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The Institut’s Analysis of Nazism

State capitalism is the authoritarian state of the
present . . . a new breathing space for domination.
— Max HORKHEIMER

The very term “state capitalism” is a contradictio
in adiecto.
— Franz NEUMANN

“We were all pdssessed, so to speak, of the idea we must beat
Hitler and fascism, and this brought us all together. We all felt we
had a mission. That included all the secretaries and all coming to the
Institut and working there. This mission really gave us a feeling of
loyalty and belonging together.” ! So Alice Maier, Horkheimer’s
secretary in New York, described the Institut’s overriding concern in
the late thirties and early forties. Common purpose, however, did not
necessarily mean complete analytical agreement, as we shall see in
the present chapter. The continuing influx of refugees from Europe
into the Institut’s affairs brought with it new and sometimes conflict-
ing perspectives. In some cases, such as that of Adorno, who became
a full-time member in 1938, older trends in the Institut’s work were
reinforced. Adorno’s approach to fascism rested on the same psycho-
social assumptions that had informed the Studien iiber Autoritdit und
Familie. Theoretically, he was very close to Horkheimer, as we have
seen in Chapter 2. With other new entrants into Institut life, how-

~ ever, this uniformity of approach was no longer the case. The three
additions who were most important were Franz Neumann, Otto
Kirchheimer, and Arkadij R. L. Gurland. A fourth, Paul Massing,
had little direct impact on the debate, although his place in Institut
affairs after 1941 was an important one in other respects. The pres-
ence of these men in New York contributed to an enrichment of the
Institut’s. investigations of Nazism, but also led to a subtle challenge
to the basic premises of Critical Theory. :
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Of the three, Neumann was the most influential, largely through
the impact of his now classic study of Nazism, Behemoth,? a book, as
we shall see, in many ways at odds with the work of the older mem-
bers of the Frankfurt School. Neumann came to the Institut in 1936
on the recommendation of Harold Laski, one of the Institut’s spon-
sors in London and Neumann’s teacher at the London School of
Economics. He was not, however, totally unknown to the Institut,
having met Lowenthal in Frankfurt in 1918, where they were both
instrumental in the founding of the Student Socialist Society. Lon-
don, his initial place of exile, had proved uncongenial, despite
Laski’s efforts to help him become established; as Neumann later
wrote, English “society was too homogeneous and too solid, her op-
portunities (particularly under conditions of unemployment) too
narrow, her politics not too agreeable. One could, so I felt, never
quite become an Englishman.” 3 America, however, offered a more
hospitable welcome, and Neumann chose to spend the rest of his life
on this side of the Atlantic.

Before the emigration, his life had been that of a political activist
as well as a scholar. Neumann was of the same generation as the In-
stitut’s inner circle around Horkheimer. He was born in 1900 into an
assimilated Jewish family in the town of Kattowitz near the Polish
border. Like Marcuse, he first became politically involved in the Sol-

- diers’ Councils at the end of the war. During the Weimar period he
“became increasingly committed to the moderate Marxism of the So-
cial Democratic Party, although he was to the left of its leadership,
whose policies he often disputed. His political activities were of
sufficient magnitude to lead to his arrest in April, 1933; escape to
London followed after a month of imprisonment.4

Neumann’s academic background differed from most of the In-
stitut’s other members. His university training at Breslau, Leipzig,
Rostock, and Frankfurt was predominantly legal rather than philo-
sophical. In Frankfurt he studied with the distinguished jurist Hugo
Sinzheimer, whose other students included such future refugees as
Hans Morgenthau and Ernst Fraenkel. In the half decade before the
collapse of Weimar he lived-in Berlin, where he gave legal advice to
the SPD and one of its affiliated unions, and wrote for a number of
scholarly and political journals.> At the same time he taught at the
famed Deutsche Hochschule fiir Politik (German College of Poli-
“tics), which sent other scholars such as Arnold Wolfers, Hans Simon,
Ernst Jaeckh, and Sigmund Neumann (no relation) to American uni-
versities after 1933. Neumann also maintained a legal practice in
Berlin, which on occasion brought him before the Federal Supreme
Labor Court. As might be expected, his expertise in German law
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proved useless in England. And so, under Laski’s guidance, he set
out to retrain himself in political science. In 1936, the year he joined
the Institut, Neumann was granted a doctorate by the London
School of Economics.

Coming to political theory from his legal background, Neumann
had a different perspective from Horkheimer and the other members
of the Institut’s inner circle. His Marxism, so they always felt, was
less dialectical and more mechanistic than Critical Theory. Neu-
mann was also far less concerned with the psychological dimension
of social reality than Horkheimer, Fromm, or Adorno, which also
served to distance his work from theirs. In short, although it is clear
that Neumann possessed an analytically probing mind, which the
others recognized, he was generally considered closer in many re-
spects to Grossmann and Wittfogel, despite his distaste for their
Stalinism.

Neumann’s first contribution to the Zeitschrift in 1937 reflected his
legal interests.® In it, he traced the changing function of legal theory
in bourgeois society, with particular emphasis on developments in
the twentieth ‘century. He focused, among other things, on the
vaunted liberal notion of equality before an impersonal law, which,
he contended, served as an ideological cover for the rule of the bour-
geoisie and an aid in the operation of a free-enterprise system de-
pendent on legal calculability. The so-called rule of law, Neumann
suggested, contained a deception, in its refusal to admit that behind
the laws were always men, or more precisely, certain social groups.’

At the same time, however, he pointed to the positive side of lib-
eral theory, with its guarantee of at least a minimum of legal equal-
ity. “Equality before the law is, to be sure, ‘formal,’ i.e.. negative [the
distinction between positive and negative freedom made in the previ-
ous chapter will be recalled]. But Hegel, who clearly perceived the
purely formal-negative nature of liberty, has already warned of the
consequences of discarding it.” # In so reasoning, Neumann paral-
leled the arguments of Horkheimer and Marcuse on the place of for-
mal logic: although inadequate in itself, formalism provided a vital
safeguard, which substantive rationality, whether legal or logical. ig-
nored at its peril. Formalism, in short, was a genuine moment of the
dialectical totality, which ought not to be simply negated.

Neumann then turned to an analysis of the function of legal for-
malism, with special emphasis on the notion of the generality of the
law, in Weimar and after. Generality, he pointed out, had enjoyed a
recent resurgence of support among legal theorists after a brief
eclipse around the turn of the century. Only now, its function was
very different from what it had been in the heyday of liberalism in
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the nineteenth century. The source of the change had been eco-
nomic: “The postulate that the state should rule only by general laws
becomes absurd in the economic sphere, if the legislator is dealing
not with equally strong competitors but with monopélies that reverse
the principle of the free market.”® In other words, generality no
longer served the same equalizing function as before. Its obsoles-
cence was in fact recognized by Weimar’s authoritarian successor,
which had replaced it with an arbitrary, nonegalitarian decisionism.
Fascist legal theory, to be sure, claimed to have introduced “institu-
tionalism,” which replaced the legal individual with institutions or
corporations. But, Neumann argued, this was an ideological facade
for decisionism, because the institution was “divorced from the con-
text of power relationships, without which it is unintelligible.” 10

Thus, Neumann concluded, law in the fascist countries was illegit-
imate, because it lacked the generality of liberal, positivist law with-
out being grounded in the rational foundations of natural law.!! Fur-
thermore, he implied, the trend in nonfascist countries was in the
same direction: “Under monopolistic capitalism private property in
the means of production is preserved, but general law and contract
disappear and are replaced by individual measures on the part of the
sovereign.” 12 In other words, political existentialism, which Marcuse
had discussed in an earlier Zeitschrift piece,”® had permeated the
fascist legal sphere and threatened to do the same in all other so-
cieties dominated by monopoly capitalism.

In his next essay in the Zeitschrift'* Neumann indicated the legal
alternative he favored. Here he was in agreement with the other
members of the Institut: reason ought to be the source of law as well
as the ground of all social relations. All the-doctrines of natural law
that Neumann examined in his article were rooted, he claimed, in a
concept of man as a rational being. Neumann. expressed his agree-
ment with Hegel, who had attacked the previous forms of natural
law but not the notion of rational law itself. “We must not be
driven,” he wrote, showing Horkheimer’s influence, “to the extreme
of positivism, pragmatism, and perhaps still further to a nihilistic rel-
ativism. . . . The truth of a doctrine will depend upon the extent to
which it embodies concrete liberty and human dignity, upon its abil-
ity to provide for the fullest development of all human potentialities.
It is thus in the historic development and the concrete setting of the
natural law doctrines that their truth must be determined.” *

All varieties of natural law, he continued, are rooted in the belief

that the principles of law can be somehow derived from the lawful-
" ness of nature, a lawfulness in which man himself shares. They are
thus incompatible with a radically historicist politics such as Aristot-
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le’s, which defines man solely in terms of his socio-political existence.
There must be a doctrine of man’s underlying nature, Neumann ar-
gued, in a way that showed some divergence from Critical Theory’s
“negative anthropology.” There of course had been many different -
notions of human nature, ranging from the optimism of Locke,
Hooker, and the anarchists to the pessimism of Epicurus, Spinoza,
and Hobbes. In contrast to both extremes Neumann expressed sym-
pathy with what he called agnosticism, which characterized man in
the state of nature as neither good nor bad. Here he singled out
Rousseau as the most articulate spokesman of this position: “[Rous-
seau’s] agnostic view believes that only in civil society can man’s
original rights merge with those of his fellow citizens into one collec-
tive right.” 16 Natural law theories, if based on an optimistic view of
man’s innate nature, logically lead to anarchism; if pessimistic, they
imply absolutism. The agnostic view, on the other hand, can lead to
a democratic state in which “the sovereign power then ceases to be
sovereign, is no longer an external power confronting the subjects. It
is rather society itself which governs and administers itself.” 7

In short, of all the theories of natural law — and Neumann dis-
cussed several others, such as the Thomist and the constitutionalist
—he found most congenial the one that corresponded to the
isonomy of positive freedom, implying the identity of rulers and
ruled. Accordingly, he rejected the argument that political power
and state authority were inherently wicked, at least in the period be-
fore the perfect identity of particular and universal interests had
been achieved.!® Here he agreed with the general assumption of Crit-
ical Theory that the one authority, legal as well as political. that men
should follow was that of reason. And accordingly, because natural
law theories were rooted in a normative rationality. they were neces-
sarily critical of prevailing legal conditions.

The source of Neumann’s distance from Horkheimer and the
other members was not in this conclusion, but rather in the legalistic
approach he used to derive it. It also arose from his psvchologically
spare characterization of man as already endowed with reason.
which ignored all the findings of the Studien concerning the sway of
irrational forces over modern man’s behavior. Still. in many ways.
Neumann’s essays on legal theory in the Zeitschrift demonstrated the
influence of his discussions in the Institut and of Horkheimer’s edito-
rial suggestions. The real quarrel came with the publication of Behe-
moth in 1942.

Before embarking on a discussion of this formidable work, the two
other new Institut members who contributed to the analysis of Na-’
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~ism should be introduced. In fact, in many places Behemoth reveals
the influence of their collaboration. Of the two, Otto Kirchheimer'®
was the more active participant in Institut affairs. In many ways his
background was similar to Neumann's. Five years his junior, Kirch-
heimer was born in 1905 in Heilbronn, also of Jewish parentage.
From 1924 to 1928 he studied law and politics at Minster, Cologne,
Berlin, and Bonn. His teachers included Max Scheler, Rudolf
Smend, Hermann Heller, and perhaps most importantly, Carl
Schmitt. Kirchheimer’s doctoral dissertation at Bonn was a contrast
of the socialist and Bolshevik concepts of the state, strongly in-
fluenced by Schmitt’s decisionism and his notion of the “emergency
situation.” 20 During the waning years of Weimar, Kirchheimer, like
Neumann and Gurland, participated in SPD affairs, lecturing in
trade-union schools and writing for such journals as Die Gesellschaft.

The most trenchant of his writings during this period was an anal-
ysis of the Weimar constitution, Weimar — And What Then?2' which
combined insights from both Marx and Schmitt. During the late
twenties Kirchheimer expressed little sympathy for the reformist
wing of the Social Democratic Party, but was equally reluctant to
embrace the Jacobin notion of the party advocated by the Leninists
further to his left. Like Schmitt, he argued that true democracy could
exist only on the basis of a unified people. free of social contra-
dictions. Where he broke with his former teacher. however, was in
rejecting the idea that the racial nation was such a homogeneous
community. To Kirchheimer, as a Marxist, true unity was reserved
for the classless society of the future.

In the period before the Nazi take-over of power, Kirchheimer,
like the members of the Institut then in Frankfurt, preserved a
guarded hope that the proletariat might still fulfill its historical role.
In 1932 he argued against the importance of mass culture as a
sufficient explanation of the working class’s, reluctance to realize its
revolutionary potential. Here, of course, he was more optimistic than
his future colleagues: “However one may evaluate this process Or-
tega y Gassett has called The Revolt of the Masses, it seems clear that
the condition which is interpreted either as self-limitation or as sub-
mission of the masses, depending on one’s ideological attitude,
belongs to the past.” 2 In fact, Kirchheimer’s optimism led him to
argue that the corporate-institutional state that Schmitt had lauded
for transcending social antagonisms was in fact sharpening them.
Because of his faith in the revolutionary potential of the workers,
Kirchheimer was able to argue that the SPD ought not to support the
presidential government of Briining, despite the arguments to the
contrary of more moderate Socialisis.? To Kirchheimer, the authori-
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tarian “state above the parties” was less an obstacle to fascism than a
prelude.?® The way to prevent Weimar’s collapse to the right was to
accelerate its potential to the left.

In 1933. of course, his optimism proved faulty and Kirchheimer,
like so many others, was forced to flee. In Paris, his first way-station,
he was able to join the Institut’s branch in 1934 as a research associ-
ate. During his stay in the French capital, he began writing for
French legal journals and worked on a critique of the Third Reich,
which was published in Germany pseudonymously and under the os-
tensible auspices of the then Councillor of State Carl Schmitt.¢ In
1937 he resettled in New York as a research associate at the Institut’s
central office.

In New York Kirchheimer was assigned the completion of the
work George Rusche had begun in 1931 on the relationship between
penal practices and social trends. The result, Punishment and Social
Structure, published in 1939, was the first of the Institut’s major
works to appear in English.7 Rusche had completed the first part
dealing with the period before 1900; Kirchheimer picked up where
he left off, writing a final chapter on fascism and, with Moses 1.
Finkelstein's help, translating the manuscript into English. The basic
premise of the study was that “punishment must be understood as a
social phenomenon freed from both its juristic concept and its social
ends. . . . Every system of production tends to discover punishments
which correspond to its productive relationships.” # In examining
such modes of punishment as imprisonment, fines, solitary confine-
ment, deportation, and forced labor, Rusche and Kirchheimer were
able to demonstrate a rough correlation between such variables as
the labor market and the circulation of money on the one hand and
specific penal forms on the other. In his chapter on changes under
twentieth-century authoritarian regimes, Kirchheimer pointed to the
general collapse of legality in the period of monopoly capitalism,
which Neumann had noted and which Kirchheimer himself was to
explore in a subsequent Zeitschrift essay.?® “The separation of law
from morality,” he wrote, “as an axiom in the period of competitive
capitalism, has been replaced by a moral conviction derived immedi-
ately from the racial conscience.” ® The result, he argued, was 2
much harsher penal policy, characterized by the reintroduction of
capital punishment and the decreased use of fines. Statistics in Ger-
many, as well as in France and England, however, demonstrated no
connection between such penal measures and the crime rate. Only
social change, he concluded, could lead to a decrease in the rate of
criminal offenses. - . '

Kirchheimer’s contribution to the Institut’s analysis of Nazism
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came in a series of articles he wrote for the Zeitschrift and for its suc-
cessor in late 1939, Studies in Philosophy and Social Science. Before
turning to these, which we shall do when discussing Behemoth later
in the present chapter, we must complete the account of the Institut’s
new members. Some attention must also be paid to the work of the
older Institut figures, whose analyses of Nazism contrasted in certain
respects with Neumann’s and Kirchheimer’s. The third new entrant
who wrote extensively on Nazism was Arkadij R. L. Gurland. Gur-
land’s association with the Institut, however, was shorter than Neu-
mann’s or Kirchheimer’s, lasting from 1940 to 1945, and his in-
fluence was correspondingly less. Born in 1904 in Moscow, the son
of an engineer, Gurland went to gymnasia in Moscow and Sebasto-
pol before coming to Germany in 1922. There he studied economics,
philosophy, and sociology at Berlin and Leipzig, writing his doctoral
dissertation at the latter university on the concept of dictatorship in
the materialist theory of history.3! In the late twenties Gurland be-
came active in the SPD, contributing to affiliated publications such
as Der Klassenkampf (The Class Struggle), which was to the left of the
party leadership. ’

Many of the positions Gurland took at the time were similar to.
those advocated independently by the Institut. For example, he
strongly attacked Karl Kautsky’s mechanistic materialism, in favor
of a Marxism that recognized its roots in Hegelian dialectics.?? He
also chided the Communist Party for its subservience to Moscow
and-its unwillingness to jeopardize its party structure to make a revo-
lution.3? Like Kirchheimer and Neumann, he was a member of the
SPD’s left wing, imploring its membership to engage in active praxis
instead of waiting for capitalism to collapse from the weight of its
own contradictions. And like both of them, he was driven into exile
by the events of 1933. In Paris his career in political journalism was
difficult to sustain, and Gurland began to retrain himself as a student
of Nazi economics. By the time he came to New York and the Insti-
tut in 1940, he was writing almost exclusively on that subject. De-
spite his earlier interest in philosophy, Gurland did not contribute
anything theoretical to Institut publications. His work for the Zeir-
schrift showed more of an affinity for the approach of his former col-
leagues in the SPD than for that of Critical Theory.

