the domination of Attila and the Witch Doctor led to a burst of scientific discovery and invention, material production and creativity (Peikoff 1976T, lecture 12).

These historical developments brought forth thinking and acting men and women, demonstrating in a definitive manner the efficacy of the mind in the production of goods and services for human survival on earth. The newly emergent, though “mixed,” capitalist systems “wiped out slavery in matter and in spirit,” and introduced two new historical archetypes: “the producer of wealth and the purveyor of knowledge—the businessman and the intellectual” who flourished in their respective marketplaces of goods and ideas (New Intellectual, 25). The businessman is the conduit of science, translating technological discoveries into material products for human consumption. The intellectual is the conduit of philosophy, translating philosophic abstractions into ideational products for human consumption (26–27).

Like Marx before her, Rand saw the professional businessman and the professional intellectual “as brothers born of the industrial revolution” (13).3 But even as the Attilas and the Witch Doctors were kept at bay, they were not completely eliminated as historical forces. The Attilas began to use ever more sophisticated methods of predation to feast on the enormous productive power unleashed by the reasoning mind. The Witch Doctors began to infiltrate secular philosophy and to undercut the efficacy of reason by couching their mysticism in technical and scientific verbiage. The great philosophical turning point was achieved by Kant, who formalized dualism, pitting mind against body, reason against reality, morality against practicality. Nearly every major modern school of philosophy derived from this Kantian irrationality (New Intellectual, 30–34).

Capitalism as a social formation was made possible by the rebirth of reason. But just as reason made political freedom possible, it required political freedom for its sustenance. Capitalism “was the last and (theoretically) incomplete product of an Aristotelian influence.” Before it reached structural maturity, it was undercut by a resurgent tide of mysticism in a culture that had never totally abandoned the mind-body distinction and the tribal premise. In the absence of an articulated moral base, capitalism remained stillborn, forever an unknown ideal.4

Under capitalism, the businessman and the intellectual were archetypically involved in a process of free trade and free expression. But as the state came to dominate social life, most businessmen became modern-day Attilas, just as most intellectuals became modern-day Witch Doctors. Businessmen turned to the state to achieve consolidation and expansion. They typically scorned the realm of ideas as idealistic, impractical, and inconsequential. The intellectuals by contrast scorned the realm of production as materialistic and greedy. They provided the ideological rationale for the very predatory practices they often condemned. Their explicit and implicit attacks on rationality and freedom ideologically bolstered the power of the state. Frequently, they too depended on the state for material support of their research.

Capitalism did not make this dualism possible; it had inherited it. Capitalism had challenged dualism radically, but its revolution remained unconsummated. Whereas the Renaissance and the Enlightenment had made capitalism possible, modern philosophy made the death of capitalism inevitable. It could not survive in a culture so thoroughly committed to the obliteration of the mind. Rand believed that it was a “tragic irony” that businessmen and intellectuals, “the sons of capitalism,” were perishing in a struggle of mutual contempt. She argued: “If they perish, they will perish together.” But for Rand, “the major share of the guilt will belong to the intellectual” (New Intellectual, 13).

THE PRIMACY OF PHILOSOPHY

Rand’s contention that the major share of the guilt would belong to the intellectual requires detailed explanation. Recall the “tier” in Diagram 2 of Chapter 11. I have recast that figure here with interconnecting arrows to emphasize the point that there is no one-way causality between any two tiers (Diagram 3).

As Diagram 3 shows, Tier 1 does not lead to Tier 2, and Tier 2 does not lead to Tier 3. Rather, each tier is a precondition and context for the other two. The political and economic systems of a given society cannot be abstracted from the culture, nor can these be abstracted from the “lifestyle” of the majority of people. Hence, it is illegitimate to discuss “capitalist” political and economic institutions as external to the culture within which they reside. Unlike Marx, Rand did not see culture as a “superstructure” of capitalist relations. Closer to the Weberian paradigm, she saw culture as a “base” that provides the broad context for political and economic relations. For example, Rand would have rejected the postcommunist Russian attempt to graft capitalist institutions onto an indigenous noncapitalist base. Russian culture lacked sufficient commitment to individualism and reason. Even if Russia rejected communism, its culture was constituted historically by a profound mysticism and tribalism that would necessarily undercut the effective achievement of even a Western-style mixed economy,5 much less a purely capitalist one.

Because most people have tacitly absorbed the values of their age, Rand recognized that, in the United States, the last remnants of an Aristotelian sense of life were being eradicated under the weight of systemic irrationality. The essence of the “mixed” economy was not merely its structural mixture of the principles of capitalism and statism but its corresponding mixture in each person’s soul, what Rand called “the ‘mixed economies’ of the spirit.”6 There were conflicting philosophic cross-currents in U.S. culture and social psychology. After two hundred years of retrenchment, secular Aristotelianism, in Rand’s view, had been relegated to the cultural unconscious, as expressed in the predominating lifestyle of the American people (Tier 1). Explicit culture (Tier 2) was dominated by antirational practices, values, and ideas.
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How were such antirational practices, values, and ideas transmitted culturally? Let us examine the constituent human components of Tier 2 (Diagram 4).

In Rand’s view, the “philosophic system-builders” set the ultimate trends of an age or a nation’s culture.7 The ideas of the system-builder filter through the culture as the adherents to the philosophy begin to derive implications from the innovator’s teachings. Rand used military terminology to describe the crucial role of the intellectuals in this regard; the intellectual is “the field agent of the army whose commander-in-chief is the philosopher” (New Intellectual, 26–27). The intellectual proceeds to apply the system-builder’s principles to a variety of subdisciplines. The central tenets are transmitted through the educational establishment to those who will become scientists, businessmen, workers, politicians, journalists, and so on. These practitioners further transmit ideas through the communications media, art, literature, and music,8 As Kelley (1990, 28) suggests, in time, such ideas become “an element in the dominant psychology of an age, predisposing people to accept the kinds of art, behavior, and institutions that are consistent with the idea.”
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Rand did not believe that every single individual must accept a specific philosophic idea in order for it to qualify as a dominant trend. In any given historical period, there will be many philosophic cross-currents. But intellectual life, expressed in the normative, aesthetic, political, and economic sciences, will ultimately constitute a dominant philosophic paradigm. The key to comprehending the logic of history is to render explicit the dominant paradigm implicit in a variety of cultural forms. History, in Rand’s view, is “not an unintelligible chaos ruled by chance” but something that can be comprehended, predicted, and shaped.9

Peikoff maintains that one of the prime reasons for Rand’s majoring in history was her conviction that it was impossible to develop theories about the human species unless one could distinguish historically specific fashions from transhistorical elements. In Rand’s view, the study of history is a prerequisite to all theoretical developments in the humanities. It is the laboratory and workshop of the social sciences; it is where the theorist discovers the role of basic factors in human evolution (Peikoff 1985T, lecture 4).

This view of history as a comprehensible, predictable, and malleable process is central to the Marxist historiography to which Rand was exposed while at Petrograd University. In contrast to the Marxist materialists, Rand argued that historical prediction is possible because each “society’s existential conditions are preceded and determined by the ascendancy of a certain philosophy” among the intellectuals and purveyors of culture (New Intellectual, 28). The historical events of a given period will derive from the ascendant philosophy of the preceding age. Just as an individual’s actions are the consequence of past thoughts, so too, a society’s history is a logical unfolding of the philosophical premises it has internalized.

The primacy of philosophy in history derives from the centrality of reason in individual life. Rand constantly repeated the phrase: “Check your premises.” It was the title of her column in The Objectivist Newsletter and appeared in countless forms throughout her writings. Rationality involves a process of both internal and external articulation. To check one’s premises is to articulate the causal antecedents of one’s ideas, feelings, and actions. The integrated individual does not experience any conflict between these spheres. He or she sets into motion a process in which each is brought into harmony with the other.

But by placing emphasis on the primary choice “to think or not to think,” Rand avoided vicious circularity in the relations between thought, feeling, and action. It is our ability to think that separates us from other living organisms. If we must eat in order to think, even if we must be willing to feel in order to think clearly, it is thinking that constitutes our distinctive mode of survival. The human production of goods and the human experience of emotions are ultimately related to—and derived from—this primary human cognitive choice.10

This epistemological principle is instantly related to Rand’s theory of history. Since we must think in order live, the content of our thought is deeply significant to our individual survival; it will direct our emotions and our actions. And since every act of material and cultural production ultimately derives from the human ability to think, the content of a historical period’s dominant philosophic trends—internalized by the majority of people—will be just as deeply significant to their social survival.

Thus, in both individual and social spheres, Rand attempted to render explicit the implicit. In her theory of history, she sought to understand the philosophical roots of social policies, ideological doctrines, and the broad emotional atmosphere of contemporary culture (New Intellectual, 28). Just as she admonished us to check our premises, so she checked the premises of her own society. She refused to reify the tacit dimensions of consciousness or culture. She wished to inspire people to analyze their own mixed premises, and the mixed premises of the culture in which they live. She sought to push the individual and the social spheres toward a nondualistic resolution in which Tiers 1 through 3 become an integrated, rational totality.

Just as philosophy “is a necessity for a rational being,”11 providing the individual with an essential, comprehensive view of existence, so too, does it serve an essential function in the life—and death—of a given society. She wrote: “There is only one power that determines the course of history, just as it determines the course of every individual life: the power of man’s rational faculty—the power of ideas. If you know a man’s convictions, you can predict his actions. If you understand the dominant philosophy of a society, you can predict its course. But convictions and philosophy are matters open to man’s choice.”12

Given that Rand was a deeply dialectical thinker, such a formulation seems oddly one-dimensional. Rand seemed to embrace a philosophic version of determinism that mirrors the vulgar materialist view that “the material mode of existence” is the “primary agent” in history. Yet both Marx and Engels understood the difficulties involved in identifying a singular cause within a dialectical totality. Though Engels was later accused of “revisionism,” he argued persuasively in the 1890s that vulgar economism was not Marx’s historiograpical credo. Engels recognized that he and Marx were “partly to blame” for the predominance of an economistic interpretation of Marx’s historical method. But, he explained: “We had to emphasize the main principle vis-à-vis our adversaries, who denied it, and we had not always the time, the place or the opportunity to give their due to the other factors involved in the interaction.”13

The key word here is “interaction.” Sophisticated Marxist methodology incorporates a thoroughly organic understanding of historical causality, which traces the reciprocal interconnections between economic and non-economic factors. Marx gave priority to the material mode of existence because it is production, in his view, that is most responsible for the sustenance of human life. In Marx’s view, productive labor “is a necessary condition, independent of all forms of society, for the existence of the human race; it is an eternal nature-imposed necessity, without which there can be … no life” (Capital, 1:42–43). Engels argued however, that Marx did not intend for this material emphasis to become “an excuse for not studying history.”14 Political, ideological, philosophical, religious, racial, literary, artistic, legal, and other factors may all play a part in the human drama. All of these factors “react upon one another and also upon the economic base,” but it is this base of material existence that “in the last resort,” “in the last instance,” must assert its primacy.15

Rand did not respond to this materialist conception by embracing a reified notion of the Idea as a causal agent in world history. She accepted Marx’s view that production is necessary to human sustenance, but she believed that thinking is the essential root of human production and survival. Hence, it is thinking, the ideas that people accept and practice in their daily lives, that is the primary causal factor in human historical development. And if certain philosophic ideas lead to specific historical consequences, Rand argued nonetheless that “there is no such thing as historical determinism,” for ultimately, ideas are formulated and accepted volitionally. People do not have to be subject to forces beyond their understanding or control.16 For Rand, the articulation of mixed premises is an activity of critical praxis, because it makes people more conscious of tacitly accepted principles, even as it pushes them toward action by conscious conviction.

If Marx emphasized material causality in his historical method as a response to his Idealist adversaries, Rand came to prominence at a time when many sociologists and historians projected an image of the individual as a puppet of material forces.17 Rand’s emphasis on the power of ideas may appear as a one-dimensional response to this “oversocialized” conception of humanity, but such a characterization would suggest that she was ignorant of the reciprocal forces in historical development. This is most definitely not the case.

For Rand, ideas are not disembodied causal agents. Ideas are part of a wider totality; their genesis cannot be completely abstracted from a certain material, historical, and psychological context. First, Rand repudiated those who would dichotomize ideas and material goods. Such a distinction

is a product of the mystics’ mind-body dichotomy, which holds that ideas belong to some higher, “spiritual” dimension of reality, while goods belong to an inferior, material dimension: this earth. But, in reality, there is only one reality; man is an integrated entity of mind and body, and neither can survive without the other. Man’s mind (his ideas) is as crucially necessary to the production of goods as the translation into a material form (into speech or print) is to the development of ideas.18

Second, Rand recognized that every idea emerges within a historical context. She argued that her own ethical theories could never have been fully articulated in preindustrial, precapitalist historical periods. Just as the first glimmerings of a rational philosophy emerged in Athenian society, with its “comparative degree of political freedom” (New Intellectual, 22), so too, the completion of the Aristotelian project was not possible until the Industrial Revolution demonstrated definitively the efficacy and practicality of reason. Based on this understanding, Rand was less judgmental of altruistic ethical and political conceptions that were fashionable in premodern cultures. For example, the anti-wealth views of St. Ambrose, who lived in the fourth century, are “explicable, if not justifiable” within the context of his culture, which lacked an appropriate philosophical understanding of the role of property in human life. Rand was not as generous to those who adopted the Ambrosean credo in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.19 But she was extremely realistic about the progressive acceptance of a rational philosophy; she rejected the ahistorical view that people would simply read Aristotle or Aquinas or her own works and become true believers.20

Aside from her recognition of the importance of an appropriate context of knowledge and culture, Rand also acknowledged that the development of ideas required a certain psychological predisposition on the part of the innovator. Peikoff argues that frequently there is a close relationship between the philosophy and the psychology of the theorist. A person with a benevolent, positive outlook on life would be less apt to author a philosophic system with death and pain as its standard than a person with a malevolent sense of life.

Peikoff has examined the relationship between philosophy and psychology in history, and concludes that ultimately, the distinction is one between an explicit conscious conviction and an implicit idea. Since Objectivism roots psychological factors, such as emotions, the subconscious, and sense of life, in certain consciously or tacitly accepted ideas, Peikoff argues that it is the absorption of certain implicit philosophic premises that will shape the individual’s psychology. Thereafter, the development of philosophical and psychological factors will be concurrent.21 The acceptance of a philosophy that sanctions obedience and authority gives rise to a psychology of dependence. The psychology of dependence requires such a philosophy. Philosophy, in this context, is not a mere rationalization of the relations of dependence; it is a causal antecedent. Philosophy will not determine the specific applications of an idea, the speed of their dissemination and proliferation into the culture, or the various consequences of progressive acceptance of a given principle. Rather, philosophy provides the broad context that predisposes a culture to accept as normal those relations which may be patently irrational (Peikoff 1991b, 452).

It is on this basis that Peikoff rejects the argument that Hitler, for instance, used altruistic slogans as a cover-up for his brutality. In the Objectivist view, altruism is brutality. When Hitler advocated the sacrifice of the individual to the Volk, he was being true to his altruistic roots. Had the Nazis used the notion of individual rights to justify their policies of genocide, they could never have succeeded. Peikoff does “not believe that hypocrisy is a factor in history.”22 The Attilas and the Witch Doctors have practiced what they have preached; the critical role of philosophy lies in comprehending the essence of their ideas in order to transcend them.23

“WHAT CAN ONE DO?”

Because Rand was a radical social thinker, she faced the difficulty of trying to chart a moral course of action for those who lived in an antirational, immoral culture. Every one of her major fictional characters—from Kira Argounova to Equality 7–2521 to Howard Roark to John Galt—accepts the Herculean task of trying to live a rational life in an irrational society. Ultimately, it is only Galt who removes himself from a collapsing social order, eventually retiring to the mountains of Colorado, and founding a “utopia of greed” based on individualist and capitalist precepts.24 Yet most of Rand’s characters—and many of her followers—were deeply alienated from the culture in which they lived.25

Rand rejected the founding of utopian communities as a solution to systemic irrationality. The utopia of Atlas Shrugged is a fictional device that projects an ideal society composed of ideal people. It is not a prescription for the future. Rand (1964b) remarked that she “was interested in politics for only one reason—to reach the day when [she] would not have to be interested in politics” (14). Though Rand advocated broad principles on which to build an ideal society, she refused to construct a detailed, futuristic blueprint. She stated unequivocally: “I am not a government planner nor do I spend my time inventing Utopias” (12). In this regard, she was not much different from Marx, who refused to concoct a “doctrinaire recipe” “for the cookshops of the future.”26

But still Rand asks the question, “What can one do?” in the face of massive statist repression and cultural bankruptcy. Her question is the Objectivist equivalent to Chemyshevsky’s and Lenin’s query, “What is to be done?”27 It encapsulates the difficulty of advocating any reforms under prevailing social conditions, the problem of moving toward a new context from a position within the status quo.

First and foremost, Rand argued that no individual can fight a political battle without challenging the basic philosophic premises on which contemporary conditions have been built. Rand reiterated that philosophy is ultimately responsible for the current state and that only philosophy can lead to a cultural and political renaissance (New Intellectual, 50). Therefore, any political changes must be preceded by a cultural revolution.28 Considering the depth of her project, Rand acknowledged that “there’s only so much that one person can do.” She (1974T) stated, amusingly: “You don’t expect me also to be some kind of woman on the barricades and lead an army on Washington; it’s much too soon for that.” Even if every politician disappeared, the problems of the neofascist mixed economy would remain. Genuine change encompasses personal, cultural, and structural transformation.

Personally, an individual can begin the process of altering cultural trends by focusing on his or her own struggle for enlightenment (Rand 1962T). As Nathaniel Branden (1983b) emphasizes: “One of the core meanings of enlightenment is liberation from false and spurious value attachments that blind the individual to his or her true essence” (91). But even as each individual struggles toward the articulation and integration of subconscious and conscious elements, some personal political action may be possible—and necessary—within the current context.

In broad terms, Objectivists argue that the goal of freedom cannot be served by fighting the battle on the statist’s terms.29 Statism compels people to accept their status as “sacrificial victim or moral cannibal.”30 And yet Rand believed that the victims of statist expropriation have the right, when necessary, to accept government jobs, research grants, public scholarships, unemployment compensation, social security, and welfare assistance, based on the premise of restitution. Only those who oppose state intervention have a right to such restitution, in Rand’s view. Those who support statism have no such right, because it is they who perpetuate a system of codependency and institutionalized poverty.

This “paradox” is dictated by the inner contradictions of the system. The victims of statism do not advance the cause of the free society if they leave “their money, unclaimed, for the benefit of the welfare-state administration.” As taxation, inflation, and deficit-spending crowd out the avenues for advancement, individuals are left with little choice but to enter into the government sphere in order to sustain their own lives. Rand recognized, however, that government welfare expenditures are a “bribe” to co-opt the support of those who are injured by statist policies. She cautioned the victims not to accept any government jobs that would demand their ideological compromise or their participation in the enforcement of “non-objective laws.” In most circumstances, however, Rand believed that statism makes it impossible for individuals to determine a moral course of action. The “fundamental irrationality and immorality” of the system forces people into relations of dominance and submission. In their daily activities, individuals face persistent tests of their integrity. Rand warned that such a system leads to “a gradual, imperceptible, subconscious deterioration” in each individual’s mind. People are driven inevitably to compromise, evade, or submit to dehumanizing conditions of existence (44–45).31 Just as certain ideas generate structural conditions of repression, these structures perpetuate repression on a personal and cultural level.

Rand offered another strategic technique by which the victims of statism can milk the inner contradictions of the system. She proposed a “fairness doctrine” for U.S. education. Such a doctrine would accept the statist premise that public or quasi-public institutions (e.g., the universities, the airwaves, etc.) should grant equal time to all sides of a controversial issue. Since nearly every aspect of U.S. education has become dependent on the government, Rand believed that the fairness doctrine could temporarily impede the perpetuation of intellectual monopolies. It would require that public universities offer courses from unconventional perspectives. Such a doctrine might benefit communists, religionists, multiculturalists, and astrologists, but it would also lead to courses on Aristotle, Austrian economics, Montessori education, and Romantic literature. Rand suggested that the Establishment could be bested at its own game, even if it did not fundamentally alter its faculties and administrations.32

THE OBJECTIVIST SOCIETY

Rand’s proposals for utilizing statist policies and doctrines to lessen their distortive impact were mere exercises in political technique. Rand recognized that the mixed economy, just like the person of mixed premises, must move toward some kind of resolution as the internal contradictions of the system become apparent. But Rand offered no inexorable laws of motion. Though she believed that the imposition of controls would necessitate further interventions, she argued that people could opt out of the process and choose the path to freedom.

But this choice was only possible within the context of a philosophic and cultural revolution. Without such a change, people would have neither reason nor desire to embark on the path toward freedom. Rand saw revolution as “the climax of a long philosophical development.” Justified as a response to tyranny, “it is an act of self-defense against those who rule by force.”33 While Rand admitted the possibility that people, “in sheer anger and despair,” would resort to violence and mass civil disobedience, she did not view these political techniques as primaries.34 She argued that ultimately, it was the cultural base that provided individuals with a specific menu for social change. Within the context of a massive cultural transformation, people could choose political alternatives that were radically different and realistically attainable.

But in keeping with her theory of history, Rand believed that such a cultural revolution depended on a new intellectual movement, led necessarily by a small minority,35 a kind of intellectual vanguard. The philosophic system-builder is the source of revolution. The system-builder presents a compelling philosophic alternative and a structure of analysis that answers the human need for a comprehensive view of existence.36 Over a long period of time, the essential ideas of the philosophic system-builder are grasped and perpetuated by intellectuals who pass on the doctrine in education, art, and the communications media. As the purveyors of ideas, these human actors generate conditions favorable for personal, cultural, and structural change.

In Diagram 5, Rand is presented as a new philosophic system-builder, akin to Plato, Aristotle, and Kant. Rand believed that the Objectivist paradigm offered a radical intellectual shift away from the dominant trend of the anti-mind, anti-man, anti-life culture. Though Rand believed that Objectivism had global implications, she emphasized its applicability to the American context, which was the subject of her social critique (Peikoff 1991b, 460). She knew that American society would not adopt her program in a month, a year, or even a century (1971T). She hoped to be the fountainhead of a philosophical renaissance that would culminate in the establishment of a society based upon the principles of laissez-faire capitalism, individual rights, and nonexploitative social relations. She instructed her followers to break from the culture, the schools, and most important, the ideas that were destroying American society; they were “to be the creators of a new culture” (1961T) (Diagram 5).

In Rand’s view, an Objectivist society could emerge only after the dominant philosophic trend was fundamentally Objectivist. The political and economic institutions would reflect this cultural base. Self-directed thought and self-responsible action would be confirmed as efficacious in the dominant philosophy and psychology of the new age. In aesthetics, the dominant trend would be Romanticism, though many schools of art would continue to exist. The projected aesthetic ideals and values would be contemplated and appreciated by individuals whose sense of life matched their rational, conscious convictions.37

In an Objectivist society, the socialization process would aid, rather than hinder, the development of maturity, rationality, and self-responsibility. Parents and teachers would treat children with respect, encouraging them to think, rather than to evade. They would not deliver moral ultimatums or religious injunctions, but present the child with reasons and explanations within the context of his knowledge, for every rule (Rand [1964] 1993bT).

The development of human cognitive and evaluative capacities would turn the tide away from modern anti-conceptualism. Whereas the anti-conceptual mentality treats “the passage of time, the four seasons, the institution of marriage, the weather, the breeding of children, a flood, a fire, an earthquake, a revolution, a book [as] phenomena of the same order,” genuinely conceptual beings would distinguish between those things that were open to human choice and those that were metaphysically dictated by the nature of reality.38 People would not act on the basis of an uncritical acceptance of traditions and/or of tacit rules of behavior (48). They would understand the nature of their actions and the implications of their beliefs. They would develop a sense of identity that would be reinforced by a sense of self-efficacy and self-worth. Accepting their own uniqueness and potential, such people would have a benevolent attitude toward one another.39 Human communication, sexual relations, spiritual commitments, and material exchanges would not be marked by strategic lying and deceit, but by mutual trust and respect.

Thus, in seeking to overturn the dynamics of power, an Objectivist movement would spark a revolution on each of the three levels in which power is manifested: the personal (Level 1), the cultural (Level 2), and the structural (Level 3). Rand’s multilevel analysis of power relations (see Diagram 1 on page 278) becomes a model for Objectivist social relations.

Rand believed that only reason and freedom could defeat faith (i.e., irrationality) and force. In statism, irrational power relations are apparent on each of three levels. In the Objectivist society, rational and free social relations would be manifested across the same personal, cultural, and structural dimensions. Rand argued that an Objectivist revolutionary movement would seek first to consummate reason and freedom on the personal and cultural levels, before seeking their realization on the structural level.
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On Level 1 (the personal), the practice of a rational psycho-epistemology and a rational ethical code would simultaneously confirm and perpetuate the primacy of existence and the identity of consciousness, which is, in its essence, volitional (i.e., free). People would relate not as masters and slaves, but as independent equals, trading value for value.

On Level 2 (the cultural), the forms of culture and of language would simultaneously confirm and perpetuate the objective validity and necessity of rational and free discourse.

On Level 3 (the structural), the achievement of a libertarian political and economic ideal would end the domination of statist brutality. Rand envisioned an identity between the rational and the free social order. The genuinely rational society is free. The genuinely free society is rational.

Finally, Rand linked each of these levels with the others in an organic unity such that “intellectual freedom cannot exist without political freedom; political freedom cannot exist without economic freedom; a free mind and a free market are corollaries” (New Intellectual, 25).

Thus, self-responsible, free-thinking individuals would rise from all social groups and “initiate a process, not of chaining one another, but of trading de-control for de-control.”40 Statism, with its intrusive regulatory, warfare, and welfare machinery, would be replaced by the rule of objective law. The deregulation of economic and social life could not be accomplished overnight (Rand [1964] 1993cT). Nor could it be realized within the current constitutional context. Rand envisioned a legal system in which the government is severely limited to the protection of individual rights through the police, an all-volunteer army, and the courts. The state’s power of eminent domain and its authority to regulate interstate commerce would be eliminated. All property—the roads, the airwaves, the forests, the oceans, even outer space—would be homesteaded and privatized.41 As the state is separated from the banking industry, and as a strict gold standard is introduced, the boom-bust cycle would come to an end. Structural and economic dislocation would be a thing of the past. Peace and prosperity would ensue. The welfare bureaucracy would be dismantled gradually, and state intervention would end in religious, educational, scientific, and aesthetic affairs.

As a final reform, in the very distant future, Rand advocated the abolition of taxation. With minimal government services, payment for their provision would be voluntary. Citizens in a fully free society “would (and should) be willing to pay for such services, as they pay for insurance.” Rand suggested several possible alternatives, including a government lottery, and the payment of fees to the government as a means of enforcing contractual agreements. Such voluntary financing would be progressively “proportionate to the scale of an individual’s economic activity,” with “those on the lowest economic levels … virtually exempt.”42

GOD-BUILDER?

In her introduction to The Romantic Manifesto, Rand wondered if she would live to see an aesthetic renaissance in her time. She added: “What I do know is this: anyone who fights for the future, lives in it today” (Romantic Manifesto, viii). Rand’s statement has significance for her philosophic project as well.

Those who fight for the future must understand and integrate its guiding precepts into their everyday lives with full knowledge of the implications of their beliefs and the consequences of their actions. Those who fight for a future society in which fully integrated people interact with one another freely, must aim for that integration in their own lives now. The leaders of the renaissance will be the New Intellectuals, people who “discard the basic premise … [of] the soul-body dichotomy.” The New Intellectual “will discard its irrational conflicts and contradictions, such as: mind versus heart, thought versus action, reality versus desire, the practical versus the moral. He will be an integrated man, that is: a thinker who is a man of action. He will know that ideas divorced from consequent action are fraudulent, and that action divorced from ideas is suicidal” (New Intellectual, 51).

The New Intellectuals conquer dualism and reunite the prodigal sons of capitalism: the intellectual and the businessman. In the realm of the intellect, they will be practical thinkers. In the material realm, they will be philosophical business leaders. Whatever their areas of specialization, New Intellectuals will be radical “in the literal and reputable sense of the word”; they will grasp the fundamental philosophic roots of the current crisis as a means to its transcendence. Rand declared: “Let those who do care about the future … realize that the new radicals are the fighters for capitalism” (51–54).43

Rand’s concept of the New Intellectual is the historical counterpart of her fictional ideal man. It must be remembered that Rand’s major literary goal was the projection of this human ideal. John Galt in Atlas Shrugged was perfection incarnate, because he was simultaneously “a philosopher and inventor … a thinker and a man of action.” Rand described him as “the perfect man, the perfectly integrated being.”44 It was toward this aesthetic end that Rand defined the social conditions within which ideal people would live and flourish. Her concept of the free society is a convergence of psychology, ethics, and politics.45 Aesthetic ideal is wedded to psychological independence, ethical egoism, and political libertarianism. Ultimately, as Alvin Toffler (in Rand 1964b) observes, Rand offered “radical proposals for changing not merely the shape of society, but the very way in which most men work, think and love” (16).

Since Rand used the novel form as a vehicle for the presentation of her ideal, many critics have assumed that Objectivist society would require everyone to attain the heights of a John Galt or a Howard Roark. Barry (1986) asserts that Rand’s

Aristotelian version of liberalism depends almost entirely on a level of human excellence that it may well be impossible for men as we know them to achieve.… There is no reason why capitalistic institutions—private property, money, and the market—may not themselves be regarded as permanent threats to the full flowering of the human personality, just as Rand regards socialist ones to be. (15–16)

Indeed, the Russian Marxists saw communism, not capitalism, as providing the necessary social context for the full actualization of the human potential. Trotsky ([1924] 1960) maintained that under communism, human beings would transcend all forms of dualism. They would be fully efficacious, self-worthy, self-respecting, autonomous, and cultured:

Man at last will begin to harmonize himself in earnest.… He will try to master first the semi-conscious and then the subconscious processes in his own organism.… Man will make it his purpose to master his own feelings, to raise his instincts to the heights of consciousness, to make them transparent, to extend the wires of his will into hidden recesses, and thereby to raise himself to a new plane, to create a higher social biologic type, or, if you please, a superman.… Man will become immeasurably stronger, wiser, and subtler; his body will become more harmonized, his movements more rhythmic, his voice more musical. The forms of life will become especially dynamic. The average human type will rise to the heights of an Aristotle, a Goethe, or a Marx. And above this ridge, new peaks will rise. (254–56)

In this passage, Trotsky, the supreme Russian Marxist, internalizes Nietzschean imagery in his characterization of the new communist “superman.” But the similarity to the Randian project is startling. The new communist man, like the New Intellectual, triumphs over dualism. Thus for Trotsky, “man” will “master … the semi-conscious and then the subconscious processes in his own organism.” He will “master his own feelings.” For Rand, this mastery entails the rational articulation of the cognitive roots of emotion and the tacit dimensions of the subconscious mind, including “sense of life” and “psycho-epistemology.” Also, for Trotsky, “man” will “raise his instincts to the heights of consciousness.” From her earliest philosophical reflections, Rand too, refused to accept the view that human “instincts”—and she uses this word—are beyond rational control.46 Ultimately, she saw emotions, feelings, and “instincts” as components of the conceptual faculty. Like Trotsky, Rand projected the extension of reason into the “hidden recesses” of the mind as a means toward a fully integrated consciousness. And while Rand abandoned the Nietzschean notion of the “superman,” her own concept of the ideal man poses as an equivalent Objectivist formulation. Also, for Trotsky, “man will become more harmonized, his movements more rhythmic, his voice more musical.” Can there be any doubt that Rand’s ideal man possesses such harmony and grace? In her descriptions of Howard Roark and John Galt, Rand projected an image that combines consummate will with physical strength, passionate sensuality with the ease of movement.47

The major difference between Rand’s and Trotsky’s vision is that she does not assume that all people “will rise to the heights of an Aristotle, a Goethe, or a Marx.” Rand respected the creators as unique and uncommon. She emphatically denied the “Marxist” and “utopian” proposition that everyone in the ideal society would have to be supremely rational and moral. The formation of rational character is not guaranteed by an Objectivist social order (Rand [1964] 1993bT). Rand respected the infinite variety of humanity, and expected fully that her society would benefit the average and the superior, the ordinary and the extraordinary. Yet this qualification does not in any way, shape, or form pertain to the fictional utopia of Galt’s Gulch, where the rule of mediocrity is transcended, and each individual is of great talent and excellence.

None of these parallels is meant to imply that Rand simply transferred Nietzschean, Marxian, or Trotskyian concepts to her own philosophic context. But it must be remembered that Trotsky himself was influenced by the Nietzschean themes of the Silver Age. The Nietzschean Marxists, the so-called God-builders, deified human strength and potentialities. They argued that under socialism, each individual would be the master of his or her destiny. Rand was exposed to these very themes from a fairly young age. Her literary and philosophic representations of the ideal man—or the New Intellectual—were comparable in tone. Such an integrated conception of human being was central to the Randian project because it signified the triumph over dualism. The “God-builders” sought a similar dialectical unity, even if they embraced a political ideal that ultimately undermined their goals.

THE COMMUNITARIAN IMPULSE

In Rand’s view, however, the political ideal of the Russian synthesis was to be rejected in both its mystic and statist incarnations. The Nietzschean Symbolists and the Idealists of the Russian religious renaissance sought to bridge the gap between the real and the ideal through a conflict-free mystical union. Rand’s teacher, Lossky, summarized the essence of this mystical conception in the Russian concept of sobornost’. It is worthwhile to look at this ideal once again:

The world of harmony is a perfect creation of God.… Plurality in this Kingdom is conditioned only by the ideal distinctions between its members, i.e. by individualizing opposition without any conflicting opposition and consequently without hostility of one being to another. There is no selfish isolation there, no mutual exclusion. Each part of this Kingdom exists for the whole, and the whole exists for each part. Moreover, owing to a complete interpenetration of all by all, the distinction between part and whole disappears: every part is a whole. The principles of organic structure are realized in the completest way possible. It is a wholly perfect organism. (Lossky [1917] 1928, 81)

Russian religious thinkers of that time viewed this organic whole as One with the mystic body of Christ, a freedom-in-unity and a unity-in-freedom. The Russian Marxists rejected this mysticism and secularized the concept of sobornost’. In the words of Bogdanov, the individual “man was organically fused with the whole, with the group or commune, as cells are fused together in living tissue.” In such a social order, the state would wither away and “coerceive norms which regulate the conflict of those ends will become superfluous” (Kline 1969, 179).