If Neumann, Kirchheimer, and Gurland brought with them ideas
somewhat unlike those nurtured in Frankfurt and matured in New
Yprk by the Institut’s inner circle, they were not the first in the In-
stitut’s history to differ with Horkheimer’s approach. We have al-
ready discussed Wittfogel’s more . orthodox Marxism and the diminu-
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tion of his association with the Institut. Henryk Grossmann, the last
member of the Griinberg generation of Institut members to remain
on its staff, was also a more orthodox Marxist critic of Critical
Theory.3 After several years in London and Paris, Grossmann emi-
grated to New York in 1937, but his connection with the others on
Morningside Heights became increasingly tenuous during the next
decade. In fact, the last significant contribution he made to the Zeit-
schrift was his long critique of Borkenau’s The Transition from the
Feudal 1o the Bourgeois World View, which appeared in 1934. Except
for occasional reviews, thereafter his work ceased being published by
the Institut. During the late thirties he worked at home rather than in
the Institut’s building on 117th Street. The termination of the Zeit-
schrift during the war prevented the publication of his study of
Marx’s relationship to the classical economists,? which he had spent
much of his time preparing with the major objective of stressing the
severity of Marx’s repudiation of their work. In the forties several of
his pieces appeared in non-Institut journals.3¢

Clearly Grossmann's most productive period had been in the dec-
ade before 1933, which culminated with his treatise on the collapse
of capitalism. The disruption of European intellectual life brought
about by the Nazis helped prevent it from receiving the attention it
might have earned at a less turbulent time. Thereafter, the disloca-
tion of Grossmann’s personal life added to the waning of his produc-
tivity. In America Grossmann led a lonely and isolated existence,
having left a wife and children behind in Europe. In New York he
had no officid]l connection with Columbia or any other. university
and scarcely more than a formal one with the Institut: There is also
evidence to show that in the early forties his intellectual differences
with other Institut ‘members were supplemented by strains in per-
sonal relationships.?” Grossmann’s continued support for Stalinist
Russia did little to endear him to the others.3® In addition, according
to Alice Maier,” he began to. fear that his former countrymen, the
Poles, were intent on hurting him. 11l health brought on by a stroke
compounded his general unhappiness. Finally, after the war he de-
cided to try to resettle in Europe. Unlike some of the other Institut
members who returned to Frankfurt, Grossmann went to Leipzig,
where the East German government offered him a chair in 1949. The
Institut helped him ship his belongings, but by then his bitterness
had led to a complete break. Thus only indirectly, through Mrs.
Maier, did -word reach them of his disappointment with Leipzig in
the short time before his death at the age of sixty-nine in November.
1950. ' . ‘
Grossmann’s ideological. inflexibility prevented him from having
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much impact on the Institut’s analysis of Nazism, or on much else in
its work for that matter. It would, however, be a very great mistake
to assume that the Institut’s analysis of the crisis of modern society
completely lacked an economic dimension. Almost every issue of the
Zeitschrift had an article on an economic problem. Gerhard Meyer
analyzed the emergency measures of the Western democracies and
their relation to a truly planned economy.® Kurt Mandelbaum
wrote from London on technological unemployment and the theory of
economic planning.#! Critiques of non-Marxist economic models
were made by “Erich Baumann” and “Paul Sering” (a pseudonym
for Richard Lowenthal).?? Joseph Soudek, who helped Pollock with
administrative matters'in New York, contributed occasional reviews.
Even Felix Weil returned to write a few essays on related matters.?
Further discussions of the relationship between economics and tech-
nology were added by Marcuse and Gurland.* In short, although
the Institut often castigated vulgar Marxists for their economic
determinism, it still acknowledged Marx’s insight into the crucial
role of the economy in capitalist society..

It would, on the other hand, be an error to argue that these eco-
nomic analyses were really integrated into the heart of Critical
Theory. Horkheimer and Adorno, however broad the scope of their
interests and knowledge, were never really serious students of eco-
nomics, Marxist or otherwise. In fact, Horkheimer’s attempts to dis-
cuss economic theory were greeted with considerable skepticism by
the more orthodox Marxists in the Institut.% Even the non-Marxist
economists like. Gerhard Meyer remember how uneasy the relation-
ship was between the Institut’s leaders and the economic analysts.4
There seems to have been some residue of the long-standing German
philosophers’ distaste for the more mundane world of getting and
spending. ‘

Where Critical Theory broke new ground was in its argument that
the role of -the economy had changed significantly in the twentieth
century. In fact, the debate within the Institut over the nature of fas-
cism centered largely on the character of that change. Behemoth
shared many of the same assumptions about the nature of monopoly
capitalism with orthodox Marxists such as Grossmann. The older
members of the Institut’s inner circle, on the other hand, followed
the lead of its associate director, Friedrich Pollock, who, despite his
administrative duties, found time to devote to scholarly pursuits.

The centerpiece of Pollock’s work was his theory of state capital-
1sm, with which he described the prevailing trends of modern so-
({ieties. In large measure, the theory was an extrapolation of his ear-
lier analysis of the Soviet economic experiment.?’ Pollock, it will be
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recalled, did not feel that Russia had succeeded in introducing a
truly socialist planned economy. In fact, one of the reasons for the
Institut’s relative silence on Soviet affairs was its belief that the Rus-
sian economy, despite its unique qualities, was a variant of state cap-
italism. As early as the first issue of the Zeitschrift in 1932, Pollock
had discussed the prospects for achieving a stabilized capitalist econ-
omy despite the Depression.*® The conclusions he drew were directly
opposed to those of crisis theorists such as Grossmann, who pre-
dicted the demise of the system within a relatively short period of
time. Pollock pointed instead to the growing use of economic plan-
ning by government direction as a means to contain capitalist con-
tradictions indefinitely. He also discussed such additional factors as
the deliberate encouragement of technological innovation and the
effects of an increasing defense sector, which contributed to capital-
ism’s staying power. ,

In 1941 Pollock extended his observations about the durability of
the system into a general theory of state capitalism.®® Liberal laissez-
faire economics, he argued, had been superseded by monopoly capi-
talism. This in turn had been replaced by a qualitatively new form of
capitalism, characterized by governmental direction. Although the
authoritarian regimes of Europe had been the first to introduce ex-
tensive controls, the Western democracies, including the United
States, were likely to follow. Unlike both earlier stages, state capital-
ism suspended .the free market in favor of price and wage control. It
also pursued the rationalization of the economy as a deliberate pol-
icy, assumed control over investments for political purposes, and re-
stricted consumer-oriented commodity productiomn.

What perhaps distinguished it most strongly from earlier capitalist
phases, Pollock argued, was its subordination of individual or group
profits to the needs of the general plan. Social relations consisted no
longer of the interaction of employer and employee, or producer and
consumer through the mediation of the market. Instead. individuals
confronted one another as commander and commanded. Although
not completely lost, “the profit motive,” Pollock argued, had been
“superseded by the power motive.” %0 One reflection of this, he con-
tinued in a way reminiscent of James Burnham,’! was the loss of
control by stockholders over management. The traditional capitalists
were becoming little more than rentiers living off diminished profits.

The general prognosis for collapse that emerged from Pollock’s
analysis was bleak. Forced full employment through public works
was being used by state capitalism to forestall Marx’s predicted pau-
perization of the proletariat. Problems of distribution were solved by
administered prices and predefined needs. Overaccumulation, which
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Grossmann had especially stressed, would be solved by the con-
tinued expansion of the military sector of the economy. In short, a
new system of directed capitalism now existed, and was likely to en-
dure for some time.

Pollock’s pessimism was, however, cautiously tempered by certain
qualifications. The contradictions of capitalism — class struggle, fall-
ing profit rate, and so forth — were not truly resolved, as they were
to be in a socialist society. Moreover, the state, which had seized
control of the economy, was itself directed by a mixed ruling group
of bureaucrats, military leaders, party functionaries, and big busi-
nessmen (the same components as in Neumann’s analysis). Conflict
among them, although currently minimized, was by no means an im-
possibility. Other sources of possible instability in the system in-
cluded the natural limits on resources and skills and the friction that
might arise between popular demands for an increased living stan-
dard and the needs of a perpetual war economy. Still, the general
trend that Pollock saw was in the direction of the proliferation and
strengthening of state-capitalist economies. Pollock finished his arti-
cle by posing several questions about the viability of a democratic as
opposed to an authoritarian state capitalism, questions whose an-
swers he said could be given only by history.

In his next essay in the Studies in Philosophy and Social Science.
entitled “Is National Socialism a New Order?,” Pollock focused on
the Nazi variant of state capitalism. In opposition to Gurland and
Neumann, he argued that almost all the essential characteristics of
private property had been destroyed by the Nazis. No longer was in-
vestment for maximum profits an inalienable prerogative of big busi-
ness. Although Nazi planning was still haphazard, the government
had introduced a deliberate, and generally successful, policy of full
employment, capital rather than consumer production, price control,
and relative economic autarky. The individual’s position in Nazi so-
ciety, Pollock continued, was now dependent on his status in the so-
cial hierarchy rather than on his entrepreneurial skill or private prop-
erty.52 In general, technical rationality had replaced legal formalism
as the guiding principle of the society.

In short, Pollock answered the question posed in his title affirma-
tively. That Nazism was a truly “new order,” he argued, drawing on
the Institut’s studies of authority and family, was shown by its delib-
erate attempt to hasten the disintegration of the traditional family,*
which had been a bulwark of bourgeois society. The old capitalist
order,'even in its monopolistic stage, had been an exchange econ-
omy; 1ts successor was what the Nazi economic theorist Willi Neu-
ling had called a “command economy.” * The Nazis had thus
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achieved the “primacy of politics” over the economy.>> Unless they
lost the war, Pollock concluded with characteristic pessimism, their
system was not likely to collapse from within.

In stressing the politicization of the economy, Pollock was very
much in the mainstream of Critical Theory. If the Frankfurt School
refused to develop a discrete political theory, as we have argued in
Chapter 4, it equally rejected a purely economic approach to social
theory. In his article “Philosophy and Critical Theory,” which ap-
peared alongside an essay by Marcuse with the same name, Hork-
heimer had made it clear that he considered domination by the econ-
omy a purely historical phenomenon. It would be a mistake, he ar-
gued, to judge the future society according to its economic form.
Moreover, “this is true for the period of transition in which politics
gains a new independence in relation to the economy.” 3 The fetish-
ization of the economy was left to more orthodox Marxists, such as
Grossmann. Economic relations were always understood as repre-
senting relations among men in all their complexity, although admit-
tedly they were the reified form in which capitalist men tended to re-
late to one another. The profit motive, Pollock stressed, had always
been a variant of the power motive.’” Today, however, the mediation
the market had provided was disappearing. Domination was becom-
ing more blatant in the “command economy” of the authoritarian
state-capitalist systems. In so reasoning, it should be noted, Pollock
was still in the Marxist tradition, in the sense that Marx had always
understood economics as “political economy.” Inherent in all of
Marx’s economic writings, even Capital, was the underlying assump-
tion that economic relations were basically human interactions,
which in capitalism were variations on what Hegel had called the

“master-slave” relationship.%

Thus, in creating his model of state cap1ta115m Pollock was speak-
ing for Horkheimer, and probably Lowenthal and Adorno as well.
(Marcuse, who was personally much closer to Neumann, adopted a
position nearer to Neumann's in Reason and Revolution, where he
wrote: “The most powerful industrial groups tended to assume direct
political control in order to organize monopolistic production, to de-
stroy the socialist opposition, and to resume imperialist expan-
sion.”)®® To Horkheimer, however, state capitalism was “the authori-
tarian state of the present ... a new breathing space for
domination.” 0 In all his work during the late thirties and early
forties, Horkheimer stressed the end of the liberal mediations, eco-
nomic, political, and legal, that had previously forestalled the reali-
zation of the domination implicit in capitalism (which he was later to
‘expand into the entire Western “enlightenment” tradition). As he
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wrote in his preface to a special volume of the Studies in Philosophy
and Social Science devoted to the transition from liberalism to au-
thoritarianism, “With the advent of fascism, dualisms typical of the
liberalistic era, such as individual and society, private and public life,
law and morals, economy and politics, have not been transcended
but obscured.” ¢! The essence of modern society had been revealed
as domination by “gangsters.” 2 Racket. protection, Horkheimer
argued, using one of Benjamin’s favorite categories, was the “ur-
phenomenon” of modern domination. The notion of rackets, it
should be added parenthetically, was also prominent in Kirch-
heimer’s analysis of Nazism.63 ’

In the service of domination, Horkheimer argued, the ruling
groups employed a technological rationality, which, as he often
noted, was a betrayal of reason’s true essence. Connecting this indi-
rectly with one of his philosophical bétes noires, he wrote: “Fascists
have learned something from pragmatism. Even their sentences no
longer have meaning, only a purpose.” ¢ In “Authoritarian State” he
developed a critique of technological rationality, which applied as
well to its socialist practitioners,'anticipating many of the arguments
he was to develop with Adorno in Dialectic of the Enlightenment. The
locus of his analysis of fascism had thus shifted away from the ortho-
dox Marxist concept of the last stage of monopoly capitalism to a
more general analysis of technology. This was related to the critique
of Marx’s own overemphasis on the process of production and his
fetishization of labor, which we encountered in Chapter 2 when ex-
amining the foundations of Critical Theory. When in “The Jews and
Europe” Horkheimer wrote that “he who does not wish to speak of
capitalism, should also be silent about fascism,” ¢ it should be un-
derstood that he meant state capitalism, not its liberal or monopoly
predecessors. '

In fact, Horkheimer’s distaste for the technological rationalization
of advanced capitalism led him to express grave doubts about a so-
cialist movement that saw itself as its inevitable successor. Engels
and others like him, Horkheimer argued,s who equated the sociali-
zation of the means of production with the end of domination, were
the true utopians. In fact, the naive expectation of freedom as the re-
sult of such a socialization anticipated the authoritarian state of the
present. The perverse alliance of Lasalle and Bismarck was a sym-
bolic expression of this fact. True freedom, Horkheimer argued,
could be achieved only by breaking out of the technological strait-
Jacket that state capitalism had forged and that socialism, at least as_
embodied in the Soviet Union, had perpetuated. Appropriately in-
cluded in a volume of essays devoted to the memory of Walter Ben-
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jamin, who shared the belief that the realization of freedom could
only come from a rupture in the continuum of history,5” “Authoritar-
ian State™ expressed the most radical strains in Critical Theory. In
one of his most important statements, Horkheimer wrote:

Dialectics is not identical with development. Two antagonistic moments,
the take-over of state control and the liberation from it, are contained to-
gether in the concept of social revolution. [Social revolution] brings about
what will happen without spontaneity: the socialization of the means of
production, the planned direction of production, and the domination of na-
ture in general. And it brings about what without active resistance and con-
stantly renewed struggle for freedom will never appear: the end of exploita-
tion. Such a goal [social- revolution] is no longer the acceleration of
progress, but rather the jumping out of progress [der Sprung aus dem Fort-
schritt heraus].®

In 1942, when this was written, Horkheimer did not yet despair that
such “active resistance” might yet be forthcoming. Here he remained
somewhat more optimistic than Pollock. “The eternal system of au-
thoritarian states,” he could write, “though terribly threatening, is no
more real than the eternal harmony of the market economy. As the
exchange of equivalence was still a shell of inequality, so the fascist
plan is already open theft. . . . The possibility is not less than the de-
spair.” ¢ The cement of fascism, he argued, was not merely the psy-
chic compliance of the authoritarian personality, although this was
very important. It was also based on the constant and unremitting
application of terror and coercion.™ The various components of the
ruling class were themselves united only in their common fear of the
masses, without which they would dissolve into a band of squabbling
gangsters.* 71 :
Moreover, Horkheimer argued, the material conditions for the re-
alization of freedom had finally been achieved. Like Marcuse, who
developed this idea in his article on technology in the Studies in Phi-
I2sophy and Social Science, he maintained that the end of scarcity, as
well as new forms of domination, might possibly result from the
* As Brecht’s play The Resistible Rise of Arturo Ui shows, many refugees saw the Nazis as
gangsters, at least metaphorically. Not all did, however. Hannah Arendt, for example, in The
Origins of Totalitarianism (New York, 1958), wrote: “The totalitarian form of government has
very little to do with lust for power or even the desire for a power-generating machine. . . . To-
talitarian government, all appearances not withstanding, is not rule by a clique or a gang, . . .
Isolation of atomized individuals provides not only the mass basis for totalitarian rule, but is
carried through to the very top of the whole structure” (p. 407). Miss Arendt singled out Behe-
moth for criticism on this score in an accompanying footnote. Later, in the aphorism “Massen-
gesellschaft” in Dialectic of the Enlightenment, Horkheimer and Adorno also abandoned the
gangster comparison and argued that the fascist leaders were basically the same as the masses

they led. In Chaplin’s The Great Dictator, they pointed out, the dictator and the barber were
the same man.
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spread of the technological ethos. In fact, the break with the past for
which he called was now dependent solely on the wills of men. In the
most direct expression of what might be called a “Luxemburgist” or
syndicalist strain in Critical Theory, he wrote: “The modalities of the
new society are first to be found in the course of its transformation.
The theoretical conception, the council system, which according to
its pioneers is supposed to show the way to the new society, arises
from praxis. It goes back to 1871, 1905, and other events. The revolu-
tion has a tradition on whose continuation theory is dependent.” 2
Thus, instead of a Leninist transitional dictatorship, Horkheimer
seemed to support the direct seizure of control by the people. The
choice was clear, he wrote: “a retreat into barbarism or the begin-
ning of history.” 73

Yet despite the hortatory note of “Authoritarian State,” it was be-
coming increasingly apparent to Horkheimer that the chances for
barbarism were greater. In the same article he expressed for perhaps
the first time the argument that the life of the mind was becoming
the last.refuge of revolutionary praxis, an argument that was to ap-
pear with increasing frequency in the subsequent work of the Frank-
furt School. “Thought itself,” he wrote, “is already a sign of resist-
ance, of the effort to allow oneself no longer to be deceived.” 7 Once
“barbarism,” or at least its fascist embodiment, had been defeated,
without leading to the “beginning of history” that had seemed its
only alternative, Critical Theory began to question the possibility of
praxis itself in the modern world.

To discuss this development in any detail now, however, would be
to leave our central concern, the Institut’s treatment of Nazism. As
mentioned earlier, Neumann, Kirchheimer, and Gurland brought
with them different viewpoints from those of Horkheimer, Pollock,
and many of the older Institut figures on such questions as the na-
ture of the Nazi economy. Of the three, Kirchheimer was perhaps
closest in spirit to Critical Theory, despite the more positivistic bent
of his mind and the legalistic basis of his education.” His first article
in the Studies in Philosophy and Social Science after the publication of
Punishment and Social Structure showed a continued interest in crim-
inology.”® In analyzing criminal law in Nazi Germany, Kirchheimer
distinguished between two phases in the development of legal theory
after 1933: the authoritarian and the racist. In the former, which
lasted only briefly after the seizure of power, Roland Freisler’s voli-
tional notion of law prevailed, stressing the subjective motivations of
defendants rather than their objective acts. It was soon superseded
by the antinormative, antigeneralist “concrete” legal theory of the
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so-called Kiel School of “phenomenological” law.”” Here the judge’s
intuition of the “essential” nature of the defendant replaced the
judgment of his actual actions. Crimes committed by omission were
extended; the “social feelings of the people” as revealed through the
pronouncements of their leaders and the rulings of the judicial bu-
reaucracy influenced judicial decisions, even to the point of retroac-
tive legislation. Departmentalization of jurisdictions — the SS, the
labor service, the party, for example, all had separate legal hier-
archies — replaced the unified system of criminal law that had pre-
vailed before 1933. In short, the judiciary had been transformed into
a dependent administrative bureaucracy increasingly responsive to
the ideological demands of the state.

One of the major contentions of the phenomenological school, and
of Nazi political theory in general, was that it had brought together
the spheres of law and morality, which had been separated in liberal
jurisprudence. In a subsequent essay Kirchheimer sought to express
the ideological nature of this claim by revealing the underlying char-
acter of Nazi law. Of the old pillars of liberal law, private property
and liberty of contract, Kirchheimer argued that the former, al-
though still in existence, was “heavily martgaged to the political ma-
. chine,”78 while the latter had been rendered practically meaningless.
In one sense then, Nazi legal doctrine had bridged the old liberal
gulf between the private and public realms, but only at the cost of
the liquidation of the former. The Nazi claims of a “concrete” policy
had been realized in certain areas, such as anti-Semitic legislation
and pro-populationist measures (for example, reducing sanctions
against illegitimate births and supporting larger families). But in
most other areas, such as agriculture, where the ideology of “blood
and soil” had been sacrificed to the demands of modernization, this
was not the case. In fact, the basic thrust of Nazi law was in the di-
rection of that technological rationality that Horkheimer had em-
phasized. “Rationality here,” Kirchheimer wrote, “does not mean
that there are universally applicable rules the consequences of which
could be calculated by those whom they affect. Rationality here
means only that the whole apparatus of law and law-enforcing is
made exclusively serviceable to those who rule.” 7 Still, Kirchheimer
did not go as far as Pollock in describing the new order as postpri-
vate capitalism: in Kirchheimer’s words,

The conceéntration of economic power which characterizes the social and
political development of the Nazi regime crystallizes in the tendency toward
preserving the institution of private property both in industrial and agricul-
tural production, whilst abolishing the correlative to private property, the



160 The Dialectical Imagination

freedom of contract. In the contract’s place the administrative sanction now
has become the alter ego of property itself.80

Yet Kirchheimer, more than Neumann or Gurland, felt that the
power of the state, or at least the ruling clique around Hitler, was
basically unchallenged. In a broader discussion in the Studies in Phi-
losophy and Social Science of the political changes that had occurred
under the Nazis he offered his reasons.®! He distinguished three
phases of political compromise in recent Western European history.
In the liberal era, a “complex of working agreements among parlia-
mentary representatives and between them and the government”
prevailed.®? The influence of money in politics was particularly
strong. Around 1910, however, the elements in the compromise
began to shift as the era of mass democracy came of age. Voluntary
organizations of capital and labor were the major participants in the
struggle for power, with the central banks acting as mediators be-
tween the economic and the political spheres. Monopolies replaced
individuals in both politics and economics. In the third period, which
began with the rise of fascism, the influence of economic factors had
declined drastically. The fascist governments were too strong to be
toppled by an investors’ strike or other manifestations of private eco-
nomic pressure. Although monopolies obviously still existed in such
areas as labor (government-controlled), industry (still private), and
the so-called Food Estate (also private), the government had seized
the whip hand. In fact, the Nazi party was now involved in creating a
competitive economic apparatus of its own, which helped increase its
bureaucratization. But this meant a betrayal of earlier Nazi prom-
ises: “The party proved no support for the independent middle
classes in their struggle for survival, but, instead, actually hastened
their final decline more than any other single factor in modern Ger-
man history.” 8 _

The new structure of political compromise that resulted from all
this was now dependent on the Fiihrer and his clique. With money
no longer a real expression of social power, “leadership” had become
the arbiter of intergroup conflicts. These were relatively frictionless
only because of the expansive nature of fascist imperialism, which
permitted a division of the spoils among all the competing elements
of the ruling coalition. “It is this interdependence between the un-
questionable authority of the ruling group and the program of ex-
pansion which offers the characteristic phenomenon of the compro-
mise structure of the fascist order, directs its further course, and
decides its ultimate fate.” 8

The imperialist dynamic of Nazism also played a key role in the
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analyses of Gurland and Neumann. In his first article for the Studies
in Philosophy and Social Science,® Gurland focused: on the impor-
tance of economic expansion as a means to prevent conflict within
the Nazi system. Although admitting that the government sector had
grown significantly, he opposed Pollock’s argument about the drastic
reduction of big business’s power. The government, he asserted, rep-
resented the antimonopolistic resentment of the petite bourgeoisie,
but without really challenging the prerogatives of the entrenched
business interests. In fact, the discontented Mittelstand (white collar
workers, small business owners, and petty bureaucrats) had always
wanted less the destruction of big business than a sense of participa-
tion in its prosperity. With imperialist expansion, this yearning had
been fulfilled to the benefit of both the government and big business.
In opposition to Pollock, Gurland stated that “expansion guarantees
the realization of the profit motive and the profit motive stimulates
expansion.” 8

Although Gurland agreed that technological rationalization had
been advanced under the Nazis, he did not feel that this spelled the
end of private capitalism. In fact, the bureaucratization and centrali-
zation of the economy had started within and among private corpo-
rations well before the Nazis took power. These private conglomer-
ates; Gurland argued, were still much more powerful than such Nazi
competitors as the Hermann Goering Steel Works. The technological
innovations that Pollock had stressed were more the work of these
concerns, especially in the chemical industry, than of the govern-
ment. Moreover, although managerial growth had certainly taken
place, this too did not mean the transformation of capitalism, for
“those who control the means of production are the actual capitalists
whatever they may be called.” 8 The managers still derived their in-
come from profits (although not from dividends, as had the tradi-
tional stockholders). In short, the system as Gurland understood it
was still monopoly capitalist, although based on the condominium of
political bureaucracy and economic managers united in their pursuit
of imperialist expansion.

Gurland’s unwillingness to discount the perseverance of monopoly
capitalism was also shared by Neumann, to whose Behemoth we can
now finally turn. Ultimately to become a classic, although suffering a
relative eclipse during the Cold War, Behemoth was a work of enor-
mous and painstaking scholarship, all the more remarkable for Neu-
mann’s distance from his sources. In several areas, such as the his-

-tory of the German Jabor movement, Neumann was able to draw on
'his own personal experience before 1933. All of this was recognized
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by Horkheimer and the other members of the Institut’s inner circle,
but Neumann’s conclusions and the methodology that he had used
to derive them were sufficiently foreign to Critical Theory to prevent
the inner circle from considering Behemoth a real expression of the
Institut’s views.8

There were, to be sure, some similarities between his approach and
theirs. Neumann, for example, minimized the independent impor-
tance of anti-Semitism and racism in general,®® as had Horkheimer in
all his writings from Ddmmerung until the war. He went so far as to
call the-German people “the least anti-Semitic of all,” % a belief curi-
ously shared by the other Institut members.* Neumann also agreed
that fascism lacked a true political theory because of its irra-
tionalism, whereas a “political theory cannot be nonrational.” 92 And
finally, he felt that the system would not inevitably collapse from
within without conscious political praxis: “The flaws and breaks in
the system and even the military defeat of Germany will not lead to
an automatic collapse of the regime. It can only be overthrown by
conscious-political action of the oppressed masses, which will utilize
the breaks in the system.” % '

Yet the differences were on the whole more significant. Neu-
mann’s general disdain for psychology has already been mentioned
on several occasions. Like the left-wing historian Eckart Kehr, whose
influence on Neumann was considerable,* he felt that psychoanaly-
sis was little more than a bourgeois ideology. Behemoth did contain a
short section on the psychology of charisma, but it ignored the In-
stitut’s earlier work on the authoritarian personality entirely. There
was scarcely anything in Behemoth’s more than six hundred pages
(including an appendix added in 1944) to suggest that Neumann ac-
cepted Fromm’s notion of the sado-masochistic character type. Fur-
thermore, in his analysis of the failure of the working class during
Weimar,” Neumann ignored Fromm’s study of the ambivalent men-
tality of the German proletariat.

More central still was his disagreement with Pollock’s notion of
state capitalism. To Neumann, “The very term ‘state capitalism’ is a

* When I mentioned Neumann’s remark to Lowenthal, he said that many of the Institut’s
members thought the Germans less anti-Semitic than the Americans they had come to know
after emigrating to this country. The discrimination to which they referred was social, which
was practically unknown in Weimar, rather than political. All the Institut members with whom
I spoke stressed how completely assimilated they had felt in Germany before being forced to
leave. This attitude towards the amount of anti-Semitism in Germany was echoed in the 1939
prospectus the Institut prepared on the general problem, in the Studies. Today the following
statement, which was included in the prospectus, sounds more than a bit naive: “While frank
disgust for the anti-Semitism of the government is revealed among the German masses, the

promises of anti-Semitism are eagerly swallowed where fascist governments have never been
attempted.” %!
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contradictio in adiecto.” Quoting Hilferding, he continued, “Once the
state has become the sole owner of the means of production it makes
it impossible for a capitalist economy to function, it destroys that
mechanism which keeps the very processes of economic circulation
in active existence.” % That the “primacy of politics” and the mana-
gerial revolution had not yet been achieved Neumann set out to
prove by examining the German economy empirically. In doing so,
he also made it clear that he did not share Pollock’s general gloom
about the invulnerability of the system: “The present writer does not
accept this profoundly pessimistic view. He believes that the antago-
nisms of capitalism are operating in Germany on a higher and, there-
fore, a more dangerous level, even if these antagonisms are covered
by a bureaucratic apparatus and by the ideology of the people’s
community.” %7

The evidence he first cited was the testimony of the Nazi leaders
themselves, none of which seemed to indicate a deliberate policy of
state control.”® Neumann then presented considerable data con-
cerning the increased cartelization and rationalization of big busi-
ness that had taken place during Weimar. This process, he con-
tended, had created an unstable situation in which the economy was
becoming more rigid, more susceptible to cyclical changes, and vul-
nerable to pressures from the discontented masses. As a result, the
state had to intervene to break the increasingly explosive deadlock.
Its choice was clear: “Shall the state crush monopolistic possessions,
shall it restrict them for the sake of the masses, or shall interference
be used to strengthen the monopolistic position, to aid in the com-
plete incorporation of all business activities into the network of in-
dustrial organizations?” % To Neumann, the answer was obvious:
the Nazis had taken the latter course, despite their propaganda to the
contrary. Still, Neumann’s analysis was more complicated than the
- orthodox Marxist position, classically expressed by George Dimitrov
at the seventh World Congress of the Comintern, that fascism was
“the open, terrorist dictatorship of the most reactionary, most chau-
vinistic, and most imperialist elements of finance capital.” !® To
Neumann, “The German economy of today has two broad and strik-
ing characteristics. It is a monopolistic economy — and a command
economy. It is a private capitalistic economy, regimented by the to-
talitarian state. We suggest as a name best to describe it, “Totalitar-
ian Monopoly Capitalism.” > 10!

This was demonstrated, he continued, in such ways as compulsory
cartelization legislation. The rulers and benefactors of the new mo-
nopolies, he argued, were not the new managers, but in most cases
the old private entrepreneurial individuals or families. The Nazis, he
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pointed out, had refrained from nationalizing most industries; “on
the contrary, there is a definite trend away from nationalization.” 102
Even the construction of the party’s alternative economic structure
did not spell the end of capitalism. “On the contrary, it appears as an
affirmation of the living force of capitalistic society. For it proves
that even in a one-party state, which boasts of the supremacy of poli-
tics over economics, political power without economic power, with-
out a solid place in industrial production, is precarious.” 19 In short,
although a command economy was in the process of being created, it
was by no means replacing the old monopolistic capitalism. In fact,
Neumann argued, agreeing with Gurland, the two could survive side
by side as long as imperialist expansion permitted the satisfaction of
the claims of the various groups in the ruling elite.

That Neumann distinguished among groups within this elite — big
business, the party, the military, and the bureaucracy — showed that
he was not positing a simplistic view of fascism as solely the creature
of the monopolies. “This does not mean,” he wrote, “that National
Socialism is merely a subservient tool of German industry, but it
does mean that with regard to imperialistic expansion, industry and
party have identical aims.” ! Still, unlike the analyses of Pollock
and Horkheimer, Neumann’s was rooted in more traditional Marxist
categories. Pollock had written of the power motive. In reply, Neu-
mann remarked: “We believe that we have shown that it is the profit
motive that holds the machinery together. But in a monopolistic sys-
tem profits cannot be made and retained without totalitarian politi-
cal power, and that is the distinctive feature of National Social-
ism.” 1% The new order that Pollock had described was really not so
new after all.

Nor were such theorists as the New School’s Emil Lederer, an old
Institut foe, correct in calling Nazi Germany an amorphous mass so-
ciety without class differentiation. In fact, the Nazis’ atomization of
‘the masses had stopped short of the self-atomization of the elite. If
anything, Neumann argued, “the essence of National Socialist social .
policy consists in the acceptance and strengthening of the prevailing
class character of German society.” 1% Where Neumann did agree a
change had occurred was in the class solidarity of the lower and
lower middle classes. The Naxis had introduced a new hlerarchy
based more on status than on traditional class, thus reversing Sir
Henry Maine’s classic formula about the transition from status to
class.!” This had been accomplished by a deliberate attempt to at-
omize the masses, a process whose ramifications Neumann explored
in analyses of propaganda, terror, labor and wage policy, and Nazi
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law (based largely on his and Kirchheimer’s earlier articles in the
Zeitschrift and the Studies).

Neumann’s more orthodox class analysis prevented him from
seeing domination in technological terms, as the group around
Horkheimer was beginning to do. Like Gurland, he felt that the ra-
tionalization and centralization of the economy were not incompati-
ble with private capitalism. In fact, the technological revolution had
“originated within the very mechanism of capitalistic production, re-
futing the belief of those who hold that capitalism has lost its dy-
namic.” 1% Yet Neumann felt it possible that the tension between the
logic of technological rationalization and the demands of profit-max-
imization might increase in the-long run. “We believe,” he wrote,

“that the antagonism between the engineer, by whom we understand
all technicians and foremen, and totalitarian monopoly capitalism is
one of the decisive flaws in the regime.” 1

Still, the major burden of Neumann’s argument was that, contrary
to Pollock, Nazism was a continuation of monopoly capitalism, al-
beit by other means. Behemoth, however, had a secondary thesis as
well, which corresponded somewhat more closely to some of the no-
tions of the Institut’s inner circle. This argument was reflected in the
book’s title, which referred to Hobbes’s study of the chaos of the
English civil war of the seventeenth century. To Neumann, “Na-
tional Socialism is — or [is] tending to become — a non-state, a
chaos, a rule of lawlessness and anarchy.” 11® Not only was “state
capitalism” a misnomer, but the existence of a state in any tradi-
tional sense was itself questionable. Instead, domination was becom-
ing more nakedly unmediated without the buffer, however imperfect,
provided by the liberal state.