In essence, Rand rejected such sobornost’ as a vestige of mystical, organic collectivism and statism. But several critics have charged that Rand’s wish to remake the social totality amounted to another form of totalitarianism. Kingsley Widmer (1981) sees Randian individualism as “patently narrow in its puritanical and rationalistic constructivism” (13), while Norman Barry believes that Rand’s emphasis on objective morality is a pretext for the authoritarian inculcation of virtue. On this basis, Barry fears that Rand’s social philosophy will gradually disintegrate “into a certain kind of statism.”48 And though Milton Friedman credits Rand for developing a popular libertarian following, he too believes that Rand’s “utopian” moral streak is “productive of intolerance.”49

As I have suggested, there is evidence that such intolerance was endemic to the organized Objectivist movement. In a bizarre twist, many “students of Objectivism” deified their charismatic leader and embraced a messianic cultism not much different from that exhibited by the extremist Russian cultural and political movements of Rand’s youth. Moreover, Rand and many of her followers allegedly engaged in destructive moralizing and psychologizing. Some observers have remarked that it was a great irony that a so-called individualist philosophy had driven many of its followers into despair and emotional repression.50 At least one book has been written about the tyranny of an “Objectivist” psychotherapist who attempted to assist one of his patients in her struggle for greater autonomy—only to intimidate and sexually abuse the woman in the process (Plasil 1985). This is especially significant even if the psychotherapist himself was not actually a genuine Objectivist. Since the uprooting of “bad” premises requires a psychotherapeutic process in Rand’s approach, it is easy to imagine how an emphasis on philosophical reeducation, emotional articulation, and derepression could dissolve into an authoritarian nightmare. Ellis argues that under such circumstances, Objectivist ideological “training” would be insufficient. Ellis (1968, 16) believes that the unobstructed consciousness of the New Intellectual is an illusory notion requiring the “biological reconstruction” of the human species.

Would an Objectivist notion of “mental health,” for instance, be but another construction of the medical profession designed to control the nonconformists? Would the victory of Objectivism involve a quasi-Maoist cultural revolution? Is such a totalitarian tendency inherent in any philosophy that proposes a totalistic transformation? Is there an identity between methodological totalitarianism and political totalitarianism?

Rand never answered any of these crucial questions directly. What must be emphasized here, however, is that Rand’s proposed cultural renaissance is not equivalent to a state-directed Maoist cultural revolution. Such a renaissance would seek to undermine statism, not bolster it. It would not be a tool of the state. It would lead to a cultural “counterhegemony,” to use a Gramscian phrase. By overturning the antirational premises of culture in each of its forms, it would create a broad context and necessary base for political change.

Once achieved, it is doubtful that an Objectivist society would use a form of psychological “conditioning” to control its citizens. Given Rand’s profound individualism and antistatism, she adamantly opposed the state’s involvement in medicine and mental health. Both Branden and Rand applauded the libertarian psychiatrist, Thomas Szasz, who fought against the involuntary institutionalization of mental patients. Psychiatry, stripped of its incestuous ties to the state, would be far less lethal.51 Rand suggests that an Objectivist society would not seek to reproduce these repressive structures in the new age of freedom. It would leave people free to be irrational, even as it would deny them the structural means to violate the rights of others. More important, the Objectivist society would leave rational people free to discover and earn their own contextually objective values.

The central issue here is whether Rand’s vision of a totalistic revolution would necessarily translate into another form of totalitarianism. Like many classical liberals, Popper ([1962] 1971, 133–34) has argued persuasively against any philosophy that seeks to collapse the “critical dualism” between “facts and standards.” He states that without this dualism, there is a tendency to “identify present might and right,” or “future might and right.” Those who claim to have discovered an objective ethos attempt to impose it on other people. Moreover, such an attempt is an inevitable by-product of any “grandiose philosophic system,” because such a system seeks to remake the totality in its own image.

Popper believed that Marx was the last, great philosophic system-builder. He hoped that Marx’s totality would never be replaced “by another Great System” seeking to achieve “monolithic social ends” (393). Such systems spell “the death of freedom: of the freedom of thought, of the free search for truth, and with it, of the rationality and the dignity of man” (396).

Popper’s identity of methodological and political totalitarianism is a stem warning, one that Rand would have respected. As I suggest in Chapter 9, Rand’s repudiation of theocratic and secular collectivism was based on her belief that each had collapsed the dualism of facts and values by monistically emphasizing one sphere over another. Rand did not identify an a-contextual “intrinsic” or “social” good, nor did she seek to impose a vision of the good on an unsuspecting populace. The good was an aspect of reality in relation to man. It had to be defined within a specific context and related to the specific purposes of an individual beneficiary. Most of the great philosophic system-builders attacked the ontological priority of individuals and attempted to achieve a notion of the good that was unrelated to reason or reality. In Rand’s view, it was Aristotle who laid the foundation for a genuinely rational alternative based upon the primacy of existence and the necessity of reason. Rand believed that Objectivism would complete the Aristotelian revolution.

Rand’s philosophical system combined an emphasis on methodological totality with a commitment to individualist libertarianism. Since Rand never lost sight of the totality or the context, her individualism never dissolved into atomism. But her repudiation of sobornost’ was not a repudiation of the concept of community. Even as she revolted against the Russian sobornost’ in its mystical and Marxist incarnations, she sustained a belief in a conflict-free society of individuals united by their common love for the same values. Rand achieved a dialectical Aufhebung—a sublation of dualities that simultaneously abolished and absorbed, transcended and preserved elements of the Russian communitarian vision. In this respect, Rand’s philosophic project is infused with a communitarian impulse; a communitarianism that is neither mystical nor statist, but founded on the moral autonomy of the individual.

The integration of individual and social harmony in Rand’s thought has been noted by a number of commentators, including Tibor Machan, Douglas Den Uyl, and Antony Flew. Machan notes correctly that in Rand’s moral vision, “both aspects of each individual’s life,” “humanity and individuality,” are conjoined “equally and inseparably.”52 Den Uyl notes further that in Rand’s ideal society, much like in Plato’s Republic, the soul of the city is in harmony with the soul of the individual.53 For Flew, Rand was “like Marx” in her belief “that human nature and the human condition are such as to make possible a conflict-free utopia.”54 Each of these commentators has pinpointed significant communitarian themes in the Randian project.

In Rand’s view, the integrated, rational individual, living in a fully free society, will not experience any inherent conflicts with other people. This does not mean that all people will have the same personal tastes, opinions, desires, or thoughts. But it does mean that if people live consciously and rationally, they will recognize no inherent conflicts between one another. This is a controversial contention in Objectivism that merits a study of its own.

Rand argued that genuinely integrated human beings do not detach their emotions from their thinking, nor do they detach their thinking from reality. Reality-based awareness means that people will not seek or desire the attainment of a contradiction. Rational persons pursue goals that are appropriate to the context of their knowledge. They do not divide their short-and long-run interests. They do not seek goals without considering the means of their achievement. They accept the responsibility of considering the interests and lives of other human beings. They accept that their decisions and actions will have consequences on the lives of others. They recognize that nothing in life can be achieved without effort.

Within the context of a free society, in which social relations are nonexploitative, Rand argued that there is no inherent conflict between two people seeking the same job, or the same romantic partner. If employers make decisions based on rational criteria, they will choose the most capable person for a given job. Persons not chosen have not been sacrificed. They will not be psychologically damaged by the rejection, and will have ample opportunity to search for other jobs for which they will be qualified. Likewise, in spiritual matters, a rational person who enters into a relationship with one individual does not sacrifice the interests of others who are not so engaged. Rand argued: “Love is not a static quantity to be divided, but an unlimited response to be earned.” The love of one friend does not compromise the love of another friend. And a rational individual who chooses one romantic partner rather than another, makes that choice not on a comparative basis, but within the context of his or her own interests and happiness. Rand observed: “The ‘loser’ could not have had what the ‘winner’ has earned.”55

What must be stressed is that such decisions are nonsacrificial only among rational people living in a free society. In a free society, it is possible to avoid those who are irrational. Rand emphasized that none of these observations pertain to human relations “in a nonfree society.” Under statism, “no pursuit of any interests is possible to anyone; nothing is possible but gradual and general destruction” (56).

Here, the validity of Rand’s formulations is not at issue. But it is difficult to grasp the Randian ideal if only because today’s world is composed of many different types of people, many—if not most—of whom are not rational. This observation, however, only underscores the extraordinary radicalism of Rand’s project. Rand envisions a society that banishes the master-slave duality on every level of human discourse—in personal, cultural, and structural relations among individuals.

For Rand, the social world is necessary to human flourishing. People naturally seek and give visibility to those whom they love and with whom they communicate. Independence breeds benevolence. Individuality breeds sociality. Those who are not afraid to show their excitement, passion, and integrity will encourage others to do the same. As Nathaniel Branden (1983b) explains, to honor the self is to provide the foundation for a community of individuals who honor one another: “Individualism is not the adversary of community but its most vital pillar” (143).

In the Objectivist society, voluntary, mutually beneficial relations among autonomous individuals is indispensable to the achievement of a genuinely human community. Rand wrote: “National unity, like love, is not a primary, but a consequence and must come voluntarily or not at all.” One does not engender communal benevolence by forcing people into social relations they seek to avoid. The predatory use of force creates and perpetuates social fragmentation and dualism. Politically, the doctrine of individual rights is the only moral vehicle for peaceful “human coexistence,” because it bars physical force from social relations. It sanctions a plethora of voluntary material and spiritual exchanges by which people earn the values that sustain their lives.56 “Universal” brotherhood is not achieved on the sole basis of species identity or even kinship ties, but on the basis “of holding the same values.”57 Despite her differences with modern communitarian critics of liberalism, such as Alasdair MacIntyre, Rand recognizes similarly that a free society is not merely a voluntary association of disparate individuals; it is a “community of values” that is the necessary ingredient “of any successful relationship among living beings.”58

I close this chapter—and this book—with one final, lengthy passage written by Ayn Rand, the novelist and philosopher. It is from The Fountainhead. It portrays, in a single instant of time, the Randian ideal of the human community. On trial for destroying a public housing project, Howard Roark takes the oath. As he prepares for his self-defense, Roark stands before his peers:

He stood by the steps of the witness stand. The audience looked at him. They felt he had no chance. They could drop the nameless resentment, the sense of insecurity which he aroused in most people. And so, for the first time, they could see him as he was: a man totally innocent of fear.

The fear of which they thought was not the normal kind, not a response to a tangible danger, but the chronic, unconfessed fear in which they all lived. They remembered the misery of the moments when, in loneliness, a man thinks of the bright words he could have said, but had not found, and hates those who robbed him of his courage. The misery of knowing how strong and able one is in one’s own mind, the radiant picture never to be made real. Dreams? Self-delusion? Or a murdered reality, unborn, killed by that corroding emotion without name—fear—need—dependence—hatred?

Roark stood before them as each man stands in the innocence of his own mind. But Roark stood like that before a hostile crowd—and they knew suddenly that no hatred was possible to him. For the flash of an instant, they grasped the manner of his consciousness. Each asked himself: do I need anyone’s approval?—does it matter?—am I tied? And for that instant, each man was free—free enough to feel benevolence for every other man in the room. (678–79)

Ultimately, it is this exalted moment of human benevolence that Rand’s project seeks to universalize.


EPILOGUE

Some of you may know the story of the four travelers who on a moonless night chanced upon an elephant and came away separately convinced that it was very like a snake, a leaf, a wall, a rope. Not one could persuade any other to change his mind, for each had touched a different part. Not one could resolve their differences for none of them knew the entire elephant.

The moral of the story is not the inevitability of subjectivism. Rather, it is a lesson in the fallacy of reification. Each traveler abstracted a part of the whole and reified that part into a separate entity, which was identified as the totality. Reification is possible because no one—and no human being—can achieve a synoptic vantage point on the whole. Our definition of what is essential depends on a specific context.

I have approached Ayn Rand’s legacy in a self-consciously one-sided fashion, with an emphasis on its historical roots. I do not have the intellectual hubris to propose that my perspective is the only legitimate vantage point on Objectivism. But as scholarship on Rand’s thought progresses, different perspectives will necessarily bring into focus aspects formerly obscured from view.

The importance of Objectivism then, in this context, does not lie merely in its repudiation of formal dualism or its insistence on the primacy of existence. Objectivism is a seamless conjunction of method and content—of a dialectical method and a realist-egoist-individualist-libertarian content. This synthesis is Rand’s most important contribution to twentieth-century radical social theory.

The Randian project overturns traditional assumptions about the relationship between dialectical method and specific political content. In contemporary intellectual history, the dialectic has been identified almost exclusively with the Hegelian and Marxian traditions. In 1919, for instance, the philosopher and literary critic Georg Lukács actually declared that the dialectic is Marxism, and that even if research disproved each and every one of Marx’s individual theses, that would not detract from the veracity of his method. Just as Marx identified capitalism with dualism, Lukács identified Marxism with the dialectic. And as we have seen, liberal thinkers such as Karl Popper would agree. For Popper, what saves capitalism from tyranny is its dependence on a “critical dualism” between facts and standards. Whereas Lukács sees the dialectic as the means by which theory becomes “a vehicle of revolution,”1 Popper sees it as the methodological moment of political totalitarianism.

Based on this identification of Marxism with dialectics, it may seem odd to view Objectivism partially in terms of its dialectical sensibility. Either Lukács’s identification is incorrect, or Ayn Rand was a Marxist. The former is far more likely. Rand affirmed the dialectical connection between critique and revolution, but her revolutionary credo is thoroughly non-Marxist. Marx did not have a monopoly on the dialectic. Aspects of this approach have been employed by many diverse thinkers, including Aristotle, Hegel, Marx, Lossky, and as I have documented, Ayn Rand. Peikoff recognizes correctly that such a relational view is not distinctive to Objectivism, even though it is a hallmark of the philosophy.2

By articulating the methodological elements of Objectivism, I have discovered a host of provocative intellectual links that previously went unnoticed. We can now view Objectivism in historical terms—not only as an heir to Aristotelianism, as Rand would have had it, but as a by-product of her Russian past. Objectivism is as much defined by what Rand accepted from the Russian cultural milieu as by what she rejected.

What Rand accepted was the dialectical revolt against formal dualism. This dialectical method was at the heart of the Russian tendency toward synthesis. Such a tendency was endemic to Russian culture; it was expressed not only in the articulated statements of her teachers, but in the very intellectual air she breathed.

What Rand rejected was the mystical and statist content of Russian philosophy and culture. On this basis, Rand built a philosophical edifice that was simultaneously integrated and secular, dialectical and capitalist. In Rand’s project, there is reciprocity in the interaction between content and method. Her method of processing the data of the world affected the content of her theories, while the content affected the further development of the method. In its critical, negative aspects, Rand’s Objectivism is a grand revolt against formal dualism in each of the major branches of philosophy and in each of the institutions of modern statism. In its revolutionary, positive aspects, Rand’s Objectivism is a grand projection of the ideal person and the ideal society—the autonomous, integrated individual and the benevolent human community. Neither moment can be abstracted from the other. Both constitute the historic essence of Objectivism.

I characterize my approach as “hermeneutical” because the investigation of Objectivism should not merely reproduce Rand’s words, but produce further implications that neither Rand, nor her followers, nor her critics, nor I had foreseen. This proposition goes beyond Rand’s admission that the elaboration of her philosophy was a task that no one individual could finish in a lifetime (Rand [1976] 1992T). It goes beyond the validity of any of Rand’s philosophic formulations or critical commentary. It relates specifically to the task of Rand scholarship. In my own research, I have found that there is so much serious scholarly work that still needs to be done. In literary studies, an investigation is needed of the relationship between Nietzsche and Rand; the use of symbolism and mythological imagery in the Randian novel; and, Rand’s literary method and its relationship to nineteenth-century Russian literature. In philosophy, social theory, and intellectual history, an exploration of the parallels and distinctions between Objectivism and contemporary philosophies (e.g., phenomenology, pragmatism, existentialism, and so on) with regard to such ontological and epistemological issues as the nature of being, relations, consciousness, thinking, and acting; the convergence of psychology and ethics in Objectivist theory; the links between Aristotelian, Nietzschean, and Objectivist ethics; the intellectual relationship between Rand and other twentieth-century individualists, such as Isabel Paterson and Ludwig von Mises; and, the political and cultural impact of Rand’s thought.

I have suggested here only a few prospects for the future course of Rand scholarship. In each of these potential areas of study, it is my hope that critically minded scholars will have at their disposal all of Rand’s private papers and journals. For now, it is my hope that this book has contributed to a serious dialogue on the profound importance of Ayn Rand’s intellectual legacy.
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APPENDIX I

THE RAND TRANSCRIPT (1999)

For many years, scholars have sought to understand Ayn Rand’s early education in an attempt to identify possible influences on her intellectual development. Regrettably, very little information has been available on one important phase of that education: her studies at the University of Leningrad in the years 1921 to 1924.

Having recovered Rand’s college transcript, I am now in a position to shed greater light on this subject.1 I have investigated the nature and significance of the courses that it lists, and the orientation of the professors who probably taught those courses. This essay provides a brief discussion of the transcript’s contents and concludes with some reflections on one important pattern that I see in Rand’s studies.

The official transcript copy is signed by the Director of the Central State Archive of St. Petersburg, T. Z. Zernova (30 October 1998).2 The transcript reports that Alissa Zinovievna Rosenbaum, born in 1905, entered the university on 2 October 1921 and graduated from the Social Pedagogical Division of the Faculty (or College) of the Social Sciences of Leningrad State University. This three-year course of the obshchestvenno-pedagogicheskoe otdelenie (Department of Social Pedagogy) was part of the new social science curriculum at the university, which had united the existing schools of history, philology, and law. The integration of the historical and philosophical disciplines sought to prepare students for careers as social science educators.

The transcript confirms all of those facts that I had previously uncovered in the official Rosenbaum dossier, dated 6 August 1992, as part of my research for Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical (1995a). It also provides an additional piece of information: that Rosenbaum received her Certificate of Graduation (Diploma No. 1552) on 13 October 1924. Most importantly, it tells us that during her period of study, Rosenbaum passed—or “received credit for” or “fulfilled the requirements of”—twenty-six courses. These are important qualifications, for no grades are recorded therein. Rand’s claim to Barbara Branden (1986, 54) that she had “graduated from the university with the highest honors” remains unconfirmed. In fact, during this period, Rand may have done well on her exams, but academic performance was assessed simply as pass or fail, with a “retake” option for those students who received failing grades (Konecny 1994, 201).

As I indicate in my Liberty article (Sciabarra 1999b) detailing the relentless search for the Rosenbaum transcript, it was the Ayn Rand Institute (ARI) that first discovered the document. When I had been in negotiations with the ARI to secure a copy of the transcript—a negotiation that eventually failed—its officials had noted that the signatures on the transcript were illegible. That fact was confirmed by the university archivists, who were unable to decipher any of the signatures on the document. However, the ARI officials had insisted that they could not detect the signature of Nicholas Onufrievich Lossky. Its presence, they believed, would have confirmed, once and for all, that he was, indeed, one of Rand’s teachers—a question raised by my own work in Russian Radical.

At the time, neither I nor the ARI officials were aware that the signatures next to each listed course were not necessarily or ordinarily those of the teacher. In most, if not all, cases, the signatures were of the rector, or the vice-rector, or the dean of the social sciences, or the department chair. (During the period in question, the school moved to unite the social sciences and the humanities.3 Prior to 1922, the rector was V. M. Shimkevich, while the dean of the social sciences was N. S. Derzhavin. There were many other officials who would have acted as official signatories on the document.) Given this fact, even legible signatures, analyzed by handwriting experts, would not necessarily yield more information on the specific teacher of each course.

Nevertheless, a more detailed examination of the university archives might reveal additional information both about the courses offered and the professors who taught them. That investigation awaits the attention of future scholars. At this stage of our inquiry, we can identify the following twenty-six courses, listed chronologically, and taken by Rand between the Fall of 1921 and the Spring of 1924:4

    1. General Theory of the State and the State Structure in the RSFSR (Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic) and the USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)5

This course was a fairly straightforward rendering of the Bolshevik politics of the Soviet Union, presented in proletarian class-conscious, Marxist-Leninist terms. Konecny (1994) informs us that during this period “obligatory courses on topics such as political economy, the history of the Russian Communist Party, and the Soviet Constitution” were introduced into the university (111). These party courses did not become compulsory until 1925. While there were few bona fide communist professors in 1921, the courses were still highly recommended for all students (117).

    2. History of the Development of Social Forms
This examined the development of human social relations from the perspective of both Marxist and non-Marxist political thinkers. It included a study of social formations—and their effects on the lives of individuals—as they emerged over time. Heavily infused with notions of historical materialism and evolutionary development, the course was probably taught by the Marxist K. M. Takhtarev.

    3. Psychology
Courses in psychology were actually courses in philosophical psychology, offered by the Department of Philosophy.6 Such coursework focused on the philosophy of mind, and on the nature of introspection, self-observation, and volition.7 The most likely teacher of this course was the celebrated neo-Kantian Ivan Ivanovich Lapshin.8 Like Lossky, Lapshin stressed the importance of mutual immanence in his rejection of solipsism and its “‘false metaphysical dualism between things in themselves and the knowing subject’” (quoted in Zenkovsky 1953, vol. 2, 689). Lapshin had taught this course several times between 1897–98 and 1917–18.9 But as a critic of dialectical materialism, he was eventually exiled in 1922, along with many other intellectuals, including Lossky.

    4. Logic
This Department of Philosophy course featured all the traditional discussions of the Aristotelian syllogism, deduction, and inductive inference, as well as an examination of typical logical fallacies. From 1889, it was usually taught by the chair of the department, Aleksandr Ivanovich Vvedensky, also a Russian Idealist philosopher and psychologist, and one of the most important representatives of the neo-Kantian movement in Russia. Vvedensky had served as the president of the St. Petersburg Philosophical Society in 1899. He taught the reality and efficacy of free will, and argued that “the function of logic is to verify what is known and not to reveal the unknown” (GSE 1974, vol. 4, 647). Despite his deep disagreements with the Marxists, he remained an active participant in the debates over materialism in the early 1920s, until his death in 1925. He had been a mentor to Lapshin, Askoldov, and Lossky, and was an exceptionally gifted lecturer who attracted thousands of students during his tenure at the university.10

After 1923, the Marxist Borichevsky taught the course in logic—but his expertise was limited to Spinoza, Epicurus, and materialism. Given that Rand took this course early in her academic career, probably in the fall of 1921, it seems certain that she studied with Vvedensky.11 It is of some interest that this was not the only course on logic that Rand ever took. After graduating Leningrad University, she entered a two-year program at the State Institute for Cinematography in Leningrad as a means of honing her writing craft for the screen. Screenwriting was not offered in the first—and only—year of the program in which Rand enrolled. But she did take courses in art history, stage fencing, biodynamics, film makeup, social studies, dance, cinematography, and logic (Rand 1999, 10).

    5. French Language
Rand had been exposed to the French language from a very young age, as her mother had insisted, since this would enable her to read many of the classics of modern literature in their original language, including the works of her beloved Victor Hugo. To take this elective was hardly a surprising choice for the young Rand, who probably sought college credit for a language in which she was already fairly proficient.

    6. Historical Materialism
A formal study of historical materialism was recommended for undergraduates. It was this course that probably led the mature Rand to reject “dialectics”—since the Soviets virtually identified the two concepts. For the Soviet Marxists of the period, dialectics was historical materialism, a study of the primacy of the economic forces in history and their predominating effects on other aspects of the social totality. The course would have examined the so-called “inexorable laws of historical development,” with an emphasis on the resolution of internal contradictions that would propel the world toward the triumph of communism.

    7. History of Worldviews (Ancient Period)
In her interviews with Barbara Branden (1986), Rand claimed that she had taken “an elective course on the history of ancient philosophy” with the distinguished N. O. Lossky, wherein she studied the pre-Socratics, Plato, and Aristotle (42). In Russian Radical, I argued that the relationship between Rand and Lossky was “of paramount historical importance because it was probably Lossky who introduced Rand to dialectical methods of analysis” (41). But the book raised some doubts about Rand’s claims. Because of these doubts, some critics dismissed my attempts to link Rand and Lossky, even though this dismissal damned the integrity of Rand’s recollections.

When it first came to my awareness that the Estate of Ayn Rand had secured a copy of the transcript, it was the possibility of a full resolution of the Lossky puzzle that most interested me. In my failed negotiations to secure a copy of the transcript from the estate, the ARI officials claimed that they could not identify any listed courses on the history of ancient philosophy. I had hypothesized originally that such a course might be untraceable, since it may have been offered as an elective through the university’s annex, to which Lossky had been relegated in the 1921–22 academic year. But I was convinced that the ARI’s officials simply did not know what to look for in the transcript. When I finally received an official transcript copy from the Central State Archives, my suspicions were vindicated. The presence of this course—on the “History of Worldviews” or Weltanschauungen in the “Ancient Period”—constitutes further evidence in support of Rand’s memories of this period.

Moreover, growing evidence since the publication of Russian Radical has lent greater credence to my case for a Lossky-Rand relationship. For instance, I had examined, in that book, Rand’s discussion of the 1917–18 academic year, in which she befriended a classmate, Olga Vladimirovna, sister of the author Vladimir Nabokov. I discovered that the Nabokov sisters, both Olga and Helene, had attended the Stoiunin Gymnasium during the period in question. The gymnasium was founded in 1881 by Maria Nikolaievna Stoiunina and Vladimir Stoiunin, the parents of Lossky’s wife. Lossky actually taught classes in logic and psychology at the school from 1898 to 1922. It is now virtually certain that the young Rand learned of him while she studied at this famous school for young women.

At the time that I wrote my book, Helene Sikorski, Olga’s surviving sister, did not recall ever having met Ayn Rand. She later asked my forgiveness: “I am now 90 years old,” she said. It was only after the book was published that she “regret[ted] sincerely” the “delay” in her memory (personal correspondence, 3 January 1996). Before writing to me, she had corresponded directly with Boris Lossky, son of Nicholas Onufrievich. The Nabokov family had known the Losskys quite well, and remained in contact even after their departure from Russia in 1919. Boris explained to me that Helene remembered, quite “unexpectedly,” that Alissa Rosenbaum had, indeed, “returned for many visits” to the Nabokov mansion on Morskaya Street in St. Petersburg. Alissa conversed endlessly with Olga; both girls were “enraptured by the February revolution” of 1917. Helene did not quite grasp all the implications of these political subjects, but she remembered them—finally.

In my book, I give voice to Boris’s own doubts with regard to Rand’s overall recollections. When he ultimately accepted that the young Alissa had been friends with Olga Nabokov, he “wanted to call [my] attention to this fact,” since it was now “clear that the friendship of Rosenbaum and the Nabokov sisters [was] not an invention of Ayn Rand.” These young women had all studied “in the high school of my grandmother Stoiunin,” Boris concluded unequivocally. And by implication, since Rand’s recollections of the Nabokovs were of an even earlier time period than her alleged studies with his father Nicholas, Boris seemed willing to give greater weight to the specific conclusions of my “creative work” on Rand’s college education (personal correspondence, 21 November 1995).

Helene wrote to me to reinforce Boris’s conclusions. She apologized again that she “did not recall in time that Ayn Rand was a dear friend of my sister Olga” (personal correspondence, 7 February 1996). She emphasized: “I remember A. Rosenbaum very dimly. It was in 1917 (I was just 11 years old). But both she and my sister were very excited and interested concerning the February revolution, which they both approved. But all these meetings ended in October 1917, when our family left St. Petersburg. I must confess that I never knew that this lady became a famous writer” (personal correspondence, 3 January 1996).12

Given the intimate relationship of the Nabokovs and the Losskys, and Rand’s close friendship with Olga, it is, indeed, extremely likely that Rand learned of Lossky while in attendance at the school founded and operated by his in-laws, and in which he himself taught. That knowledge may have contributed to her selection of Lossky’s course in the Spring semester of her freshman year at Petrograd University.

The doubts that I raised concerning Rand’s attendance in this specific course centered on two important facts: that Lossky had been removed from “official” university teaching duties prior to his house arrest in August 1922, and his exile in November 1922, and that during the 1921–22 academic year, especially in the Fall semester, he was ill with a gallbladder condition. I speculated that if Lossky taught any college-level courses in the 1921–22 academic year, it would have had to have been offered in the Spring semester—since Lossky’s health improved dramatically in the winter—and it would have been a course taught from the university annex, the Institute for Scientific Research, to which Lossky was reassigned. Indeed, when M. N. Pokrovsky, of Narkompros (the Commissariat of Enlightenment), had barred Lossky from the premises of the university proper, he did not bar him from teaching university courses from the premises of the annex. The record shows that Pokrovsky sought to remove Lossky from the slate of his regular university duties, since Lossky had been engaging in wholesale attacks on the Bolsheviks and the materialists in each of his courses. Konecny (1994) clarifies some of these issues.13 He tells us that Lossky had been quite angry at those boisterous radical students, who, he claimed, “were from another planet” (48). Still, says Konecny, Lossky “argued that despite the ‘revolutionary fanatics’ who constantly corrected him during lectures, he was able to enrich the minds of many young students with the same material he had used for many years” (81).14 Lossky was even able to give adult education lectures at the Petrograd People’s University.15 These programs “were established at most universities in order to give the public an opportunity to attend free lectures by professors on a wide variety of topics” (82 n. 74). So, while Lossky may have been in danger of forever “forfeiting” his “right to teach [his] own material,” due to the demands of “the new Soviet curricula,” he continued to lecture with characteristic conviction (92).16 Hence, though his Spring 1922 activities may have been “untraceable” in the Lossky family “red-book” of his official pedagogical activities, evidence of these activities exists somewhere in the university’s archives. Even Boris Lossky, who organized the family “red-book,” now believes that it is “perfectly possible” that his father taught this specific course on the history of ancient worldviews (interview, 9 January 1999).17

In previous academic years, Lossky had offered courses on Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Leibniz, the theory of judgment, free will, trans-subjectivity, contemporary epistemology, metaphysics, and logic. He also taught introductory philosophy classes, and lectured on materialism, hylozoism, and vitalism.18 None of his listed Petrograd courses in the family’s records dealt specifically with Plato, Aristotle, or ancient philosophy—the very subjects that Rand said she studied with him.

Though Lossky had been barred from teaching courses where his anti-materialist, anti-Bolshevik stance would be most obvious, he was not prohibited from teaching survey courses, like the one on ancient worldviews. Rand had probably studied (#3 and #4 above) with Lossky’s closest intellectual colleagues. Her presumed knowledge of the great Lossky from her experiences at the Stoiunin gymnasium made it even more likely that she would have sought him out at the annex on the strength of recommendation and recollection. (As Lossky’s mentor and the department chair, Vvedensky himself was known to recommend his colleague to students in their fulfilment of degree requirements.)

Any doubt that Rand actually studied ancient philosophy in college has now been erased. Given that this course on the history of worldviews in the ancient period was sufficiently early in Rand’s academic career to qualify as a Spring 1922 class, and that the Spring semester was the only period in which Lossky could have taught the class, I am convinced now more than ever of the accuracy of Rand’s memory.19 That this course appears precisely where Rand said it would appear is further confirmation of the quality of her memory, which always impressed her biographer, Barbara Branden (1986), for its “range and exactitude” (13). Since we can now confirm Rand’s recollections of the Nabokovs and of this specific course, it is no great stretch of the imagination to acknowledge the validity of her recollections of Lossky himself. The circumstances coalesce in time so distinctly that it is difficult to escape the natural conclusion: Rand knew Lossky and studied with him.

One very interesting clue concerning this case emerges from a perusal of Lossky’s bibliography. Unbeknownst to me at the time of writing Russian Radical, Lossky published in 1924, in Prague, only a year and a half after this university course, an article entitled “Types of Worldviews.” This article was subsequently expanded to an eight-four-page monograph of the same title, published in Paris in 1931. These titles are the only ones bearing the term “Worldviews” in the entire Lossky corpus. It is significant that they were published so close in time to a 1922 course that dealt with the same topic.20 In these articles, Lossky examined metaphysics as the central philosophical discipline, and classified metaphysical systems from the ancients to the moderns according to their materialist, spiritualist, and panpsychic premises. He ended with a critique of dualism, proposing an “organic ideal-realist” alternative as a “many-sided philosophical synthesis.” Lossky’s textual surveys of the history of philosophy often ended with his dialectical pronouncements, a technique that was typical of his lecturing—which is why he got into such trouble with the authorities. Kline reports that, in his courses in New York in the early 1950s, Lossky would present the systems of Plato or Kant or Hegel, and then, quite habitually, would add, “But I affirm that …”—a preface to his own perspective on the issues.

Ultimately, however, my insistence on the Lossky connection remains symbolic, for he was a paragon of all the dialectical tendencies in Russian thought, of the belief that “‘everything is immanent in everything’” (quoted in Scanlan 1998, 833).21 He presented a system in his lectures and books, developing interconnections among metaphysics, logic, philosophical psychology, epistemology, aesthetics, ethics, and philosophy of religion (834). This dialectical orientation was central to the Russian Silver Age, the period of Rand’s youth—from its neo-Idealists to its Nietzschean Symbolist poets to its Marxists. It was expressed by every major Russian thinker, from Vladimir Solovyov, who saw the world in terms of universal interconnections, to Aleksandr Herzen, who saw philosophy as an instrument of action.22 The Rosenbaum transcript makes clear that even if Rand had never met Lossky, she would have benefitted from a profoundly dialectical education. Indeed, this Lossky course was just the tip of the dialectical iceberg.

    8. Biology
Prior to 1922, biology was taught by Sergei Nikolaevich Vinogradsky, who became an honorary member of the Russian Academy of Sciences. Vinogradsky left the Soviet Union in 1922, and went to France to direct the division of agricultural microbiology of the Pasteur Institute (GSE, vol. 5, 1974, 482). In the Spring of 1922, when Rand took biology, Lev Semenovich Berg was its most likely teacher. Berg was one of the organizers, in 1918, of the Geography Institute (GSE, vol. 3, 1973, 186). He worked in the area of Russian geography and biology. As the author of Theories of Evolution, he embraced an idealist and teleological approach, which emphasized the evolution of biological and social forms.

    9. History of Greece
In Russian Radical, I suggested that Rand had enrolled in several literature courses. The transcript shows, however, that Rand did not register for such classes. But literary works were integrated into her history and philosophy studies. This was not unusual, considering the Russian penchant for synthesizing the literary arts with social critique. The State Academic Council had attempted to reduce “parallel” courses in the different departments so as to highlight the “organic” connections among disciplines. In a course on the “History of Greece,” Rand studied such classic Marxist texts as A. I. Tiumenev’s three-volume Essays on the Socioeconomic History of Ancient Greece and his Did Capitalism Exist in Ancient Greece? (both of which I highlight in Russian Radical). The Tiumenev works were typical in their stress upon history as a developing unity of complementary “moments”: culture, politics, aesthetics, literature, art, economics, sociology, and philosophy. Such dialectical integrations were taught even by non-Marxist scholars, like Faddei Frantsevich Zelinsky, whose classes on ancient Greece stressed the works of Herodotus, Thucydides, and Greek mythology. Zelinsky focused too on the recovery of antiquity in the works of Friedrich Nietzsche.23 Other teachers, such as the archaeologist Boris Vladimirovich Farmakovsky, stressed the Hellenistic period of Greek sculpture (GSE, vol. 27, 1981, 104).