In other words, Neumann, like Horkheimer and the others, felt
that the semi-humane mediations of the past were rapxdly being
eroded in the authoritarian states. Where they disagreed was in their
descriptions of the nature of the unmediated domination. To Neu-
mann, it was still along the lines of capitalist over exploited worker,
without the state acting to lessen the viciousness of the class conflict.
He could therefore still write, “there exists objectively a profound
antagonism between the two classes. Whether or not it will explode
we do not know.” 11! To Horkheimer, on the other hand, the domi-
nation was becoming increasingly psychosocial, without the buffer-
ing of the capitalist market. Following Pollock, he asserted that the
state was the main perpetrator of the domination, which also in-
cluded the deliberate application of terror and coercion. In time,
however, the role of the state would cease to be very great in his
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analysis, as domination became a kind of pervasive condition in the
society as a whole. Here Horkheimer’s arguments concerning the in-
creasing role of the technological ethos played a crucial part. As we
shall see when examining the later work of the Frankfurt School, es-
pecially as related to its analysis of American society, domination in
what Marcuse was to popularize as “one-dimensional” society
seemed to exist without the conscious direction of dominators,
whether economic or political. As a result, it appeared more sinister
and invulnerable, and the chances for effective action to negate it
even more remote.

In summary, then, it can be said that the Institut employed two
general .approaches in its analysis of Nazism. One, associated with
Neumann, Gurland, and Kirchheimer, focused on changes in legal,
political, and economic institutions, with only a passing glance at so-
cial psychology or mass culture. Its basic assumptions were those of
a more orthodox Marxism, stressing the centrality of monopoly capi-
talism, although with considerable refinement. The other major ap-
proach, followed by the group around Horkheimer, saw Nazism as
the most extreme example of a general trend towards irrational dom-
ination in the West. Although agreeing that this had occurred as an
outgrowth of advanced capitalism, it no longer considered the eco-
nomic substructure the crucial locus of the social totality. Instead, it
paid increased attention to technological rationalization as an insti-
tutional force and instrumental rationality as a cultural imperative.
In so doing, it explored with far greater interest than Neumann or
the others of his persuasion the psychosocial mechanisms of obe-
dience and sources of violence. By pointing to the various ways in
which advanced capitalism had avoided the fulfillment of Marx’s
predictions of its collapse, it revealed a more profound skepticism
about the possibilities for change, which. was to increase in the years
to come. _

Because the Horkheimer-Pollock approach had gone beyond the
orthodox Marxist concentration on the economy, it was able more
easily to be applied to American social phenomena after the war.
The economy of the United States, after all, might be characterized
as monopoly capitalist, but its society had proved resistant to fas-
cism just the same. The postwar transformation of Neumann and
those in his camp into uneasy liberals can perhaps be partly attrib-
uted to their acknowledgment of this reality. The group around
Horkheimer, on the other hand, shared a pessimism about the future
of the proletarian revolution, but did not become liberals in the same
sense as Neumann, Kirchheimer, and Gurland. In Marcuse’s case,
as we shall see, radicalism was intensified. In Horkheimer’s and
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Adorno’s, the caution was far greater, but the basic analysis never
became truly liberal or pluralist in its assumptions. To speak of post-
war developments now, however, is to anticipate our narrative. This
cannot be done until the Institut’s refocusing of its attention on
America is discussed in our next chapters.

Before turning to the Institut’s analysis of American society, its
history during the war must be brought up to date. With the expan-
sion of fascism’s power in Europe and America’s entry into the war
there came a general reorganization of the Institut’s institutional
structure and a reevaluation of its goals. The French branch, the sole
remaining Institut outpost in Europe at the outbreak of the war, was
closed with the occupation of Paris in 1940. During the thirties, the
Paris office had not only been a liaison with the Institut’s publishers
and a source of data for the Studien iiber Autoritit und Familie, but
also a link with the French academic and cultural community. Wal-
ter Benjamin was not the only contributor of articles to the Zeit-
schrift living in Paris. Other pieces were written by Celestin Bouglé,
Raymond Aron, Alexandre Koyré, Jeanne Duprat, Paul Honig-
sheim, Maxime Leroy, Bernard Groethuysen, and A. Demangeon. In
1938 Bouglé was one of two distinguished European scholars to de-
liver a series of public lectures at the Institut’s New York branch
(Morris Ginsberg was the other).

Now the link was broken. In addition, the Librairie Félix Alcan
could no longer continue to print the Zeitschrift. Instead, the Institut
decided to publish in America the third section of the 1939 volume,
which appeared in the summer of 1940. This necessitated a reversal
of the Institut’s long-standing unwillingness to write in English. As
Horkheimer explained in his foreword to the rechristened Srudies in
Philosophy and Social Science:

Philosophy, art, and science have lost their home in most of Europe. Eng-
land is now fighting desperately against the domination of the totalitarian
states. America, especially the United States, is the only continent in which
the continuation of scientific life is possible. Within the framework of this
country’s democratic institutions, culture still enjoys the freedom without
which, we believe, it is unable to exist. In publishing our journal in its new
form we wish to give this belief its concrete expression.'’?

Publishing in America, however, was more expensive than it had
been in Europe, and the Institut’s funds were not what they once
were. In the late thirties its capital endowment had suffered a setback
of some seriousness. Unsuccessful investments in a bear market, a
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disastrous real estate transaction in upstate New York, and the dis-
tribution of considerable sums of money to other refugees on the In-
stitut’s enlarged staff resulted in a limitation of its financial options.
Thus, by 1941, when the Institut transferred the last of its capital
from Switzerland and Holland to America, where it was adminis-
tered by the Kurt Gerlach Memorial Foundation, the Hermann Weil
Memorial Foundation, and the Social Studies Association,!!? the
amount it brought was not sufficient to permit the continuation of all
the Institut’s programs. One of the first casualties was the Studies in
Philosophy and Social Science, which was initially changed into a
yearbook and-then, in March, 1942, with the third issue of volume
nine (officially 1941), discontinued for the duration of the war. It was
never to reappear in its original form, thus ending a journal of re-
markable distinction and accomplishment. With hindsight, it might
well be argued that the brief decade of its existence was the Institut’s
true Bliitezeit, its period of greatest creativity.

The Institut’s financial problems also necessitated a reduction of
its staff, which had been swelled by the influx of new refugees from
Europe. Some of the Institut’s associates — Karl Landauer, Andries
Sternheim, and, most prominently, Walter Benjamin — had resisted
its pleas to emigrate until it was too late. In many other cases, how-
ever, escape proved successful. By the war, new “research associ-
ates,” who were often very peripherally associated with the Institut,
included Karl Wilhelm Kapp (economics), I. Graebner (anti-Semi-
tism), Fritz Karsen (education),!’ Olga Lang (Sinology), Wilhelm
Mackauer (history), Alois Schardt (art), Joseph Soudek (economics),
Edgar -Zilsel (sociology), Paul Lazarsfeld (sociology), Maximilian
‘Beck (philosophy), Kurt Pinthus (literature), and Hans Fried (sociol-
ogy). Many of them, in addition to other recipients of Institut grants
such as Joseph Maier, Alice Maier’s husband, could no longer be re-
tained on the Institut’s reduced budget.

The same problem existed among the senior members of the staff.
By 1939, as we have seen, Fromm had left to pursue his private prac-
tice, Gumperz was involved with his activities as a stockbroker, and
Wittfogel had found new sources of income. Adorno was employed
part-time by Lazarsfeld’s Radio Research Project at Princeton and
later at Columbia, which was a source of research and secretarial
assistance for Lowenthal as well. Government consultation was also
a means of supplementing income while doing useful work. Neu-
mann was the first to go to Washington to aid in the war effort. In
1942 he Jomed the Board of Economic Warfare as its chief consul-
tant and then, soon after, the Office of Strategic Services, as-the dep-
uty chief of the Research and Analysis Branch’s Central European
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section. Neumann’s departure from the Institut, which proved per-
manent, was hastened by personal as well as theoretical differences
with older Institut figures,'’> as was the case with others such as
Fromm and Wittfogel. Horkheimer was displeased with the sum-
mary way in which Pollock’s arguments were treated in Behemoth.
Furthermore, there was an apparent rivalry between them over the
selection of a professor at Columbia from among the Institut’s mem-
bers. The older figures from the Frankfurt period were distressed by
the prospect that Neumann, with his divergent opinions. would be
representing the Institut on the regular Columbia faculty. In fact,
after the war Neumann was offered such a position, which he ac-
cepted, but by that time the Institut had decided to allow its connec-
tion with Columbia to lapse.

Other Institut members spent a considerable part of their time in
Washington during the war. Kirchheimer also joined the OSS, as did
Marcuse after completing Reason and Revolution, his last extensive
publication for more than a decade. Here they were members of a re-
markable community of intellectuals, which included such distin-
guished scholars as Hajo Holborn, Norman O. Brown, Carl
Schorske, H. Stuart Hughes. L.eonard Krieger. Crane Brinton, and
Franklin Ford. Marcuse had briefly served with the Office of War In-
formation before joining the OSS. The OWI was also the focus of
Lowenthal's governmental work after 1943. Although he continued
to spend some time in the Institut’s New York office, he served for a
time as an OWI section chief. Pollock was an occasional consultant
to the Department of Justice’s antitrust division and to the Board of
Economic Warfare. Gurland, although remaining for the most part
in New York, found time to collaborate with Kirchheimer and Neu-
mann on a study. The Fate of Small Business in Nazi Germany.''¢ for
a special Senate subcommittee led by Claude Pepper.

Despite the reduction of the Institut’s budget and the partial dis-
persion of its staff, the effort to continue its scientific work did not
-flag. But for the first time, supplementary grants were necessary to
make its projects feasible. These were not always forthcoming. In
February, 1941, a prospectus for an analysis of the “Cultural Aspects
of National Socialism,” !'” under the joint direction of Horkheimer
and Eugene N. Anderson of American University in Washington,
was announced. The projected responsibilities for individual sections
were as follows: Pollock was to study bureaucracy; Lowenthal, liter-
ature and mass culture; Horkheimer, anti-Christianity; Neumann,
the ideological permeation of labor and the new middle classes;
Marcuse, the war and the postwar generation; and Adorno, art, and
music. Grossmann was described as “an adviser for economic his-
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tory, statistics, and economics for all sections where such problems
may enter.” ''® But the project could not be started for lack of a
foundation cosponsor. Nor was money available for the continua-
tion of the Studies in Philosophy and Social Science as a yearbook. In
fact, only with the-support of the American Jewish Committee and
the Jewish Labor Committee, acquired in October of 1943, could the
Institut devote its' collective energies to a large and costly project.
The series, Studies in Prejudice, that resulted will be the subject of
Chapter 7.

In one instance, the Instltut s financial recovery allowed it to re-
verse the trend towards the reduction of its staff. Paul Massing, who
had joined as a research associate in 1941, became one of the In-
stitut’s more important contributors in the next few years. He was
not, however, a total newcomer to Institut affairs, having started his
- dissertation under Griinberg in 1927.!"® Yet in one way Massing was
a unique addition. Unlike most other important figures in the Insti-
tut’s history, he was of gentilé origin, a factor that he was later to feel
prevented his full acceptance by the Institut’s inner circle. In the
twenties Massing had been a close friend of Karl Wittfogel for both
personal and political reasons. Like Wittfogel, he was one of the sev-
eral Communist Party members associated with the Institut before
the emigration, having joined the Party in 1927. And like his. older
friend — Massing was born in a small village near Koblenz in 1902,
six years after Wittfogel — he was put into a concentration camp for
his politics when Hitler took power. Both men were liberated at ap-
‘proximately the same time and both left Germany in 1934. Each
wrote of his experiences in the concentration camp in pseudony-
mously published novels: Wittfogel’s, written under the name Klaus
Hinrichs, was called Staatliches Konzentrationslager VII; Massing’s
was entitled Schutzhdftling 880 and was published under the name
Karl Billinger, which he had whimsically chosen as a combination of
John Dillinger, the master criminal, and Richard Billinger, a Ger-
man poet jailed by the Nazis.!? Accompanied by a pro-Soviet intro-
duction by Lincoln Steffens, Massing’s novel was translated as Fa-
therland in 1935. Its publication in English cost him dearly by
delaying his naturalization until the late 1940’s.

Another parallel between the two men was their growing disen-
chantment with communism. Wittfogel had left the Party as a dues-
paying member by the time he departed the Continent for England
in 1934, eight months before his emigration to America. His final
break with his Communist past, however, did not come until the
summer of 1939, after his experiences in China in the middle thir-
ties.!?! Massing’s apostasy was considerably more dramatic. Al-
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though he had made a brief trip to the United States after his libera-
tion from the camp, he and his wife, Hede, returned to Europe to
work for the Party. In 1937 he was summoned to Moscow to discuss
his affairs with his superiors. By this time the purge trials were at
their height, and like many others, Massing was becoming disen-
chanted with Stalinist practice. Although discouraged by his wife, he
decided to go to the Soviet Union, as he remembers it, out of a sense
of honor to announce his break with communism. What began as a
two-week visit ended as an eight-month nightmare with no certainty
of survival.!22 Finally, in 1938, Massing was permitted to leave both
Moscow and the Party, but his involvement with communism was
not yet entirely over. After returning, he began a comparison of Hit-
ler’s foreign policy with the intentions announced in Mein Kampf, in
the hope of putting together a marketable book. Hitler Is No Fool, as
it was finally called, was published in 1940 by Modern Age, at that
time secretly controlled by Communist editors. “Karl Billinger’s”
contention that the war in the west was merely a preliminary for a
drive eastward went against the new party line after the Nazi-Soviet
Pact. Consequently, the book was suppressed by its own publishers
and copies already printed were recovered if at all possible.

The loss of Massing’s book was paralleled by the loss of his friend-
ship with Wittfogel, although for precisely the opposite reasons. As
noted earlier, Wittfogel began to shift rightward after his return from
China. His third wife, Esther Goldfrank, was herself conservative
and seems to have influenced the intensity of Wittfogel’s change. In
addition to leaving the Party, he began to distrust anyone who had
ever been connected with it in any way. Massing fell into this cate-
gory, and his relations with Wittfogel progressively deteriorated. The
final break came in 1948, so Massing recalls, over his refusal to sup-
port unreservedly the allegations of Ruth Fischer in her Stalinist Ger-
many. In Wittfogel’s account, their falling out had more personal
reasons.!?? What is clear is that Massing, no longer a member of the
Party but unwilling to share Wittfogel’s rabid anticommunism, had
reached a political position not dissimilar to that of the Institut’s
leadership. By 1941, when he joined its ranks, his political cateer was
clearly over. In fact, his contribution in the forties showed little effect
of the Marxism he had so actively espoused at an earlier date. In this
he mirrored the Institut’s gradual withdrawal from an aggressively
Marxist stance, some -of whose effects we have seen in this chapter.
In fact, a number of factors during the war and the immediate post-
war years contributed to this change in.the Frankfurt School’s atti-
tude towards Marxism.' These will become readily apparent in our
subsequent discussions of its work in the forties.
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Perhaps the most important change in the Institut’s history during
the war resulted from Horkheimer’s health. Because of a mild heart
condition, his doctors advised him to leave New York for a more
temperate climate. As a result, Horkheimer, accompanied by

~Adorno, who came largely out of personal loyalty,”” moved to
Pacific Palisades near Santa Monica, California, in early 1941. With-
out Horkheimer’s personal stimulus, the Institut’s New York office
lost some of its vitality. Lowenthal and Pollock remained as its direc-
tors, and Marcuse, Kirchheimer, Gurland, Massing, and Felix Weil
continued to do work there. Still, the volume of research, for all the
reasons mentioned above, generally declined during the war. In
June, 1944, the building on 117th Street was turned over to the U.S.
Navy for training courses, and the Institut was relocated in smaller
quarters in Low Memorial Library and in another building on
‘Morningside Heights. Clearly, the Institut’s’ Columbia period was
drawing to a close when it distributed an account of its achievements
in 1944 entitled “Ten Years on Morningside Heights.” 125

In moving westward to California, Horkheimer and Adorno gave
symbolic confirmation of the Institut’s increased distance from its
European origins. In February, 1940, while still in New York,
Horkheimer, Pollock, Marcuse, and Lowenthal had taken out natu-
ralization papers. By the end of the war almost all the Institut mem-
bers had become American citizens. The end of the Zeirschrift meant
the beginning of a new English- speaking audience for the Institut.
Starting with Punishment and Social Structure in 1939, all the Insti-
tut’s published work appeared in its adopted language. In the forties
the Srudies in Prejudice picked up where the Studien iiber Autoritdt
und Familie had left off, but now the focus was on American forms of
authoritarianism.

With the shift in subject matter came a subtle change in the center
of the Imstitut’s work. Authoritarianism in America appeared in
different guises from its European counterparts. Instead of terror or
coercion, more gentle forms of enforced conformism had been devel-
oped. Perhaps the most effective of these were to be found in the cul-
tural field. American mass culture thus became one of the central
concerns of the Frankfurt School in the forties. To understand its
work, we must now return to our long delayed discussion of the In-
stitut’s analyses of cultural phenomena. We have already treated
Lowenthal’s contribution to those analyses. In the next chapter we
shall turn to the extensive and penetrating work of Adorno and Ben-
jamin in the context of the Institut’s treatment of what Horkheimer
called “affirmative culture.” 126



VI

Aesthetic Theory
and the Critique of Mass Culture

There is no document of civilization which is not
at the same time a document of barbarism.
— WALTER BENIAMIN
It is not that chewing gum undermines metaphys-
ics but that it is metaphysics — this is what must be
made clear.
— MAX HORKHEIMER
Mass culture is psychoanalysis in reverse.
— LEO LOWENTHAL

Marxist aesthetic criticism, as George Steiner has argued.! has tra-
ditionally proceeded along two separate lines. The first, derived pri-
marily from the writings of Lenin and codified by Zhdanov at the
first Soviet Writers” Congress in 1934, finds merit only in those works
displaying unabashed political partisanship. Lenin’s demand for
Tendenzliterarur (partisan literature). conceived in combat with aes-
thetic formalism around the turn of the century, ultimately cul-
minated in the sterile orthodoxy of Stalinist socialist realism. The
second strain, which Steiner among many others considers more
fruitful, follows the lead of Engels, who valued art less by the politi-
cal intentions of its creator than by its inherent social significance.
The objective social content of a work, Engels maintained, might
well be contrary to the avowed desires of the artist and might express
more than his class origins. This second approach has been pursued
by the non-Soviet bloc critics Michel Crouzet once called para-
Marxists. Among the most prominent of these were, al varying times
in their careers, Jean-Paul Sartre and Lucien Goldmann in France,
Edmund Wilson and Sidney Finkelstein in America, and members
of the Frankfurt School in Germany. :

To Steiner, as to other commentators, Georg Lukdcs presents a
complex case, with characteristics placing him in both camps. Lu-
kacs, certainly the most gifted critic who remained within the Soviet
orbit, sought to bridge the gap between the Leninist and the “Engel-
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ian” positions. In developing Engels’s now famous dichotomy be-
tween realism and naturalism — the former, exemplified in the works
of Shakespeare, Goethe, and Balzac, reconciling objective world and
subjective imagination organically; the latter, best illustrated in
Zola’s writings, mechanically reflecting the artist’s unassimilated
phenomenal environment — Lukécs pursued an important distinc-
tion neglected by orthodox Zhdanovists. Zola, despite his sympathy
for the oppressed, so Lukacs maintained, is artistically inferior to the
royalist Balzac, whose artistic imagination allowed him to portray
the historical totality with greater fidelity. Similar considerations led
to Lukdcs’s unexpected praise in The Historical Novel for the works
of Sir Walter Scott.2

And yet, Lukacs, the man who repudiated his own History and
Class Consciousness because of criticisms by the Party hierarchy,
never truly freed himself from the Leninist straitjacket. This was ap-
parent in a number of ways. One of the better known is his practi-
cally unrelieved hostility to artistic modernism of all kinds.? To such
writers as Proust, Joyce, and Kafka, Lukdcs turned a deaf ear, be-
cause of their alleged formalism and subjectivity. Much of twentieth-
century art Lukacs associated with the alleged irrationalism in the
writings of Dostoyevsky, Nietzsche, and Kierkegaard.* Along with
this attitude went a rather conservative preference for the master-
pieces of bourgeois culture and a less than critical deference for the
products of socialist realism. This latter aspect of his work was per-
haps due to an overly optimistic appreciation of the reconciliation of
contradictions already achieved in socialist countries.® Still another
manifestation of his adherence to Leninist standards appeared in his
relative indifference to the effects on art of technological innovation;
class conflict remained the sole motor of history underlying his criti-
cism. For all the insights contained in the vast corpus of his critical
works, Lukacs’s compromise with political authority and his almost
temperamental insensitivity to modernist art prevented his achieving
the kind of critical flexibility that Western para-Marxists, such as
those connected with Frankfurt School, were able to attain.

Having said this, however, it must be acknowledged that much of
what the para-Marxists wrote would not have been the same without
certain of Lukacs’s writings. History and Class Consciousness, what-
ever its author may have thought of it later, was a seminal work for
them, as Benjamin, for one, was to admit.® As Adorno also acknowl-
edged in a much later piece on Lukacs whose tone was generally crit-
ical, it was the first study to focus on the crucial problem of reifica-
tion, the key to a Marxist or neo-Marxist analysis of culture.’
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Moreover, the Frankfurt School, like other para-Marxists, shared the
“Engelian*’ distinction between realism and naturalism that Lukacs
did so much to develop, although they tended to agree more with his
definition of the latter than of the former.! Whatever the disagree-
ments that separated them in subsequent years — and they were seri-
ous — the Institut and Lukédcs spoke to similar questions from
within a common tradition.

The objective of this chapter is the presentation of those elements
that made the Frankfurt School’s aesthetic criticism different from
both its traditional bourgeois and its orthodox Marxist competitors.
Special attention will be paid to the contributions of Adorno and
Benjamin, with side glances at Horkheimer, Marcuse, and Lowen-
thal, whose discussions ol mass culture will be considered as well.
The chapter will end with a treatment of the way in which the Insti-
tut integrated its critique of art with its more general analysis of
modern society.

From the very beginning, of course, the post-Griinberg generation
of Institut members had been interested in aesthetic and cultural
phenomena. Hans Cornelius, the major academic influence on a
number of Institut figures, had been an artist manqué and had writ-
ten extensively in the philosophy of art.® Horkheimer’s excursions
into fiction, which continued into the forties,!® have already been
mentioned, as have Adorno’s more substantial musical pursuits.
Adorno’s study of Kierkegaard, in which aesthetics played a central
role, has also been discussed, as have Wittfogel’s plays and aesthetic
criticism. And finally, we have paid attention to Lowenthal’s numer-
ous essays in the Zeitschrift on literary matters.

What remains to be done is a more complete presentation of the
other components of the Institut’s extensive analysis of cultural
subjects, particularly the work of Adorno and Benjamin. The
difficulties in such a task are formidable. The antisystematic impulse
of Critical Theory was extended 1o the cultural criticism it fostered.
The result makes summary a difficult, if not impossible, project. In
addition, the form in which the criticism appeared was an essential
part of its total effect. The unique texture of an Adorno or a Benja-
min essay and the studied intricacy of their prose styles defy transla-
tion,!! not to mention reduction to their fundamentals. Their mode
of reasoning was rarely inductive or deductive, a reflection of their
insistence that every sentence must be mediated through the totality
of the essay in order to be understood fully. Reading a piece by
Adorno or Benjamin brings to mind a comment the filmmaker Jean-
Luc Godard is once said to have made when asked if his films had a
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beginning, a middle, and an end. “Yes,” he replied, “but not neces-
sarily in that order.” The principle that Adorno atiributed to the
symbolists also informed their work: “Defiance of society includes
defiance of its language.” 2 The difficulties that resulted for the aver-
age reader were thus less the product of caprice or inarticulateness
than a direct challenge to the reader to respond with commensurate
seriousness. Adorno himself indicated his purpose indirectly when he
wrote of Schonberg’s music: “It requires the listener spontaneously
to compose its inner movement and demands of him not mere con-
templation but praxis.” '3 Other artists, such as Kafka,! whose work
Adorno particularly praised, seem to be guided by the same consid-
eration.

Benjamin’s concern for language and style was no less great. In
fact, as Adorno once suggested.'” Benjamin saw himself as the vehi-
‘cle for the expression of objective cultural tendencies, a belief that
made the mode of expression particularly crucial. One manifestation
of this was his hope to exclude all subjective elements from his work
by writing an essay consisting solely of quotations from other
sources.'® Although this never came to pass, Benjamin strove to give
his words a richness and resonance that normal prose lacked. His in-
terest in the Talmud and the Cabala may have led him to the con-
viction that multiple levels of meaning exist in every sentence.'” If
Benjamin’s style differed from that of other Institut members, it wds
a product of his searching for the most concrete mode of expression
possible. Because his thought was more analogical than theirs, he
was less inclined to use traditional philosophical jargon, which he
dismissed as the language of procurers.’® In fact, Benjamin and
Horkheimer exchanged letters in which their different appreciations
of the value of philosophical language came to the surface.! Neither
convinced the other, and Benjamin’s style remained closer to the
evocative prose of artistic literature than to the denotative language
of theoretical philosophy. This, in addition to the fragmentary condi-
tion of much of his later work, the recent disputes over the authen-
ticity of some of his texts, and the distance he always maintained
from Critical Theory, makes an assessment of his contribution to the
Institut’s work especially difficult.

Still, with these qualifications in mind, the general outlines of the
Frankfurt School’s approach to aesthetics, shared by Adorno and, to
some extent, by Benjamin, can be discerned. If, as we have seen ear-
lier, the Institut refused to fetishize economics or politics, it was
equally reluctant to treat culture as a realm apart in society. Occa-
sionally, this seemed to mean an almost reductionist analysis of art
to a reflection of social trends, as when the Institut in one of its
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official histories wrote: “We interpret [art] as a kind of code language
for processes taking place within society, which must be deciphered
by means of critical analysis.” 20 Although generally less direct, the
Institut was certainly at the opposite pole from the tradition of
Geisteswissenschaften (cultural sciences) in Germany, which tended
to treat intellectual history in a social vacuum. Members of the Insti-
tut never tired of attacking the opposition between culture as a supe-
rior sphere of human endeavor and material existence as a lesser as-
pect of man’s condition. The interrelationship between culture and
society was such that the former never fully succeeded in transcend-
ing the inadequacies of the latter. Thus, Adorno praised Spengler for
demonstrating “the way culture itself, as form and order, is in com-
plicity with blind domination.” 2! And Benjamin stated baldly that
“there is no document of civilization which is not at the same time a
document of barbarism.” 22

Equally foreign to the Institut’s thinking was the evaluation of ar-
tistic phenomena as merely expressions of individual creativity.
Horkheimer, it will be recalled, wrote his Habilitationsschrift on
Kant’s Critique of Judgment. Almost two decades later, he returned
to Kant’s argument that an element of common humanity, of shared
hope for the potential of mankind, informed every aesthetic act.2?
The supra-individual subject was not, however, abstractly transcen-
dental, as Kant had believed, but was historical instead.? The artis-
tic subject was in a sense social as well as individual. Works of art
thus expressed objective social tendencies unintended by their crea-
tors. The artist’s alleged creative freedom was in some ways illusory.
“Like artists’ lives,” Adorno wrote in his essay on Valéry and Proust,
“their works appear ‘free’ only when seen from the outside. The
work is neither a reflection of the soul nor the embodiment of a Pla-
tonic Idea. It is not pure Being but rather a ‘force-field’ between sub-
ject and object.” 5

Thus, to the Frankfurt School, the aesthetic rationale of expres-
sionism, which was particularly popular in the Germany of their
youth, was ultimately false. In an article written on Kafka during the
forties, Adorno returned to an argument he had used earlier in his
critique of Kierkegaard: “Absolute subjectivity is also subjectless.
.+ . The more the I of expressionism is thrown back upon itself, the
more like the excluded world of things it becomes. . . . Pure subjec-
tivity, being of necessity estranged from itself as well and having be-
come a thing, assumes the dimensions of objectivity which expresses
itself through its own estrangement.” 26 Although the spontaneity of
subjective creativity was a necessary element in genuine art, it could
realize itself only through objectification. And objectification inevi-
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tably meant working with materials already filtered through the ex-
isting social matrix. This in turn meant the necessity of at least some
reification. In his critique of Aldous Huxley, Adorno wrote that “hu-
manity includes reification as well as its opposite, not merely as the
condition from which liberation is possible, but also positively, as the
form in which, however brittle and inadequate it may be, subjective
impulses are realized, but only by being objectified.” 27 Adorno’s use
of reification as a synonym for objectification in this passage indi-
cates his pessimism about the total de-reification of life. Here his
stress on nonidentity, which we have examined earlier, was espe-
cially evident. The complete reconciliation of subjective imagination
and objective materials might be approached in great works of art,
but never fully achieved. Thus, even when discussing such artists as
Valéry, Proust, George, and Hoffmanstahl,?® for whom he had great
respect, Adorno chose to discuss them in dialectical pairs in order to
transcend the inherent insufficiency of individual accomplishments.

If artistic creativity was limited by social factors, so too was the
subjective appreciation of art. The liberal notion of individual
“taste,” so Adorno and Lowenthal frequently pointed out? had
been fully undermined by the gradual liquidation of the autonomous
subject in modern society. The implications of this development
were crucial for an understanding of mass culture, in which the ma-
nipulation of preferences was almost complete. As we have already
seen in Chapter 4 when discussing Lowenthal’s essay on Dostoy-
evsky’s readership in prewar Germany, the Institut saw the changes
in the reception of art as a valid field for its investigation.

What distinguished the Frankfurt School’s sociology of art from
its more orthodox Marxist progenitors’, however, was its refusal to
reduce cultural phenomena to an ideological reflex of class interests.
In Adorno’s words, “the task of criticism must be not so much to
search for the particular interest-groups to which cultural phenom-
ena are to be assigned, but rather to decipher the general social tend-
encies which are expressed in' these phenomena and through which
the most powerful interests realize themselves. Cultural criticism
must become social physiognomy.” % In fact, one of the sources of
disagreement between Adorno and Benjamin was the latter’s tend-
ency to seek more specific correspondences between social groups
and cultural phenomena.’!

Critical Theory’s stress on dialectics and negation prevented its
analyses of art from becoming simple exercises in decoding class ref-
erences, although this was not totally absent from the Institut’s work.
Not only was art the expression and reflection of existing social tend-
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encies, but also - and here is where the Institut diverged most
sharply from Leninist criticism, and from Lukécs as well — genuine
art acted as the last preserve of human yearnings for that “other” so-
ciety beyond the present one. “Art,” Horkheimer wrote, “since it be-
came autonomous, has preserved the utopia that evaporated from re-
ligion.” 32 Kant’s notion of the disinterestedness of beauty was
therefore wrong: true art was an expression of man’s legitimate inter-
est in his future happiness. Art, to use a phrase of Stendhal’s that the
Institut was especially fond of quoting, gave “une promesse de bon-
heur.” 3 Thus, although false in one sense, the claims of culture to
transcend society were true in another.

All culture was not a bourgeois swindle, as vulgar Marxists
seemed at times to think.3* All art was not simply false consciousness
or ideology. A dialectical, or “immanent,” critique of art, Adorno ar-
gued, “takes seriously the principle that it is not ideology in itself
which is untrue but rather its pretension to correspond to reality.” 35
One way in which art might offer a “true” foretaste of the future so-
ciety was in its harmonious reconciliation of form and content, func-
tion and expression, subjective and objective elements. Certain art-
ists, such as Beethoven or Goethe, were capable of achieving at least
moments of such fulfillment in their work, although “the utopia of
art transcends individual works.” 36 In fact, in accordance with Criti-
cal Theory’s distrust of any positive representation of the reconcilia-
tion of contradictions, the harmonies it most admired always con-
tained a recognition that a solely aesthetic - reconciliation was
insufficient: “A successful work, according to immanent criticism, is
not one which resolves objective contradictions in a spurious har-
mony, but one which expresses the idea of harmony negatively by
embodying the contradictions, pure and uncompromised, in its in-
nermost structure.” 37 In other words, until social contradictions
were reconciled in reality, the utopian harmony of art must always
maintain an element of protest. “Art,” Adorno wrote, “and so- called
classical art no less than its more anarchical expressions, always was,
and is, a force of protest of the humane against the pressure of domi-
neering institutions, religious and otherwise, no less than it reflects
their objective substance.” 3 In short, the aesthetic sphere was inevi-
tably political as well, a realization, as Marcuse pointed out,* that
was most clearly expressed in Schiller’s Letters on the Aesthetic Edu-
cation of Man.

Not all that passed for art, however, contained this negative mo-
ment. In fact, at the heart of the Institut’s critique of mass culture
was its belief that the “promesse de bonheur,” the vision of the other
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society, had been systematically eradicated from what was increas-
ingly an “affirmative culture.” * How seriously the Frankfurt School
took this development we shall see later in this chapter. What is nec-
essary to note now in our more general discussion of the Institut’s
approach to culture is that even in its moments of greatest pessimism
about the elimination of negativity, a dialectical qualification usually
appeared. (This might also be said about Marcuse’s later populariza-
tion of this analysis in One-Dimensional Man, although here the qual-
ifications were few and far between). A good example of this reluc-
tance to close off the possibility of negativity appeared in Adorno’s
article on Thorstein Veblen, which appeared in the Studies in Philos-
ophy and Social Science in 1941. Veblen’s notion of “conspicuous
consumption,” which might be considered an integral part of any
mass culture analysis, was attacked by Adorno for its undialectical
shallowness. “The happiness that man actually finds,” he wrote,
“cannot be separated from conspicuous consumption. There is no
happiness which does not promise to fulfill a socially constituted de-
sire, but there is also none which does not promise something quali-
tatively different in this fulfillment.” 40 In other words, even the dis-
torted desire for status recognition contained a critical element in its
demand, first of all, for real happiness, and secondly in its recogni-
tion that such a condition necessarily included a social component.
~ Consumption, however conspicuous, still meant a protest against the
asceticism the Frankfurt School so disliked.