  10. History of Rome
Previously, Michail T. Rostovtsev had taught the history of Rome. He was praised by Anatoly V. Lunacharsky, the head of the Commissariat of Enlightenment, for his archeological expertise. Around the time of Rand’s tenure, however, it was O. F. Val’dgauer, a 1903 graduate of the university and an historian of ancient art, who probably taught this course. Val’dgauer studied at the University of Munich (1900–3) with the classical archaeologist A. Furtwängler.24 He was an expert in ancient artifacts and documents who “was among the first to introduce scientific methods of organizing museum exhibitions” (GSE, vol. 4, 1974, 478). Val’dgauer linked his studies of the ancients to crucial issues current in Soviet art studies of the period, including the problems of realism and the portrait. This course used such Marxist texts as V. S. Sergeev’s History of Rome (discussed in Russian Radical).

  11. Russian History
It seems odd that in her studies of history, Rand did not focus extensively on the experiences of her native land. Yet this course was essential for any history major. Taught until 1925 by Sergei Fyodorovich Platonov, a specialist in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Russian history, it used such texts as S. I. Kovalev’s General History Course. A representative of the conservative-monarchist tendency in Russian historiography, Platonov was a renowned professor at St. Petersburg from 1899. He eventually became director of the Pushkin House, the Institute of Russian Literature in the Academy of Sciences, from 1925 to 1929. Platonov may have been the target of Marxist critics who doubted his ability to understand “class contradictions,” but his work was highly respected. He surveyed the Time of Troubles and focused on social conflict in Russian society. As with Rand’s study of ancient history, this course probably included some literary readings. Here, the emphasis would have been on the Golden Age of Russian literature, in which such writers as Tolstoy, Chekhov, and Dostoyevsky represented the “dialectical” conflict of ideas through the characters of their stories.

  12. Medieval History
This was the first of five courses that Rand attended on European medieval history. It is no coincidence that Rand studied the Middle Ages so intensely. The Petrograd history department was an internationally acclaimed center of medieval scholarship.25 “Medieval History” was probably the last course that Professor Lev Platonovich Karsavin taught prior to his exile at the end of 1922. A student of Ivan Mikhailovich Grevs, and brother of the Russian ballerina Tamara Platonovna Karsavina, he earned his degree at St. Petersburg. He began teaching in 1912 at the St. Petersburg Institute of History and Philology, and was appointed professor of history at the University of St. Petersburg in 1916. He held the chair of the history department until his departure.

Karsavin was a close intellectual associate of Lossky. Influenced by Solovyov, he sought to create a unified religious worldview. As the Great Soviet Encyclopedia puts it, Karsavin interpreted Solovyov’s concept of “total-unity” “as a dynamic principle of development, of ‘growth of being,’ and consequently as a fundamental category of the historical process: any existing thing does not so much ‘exist’ as ‘become’ and thus appears as one of the manifestations of total-unity. Interpreted in this manner, historicism becomes a universal principle in Karsavin’s metaphysical system, rendering it in certain respects similar to Hegel’s dialectical process” (GSE, vol. 11, 1976, 463). As a specialist in the history of medieval religions and spiritual life, Karsavin stressed, in all his works and lectures, the interlocking coincidence of opposites in historical development. For Karsavin, as Zenkovsky (1953) puts it, “everything is connected in one whole” (vol. 2, 851). Historical science is a structured totality, an organic unity, in which different levels of generality—the person, the family, the nation—relate internally, with each constituting and expressing the other. Studying with Karsavin, Rand may have rejected his spiritualist monism—much as she had rejected the materialist monism of the Marxists. But she would have learned, yet again, the dialectical form of social and philosophical analysis. As a nonreductionist orientation, dialectics cautions against the reification of culture, politics, economics, ethics, ideology, or language as wholes unto themselves. Each aspect is mutually implied in every other aspect, Karsavin declared, and all the aspects taken together are dynamically and systemically related in the constituted whole.

In “Medieval History,” Rand would have also studied important historical works, including such pre-Marxist classics as P. Vinogradov’s Book of Readings on the History of the Middle Ages and D. N. Egorov’s The Middle Ages Through Their Monuments.

  13. History of Socialism
Among the standard Marxist social science courses that were recommended for study was this survey of the history of socialism (David-Fox 1997, 61). Part intellectual history, part social history, the course covered the gamut from ancient Platonic expressions of collectivism through the utopians, Marxists, and revisionists. Among the teachers of this course was Aleksandr Evgen’evich Presniakov, a 1907 graduate of the university who, despite his socialist politics, did not agree entirely with Marxist ideology. Presniakov began as a privatdocent at St. Petersburg, and was appointed professor in 1918. A member of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR from 1920, Presniakov taught also at the Institute of Red Professors. The Bolsheviks had “attempted to convert the existing higher education structure into a network of academic institutions training specialists for the demands of a socialist society” (Konecny 1994, 1). The Institute was a graduate-level Bolshevik training center for higher learning that sought to boost Marxist university scholarship in the social science programs, achieving a veritable “Revolution of the mind” (David-Fox 1997, 133, 23).

There was a marked change in the content of Presniakov’s scholarship over time. His prerevolutionary works expressed a “positivist” sociology that centered on such topics as the history of political relations and state formation in pre-sixteenth-century Russia, the sources of sixteenth-century Russian chronicles, and the history of nineteenth-century social thought (GSE vol. 20, 1977, 524). But after the 1917 Revolution, Presniakov moved toward mastering Marxist dialectical methods, as reflected both in his writings and lectures. He focused primarily on socioeconomic questions and the history of revolutionary movements—the important and inseparable link between theory and practice, an omnipresent theme throughout Russian intellectual history.

  14. Special Course: Social Movements in Fourteenth-Century France
This was the first of several “special courses” that Rand attended. A special course, in which a half-dozen students participated, was similar in style to a seminar. Seminars, however, were usually open only to senior undergraduates majoring in history. During this period, more and more seminar-like courses, stressing “activity methods of teaching,” were introduced into the university’s social science curriculum. “Social Movements in Fourteenth-Century France” was probably taught by the famous liberal historian Nikolai Ivanovich Kareev, who, as an Idealist, was somewhat critical of Marxism. Like Lossky, Kareev stressed the “personalist” credo that “‘the individual is the supreme principle in the philosophy of history’” (quoted in Zenkovsky, vol. 1, 375). Stressing the role of ideas, he was, like the mature Rand, extremely critical of the monistic approach of Marxists, who advocated “economic materialism” as the sole causal agent in social evolution. Moreover, he was adamantly opposed to censorship. In 1899, he had actually been expelled, along with the historian Grevs, by the Ministry of Education, following his demonstration against Tsarist police intervention at the university (Konecny 1994, 31). Kareev was an outstanding Russian sociologist and an expert in historiography. With Grevs, he lamented the postrevolution-ary impediments to genuine democratization in higher education, and worked tirelessly to augment one-on-one personalized study between students and professors.26

Kareev counted among his influences Nicholas G. Chernyshevsky (who had made a huge impact on Lenin), N. A. Dobroliubov, D. I. Pisarev, and the Populists P. L. Lavrov and N. K. Mikhailovsky. But he was also affected by Marx’s Capital—making him a rather eclectic intellectual. Though Kareev’s work on the French peasantry exhibited certain “positivist” assumptions, Marx himself praised it as “first-rate.” Kareev’s The Peasants and the Peasant Question in the Last Quarter of the Eighteenth Century (1879) was among his many published books. Others included Studies in the History of the French Peasants from Earliest Times to 1789 (1881); a three-volume dissertation, Basic Questions of the Philosophy of History (1883–90); a seven-volume History of Western Europe in Modern Times (1892–1917); and a three-volume study of Historians of the French Revolution, praised by the Soviets as “the first composite survey—not only in Russian but anywhere in the historical literature—of the historiography of the Great French Revolution” (GSE, vol. 11, 1976, 441).

In a course such as this, Kareev would have stressed the interlocking political, economic, military, and religious dynamics of the period, during which France warred with England and was internally divided by peasant restlessness and the spread of the “money economy.” Kareev brought to his students the high quality of his scholarship.

  15. Special Course: History of the Crusades
In this special course, Rand probably studied with the renowned historian Ol’ga Antonovna Dobiash-Rozhdestvenskaia. “Dr. Dobiash,” as she was known, was widely acknowledged for her work in medieval history and paleography. Of greater significance, perhaps, was her status as “the first woman in Russia to receive a master’s degree (1915) and doctorate (1918) in general history.” Her work, in scholarly descriptions and the printed catalogs of early Latin manuscripts, was central to her position, from 1922 to 1939, in the manuscript section of the Saltykov-Shchedrin State Public Library (GSE, vol. 8, 1975, 329). Dr. Dobiash was originally a teacher at the Bestuzhevskii Women’s Courses, a higher or postsecondary school for women that by the turn of the century was granted university accreditation for most of its offered classes.27 But as a Leningrad University professor, a member of the Academy of Sciences, and a model for women educators, Dr. Dobiash was first and foremost a cultural historian. Her lectures on the Crusades focused on the importance of culture and its interconnections with religion, politics, and economics. Almedingen (1941) describes her as “thorough.” In fact, Dr. Dobiash was known for grilling her students, especially those in “formal seminar studies” (209).

  16. Modern History
This was the first in a series of courses that Rand took on “modern history.” It was probably taught by Evgenii V. Tarle, whose work in Marxist historiography was fast becoming even more important than the work of Kareev. A frequent lecturer at the Petrograd House of Scholars, he was decidedly “non-Marxist,” however (Konecny 1994, 140). Tarle was a student of I. V. Luchitsky. He wrote many works, including those on Royer-Collard, G. Canning, C. Parnell, L. Gambetta, Lord Rosebery, an analysis of More’s Utopia (his master’s thesis), and a two-volume doctoral dissertation on The Working Class in France During the Revolutionary Epoch. In fact, he qualified as “the first historian of the Russian school to focus on the history of the working class” (GSE, vol. 25, 1978, 385). Tarle’s prolific writing drew from his archival work in Paris, London, and The Hague. After defending his doctoral thesis in 1911, he went on to write such books as The Continental Blockade (1913) and The Economic Life of the Kingdom of Italy During the Reign of Napoleon I (1916). His later work centered on European imperialism, Napoleon, Talleyrand, the history of diplomacy, the French bourgeoisie, and the Crimean War. These works contributed to his receipt, in the 1940s, of three State Prizes. He also authored textbooks on higher education.

In terms of his historiography, Tarle moved closer to the Marxists, as he interpreted modern history from “a historical viewpoint” (GSE, vol. 25, 1978, 386). This process-oriented approach was reflected both in his books and lectures.28

  17. Modern History of the West
It seems likely that Rand studied with Kareev, who probably taught course #14 as well. Indeed, Kareev’s work in Western history was unparalleled. The class probably used Kareev’s own seven-volume work on The History of Western Europe in Modern Times, which, despite its “eclecticism,” was praised by the Soviets, who cited “its wealth of factual material” in which “socioeconomic processes are accorded an important place” (GSE, vol. 11, 1976, 441). He presented a general review of historical conflict from a Marxist perspective, as well as topical studies on the Reformation, the development of culture, and the English Revolution.

  18. History of Modern Russia
N. Rozhkov taught “History of Modern Russia” in 1923. It was a survey course that included an examination of everything from the Great Reforms to the February and October Revolutions to the New Economic Policy. It was most likely skewed toward Marxist explanations in terms of economic forces, drawing from such works as M. N. Pokrovsky’s Russian History in Briefest (1923).

  19. History of Pedagogical Doctrines
In his tenure as head of Narkompros, Lunacharsky had stressed progressive pedagogy, influenced heavily by the teachings of John Dewey. “Activity methods of learning,” with increased pupil participation and student-teacher meetings, was the educational credo of the day. Dewey’s works on educational theory and practice were published in the Soviet Union. In fact, from 1918 to 1923, five of Dewey’s books were translated.29 As I argue in Russian Radical, it is entirely possible that Rand studied progressive pedagogy closely; this early exposure to Dewey’s educational theories may have left an impression, since she remained deeply critical of the progressive approach.30

“History of Pedagogical Doctrines” was probably taught by V. A. Zelenko.31 In addition to stressing progressive pedagogy, Zelenko incorporated crucial dialectical insights into his lectures, noting especially the links between education and socioeconomic principles, and the integration of socialist culture, science, and art.

  20. Methodology of the Social Sciences
Whether this course was actually taught by Tarle or Kareev or even Takhtarev, it centered on one essential theme: dialectical method as applied to the social sciences.32 Most certainly, this dialectical application was heavily infused with Marxist concepts steeped in historical materialism. It was this kind of “dialectic materialism” that Rand rejected unequivocally.33 But the dialectical form of its presentation was crucial. It required that one view society as a developing system, that is, not as a random conglomeration of unrelated organizations and institutions, but as an integrated, evolving totality of related structures and processes. It stressed “reciprocity between things and the reciprocity of aspects and moments within a thing” (GSE, vol. 8, 1975, 190). It celebrated Lenin’s “methodological conclusion,” “one of the basic principles of the dialectic,” that “in order to genuinely know an object, one must seize it and study it from all sides, with all its interconnections and [mediations]” (GSE, vol. 8, 1975, 186).34

  21. The Politics and Organization of Popular Education in the USSR
This course, which discussed the branches of Soviet education, was probably taught by Zelenko, who was the likely teacher of course #19. Given that Rand was enrolled in the Department of Social Pedagogy, both courses were probably part of the curriculum, which sought to increase the number of educators in the Soviet Union.

  22. Special Course: History of Medieval Trade
This “special course” was most likely taught by Grevs, who was a specialist in medieval European history. He focused on the fathers of the Latin Church and on the medieval humanists, Dante and Petrarch, but was also well-known for his work on the development of socioeconomic forms. Like N. D. Fustel de Coulanges, Grevs saw continuity between the social structure of the late Roman period and the early Middle Ages. He authored such works as Essays from the History of Roman Landownership and Essays on Florentine Culture (GSE, vol. 7, 1975, 418). Of greatest significance, perhaps, was Grevs’s prominent advocacy of higher education for women. He was a pioneer of the seminar system and of university field trips, and it is likely that Rand would have benefitted from his intense interest in promoting the intellectual success of his women students. Among the texts that would have been used by Grevs was D. M. Petrushevsky’s Essays on the Economic and Social History of Medieval Europe, despite its decidedly non-Marxist tenor.

  23. Political Economy
Part of the standard Marxist social science curriculum (David-Fox 1997, 61), this course may have been taught by the Marxist N. A. Trebesnul, who also taught on the “Sociology of Labor.” It entailed a study of contemporary Marxist concepts of economic analysis, including the labor theory of value, the exploitation theory, the critique of capitalism—and the communist alternative as exemplified by the new Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

  24. Seminar in Modern History (Sixteenth-Century England)
In what was probably Rand’s final semester at the university, she registered for senior-level seminars in history, the first of which was probably taught by Sergei Rozhdestvensky, who specialized in sixteenth-century landholding and lectured at the university throughout the 1920s. He used important Marxist texts by N. M. Pakul and I. I. Semenov on the Dutch and English Revolutions, which stressed the interconnections of economics, politics, culture, and ideology. He may have also surveyed some of the period’s great literary works of poetry and drama.

  25. Seminar in Modern History (Seventeenth-Century France)
This seminar was probably taught by Tarle, who was the most likely teacher of course #16.

  26. Seminar in the History of the Middle Ages (the Medieval Estate)
This seminar was probably taught by Grevs, who was the most likely teacher of course #22. Grevs used such texts as D. M. Petrushevsky’s Essays on Medieval Society and State.

Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical proposed a daring idea—that Rand had absorbed a dialectical orientation from her teachers. Because there was not much archival information available at the time that I authored my book, I was compelled to “combine significant factual evidence with a certain degree of reasonable speculation” (p. <63> of this edition). The recovered transcript provides more persuasive evidence of Rand’s exposure to some of the finest dialectically oriented Russian scholars of the Silver Age. Many of these scholars I had previously identified and discussed in Russian Radical as among Rand’s most probable teachers. We now have a clearer picture of the high caliber of Rand’s education; indeed, the quality of her undergraduate coursework was on a par with current doctoral programs in the social sciences—minus the dissertation requirement.

Most importantly, the transcript strengthens the central historical argument of Russian Radical, a thesis quite apart from the question of whether Rand studied with Lossky, or with any other particular scholar. Ultimately, it is the content and method of her education that matters. Indeed, “[w]hether she was reading her Marxist texts or attending the lectures of her non-Marxist professors, Alissa Rosenbaum was fully exposed to the dialectical methods distinctive to Russian thought and scholarship” (<76>). We now have more credible evidence than ever in support of this contention.

Given the character of the subject matter and of the teachers with whom she probably studied, it is clear that the dialectical motif was present quite explicitly in nearly three-quarters of the courses in which Rand enrolled. In those courses where that motif was distorted by Marxist propaganda, the young Rand still may have gleaned important lessons. For instance, in studying “Historical Materialism” (#6) or “Political Economy” (#23), Rand may have comprehended a key dialectical principle in terms quite different from its materialist monist exposition: that there are reciprocal interactions among the different aspects of society—economics, politics, aesthetics, culture, and psychology—and that these interactions are at the foundation of social change. And while Rand may have rejected the notion of “socialist” culture, science, and art, as put forth in such courses as “History of Pedagogical Doctrines” (#19), she may have learned to appreciate organic connections among seemingly disparate factors, branches of knowledge, and social practices. Even in “Biology” (#8), Rand would not have escaped the process orientation of dialectical method, since this theme was present in the work of its most likely teacher, L. S. Berg.35

In her full-bodied study of ancient, medieval, and modern history—in courses on Greece (#9), Rome (#10), France (#14, #25), the West (#17), Russia (#18), England (#24), among others—Rand would have been taught to view each society as a structured, dynamic totality of many interrelated aspects. The university historians of the period taught their students to grasp the whole from the vantage point of any part—be it literature, architecture, or social structures—and to synthesize these diverse perspectives into a coherent totality. Through the use of such techniques, Rand’s professors provided her with an interdisciplinary, multitextured approach to history that highlighted the integration of theory and practice.

While we will never be completely sure just what Rand learned from her studies, we are now in a better position to understand, at the very least, what Rand studied. On the basis of the transcript, I reaffirm my deeply held conviction that Rand was educated in the methods of dialectical inquiry, and that this sensibility informed her entire literary and philosophical corpus.
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APPENDIX II

THE RAND TRANSCRIPT, REVISITED (2005)

INTRODUCTION

With the publication of my book Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical (Sciabarra 1995a), I began an investigation into Ayn Rand’s education in an attempt to identify possible influences on her intellectual development. Always of the belief that my historical inquiries were a “work in progress” (Sciabarra 1997), I extended my analysis in 1999 when I located a copy of Rand’s transcript from Petrograd State University (1921–24).1 In what constituted the very first article published in the Journal of Ayn Rand Studies, “The Rand Transcript” provided a detailed discussion of the university courses that Rand took and the orientations of the professors who were the most likely teachers of those courses (Sciabarra 1999c).

Even then, I knew that the analysis was hampered by the fact that the student records that I had in my possession were incomplete. The official transcript reported that Alissa Zinovievna Rosenbaum (Rand’s birth name) had entered the university on 2 October 1921 and graduated from the Social-Pedagogical Division of the Faculty (or College) of the Social Sciences of Leningrad (formerly Petrograd) State University. I described the nature of the three-year course of the obshchestvenno-pedagogicheskoe otdelenie (Department of Social Pedagogy), which, as part of the new social science curriculum at the university, had united the existing faculties (departments) of history, philology, and law. As I explained: “The integration of the historical and philosophical disciplines sought to prepare students for careers as social science educators” (363, in this edition). The transcript confirmed the “facts that I had previously uncovered in the official Rosenbaum dossier, dated 6 August 1992,” as part of my Russian Radical research, and included additional information “that Rosenbaum had received her Certificate of Graduation (Diploma No. 1552) on 13 October 1924.”

In 2005, on the occasion of the tenth anniversary of the publication of Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical, I came into possession of a much more extensive academic dossier documenting Rand’s university years and lending further weight to my previous analyses. With assistance from a network of generous researchers and scholars, I present my findings below.2

THE ARCHIVAL MATERIALS

The personal file of the student Alissa Zinovievna Rosenbaum (Central State Historic Archive of St. Petersburg, Fond 7240, Inventory #5, file 3576) includes various documents, certificates, and photos. The following materials are most relevant to the current study:

  1. Petition to the Rector: Secondary School Records
Alissa Rosenbaum’s petition to the Rector of Petrograd State University is dated 14 August 1921. She was officially admitted to the university on 25 August 1921. (Rand fulfilled all the requirements of university study, passing all her requisite tests for twenty-three courses and three seminars by 15 July 1924.)

Of most importance, the petition provides information concerning Rand’s secondary school studies. She graduated on 30 June 1921 from the IV Group of Level II in School N 4 (the former Zemstvo gymnasium of A. P. Rushchinskaia and A. A. Mironovich), located in the Crimean city of Evpatoria. Her secondary school courses are listed: Languages (Russian, French, German, Latin); Mathematics; Physics; Cosmography (general description of the world or universe); History; Geography; Natural Science; Logic; Psychology; Soviet Constitution; Drawing; Political Economy; and Shop (literally “Manual Labor” or “Hand Work,” which consisted in the development of “practical” skills in both boys and girls).

Typically, students were rated by the Academic Council for both academic “achievement” and “conduct.” All of Rand’s secondary school grades are reported as “very satisfactory,” with the exception of “Soviet Constitution,” in which Rand received “credit” for having “studied” or “learned” the material. The secondary school certificate bears the signature of Mironovich, who served as Chairman of the School Council, and the signatures of other Council members.3

  2. Handwritten University Records
The handwritten university record cards for Alissa Rosenbaum do not include much more information than was brought to light in my previous work. The record documents that Rand was a student of the Social-Pedagogical Division (encompassing Literature and the Arts as well) of the Faculties (or Departments) of the Social Sciences of Leningrad State University.

Rand’s university coursework is documented across seven columns split over recto and verso pages. Column I lists the names of the courses, that is, the “subjects” or “practical studies” for which Rand received credit.

Column I of these handwritten records shows Rand’s coursework in a slightly different order from that presented in the typewritten transcript that I analyzed in 1999. The first seven courses are exactly the same. In the handwritten version, however, two of Rand’s senior seminar courses are misplaced: Course #24 below is listed as course #8, and Course #25 is listed as Course #9, thereby changing by two numbers the order of all subsequent entries (e.g., Course #8 in the typewritten transcript is listed as Course #10 in the handwritten version, and so on).

For the sake of consistency with my 1999 essay, I repeat the more formal, chronological listing of courses here—without my detailed analyses of the courses’ contents or the professors who most likely taught those courses.4 Those analyses remain valid.

  1. General Theory of the State and the State Structure in the RSFSR (Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic) and the USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)

  2. History of the Development of Social Forms (or Institutions)

  3. Psychology

  4. Logic

  5. French Language

  6. Historical Materialism

  7. History of Worldviews (Ancient Period)

  8. Biology

  9. History of Greece

10. History of Rome

11. Russian History

12. Medieval History

13. History of Socialism

14. Special Course: Social Movements in Fourteenth-Century France

15. Special Course: History of the Crusades

16. Modern History (“Modern” might also be translated as “Recent”)

17. Modern History of the West

18. History of Modern Russia

19. History of Pedagogical Doctrines

20. Methodology of the Social Sciences

21. The Politics and Organization of Popular Education in the USSR

22. Special Course: History of Medieval Trade

23. Political Economy

24. Seminar in Modern History (Sixteenth-Century England)

25. Seminar in Modern History (Seventeenth-Century France)

26. Seminar in the History of the Middle Ages (the Medieval Estate)

The second block of columns appears on the recto page; it has two subsidiary columns—spaces within which might be listed (Column II) the number of hours attended for “lectures” and (Column III) the number of hours attended for “practical studies.” The information (or lack thereof) in Columns II and III is of some interest.

Jeff Britting (2004, 17–18), archivist at the Ayn Rand Institute, tells us that Rand enrolled in Petrograd State University “[i]n 1921, at the age of sixteen.” He adds: “Since the professors lectured mainly from their own published writings, she spent most of her time at home studying these texts, attending only the special seminars” (21–22). In my own previous work on the Rand transcript, I had established that many professors lectured from their own published writings. But I found no evidence that Rand hardly attended lectures. Perhaps Britting derives this information from Rand’s biographical interviews, but I do not find any reference to Rand’s lack of attendance in either “Who Is Ayn Rand?” (Barbara Branden’s authorized biographical essay in Branden and Branden 1962) or Branden’s biography, The Passion of Ayn Rand. In fact, Branden (1986, 42) informs us that “[e]ach day, [Rand] walked three miles to school and three miles back, wearing old, torn summer shoes”—odd for somebody who allegedly spent most of her time at home studying professorial texts.

Columns II and III of the actual student records do not provide any detailed information for the “number of hours” of student attendance in “lectures” or “practical studies.” In fact, the only writing in those columns is a few check marks, which indicate at the very least that Rand had attended the requisite number of lectures and/or fulfilled the requisite number of hours in “practical study.”

Of course, Britting’s implicit corroboration of my point—that “professors lectured mainly from their own published writings” and that Rand spent time “studying these texts”—only reinforces my thesis that she was, in fact, schooled in the dialectical methods endemic to the published works and spoken lectures of her Russian teachers.

I suspect that Britting is less interested in establishing these kinds of influences; his book, Ayn Rand, suggests that Rand was sui generis. He stresses that Rand “had studied philosophy, but—with the exception of Aristotle—found it unhelpful in defining her values. The philosophy she sought was not in the university, but was a growing body of knowledge within her—a philosophy of which the first written glimmers had begun to appear in her diary seven years earlier” (Britting 2004, 24). There is nothing here that contradicts my historical thesis in Russian Radical. The influence that I posit is methodological, not substantive. In her courses and in their accompanying textbooks, Rand would have been intellectually primed with the methodological idea that issues and problems must be grasped in the wider context of relationships within the system they constitute—and across the dimensions of time (inclusive of their past, present, and potential future implications). This attention to the “art of context-keeping” is key to a dialectical methodological orientation, key to the Silver Age into which Rand was born, key to the works and lectures of virtually all of Rand’s identifiable professors, and key to Rand’s own philosophical approach.

Column IV of the Rosenbaum student records lists the “grade received” for the test (or final examination). In this regard, I should note, once again, that there is still no documentation in the dossier to confirm Rand’s statement that she graduated with “highest honors” (see Branden 1986, 54; cf. Britting 2004, 24). As I indicated in my “Rand Transcript” article, academic performance was usually assessed as “pass or fail, with a ‘retake’ option for those students who received failing grades” (363–64, in this edition). The student records show grades of “satisfactory” or “very satisfactory” or “studied” or “received credit for” or “fulfilled the requirements of” the courses in question. It is quite possible that “very satisfactory” might be interpreted as “honors,” but it is not the equivalent of graduating with the “highest honors.” This remains unconfirmed.

Column V provides spaces for the signatures of official signatories. In my 1999 study, I had indicated that officials at the Ayn Rand Institute, who had first discovered Rand’s student records, noted that the signatures on the transcript were illegible.5 University archivists confirmed this, but the newest group of documents that I and others have examined reveal a few details that were not previously disclosed. However, I can confirm once again that the signature of Rand’s philosophy professor, Nicholas Onufrievich Lossky, is not to be found. As I argued in “The Rand Transcript”:

[T]he signatures next to each listed course were not necessarily or ordinarily those of the teacher. In most, if not all, cases, the signatures were of the rector, or the vice-rector, or the dean of the social sciences, or the department chair. (During the period in question, the school moved to unite the social sciences and the humanities. Prior to 1922, the Rector was V. M. Shimkevich, while the dean of the Social Sciences was N. S. Derzhavin. There were many other officials who would have acted as official signatories on the document.) Given this fact, even legible signatures, analyzed by handwriting experts, would not necessarily yield more information on the specific teacher of each course. (364, in this edition)

At the time, I stated that “a more detailed examination of the university archives might reveal additional information both about the courses offered and the professors who taught them,” and that such an “investigation awaits the attention of future scholars” (364, in this edition).

Now in possession of this material, I can corroborate, indeed, that the bulk of these signatures are illegible, and that the signatures “were not necessarily or ordinarily those of the teacher.” Research assistants in St. Petersburg examined several additional publications that list university professors and did an even more thorough comparison of the surnames listed in these publications with the signatures that could be deciphered in the Rosenbaum dossier. But the very poor legibility of these signatures, the presence of abbreviated signatures, mere initials, or scribbled flourishes makes it impossible to come to any definitive conclusions about the signatories.

In addition to the kinds of official signatories I have mentioned above, those signatories listed are more typically deans, “examiners” (rather than lecturers, teachers, or professors), or other educational associates who had the authority to sign in an official capacity.

Given Lossky’s banishment to the university annex (the Institute for Scientific Research), he could not have provided a signature in such an official capacity. It appears that the “official signatory” for the Lossky course (Course #7) on the “History of Worldviews (Ancient Period)” was most likely Ivan Abramovich Borichevsky. In previous studies, I have described Borichevsky as one of those amateur Marxist professors who supplanted such purged “old world” non-Marxist scholars as Lossky (“Rand Transcript,” (365, in this edition). Borichevsky would have been fully acceptable to university officials as an appropriate signatory. How ironic, in fact, that a newly appointed hack Bolshevik professor, whose “embarrassing mistakes … were the subject of the students’ ridicule” (82, in this edition), would be the signatory for the great Lossky’s course. In retrospect, it is an ultimate insult, an ugly vestige of the Bolshevik era, which is now forever etched into the written record.6

In this connection, there is another problem with the Rosenbaum file: poor dating, at least for the first seven courses listed. Column VI shows dates in the traditional day-month-year format (usually rendered as number-Roman numeral-4-digit year). Such dates were usually certified after the fact—in some instances, much later. The Borichevsky signature, for example, is dated as 23 II 1923 (23 February 1923), but my former examination of the early placement of this course in Rand’s transcript (#7, as indicated in “Rand Transcript,” 366, in this edition) locates it in the Spring 1922 semester. The inaccurate dating of the first seven courses is implicitly acknowledged by an illegible signatory who certifies the credit earned for the earlier courses in question on 3 March 1923. The certification of the copy is etched vertically in the otherwise blank Column VII, stretching across the earlier entries, with three lines written horizontally below that vertical writing, within the column—“Check by Chief of the chancellery”—followed by the signature. Since Course #7 is included in this certification, I believe it supports my previous analysis of the transcript.

It is possible that some of the examiners listed throughout the transcript were also among Rand’s lecturers. A poorly legible signature for Rand’s course in “Logic,” for example, might be the last name of Ivan Ivanovich Lapshin prior to his arrest and exile (with Lossky) in August 1922; Lapshin, however, was in a precarious situation with Soviet authorities. (In Sciabarra 1999c [“Rand Transcript,” 365, in this edition], I had suggested that he might have taught Course #3.) But a competing record card for those first courses, which is in even poorer condition, lists the name of V. Serebrennikov in place of Lapshin (perhaps yet another “cleansing” of the record). The “bureaucratic mess that was Leningrad State University in the 1921–24 period,” as the researchers describe it, might be partially to blame for these various confusions. But, as we have seen, the need to pass a Bolshevik “political correctness” test in order to be an official signatory introduces additional problems for the authenticity of the record.

In any event, other examiners, deans, or official signatories are semilegible, and possibly include such names as Magaziner, Radlov, Kutishchev, Zelenko (whom I mentioned as Rand’s possible teacher of Courses #19 and #21), and Grevs (whom I also mentioned in Sciabarra 1999c as among Rand’s probable history professors), as well as A. Larond for French. Other names are even less legible, but we can guess: the name Solntsev appears, but is crossed out, replaced with a surname that appears to be Kulisher (written above the deleted entry); [M. V.] Serebriakov; N. Botkina-Vraskaia (twice); K. Adrianova (or, perhaps, Adriasova or Abriasova or Abriakova or Adriakova); S. Teplov or S. Ya. Teplov; possibly E. A. Engel; Presniakov;7 an abbreviation that might be Shchip or Tsip or Schep, which might refer to F. I. Shcherbatskoi; an abbreviation of “Iv. K li.,” who might be a member of the Science Academy named I. I. Konrad; Piren or Tren; Mikhailova; A. Tsel, which might be Tsvikida; A. Kuprianov or Kuprianova; V. Ivash (might be Ivashin or Ivashev); Agenov; and N. Gredeskul for Course #2, the “History of the Development of Social Forms” (or “Institutions”).8

Gredeskul is of some interest. Like other intellectuals and writers of his generation, he expressed a Silver Age fascination with Friedrich Nietzsche. As Mikhail Agursky (1994, 263–64) tells us:

Nikolai Gredeskul … a professor of social science and former Rector of Kharkov University, was a founder and prominent member of the Cadet Party. He, too, quickly accepted the October Revolution as a Russian national revolution. In his zeal he joined the Bolshevik Party and became a Marxist philosopher. In 1926 he published a book, Russia, Before and Now (Rossia prezhde I teper), in which he confessed his fascination with Nietzsche, claiming that the bourgeoisie abuses Nietzscheanism. Meanwhile, “Superman, if one looks only at his internal meaning … is a man of superior will and superior doubts … in this internal meaning [the image of Superman] is glorious to a proletarian, not at all so to a bourgeois.”

That’s actually a quoted passage from a Gredeskul essay on dialectics, entitled “Is It the Fate of Natural Science to Be Mechanistic or Should It Become Dialectical?” (“Byt’li estestvoznanin mekhanicheskim ili stat’ dialekticheskim?”). Russian archivists have also documented that Gredeskul’s daughter Ludmila was a student who had attended the Stoiunin gymnasium—the school Rand herself attended as a girl, which was founded by N. O. Lossky’s in-laws, and in which Lossky himself taught.9

N. O. LOSSKY, REVISITED

On the issue of Lossky, a few curiosities remain. One is rooted in material from Rand’s notebook for the novel We the Living (which, in draft, she had entitled “Airtight”). As Shoshana Milgram (2012, 4) tells us:

In the “Airtight Notebook,” Ayn Rand listed among the proposed characters a professor, who was to represent the best of the old world. In part I, chapter 4, she wrote, but crossed out, a description of such a professor:

“Beauty is the sublime individual experience,” lectured a professor of Esthetics with a graying beard and childishly clear, blue eyes to a crowd of sheepskin coats and leather jackets, who blew on their frozen hands in an auditorium that had not been heated.

Milgram continues: “The professor, who explicitly connects beauty with individualism, is distinguished (‘graying beard’) and youthfully innocent (‘childishly clear, blue eyes’).”10 In her “second attempt to describe the aesthetics professor, in the first draft of chapter 6 of part I,” Rand writes:

Professor Leskov had the blue eyes of a child, the blond beard of a Greek statue, the sunken chest of a consumptive and the chair of the History of Esthetics at the State University of Petrograd. His lectures were held in the largest auditorium, but he still had to turn his eyes, occasionally, down to the floor, in order not to miss any of his audience: for part of that audience had to sit on the floor in the aisles. No auditorium had ever been large enough for Professor Leskov’s lectures. There were few red bandannas in his audience, and few leather jackets. Professor Leskov had never been known to explain the Venus de Milo by the state of the economic means of production in ancient Greece. He was known to speak Latin better than Russian, to talk of each masterpiece of art since the beginning of history tenderly and intimately, as if children of his mind, and to shrug in surprise when his learned colleagues in the Scientific Academies of Europe called him great. He spoke his lectures fiercely and solemnly, as if he were delivering a sermon, and the silence of his auditorium was that of a cathedral. (5)

Milgram explains that in the early drafts of the novel, Kira finds “spiritual support” in the Leskov character (6), an intellectual of the pre-Bolshevik era, whose classes were “extraordinarily popular,” except for those communist students who “would have to go elsewhere” for their dose of Marxist aesthetics (5). But once “Rand changed Kira’s major subject from history to engineering,” the Leskov character was less relevant. For a variety of reasons, Milgram argues, the introduction of this character “would have been to start a trail the novel was not designed to travel” (6).