Among the salient characteristics of “affirmative culture” was such
an ascetic moment. As we saw when discussing the nature of the In-
stitut’s materialism, the demand for happiness was a fundamental el-
ement in Critical Theory. What Adorno later said of Benjamin might
well serve as a description of the Frankfurt School as a whole:
“Everything that Benjamin said or wrote sounded as if thought, in-
stead of rejecting the promises of fairy tales and children’s books with
its usual disgraceful ‘maturity,” took them so literally that real fulfill-
ment itself was now within sight of knowledge. In his philosophical
topography, renunciation is totally repudiated.” 4 Furthermore, the
Institut’s notion of true happiness went well beyond its equation
with economic well-being, which characterized the limited thinking
of many orthodox Marxists. In fact, the very separation of culture
Wnaﬁve culture,” Marcuse wrote, “is meant that culture of the bourgeois epoch
which led in the course of its own development to the segregation from civilization of the men-
tal and spiritual world-as an independent realm of value that is also considered supefior to civi-
lization. Its decisive characteristic is the assertion of a universally obligatory, eternally better,
and more valuable world that must be unconditionally affirmed: a world essentially different

from the factual world of the daily struggle for existence, yet realizable by every individual for
himself ‘from within,” without any transformation of the state of fact” (Negations, p. 95).
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from material contentment was one of the clues that the Institut saw
as betraying orthodox Marxism’s inability to transcend affirmative
culture. The dichotomy of substructure and superstructure, however
accurate it may have been in describing a'certain moment in bour-
geois history, ought not be eternalized. In.the society of the future,
the two spheres would be integrated in a healthy way. As Marcuse
argued in his discussion of hedonism, the continued separation of
production and consumption was part of an unfree society.®2
This integration, however, was still a utopian hope. In the present,

the greatest threat came from cultural tendencies that implied the
premature reconciliation of contradictions at the level of popular
consciousness. Vulgar Marxism’s socxologlcal reductionism was itself
a manifestation of this trend. As in Critical Theory in general, the
Frankfurt School’s aesthetic criticism maintained a determined stress
on the importance of mediation* and nonidentity. Because Adorno,
like others in the Institut, denied the existence of philosophical first
principles, he always interpreted even the most reified artifacts of
affirmative culture as something more than derivative reflections of a
more fundamental reality. “The less the dialectical method can
today presuppose the Hegelian identity of subject and object, the
more it is obliged to be mindful of the duality of the moments.” 4 An
example of Adorno’s consistent reliance on dialectical antireduction-
ism came in his treatment of one of the fundamental Marxist catego-
ries, the fetishism of commodities (by which Marx meant the process
of estranging commodities from their human origins, thereby making
them into mysterious, opaque, alien objects rather than the transpar-
ent embodiment of social relations). Here he disagreed with Benja-
min, to whom he wrote on August 2, 1935, that “the fetish character
of commodities is not a fact of consciousness, but dialectic in the em-
inent sense that it produces consciousness.” In other words, it was a
social and not merely a psychological reality. To talk of the com-
modity form an sich (in itself), as Benjamin seemed to be doing, was
to give it a metaphysical rather than a historical sense.?s Elsewhere,
in his essay on Veblen, Adorno argued in a similar fashion: “Com-
modity fetishes are not merely the projection of opaque human rela-
tions into the world of things. They are also the chimerical deities
which originate in the primacy of the exchange process but neverthe-
less represent something not entirely absorbed in it.” 4 In criticizing -
other cultural critics such as Lukacs or Veblen, Adorno was always
careful to single out any traces of reductionism he detected in their
work. One frequent manifestation of such reductionism was the dis-
missal of appearances as totally insubstantial, a fallacy that he also
noted in philosophical phenomenology. “As the refiction of truth,”
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he wrote, “appearances are dialectical; to reject all appearance is to
fall completely under its sway, since truth is abandoned with the rub-
ble without which it cannot appear.” 4/ '

Adorno’s sensitivity to dialectical mediation was most clearly
demonstrated in the studies of music to which he devoted a major
portion of his intellectual energy throughout his life. To Adorno, poly-
phonic music, the least repfesentational of aesthetic modes,*® was
perhaps best suited for the expression of that imageless “other” that
Critical Theory refused to define positively. In addition, the com-
plexities of its mediations — composer, performer, instrument, tech-
nical reproduction — made music a particularly rich field for the
play of his dialectical imagination. Originating in the rhythms and
rituals of everyday life, music had long since transcended its purely
functional role. It was thus both tied to material conditions and
above them, responsive to changes in social realities and yet more
than merely their reflection.

As early as the 1920’s and his years in Vienna,* Adorno began to

explore all facets of musical expression: the history of classical com-
position, the current production of avant-garde music, the reproduc-
tion and reception of musical forms, and the composition and psy-
chosocial function of popular music.® In the first two issues of the
Zeitschrift in 1932, he outlined the principles underlying his ap-
proach to music.5! From the beginning, Adorno made it clear that he
~was no ordinary musicologist. Music, he argued, contained social
contradictions in its own structure, although its relation to social
reality was problematical. As was the case with all cultural phenom-
ena, it was neither fully reflective nor fully autonomous. Still, in the
current era, its autonomy was severely threatened. Most music dis-
played the characteristics of a commodity, dominated more by ex-
change than by use value. The real dichotomy, Adorno contended,
was. not between “light” and “serious” music — he was never a de-
fender of traditional cultural standards for their own sake —but
rather between music that was market-oriented and music that was
not. If at the present time the latter tended to be incomprehensible to
most listeners, this did not mean that it was objectively reactionary.
Music, like theory, must go beyond the prevailing consciousness of
the masses.’?

In the first installment of his essay, Adorno concentrated on the
primary trends of contemporary composition. His major focus was
on the opposition between the music of Schonberg and that of Stra-
vinsky." Understood more as the embodiment of certain aesthetic
principles than as personalities, these were the two composers who
were to play the central roles in his later work on the Philosophy of
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Modern Music.3 As might be expected, Adorno’s sympathies lay
with the man in whose school he had been tutored in Vienna.
Schénberg’s development of the possibilities of atonality, Adorno ar-
gued, expressed a refusal to compromise with the unresolved disso-
nances of contemporary society. The content-of his early expression-
ist period pointed away from false reconciliations. With the
unselfconsciousness of the true artist, Schonberg allowed his own
unconscious impulses to express their contradictions. Since, how-
ever, atonality sought to avoid tonality at all costs, it led away from
pure arbitrariness into a new order based on the twelve-tone row,
which prohibited the repetition of any one note until all twelve had
been sounded. In so progressing, Schonberg had objectified his sub-
Jective impulses in a way that put him in touch with the classical tra-
dition. The articulation of the new twelve-tone order was a dialec-
tical product of his earlier music, not a short-circuited imposition of
order from without. By withdrawing into the logic of the music itself,
Schonberg was able to protect himself somewhat from the external
pressure of social forces.

In turning to a musical form in which alienation and contra-
dictions were overcome, however, it might be argued that Schénberg
had reconciled himself to the perpetuation of alienation in the social
sphere. On the deepest level, the ideal of the fulfilled work of art,
taken from classical art, might not be compatible with the means he
chose to realize it. The creation of a “pure” music, like Karl Kraus’s
notion of a “pure” speech, might be ultimately unattainable.5 But
Schonberg’s striving to attain it presented a constant standard
against which the reality of bourgeois society could be measured.

In later years, it might be added parenthetically, Adorno’s estima-
tion of the negative, critical element in Schénberg’s type of music
was to decline, especially after the twelve-tone row became a more
rigid imperative of composition to his followers. “It is not the
method itself that is false,” he wrote in 1952, “—no one can com-
pose any longer who has not sensed with his own ears the gravita-
tional pull towards twelve-tone technique — but rather its hypostati-
zation. . . . To be true to Schonberg is to warn against all
twelve-tone schools.” 35 In the thirties, however, Adorno identified
Schénberg with all that was progressive in modern music. ,

The opposite was the case with Stravinsky, the ccmposer to whose
works he turned after a brief treatment of Schonberg’s disciples,
Berg and Webern. To Adorno, Stravinsky represented an antipsy-
chological, neoclassical “objectivism,” which ignored the alienation
and contradictions of modern society and returned to prebourgeois
tonal forms such as the dance. Unliké the romantics, who used the
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past as a negation of the present, the objectivists belonged with the
purveyors of volkisch culture, who undialectically adopted old forms
to current needs. Although the mediating connection was difficult to
illustrate satisfactorily, Adorno went so far as to suggest that objec-
tivism was in a sense the correlate of fascism. Its use of neoprimitive
rhythms corresponded to the shocks of unintegrated Erlebnis (expe-
rience) fostered by fascist society. The irrationality of the objectiv-
ists’ principles of composition — the composer’s “taste” rather than
the immanent dialectic of the music was decisive — suggested the ar-
bitrary control of the fascist Fithrer.® Stravinsky might be attacked
by the fascists for his “destructiveness,” but whether they knew it or
not, his music expressed their ideology.

Perhaps more “reactionary” still was the music of one of Frank-
furt’s most celebrated sons, Paul Hindemith. Hindemith’s naiveté,
“healthy humor,” ¥ and anti-ironic style further extended the ideo-
logical thrust of objectivist music. The despair occasionally ex-
pressed by Stravinsky in such works as L’Histoire du Soldat was fully
absent from Hindemith’s work. which resembled the false facades of
Neue Sachlichkeit architecture and the illusory community of volk-
isch propagandists. Similarly, certain proletarian music, such as that
composed by Hanns Eisler, suffered from the same problem, despite
its agitprop value. Socialist realism in music, as in all art, was almost
as reactionary, Adorno intimated, as neoclassical objectivism. Both
constructed premature harmonies, ignoring the persistence of social
contradictions in a way that Schénberg did not. What resulted was a
kind of Gebrauchsmusik (utilitarian music), which was dependent on
a model of technological rationality and thus served less to enlighten
than to divert. Only occasionally, as in the music of Kurt Weill, was
Gebrauchsmusik turned in a critical direction. Adorno praised Weill’s
fragmentary montage style, which employed shocks in a different
way from Stravinsky, as the most progressive and critical popular
music of the day.

In the second part of his article, in the next issue of the Zeitschrifl,
Adorno turned from an analysis of composition to the historical dia-
lectic of reproduction, the mediating link between producer and con-
sumer. Here he distinguished between precapitalist music, in which a
continuum of production, reproduction, and improvisation existed,
and music in the capitalist era, in which such a relationship did not
exist. In the latter, the composition was like an isolated commodity
separated from the performer, whose interpretive flexibility was
highly circumscribed. In the nineteenth century there had been “ir-
rational” performers whose individualism corresponded to the per-
sistence of areas of subjectivity in liberal society. In the twentieth
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century, however, with the rise of monopoly capitalism, their coun-
terparts were really trapped by the tyranny of the text. Here once
again Adorno mentioned Stravinsky’s imposition of his own “taste”
on the performer, although he was also afraid that Schonberg’s
music could not avoid similar problems when it was performed.>

In the rationalized, administered world of the present, the public
still yearned for the “soul” of the nineteenth-century artist. The or-
ganic was glorified over the mechanical, personality over anonymity,
and inwardness over emptiness. Objectivism attempted to capture
these traits in its composition, but without success, because, for rea-
sons Adorno did not explain, they should be the attributes more of
reproduction than of production itself. Efforts to redress this situa-
tion, Adorno argued, were failures: the “soulful” conductor with his
imperious gesture of command was a poor substitute for genuine
spontaneity. In fact, he represented the musical equivalent of the au-
thoritarian dictator.

Adorno next turned to the popularity of certain musical forms and
their significance in a historical context. Opera, he argued, had lost
its appeal with the upper middle classes, although the petite bour-
geoisie was still attracted to its repressive elements. Instead, the
upper middle classes increasingly patronized concerts, which pro-
vided a false sense of subjective inwardness and suggested a phony
reconciliation of property and education.® The search for true in-
wardness, however, was no longer realizable in modern society.
Richard Strauss was the last meaningful “bourgeois” composer, but
even in his music, as Ernst Bloch once pointed out, all negation had
been lost. As he used them, chromaticism and dissonance had lost
their critical power and become emblems of world economic mo-
bility.60

What followed after Strauss, with the exception of avant-garde
atonal music, was Kunstgewerbe, art as commodity alone. Light
music, which once used to mock the aristocracy, now served to rec-
oncile man to his fate. Folk music was no longer alive, because the
spontaneous Volk had been consumed in a process that left popular
music, like all popular culture, the creature of manipulation and im-
position from above. Adorno ended the article by remarking on the
ideological function of various forms of popular music, a foretaste of
the project he set himself in his next few Zeitschrift essays.

The first of these, “On Jazz,” 6! was written primarily during his
stay in England. It was published pseudonymously under the name
“Hektor Rottweiler,” because Adorno still made occasional trips
back to Germany. Much of its content came from conversations
* Adorno had had with the jazz expert at the Frankfurt conservatory,
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- Matyas Seiber, before 1933.9 Adorno himself had yet to visit Amer-
ica and thus had not experienced jazz at first hand. This distance
from his subject allowed his dialectical imagination full sway. It also
produced an essay with occasionally outrageous assertions, made in
an uncompromising manner designed less to persuade than to over-
whelm. Other members of the Institut were themselves unwilling to
agree entirely with Adorno’s conclusions.3

“I remember clearly,” Adorno admitted later, “that I was horrified
when I read the word ‘jazz’ for the first time. It is plausible that [my
negative association] came from the German word Haiz (a pack of
hounds), which evoked bloodhounds chasing after something
slower.” % Whatever the initial verbal association, jazz remained for
Adorno a source of continued horror. He began his article by em-
phatically rejecting any kind of purely aesthetic analysis of jazz in
favor of psychosocial critique. Here the verdict was uncompromis-
ingly unfavorable. Jazz, he wrote, “does not transcend alienation, it
strengthens it. Jazz is commodity in the strictest sense.” > All of
jazz’s claims to express liberation Adorno scornfully rejected. Its pri-
mary social function, he contended, was to lessen the distance be-
tween the alienated individual and his affirmative culture, but in the
repressive manner of volkisch ideology. It thus served to reverse what
Brecht had called the Verfremdungseffeki (estrangement effect) of
true art in the modern era. At the same time, jazz gave a false sense
of returning to nature, whereas in fact it was totally a product of so-
cial artifice. Furthermore, jazz was pseudo-democratic in its substitu-
tion of collective for individual fantasies. It was likewise pseudo-
individualistic, all alleged improvisation being repetitions of certain
basic forms. The “hot” varieties of jazz represented only an illusory
sexual emancipation. If anything, the sexual message of jazz was cas-
tration, combining the promise of liberation with its ascetic denial.

Moreover, its ideological function was confirmed in the myth of its
Negro origins. In fact, Adorno argued, *“‘the skin of the Negro as well
as the silver of the saxophone was a coloristic effect.” % If the Negro
contributed anything to jazz, it was less his rebellious reaction to
slavery than his half-resentful, half-compliant submission to it. In a
later essay on the same subject, Adorno made the point even clearer:
“However little doubt there can be regarding the African elements in
jazz, it is no less certain that everything unruly in it was from the
very beginning integrated into a strict scheme, that its rebellious ges-
tures are accompanied by the tendency to blind obeisance, much like
the sado-masochistic type deseribed by analytic psychology.” 67

In denigrating the black contribution to jazz, it might be argued
that Adorno displayed a characteristic European ethnocentrism. In-
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deed, there was a provincial streak in his make-up that came out
most clearly in his lack of interest in non-Western musical forms.
Hans Mayer, who had known Adorno since 1934, once remarked on
this quality of his personality: “Adorno, as far as 1 see, never took a
trip out of the simple desire to see. Europe sufficed for him entirely.
No India or China, no Third World, not the people’s democracies
and not the workers’ movement. Even in his needs for life expe-
rience, he remained a citizen — and sovereign — of a small state.” 6
Still, what also must be remembered is that the jazz he was most con-
cerned with was the commercial variety churned out by Tin Pan
Alley, not the less popular variety rooted in black culture itself.
Much of his apparent insensitivity came from his failure to make the
appropriate distinction between the two. '

From a purely musical point of view, jazz, Adorno argued, was
also completely bankrupt. Its beat and syncopation were derived
from the military march, which suggested its implicit relation to au-

. thoritarianism, desplte its bemg banned in Germany. Cool jazz was
similar to the musical impressionism of Debussy and Delius, but wa-
tered down and conventionalized. Its subjective element was derived
from salon music, but it had long since lost any spontaneity. In fact,
any attempts to reintroduce elements of true spontaneity were
quickly absorbed into its reified system. “The pseudo-vocalization of
jazz,” Adorno wrote in yet another treatment of the subject, “corre-
sponds to the elimination of the piano, the ‘private’ middle-class in-
strument in the era of the phonograph and radio.” ® The piano, we
scarcely need to add, was Adorno’s own instrument and his bias in
its favor obvious.