Milgram’s points are intriguing. Over the past year, in communication with N. O. Lossky’s grandchildren Alexis and Marie (son and daughter of the late historian Andrew Lossky) and Nicolas (son of the late theologian Vladimir Lossky), I have ascertained that the great professor had blue eyes. In fact, Marie Lossky observes that even in an “oil-paint portrait of [her] grandfather,” which she owns, N. O. Lossky is depicted with “medium brown/auburn hair, graying beard, and piercing blue eyes” (personal correspondence, 16 June 2005).11

Moreover, as my previous studies suggest, Lossky had been under severe stress from Soviet authorities due to his own fervent anticommunism; he had also been very sick with a gallstone illness, and suffered from jaundice for a period of time. Having just emerged from that lengthy illness around the time that he had most likely taught Rand in Course # 7, he had indeed lost weight—which may have given him the appearance of having a “consumptive chest.”

A 1922 black-and-white photograph of Lossky (see fig. 13), recently recovered from the file the GPU kept on him while he was under investigation for anti-Soviet activity, provides further evidence of his blue eyes, auburn hair, and graying beard. (This photo would have been taken a few months after he taught Course #7.)

It should be noted too that many former students of Lossky have attested to both his fierceness and solemnity—which were on display in lectures that typically concluded with his own passionately stated perspective on the issues. Indeed, his voiced “contempt for dogmatic, simplistic, Marxist-Leninists” is partially what got him into trouble with the State Scientific Council, chaired by M. N. Pokrovsky, who was the best-known Marxist historian of the 1920s and the Deputy Commissar (the #2 position) of Narkompros, the “Commissariat of Enlightenment,” which formulated principles of educational policy (69, 80–81, in this edition).

In the light of Rand’s descriptions of “Professor Leskov” from her early drafts of We the Living, this information on Lossky’s physical appearance is important. As Scott McConnell (2012, 45) emphasizes, We the Living was Rand’s most autobiographical novel, and “some of the characters … were inspired by or modeled on actual people and names in Russia.”12 With a parallel between their physical descriptions and their anticommunism, and with that none-too-subtle-sounding parallel between their names, could Rand have used Lossky as a model for Leskov?
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CONCLUSION

Back in 1999, I wrote:

Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical proposed a daring idea—that Rand had absorbed a dialectical orientation from her teachers. Because there was not much archival information available at the time that I authored my book, I was compelled to “combine significant factual evidence with a certain degree of reasonable speculation” (63, in this edition). The recovered transcript provides more persuasive evidence of Rand’s exposure to some of the finest dialectically oriented Russian scholars of the Silver Age. Many of these scholars I had previously identified and discussed in Russian Radical as among Rand’s most probable teachers. We now have a clearer picture of the high caliber of Rand’s education; indeed, the quality of her undergraduate coursework was on a par with current doctoral programs in the social sciences—minus the dissertation requirement.

Most importantly, the transcript strengthens the central historical argument of Russian Radical, a thesis quite apart from the question of whether Rand studied with Lossky, or with any other particular scholar. Ultimately, it is the content and method of her education that matters. Indeed, “[w]hether she was reading her Marxist texts or attending the lectures of her non-Marxist professors, Alissa Rosenbaum was fully exposed to the dialectical methods distinctive to Russian thought and scholarship” (76, in this edition). We now have more credible evidence than ever in support of this contention.…

While we will never be completely sure just what Rand learned from her studies, we are now in a better position to understand, at the very least, what Rand studied. On the basis of the transcript, I reaffirm my deeply held conviction that Rand was educated in the methods of dialectical inquiry, and that this sensibility informed her entire literary and philosophical corpus. (“Rand Transcript,” 378–80, in this edition)

In the most recently discovered archival materials, I see nothing that undermines my historical thesis from Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical—ten years after it was first proposed.

This essay first appeared in the Journal of Ayn Rand Studies 7, no. 1 (2005): 1–17. 


APPENDIX III

A CHALLENGE TO RUSSIAN RADICAL—AND AYN RAND (2013)

In the years since the publication of Russian Radical and the two studies included here in the second edition of this book—my essays “The Rand Transcript” and “The Rand Transcript, Revisited”—not a single dissenting commentary appeared on the subject of Rand’s education,1 until a 2012 published essay by Shoshana Milgram, Rand’s newest “authorized” biographer.2

In “The Education of Kira Argounova and Leo Kovalensky,” which constitutes chapter 4 of the expanded second edition of Robert Mayhew’s edited collection Essays on Ayn Rand’s “We the Living” (Mayhew 2012), Milgram (2012) focuses on the education received at Petrograd State University by two central characters in Rand’s first novel, We the Living.3 Many of the characters and events depicted in the novel were drawn from Rand’s personal experiences in the early days of Soviet communism; in the foreword to the 1959 edition of We the Living, Rand explains that the book “is as near to an autobiography as I will ever write” (We the Living, xviii).

In many ways, Milgram’s essay constitutes a simple thought experiment. She proposes various hypotheses about Rand’s education as alternatives to those offered by me—and by Rand herself—and thinks through some of the consequences. In my view, the experiment is unsuccessful.

It should be noted that Milgram largely confirms my findings. She points out, for instance, that the list of Rand’s university courses that I provide “correspond[s] to what can be found in the Ayn Rand Special Collections at the Ayn Rand Archives” (2012, 108n23).4 She states,

Chris Matthew Sciabarra has written two articles about the transcripts, the first based on a transcript that supplied only the names of courses, and the second incorporating information from additional transcripts [both of which now appear herein in the second expanded edition of Russian Radical—CMS].… He had previously written about Ayn Rand’s education in Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical … which contained information about [Professor Nicholas Onufrievich] Lossk[y]5 and speculations about his contact with, and impact on, the young Ayn Rand. His articles itemize the courses listed on the transcript; his articles and book offer information about the curriculum and the faculty, and attempt to explain the discrepancies between the information in Ayn Rand’s anecdote and the facts about Lossk[y]. His work refers to important sources of information about Russian universities (including Russka filosof, which provides information about the professors, the courses, and sometimes even the times and locations of classes and of the professors’ office hours) and about … Lossk[y] (including his … memoirs, some of his philosophical writings, and Bibliographie des oeuvres de Nicolas Lossky, established by his sons B. and N. Lossky …). Sciabarra was also in contact with Lossk[y]’s family and with [Helene] Sikorski, the sister of Vladimir Nabokov and of Ayn Rand’s childhood friend, Olga. (108 n. 23)

Milgram also mentions several of the professors whom I posited as possibly having been among Rand’s teachers, including N. A. Gredeskul, E. V. Tarle, Nikolai Ivanovich Kareev, and Lev Platonovich Karsavin (86). She quotes Rand as saying that many teachers “‘lectured from their own textbooks,’” and that many of them were “‘very good professors,’” but she provides no concrete evidence to confirm that Rand “attended mostly the seminars, not the lectures, and ‘took all the examinations from the textbooks’” (89). She does confirm, however, Rand’s accurate recollection of the required number of “Soviet subjects” she was compelled to take (94–95).

Milgram argues, however, that “[s]ome of [Sciabarra’s] conclusions are problematic” and that “the information needs to be checked for accuracy” (108 n. 23). Among the “problematic” conclusions that Milgram finds is my statement that the university courses that Rand attended were graded “pass-fail” during the period in question.6 She admits that my 2005 essay provides an analysis of a more detailed transcript, which includes differential grades of “satisfactory” or “very satisfactory” or “studied” or “received credit for” or “fulfilled the requirements of” the examinations and/or courses Rand took (109 n. 23). But she tells us that Rand had never claimed to have graduated “with the highest honors,” and that this claim, found only in Barbara Branden’s 1986 biography, The Passion of Ayn Rand, is itself undocumented. It appears nowhere in any of the original 1960–61 biographical interviews conducted by Nathaniel Branden and Barbara Branden. “Given that there is no evidence that [Rand] made such a claim (and that the book The Passion of Ayn Rand, which does not identify all of its sources, does not in fact state that Ayn Rand was the source of the information),” Milgram argues, “there is no claim to confirm. Ayn Rand did, to be sure, say that she had received the highest grade on her ancient philosophy exam; that assertion is confirmed by the transcript” (108 n. 23).

Milgram retains unimpeded access to Rand’s biographical interviews and other primary sources, both oral and written, in the Ayn Rand Archives, which, because of a highly restrictive access policy, have not been made available to independent scholars.7 This is not an incidental issue. The biographical interviews were the basis not only of Branden’s 1986 biography—whose accuracy Milgram questions—but of the only authorized “biographical essay,” entitled “Who Is Ayn Rand?,” published as part of the 1962 book Who Is Ayn Rand? It is extremely significant that the story about Lossky was first mentioned in that 1962 book, which was among those works by Nathaniel Branden and Barbara Branden that Rand never repudiated even after her bitter 1968 break with them. Rand herself continued to endorse and sanction that 1962 work as among “the only authentic sources of information on Objectivism,” which were

my own works (books, articles, lectures), the articles appearing in and the pamphlets reprinted by this magazine (The Objectivist, as well as The Objectivist Newsletter), books by other authors which will be endorsed in this magazine as specifically Objectivist literature, and such individual lectures or lecture courses as may be so endorsed. (This list includes also the book Who Is Ayn Rand? by Nathaniel Branden and Barbara Branden, as well as the articles by these two authors which have appeared in this magazine in the past, but does not include their future works.)8

That Rand gave her imprimatur to Who Is Ayn Rand? as an “authentic” source is highly significant to the issue of Lossky. I think it is fair to assume that Rand was a compulsively careful writer who would not have allowed the publication of information that was historically suspect to appear in the only authorized biography written and published during her lifetime.

And it is on the Lossky issue that Milgram parts company—not only with me, but with Rand herself.

Milgram begins her discussion of the Lossky case by acknowledging the controversy surrounding it, though she does not acknowledge explicitly that the controversy itself was brought about by questions initially raised by me in this book. Milgram tells us that Rand received an exam grade of “highly satisfactory,” but that the transcript “signature is an illegible scrawl” (89). She confirms what I’ve reported in my post–Russian Radical studies: “The dating of the exam signatures does not mean that she took the course (or even the exam) at or around the time indicated. She states that she took the course in her first year, 1921–1922, and a course listed seventh would belong to the first of three years, assuming that the courses are listed in approximate order. The title of the course appears to be a new version of the traditional title, “Istoriâî drevneî filosofii” (History of Ancient Philosophy), under which the course appears in earlier years” (106 n. 12).

But the new course title is significant; it is “History of Worldviews (Ancient Period).” As I have stated in “The Rand Transcript,” Lossky published a 1924 article on “Types of Worldviews,” which surveyed the ancients to the moderns. The article was subsequently expanded into an eighty-four-page monograph of the same title. The initial essay would have been published within a year and a half of his having taught a course that used the very same name, “Worldviews,” in place of the traditional terminology.

Milgram quotes Rand as saying that her study of Plato and Aristotle was “very detailed” in this course. “‘And there … the equivalent of a semester was the whole year, from Fall to Spring. So it was a very good and difficult detailed course, because we really had to know them thoroughly’” (89; ellipses in text). On this point, Milgram emphasizes that because “records of the course as offered in most years for which records exist” show that it “was a full-year course,” Lossky could not have possibly been its teacher, since he was quite ill in the first half of the academic year. It’s not clear from the Rand quotation, however, that Rand herself remembered the course as having lasted literally for a full academic year—or, alternatively, as being a difficult and detailed course that squeezed the “equivalent” of a year’s worth of study into a single semester. In any event, there is nothing in the transcript to suggest that the course lasted for anything more than a single semester, and since its listing as Course #7 on the Rand transcript suggests a Spring 1922 placement, Lossky would have been well enough to teach it.

Milgram argues, however, that the most likely teacher of Course #7 was Aleksandr Ivanovich Vvedensky. (As I’ve remarked, Rand may indeed have studied with Vvedensky, but, as chair of the Philosophy Department, he was most likely the teacher of Course #4 in Logic.) Milgram confirms the evidence I presented (in “The Rand Transcript,” 460 n. 10, in this edition) that Vvedensky taught a course on the “History of Ancient Philosophy” variously from 1896 to 1918, but she offers no evidence that he was the teacher of the newly titled 1922 course. She remarks that Wilhelm Windelband’s History of Ancient Philosophy, translated by Vvedensky, may have been used as a supplementary text, but this does little to bolster her case. Lossky himself studied with Windelband and learned much about philosophic integration from his teacher. He would have been just as likely as Vvedensky to assign supplementary reading from Windelband.

And the records of the “History of Ancient Philosophy” course that Milgram herself cites offer no conclusive evidence with regard to the length of that course. For example, in 1909–10, Milgram says, Vvedensky taught “History of Ancient Philosophy” for “four hours per week for the full year,” while in 1907–8 the course was “offered … in the fall semester only, for six hours per week” (109 n. 23). So this course was not always taught for a full academic year, and there is no record of it having been taught by Vvedensky with the Lossky-ian title of “History of Worldviews,” the precise name of the course found in the Rand transcript.

Milgram digs deeper, however. She unearths a number of texts from the period, including a 1911–12 book by Vvedensky on ancient philosophy, featuring detailed treatments of Plato and Aristotle. Key to Milgram’s positing of Vvedensky as the possible teacher of the course is the fact that Rand recalled her professor as “‘a famous Platonist, … and … an international authority on Plato’” (quoted by Milgram 2012, 92). For Milgram, this is “a fact, moreover, that is pertinent to the story” (109 n. 23). Milgram then proceeds to designate Vvedensky as “an internationally known Platonist” (93). To the contrary, Vvedensky was, if anything, an internationally known Russian idealist philosopher and psychologist, who was a “major representative of Russian neo-Kantianism” (GSE, vol. 4, 1974, 647). There is nothing that I have found in the literature to identify Vvedensky as a famous Platonist. As Evthuhov (1995, 245) stresses, “Vvedensky (1856–1925) is practically identified with Russian academic Neo-Kantianism at the turn of the century; his interpretation of Kant was immensely influential for an entire generation of students.” His interpretation of Kant, “presented to his many admiring students … [in] his lectures … [, was] the key to [his] influence and importance,” and, no doubt, contributed to his own antipathy to Lossky, one of his celebrated students, who took issue with much of the Kantian turn in Vvedensky’s work. Milgram acknowledges the rocky relationship between Lossky and Vvedensky.9

In the end, however, Milgram must confront the reality of Ayn Rand’s naming of Lossky as the teacher of the course in question. Milgram’s discussion is worth quoting at length:

There remains the question of why Ayn Rand mentioned Lossk[y]’s name (saying that she was certain about the last name, though not the first). She had an excellent memory in many respects; she did not, however, always retain names. When she was interviewed by Mademoiselle (for “Disturber of the Peace: Ayn Rand,” an article published in May 1962, 172–173, 194–196) she did not recall the name of Maurice Champagne, the author of La Vallée Mystérieuse, the adventure novel she read in childhood that greatly impressed her and that provided her first glimpse of a literary hero.

There is no indication that she had tried, over the years, to remember the name of the professor. Judging from the questions she was asked in the interview, she had previously referred to him only as “the Platonist professor.” The name Lossk[y], however, was familiar to her from her attendance at the Stoiunin Gymnasium, founded by his in-laws, and located on the lower floors of the building where Lossk[y] and his family lived. Her association with this gymnasium can be traced through her memory of studying there along with Olga, sister of Vladimir Nabokov, and can also be confirmed by a letter of January 2, 1927, from Ayn Rand’s mother (Carton no. 062, Ayn Rand Papers, Ayn Rand Archives), mentioning someone who knew her daughter at Stoiunin, and who sends regards.10 …

She had also seen Lossk[y]’s name in print. In the biographical interview, she comments: “I have even seen books by him [the man she believed was her former professor] advertised here in the New York Times Book Review, translated.” Lossk[y]’s History of Russian Philosophy (New York, International Universities Press, 1951) was reviewed in the New York Times Book Review by Sidney Hook (December 9, 1951). I believe that seeing the review may have led her to substitute a name she had seen in print for the name of her actual professor.…

It is more likely that she substituted a name she had seen recently for a name she had not heard or thought of for nearly four decades. (109–10 n. 23; bracketed material added by Milgram)

So, in a nutshell, here is Milgram’s case: We can trust Rand’s remarkable memory of her years at the Stoiunin gymnasium, when she was twelve—and her interactions with her Stoiunin classmate Olga Nabokov, in a school run by Lossky’s in-laws and in which he taught. We can trust Rand’s remarkable memory of the number of required “Soviet subjects” that she was compelled to take at Petrograd State University. We can trust Rand’s remarkable memory of the course she took on the “History of Worldviews” in the ancient period. We can trust Rand’s remarkable memory of having scored a “highly satisfactory” grade in that course on the “History of Worldviews (Ancient Period).” But we cannot trust Rand’s remarkable memory of Lossky himself, the man who most likely taught that 1922 course, when Rand was seventeen—not just because of the possible discrepancies that my own work uncovered (and with which I’ve dealt thoroughly in this book), but because Rand once could not recall the name of the author of The Mysterious Valley, a book she read in 1914, when she was nine.

Milgram introduces a significant element of uncertainty into the way future scholars might begin to assess the accuracy of Rand’s recollections expressed in her own biographical interviews. Yes, of course Rand was not omniscient. Yes, of course she could have been mistaken. But the evidence that Milgram offers here as a counterpoint to Rand’s memory is thin, at best. In my view, it fails to undermine Rand’s testimony—or, by extension, my arguments.11

In the end, however, whether Ayn Rand studied with Lossky or not, the evidence shows that she was exposed to the very context-sensitive dialectical methods, in her university courses and in her texts, that she would ultimately master. These methods helped her to critically overturn so much of the substantive content of her Russian schooling and life experience in pursuit of a philosophic system that celebrated human reason, individualism, and freedom. 


NOTES

PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

1. Various reviews of Russian Radical and author responses are indexed online at http://www.nyu.edu/projects/sciabarra/rad/randrevus.html. Chief among these is Sciabarra 1997.

2. Among these are Bell-Villada 2014, forthcoming; Branden 2009; Burns 2009; Cookinham 2005; Twentieth-Century Literary Criticism 2012; Gladstein 2010; Gotthelf 2000; Gotthelf and Lennox 2011, 2013; Harriman 2010; Heller 2009; Machan 2000, 2005; Mayhew 2005, 2007, 2009, 2012; Merrill and Enright 2013; McConnell 2010; Peikoff 2012a, 2012b; Sciabarra [1996] 1999, 2003a, 2005a; Smith 2006; Thomas 2005; and Younkins 2007.

3. The cinematic impact can be measured in dramatizations and documentaries. Atlas Shrugged is a three-part cinematic treatment of Rand’s 1957 novel, roughly corresponding to the three parts of the book. Part I was released in April 2011, directed by Paul Johansson, produced by John Aglialoro and Harmon Kaslow for The Strike Productions, and distributed by Rocky Mountain Pictures and 20th Century Fox. Part II was released in October 2012, directed by John Putch, produced by Harmon Kaslow, John Aglialoro, and Jeff Freilich for Either Or Productions, distributed by Atlas Distribution Company. Part III is slated for release on 4 July 2014; it is being produced by John Aglialoro and Harmon Kaslow. Among the documentaries on Rand are Ayn Rand: A Sense of Life, a 1997 Oscar-nominated film written, produced, and directed by Michael Paxton and distributed by Strand Releasing (and in which I am listed as a “Research Assistant” for having provided A. G. Media with a very limited amount of material on Rand’s education in Russia, including a photograph of N. O. Lossky that his son Boris authorized for use in the film); Ayn Rand: In Her Own Words, a 2011 film produced and directed by John Little and Robert Anderson for Northern River Productions Canada and Entertainment One U.S. LP; Ayn Rand and the Prophecy of “Atlas Shrugged,” a 2012 film written, produced and directed by Chris Mortensen for Virgil Films; and The Birth of Objectivism, a multivolume series of the Objectivist History Project, produced by the Atlas Society and Duncan Scott Productions, Inc.

4. While President Obama’s opposition to Rand is well-known, not many people appreciate the inherent opposition between Rand and one of her defenders, GOP 2012 vice-presidential candidate Paul Ryan. I agree with Burns 2012a that Rand would not have approved of the narrow ways in which her work has been appropriated by conservatives like Ryan.

5. Book synopses, reviews, and ongoing dialogue concerning my work are fully indexed on my Dialectics and Liberty website at http://www.chrismatthewsciabarra.com and my Notablog at http://www.notablog.net.

6. Rand (January 1963), “Collectivized ethics,” in Rand 1964a, 81. Rand 1964a is hereafter cited as Virtue of Selfishness by page number in both text and notes.

7. I owe these particular points to Roger E. Bissell.

8. I would like to extend my gratitude to several individuals who offered commentary on early drafts of this preface and Appendix III that I prepared for inclusion in this second expanded edition of Russian Radical: Roger E. Bissell, Robert L. Campbell, Stephen Cox, Murray I. Franck, Anne C. Heller, and Elizabeth A. Sciabarra. Of course, I take full responsibility for the final published essays. I also remain eternally indebted to so many others who have made this work possible with their remarkable material generosity and spiritual support, but whose names are too numerous to list even in an expanded acknowledgments section.

INTRODUCTION

1. Gladstein (1984, 110) lists accessible translations. Among the newest is a Russian translation of several of Rand’s essays and literary excerpts, published in English as The Morality of Individualism (Rand 1992).

2. Rand capitalized “Objectivism,” perhaps to distinguish it from conventional “objectivism” (which Rand characterized as “intrinsicism”). I continue that policy here.

3. Library of Congress News, 20 November 1991, 1.

4. Rand [1926–38] 1984, [1945] 1986, [1966–67] 1990, 1982, 1991, 1995, 1997, and 2005. Also Baker 1987, B. Branden 1986, and N. Branden 1989. Rand [1926–38] 1984 is hereafter cited as Early Ayn Rand by page number in text and notes.

5. See Binswanger 1980–87, vols. 1–8; Gladstein 1984; and Schwartz 1979–94, vols. 1–8. Binswanger and Schwartz are hereafter cited by volume, issue, and page number in both text and notes. I cite Schwartz for ease of reference. In fact, The Intellectual Activist was edited by Schwartz from 1 October 1979 to 3 September 1991, Linda Rearden from November 1991 to May 1994, Robert W. Stubblefield from July 1994 through 2001, and Robert Tracinski, from 2002 to 2004, when he began an online offshoot, TIA Daily, which became The Tracinski Letter.

6. The following textbooks, used in introductory philosophy and political theory courses, include selections and/or discussions of Rand’s thought: Rachels 1986; Pojman 1990, 1992, and 1994; Bowie, Michaels, and Solomon 1992; Feinberg 1992; and Hoover 1994. Articles on Rand’s thought have appeared in the American Journal of Economics and Sociology, American Philosophical Quarterly, Aristos, Cognition and Brain Theory, Critical Review, Indian Political Science Review, Journal of Applied Philosophy, Journal for the Theory of Social Behavior, Monist, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Personalist, Perspectives in Biology and Medicine, Reason Papers, Theory and Decision, and The Journal of Ayn Rand Studies, of which I am a founding co-editor.

7. These include the Ayn Rand Institute, founded in 1985, directed by Michael Berliner; the Ayn Rand Society, founded as an affiliate of the Eastern division of the American Philosophical Association in 1989, headed by Allan Gotthelf; and the Institute for Objectivist Studies (now, The Atlas Society), founded in 1990, directed by David Kelley.

8. The “inner circle” around Rand, playfully called the Collective, included many relatives and friends of Nathaniel Branden (formerly Nathan Blumenthal) and Barbara Branden (formerly Barbara Weidman). Rand and the Brandens shared a Russian Jewish ancestry, as did Nathaniel Branden’s cousins, the Blumenthals, and Barbara Branden’s cousin, Leonard Peikoff. B. Branden 1986, 254; N. Branden 1989, 16, 134.

9. Rand (May 1968), “To whom it may concern,” in Rand [1966–71] 1982, 453. I cite “Rand [1966–71] 1982” for ease of reference. In fact, The Objectivist was edited by Rand and Branden from January 1966 to April 1968, and Rand from May 1968 to September 1971. Rand [1966–71] 1982 is hereafter cited as Objectivist by page number in both text and notes.

10. Peikoff (April 1989), “Foreword to the second edition,” in Rand [1966–67] 1990, 127. Rand [1966–67] 1990 is hereafter cited as Introduction by page number in both text and notes.

11. Rand (June 1968), “A statement of policy,” in Objectivist, 471.

12. Rand (February 1980), “To the readers of The Objectivist Forum,” in Binswanger 1.1.1.

13. Rand parodied the process by which certain philosophic books generate whole industries of scholarship. “Within a few years of the book’s publication,” she wrote, “commentators will begin to fill libraries with works analyzing, ‘clarifying’ and interpreting its mysteries.” These interpretations will differ and contradict one another, but “within a generation, the number of commentaries will have grown to such proportions that the original book will be accepted as a subject of philosophical specialization, requiring a lifetime of study—and any refutation of the book’s theory will be ignored or rejected, if unaccompanied by a full discussion of the theories of all the commentators, a task which no one will be able to undertake.” Rand (29 January–26 February 1973), “An untitled letter,” in Rand 1982, 142–43. Rand 1982 is hereafter cited as Philosophy by page number in both text and notes.

14. Rand (February 1980), “To the readers of The Objectivist Forum,” in Binswanger 1.1.2.

15. W. W. Bartley, “Knowledge is a product not fully known to its producer,” in Leube and Zlabinger 1984, 27.

16. Ricoeur (1971), “The model of the text,” in Dallmayr and McCarthy 1977, 316–34.

17. Machan, 16 March 1994C. “C” will be used throughout to indicate correspondence and personal communication.

18. The ongoing publication in various media of several of Rand’s private papers, journals, and lectures has not occurred without editing. Although the public availability of these papers should be lauded by scholars, it is equally important that they be made available in unedited form. For a discussion of Library of Congress efforts to place Rand’s personal papers in a central repository, see Reedstrom 1993b, 8.

19. This institution was called “Petrograd University” until early 1924. Prior to World War I, it was “St. Petersburg University.” It is now, once again, Saint Petersburg University.

20. To identify all religious thought with “mysticism” would strike some as odd, especially since mysticism is usually equated with specific esoteric or occult practices signifying a direct contemplative union with a deity. George Kline (18 August 1993C) notes, however, that whereas the Russian thinkers, Solovyov, Frank, and Lossky are indeed mystics, Tolstoy, Shestov, Leontyev, and Rozanov are not, “at least not in the same sense.” Rand ignored these differences. She rejected all Russian religious thought as mystical. My use of the terms “mysticism” and “mysticist” reflects Rand’s own, which referred not to esoteric practices or ideas, but to the general method by which such practices or ideas were upheld. Rand saw “mysticism” as “the claim to some non-sensory, non-rational, non-definable, non-identifiable means of knowledge, such as ‘instinct,’ ‘intuition,’ ‘revelation,’ or any form of ‘just knowing.’” Rand (17 February 1960), “Faith and force: The destroyers of the modern world,” in Philosophy, 75.

21. Shein 1967, 86. Lossky has also been recognized as the “dean of the emigre philosophers,” one of the leading “philosophers in exile” from the prerevolutionary Russian period who emigrated to the West in the early 1920s. Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, 141.

22. The phrase, “revolt against dualism,” was used by Arthur Oncken Lovejoy (1930). Lovejoy sees this revolt as a rejection of dichotomies, particularly ontological (e.g., mind and body), and epistemological, dualities. I use the phrase in a much wider and more formal sense.

23. Rand in Peikoff 1976T, Lecture 6.

24. B. Branden 1986, 311. Hospers (1990), in an intellectual memoir of his conversations with Ayn Rand, writes that “in time I realized that she read almost no philosophy at all. And I was amazed how much philosophy she could generate ‘on her own steam,’ without consulting any sources” (47).

25. Ollman (1993, 17) notes that many “dialectical” thinkers make such broad generalizations, and often “miss the trees for the forest” by moving too quickly to the bottom line of an argument and by not giving enough attention to the complex interactions of various factors over time.

26. Hollinger, “Ayn Rand’s epistemology in historical perspective,” in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984, 55. Hollinger notes certain viable similarities between Rand and Dewey, Rorty, Wittgenstein, Gadamer, and other thinkers in the hermeneutic tradition, all of whom can claim to be legitimate heirs of Aristotle’s philosophy.

27. N. Branden 1989; Kelley 1990, 74.

28. Peikoff (1983T) criticizes this reification of Rand’s fictional characters, describing it as a “rationalist” fallacy (Lectures 7–9). In Chapter 8, I explore the Randian critique of such “rationalism” as a form of dualism.

29. On Rand’s attitudes toward facial hair as symptomatic of “a spiritual defect,” see B. Branden 1986, 208. Though one might dismiss Rand’s dislike of facial hair as a matter of personal taste, it is interesting to note that the wearing of the beard had deep significance in Russian cultural history. Modeled after the icons of the saints, the wearing of the beard was a traditional practice of Orthodox religious ritual. When Peter the Great ushered in an era of Westernization, he introduced laws against such Orthodox beards. In 1705 Peter imposed taxes and license fees on those who chose to remain unshaven. The cultural battle between the “beards” and the “non-beards” was a battle between the Orthodox-Slavophiles and the Westernizers. Willis 1977, 686; Wallace 1967, 156, 161. Rand’s preference for a clean-shaven appearance may have reflected her general esteem for the Westernizers.

30. Rand (1 January 1973), “To dream the noncommercial dream,” in Rand (1989), 259. Rand 1989 is hereafter cited as Voice of Reason by page number in both text and notes.

31. Rand 1961, 33. In The Fountainhead (Rand [1943] 1993), there are instances in which Rand ridicules dialectical materialism; see pages 292, 554, and 638. Rand [1943] 1993 is hereafter cited as Fountainhead by page number in text and notes; Rand 1961, similarly, as New Intellectual.

32. Popper ([1940] 1963) criticizes dialectics.

33. See, for instance, Novack [1969] 1971, 17. Novack unnecessarily polarizes two very compatible philosophical positions. The source for such polarization is Hegel himself, who at times viewed dialectics as both incorporating and transcending the Aristotelian laws of logic. There are passages in Hegel’s writings—see The Science of Logic, particularly bk. 2, sec. 1, chap. 2C—in which, for example, motion is described as an “existing contradiction.” Hegel [1812–16] 1929. Engels also employed such terminology in Dialectics of Nature ([1882] 1940). Thanks to Walsh (19 April 1994C) for this observation. Given such terminological confusion, it is understandable how Rand would have rejected “dialectics” as a repudiation of formal logic. The many usages of “dialectics” are discussed in Thorslev 1971.

34. Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.1355b26–27, in Aristotle 1941, 1329. In this context, “dialectics” also suggests a type of metaphysical reasoning from first principles. Thanks to Rasmussen in Kelley 1993T for this observation. For a defense of Aristotle as the most significant ancient theoretician of dialectical method, see Sciabarra 2000, chapter 1.

35. For this point, thanks to Gotthelf (29 April 1994C).

36. Nevertheless, Irwin (1988) argues that Aristotle uses a form of dialectics in negative demonstration, in which one proceeds from premises that one’s opponent cannot reject (174–78). This “strong dialectic” is an aspect of Aristotle’s defense of “first principles” or ultimate truths. Thanks to Rasmussen (19 April 1994C) for bringing this to my attention. Rand’s ontology also makes use of negative demonstration.

37. Engels [1878] 1947, 29, 29n; Marx [1867] 1967, 59, 408. Marx [1867] 1967 and [1894] 1967 are hereafter cited as Capital by volume and page number in text and notes.

38. Lenin (1914–16), “On Aristotle’s Metaphysics,” in Selsam and Martel 1963, 361.

39. Thanks to Walsh (19 April 1994C) and to Gotthelf (29 April 1994C), who notes too that some of this technique can be found in Aristotle, though less systematically.

40. In the history of philosophy, it was not Hegel who enunciated the triadic formulation. One can find hints of this terminology in Kant’s discussion of the antinomies, but it is used most extensively by Fichte [1794] 1970, in The Science of Knowledge (Wissenschaftslehre).

41. This is most true of “reductionist” monists. Ontologically, dualists posit two basic and different “stuffs” in existence, for example, the “mental” and the “physical.” The “reductionist” monists express the basic “stuff” in terms of a single attribute, that is, as either “mental” or “physical.” By contrast, “neutral monists” argue that there is one basic “stuff” in existence of which the “mental” and the “physical” are attributes. There are many variations on these positions. For clarifying these issues, thanks to Rasmussen (interview, 15 March 1994). A critique of “neutral monism” is provided in Lossky 1952. Interviews, unless otherwise cited, were conducted by the author on the date indicated.

42. Dialectical method transcends neither logical “contradictions” nor “contraries.” This distinction was proposed by Aristotle in the seventh chapter of De Interpretatione (On Interpretation), in Aristotle 1941, 43–45. Thorslev (1971) explains: “Contradictory propositions cannot both be true, and they cannot both be false: they are exclusive, and between them they exhaust the field of discourse. Contraries, on the other hand, cannot both be true, but they may both be false; they are exclusive but not exhaustive” (50). Typically, the dialectical thinker sees opposing perspectives as neither “contradictory” nor “contrary” per se, but rather as “partial” or “one-sided,” combining elements of truth and elements of falsity. By examining opposition within a wider context, the dialectical thinker often views the two alternatives as neither exclusive nor exhaustive, since they both share a common premise and restrict the field of possible alternatives by reifying their limitations.

43. This raises an interesting question concerning the ontology that underlies the dialectical approach, something which I do not address in this book. It can be said that dialectics recognizes the reality of “relation”—not as substance—but as a category that cannot be reduced to any other. Rasmussen (19 April 1994C) suggests that Rand’s understanding of the “objective” is, in fact, based on her refusal to collapse what is relational into its terms, what she calls “intrinsic” and “subjective.” If Rand recognized the reality of “relation,” this would suggest that she was not as fully “Aristotelian” as she maintained. I do not believe that Rand had an identifiable ontological doctrine of “relation.” However, there are significant elements of relationalism in every branch of Objectivism.

44. Thorslev 1971, 50. Thorslev criticizes the “Both-And-Syndrome” as one of the “dangers of dialectic thinking.” In some instances, however, Thorslev confuses dialectics with formal dualistic and monistic alternatives.

45. Rand (March 1966), “Art and sense of life,” in Rand 1975b, 40. For this observation, thanks to Kamhi (interview, 23 May 1994). Rand 1975b is hereafter cited as Romantic Manifesto by page number in both text and notes.

46. Thanks to Kelley in Kelley (1993T) for this observation. Thorslev (1971) suggests that insofar as dialectics attempts to define “polar opposites,” it is a method that “is at least as old as philosophy—indeed, Claude Lévi-Strauss has suggested that it is basically characteristic of all human thinking whatever, and that it is this which we moderns have in common with the savage” (45–46). See also Lévi-Strauss 1966. As I have defined it, dialectics is not merely an attempt to define “polar opposites,” but to transcend them in a nondualistic, nonmonistic manner, based on an awareness of their organic unity.

47. I have personally encountered this view among Rand enthusiasts in several Objectivist forums.

48. Thanks to Gotthelf (15 February 1993C) for reiterating this observation.

49. This is not my opinion; Rand did not merely synthesize previously developed philosophic doctrines. It is my conviction that she developed not only an original synthesis, but an original, nondualistic defense of egoism and capitalism.

50. Rand (July 1966), “Introduction to Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal,” in Rand 1967, vii. Rand 1967 is hereafter cited as Unknown Ideal by page number in both text and notes.

51. In Sciabarra 1988a, 1995b, and 2000, I argue that Hayek exhibits a similar dialectical sensibility.

52. Nietzsche’s dictum on “muddy waters” appears in his Thus Spake Zarathustra ([1954] 1970, 240). A similar statement appears in sec. 173 of The Gay Science ([1887] 1974). Thanks to both Kline (8 September 1993C) and Enright (22 December 1993C) for their assistance in locating these references.

CHAPTER 1. SYNTHESIS IN RUSSIAN CULTURE

1. The name appearing on Rand’s dossier at Leningrad University is Alissa Zinovievna Rosenbaum (Leningrad University Archives, 06.08.92). Rand’s middle name, or “patronymic,” suggests that her father’s name was Zinovy. This is confirmed by Binswanger 1994T, who lists Rand’s father’s name as Zinovy Zakharovich, and her mother’s name as Anna Borisovna. In Barbara Branden’s biography (1986), however, the father’s name is listed as “Fronz,” which is not typically Russian. “Zinovy,” though not very common, is fully Russian. Perhaps “Fronz” was Rand’s nickname for her father. Thanks to Kline (20 October 1992C) and B. Lossky (17 September 1992C) for clarifying these issues.

2. Rand (June 1969), “Introduction,” in Romantic Manifesto, vi.

3. Sobornost’ can also be translated as “communality,” and Sobornyi, the adjectival form, as “communal.” But Sobornost’ is better translated as “conciliarity,” and Sobornyi, as “conciliar.” Kline (26 February 1994C) notes that the word “communal” is more secular than the original Russian meaning, which suggests church councils (sobory). Kline’s translation gives these terms a more appropriately religious flavor.

4. Hessen (1978), writing for an Objectivist periodical, praises Tibor Szamuely’s Russian Tradition, which demonstrates that nearly all aspects of Russian culture, including moral and political philosophy, rejected the concept of individual rights, affirming the ideal of self-sacrifice to the collective and/or the state.

5. Rosenthal (15 November 1993C) suggests that Rand probably reacted against the mystic, occult doctrines that were popular in the late Russian and early Soviet period. Nathaniel Branden (1982T) argues that the Russian mystical context of Rand’s youth often made her “quick on the draw” concerning any theories that hinted of “mysticism,” such as hypnosis, telepathy, ESP, or associated “altered states” of consciousness, which might have a natural, rather than supernatural, basis.

6. Leibniz in fact, served as an adviser to Czar Peter. Since Russia was both a European and Asian country, it absorbed influences from both West and East. Though Russian religious philosophy owes much to Greek Orthodox and Byzantine traditions, it also mirrors many mystic Eastern and Asian traditions that stress—like their more secular Western, dialectical counterparts—a form of holistic unity and relational identity. Unfortunately, Rand and her Objectivist successors have largely ignored Eastern philosophy. See Walsh 1988T for some interesting analysis.

7. For this observation, thanks to Walsh (interview, 22 April 1994).

8. Copleston 1986, 60–61. Echoing this view, see Marcuse [1941] 1960, 40–42.

9. Despite their common organicism, these thinkers should not be taken as a single unit. See Lossky 1951, 59–78.

10. Lossky 1951, 62. Lenin ([1903] 1969) appropriates Chernyshevsky’s question in discussing the movement for Russian social change.

11. In contrast to his later writings, Solovyov’s earlier work is far more critical of Hegel. Kline (1974) argues persuasively that Solovyov owed much of his philosophical and metaphilosophical system to Hegel.

12. Lossky 1951, 142. Chicherin is one of the very few Russian philosophers to defend property rights. For this observation, thanks to Rosenthal (15 November 1993C).

13. For what follows, I owe a great intellectual debt to Bernice Rosenthal. See Rosenthal 1975, 1980, 1986, 1990 (with Bohachevsky-Chomiak), 1991a, 1991b, and 1994.

14. Rosenthal and Bohachevsky-Chomiak 1990, 25. In opposition to the Symbolists, even the Russian futurists embraced aspects of Nietzsche’s philosophy. The futurists celebrated the machine age, while emphasizing the Dionysian elements of change and flux. They rejected transcendentalism and dualism. They were among the first artistic groups to support the Revolution, though not all were Bolshevik sympathizers. Rosenthal 1991a.

15. Rosenthal, “Introduction,” in Rosenthal 1986, 18. Not all Symbolists advocated a libertine sexual ideal.

16. Kline (18 August 1993C) observes that unlike the Symbolists, Nietzsche envisioned the emergence of the supermen only after thousands of years of cultural change.

17. Rosenthal, “Introduction,” in Rosenthal 1986, 10; Rosenthal 1994.

18. Rand (December 1969–January 1970), “Apollo and Dionysus,” in Rand 1975a, 58. She also employs Apollonian-Dionysian imagery in Rand (February 1970), “The left: Old and new,” in Rand 1975a, 82–95. She credits the Old Left with attempting “to maintain an Apollonian mask” of reason in its defense of socialism and describes the New Left as having abandoned all pretense to rational justification. Rand 1975a is hereafter cited as New Left by page number in both text and notes.

19. Rand calls Blok’s “sense of life” “ghastly,” but Blok himself “a magnificent poet” (in Peikoff 1976T, Lecture 11). A representative of “pre-October” Russian culture, Blok was praised by Trotsky ([1924] 1960) for his poem, “The Twelve.”

20. Evelyn Bristol, “Blok between Nietzsche and Soloviev,” in Rosenthal 1986, 150; Rosenthal and Bohachevsky-Chomiak 1990, 291.

21. Rosenthal, “Introduction,” in Rosenthal 1986, 20.

22. Most conceptions of Sobornost’ stress its anarchistic character.

23. Rosenthal, “Introduction,” in Rosenthal 1986, 39–40.

24. Ibid., 35–37.

25. Mihajlov, “The great catalyzer: Nietzsche and Russian neo-idealism,” in Rosenthal 1986, 132. The full impact of Nietzsche on Russian neo-Idealism has not been studied. Mihajlov’s essay provides an introduction to this topic.

26. Rand believed that Dostoyevsky was unequaled “in the psychological depth of his images of human evil.” Rand (May–June 1969), “What is romanticism?” in Romantic Manifesto, 114. She greatly appreciated his technique, and listed him among her favorite fiction writers. Rand [1958] 1986T, Lecture 12, and (April 1977), “Favorite writers,” in Rand 1991. Rand 1991 is hereafter cited as Column by page number in both text and notes.

27. Not all neo-Idealists sought to overcome the Kantian distinction. Some are traditional neo-Kantians. Berdyaev (1951), for instance, sees an impenetrable split between physical nature and spirit. For Berdyaev, human beings are dual entities who live in both phenomenal and noumenal worlds. Berdyaev liked Nietzsche, but had no great sympathy for Hegelianism. For a time, he tried to synthesize Marxism and Kantianism and admitted to a “tendency to dualism” (127).

28. Frank wrote Marx’s Theory of Value and Its Significance, which was influenced by the early Austrian economists like Boehm-Bawerk. Rosenthal 1991b, 60. This early Austrian school was a precursor to the Mises-Hayek Austrian tradition of the twentieth century.

29. Mihajlo Mihajlov, “The great catalyzer: Nietzsche and Russian neo-Idealism,” in Rosenthal 1986, 133–34.

30. Kline (1967) sees three groups of Russian Marxists: Nietzschean, orthodox (including the Marxist-Leninists), and neo-Kantian. I do not survey the many Russian Marxist derivatives.

31. Copleston 1988. On the inherent problems of trying to integrate Slavophile and Marxist perspectives, see Peikoff (July 1992), “Some notes about tomorrow, part one,” in Schwartz 6.4.4. Peikoff argues that Russian Marxism tried to offer “the essence of the Slavophile mentality under the veneer of being western, worldly, scientific.” According to Peikoff, the Marxist concept of “class” is too abstract for the Slavophile mentality, which appeals to tribal notions of race and nationality. With the collapse of the Marxist paradigm, nationalism has erupted with a vengeance within the former Soviet Union. John Ridpath (1987T) provides another Objectivist analysis of the messianic roots of Bolshevism. In a comparable vein, Pipes (1994), a non-Objectivist, has argued that Soviet totalitarianism was a distinctive outgrowth of both Marxism and the Russian “patrimonial heritage.”

32. The integration of Russian Marxism and Kantianism was very short-lived.

33. Nicolaus (1972), “Foreword,” in Marx [1857–58] 1973, 7; Kamenka 1967, xlvi-1. Marx [1857–58] 1973 is hereafter cited as Grundrisse by page number in text and notes.

34. Copleston 1986, 300–12. Rosenthal (15 November 1993C) suggests that the shaping of Marxist ideology during this period was as much the product of Lenin’s polemics as it was of his political power.

35. Lenin (1908), Materialism and Empirio-Criticism, in Selsam and Martel 1963, 140–41.

36. Nietzsche ([1883–85] 1905) decries the “immaculate perception of all things” (132).

37. Much of Lenin’s approach falls outside the tradition of Russian philosophy. Yet despite the materialist and spiritualist distinctions between Leninist and Russian traditions, both approaches retain a formal opposition to dualism.

38. Merrill (1991) argues: “Zamiatin lived in Petrograd during the 1920s, at the same time as Rand; prominent in literary circles, he was a leading anti-Bolshevik intellectual. Rand must surely have been familiar with his work” (168 n. 6). It is not entirely clear that Rand was familiar with We. The book may have been written as early as 1920. It may have circulated unofficially in Petrograd, Moscow, and Berlin. An official reading of the book was given in 1924, at a Russian Writer’s League meeting. Except for early English translations, and abridged Russian versions circulated in 1927 by a Prague-based liberal émigré periodical, Zamiatin’s work was not published in its original language or form until the 1950s, by the Chekhov Publishing House in New York. It was published in the Soviet Union around 1988. Guerney 1960, 164–65; Rosenthal, 15 November 1993C. Zamiatin’s We appears in Guerney’s Anthology of Russian Literature in the Soviet Period: From Gorki to Pasternak (1960). This “unexpurgated” and “complete” version was published by Bennett Cerf and Donald S. Klopfer of Random House, three years after they published Atlas Shrugged. Berberova (1992, 128–29, 141–43, 292–94, 589–90) offers some interesting reflections on Zamiatin’s life.

39. Zamiatin (1919–20), in Guerney 1960, 177.

CHAPTER 2. LOSSKY, THE TEACHER

1. Kline 1985, 265–66; Zenkovsky 1953, 657.

2. A privatdocent is a private teacher or unsalaried lecturer who is paid directly by his students. This practice was especially prevalent in German universities, and is sometimes spelled “privatdozent” to reflect its origins. Hayek (1992, 23–24) discusses the life of the privatdocent in “The Economics of the 1920s as seen from Vienna.”

3. Peikoff (September 1964), “Books,” in Rand and Branden 1962–65, 3:36, 40. Rand and Branden 1962–65 is hereafter cited as Objectivist Newsletter by volume and page number.

4. The translator, Natalie Duddington, called the English version of Obosnovanie intuitivizma, The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge. According to Kline (18 August 1993C), The Foundations of Intuitivism is the more accurate translation of the Russian title.

5. Lossky translated the first Russian edition of The Critique of Pure Reason (St. Petersburg, 1907) and the second (1915). His translation of Kant’s 1770 dissertation appeared in two editions (1902 and 1910), of Paulsen’s Immanuel Kant: His Life and Doctrine in 1899 and 1905. In 1975, Rand wrote a critique of Paulsen’s 1898 book as a “symptom” of a Kantian “malignancy” which “had spread through Western culture at the dawn of the twentieth century.” Rand (October 1975), “From the horse’s mouth,” in Philosophy, 93–99.

6. St. Vladimir’s was named for Prince Vladimir of Kiev (956–1015), who in 988 embraced the Eastern Orthodoxy of Byzantium and became the first Christian grand prince of Russia.

7. Rosenthal and Bohachevsky-Chomiak 1990, x. Voprosy filosofii is the leading journal of philosophy. Voprosy literatury is the leading journal of literature.

8. Lossky’s Vospominaniia (Memoirs) was published posthumously in 1968, and reissued in 1991, in nos. 10, 11, and 12 of Voprosy filosofii.

9. Lossky 1951, 361. In this book, Lossky discusses his own philosophy in the third person.

10. Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, 141. The intellectual link between Leibniz and Lossky is most direct. Leibniz influenced Radishchev and Gustav Teichmuller, who was a German philosophy professor in the Russian University at Yurev (Dorpat) in Estonia. Teichmuller taught E. A. Boborov and I. F. Oze, both of whom influenced Aleksei A. Kozlov, a professor at Kiev. Lossky knew Kozlov well; Lossky’s own view of substantival agents is similar to Kozlov’s.

11. Mihajlov, “The great catalyzer: Nietzsche and Russian neo-Idealism,” in Rosenthal 1988, 131.

12. Lossky, “Absolute perfect beauty,” in Shein 1973, 274. Lossky’s personalism is similar to the approach of James Ward, who rejected materialism and dualism. Though Ward was a spiritualistic monist, like Lossky he accepted the existence of interactive, non-windowless monads. Copleston 1966, 249. Lossky (1952, 382) refers to Ward as an “eminent thinker” in the personalist tradition.

13. Lossky [1917] 1928, 185–90. I cite Natalie Duddington’s English translation of Lossky’s original text. Duddington states that Lossky made some peripheral additions and modifications in the English edition.

14. Lossky [1917] 1928, 182–83. Lossky addresses the issue of “beauty” in such essays as “Absolute perfect beauty,” “The essence of perfect beauty,” and “The essence of imperfect beauty,” excerpts of which are found in Shein 1973, 272–98.

15. Lossky 1955, 138. For an Objectivist critique of the causal theory, see Kelley 1986, 121–42.

16. On the intrinsicist-subjectivist dichotomy, see Peikoff 1991b, 142–51, 241–48.

17. Rand 1969–71, 141. Rand 1969–71 is hereafter cited as “Appendix” by page number in both text and notes.

18. A detailed analysis of the similarities between the Losskyian and Randian interpretations of Aristotle is beyond the scope of this book. In any event, it would require much more textual evidence than is currently available. Neither author wrote extensively on Aristotle, and the Lossky lectures that Rand may have attended in 1922 are unavailable.

19. Although it is true that standard interpretations of Aristotle’s theory emphasize the notion of “metaphysical essences,” not all scholars agree with this view. Though Rand saw a clear distinction between the Objectivist and Aristotelian theories of concept-formation, Allan Gotthelf (1988T, Lecture 2) has noted a much closer affinity. He maintains that Aristotle endorsed elements of “measurement-omission” and contextualism in his theory of definitions, key aspects of Rand’s Objectivist epistemology.

20. Objectivism also endorses an ontological view of logic. In addition, Rand praised Aristotle’s philosophy as “biocentric.” She stated: “Aristotle was the first man who integrated the facts of identity and change, thus solving that ancient dichotomy.” Rand (May 1963), “Review of Randall’s Aristotle,” in Voice of Reason, 7.

21. Lossky [1906] 1919, 405. In his Logika (1923) and his Logical and Psychological Aspects of Affirmative and Negative Judgments (1912), Lossky considers the “subjective” and the “objective” aspects of knowledge. Psychology studies the “subjective” component of knowledge, whereas logic deals with the structure of the object itself. Hence, it is “objective.” Thus, “a system of logic is the ideal form of the object which is expressed in the functional dependence of its different aspects on each other and other aspects.” Excerpts from the above works are found in Shein 1973, 160.

22. Aristotle, Metaphysics, in Aristotle 1941, 681–926; Copleston [1946] 1985, 304.

23. Aristotle, De Anima (On the soul) 2.2.414a16–28, in Aristotle 1941, 558–59.

24. Gotthelf (1976), “Aristotle’s conception of final causality,” in Gotthelf and Lennox 1987, 230.

25. Aristotle, De Partibus Animalium (On the parts of animals) 1.5.645a31–37 and 2.1.646a27–29, in Aristotle 1941, 657, 659. Aristotle emphasized the ontological priority of particulars, of things. Even though he recognized a system of relationships between things, he does not see “relation,” per se, as an ontological category unto itself. The whole debate of internalism and externalism, discussed later, would have been foreign to Aristotle’s worldview. Aristotle argued too that certain parts are prior to the whole, whereas others are posterior to the whole. Certain parts “cannot even exist if severed from the whole.” Thus, “attributes do not exist apart from their substances.” Aristotle, Metaphysics 7.10.1035b23–24 and 13.2.1077b5, in Aristotle 1941, 799, 891. “Relation” as an ontological category is central to the Hegelian tradition, wherein each thing is a cluster of relations and thus internal to every other thing in the universe. Marx integrated Aristotelian and Hegelian conceptions in his own distinctive approach. See Ollman 1976 and Gould 1978. I discuss Rand’s perspective on relations in Chapters 5 and 6.

26. During the Renaissance, many philosophers linked Aristotle to religious scholasticism. In his introduction to Aristotle 1941, McKeon argues that Leibniz and Hegel are exceptions; unlike other post-Renaissance philosophers, they incorporate significant Aristotelian themes in their work (xii).

27. Lossky 1934a, 151. Lossky ([1917] 1928, 78) qualifies Spinoza as another thinker “with a general leaning towards Intuitionism.” Lossky is not alone in his appreciation of the Aristotelian element in Hegelian philosophy. Gadamer ([1971] 1976) argues that although Hegel was deeply influenced by Cartesian subjectivism and the Kantian “transcendental dialectic,” he appreciated the ancients’ method of “bringing out the consequences of opposed hypotheses” (5). Hegel saw Aristotle as “the proper teacher for us all since he is a master at bringing the most various determinations together under one concept. He gathers up all aspects of an idea, as unrelated as he might first find them, while neither leaving determinations out nor seizing first upon one and then upon another; rather, he takes them all together as one” (8).

28. Lossky 1951, 347. Even in Soviet philosophy, there was a gradual abandonment of the assumption that the Hegelian dialectic transcended the “static” and “bourgeois” logic of Aristotle. Kline (1967, 266) reminds us that Soviet philosophers Zinoviev and Kolman reinterpreted Engels’s apparent endorsement of objective contradictions, and argued that Marx, Lenin, and Engels did not violate the Aristotelian law of non-contradiction.

29. Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, 317; Lossky (1913–14), “Intuitivism,” in Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, 321–42.

30. Zenkovsky (1953, 669–71) believed that Lossky’s attempted reconciliation is “triumphant immanentism, rather than an overcoming of… cognitive dualism.”

31. Despite his opposition to the Soviets, Lossky’s approach to atomism and organicism parallels the Marxist critique. This is to be expected considering their common Aristotelian and Hegelian roots. In tracing the links between Marx, Hegel, and Aristotle, Scott Meikle (1985) contrasts atomistic “reductive materialism” and organic “essentialism,” in a way that is reminiscent of Lossky’s critique: Reductive materialism believes in an ontology of simples, of basic building-blocks lacking complexity, and further believes everything else is reducible to them. Essentialism, on the other hand, admits into its ontology … “organic wholes” or “entities,” and does not consider them reducible but rather irreducible.… The relation between the whole entity and its parts is not the same as that between the constituent simples of an aggregate like a pile of sand. The complexity of an entity is irreducible, and it is what exists. (154)

32. Reviewing Blanshard’s Reason and Analysis in The Objectivist Newsletter, Nathaniel Branden praises Blanshard’s critique of logical positivism and linguistic analysis. Though he criticizes Blanshard’s Idealist theory of universal, he views the book as “brilliant” and “powerful.” N. Branden (February 1963), “Books,” in Objectivist Newsletter 2:7–8. Blanshard is also praised by Peikoff (1988bT; 1970T, Lectures 7 and 9). These appraisals reflect Rand’s own views since everything that was published in Objectivist publications, or presented in Objectivist courses, was approved by Rand.

33. Rorty 1967, 125. The issue is complicated further when we assess not merely an entity’s relational properties but its relations with other entities. Internalists might say that entities which appear separate and distinct are actually defined by their relations to everything else in the universe. This view of the entity as a cluster of relations blurs the line between the object and the subject; even the table-as-observed-by-me is part of the definition of the table, that is, a feature in the absence of which it would no longer be called a table. For this observation, thanks to Hospers (17 July 1993C). To discuss the vast implications of the internalist-externalist dispute would take me well beyond the scope of this book. See also note 35 to this chapter.

34. In his essay “Historical materialism” (in Mepham and Ruben 1979), Geoffrey Hellman suggests that strict organicity applied to social critique generates a problem of individuation. In a strict organicist perspective, “social systems are so thoroughly interdependent that independently varying variables are not isolable in principle” (161).

35. It is the relation between seemingly separable things within a broader totality that constitutes a central question in the internalist-externalist dispute. Kline (18 August 1993C; 1983) explains that most relations are two-term, but some are three-term. A three-term relation is expressed in the statement: “Philadelphia is between New York and Washington.” A two-term relation is expressed in a temporal context, as in the relationship between presently living Person A and his long-dead great-grandfather. Kline stresses that the relationship between Person A and his great-grandfather is not symmetrical or reciprocal. The relationship is internal (or “constitutive”) with respect to Person A, and external (or “non-constitutive”) with respect to the great-grandfather. That the great-grandfather “was who he was and led the life he led makes a difference to” Person A, but who Person A is and what life he has led “makes/made no difference” to the great-grandfather. Thus, “In general, if a relation is internal (‘constitutive’) with respect to one relatum, it is external (‘non-constitutive’) with respect to the other.” By contrast Rand viewed internal relations as asymmetric, rather than purely symmetrical.

36. Copleston 1966, 446. Copleston argues that this kind of pure externality is implied in Russell’s logical atomism. Peikoff (1970T, Lecture 8) agrees that Russell sees reality as a collection of disparate, disconnected facts.

37. Aristotle, De Poetica (Poetics) 8.30–35, in Aristotle 1941, 1463.

CHAPTER 3. EDUCATING ALISSA

1. Rand (June 1982), “To the readers of The Fountainhead,” in Binswanger 3.3.4. This letter, written in 1945, was a “general response letter mailed by Bobbs-Merrill or the author in answer to reader enquiries.” See Perinn (1990): 69.

2. Kline (18 August 1993C) asks if Rand’s reference to the “content of a person’s brain” is indicative of reductionist materialism. Rand probably made a category mistake; she means the contents of a person’s “mind.” I demonstrate later that Rand is neither a vulgar materialist nor a vulgar idealist.

3. B. Branden, “Who is Ayn Rand?” in Branden and Branden 1962, 164.

4. Rand, “About the author,” in Rand [1957] 1992, 1170–71. Rand [1957] 1992 is hereafter cited as Atlas Shrugged by page number in text and notes.

5. Unless otherwise indicated, biographical information in this chapter is derived from Barbara Branden’s previously cited essay, “Who is Ayn Rand?”; The Passion of Ayn Rand (1986), especially the first five chapters; and interviews and correspondence with Branden herself.

6. Rand 1979bT. Rand recollected that she would read a textbook once and comprehend the entire course.

7. It is common to refer to both February and March of 1917 as the time of the food riots. After their seizure of power, the Bolsheviks changed the calendar from the “old style” to the “new style.” Prior to this change, Russia was thirteen days behind the new calendar. For this observation, thanks to Rosenthal (15 November 1993C).

8. Rosenthal (15 November 1993C) remarks that many Russian Jews would have been repelled by the Slavophile literature since it was assertively anti-Semitic in its orientation.

9. In her adult years, Rand (1979bT) recollected that she went to two different schools in two different cities and was the “top” student in each of the respective classes. She does not name either school.

10. B. Branden 1986, 27. Branden (1986) also writes: “I corresponded with Dmitri Nabokov, the son of Vladimir, in an effort to locate and talk to his aunt. I learned from him that his father had had two sisters, one of whom had died; the other one [Helene Sikorski], whom he was kind enough to question for me, had no memory of Alice Rosenbaum; Alice’s young friend must have been the deceased sister” (27 n. 1).

11. H. Sikorski, 12 October 1992C. Another classmate of Helene’s, Helena Posener Vilga belonged to the 1916–17 class. She does not remember Alissa Rosenbaum. But since Rand may have been in Olga’s class, Rand would not have been in Helene’s. Special thanks to Boris Lossky (29 May–4 June 1992C) for forwarding to me this information from Madame Vilga. Boris himself attended the Stoiunin school in the academic years 1913–14 and 1914–15. During that time, boys were admitted into the college preparatory classes of the girls’ school. Boris does not remember Alissa, but he was registered in the Chidlovsky gymnasium, another coed school, in 1915–16 and 1916–17, the very years that Alissa was friends with Olga. Boris returned to the Stoiunin school in the 1917–18 school year and remained there until 1921–22. By the fall of 1918, Alissa departed for the Crimea with her family. The Nabokov sisters had also left Petrograd. Olga Vladimirovna Petkevich died in 1978.

12. Boyd 1990, 44, 61. Special thanks to Brian Boyd for having put me in touch with Helene Sikorski.

13. Not unlike other Petrograd gymnasiums, the Stoiunin school day probably ran from 9 A.M. to 3 P.M., six days a week from mid-September to late May, with a two-week Christmas vacation between semesters and a one-week Easter break. Boyd (1990, 86) describes the similarly constituted Tenishev gymnasium, in which Vladimir Nabokov was enrolled. In her later years, Rand ([1964] 1993bT) was critical of Nabokov’s work.

14. Rand in Peikoff 1980T, Lecture 1.

15. According to Boris Lossky (27 October 1992C), teachers of German and French in the Institutes of Foreign Languages at the Stoiunin school during the period of 1910–22 included Besantux, Chikhacheva, Gourault, Hartmann, Joue, Kamenskaia, Kiehl, Koniuchenko, Perschre, Raynault, and Staatsbaeder. Anna Rosenbaum does not appear among the foreign language teachers. There were many other Petrograd gymnasiums in which she could have taught.

16. Baker 1987, 3. Such atheism was a tenet of Russian radicalism well before Marxism. Rosenthal, 15 November 1993C.

17. Rand [1936] 1959 is hereafter cited as We the Living by page number in both text and notes. The 1936 edition is similarly cited, but as We the Living (1936).

18. Guerney 1960, xvii; Rosenthal, 15 November 1993C.

19. Copleston 1986, 313; Rosenthal, “Introduction,” in Rosenthal 1986, 34.

20. Ibid. Kline, 18 August 1993C.

21. Friese, “Student life in a soviet university,” in Kline 1957, 53.

22. Ivanov, “The training of soviet engineers,” in Kline 1957, 162.

23. The trend toward scholastic democratization predates the Bolsheviks. Under the Provisional Government of 1917, the professoriate was able to achieve a degree of autonomy in shaping educational legislation. The czarist regime had barred women from university instruction, though these restrictions were eased in the years prior to the Revolution. But the czarist regime had also set severe quotas on Jews, and gave preference to the graduates of elite classical gymnasiums. Under the Provisional Government, each institution was granted the right to set its own admission policies. Petrograd University, along with other institutions, moved toward eliminating these restrictions. Though the Soviets eventually lifted the restrictions universally, they began to introduce new preferential guidelines for proletarian youth. The professoriate’s newly won autonomy was another casualty of revolution. McClelland 1989, 247–55.

24. For this insight, and for his translation of the Leningrad dossier, thanks to Kline (20 October 1992C).

25. Rand quoted in Current Biography 1982, 332.

26. Peikoff 1990-91T, Lecture 7. Peikoff (1985T, Lecture 3) remarks that Rand achieved an excellent university education because she benefited from the instruction of fine teachers, like Lossky and others, who were carried over from the pre-Bolshevik period. Peikoff (1983T, Lecture 4) also argues that Rand’s decision to major in history reflected her “inductive method” of formulating concepts through [historical] observation. Once these concepts were formed inductively, Rand deduced the logical implications of the principles involved.

27. Rand, “About the author,” in Atlas Shrugged, 1170.

28. Emmons, “Introduction: Got’e and his diary,” in Got’e 1988, 21–22.

29. Rand (June 1979), “Questions and answers on Anthem,” in Column, 118.

30. Rand quoted in Current Biography 1982, 332.

31. See Shteppa 1962, 33–38, for a more detailed discussion of the history textbooks in use during the early Soviet period.

32. Marxist historiography underwent many transformations during the lifespan of the Soviet Union to conform to the temper of the times. Pokrovsky’s Marxist orthodoxy was later overthrown by the patriots and Russian chauvinists during the Stalinist period. Afterward, Marxist-Leninist historiography came back into favor. Shteppa 1962, 380.

33. I would like to thank Boris Lossky for arranging my receipt of this dossier from the Leningrad archivists. The official dossier, stamped by the archivists with the seal of the university, lists Rand’s original name as “Rosenbaum, Alissa Zinovievna.” It indicates her year of birth (1905), and her enrollment in the Department of Social Pedagogy in the College of Social Sciences. It also includes the date of her admission and the date on which she concluded her studies, thus, finishing the requirements for the degree. The dossier includes no specific information on her actual classes, teachers, or grades. My discussion of her curriculum is gleaned from Rand’s reminiscences as reported to Barbara Branden (1986), and from my own understanding of the structure of study at the university.

34. Thanks to Andrew Lossky, Boris Lossky, and George Kline for assisting me in the reconstruction of the history department’s distinguished personnel during the early Soviet period. The following list is not exhaustive, but it constitutes the bulk of historians in the department. The Petrograd history department had a grand tradition of scholarship. Several historians who taught at Petrograd emigrated prior to Alissa Rosenbaum’s enrollment, including Michail T. Rostovtsev, who taught ancient history. Despite their political differences, Lunacharsky praised Rostovtsev for his archaeological expertise.

35. Platonov was arrested in January 1930 as part of a supposed plot to restore the monarchy. Emmons, “Introduction: Got’e and his diary,” in Got’e 1988, 22. Other teachers in the history department were Olga Antounouvna Dobiach-Rozhdestvenskaia, who taught on the Crusades; Boris Vladimirovich Farmakovsky, who taught on the Hellenistic period of Greek sculpture; Vladimir Vasilyevich Weidle, who lectured in the history of art from 1916 to 1918 and from 1920 to 1924; and Sergei Vasil’evich Rozhdestvensky, best known for his work on sixteenth-century landholding. Rozhdestvensky taught throughout the 1920s and was arrested in October of 1929. Got’e 1988, 369 n. 84.

36. Rand (February 1970), “The left: Old and new,” in New Left, 85.

37. Meetings between students and faculty were becoming more commonplace during this “progressive” period of university education. Interestingly, Rand models many of her fictional characters in We the Living on actual people whom she met while living in Russia. Peikoff indicates that Uncle Vassili was modeled after Rand’s father, Kira’s mother was like Rand’s mother, and Leo was named after Rand’s first love. Peikoff and Scott 1988T. In this same novel, there is a character named “Captain Karsavin.” Karsavin is a White Army leader who is captured by Andrei Taganov, the idealistic communist soldier. Captain Karsavin is forced to commit suicide. It is possible that Rand modeled the captain after his namesake at the university, who was eventually exiled by the Bolsheviks for his counterrevolutionary ideals. The “Captain Karsavin” episode appears in We the Living, 101–3. Another of Rand’s early Russian characters, from the screenplay “Red Pawn,” is named “Kareyev.” Kareyev is the commandant of Strastnoy Island. Rand (1931–32), “Red Pawn,” in Early Ayn Rand, 111. Likewise, Rand may have taken the name “Kareyev” from Petrograd history professor, Kareev.

38. An English translation of Thus Spake Zarathustra was the first book that Rand purchased in the United States. B. Branden 1986, 45.

39. Zielinsky quoted in Curtis, “Michael Bakhtin, Nietzsche, and Russian pre-revolutionary thought,” in Rosenthal 1986, 344.

40. Ibid., 345. Zielinsky saw both Nietzsche and Dostoyevsky as modern expositors of the classical Greek influence (348). Rosenthal (15 November 1993C) observes that Zielinsky was also anti-Semitic.

41. Rosenthal, “Introduction,” in Rosenthal 1986, 4, 34.

42. Rosenthal (15 November 1993C) suggests too, that the Soviets were deeply critical of Nietzsche’s “idealism” and his antimaterialism.

43. B. Branden, interview, 26 January 1992. It is unclear how many courses Alissa would have had to pass for the three-year degree. Degree requirements changed frequently during this period. Nevertheless, Alissa’s course load as a history major would have been heavy. As a philosophy minor, she may have been required to take only two or three electives, including Lossky’s course.

44. B. Branden, interview, 26 January 1992.

45. Rand did not concede a philosophical debt to Nietzsche, even though, as a child, she had been impressed with aspects of his work.

46. B. Branden, quoted in Reedstrom 1992, 4.

47. B. Branden 1986, 42. In relation to her university studies, Rand (1979bT) recollects one particularly memorable adage from an ancient “Greek philosopher” whose name she did not remember. When discussing the possibility of her own death, Rand was fond of citing this maxim: “I will not die, it’s the world that will end.” (I was unable to locate this quotation in the works of any ancient philosophers.) If indeed, Rand encountered this statement at age sixteen, it may have been in the context of Lossky’s course on the ancients.

48. B. Branden, “Who is Ayn Rand?” in Branden and Branden 1962, 165.

49. Kline, 28 February 1992C; N. Lossky, 12 February 1992C; A. Lossky, 2 March 1992C; B. Lossky, 4 March 1992C.

50. Thanks to Cox (17 March 1993C) for this suggestion.

51. McClelland 1989, 260; Lossky 1969, 209–10. Lossky wrote his Memoirs intermittently between 1935 and 1956, and they were published posthumously, by Boris, in 1968–69.

52. B. Lossky and N. Lossky 1978, 14. Hylozoism is the doctrine that matter and life are inseparable. Vitalism views life as caused or sustained by a vital principle that is neither chemical nor physical.

53. This question is raised by Boris Lossky (29 May–4 June 1992C; 27 October 1992C). Peikoff (27 May 1992C) has indicated that Rand’s Estate is compiling biographical data and, as yet, has not found any relevant information that would shed light on the perplexities of the Lossky-Rand connection.

54. It should be emphasized “that the mere mention of Lossky’s name” was never made in public; Rand recorded these recollections privately with her future biographer. Barbara Branden (28 June 1993C) states that she “never heard [Rand] mention him publicly.”