More significant still, jazz tended to spatialize rather than tempo-
ralize musical movement. Here Adorno was pointing to one of the
key characteristics of mass culture as the Institut understood it: the
substitution of mythic repetition for historical development. “In jazz,
one substitutes the immobility of an ever-identical movement for
time.” 7 The decline of temporality was connected implicitly with
the liquidation of the autonomous individual. As Kant had argued,
temporal development was a crucial attribute of’ md1v1duahty Fur-
ther evidence of the destruction of the individual subject in jazz,
Adorno asserted in a supplement to the article he wrote in 1937,”
was its being used more often as dance or background music rather
than being listened to directly. This meant that it did not require, in
a Kantian sense, a synthetic umty of apperceptlon The listener, in-
stead of being forced to engage in a kind of praxis, as was the case
with Schonberg’s atonal music, was reduced to masochistic passivity.

If there was a negative moment in jazz —and Adorno was reluc-
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tant, despite his dialectical intentions, to admit there was — it ex-
isted in its potentially ambiguous sexual (Zwischengeschlechtlicher)™
implications. Anticipating Marcuse’s later praise of polymorphous
perversity, Adorfio wrote that the suppression of the genital-centric
subject, although possibly suggesting regression to sadism or homo-
sexuality, might also provide a foretaste of the social order beyond
patriarchal authoritarianism. The saxophone, the most characteristic
Jjazz instrument, gave intimations of this sexual liberation because it
was a metal instrument played like a woodwind.” But in almost
every other respect, jazz represented a capitulation before the powers
of the status quo.

This evaluation of jazz, it might be added, did not change after
Adorno’s emigration to America. In 1953 he wrote another essay,
“Perennial Fashion — Jazz,” ™ which was as hostile as ever. And
just a short time before his death he discussed the original “Hektor
Rottweiler” piece as having been too optimistic in its estimation of
jazz’s spontaneous character.”> What Adorno thought of popular
music. and its connection to the student protest movement in the
1960’s is difficult to know, as to my knowledge he never discussed it
in print. The likelihood is that, unlike Marcuse,’® he was impressed
more by its pseudo-liberating aspects than by its genuine ones.

After “On Jazz” was published in the Zeitschrifi, Adorno did not
have to wait long before sampling American popular culture at first
hand. His time at Oxford, where he wrote on Husserl and began
studies of Beethoven and Wagner (only the second of which was ever
completed), was drawing to a close. Returning to Germany, it grew
increasingly clear, had become practically impossible. Moreover.
Horkheimer and his colleagues in New York were anxious to draw
him across the Atlantic. In the mid-thirties his gravitation towards
the Institut had grown to the extent that Horkheimer was able 1o

_ write jubilantly to Lowenthal on July 13, 1936, that Adorno now
“really belongs to us.” The Institut’s reduced budget, however, made
a direct invitation to become a full member difficult. Sull, with
Horkheimer’s prodding, Adorno made his first visit to New York in
June, 1937.77 His impressions were generally favorable, and he de-
cided to come if the opportunity arose. He did not have long to wait,
as Paul Lazarsfeld’s Princeton Office of Radio Research, located at
that time in Newark, offered him a half-time position as the head of
its music study in February, 1938.78

Adorno’s tenure with the Office of Radio Research was an uneasy
one, primarily for methodological reasons that we shall discuss in the
following chapter. In addition, he faced all the problems of adjust-
ment that had plagued the other Institut members when they emi-
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grated a few years earlier. In March, Lazarsfeld wrote of his first im-
pressions of the mew arrival in a memorandum to two of his
colleagues at the project, Hadley Cantril and Frank Stanton:

He looks exactly as you would imagine a very absent-minded German pro-
fessor, and he behaves so foreign that I feel like a member of the Mayflower
Society. When you start to talk with him, however, he has an enormous
amount of interesting ideas. As every newcomer, he tried to reform every-
thing, but if you listen to him, most of what he says makes sense.”

In subsequent years, Adorno’s refusal to make himself over as an
American remained firm, and his critical distance from American
culture did not diminish substantially.

Despite this, or perhaps because of it, his scholarly production
continued to be prodigious. His first piece written in America, “On
the Fetish Character of Music and the Regression of Hearing,” ap-
peared in the Zeitschrift in 19388 Continuing his generally critical
evaluation of contemporary music, the article served as a rebuttal of
the more optimistic analysis of the social significance of another
mode of popular culture, the film, which Benjamin had contributed
to an earlier issue®! and to which we shall return shortly. Once again,
Adorno attacked the false harmony of much contemporary music.
Instead, he argued for a new asceticism, which would imply the pro-
messe de bonheur in its very denial of the fraudulent happiness of
affirmative art. And also as before, he stressed the end of true subjec-
tivity in society and in the art it produced. “The liquidation of the in-
dividual,” he wrote, “is the particular signature of the new musical
situation.” 8

What was new in the article was his exploration of the concepts of
fetishism and the “regression” of hearing. Totality, as we have al-
ready noted, was one of the central categories of the Frankfurt
School’s social theory. To the Institut, one of the fundamental char-
acteristics of a nonideological theory was its responsiveness to the in-
terrelationships of past history, present realities, and future poten-
tialities, with all the attendant mediations and contradictions.
Concentrating on only one aspect of these— as for example, the
positivists did by hypostatizing present “facts” as the only reality
— wads to make a fetish of one part of the whole. Fetishization, how-
ever, was not only a methodological failing. As Marx had demon-
strated, it was even more fundamentally an element of alienated cap-
italist culture, a culture in which men blindly venerated their own
products as reified objects. Fetishization, Adorno argued in the
Marxian manner, was not merely a psychological category; it was an
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economic one as well, rooted in the commodity character of a soci-
ety dominated by exchange rather than use value.8

Because music had been invaded by the capitalist ethos, its fetishi-
zation was almost total. On one level, that of production, it appeared
in the inordinate focus on arrangements rather than composition, in
the frequent introduction of “coloristic effects, and in the nostalgic
resurrection of outdated musical styles for their evocative value. On
another, the reception of the music, it manifested itself in the stress
on “stars,” in both classical (for example, Toscanini) and popular
music; in the cult of instruments such as Stradivarius and Amati vio-
lins; in the importance of being at the “right” concert rather than
going to hear the music itself; and in the empty ecstasy of the jazz
enthusiast who listens for the sake of listening alone. To verify fetish-
ization, however, by normal social scientific techniques was impossi-
ble — here was the crux of his conflict with Lazarsfeld. Question-
naires or interviews were inadequate because the opinions of the
listeners themselves were unreliable. Not only were they incapable of
overcoming the conformity of cultural norms, but even more funda-
mentally, their ability to hear had itself degenerated. It had re-
gressed, not physiologically, but psychologically. The regression was
not to an earlier musical era, but rather to an infantile state in which
the listener was docile and afraid of anything new, a state similar to
 the passive dependency Fromm had described in his article “The
Feeling of Impotency.” Like children who demand only food they
have enjoyed in the past, the listener whose hearing had regressed
could respond only to a repetition of what he had heard before. Like
children who respond to bright colors, he was fascinated by the use
of colorative devices that gave the impression of excitement and in-
~ dividuality.

The regressed listener, Adorno argued, was not confined to any -
one class.® If there was a social moment expressed in his condition,
it was that of the meaningless leisure of the unemployed. Although at
present depoliticized and passive, his masochistic self-abnegation
might develop into destructive rage turned outwards. The frustrated
sexuality of the frantic jitterbugger expressed this pent-up hostility.
Adorno was not optimistic however, about the constructive purposes
to which this repressed anger might be put. He was also far less san-
guine than Benjamin about the revolutionary potential of popular
art, at least in its present affirmative form. “The collective powers
also liquidate unsalvageable individuality in music,” he wrote, “but
only individuals are still capable of representing consciously and
negatively the concerns of collectivity.” 8 Adorno, as might be ex-
pected, saw his role and that of other members of the Institut in this
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light. His tenure with the Princeton Radio Research Project, al-
though complicated by his methodological differences with the more
empirically oriented Lazarsfeld, was by no means unproductive.
With the “editorial assistance” of George Simpson,¥ he wrote a total
of four papers for the project. The first, “A Social Critique of Radio
Music,” was delivered in 1940, although not published until 1945.%7
Here Adorno built on the work done by another former student of
Schonberg, Ernst Krének, with whom he had been friends since their
Viennese days. '

Krének had already contributed a study of radio music to the
Zeitschrift in 1938.88 Its conclusions were based on a survey of sixty-
seven stations in eleven countries. Most stations, he noted, played
very little modern, atonal music of the kind he wrote himself. His ex-
planation was that the central function of radio, the transmission of
information, had permeated.its musical broadcasts as well. More-
over, the information it conveyed through its music was the need to
conform. Music, he argued, had been reduced by the radio to an or-
nament of everyday life. Furthermore, by being a reproductive me-
dium of the second order, after the actual performance itself, radio
brought about a crucial change in the aesthetic experience of the lis-
tener. In simulating the sense of attending the concert in the flesh,
radio could preserve the nunc or “nowness” of a performance but not
its hic or “hereness.” In so doing, it destroyed one of the crucial fea-
tures of what Benjamin had called the “aura” of a work of art, its
ritual, cultish nimbus. Instead of experiencing the music with its
“auratic” qualities intact, the radio listener heard it in a depersonal-
ized, collective, objectivized form, which robbed it of its negative
function.

Adorno’s own study of radio music agreed with Krének’s conclu-
sions. He began his paper by stating certain basic axioms: the com-
modity character of modern society; the trend towards monopoly in
all sectors of the society, including communications; society’s reac-
tion to any threats to its preservation by a tightening of its confor-
mist elements; and the existence of social antagonisms in the cultural
sphere.®® What followed from these premises was similar enough to
the analysis of Krének’s paper and Adorno’s own work, described
above, not to require recapitulation here. His three subsequent es-
says with the Radio Research Project were devoted to explorations
of popular music, the NBC “Music Appreciation Hour,” and the
radio symphony. %

The first of these; “On Popular Music,” was published in a special
issue of the Studies in Philosophy and Social Science concentrating on
mass communications, done in collaboration with the Radio Re-
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search Project.! The essay continued the hostile appraisal of jazz
that Adorno had begun while still in Europe. Standardization and
pseudo-individuality were among the salient traits of popular music
in Adorno’s eyes. Recognition of the familiar was the essence of
mass listening, serving more as an end in itself than as a means to
more intelligent appreciation. Once a certain formula was successful,
the industry promoted and plugged the same thing over and over
again. The result was to make music into a kind of social cement op-
erating through distraction, displaced wish-fulfillment, and the in-
tensification of passivity. However, as in the case of jazz, Adorno felt
there might still be an isolated element of negation in popular music.
Here he saw it potentially existing in the spiteful resentment of pas-
sivity that the pseudo-activity of jitterbugging implied. The energy
thus expressed. he contended in a way reminiscent of Nietzsche's
analysis of the ascetic priest, at least expressed a vestige of unextin-
guished will. “To become transformed into an insect.” he wrote,
playing on the name of the dance, “man needs that energv which
might possibly achieve his transformation into a man.” %

Adarno’s third study for Lazarsfeld was a content analvsis of the
NBC “Music Appreciation Hour,” showing how it spread false musi-
cal knowledge. Of greater interest than this project, which was never
published and was soon outdated. was his final contribution to the
Office of Radio Research, an analysis of the radio symphony.®* ike
Krének, he argued that the “presence” of the music was lost to the
radio listener, and with it, a part of music’s “auratic™ spell. Also lost
was the actual volume of the performance and the sense of commu-
nity created by being a member of a live audience. By isolating the
individual, the radio served to destroy the symphonic “space,”
which, like that of a cathedral, surrounded the listener at a real con-
cert. It also served to return the listener to serial time rather than im-
mersing him in the “suspension of time-consciousness” % that char-
acterized great symphonies like Beethoven’s. (What Adorno meant
by this suspension was different from the repetitive timelessness of
affirmative culture. Normal time was indeed suspended by great
works of art, but in its place was a type of coherent development,
which was a foretaste of.the temporal order of the “other” society.
Benjamin was especially fond of distinguishing between “homoge-
neous, empty” time and time “filled by the presence of the now.”) 9
Serial time corresponded to the breakdown of true individuality,
which, as we have seen, meant meaningful development and related-
ness to the totality. To Adorno, “the tendency towards atomized lis-
tening” was “perhaps the most universal of [the] present day’s musi-
cal consciousness.” 9% Deprived of its unity as an-aesthetic totality,
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the symphony degenerated into a series of reified quotations,
snatches of melody taken out of their context, without any negative
resonance at all.

In a second section of the original manuscript Adorno continued
his critique of the deleterious effects of radio by pointing to its stimu-
lus to standardization. Although relating this to the permeation of
the exchange ethic of capitalism, he also saw a connection with tech-
nical rationality itself, in a way similar to Horkheimer’s analysis of
trends in the authoritarian state. “lts basic standardization,” he
wrote, “is certain to prevail in some way or other under noncapitalist
forms of production. Technical standardization leads to centralized
administration.” ¥ Once again, he gave clear evidence of his distance
from the Leninist strain in Marxist aesthetic criticism, with its gen-
eral indifference to technological innovation. Published in shortened
form in the 1941 volume of Radio Research, the essay met with con-
siderable opposition from American commentators. And in later
years Adorno was to admit that one of his arguments had been made
obsolete: “that the radio symphony was not a symphony at all, a the-
sis derived from the technologically produced alterations in sound

. which have since been overcome by the techniques of high fidel-
ity and stereophonics.” % In general, however, it can fairly be said
that Adorno’s musical criticism found an unsympathetic audience in
this country, which was only partly a function of its being written
primarily in German.

Moving to Los Angeles in 1941 meant an end to Adorno’s fitful
collaboration with Lazarsfeld. It also led to a redirection of his atten-
tion away from the consumption and reception of music back to its
production. To discuss in detail the complenities of his work in this
area beyond what has already been done, let alone to analyze it criti-
cally, would be beyond my ability. Still, certain points relating it to
the Institut’s other work can be made. v

In New York, Adorno had put the finishing touches on his study
of Wagner, parts of which had appeared in the Zeitschrift in 1939.%
Publication of the completed manuscript was delayed until his return
to Germany in the 1950’s. Many of the categories he used, however,
demonstrated how close in spirit the work was to other examples of
Institut thinking in the thirties.- For example, Adorno used Fromm’s
notion of the “social character” to integrate Wagner’s anti-Semitism,
antibourgeois posturing, and pseudo-rebelliousness with certain
strains in his music. Here he introduced such terms as “conductor-
composer” and the “gestural type” of composition to illuminate the
social content of the music. Another new concepi was “phantasma-
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goria,” which indicated Wagner’s tendency to mask the social-
psychological genesis of his music by making it appear to be derived
from “natural” sources, a deception characteristic of much authori-
tarian thought, as we have seen in Marcuse’s and Lowenthal’s work.
This was a characteristic of Wagner’s ideology that Adorno con-
nected with the mythical elements in his music dramas, elements that
sought to interpret the unconscious while at the same time dissolving
reality into it. Adorno also discussed the Ring in terms of the be-
trayal of the revolutionary by the “rebel,” once again using concepts
developed by Fromm in his theoretical essay in the Studien iiber Au-
toritdt und Familie. In the last fragment that appeared in the Zeir-
schrift, Adorno analyzed the pessimism and nihilism Wagner had
adopted from Schopenhauer. Here he admitted that a certain mea-
sure of utopian protest was contained in Wagner’s vision, in the way
in which his dialectical approach always, or almost always, perceived
a subdued strain of negation in even the most affirmative cultural
products.

Although unpublished, the Wagner manuscript circulated among
Adorno’s friends in the exile community in the Los Angeles area.
While New York was clearly the center of resettlement for most ref-
ugees, a number of exiles had emigrated to California, some of them
drawn to Hollywood and the work it offered in the movie industry.
Among the more celebrated were Heinrich Mann, Alfred Polgar,
Bertolt Brecht, Alfred Déblin, and William Dieterle. After their ar-
rival in 1941, Horkheimer and Adorno were quickly accepted into
the exile community.!® One of the most illustrious of their number
was Thomas Mann, about whom Horkheimer had written not en-
tirely with favor in an. earlier year. Mann’s celebrated irony, Hork-
heimer had argued in 1938,!°! had passive implications, and his sup-
port for Weimar was ill conceived. Still, he recognized that Mann’s
repudiation of the Nazis had moved him in a more progressive direc-
tion and predicted an increasingly radical future for him.