55. Kline (18 August 1993C) notes that during the period of Lossky’s last days, Zenkovsky had sent him a copy of his Osnovy khristianskoi filosofii (Foundations of Christian philosophy), which was to be published in two volumes. Apparently, Lossky was much too weak to write anything in Zenkovsky’s copy except “Sochuvstvuiu” [I sympathize].

56. B. Branden, interview, 9 October 1992.

57. B. Branden, interview, 26 January 1992.

58. B. Branden, interview, 6 May 1992.

59. There is some evidence substantiating Rand’s knowledge of the ancients. She exhibits an understanding of Aristotle and Plato. In her work on epistemology, she also deals briefly with the contributions of pre-Socratic philosophers such as Pythagoras, Protagoras, Zeno, and Parmenides. See Introduction, 8, 90, 248, 262. And in her journals, Rand criticized Thales as the father of cosmology. Rand (19 June 1958), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic notes, 1949–1958,” in Binswanger 5.4.7–8.

60. Despite his doubts, Boris Lossky (27 October 1992C) does not question his father’s philosophical influence on Rand. He believes that Rand may have been well acquainted with his father’s works, even if she did not actually study with him.

61. For this suggestion, thanks to Cox (17 March 1993C).

62. B. Lossky, 29 May–4 June 1992C. Barbara Branden (28 June 1993C) indicates that the temperature readings recorded in her biography were not derived from her taped interviews with Rand. Branden states that the unusual temperature readings were garnered from two separate sources.

63. Rand quoted in Current Biography 1982, 332.

64. Central Committee report quoted in Fitzpatrick 1979, 76–77.

65. Solzhenitsyn (1973, 372) reports that there were nearly three hundred prominent Russian humanists who were exiled in 1922. Additional small groups were exiled in 1923.

66. Rand (January 1969), “The ‘inexplicable personal alchemy,’” in New Left, 117.

67. Rand quoted in Current Biography 1982, 332.

68. B. Branden (1986) writes that Rand “graduated from the university with the highest honors” (54). I could not substantiate this claim by reference to the Leningrad dossier on Alissa Rosenbaum.

69. B. Branden 1986, 55; “Who is Ayn Rand?” in Branden and Branden 1962, 165. Also during this period, Alissa enrolled in a Leningrad school for young people who wished to pursue a career in the Russian film industry. She learned useful information on the craft of film that she would later apply to movie scripts. B. Branden 1986, 57.

70. B. Branden 1986, 55–63. Childs (1982) observed that Rand was “in effect one of the first Russian Jewish dissidents” to come to America (33).

71. In We the Living, Rand dramatizes how statism destroys the best in people. But she ends the novel on a positive note; although statism destroys the best people physically, it is unable to destroy them spiritually. As such, Kira dies smiling that “so much … had been possible” (446).

72. B. Branden 1986T. Branden (28 June 1993C) also remarks that the committee never gave Rand the forum they had promised her. Rand was bitterly disappointed that she was denied this opportunity. In the immediate aftermath of her HUAC testimony, Rand, in her “Notes on the Thomas committee” (November 1993), in Schwartz 7.6, argued that Congress had the right to ask questions of fact with regard to Communist Party membership since the organization was committed to criminality. She also lamented that many of the “friendly witnesses” (including Adolphe Menjou and Morrie Ryskind) were blacklisted in the post-McCarthy era. Later, however, Rand argued that in a genuinely free society, “There would be no hearings.” B. Branden 1986, 200–203, Rand in Peikoff 1976T, Lecture 6.

73. Rand (20 October 1947), “Ayn Rand’s HUAC Testimony,” in Binswanger 8.4.1–11; Willis, “Introduction,” in Heilman 1976, 1–3.

CHAPTER 4. THE MATURATION OF AYN RAND

1. Rand (4 May 1946), quoted in Peikoff 1991a, xiv.

2. Rand (October–November 1963), “The goal of my writing,” in Romantic Manifesto, 162.

3. Ibid., 163.

4. Rand 1964b, 3. This interview was reprinted in Haley 1993.

5. Rand (September 1971), “Brief summary,” in Objectivist 10:1091.

6. Some of these stories (e.g., “Her Second Career”) do not relate directly to Rand’s experiences in Russia.

7. Peikoff, “Editor’s preface,” in Early Ayn Rand, 5.

8. Ibid., 108. One can find a similar disdain for both the state and the Church in Thus Spake Zarathustra, the first book of Nietzsche’s that Rand ever read. See Nietzsche [1883–85] 1905, 144.

9. In later years, in Rand (17 February 1960), “Faith and force: The destroyers of the modern world,” in Philosophy, 85, she argued: “Communists, like all materialists, are neo-mystics.” I explore this identity more thoroughly in Parts 2 and 3.

10. Rand (1931–32), “Red Pawn,” in Early Ayn Rand, 111.

11. Rosenthal (15 November 1993C) remarks that Rand’s synopsis deals with a real-life Soviet prison at the Solovetsk monastery.

12. Rand (1931–32), “Red Pawn,” in Early Ayn Rand, 130–31.

13. Peikoff, “Editor’s preface,” in Early Ayn Rand, 172, writes that this story was cut from the novel, “presumably” because it was unnecessary to the establishment of Kira’s character.

14. Rand (1931), “Kira’s viking,” in Early Ayn Rand, 179.

15. Peikoff and Scott 1988T; Reedstrom 1993b.

16. Rand in Peikoff 1976T, Lecture 11.

17. We the Living, 446. During World War II, Italian film-makers produced a faithful (if unauthorized) film version of the book, starring Alida Valli as Kira, Rossano Brazzi as Leo, and Fosco Giachetti as Andrei. Directed by Goffredo Allessandrini, the film was initially shown in two parts to cheering Italian audiences. Though it depicted the grim reality of life under communism, the film may have been banned by Mussolini’s government for its implicit attack on all forms of totalitarianism, including fascism. The Nazis may have blocked the film’s entry into Germany because they believed that Andrei, the communist idealist, was too sympathetic a character. This is ironic, considering Rand’s virulent anticommunism! The film was lost to audiences for many years, until it was rediscovered, remastered, and rereleased in 1988 with English subtitles. The movie is distributed through Duncan Scott Productions. Reviews and different perspectives on the film are provided by Edelstein (1988), Ericson (1988), McGrady (1988), Peikoff and Scott (1988T), Chase (1988), Bradford (1988), Kamhi (December 1988), “Ayn Rand’s We the Living,” in Torres and Kamhi (1982–94), and Vermilye 1994, 27–28. I cite “Torres and Kamhi (1982–94)” for ease of reference. In fact, Aristos was edited by Torres from July 1982 to September 1991, and Torres and Kamhi from January 1992 to the present.

18. Rand in Peikoff 1976T, Lecture 8.

19. Rand (October 1958), “Foreword,” in We the Living, viii.

20. Merrill 1991, 21–40. Merrill observes correctly that Rand’s revisions were not extensive. He points out some minor modifications of interest. In the first edition, Leo recites Kant at social gatherings; in the later edition, Leo quotes Spinoza, Nietzsche, and Oscar Wilde. Rand’s antipathy toward Kant was obviously not as pronounced in 1930–33 when she worked on the original manuscript. In the 1936 edition, Rand may have used Kant strictly as a Western philosophic symbol. Leo acknowledges Western sources to aggravate his Slavophile associates. Rand also writes that people “looked at Leo as they looked at the statue of Apollo.” Apparently, Rand rejected the Dionysian, and embraced the Apollonian, metaphor from an early point in her literary and intellectual development. We the Living, 127–28. Cox (1986) discusses Rand’s stylistic revisions.

21. The following passages appear in the first (1936) edition of We the Living (92–95) and in a comparable scene in the second edition (79–80).

22. Hicks 1992, 6. Echoing Rand’s own views, Oyerly (1990, 5) argues that Rand’s stark condemnation of the masses in the first edition of We the Living, was “poetic metaphor” entirely due to Rand’s early linguistic difficulties. Nathaniel Branden (1971b, 13), by contrast, argues that Rand made important philosophical changes in the second edition.

23. Barbara Branden (28 June 1993C) states that in any event, such a “full philosophical explanation” would have been inappropriate in a novel. She suggests that the so-called Nietzschean elements of We the Living are really only features of Rand’s youthful, over-dramatized, literary style. In Branden’s view, these elements were never an authentic part of Rand’s perspective; “In fact, in the years I knew her, she often spoke of her deep respect for ‘the common man,’ saying that in many ways … the American common man had a greater intelligence [and] commitment to reason and individualism than was generally understood.”

24. Rand (1934), Ideal, in Early Ayn Rand, 234. Ideal, like Rand’s 1939 play, Think Twice, was never performed. She wrote two other plays that were produced on Broadway. An adaptation of We the Living, called The Unconquered, did not have a successful run. Another play, written in 1932–33, originally titled Penthouse Legend, had a fairly successful Broadway presentation. It was published in 1968 as Night of January 16th. The play is a courtroom drama, and it featured a gimmick in which a jury is drawn from the audience. Rand considers the work an example of “Romantic symbolism.” She discusses the play’s history in Rand (June 1968), “Introduction,” in Rand [1933] 1968.

25. Peikoff, “Editor’s preface,” iin Early Ayn Rand, 181–84.

26. Rand (9 April 1934), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings; Philosophic journal,” in Binswanger 4.4.2.

27. Ibid., 3. Barbara Branden (28 June 1993C) suggests that the mature Rand would never have published such an antireligious comment. This underscores the fact that Rand’s journals were indeed, “thinking on paper,” rather than carefully edited for public consumption. Rand believed that she was primarily an advocate of reason, and that once reason won, faith and religion would cease to be issues.

28. Rosenthal (15 November 1993C) observes too, that Chinese also lacks a word for “privacy.”

29. Rand (1934), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic journal,” in Binswanger 4.4.2.

30. Ibid., 5. Torres and Kamhi note that there is a similarity between Rand’s concept of “sense of life” and Ortega y Gasset’s concept of “metaphysical sentiment” as presented in his work On Love: Aspects of a Single Theme. Torres and Kamhi (September 1991), “Ayn Rand’s philosophy of art: A critical introduction,” parts 3 and 4, in Torres and Kamhi 1982–94, 6 n. 12. The “sense of life” concept, which I explore in Chapter 7, has implications for Rand’s aesthetics. Though it is clear that Rand read Ortega y Gasset, there is currently no available journal evidence to suggest that she formed this concept as a direct result of his influence.

31. Rand (15 May 1934), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic journal,” in Binswanger 4.4.5–6.

32. Rand (4 December 1935), quoted in Branden and Branden 1962, 192.

33. Some have assumed that Roark was modeled on Frank Lloyd Wright. For two accounts of the relationship between Rand and Wright, see B. Branden 1986, 140, 172, 189–91, 208–9, and Secrest 1992, 494–98, 510.

34. Saint-Andre (5 August 1993C) notes that in many ways, Rand assigned to Roark the “positive” aspects of the Nietzschean superman (heroic strength of will and defiance of social convention), and to Wynand, the “negative” ones (cruelty and ruthlessness). A very similar technique was used by Gorky in his novel Klim Samgin (1925–1936). Gorky assigned “positive” Nietzschean aspects to his heroes and “negative” Nietzschean aspects to his villains. Rosenthal, “Introduction,” in Rosenthal 1986, 36. Wynand, of course, is not a villain in The Fountainhead, but he is the embodiment of all that Rand believed was wrong with the Nietzschean ethos.

35. See Nietzsche [1886] 1966, 228 [par. 287]. Rand quotes a slightly different translation.

36. Rand (25 December 1935), quoted in Peikoff (March 1992), “Afterword,” in Fountainhead, 697.

37. Rand (9 February 1936), in ibid., 698–99.

38. Rand (22 February 1937), in ibid., 700.

39. Thanks to Cox (3 May 1993C) for emphasizing this particular aspect of Toohey’s character.

40. Fountainhhead, 338. Rand was always “haunted” by this metaphor from Thus Spake Zarathustra. She lamented later that she felt as though she had become a philosophical “fly swatter” in her ongoing critique of contemporary thinkers. She thought Marx was a worthy adversary, but had grown tired of fighting intellectuals such as Freud or Rawls. Rand (November–December 1975), “A last survey, part one,” in Rand [1971–76] 1979, 4:382. Rand [1971–76] 1979 is hereafter cited as Ayn Rand Letter by volume and page number in text and notes.

41. Rand (27 March 1937), in Fountainhead, 702.

42. Rand (22 February 1937), in ibid., 701. Cox (3 May 1993C) reminds me that in the finished novel, Toohey is not quite portrayed as a “repulsive swine.” Rand achieves great literary irony by presenting him as a puny character with the “voice of a god.”

43. Rand [1937] 1946, 108–10. Rand [1937] 1946 is hereafter cited as Anthem by page number in both text and notes.

44. The Greek mythic imagery throughout Rand’s fiction could be the subject of a book in itself. In Atlas Shrugged, the Promethean metaphor figures prominently: “John Galt is Prometheus who changed his mind. After centuries of being torn by vultures in payment for having brought to men the fire of the gods, he broke his chains and he withdrew his fire—until the day when men withdraw their vultures” (517).

45. The latter two screenplays were adaptations. See Cox 1987 for a fine overview of Rand’s writing for the cinema.

46. Rand (1 January 1945), in Peikoff 1991a, x.

47. Though Rand began outlining her novel in 1945, Atlas Shrugged is foreshadowed in a question Roark poses in The Fountainhead: “What would happen to the world without those who do, think, work, produce? (607). Raimondo claims that Rand’s novel, Atlas Shrugged, exhibits certain similarities to journalist Garet Garrett’s 1922 novel, The Driver. Raimondo (1993, 203) concludes that Rand “was influenced by Garrett.” I could not find any evidence to link Rand to Garrett, who was, as Raimondo correctly notes, an “exemplar of the Old Right.” A rebuttal to Raimondo is provided by Bradford (1994).

48. Chambers 1957, 595–96. Even upon Rand’s death, William Buckley (1982a), editor of National Review, lamented that she had theologized her atheistic beliefs and had short-circuited her otherwise “eloquent and persuasive” antistatism. However, Berger (1986, 13) calls Rand’s philosophy “a vulgarized cross between Adam Smith and Friedrich Nietzsche.” Though there are many negative reviews of Rand’s works to choose from, it is possible to find an occasionally provocative characterization from an unlikely source. Feyerabend is said to have reported to McCawley (1990, 385 n. 21) that Rand “is much better than most academics.” In Feyerabend’s view, Rand defended her philosophy in “juicy tales full of sex, industrial espionage, murder, mystery, and at the climax introduces her beloved Aristotle (Atlas Shrugged—a story I read with considerable pleasure). And Aristotle, as far as I can see, by far exceeds all existing ‘thinkers’ in versatility and depth.… I prefer her to Derrida and Foucault any time.” Rand herself, was not as generous toward Feyerabend. See Rand (March 1970), “Kant versus Sullivan,” in Philosophy. For another positive review of Rand’s work, see Pruette 1943.

49. Rand (20 January 1947), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Binswanger 5.2.2.

50. Rand (31 July 1950), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic notes,” in Binswanger 5.4.4–5.

51. Rand (6 October 1949), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic notes,” in Binswanger 5.4.1–2. Rand recognized (through her character Hank Rearden), “that by accepting the mystics’ theory of sex I was accepting the looters’ theory of economics” (Atlas Shrugged, 859). This observation had far-reaching implications that Rand developed later in her assessment of the conservative-liberal duality in U.S. politics.

52. Rand (29 June 1946), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Binswanger 4.6.8–9.

53. Rand (28 August 1949), in Peikoff, “Editor’s preface,” in Early Ayn Rand, 260.

54. Peikoff (1987bT) questions, period 1, explains that Rand could have named her philosophy “rationalism,” “existentialism,” “realism,” or “conceptualism,” but these labels were preempted by other traditions. Rand ultimately chose “Objectivism” because it emphasized the “objective” nature of her approach in every philosophic branch.

55. Rand (8 June 1958), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic notes,” in Binswanger 5.4.7.

56. Hook 1961, 3. Despite Rand’s theatrical expository style, some of her critics have praised her ability to capture the essence of other systems of thought. See, for instance, Hollinger, “Ayn Rand’s epistemology in historical perspective,” in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984.

57. The affair ended for a variety of reasons. It has been acknowledged by Barbara Branden (1986), Nathaniel Branden (1989), and Leonard Peikoff (1987aT).

58. Peikoff (1964). Barbara Branden also took courses with Hook. Nathaniel Branden took courses with William Barrett. N. Branden 1989, 115–16.

59. Peikoff 1972T, Lecture 10; 1985T, Lecture 1.

60. Peikoff 1972T, Lecture 12. However, Peikoff (1990–91T, Lecture 15) warns that one cannot simply take any twelve topics in philosophy and thread them together seamlessly. Some issues are more closely related than others.

61. Peikoff 1991b, 4. Peikoff (1983T, Lecture 2) admits that he struggled with rationalism for fifteen years in his understanding of Objectivism.

62. Peikoff (1990–91T, Lecture 5) admits to preferring synthesis over analysis.

63. The most important aspect of Brandenian revisionism is its attempt to transcend the cultic qualities of the early Objectivist movement. Branden accepts most of the responsibility for having generated a virtual cult around Ayn Rand. N. Branden 1989, 402; B. Branden 1990, 51.

64. Branden claims that he has some differences with Rand that relate to her theories of sex and emotions. Branden (1983b, 225n) argues that he tends to emphasize generosity and mutual aid as essential to an ethic that “holds man’s/woman’s life as its standard” (emphasis added). Even if Branden’s formulation seems more “politically correct” than Rand’s, it is still within the broad Objectivist tradition. Ironically, in a 1978 lecture, Rand (1978T) claimed that Objectivism had made very little impact on the science of psychology. She stated that she could name exceptions, “but not in print.” This is the closest Rand has come to recognizing Branden’s post-1968 contributions. In any event, if Nathaniel Branden is the legitimate father of the self-esteem movement, Ayn Rand is its mother.

CHAPTER 5. BEING

1. Rand (June 1970), “The chickens’ homecoming,” in New Left, 108.

2. Peikoff 1987T, Lecture 1; 1985T, Lecture 3.

3. Peikoff 1991b, 122–23. One crucial question which must be considered is this: If Rand is wrong about a single aspect of her system, does this invalidate the totality? I do not consider this issue in the current study because it relates to the validity of Rand’s system-as-such. But it is worth examining.

4. In this regard, Rand’s system resembles Marx’s system. On Marx’s approach, see Meikle 1985, 71.

5. Rand rejected nearly every imaginable dichotomy: mind vs. body; idealism vs. materialism; rationalism vs. empiricism; internalism vs. externalism; intrinsicism vs. subjectivism; concepts vs. percepts; reason vs. emotion; the conscious vs. the subconscious; the articulate vs. the tacit; reason vs. art; fact vs. value; conventional egoism vs. traditional altruism; love vs. sex; anarchism vs. statism; atomistic individualism vs. organic collectivism. A number of other dichotomies are mentioned by Peikoff (1976T, Lecture 1): happiness vs. pleasure; pure vs. applied science; woman vs. man; art vs. business; politics vs. economics; morality vs. science; art vs. entertainment. In his course on logic, Peikoff (1974T, Lecture 3) explains that these dichotomies are all examples of the fallacy of the false alternative. This tendency toward the analysis of the “coincidence of opposites” in the modern world is not distinctive to Objectivism. It is also apparent in the systems of Aristotle, Spinoza, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Marx, and Emerson. See Kuntz 1981.

6. Robbins 1974; Barry 1983, 1986; Barnes 1967. Interestingly, Berger (1986) alludes to the similarity between Rand’s epistemology and Lenin’s dialectical materialism. It is perhaps in this spirit that Tuccille (1972, 16) called Objectivism “a kind of New Marxism of the Right.” Robbins argues further that Rand is a philosophic materialist. He believes that her defense of objective reality, sense perception, the open-ended nature of concepts, natural being, and Promethean humanism is virtually “indistinguishable from the general materialist position of the 19th century.” He adds: “Both Engels and Lenin rejected the ‘vulgar materialist’ idea that the brain secretes thought as the liver secretes bile.” In this area, Rand, Lenin, Marx, and Feuerbach are opposed only to “the non-dialectical vulgar materialists.” Although I disagree with some of Robbins’s characterizations, I applaud his ability to see some of the parallels between Rand and the dialectical tradition. See Robbins 1974, 46 n. 100, 48 n. 107, 80 n. 49, 82–83, 85 n. 73, and 87 n. 85.

7. Rand (March 1967), “An answer to readers: About the ‘horror file,’” in Objectivist 6:237–38.

8. Rand (17 June 1962), “Introducing Objectivism,” in Voice of Reason, 3.

9. Peikoff (1980T, Lecture 9) explains that Objectivism does not make any distinction between ontology and metaphysics. He (1970T, Lecture 6) also explains that, in contrast to Comte and other positivists who used the word “metaphysical” as a reproach, Rand refers freely to “metaphysics” as the branch of philosophy dealing with the widest existential abstractions.

10. Rand (April 1965), “The psycho-epistemology of art,” in Romantic Manifesto, 19.

11. Rand (9 February 1961), “The Objectivist ethics,” in. Virtue of Selfishness, 14.

12. Rand (19 June 1958), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic notes,” in Binswanger 5.4.8; “Appendix,” 290.

13. Rand (19 June 1958), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic notes,” in Binswanger 5.4.7.

14. Rand 1962T; Peikoff 1972T, Lecture 1.

15. Peikoff 1972T, Lecture 9; New Intellectual, 28–29.

16. Rand did not use the term “asymmetric internality.” For a fuller discussion of the differences among asymmetric, causal, and reciprocal relations, especially in Marx’s social ontology, see Gould 1978, 89, 92, and 184 n. 22.

17. Rand (19 June 1958), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic notes,” in Binswanger 5.4.7–9.

18. Peikoff 1972T, Lecture 8. On the need to avoid the “dogmatizing” of science, Peikoff 1990–91T, Lecture 1.

19. Peikoff 1991b, 16–17, 192; 1990–91T, Lecture 10.

20. Rand’s perspective has some parallels with modern science. As N. Branden (1980) suggests: “Discoveries in physics and biology have exploded old-fashioned materialism and have led inexorably toward what is frequently described as an organismic rather than a mechanical model of the universe” (53).

21. Objectivist literature is replete with attacks on the epistemological foundations of what Rand characterized as “pseudo-scientific” movements, for example, environmentalism. See New Left.

22. Peikoff (1974T, Lecture 4) explains that in her first two axioms, Rand merely distinguishes between existence and consciousness, metaphysics and epistemology. She rejects the idealist attempt to blend existence and consciousness into an “indeterminate package-deal” in which the crucial differences between them are ignored. Rand (12–26, March 1973), “The metaphysical versus the man-made,” in Philosophy, 29–30. O’Neill ([1971] 1977, 83) argues that Rand’s distinction between existence and consciousness suggests “at the very least, an operational dualism” in her ontology. I counter that the distinction is one of “asymmetric internality,” which is not dualism as I have defined it.

23. Introduction, 29. In contemporary philosophical discourse, much work has been devoted to the relationship of consciousness and content by those in the phenomenological tradition, such as Husserl; and to the issue of being vs. nonbeing, as expressed in the works of Heidegger, Quine, Davidson, and Kripke. However, there is no evidence to suggest that Rand was influenced by the thought of any of these figures. Essays by Den Uyl and Rasmussen, and Hollinger in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984 discuss Rand’s metaphysics and epistemology as they relate to the contemporary context.

24. Marx [1844] 1964, 145. Marx [1844] 1964 is hereafter cited as Manuscripts by page number in text and notes. A number of scholars have argued that Marx was not primarily a materialist, but a naturalist and/or an essentialist in the Aristotelian tradition. See Meikle 1985 and Bhikhu Parekh (1975), “Marx’s Theory of Man,” in Machan 1987, 40–61. Parekh believes that Marx’s project integrated radical humanism and naturalism. Marx saw people as a dialectical unity of natural and human being and took a vitalist, Aristo-telian view of nature in which each natural being strives toward the actualization of its potential. Furthermore, each being is involved in a network of complex interrelationships. Parekh adds that for Marx, “A non-objective being, a being that is totally self-sufficient, is a non-natural being, and therefore a non-being, a fantasy” (43). Other parallels between Marx and Aristotle are explored in McCarthy 1990 and 1992.

25. Peikoff 1991b, 167; Rand 1979aT.

26. As Phillips (1934–35, 2:36–37) explains, in all axiomatic concepts there is a “boomerang” attribute such that “even though we cast it away from us, it returns to us again.” The “boomerang” argument is characteristically used by many Aristotelians and Thomists in their defense of the law of noncontradiction.

27. On the links between “begging the question” and the “stolen concept”, see Peikoff 1974T, Lectures 1 and 13.

28. N. Branden (January 1963), “The stolen concept,” in Objectivist Newsletter 2:2–4.

29. Aristotle defined the law of noncontradiction (also called the law of contradiction), as well as the law of excluded middle (that everything is either A or not-A at a given time or in a certain respect). In Atlas Shrugged, vii-viii, Rand employs the various forms of these laws of logic in the titles of three successive parts: “Non-Contradiction,” “Either-Or,” and “A is A.” Peikoff (1972T, Lecture 4) tells us that the law of identity (“A is A”) was formally enunciated in the twelfth century, by Antonias Andreas, but it is implicit in Aristotle’s law of contradiction.

30. Aristotle, Metaphysics 4.3.1005bl8–21, in Aristotle 1941, 736.

31. Peikoff states that unlike Aristotle, Aquinas saw the law as a first principle of being. Locke believed it was an inductive principle.

32. See Chapters 1 and 3 herein. Peikoff (1974T, Lecture 1) agrees that Marxists do not detach logic from reality. Though Peikoff recognizes that Marxists retain the ontological view, he argues that this is undermined by their belief in reality-as-contradiction. As I indicated in the introduction to this book (and elsewhere), dialectical “contradiction” is more properly described as relational, rather than logical. I return to this issue in Chapter 11. Also see Sciabarra 1988a, 1990a, and 1995b.

33. N. Branden 1967T, Lecture 3. Marcuse ([1941] 1960, 40, 42) argues that this dynamic reading of the law of identity was central to the Hegelian ontology. Both Aristotle and Hegel were system builders, unifiers of previous trends. Hegel had rediscovered “the extremely dynamic character of the Aristotelian metaphysic, which treats all being as process and movement.” According to Marcuse, this dynamic had been lost in the formalistic Aristotelian tradition, which viewed the law of identity as a static tautology. Hegel had grasped the process orientation of Aristotle’s ontology. Hegel, like Aristotle, regarded “being-as-such” as a “process or movement through which every particular being molds itself into what it really is.” Unlike Aristotle, however, Hegel historicized the temporal dimension.

34. Binswanger (December 1981), “Q&A department,” in Binswanger 2.6.14. Binswanger explains that certain concepts, such as motion and location, are purely relational. Peikoff (1976T, Lecture 2) also accepts the Aristotelian explanation of time and space as relational; time exists in the universe, and the universe is eternal. Space applies to definite points within a relational context; it does not apply to the universe as a whole.

35. Peikoff 1990–91T, Lecture 2. Binswanger also recognizes that consciousness may be an emergent property of physical matter, but we do not know this for sure. And in any event, this does not alter the fact that it is an irreducible primary. Binswanger [1987] 1991T, Lecture 2; Peikoff 1972T, Lecture 2.

36. Efron 1966, 499; 1967. Efron 1967 was reprinted in The Objectivist in four parts, from February through May 1968.

37. Peikoff 1990–91T, Lecture 9. Peikoff indicates that the three axioms were grasped explicitly at different periods in history: “existence” by Parmenides, “identity” by Aristotle, and “consciousness” by Augustine. Displaying a Hegelian flair, Rand remarks: “The human race developed the three axioms in the right order.… You know it’s been said many times that the human race follows in a general way the stages of development of an individual” (“Appendix,” 262–63).

38. Peikoff (1983T, Lectures 7 and 9) criticizes those “rationalistic” Objectivists who try to reduce the three axioms to only one: A is A.

39. Peikoff 1983T, Lecture 7; Adorno [1966] 1983; Kolakowski 1984.

40. Peikoff (1991b, 12; 1990–91T, Lecture 1) emphasizes that a concept such as “entity” is axiomatic, but not basic. Since entity is a category of being, we do not know, on the basis of philosophy, whether it is universal. Primary entities (such as “dog,” “cat,” etc.) may be the form in which we perceive puffs of metaenergy. Philosophers should not try to answer questions that are properly scientific. “Existence” is a basic axiom because it is universal. Rand did not fully explore the nonbasic axioms. Peikoff 1987T, Lecture 2. They are “undeveloped waters” in Objectivist philosophy. On the simultaneous character of axioms, see Peikoff 1983T, Lecture 5.

41. On the Marxist rejection of such “vulgar” materialist reductionism, see Meikle 1985, 154–63.

42. Peikoff (1972T, Lecture 2) criticizes this very spiritualist-idealist tendency to counteract reductionist materialism by the reverse method of applying psycho-epistemological concepts to electrons.

43. Atlas Shrugged, 1037. Peikoff (1990–91T, Lecture 1) believes that Objectivism offers a view of causality in the Aristoletian tradition. Gould (1978, 72–78) argues that Marx’s view of causality is just as Aristotelian.

44. Rand (12–26 March 1973), “The metaphysical versus the man-made,” in Philosophy, 30.

45. N. Branden (May 1962), “Intellectual ammunition department,” in Objectivist Newsletter 1:19.

46. Peikoff 1991b, 6–7; 1972T, Lecture 5; 1976T, Lecture 8.

47. “Appendix,” 148–49; Binswanger [1987] 1991T, Lecture 2.

48. This discussion is based on an exchange which appears in “Appendix,” 282–88. In Chapter 6 I discuss the Objectivist epistemological perspective on the internalist-externalist debate.

49. “Appendix,” 284. Peikoff (May-September 1967, in Introduction, 108–9) provides a similar critique of the dichotomy between necessary and contingent facts. Facts merely are. To use the term “necessity” is superfluous. Some man-made facts did not have to be, but once they are, they too are necessary. Objectivism stresses not a dichotomy between necessity and contingency, but between the metaphysical and the man-made.

50. “Appendix,” 266. Den Uyl and Rasmussen (“Ayn Rand’s Realism,” in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984, 7) argue persuasively that even though Rand would not accept a distinction between form and matter, she does accept one between substance and accident. This is a distinction between primary existents and those things that exist in a relationship to them. Presumably, this would mean that an entity is a primary existent, and that its attributes (accidents) inhere in the entity. This would make the attributes dependent on the existence of the entity.

51. Peikoff (May–September 1967), “The analytic-synthetic dichotomy,” in Introduction, 105.

52. In Rand (8 March 1947), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Binswanger 5.2.3, she explains that our grasp of “entity” is almost simultaneous with our grasp of “acting entity,” even though we must grasp the former before the latter. What is clear is that we abstract the concept of “action” by observing entities that act.

53. Rand (“Appendix,” 265) uses this example of the table and its legs. Blanshard ([1962] 1964, 475) uses this example, though it involves more substantive issues. Blanshard asks if the “essence” of the table can be present whether or not a book was sitting on its top. If the table is internally related to the book, and to everything else in the universe, we risk dissolving its nature into its relations. This issue of the table’s “essence” relates more to the theory of definitions, which I discuss in Chapter 6.

54. Peikoff 1982T, Lecture 7. But this does not imply strict organicity. See Chapter 6.

55. Rand (12–26 March 1973), “The metaphysical versus the man-made,” in Philosophy, 30.

56. Ibid., 33.

57. Sciabarra 1988a, 1988c, and 1995b. Did Rand give any credence to Hayek’s concept of the unintended consequences of human action? Can the contributions of Rand and Hayek be reconciled to achieve a more comprehensive grasp of the constructivist fallacy? I address these issues in Chapter 8.

58. Rand (12–26 March 1973), “The metaphysical versus the man-made,” in Philosophy, 29.

59. Walsh 1992; Reedstrom 1993a, 1–4; Walsh, 14 October 1993C. Among other Objectivist interpreters of Kant is Peikoff; see Peikoff 1982 and 1970T, Lectures 2 and 3.

60. Kant [1781/1787] 1933, A491/B519. A refers to the first (1781) German edition of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, whereas B refers to the second (1787) German edition.

61. Schopenhauer, Kritik der Kantischen Philosophic, in Dryer 1966, 499 n. 1. In Introduction to Objectivist Epistemology, Rand quotes not Schopenhauer, but the nineteenth-century Kantian Henry Mansel. Rand argued that Mansel provides a more explicit statement of the attack on consciousness than Kant himself (80–81).

62. Lossky 1934c, 265–66. For Lossky ([1906] 1919, 112), though Kant is an improvement over his rationalist-empiricist predecessors, he failed to provide any validation for his subjectivism. “Search through the Critique of Pure Reason as diligently as you may, you will nowhere find a proof of this important position, but merely assertions to the effect that it must be true.”

CHAPTER 6. KNOWING

1. Peikoff 1990–91T, Lecture 5. Despite Rand’s contention that her epistemology was based upon induction, some have characterized her theory as rationalistic. Barry (1987, 112), for instance, argues that Rand’s epistemology is “a series of rationalist assertions” deduced from authoritarian first principles. I dispute such a characterization.

2. Binswanger (December 1982), “Ayn Rand’s philosophic achievement, part four,” in Binswanger 3.6.11.

3. Rand (19 June 1958), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic notes,” in Binswanger 5.4.8.

4. Rasmussen 1984, 330 n. 25; Adorno [1966] 1983; Caputo 1988; Johnson 1990.

5. Peikoff (1972T, Lecture 9) suggests that Rand characterized most classical “objective” or “realist” approaches as intrinsicist, rather than as “objectivist.”

6. Rand (17 February 1960), “Faith and force: The destroyers of the modern world,” in Philosophy, 75.

7. Introduction, 80; Peikoff 1983T, Lecture 6.

8. Lossky [1906] 1919, 413. Interestingly, this very same desire was manifested by Rand and other Objectivists. For instance, in The Evidence of the Senses, Kelley (1986, 255) aims to provide the foundations for “an epistemology with a knowing subject.”

9. On this conflation of the mode of cognition and the contents of consciousness, see Rasmussen 1983b, 85, and 1984, 332, and Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984, 13.

10. Lossky (1923), in Shein 1973, 25.

11. Lossky (1913–14), “Intuitivism,” in Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, 321–22, 338.

12. On these philosophical distinctions, see Peikoff (May–September 1967), “The analytic-synthetic dichotomy,” in Introduction. Lossky too attacks the analytic-synthetic division. See Edie, Scanlan, and Zeldin 1965, 318.

13. Introduction, 79. Peikoff (1982, 56; 1976T, Lecture 6) provides a comparable analysis of the “dogmatist” versus the “pragmatist.” In eschewing the duality of dogmatism and skepticism, Objectivist analysis is similar to the Nietzschean metacritique, which, as Habermas ([1968] 1971, 290) explains, unmasks “the modern form of skepticism … as a veiled dogmatism.”

14. “Appendix,” 251–53; N. Branden [1969] 1979, 6, and 1983b, 29; Binswanger 1990, 193, and (August 1986), “The goal-directedness of living action,” in Binswanger 7.4.10.

15. Peikoff 1987bT, questions, period 1; (1990–91T), Lecture 3.

16. Rand is not the only modern thinker to grow out of Aristotelian realism. On the relationship of hermeneutics to the Aristotelian tradition, see Caputo 1988, 5. Copleston ([1963] 1985, 334) also argues that many modern Thomists and Marxists share an ontological and epistemological realism, even though the latter dismiss the former as idealists.

17. Something that is “unconscious” is not conscious. All forms of conscious awareness involve action.

18. Rand (9 February 1961), “The Objectivist ethics,” in Virtue of Selfishness, 19.

19. Kelley 1986, 88–90. Kelley acknowledges that Rand had the greatest impact on his thinking about perception. Though Rand did not write much on this subject, her views on perceptual form are expressed briefly in “Appendix,” 279–82; N. Branden 1967T, Lecture 2; Peikoff 1970T, Lecture 11; 1972T, Lectures 5 and 12; 1987bT, questions, period 1; and 1991b, chap. 2; and Binswanger 1989T, Lecture 2.

20. Rand would never have characterized perception as “objective.” This is a point which needed clarification since there was a time when Peikoff himself committed the error of applying the objective-subjective-intrinsic trichotomy to the realm of perception. Peikoff was corrected by Rand in later presentations for this misapplication of her theory. Peikoff 1987bT, questions, period 1. Peikoff (1991b, 112, 117) argues that normative terms such as “objectivity” cannot be applied to automatic processes such as perception. Since perception is nonvolitional, it cannot be characterized as “objective” or “intrinsic” or “subjective.” Perception “cannot depart from reality.” “Objectivity,” is volitional adherence to reality “by following certain rules of method based on facts and appropriate to man’s form of cognition.”

21. Smith 1979, 155, 159. Smith acknowledges that his discussion of perception owes much to Objectivist sources. On the issue of hallucinations and illusions, see Kelley 1986, 131–38. On hallucinations, compare Lossky 1957, 42.

22. Kelley 1984a, 15. This applies equally to the analysis of linguistic, grammatical, and idiomatic differences. Though there are many optional methods of application, certain grammatical distinctions are present in some form in every language. And even though an idiom cannot be translated by looking at each of its individual linguistic constituents, its meaning can still be grasped by an equivalent descriptive expression. Linguistic differences—like cross-cultural variations in perceptual classification—are not arbitrary. If we could not grasp different idioms and classifications, people would be condemned eternally to a Tower of Babel. Peikoff 1982aT, Lectures 1 and 7.

23. Objectivists recognize that we are unable to get inside the animal’s faculty of awareness. It is entirely possible that certain higher animals have the ability for rudimentary choice. None of this disqualifies Rand’s belief that self-consciousness and volition are the essential, defining characteristics of human conscious awareness. “Appendix,” 161–62, 246, 255–56.

24. Atlas Shrugged, 1012. In keeping with Rand’s injunction against the dogmatizing of scientific theories, she recognizes volition as a philosophic axiom. Even if natural selection can explain volition as a product of evolution, even if science can trace the neurochemical impulses at the base of volitional cognitive processes, volition remains philosophically, a causal primary. A scientific explanation does not eliminate the reality it explains. See Kelley 1985cT, Lecture 2, and 1988, 183, on the issue of evolutionary epistemology.

25. Rand in Peikoff 1976T, Lecture 6; N. Branden (January 1964), “Intellectual ammunition department,” in Objectivist Newsletter 3:3. O’Neill ([1971] 1977) argues that Rand’s choice to think is similar to Sartre’s original choice. Peikoff (1991b, 469 n. 21) disputes this contention.

26. N. Branden [1969] 1979, 41; Peikoff 1991b, 56–57, and 1990–91T, Lecture 4. Peikoff claims that his is the first Objectivist discussion of “focus” in print. But Branden examined the concept of “focus” as early as April 1964 in The Objectivist Newsletter, and in N. Branden 1967T, Lecture 5. Branden’s discussion in The Psychology of Self-Esteem (a work published after his 1968 split from Rand) is an exact duplicate of these previous articles and lectures. However, N. Branden (1983b, 24n) claims that Rand identified the choice to focus exclusively with the choice to think. He claims that his own view is “considerably broader.” I strongly suggest that Rand’s own concept is as expansive as Branden’s.

27. N. Branden 1983b, 21. Peikoff (1976T, Lecture 7) agrees that daydreaming is a valid activity of focusing. There is much that can be gained in observing the actions of the free subconscious.

28. N. Branden (April 1964), “Intellectual ammunition department,” in Objectivist Newsletter 3:15; N. Branden 1983a, 56.

29. Binswanger (1991), “Volition as cognitive self-regulation,” in Locke 1991, 168–70.

30. Peikoff 1991b, 56–57. In Chapter 7 I discuss the subject of habitual methods of awareness.

31. For this observation, thanks to Cox (18 October 1993C).

32. Rand (August-December 1970), “The comprachicos,” in New Left, 221.

33. Nathaniel Branden, Allan Blumenthal, Edwin Locke, and other Rand-influenced theorists, have argued further that a full understanding of human cognition requires a more complete grasp of genetic, biological, developmental, environmental, and subconscious factors. As the next chapter documents, some of these theorists have gone beyond Rand’s initial formulations, and have aimed for a more complex model that is entirely within the Objectivist framework. See N. Branden 1983b, Locke 1991T, and Blumenthal 1992T.

34. Den Uyl and Rasmussen (1984), “Life, teleology, and eudaimonia in the ethics of Ayn Rand,” in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984, 69; Rasmussen and Den Uyl 1993, 122–25. Peikoff (1990–91T, Lecture 4) argues that Rand’s assimilation of will (volition) to reason is one of her most distinctive contributions.

35. Rand (8 March 1947), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Binswanger 5.2.6–7.

36. Rand (15 May 1934), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic journal,” in Binswanger 4.4.7.

37. Barnes (1967) fails to grasp Rand’s contextual view of concepts and definitions, which I examine in the following sections.

38. Dipert 1987, 69. On this topic, see Rasmussen 1992, in which the author integrates Aristotelian, Hayekian, and Randian insights to examine the role that “phronesis” (or “practical reason”) plays in capitalism.

39. In contrast to Dipert, Hollinger (“Ayn Rand’s epistemolngy in historical perspective,” in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984, 54–55) argues that Rand’s view of reason, volition, and knowledge is compatible with certain pragmatist and empiricist conceptions of reason as practical activity, as put forth by Quine anil Dewey. Objectivism shares with these perspectives the view that “knowledge is routed [sic] in praxis; knowledge is contextual and not judged by reference to a context-free absolute standard.”

40. Rand once called such associational thinking, “back-seat driving.” N. Branden 1967T, Lecture 6; B. Branden 1962T, Lecture 2.

41. Rand [1945] 1986, 3.

42. This explanation of a “concept” incorporates two different definitions that Rand proposes in two distinct contexts. Rand (9 February 1961), “The Objectivist ethics,” in Virtue of Selfishness, 20, and Introduction, 10.

43. N. Branden 1967T, Lecture 5; B. Branden in N. Branden 1967T, Lecture 6.

44. In Rand’s view, words (i.e., language) are the handmaiden of concept formation. Concepts and language are primarily tools of cognition, rather than communication. One cannot even think without language; and one cannot communicate without thinking. Introduction, 69. Peikoff (1982aT, Lectures 1 and 7) presents an Objectivist view of grammar which steers clear of classicism (“intrinsicism”) and the modern (“social/subjective”) view. I do not discuss Rand’s view of language in the current study.

45. Introduction, 10; “Appendix,” 153.

46. Peikoff (1983T, Lecture 3) praises Hegel for this emphasis on the moment of integration.

47. This principle has become known as “Rand’s razor.” Peikoff 1991b, 139, and 1976T, Lecture 5; “Appendix,” 251. Peikoff’s course “Objective Communication” (1980T) provides valuable insights on how dialectical thinkers can present highly integrated ideas in a simple manner. He focuses specifically on the moment of exposition.

48. Peikoff 1982aT, Lecture 3; 1987bT, Lecture 1.

49. The mathematical element in cognition is recognized in Rand’s view of the concept formation process within this more specific context: “A concept is a mental integration of two or more units possessing the same distinguishing characteristic(s), with their particular measurements omitted.” Introduction, 13.

50. Rand (“Appendix,” 189) argued that it is a scientific question whether or not such standards of measure are “ultimately translatable” or “reducible” to one another.

51. Rand (Introduction, 15) referred to the basic commensurable characteristic as a “Conceptual Common Denominator.”

52. Peikoff 1991b, 85–86, 111; 1990–91T, Lecture 5. In keeping with the Objectivist rejection of reductionism and epiphenomenalism, Kelley (1984a) writes: “Someday, perhaps, we will have a neurological explanation of the capacity for omitting measurements, and perhaps also an evolutionary explanation for our coming to have it. But I see no way to decompose it further into cognitive steps” (356).

53. Kelley (1991) argues that Objectivism provides an empirical foundationalism that incorporates integration and system, and rejects reliabilism and rationalistic coherence.

54. See Peikoff 1991b, 131, and 1974T, Lecture 10. Peikoff observes that the theories of Newton and Einstein do not contradict one another. Each identifies laws within a specific context. Newton could not take into account those issues which preoccupied Einstein, because certain facts had not yet been discovered. An alteration of context does not mean that a more primitive definition is contradicted by a more advanced one.

55. Rand (February 1965), “Who is the final authority in ethics?” in Voice of Reason, 18. I do not discuss the Objectivist theory of truth in this book. See Peikoff 1991b, 174–79. Rand (in Peikoff 1976T, Lecture 6) opposed the coherence theory of truth, but she also remarked that the traditional correspondence theory is invalid if it depends on mystical, “perfect” correspondence between reality and cognition. Such “perfection” implies non-contextual omniscience. See also Jetton 1993, 96–99.

CHAPTER 7. REASON AND EMOTION

1. Peikoff (1990–91T, Lecture 13) remarks that in 1951, Rand told him that an animal’s purely physical pleasures become primarily spiritual pleasures for people, because they are filtered through human consciousness.

2. Rand (9 February 1961), “The Objectivist ethics,” in Virtue of Selfishness, 27. This description does not include an evaluation of what is beneficial or harmful to people. I discuss what a person should value in Chapter 9.

3. Rand (9 April 1934), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic journal,” in Binswanger 44.2.

4. Rand (9 May 1934), in Binswanger 4.4.4. In Rand (15 May 1934), in Binswanger 4.4.7, she used “instinct” and “emotion” somewhat interchangeably. For instance, although she called emotion “a form of undeveloped reason,” she described instinct as “a form of unrealized reason.” Conversely, she saw reason as “instincts made conscious,” which suggests that “the study of psychology” makes possible the articulation of largely tacit “instincts” and “emotions.” From a very early point in her intellectual development, Rand saw such introspective articulation as “the base of the reconciliation of reason and emotions.”

5. N. Branden (1982T) provides a similar view of the historical context that influenced Rand’s attitudes toward mysticism and emotions.

6. Rand (30 April 1946), “From Ayn Rand’s notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Schwartz 6.1.3.

7. On the thinking-activity relationship, there are additional parallels between Rand and such American naturalists as Dewey. These are noted by Hollinger, “Ayn Rand’s epistemology in historical perspective,” in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984, 54–55, 58, n. 24, 58 n. 25.

8. Interestingly, Rand shared with Marx a view of reason as internally related to material production. She noted a reciprocal conjunction between the need to eat and the ability to think. But she opted out of any vicious circularity by arguing that people must think first in order to commence the process of production.

9. Rand (6 March 1974), “Philosophy; Who needs it,” in Philosophy, 20–21.

10. N. Branden [1969| 1979, 68–69. This material from The Psychology of Self-Esteem appeared first in The Objectivist Newsletter and The Objectivist. Though I reference the post-1968 book, it is clear that Rand and other Objectivists fully accept these principles. For instance, both Peikoff and Packer, orthodox Objectivists, recognize that each emotion presupposes a sequence of perception, identification, evaluation, and emotional response. Both argue that the cycle is automatized, experienced as a movement from perception to emotional response. The Peikoff-Packer position is almost indistinguishable from that enunciated by Branden in the early Objectivist publications. In fact, orthodox Objectivist thinkers, in writing about most psychological topics, have not diverged significantly from the original formulations of Rand and Branden. On the emotive sequence, see Packer (December 1985), “The art of introspection,” in Binswanger 6.6.2, and Peikoff I976T, Lecture 1.

11. On “content” and “intensity,” see Introduction, 31.

12. N. Branden [1969] 1979, 71–73, 76. Just because an emotion implies action, that does not mean that we must act on it. Rational action must be assessed within a broader context, which includes the application of reason. Branden’s view of the nature of emotions has remained relatively unchanged throughout his writings. N. Branden 1980, 62; 1983b, 146. He characterizes his system as “biocentric.” Like Rand’s metaethics, it emphasizes biologically oriented, life-centered methods and principles. N. Branden [1969] 1979, ix.

13. “Appendix,” 227. B, Branden (1986, 242) observes that this attitude toward introspection had some unfortunate consequences. For Rand, “behind every statement stood an enormous breadth and complexity of thought and integration.” This made some of Rand’s associates feel as if they were on psychological trial with every utterance.

14. N. Branden 1983b, 51. Today, Branden (21 June 1993C) prefers terms such as “self-awareness” or “self-examination” since “‘introspection’ has a certain intellectual connotation that does not capture the reality of what goes on when we learn to pay attention to our own internal processes.”

15. N. Branden (January 1962), “Intellectual ammunition department,” in Objectivist Newsletter 1:3.

16. N. Branden (1962), “Objectivism and psychology,” in Branden and Branden 1962, 73–74.

17. Rand (18 April 1946), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Binswanger 4.6.2.

18. Rand (29 June 1946), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Binswanger 4.6.8–9.

19. However, Rand’s characters do grow intellectually. For instance, in The Fountainhead, Roark experiences growth in his knowledge and application of certain principles.

20. N. Branden 1971b, 18. Merrill (1991, 79–84) responds to Branden’s critique.

21. N. Branden (1962), “Objectivism and psychology,” in Branden and Branden 1962, 78.

22. Despite these similarities, Branden and Ellis have vastly different approaches to psychology and politics.

23. Mack (1984), “The fundamental moral elements of Rand’s theory of rights,” in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984, 146–48.

24. N. Branden ([I971] 1978, 86) argues precisely this point: the characterization of thoughts or feelings as moral or immoral is akin to thinking of them as virtuous or sinful, a religious view inappropriate to Objectivism.

25. Rand (8 March 1947), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Binswanger 5.2.7.

26. Rand (August-December 1970), “The comprachicos,” in New Left, 193–94.

27. Rand (February 1966), “Philosophy and sense of life,” in Romantic Manifesto, 25.

28. Packer (February 1985), “Understanding the subconscious,” in Binswanger 6.1.1. Packer links her concept of “core evaluations” to Rand’s concept of “sense of life.” Core evaluations are “basic conclusions, bottom-line evaluations, that we all hold subconsciously.”

29. Rand (22 Novemher–6 December 1971), “Don’t let it go,” in Philosophy, 250–51.

30. Rand (February 1966), “Philosophy and sense of life,” in Romantic Manifesto, 31.

31. N. Branden 1980, 103. Branden’s discussion is a direct outgrowth of Rand’s discussion in “Philosophy and sense of life” (see note 30).

32. Rand (February 1966), “Philosophy and sense of life,” in Romantic Manifesto, 30; Peikoff 1976T, Lecture 11, and 1991b, 427.

33. Peikoff (1974T, Lecture 2) argues that Rand’s psychologizing is appropriate in this context, but it is independent of the truth or falsity of the philosopher’s viewpoint, which can only be assessed by rational argument.

34. N. Branden (1971b, 12) does not disagree with Rand’s insights into the fallacy of “psychologizing.” But he believed that she was being “hypocritical,” since she often moralized about other peoples’ psychologies. B. Branden (1990, 76) observes too that Rand frequently engaged in such psychologizing, and that anything in her writings “that impinges on psychology is really a disaster.” In a private correspondence (28 June 1993C), however, Barbara Branden qualifies this sweeping statement: “Much of what Ayn considered to be psychological syndromes were in fact philosophical syndromes, conscious or subconscious errors of thinking about wide general issues. They therefore gave no guidance to the altering of deep-seated errors held only in emotional form.”

35. Rand (March 1971), “The psychology of psychologizing,” in Voice of Reason, 23–24.

36. In the authorized course on Objectivism, one in which Rand participated, Peikoff (1976T, Lecture 4) argues that emotions as such are not moral or immoral. Morality applies only to volitional issues. We have no choice over what we feel, even if we can alter, over time, the basic premises of our feelings.

37. Rand (March 1971), “The psychology of psychologizing,” in Voice of Reason, 29; Peikoff 1989T, Lecture 1, and 1991b, 280.

38. Rand (February 1966), “Philosophy and sense of life,” in Romantic Manifesto, 29.

39. Rand (January 1994), “‘Memory-storing’ epistemology,” in Schwartz 8.1.3–4. It is noted that the journal entry was written “probably in the 1950s.”

40. Rand (February 1966), “Philosophy and sense of life,” in Romantic Manifesto, 29–30.

41. Packer 1990T; N. Branden 1983b, 180–81.

42. Rand (March 1966), “Art and sense of life,” in Romantic Manifesto, 34.

43. B. Branden 1962T, Lecture 3; N. Branden [1969] 1979, 81–82.

44. N. Branden 1990, 15. See also Wieder (1988–89), who views the left-brain/right-brain dichotomy as rooted in “the age-old dichotomies of mind versus body.” Allan Blumenthal provides an interesting parallel in his discussion of musical conducting. He stresses the notion of the right hand as the “doer” and the left hand as the “dreamer.” Blumenthal and Blumenthal 1974T, Lecture 12. If the left side of the brain controls the right side of the body, and vice versa, one can see in the union of right and left hand direction a synthesis of linear and emotive components.

45. Rand (April 1965), “The psycho-epistemology of art,” in Romantic Manifesto, 18.

46. N. Branden [1969] 1979,99–100. Branden’s original articles on psycho-epistemology appear in The Objectivist Newsletter, October–November 1964.

47. Rand (August–December 1970), “The comprachicos,” in New Left, 195.

48. Rand (6 March 1974), “Philosophy: Who needs it,” in Philosophy, 20–21.

49. Rand (January 1994), “‘Memory-storing’ epistemology,” in Schwartz 8.1.4.

50. N. Branden [1969] 1979, 87–88; [1971] 1978, 105.

51. N. Branden 1983b, 141–46. N. Branden (1980, 92n) argues too, that there are “biological forces deep within our organism that speak to us in a wordless language we have yet barely begun to decipher.” Though Peikoff (1976T, Lecture 7) has dismissed Eastern philosophy, and though Rand and Branden never formally examined such holistic medical concepts and techniques as chi, biofeedback, or psychosomatic medicine, these perspectives offer interesting nondualistic parallels on the mind-body unity. See Moyers 1993.

52. Rand (9 February 1961), “The Objectivist ethics,” in Virtue of Selfishness, 17–18; Saint-Andre 1993, 161–63.

53. Rand (April-June 1971), “Art and cognition,” in Romantic Manifesto, 60.

54. For Branden, psychology provides the crucial link “on ‘how to get there from here,’ meaning: how to learn to live the Objectivist morality.” His post-Randian work “provides something missing [from] and badly needed” by the philosophy of Objectivism. He has “been concerned with devising the means that would enable a person to live consciously, responsibly, productively—and happily.” N. Branden, 14 January 1994C; 21 June 1993C; 1994.

55. Redressing the balance of reason and emotion is by no means the chief aim of Branden’s post-Randian work. In a personal correspondence (15 June 1993C), Branden explains: “In the years since I left New York, I have had three principal goals which my writing reflects: (1) to develop further my theory of self-esteem; (2) to explore the psychology of romantic love; (3) to design a psychotherapeutic technology for facilitating change and growth.”

56. Peikoff 1983T, Lectures 2, 6, and 10, and 1991b, 159–62.

57. Peikoff 1983T, Lecture 2; N. Branden and E. D. Branden 1983, 99.

58. Rand (July-August 1971), “The age of envy,” in New Left, 173–74.

59. Rand did not repudiate all of modern feminism, only its “collectivist” elements. She responded positively to Friedan’s Feminine Mystique. Edith Efron (July 1963), “Books,” in Objectivist Newsletter 2:27. Despite her hostility toward “Women’s Lib,” several commentators have written of Rand’s positive contribution to feminism. Riggenbach argues that Dagny Taggart, the heroine in Atlas Shrugged, is an extraordinary female role model, great at everything from engineering to sex. Riggenbach maintains that Rand’s message of individual autonomy influenced those whom she would have “disowned,” including militant feminists, gay activists, and student rebels. Riggenbach 1979, 1982. Gladstein (1978) explores the “unlikely,” but positive alliance between Rand and feminism. Landrum (1994) characterizes Rand as among the most important “creative women who changed the world.” And Taylor (1992), who knew Rand in the 1960s, incorporates a number of significant Objectivist themes in her feminist work. See also Gladstein and Sciabarra 1999.

60. N. Branden [1969] 1979, 206–8. In Rand’s fiction, especially The Fountainhead, there is a pronounced emphasis on the male as sexual aggressor. This aggressiveness, however, is not a sanction of rape. Rand uses explosive imagery in her description of sexual acts that are always consensual and mutually desired.

61. N. Branden 1983b, 174. Like other psychologists, N. Branden (1983b, 1986, 1987, 1994) argues not only for the integration of the “male” self and “female” self, but of other “sub-selves” or “sub-personalities,” including the “child-self,” “teenage self,” “intuitive self,” and “sage self.” Livingston (1994, 10) observes that this doctrine was originated in the “therapeutic movement known as Transactional Analysis.”

62. Glennon (1983), “Synthesism: A case of feminist methodology,” in Morgan 1983, 260.

63. On a woman president, see Rand (December 1968), “About a woman president,” in Voice of Reason. Peikoff (1985T) claims that Rand’s opposition to a woman presidential candidate was not a philosophical issue. Rand wrote the article based upon her personal view of masculinity and femininity, not as a philosophical distinction. On homosexuality, Rand never wrote an article, but in several instances, exhibited definite homophobia: Rand (July–August 1971), “The age of envy,” in New Left, 175; and Rand 1971T. See also Sciabarra 2003a.

64. On the “nature-nurture” debate, see Rand (1972), “The stimulus and the response,” in Philosophy, 175, and Peikoff 1991b, 204. On the “determinist” premises shared by behaviorism and psychoanalysis, see Locke (February 1980), “Behaviorism and psychoanalysis: Two sides of the same coin, “in Binswanger 1.1.11.

65. Peikoff 1983T, Lecture 11, and 1988aT; and Packer 1985T.

66. N. Branden 1982T and 1983T.

67. N. Branden 1983T; Blumenthal 1992T. Blumenthal argues too that there are certain biochemical factors and physiological complexities that must be taken into account in our understanding of emotions. Since clinical depression and chemical imbalances are not alterable by a therapeutic articulation process, aspects of Rand’s theory may need further modification.

CHAPTER 8. ART, PHILOSOPHY, AND EFF ICACY

1. See Romantic Manifesto for these more specific applications. For Rand’s discussion of music, which employs Helmholz’s theories, see Rand (April–June 1971), “Art and cognition,” in Romantic Manifesto, 50–71, and Blumenthal and Blumenthal 1974T. Though not considered as a component of Rand’s aesthetics, a discussion of the nature of beauty is provided by Rand in Peikoff 1976T, Lecture 11 and 1991b, 448. The best critical presentation of Rand’s aesthetics is provided by Torres and Kamhi 2000.

2. Rand (April 1965), “The psycho-epistemology of art,” in Romantic Manifesto, 16–17.

3. Compare Hayek (1948), who similarly argues that our efficacy is largely a result of how well we perform certain activities without thinking about them.

4. Rand (May–July 1969), “What is romanticism?” in Romantic Manifesto, 101.

5. Rand (April-June 1971), “Art and cognition,” in Romantic Manifesto, 46–47, 73.

6. Rand 1958T, Lectures 1 and 7. On the nature of “creative thinking,” see N. Branden [1969] 1979, 81; Smith 1993; and Rand (1940), “The simplest thing in the world: A short story,” in Romantic Manifesto, 173–85. In this stream-of-consciousness narrative, Rand depicts the inner workings of the mind of Henry Dorn, an author, in his attempt to write a story. Dorn’s subconscious integrations direct his conscious thoughts with lightning-like speed.

7. Peikoff 1991b, 446. Though Lossky was not an aesthetician, it was he who taught Aristotle to Rand. Lossky himself argued that each art work is an organic unity in which all elements are “in harmony with, and exist for, one another.” Lossky [1917] 1928, 48, 160. Tolstoy was another Russian writer who championed the “completeness, oneness, the inseparable unity of form and contents” in a work of art. Tolstoi [1899] 1913, 96.

8. Rand, in N. Branden (1962), “The literary method of Ayn Rand,” in Branden and Branden 1962, 135–40. Cox (1993) examines the extensive integration that Rand achieved in The Fountainhead.

9. I use the word “responder” to include viewers (for the visual arts), readers (for the literary arts), and listeners (for music). Thanks to Torres and Kamhi for this suggestion.

10. Rand (March 1966), “Art and sense of life,” in Romantic Manifesto, 35.

11. In her concept of “style,” Rand merged two tacit dimensions: “sense of life” and “psycho-epistemology.” As she put it: “Style conveys what may be called a ‘psycho-epistemological sense of life,’ i.e., an expression of that level of mental functioning on which the artist feels most at home.” Romantic Manifesto, 42.

12. Rand (March 1966), “Art and sense of life,” in Romantic Manifesto, 35.

13. Rand (April 1965), “The psycho-epistemology of art,” in Romantic Manifesto, 24.

14. Rand (April–June 1971), “Art and cognition,” in Romantic Manifesto, 63.

15. For raising this issue, thanks to Saint-Andre (5 January 1993C).

16. Rand (January 1965), “Bootleg romanticism,” in Romantic Manifesto, 129–30.

17. Rand (October–November 1963), “The goal of my writing,” in Romantic Manifesto, 169.

18. See Cox 1986, in which Cox relates Rand’s aesthetic theories to her own literary craft.

19. Rand (May–July 1969), “What is romanticism?” in Romantic Manifesto, 99.

20. Rand (October–November 1963), “The goal of my writing,” in Romantic Manifesto, 167. Among Russian writers, Yuri Karlovich Olesha has also been identified as both a Romantic and a Realist. Guerney 1960, 375.

21. In Anthem Rand experimented with futuristic themes. Atlas Shrugged also contains elements of science fiction and fantasy.

22. Rosenthal 1975, 15–18, and (1986), “Introduction,” in Rosenthal 1986, 46–47.

23. Rand (April 1965), “The psycho-epistemology of art,” in Romantic Manifesto, 22–23. In this context, Rand argued: “The greater a work of art, the more profoundly universal its theme.” Thus, while her own fictional works have a strong propaganda element, they also incorporate themes that transcend a particular time or place.

24. Rosenthal (1986), “Introduction,” in Rosenthal 1986, 36–37; Steele 1988, 41. For additional parallels between the “God-builders” and Rand, see Chapter 13.

25. Rand quoted in N. Branden (1962), “The literary method of Ayn Rand,” in Branden and Branden 1962, 97.

26. Rand (1943–44), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: A speech to architects,” in Binswanger 6.6.13.

27. Rand (4 May 1946), “From Ayn Rand’s notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Schwartz 6.1.5.

28. Rand (4 May 1946), quoted in Peikoff 1991a, xiv.

29. Rand 1961T. Childs (1993, 46) observed correctly that Rand’s writings do not make a single reference to—and that the N.B.I. has never carried a single book written by—Hayek.

30. Hayek (1968), “The confusion of language in political thought,” in Hayek [1978] 1985, 81. The notion of a “tacit” dimension does not originate with Ryle, Polanyi, or Hayek. Livingston (1991, 174) argues that Aristotle’s discussion of the “topic or commonplace is roughly the same as Hayek’s tacit dimension or tradition.”

31. There are many other differences between Rand and Hayek. For example, Rand would have disagreed with Hayek’s endorsement of Popper’s falsifiability criterion. Gray (1984, 12, 19–21) notes, however, that Hayek’s acceptance of a “falsificationist methodology” comes with “massive qualification.”

32. In this regard, N. Branden (1994, 288) has suggested a closer affinity with the Hayekian-Polanyian perspective. He argues that every person has a tendency to accept certain cultural beliefs that are never “the subject of explicit awareness.… It is not possible for anyone, even the most independent, to make every premise conscious or to subject every premise to critical scrutiny.” Each of us is a being of our time and place. “None of us can entirely escape the influence of our social environment.” I discuss these issues further in Chapters 11 and 13.

33. Rand (February 1966), “Philosophy and sense of life,” in Romantic Manifesto, 30.

34. Rand (October 1975), “From the horse’s mouth,” in Philosophy, 99. Even a thorough “materialist” such as Engels argued for the primacy of philosophy over science: “Natural scientists may adopt whatever attitude they please, they will still be under the domination of philosophy. It is only a question whether they want to be dominated by a bad, fashionable philosophy or by a form of theoretical thought which rests on acquaintance with the history of thought and its achievements.” Engels 1882, in Selsam and Martel 1963, 171.

35. Rand (6 March 1974), “Philosophy: Who needs it,” in Philosophy, 6.

36. Rand (3 January 1972), “‘What can one do?’” in Philosophy, 246.

37. Rand (June 1970), “The chickens’ homecoming,” in New Left, 107.

38. Smith (1979) provides a Rand-influenced defense of atheism.

39. N. Branden [1969] 1979, 127–28. On reciprocal causation, see N. Branden 1987, 41, and 1983b, 60, and Peikoff 1974T, Lecture 9.

40. N. Branden 1994 is Branden’s most detailed treatment to date of the impact of cultural institutions on the development of self-esteem and efficacy.

41. See Emmons 1971, and Barry 1983 and 1986.

42. Aside from some references to rationalism and empiricism in For the New Intellectual, Rand did not write much on the subject. The material herein discussed is primarily from Peikoff’s lectures, which derive from Rand’s teachings and from the oral Objectivist tradition.

43. Rand (28 January–11 February 1974), “Philosophical detection,” in Philosophy, 19.

44. Rand (25 February 1974), “Ideas v. goods,” in Ayn Rand Letter 3:296.

45. New Intellectual, 39. Though there are many different meanings attached to rationalism and empiricism, Rand does not make any distinction between “concept-empiricism” and “judgment-empiricism,” or “concept-rationalism” and “judgment-rationalism.” “Concept-empiricism” sees all concepts as arising out of experience, whereas, “concept-rationalism” denies this. “Judgment-empiricism” views all propositions as either verifiable-in-principle or analytic, whereas “judgment-rationalism” views propositions as synthetic and a priori. Thanks to Hospers (17 July 1993C) for these qualifications. Rand would have prohably rejected each of these incarnations.

46. Peikoff 1983T, Lecture 7. This course is described by Peikoff as a product of his own struggle with methodological rationalism. Peikoff (1983T, Lectures 1, 3, and 12) argues that Objectivism cannot be filtered through the dualism of mind and body without causing interpretive distortions. He offers useful guidelines against “rationalist Objectivism.”

47. Introduction, 76; Rand (30 July 1973), “Perry Mason finally loses,” in Ayn Rand Letter, 225.

48. Rand (28 January–11 February 1974), “Philosophical detection,” in Philosophy, 15.
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44. Rand (18 July 1946), “From Ayn Rand’s notes for Atlas Shrugged,” in Schwartz 6.1.3.

45. On this convergence, see N. Branden 1983b, 239.

46. Rand (9 April 1934), “From Ayn Rand’s unpublished writings: Philosophic journal,” in Binswanger 4.4.2.

47. It is no coincidence that Nathaniel Branden (1992, 43–45) projects this same harmonious integration in his description of the fully efficacious individual of self-esteem.

48. Barry 1983, 108–9; 1987, 130.

49. Friedman 1991, 17–18. On the other hand, Rand argued that Friedman was not an advocate of capitalism. She characterized him as a “miserable eclectic,” and repudiated his “amoral” defense of the fact-value dichotomy in economics. Rand (January–February 1976), “A last survey, part two,” in Ayn Rand Letter 4:386; 1976T; Peikoff 1980T, Lecture 1.

50. B. Branden 1986; Rothbard 1987, 1; Kelley 1990, 71–72.

51. Though Foucault is most famous for his opposition to the treatment of those individuals labeled as “mentally ill” by the psychiatric profession, it is Szasz among libertarian psychiatrists who has actually fought the practice. Both Branden and Rand have praised Szasz. Though N. Branden (1971b, 6) opposes Szasz’s belief that mental illness is a “myth,” he applauds the famed psychiatrist’s fight against the victimization of mental patients in state psychiatric hospitals. Rand (1976T) considered Szasz a promising advocate of individual rights in this regard.

52. Machan (1984), “Reason, individualism, and capitalism: The moral vision of Ayn Rand,” in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984, 214.

53. Den Uyl 1973, 7. Rasmussen and Den Uyl (1993, 126–30) provide a quasi-Aristotelian critique of the “moral dualism” that underlies this dichotomy of individuality and sociality.

54. Flew (1984), “Selfishness and the unintended consequences of intended action,” in Den Uyl and Rasmussen 1984, 191–92.

55. Rand (August 1962), “The ‘conflicts’ of men’s interests,” in Virtue of Selfishness, 55–56.

56. Rand (23 October 1972), “A nation’s unity, part two,” in Ayn Rand Letter 2:127–28.

57. Rand (1971), “Why I like stamp collecting,” in Column, 122.

58. Rand (July–August 1971), “The age of envy,” in New Left, 157–58. Despite his criticism of such doctrines as “natural rights,” MacIntyre’s conception is informed by Aristotelian and Thomistic moral theory. He criticizes “the modern liberal attempt to render our public shared morality independent of conceptions of the human good.” MacIntyre 1990, 1981. An interesting commentary on MacIntyre is provided in Rasmussen and Den Uyl 1991, 97–101.

EPILOGUE

1. Lukács (March 1919), “What is orthodox Marxism?” in Lukács 1971, 1–2. More specifically, Lukács identified Marxism with dialectical materialism. Himmelfarb (1994, 52–54) provides an interesting account of the impact of Lukács’s book on Marxist scholarship.

2. Of course, Peikoff (1990–91T, Lecture 8) does not characterize the relational view as “dialectical.” But clearly, Peikoff views Hegel as “the best actual predecessor of Ayn Rand” on the issue of integration, the view “that every item implies every other, that there is nothing by chance and no inexplicable element, and that integration is the key to knowledge.” Peikoff wonders “whether Ayn Rand in her reading of the history of philosophy got any leads from Hegel …” (Peikoff 1997T, Lecture 7). Thanks to David M. Brown for bringing this to my attention.

APPENDIX I: THE RAND TRANSCRIPT (1999)

1. I detail the discovery of the Rosenbaum transcript in Sciabarra 1999b.

2. The transcript was translated by George L. Kline on 15 November 1998, with additional translations made by Bernice Rosenthal.

3. Almedingen (1941) reports that “[b]y 1924 … humanities had no longer any room in the Soviet scheme” (333). This would not have affected Rand’s studies at all, since she was a 1924 graduate.

4. I have enlisted the help of several scholars in reconstructing the contents and teachers of the courses herein mentioned. Special thanks to Michael David-Fox, George Kline, Peter Konecny, Bernice Rosenthal, and Philip Swoboda. In his investigation of courses from 1923, TsGa SPb (Central State Archives in St. Petersburg) f.2556, op.1. d.318, Konecny cites additional professors in the Petrograd College of the Social Sciences: M. I. Aranov (NOT course [nauchnaia organizatsiia truda, or scientific organization of labor, an organization set up to improve labor efficiency]); B. S. Martynov (Land Law in the USSR); A. Venediktov (Organization of Industry); V. A. Zelenko (Education and Politics); and Zhizhilenko’s course on criminal law. Vladimir Vasilyevich Weidle also taught a course on the history of art.

5. The expression “obshchee uchenie o gosudarstve” can be translated as “general doctrine” or “general theory of the state.” Thanks to both Bernice Rosenthal and George Kline for these varying translations.

6. George Kline (in a personal correspondence, 8 February 1999) finds it curious that, as a philosophy minor, Rand never took a course in “Introduction to Philosophy,” taught by Lossky five times between 1907–8 and 1917–18, by Vvedensky in 1906–7, and by both Sergei Alekseevich Alekseev (who was known as Sergei Alekseev Askoldov) and Semyon Frank in 1916–17 (RP). Thanks to Philip Swoboda for bringing the RP volume to my attention, and to George Kline for translating its relevant pages.

7. This course may have incorporated some formal classes on the philosophy of Fried-rich Nietzsche, a major influence on the Russian Silver Age. In Russian Radical, I speculated that Rand “was probably among the last students at the university to study Nietzsche’s philosophy formally” before Nietzsche’s works were banned by the Soviets. The transcript discloses no formal courses on Nietzsche’s philosophy, however. I speculated that Rand may have studied with Askoldov or Faddei Frantsevitch Zelinsky, both of whom used concepts from Nietzsche’s work on the nature of the will. Askoldov was also “captivated” by Lossky’s philosophy (Nikolai Starchenko in Kuvakin 1994, 658). In fact, these two thinkers shared a common intellectual heritage: Lossky had identified Askoldov’s father, A. A. Kozlov, the Leibnizian epistemologist, as one of his most important intellectual forebears. Both Askoldov and Lossky were part of the neo-Idealist tradition in Russian philosophy, as was I. I. Lapshin. However, according to RP, Askoldov did not teach psychology in 1916–17 or 1917–18 (though he did teach “Introduction to Philosophy” and “History of Ethics”). He moved to Kazan in 1918, and returned to Petrograd in 1920, where he resumed teaching at the Polytechnical Institute until the mid-1920s (Alekseev 1995). He was exiled in 1928. Of course, even if she did not study with Askoldov or Zelinsky, Rand read much Nietzsche on her own, and was also enraptured by the writings of the Nietzschean Russian Symbolist Aleksandr Blok, whom she characterized as her favorite poet. Blok gave regular readings of his work in Petrograd. In addition, one cannot discount the intellectual ties between Rand, Dostoyevsky (one of her favorite literary stylists), and Nietzsche. Nietzsche, in fact, wrote abstracts of many of Dostoyevsky’s works. Their common “existentialist” themes influenced the writings of E. I. Zamyatin, which were circulated in Petrograd literary circles in the early 1920s. On the similarities between Rand’s Anthem and the “dialectic path” in Zamyatin’s We, see Gimpelevich 1997. Thanks to Richard Shedenhelm for bringing this article to my attention.

8. Aleksandr Ivanovich Vvedensky had also taught psychology between 1889 and 1912–13, but not between 1914–15 and 1917–18.

9. Lapshin taught psychology in 1897–98, 1909–10, 1910–11, 1915–16, and 1917–18. He was one of the most important Russian philosophers of the period, who also taught such courses as “History of Pedagogical Theories” (1909–10); “History of Modern Philosophy” (1897–98, 1917–18); “History of Nineteenth-Century Philosophy” (1905–6, 1906–7, 1907–8, 1911–12); “History of Noveishaia Philosophy” (presumably late nineteenth-and early twentieth-century philosophy) (1912–13); “Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason” (1905–6, 1912–13); “Avenarius” (1907–8); “Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason” (a seminar, 1908–9); “Hegel” (1908–9); “Hegel’s Logic”(1917–18); “Noveishaia Russian Philosophy” (1908–9); “Bergson and Solovyov” (1911–12); and “Rickert, Cassirer, Husserl” (1915–16). All of this information found in RP; thanks to George Kline for relevant translations.

10. Vvedensky also taught courses on the “History of Ancient Philosophy” (1896–97, 1907–8, 1909–10, 1911–12, 1915–16, and 1917–18), the “History of Modern Philosophy” (1898–99, 1908–9, 1910–11, 1912–13, 1915–16), the “History of Modern Philosophy Before Kant” (1907–8), and a special course on Plato and Aristotle (1905–6) (RP).

11. Lossky also taught five different courses in logic (“Logic,” “Logical Exercises,” a proseminar on “Logic,” “Controversial Questions in Logic,” and a seminar on Mill’s Logic) between 1905–6 and 1912–13. But there is no record of him teaching Petrograd University logic courses after 1912–13 (RP).

12. Further discussions with various principals suggests that Helene’s confusion may have derived from her focus on the name “Ayn Rand” rather than on “Alissa Rosenbaum.”

13. Konecny’s work is extremely important. His forthcoming book deals with students at Leningrad University. In his dissertation, Konecny (1994, 31) provides a fine portrait of university life during the 1920s, a period in which the school had senior scholars, junior faculty members (privat-dotsenty), and teachers (prepodavateli), all of whom were at odds with one another politically. Konecny also pays attention to the 1924 student purge. Those in the social science departments had higher expulsion rates since most of the students came from “white-collar” families. In his work, Konecny refers to Rand’s account of student life, immortalized in We the Living (103 n. 124).

14. Among those who were students and/or followers of Lossky, there were D. V. Boldyrev, who examined “knowledge and being” (Zenkovsky 1953, vol. 2, 918), L. Shein, and Wilhelm Goerdt. Konecny points out correctly (in a personal correspondence, 8 January 1999) that the introduction of curricular reforms in 1921 did not prevent students in 1922 from pursuing “‘non-Marxist’ topics with sympathetic professors, who paid lip service to party decrees but ignored them in private.” Konecny admits, however, that “it won’t be possible to find out whether Rand had this kind of relationship” with Lossky or any of her other teachers.

15. Alekseev (1995) reports that Lossky gave courses at the so-called “People’s University” from 1919–21.

16. It should be noted that while the Soviets exiled Lossky, their allowances for him in the 1921–22 year were extended somewhat even after his exile. When he settled in Czechoslovakia, which fell under Soviet domination after the fall of Nazi Germany, the Soviets allowed him to continue working. Toward the end of the 1940s, they invited him to lecture on Dostoyevsky at the Society of Soviet Patriots in Paris. This lecture and other essays were published in Sovietsky Patriot, leading to Lossky’s subsequent denunciation by the right-wing emigré press—just as he had been denounced formerly by the left-wingers at Leningrad State University. In the face of such attacks, Lossky emigrated to the United States. See Starchenko’s article “Nikolai Lossky” in Kuvakin 1994, 663.

17. The interview was conducted for me, in French, by Jacqueline Balestier. Boris Lossky’s memory, unfortunately, is “not what it once was,” but, as he remarked, the “goodwill” remains. Thanks also to Philippe Chamy for speaking with Boris, and for arranging sessions with the interpreter.

18. Lossky’s course offerings were quite diverse. They included “Introduction to Philosophy”; “History of Modern Philosophy”; “Contemporary Epistemology”; “Kant’s Critique of Judgment” (a seminar); “The Marburg School [of neo-Kantians]”; “Avenarius”; “Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel”; and “Leibniz’s Ethics and Theodicy” (RP).

19. Michael Berliner (in Rand 1999) observes that when he found a series of “Russian-language booklets about movie stars” from the mid-1920s in Rand’s papers, he had assumed they were mere mementos. In preparing Rand’s lectures on nonfiction writing for publication, Robert Mayhew later told Berliner that Rand had referred to this series, and to her own monograph on Pola Negri (15). Her memory of the period was extraordinary. In discussing Rand’s movie diary (1922–29), Berliner observes too that the journal “provides information not only about her movie preferences but about other things as well. For example, it is the only means of determining where she was on certain dates, for she seemed to go to the movies whenever possible” (111). Given the intensity of her college education, it is interesting that Rand notes having seen only three movies in the 1922–24 period. It is in the last semester at the university, perhaps as her requisite courses dwindled, that Rand records having seen eighteen movies, from 1 March 1924 until her graduation on 15 July 1924. It appears that she went out to the movies the day before graduation, and the day after. See Rand 1999, 173–74. The volume (which I review in Sciabarra 1999a) includes facsimiles and translations of Pola Negri (originally published in 1925, in Leningrad and Moscow, under the name “A. Rosenbaum,” by the Cinematographic Publishing House of the Russian Federation) and Hollywood: American City of Movies (originally published in Leningrad in 1926, without the author’s permission, by Cinema Printing, which printed 15,000 copies). Thanks to Mimi Reisel Gladstein for providing me with this original publication information.

20. As late as 1943, Lossky revisited this particular subject matter, teaching “History of Ancient Philosophy” at Bratislava University in Czechoslovakia.

21. On this issue, Lester Hunt (1996) is among the most astute of the commentators on my Russian Radical theses. He argues, quite correctly, that my interpretation of Rand “is helped by an assumed connection with Lossky,” even though “it does not require it. Sciabarra claims that dialectic had a strong and widespread effect on the culture around her in those years.… In particular, it was widespread in the history department, in which Rand majored.… This is really his main argument, or rather half of it. The other half is that we can find the dialectical approach in her own works, and that looking for it sheds light on them” (53). See also Bradford 1996, which sees my overall historical thesis as “thorough,” “convincing,” and “overpowering” (40–41).

22. On Russian intellectual history, see Lossky 1951; Kuvakian 1994. See also Zenkovsky 1953, which traces “the internal unity and dialectical connectedness in the development of Russian philosophy” (vol. 1, v).

23. One of Zelinsky’s most important students was the Russian literary critic Michael Bakhtin, who, like Rand, was influenced by both Nietzsche and Dostoyevsky. Bakhtin attended St. Petersburg University during the First World War. He lived in Vitebsk during the 1920–24 period, but returned to Leningrad thereafter, where he forged a dialectical perspective on semiotics and interpersonal communication that has influenced such contemporary theorists as Baxter and Montgomery (1996). See also Curtis 1986.

24. Adolf Furtwängler was the father of famed conductor Wilhelm Furtwängler. Thanks to George Kline (personal correspondence, 24 January 1999) for this information.

25. Almedingen (1941), who, in the early 1920s, had firsthand experience of the History Department at Petrograd University, provides an informative portrait of the university’s specialists in medieval studies. See chapter 6.

26. It is of interest that the names Karsavin and Kareev (also spelled “Kareyev”) can be found in Rand’s We the Living. See above, 414 n. 37. Almedingen (1941) actually mentions Professor Karsavin, among others, at Petrograd University (204).

27. Thanks to Peter Konecny for this information (personal correspondence, 29 January 1999). Konecny explains that several professors who taught at the school went to the university after the Revolution. Kline observes that these schools offered, in essence, higher education courses for women before women were fully accepted into the university.

28. Tarle was later arrested in 1930 and tried in November and December as part of the “Industrial Party Trial.” L. Ramzin, a Moscow professor of thermodynamics, was the leader of the party, which had allegedly planned to sabotage the Soviet Union’s industrialization effort and to topple the government. Tarle was said to have been positioned to be the future government’s foreign minister. Like other senior academics, however, Tarle survived the trial, and was “rehabilitated” after 1932, in the Stalinist retreat from “radicalism” in the history profession. This “radical” historical professoriate, embodied by the Pokrovsky school from 1927 to 1932, was later denounced. Thanks to Peter Konecny (personal correspondence, 8 January 1999) for these points.

29. These five books were Shkola i obshchestvo (Moscow, 2nd ed., 1918)—a translation of The School and Society (2nd rev. ed., 1915); Psikhologiia i pedagogika myshleniia (The psychology and pedagogy of thinking), Moscow, 2nd ed., 1919)—a Russian version of How We Think (1910); Vvedenie v filosofiiu vospitaniia (Introduction to the philosophy of education, Moscow, 1921)—presumably a translation of Democracy and Education: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Education (1916); Shkoly buduschchego (Schools of the future, Moscow, 2nd ed., 1922), co-authored with Evelyn Dewey—a Russian version of Schools of Tomorrow (1915); Shkola i rebenok (Moscow, 1923)—a translation of The School and the Child (1907). Thanks to George Kline (personal correspondence, 29 November 1998; 24 January 1999) for this information. Kline consulted Iuri Mel’vil’s Amerikanskii pragmatizm (American pragmatism, Moscow, 1957). Mel’vil reports that The School and Society was translated by G. A. Luchinsky; Schools of Tomorrow was translated by R. Landsberg; and How We Think was translated under the editorship of Professor N. D. Vinogradov. Kline explains that “this is a standard formula for a translation done by one or several graduate students or others, and ‘edited’ by a professor” (personal correspondence, 24 January 1999).

30.34 See, for instance, her essay on “The Comprachicos” in Rand (August–December 1970) in New Left, 187–239.

31. Lapshin had taught this course in 1909–10, but given its presence so late in Rand’s college education, Lapshin had already been exiled. The course was also taught by P. I. Voznesensky, apparently a specialist in educational theory, at least three times (1897–98, 1905–6, and 1906–7), and Sergius Hessen in 1915–16, but he moved to the University of Tomsk in 1917, and emigrated in 1923 (Alekseev 1995). Thanks to George Kline (personal correspondence, 8 February 1999) for bringing the Alekseev volume to my attention and for translating the relevant information.

32. In my own experience, I registered for a course of the exact same title as a New York University graduate student. Taught by the Marxist Bertell Ollman, it too was a course in dialectical method.

33. See my discussion of this issue in Sciabarra 1998a, 149–52.

34. The word “mediations” was originally translated in the text as “mediacies.” I owe the revised translation to George Kline, who consulted the original Russian source.

35. Rand probably escaped the dogmatic, scientistic applications of dialectic to the natural sciences. This canonical—and controversial—extension of dialectics was not affected until after the publication of the first German and Russian editions of Engels’s Dialectics of Nature, published in 1925.

APPENDIX II: THE RAND TRANSCRIPT, REVISITED (2005)

1. I generally refer to the university as Petrograd State University, but sometimes as Leningrad State University—when this is the name used in the documents. It was previously the University of St. Petersburg, but became Petrograd State University from 1914–24, and thereafter Leningrad State University from 1924–91, until the city and school returned to the St. Petersburg name.

2. This dossier was secured through Anne C. Heller, who at the time I wrote this essay was working on Ayn Rand and the World She Made, a biography of the novelist and philosopher that was published in 2009 by Nan A. Talese / Doubleday (Heller 2009). I want to express my appreciation to Ms. Heller for sharing her discoveries with me; such generosity of spirit is a rare scholarly virtue. I would also like to express my appreciation to those who assisted me in the translation and analysis of the dossier and/or of earlier drafts of this paper, including especially George L. Kline and Blitz Information Services, as well as Michael David-Fox, Peter Konecny, and Bernice Rosenthal. The usual caveats apply.

3. For his assistance in translating and analyzing this document, thanks especially to George L. Kline (personal correspondence, 5 May 2005).

4. In this connection, it should be noted too that in the first drafts of We the Living, Rand mentions a number of courses taught at the university, quite clearly drawn from the courses she herself took, as documented in this list. Rand mentions courses in historical materialism, the history of socialist movements, the Constitution of the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic, Marxist theory, Greek philosophy, and the history of the Crusades—all of which she took while in attendance at the university (see Milgram 2012a, 7, 11). Scott McConnell (2012, 48) reports that Rand’s description of “Kira’s first year at university was practically ‘autobiographical, in the sense of background.’” Rand herself stated in her biographical interviews with Barbara Branden that she had been “somewhat reckless” in her overt anticommunism in her first year at university. The conditions of the student purge that Rand describes in We the Living were also autobiographical; Rand herself was expelled in December 1923 but was “later readmitted.” Federman (2012, 84 n. 24) tells us that Rand was actually “readmitted three months later” (March 1924), and that she graduated in July 1924. As I reported in Russian Radical, Rand escaped the purge by “sheer accident” (above, p. <72>). As McConnell (2012, 49) puts it, “visiting foreign scientists who had complained about the purge” put pressure on Soviet authorities, who “let the purged students in their last year complete their degrees.” Among the documents in the current dossier is one that confirms the decision of the Board of Petrograd State University, dated 13 December 1923, discharging Rosenbaum for “not fulfilling academic activity.” Also of interest is a document that provides evidence of university tuition policies under the Soviets: because Alissa’s mother, Anna Borisovna Rosenbaum, was a teacher, tuition payment requirements were dropped, allowing the young Rand to receive a free university education. The petition to the Payments Commission of Leningrad State University is dated 7 February 1923.

5. For a discussion of the problems I encountered in trying to secure the original Rosenbaum student records from the Ayn Rand Institute, see Sciabarra 1999b. It should be noted too that the problem of legibility is not distinctive to this transcript or even this period. Historian Michael David-Fox explains that “signatures with initials or scribbled flourishes are very typical of Russian signatures today, as well,” so illegibility is true not only for this transcript or transcripts in general, but “the way a lot of people sign all the time.” Personal correspondence, 15 June 2005.

6. As Peter Konecny mentions (personal correspondence, 15 June 2005), many of these “young communist ‘careerists’” among both students and teachers were rising in their professions in the late twenties, only to find “themselves victims of Stalinist witch-hunts in the mid–late 30s.” On this point, see Konecny 1999. On Borichevsky, in particular, David-Fox informs me that “WorldCat shows an Ivan Abramovich Borichesvsk[y], born in 1892, as the author of a book called Introduction to the Philosophy of Science: Science and Metaphysics, published by the Petrograd branch of the state publishing house in 1922” (personal correspondence, 16 June 2005). Konecny mentions further (personal correspondence, 16 June 2005) a footnote in an article by L. D Shirokorad entitled “N. D. Kondrat’ev v Sankt Peterburgskom (Petrogradskom) Universitete” (“N. D. Kondratev at St. Petersburg (Petrograd) University,” online at http://gallery.economicus.ru/cgi-ise/gallery/frame_rightn.pl?type=ruhttp://gallery.economicus.ru/cgi-ise/gallery/frame_rightn.pl?type=ru&links=./ru/kondratiev/biogr/kondratiev_b2.txt&img=brief.gif&name=kondratiev). Konecny translates the relevant note from Russian into English: “In 1921, Borichevsky became a professor at Petrograd University. From the 1920s he became an active member of the Scientific Association of Marxists.”

7. In We the Living, the last name of the villainous character “Comrade Sonia” was “Presniakova,” which McConnell (2012, 60) believes is an instance of a name Rand created for “symbolic” or “comical” effect. “Comrade Sonia’s last name,” writes McConnell, “means ‘bland.’” However, “Presniakova” is also the feminine of Presniakov; I had identified previously Aleksandr Evgen’evich Presniakov as Rand’s most likely teacher for Course #13, “History of Socialism.” So there might be a possible parallel here. (On Rand’s use of real people as inspirations for her characters in We the Living, see pp. <388–90> in this essay, and note 12 below.) David-Fox remarks that “Pres niakov was a very illustrious historian in the Petersburg School, a non-party historian who was influenced by Marxism in an unconventional (i.e., nonorthodox) manner in the 1920s.” Personal correspondence, 15 June 2005.

8. In a report dated 26 May 2005, the researchers of Blitz Information Services confirm that “[i]n 1921, the Pedagogical Institute, where the pro-rector was L. P. Karsavin, was liquidated.” (And, confirming my points above at pp. <75–76, 86>, the researchers note that Karsavin—who may have taught Course #12—was among the university professors exiled on the ship Prussia on 15 November 1922, along with N. O. Lossky, I. I. Lapshin, A. A. Bogolepov, B. N. Odintsov, D. F. Selivanov, and P. A. Sorokin. See also Finkel 2001; thanks to David-Fox for bringing that work to my attention.) In Fall 1921, the researchers continue, “178 students who had been enlisted in the Department of Russian Language and Literature were transferred to the Ethnology-Linguistic Division of the Faculty of the Social Sciences of the University. In addition, 83 persons were transferred to the Social-Pedagogical Division of the same Department. [The] Chairman of the first Presidium of the Association of Marxist Scholars (located at #11, Universitetskaia embankment) was Professor E. A. Engel. Then the association was headed by Professor M. V. Serebriakov (1879–1959). He became the rector of the University in 1927.” As noted on p. <387> in the current essay, Serebriakov’s name appears among the signatures in the Rosenbaum dossier.

A cross-comparison with the surnames of university professors in the 1920s and 1930s as listed in a variety of publications turned up very little. Such lists do not provide information about the specific departmental and programmatic connections of the professors or about the exact years in which they worked at the university. Among the names listed: L. P. Karsavin, P. A. Pletnev, I. I. Sreznevski, A. N. Veselovski, L. V. Shcherba (a philologist who was arrested in 1919), I. Yu. Krachkovski, V. F. Shishmarev, I. I. Tolstoy, B. A. Larin, V. V. Struve, G. A. Bialyi, V. A. Manuilov, G. P. Makogonenko, L. R. Zinder, F. A. Abramov, G. A. Gukovski, V. I. Sreznevski, I. P. Borodin, S. P. Glazenap, N. N. Glubokoski, S. A. Zhebelev, V. V. Latyshev, Yu. P. Novitski, V. E. Tishchenko, V. M. Shimkevich, A. E. Favorski, S. I. Kovalev, I. I. Meshchaninov, and E. V. Tarle (who is mentioned above at pp. <75–76> and “The Rand Transcript,” <375–77>). The Blitz researchers derived this information from a publication by Yu. A. Endoltsev, Dvorets Petra II. Universitetskaia naberezhnaia, 11. Sobytiia I liudi (Peter II Palace. #11, University Embankment. “Events and People,” Saint-Petersburg, 2002), which also includes photos of professors.

9. See above, pp. <65–69>; “The Rand Transcript,” <367–69>. I had uncovered the fact of Rand’s attendance in the Stoiunin gymnasium when I was doing research for Sciabarra 1995a. I characterized that conclusion as a reasonable speculation, which was confirmed further by the memories of Helene Sikorski, sister of the writer Vladimir Nabokov, and Olga Vladimirovna Nabokov, a childhood friend of Rand’s. See “The Rand Transcript,” <367–68>. Rand’s attendance at the Stoiunin gymnasium has now been c onfirmed by Blitz Information Services. A collection of documents for the Stoiunin gymnasium is kept in the Central Historic Archive of St. Petersburg (Fond 148). Blitz emphasizes that “the personal files of schoolgirls were not preserved. After looking through the files, we found only one mention of Alissa Rosenbaum. She is mentioned in the list of schoolgirls of the second year for the 1915–1916 academic year (Fond 148, Inventory #1, file 420, pp. 1–2). 39 girls in total are listed in her class for the 1915–1916 academic year there, according to alphabetic order. Alissa is under number 27: ‘Rosenbaum Alissa. Address: #120, Nevski Avenue, Apt. 1. Parents: Anna Borisovna and Zinovy Zakharovich.’” See Britting 2004, 10 for a photo of the Stoiunin gymnasium building.

10. Bernice Rosenthal reminds me (phone conversation, 6 June 2005) that a genuinely pre-Bolshevik Russian professor would not have meant “individualism” in the same way that a Western philosopher would use the term. For most Russian thinkers, individualism consists of developing one’s individuality within a community. This relates to the doctrine of sobornost’. See above, pp. <23, 26–27, 30>, passim.

11. In a phone conversation on 10 May 2005, Alexis Lossky mentioned that he only possessed black-and-white photos of his grandfather, but his own father, the late Andrew Lossky, had blue eyes, and he believes his grandfather had them as well. Nicolas, Vladimir Lossky’s son, also confirms that his grandfather had blue eyes (phone conversation between Alexis and Nicolas Lossky, 16 June 2005). I was saddened to learn that my old friend Boris Lossky (another of N. O. Lossky’s sons)—who assisted me immeasurably in my previous transcript analyses—passed away in 2002. None of the famed professor’s sons survives.

12. McConnell (2012) discusses a number of “parallel lives” in We the Living, that is, parallels between characters and real people: the main character Kira Argounova and Rand herself; Leo Kovalensky and Rand’s first love, Lev Bekkerman; Vasili Dunaev and Rand’s father; Galina Argounova and Rand’s mother; and Irina Dunaeva and Rand’s sister Nora.

APPENDIX III: A CHALLENGE TO RUSSIANRADICAL—AND AYN RAND

1. Heller uncovers additional information on Rand’s education in her superb biography, Ayn Rand and the World She Made. See especially Heller 2009, chaps. 1 and 2. My own work in “The Rand Transcript, Revisited” benefitted greatly from Heller’s generous sharing of her original research.

2. Impact, the newsletter of the Ayn Rand Institute (1994), announced in “A Look at the Future,” in its April 1994 General News column, that Ayn Rand in Her Own Words: The Authorized Biography was “being prepared for publication in 1996.” It was to be “edited by Richard E. Ralston (ARI Academic Affairs Officer and former book/newspaper publisher).” The text was to consist of “Ayn Rand’s own story of her life compiled from various sources, including her journals, correspondence, and interviews[,] … supplemented by interviews with Leonard Peikoff, Mary Ann Sures, and others.” The plan was abandoned, but the title was later used for a 2011 documentary on Rand’s life (see my preface herein, 401 n. 3).

More than a decade later, in June 2004, it was announced by Impact (Journo 2004a, 1) that Shoshana Milgram was “working on an in-depth biography of Ayn Rand,” for which the author herself projected completion “at the latest by 2008” (in Journo 2004b, 4). ARI currently identifies “the authorized biography of Ayn Rand by Shoshana Milgram” as “in preparation.” See http://www.aynrand.org/site/PageServer?pagename=about_ayn_rand_archives_projects, accessed 11 February 2013.

Given the politics that governs so much of Rand scholarship, it should be noted that, aside from a dismissive piece written by John Ridpath (1996), Milgram’s is the first by any ARI-affiliated scholar to refer to my work in any scholarly capacity; the Mayhew volume also lists the three relevant Sciabarra references in its “Select Bibliography,” though it misidentifies “The Rand Transcript, Revisited” as a 2006—rather than a 2005—publication (Mayhew 2012, 408).

3. I owe Irfan Khawaja a debt of gratitude for making me aware of the newest Milgram contribution, “The Education of Kira Argounova and Leo Kovalensky,” to the second edition of Mayhew 2012.

4. Milgram (2012, 106 n. 3) reports that she consulted specifically the Ayn Rand Special Collections (Box 2 and Box 3) and biographical interviews conducted by Barbara Branden and Nathaniel Branden in 1960 and 1961 (especially Interviews nos. 5, 6, and 7, dated 30 December 1960, 2 January 1961, and 15 January 1961, respectively). To my knowledge, the material in these Archives relevant to Rand’s early education has not been assessed by any independent scholar. For more on this issue, see note 7 below.

5. Milgram transliterates all surnames ending in-sky as-skii. In keeping with my usage throughout Russian Radical, I have standardized the-sky form throughout.

6. Milgram takes issue with my use of Peter Konecny’s dissertation, “Conflict and Community at Leningrad State University, 1917–1941,” as a source of information with regard to the “pass-fail” grading system. I checked and rechecked that information with several scholars, including Konecny himself, who personally reviewed both of my post–Russian Radical essays prior to their publication. He stated that I provided “a balanced assessment” of what was happening in the university curriculum (personal correspondence, 8 January 1999) and that he could not “see anything wrong” with my discussion of university policies; he wrote that he did not “have anything to add … in the way of details” to that discussion (personal correspondence, 15 June 2005).

7. The official policy of the Ayn Rand Archives remains highly restrictive. The Archives are administered under the auspices of the Ayn Rand Institute. In volume 2 of Archives Annual, archivist Jeff Britting (1999) tells us, “The Ayn Rand Archives is committed to creating public awareness and access to its holdings on a worldwide scale” (4). In volume 3 of Archives Annual, Britting (2000) reiterates that it is the mission of the Archives “to acquire, preserve, inventory, and make available Ayn Rand’s remaining papers and related documents to serious scholars and general writers” (3). Practically speaking, Britting tells us, access would not be regulated by any given researcher’s agreement or disagreement with Objectivism. But access would be denied “to individuals who, in the Ayn Rand Institute’s sole discretion, would use the Archives’ resources to legitimize theories that pose as Objectivist but which, in fact, contradict Objectivism’s fundamentals—thus contradicting the Intellectual Charter and the Archives’ institutional mandate.” Clearly, that proviso is one that can legitimize the Institute’s use of a litmus test for archival access to exclude those who are persona non grata with its trustees and affiliates. Nothing that Britting says in the Archives Annual has, therefore, changed the official access policy as defined on the current website of the Ayn Rand Archives. Access to Rand’s personal papers remains limited to ARI “staff and affiliates” (About the Ayn Rand Archives, Ayn Rand Institute website, online at http://www.aynrand.org/site/PageServer?pagename=about_ayn_rand_archives_about [accessed 4 January 2003 and 4 February 2013]), though a few non-affiliated scholars have been accommodated. One of these scholars, Jennifer Burns, who conducted research at the Archives for her own book, Goddess of the Market, confirmed my serious reservations (Sciabarra 1998b) about how Rand’s papers were being edited (or, in some instances, butchered) for publication (Burns 2009, 291–93). Burns 2012b describes a less-than-ideal atmosphere for independent scholarly work.

For one detailed study of how material in the Ayn Rand Archives has been edited—indeed, rewritten—for publication, see Campbell 2011.

I have never petitioned the Archives for formal study of anything other than the Rand university transcript, when it was publicized in the May 1997 issue of Impact that the Archives had secured “a copy of Ayn Rand’s university diploma and transcript from St. Petersburg” (Ayn Rand Institute 1997, 2). Representatives of the Ayn Rand Institute would have sent me a copy of the transcript only on the condition of my agreeing never to write on the subject, even after my research results were to be shared with them for the purposes of any planned authorized Rand biography. As I explained in an “Investigative Report” (Sciabarra 1999b), I refused to sign such an agreement, and secured my first copy of a version of the transcript independently of the Ayn Rand Institute through a global network of scholars. But as I state in that article, the delay in securing this transcript had high costs. I lost the capacity to tap into the knowledge of many of Rand’s contemporaries who had either passed away or were incapacitated by age-related illnesses.

I should point out, however, that in 1992, in preparation for Russian Radical, I had formally approached the Estate of Ayn Rand for information on the Lossky case, given some of the discrepancies I was uncovering in my research. I received a letter from the legal heir to the estate, Leonard Peikoff (27 May 1992), which stated that the estate was compiling information on Rand’s life. He assured me that if anything relevant to the issues became apparent, he would so advise me.

8. Rand, “A statement of policy, part I,” in Objectivist, 471.

9. Milgram (2012, 107 n. 21) relates the story of Lossky’s rocky relationship with Vvedensky, who served as Lossky’s master’s thesis advisor.

10. The first documentation of Rand’s attendance at the Stoiunin gymnasium can be found in Russian Radical (65–67), and again, with additional evidence, in “The Rand Transcript” (<367–69>) and “The Rand Transcript, Revisited” (388, 465 n. 9, in this edition), the latter benefitting from research pursued by Anne C. Heller. See especially Heller 2009, 17–21 and 424. No mention by Milgram is made of the material in my work or in Heller’s biography, which definitively places Rand in attendance at that gymnasium.

11. The only other issue that Milgram raises in connection with my work is a brief comment on the potential connection between Professor Lossky and a character that appeared in early drafts of We the Living and was removed prior to the novel’s publication: Professor Leskov (see “The Rand Transcript, Revisited,” 389–90, in this edition). Milgram (2012) tells us that she “had considered [the] possibility” of a Lossky-Leskov connection but ultimately rejected it (110 n. 32). She dismisses any possible physical or even ideological resemblance since “any fictional character Ayn Rand would have created for this context would have been serious and opposed to Soviet teachings; no particular professor would have been needed to serve as model.” Furthermore, she rejects any close parallel between their names or physical descriptions and ultimately considered it “unlikely that Lossk[y] is a model for Leskov.” Since my own consideration of this connection is ultimately posed with a question, and not a conclusion—“[C]ould Rand have used Lossky as a model for Leskov?”—I have nothing else to add to this particular issue.
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FIG. 1 Nicholas Onufrievich Lossky (1870–1965), Ayn Rand’s philosophy teacher at Petrograd University. Photo taken in the United States, 1950. (Courtesy of Boris Lossky)
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FIG. 2 The Peter and Paul Fortress, St. Petersburg. In 1924, Ayn Rand lectured tourists on the fortress’s history. (Courtesy of Boris Lossky)
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FIG. 3 Nathaniel and Barbara Branden at their wedding, 1953. (Courtesy of Nathaniel Branden)
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FIG. 4 Members of Rand’s inner circle, at the wedding of Nathaniel Branden’s sister, Elayne, to Harry Kalberman. From left: Joan Mitchell, Alan Greenspan, Nathaniel Branden, Barbara Branden, Leonard Peikoff, Elayne Kalberman, Harry Kalberman, Ayn Rand, Frank O’Connor (Rand’s husband), and Allan Blumenthal. (Courtesy of Barbara Branden)
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FIG. 5 George Walsh. (Courtesy of Karen Reedstrom)
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FIG. 6 David Kelley. (Courtesy of David Kelley)
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FIG. 7 Ayn Rand and Nathaniel Branden in the mid-1950s. (Courtesy of Nathaniel Branden)
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FIG. 8. Ayn Rand in the driveway of her ranch in the San Fernando Valley in the 1940s. (Courtesy of Barbara Branden)
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FIG. 9. Ayn Rand on Wall Street in New York City after Atlas Shrugged was accepted by Random House for publication, 1957. (Courtesy of Barbara Branden)
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FIG. 10. Ayn Rand, Frank O’Connor, and Frisco the cat. (Courtesy of John Hospers)
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FIG. 11. Nathaniel Branden. (Photo by E. Devers Branden, courtesy of Nathaniel Branden)
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FIG. 12 Ayn Rand in her New York City apartment, 1967. (Courtesy of Barbara Branden)
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FIG. 13 N. O. Lossky in 1922. (Courtesy of Blitz Information Services, which retrieved this photo from N. O. Lossky’s GPU file)

Back to Page    Back to List of Illustrations


DIAGRAMS

[image: image]

DIAGRAM 1. Ayn Rand’s Multilevel Analysis of Power Relations
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DIAGRAM 2. Parallel Spheres: Social and Individual
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DIAGRAM 3. Reciprocal Causation in the Social and Individual Spheres
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DIAGRAM 4. Tier 2: Culture
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DIAGRAM 5. Tier 2: The New Cultural Movement
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