By the time of their arrival in California, previous disagreements.
had been muted, and Mann became close friends with the two fellow
emigrés. During the forties Mann occasionally participated in Insti-
tut-sponsored seminars and lent his name to an Institut study of the
help German gentiles had given to persecuted Jews, which was con-
ducted in 1943 primarily through a survey in the 4ufbau, the leading
emigré newspaper.!% Increasingly occupied with an attempt to ren-
der the Nazi experience and its origins in a fictional form, Mann hit
on the device of using the life and works of a composer as the sym-
bolic equivalent of Germany’s cultural decline. Not unexpectedly, he
was attracted to Adorno, with his unique background in both music
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and philosophy, as a source of information. The first example of
Adorno’s work that came to his attention was the manuscript on
Wagner. Mann recognized it as an “extremely shrewd treatise . . .
which never entirely passes over to the negative side . . . and has a
certain kinship with my own essay, ‘Sufferings and Greatness of
Richard Wagner.’ ” 103 '

Adorno’s subsequent work made an even greater impression on
Mann when Adorno gave it to him in July, 1943. The first half of
what was later called Philosophy of Modern Music was an essay on
Schonberg, developing some of the themes Adorno had first dis-
cussed in the Zeitschrift in 1932. By the forties, Adorno, as we
have mentioned earlier, had grown more critical of the changes in
his former idol’s music, especially his acceptance of his pupils’
hypostatization of the twelve-tone system. According to Mann,
Schonberg, who at that time was also living in southern California,
“sensed the critical note within his disciple’s respect,” 1% making re-
lations between them strained. Mann, on the other hand, was very
enthusiastic about what he read and set about incorporating it into
the novel he was then engaged in writing.

In his later discussion of that novel, Doctor Faustus, Mann ex-
pressed his gratitude for Adorno’s help: “The analysis of the row sys-
tem and the criticism of it that is translated into dialogue in chapter
XXII of Faustus is entirely based on Adorno’s essay. So are certain
remarks on the tonal language of the later Beethoven, such as occur
early in the book in Kretschmar’s sputterings: the uncanny relation-
ship that death establishes between genius and convention.” 1%
Throughout the writing of the work, Mann returned to Adorno for
advice. In October, 1943, Mann heard Adorno play “the entire So-
nata Opus 111 [of Beethoven] in a highly instructive fashion.” The
effect on him was profound. “I had never been more attentive,” he
remembered. “I rose early the following morning and for the next
three days immersed myself in a thoroughgoing revision and exten-
sion of the lecture, which became a significant enrichment and em-
bellishment of the chapter and indeed of the whole book. Into the
poetic little illustrative phrases I wrote for the arietta theme I slipped
Adorno’s patronymic, Wiesengrund (Meadowland), by way of show-
ing my gratitude.” 1% In December, 1945, Mann wrote Adorno a ten-
page letter apologizing for his “scrupulously unscrupulous” !9 bor-
rowings from his work, and asked for still more advice, which was
quickly forthcoming. When the novel was finally published in 1947,
Adorno received a copy inscribed by Mann to his “privy coun-
cillor.” 1% Mann’s relations with Schonberg, it might be noted in
passing, were seriously undermined by the composer’s accusation
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that his ideas had been stolen without attribution; Mann added an
explanation to all subsequent editions of the novel.!®® Philosophy of
Modern Music itself appeared the following year, with a section on
Stravinsky written during the war to balance the Schonberg chap- -
ters. Later, Adorno was to call the entire work a long excursus on Di-
alectic of the Enlightenment, which we shall examine in Chapter 8.

In the forties Adorno also collaborated with another refugee in
California, the composer Hanns Eisler, on a book dealing with music
in the film. However, because of Adorno’s reluctance to be associ-
ated with the more politically involved Eisler, his name was not on
the title page when the book was published in 1947.1'° He also found
the time in California to write essays on Huxley, Kafka, and cultural
criticism in general, which were included in a volume called Prismen
published in Germany after his return. In the summer of 1948, im-
mediately following the completion of Philosophy of Modern Music,
he turned his attention to music in the Soviet bloc. The result was a
highly critical essay entitled “Gegiingelte Musik,” "' (gdngeln
roughly means being fettered or led around by the nose), in which he
attacked the promotion of *“healthy™ art by advocates of socialist
realism.

In addition to his work on cultural matters, Adorno maintained
his theoretical interests leading to Dialectic of the Enlightenment and
his book of aphorisms, Minima Moralia;'? he also spent time trying
to employ American empmca techniques in his work on The Author-
itarian- Personality and in a study of an American demagogue.!3
Adorno returned to Germany with Horkheimer in 1949, but his work
in California had not yet ended. In the winter of 1952-1953 he came
back for a few months, primarily to retain his American citizenship.
Through connections made while working on The Authoritarian Per-
sonality, he secured a position as director of the scientific branch of
the Hacker Foundation in Beverly Hills. Here his two final works on
American mass culture were composed. The first was a study, writ-
ten with Bernice T. Eiduson, of the new mass communications me-
dium, television, for which they performed content analyses of
scripts with the aim of uncovering the latent messages of the
shows.!" The second was a longer and in some ways more original
study of the Los Angeles Times’ astrology column.!’S Adorno had al-
ready written several pages on the occult in Minima Moralia.''¢ With
the additional work of The Authoritarian Personality behind him, he
was able to broaden his critique considerably.

In “The Stars Down to Earth,” as the study was called, Adorno
treated astrology as a “secondary” superstition, in the sense that it
affected secondary groups like classes rather than primary ones like
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the family. Thus, although Adorno used psychoanalytical insights.
with the help of Dr. Frederick Hacker, a trained analyst, they were
not directed primarily at individuals but rather at groups. Or more
precisely, they were used to explore the psychosocial layer between
individual psyches and allegedly individual consciousnesses. The
Freud Adorno was most interested in here was the Freud of Group
Psychology and the Analvsis of the Ego.!'" As a result, the study
showed the convergence of the Institut’s critique of mass culture with
its analysis of authoritarianism, which will be examined in the next
chapter. Astrology, Adorno concluded, was an “ideology of depen-
dence” '8 answering.many of the irrational needs of types of people
who were “high scorers” on The Authoritarian Personaliny’s “F
Scale.”

Adorno’s California years were thus enormously productive. In his
essay on Huxley he had written: “It is made unmistakably clear to
the intellectual from abroad that he will have to eradicate himself as
an autonemous being if he hopes to achieve anything or be accepted
as an employee of the super-trust into which life has condensed.” "
Adorno never sought, nor did he receive, that acceptance. but his
achievement was, if anything, stréngthened by his remaining stub-
bornly on the outside. Instead of succumbing to the demands of the
American cultural “super-trust,” he was able to write, as the Institut
almost always had done, for a constituency more ideal than real —
the exception being the Institut’s work on authoritarianism. And
ironically, after his return to Germany. an audience was to material-
ize large enough to make Adorno into one of the major European in-
tellectual figures of his time.

A strong sense of the pressures of American cultural life played as
great a role in the life of Walter Benjamin, to whose contribution to
the Institut’s history we can now turn. Throughout the thirties Benja-
min resisted the Institut’s entreaties to join its other members in New
York.120 In January, 1938, at what was to be their last meeting, Ben-
jamin turned down Adorno’s urgent plea by saying, “there are still
positions in Europe to defend.” 2! By the time these positions had
been overrun and remaining in Paris was no longer possible — the
Gestapo seized Benjamin’s apartment in the summer of 1940 — emi-
gration to America had become increasingly difficult. German ref-
ugees who had escaped to France at an earlier date were in danger of
being returned to the Nazis by the Vichy government. Benjamin was
put into an internment camp at Nevers in anticipation of such a
move. The Institut began then to do all it could on his behalf. Mau-
rice Halbwachs and Georges Scelle intervened to have him released
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from the camp.'?? A certain number of emergency visas to the
United States were available, and, primarily through Pollock’s
efforts, one was obtained for the reluctant refugee. Benjamin was less
successful, however, in securing an exit visa from France. Although
an obstacle, this did not present an insurmountable problem, as a
generally unguarded road over the Pyrenees to the Spanish border at
Port Bou was considered a safe alternative. Benjamin, in ill health at
the time because of a heart condition, was one of a party of refugees
who set out for the frontier on September 26, 1940. In his baggage
were fifteen tablets of a morphia compound, which, so he told Ar-
thur Koestler in Marseilles a few days earlier, “were enough to kill a
horse.” 123 By chance, the Spanish government had closed its border
just before their arrival. Tired by the trip, distraught over the pros-
pect of returning to Gestapo seizure, and still unenthusiastic about
his future in America, Benjamin swallowed the pills during the night.
Refusing to have his stomach pumped the next morning, he died in
agony, a few months past his forty-eighth birthday. On the next day,
the Spanish border guards, shaken by his suicide, allowed the rest of
the party to pass through to safety. As a grim footnote to the story,
Koestler, hearing the news, took some of the same pills, which Benja-
min had given him in Marseilles. “But,” he wrote later, “Benjamin
apparently had a better stomach, for I vomited the stuff out.” 124
What Benjamin’s emigration to New York would have meant to
the Institut, or to American intellectual life for that matter, will of
course never be known. How well he would have integrated his ta-
lents with those of the other Institut members can only be conjec-
tured. Horkheimer and Adorno had hoped to win him over more
closely to Critical Theory, having previously tried to do so from afar,
but whether or not he would have continued to resist is a matter for
speculation alone. What can be said with certainty is that the Institut
was sorely disappointed and upset by his premature death. In subse-’
quent years it sought to secure for him the recognition and acclaim
he had been denied in life. The first manifestation of this was a me-
morial volume circulated in a limited, mimeographed edition (be-
cause of the Institut’s financial problems) in 1942. It contained es-
says by Adorno, Horkheimer, and Benjamin himself.!?5 After the
Institut returned to Germany, Adorno, with the help of Benjamin’s
old friend Gershom Scholem, published editions of his writings and
letters, which have sparked widespread interest in Benjamin’s work
in the last decade. Whatever his critics may have said about Ador-
no’s interpretation of his friend’s ideas, and its repercussions on the
picture of Benjamin he fostered, they could not deny that only
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through his efforts, in collaboration with Scholem, did Benjamin be-
come a figure of controversy at all.

What Adorno never denied was that Benjamin’s perspective, com-
bining theological and materialist elements in a unique way, was all
his own. To explore it adequately would require another study, one
moreover that Rolf Tiedemann has already written'?6 and that there-
fore need not be attempted now. In fact, merely to sift through the
controversy that has surrounded Benjamin’s name in the past decade
would be a task of considerable proportions.!?’” What will be at-
tempted here instead is a discussion of Benjamin’s specific relations
with the Institut and his contribution to its work, espec1ally its analy-
sis of mass culture.

Benjamin was born in 1892 in Berlin, and grew up, like most of the
other Institut members, in a family of well-to-do assimilated Jews.
His father was an antiquarian and art dealer from whom he inherited
a collector’s fascination with books and the artifacts of the past.!?
Relations with his family, however, were never easy. Although he
would return to his childhood again and again in his work,!?® it was
apparently a period of great sadness for him."® Like many other
disaffected bourgeois German adolescents, he joined Gustav
Wyneken’s Youth Movement before the war, becoming a member of
its most radical wing, which was composed largely of Jewish stu-
dents.!3 During the period of his affiliation, he rose to the presidency
of the Berlin Free Student Association and was a frequent contribu-
tor to Wyneken’s Der Anfang, under the pseudonym *“Ardor.” Dur-
ing the war, however, his interest in another escape from the oppres-
siveness of bourgeois life crowded out the Youth Movement. Zion-

_ism became the dominant passion of his life for the next few years.
“His interest in it was strengthened by the close friendship he began
with Gershom Scholem in 1915, who also awoke his curiosity in Jew-
ish theology and mysticism. Benjamin’s wife Dora, whom he married
in 1917, was herself the daughter of a prominent Zionist, Leon Kell-
ner. Benjamin’s commitment to Zionism, however, was never undi-
luted. In-1922 he resisted Scholem’s entreaties to accompany him to
Palestine, although later letters indicate his continued interest in

" such a move.”? With the collapse of his marriage in the twenties —
divorce came in 1930 — what was perhaps another stimulus to the
maintenance of his Zionism disappeared.!3

Yet the impact of his Jewish studies under Scholem’s influence re-
mained strong through the rest of his life, although after 1922 — the
year of Scholem’s departure and the failure of a projected literary re-
view with a religious perspective, to be called Angelus Novus — it was
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never as central as before. We have already discussed the influence
of certain Jewish strains on the Institut’s work: the unwillingness to
name or describe the “other” at the heart of Critical Theory, and
Fromm’s interest in a philosophical anthropology similar to that of
Martin Buber and his colleagues in the Frankfurt Lehrhaus. The in-
fluence of Jewish thought and custom on Benjamin was somewhat
different. Benjamin’s keenest interest was in the Cabala, the most ar-
cane of Jewish mystical works: here his friendship with Scholem was
crucial. When Max Rychner, the editor of the Schweizer Rundschau,
asked Benjamin about the particularly abstruse introduction to his
book on baroque tragedy, The Origin of German Tragedy. Benjamin
referred him to the Cabala.'** What appealed to Benjamin about it
was the exegetical skill needed to probe its levels of meaning. In a
letter to Rychner written in 1931, well after Benjamin had become
interested in Marxism, he could still comment, “I have never been
able to do research and think in a way other than, if I may so put it,
in a theological sense — namely, in accordance with the Talmudic
teaching of the forty-nine levels of meaning in every passage in the
Torah.” 1% As has often been noted,!3¢ Benjamin’s examination of
cultural phenomena resembled that of a biblical scholar probing a
sacred text. In his hope of writing a book consisting solely of quota-
tions, Benjamin expressed a quasi-religious desire to become the
transparent mouthpiece of a higher reality. His theory of language
was similarly rooted in the assumption of a central reality, ‘which
could be revealed, albeit incompletely, by the power of exegesis.!>’

If Benjamin responded to the revelatory elements in Judaism, he
was equally sensitive to its redemptive strains. The messianic current
in Jewish thought, which was appropriated in a secularized form by
Marxism, ran through his writings from beginning to end. One of the
last essays he wrote, the posthumously published “Theses on the Phi-
losophy of History,” made this very evident. It was here that Benja-
min most clearly articulated his distinction between homogeneous.
empty time and the messianic Jetztzeit (the fulfilled time of the
present)!®® that the revolution was supposed to usher in. It was also’
here that he made clear his life-long commitment to a theological
mode of thinking, in the parable that opened the “Theses™:

A puppet in Turkish attire and with a hookah in its mouth sat before a
chessboard placed on a large table. . . . Actually, a little hunchback who
was an expert chess player sat inside and guided the puppet’s hand by
means of strings. One can imagine a philosophical counterpart to this de-
vice. The puppet called “historical materialism” is to win all the tifme. It can
easily be a match for anyone if it enlists ‘the services of theology, which
today, as we know, is wizened and has to keep out of sight.'
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It should be added that the Institut, far from encouraging the theo-
logical elements in Benjamin’s thought, as some of its critics have
implied, sought to influence him in a more secular direction. The
general reaction to the “Theses” within the Institut was not espe-
cially favorable.1® Adorno’s correspondence also shows his disap-
proval of the Jewish residues in Benjamin’s thought.!4!

On the other hand, the Institut was not entirely enthusiastic about
the brand of Marxism Benjamin adopted in the mid-twenties. Unlike
the others, Benjamin came to dialectical materialism following its
heroic period in the immediate postwar years,'? although his curios-
ity had doubtless been aroused as early as 1918, when he became
friends with Ernst Bloch in Bern.!¥? Lukacs’s early work served as
another bridge to Marx, especially History and Class Consciousness
- and The Theory of the Novel.'* Personal acquaintances also played a
key role. In 1924, on holiday in Capri, Benjamin met the Russian di-
rector and actress Asja Lacis, who was traveling with a company
performing Brecht’s Edward I1. Possibly, Benjamin, whose marriage
to Dora Keliner was in trouble, fell in love with Miss Lacis. In any
case, she introduced him to her circle of Marxist friends and helped
arrange a trip to Moscow for him in the winter of 1926-1927. In the
Soviet capital he met Mayakovsky and Byeli and made arrange-
ments to write an article on Goethe for the Soviet Encyclopedia,
which was never actually completed. And then in 1929 Asja Lacis in-
troduced him to the man who was to play the most important role in
his Marxist development, Bertolt Brecht.

Brecht’s relationship with Benjamin has been one of the major
sources. of recent controversy. Scholem and Adorno both considered
Brecht’s influence more destructive than beneficial.!4® Rolf Tiede-
mann, Adorno’s student, asserted that the relationship ought to be
understood less in intellectual than in psychological terms, because
of Benjamin’s fear of Brecht.!¥¢ Especially baleful, they all agreed,
was Benjamin’s acceptance of Brecht’s crude, even vulgar, mate-
rialism. Almost as unfortunate, at least in Adorno’s eyes, was Benja-
min’s adoption of his friend’s overly optimistic attitude towards the
revolutionary potential of popular art and technological innovation.
Personal distrust of Brecht doubtless contributed to their dislike of
his hold over Benjamin. The Frankfurt School, it should be noted,
never saw eye to eye with Brecht on political matters, despite their
respect for his literary achievements. The sentiment was returned in
kind. Well after Benjamin’s death, when Brecht had moved to Cali-
fornia, he, Horkheimer, and Adorno saw each other socially; but as
his diary demonstrates,'” the old animosities continued unabated.
To Brecht, the Institut consisted of “Tui-intellectuals,” who prosti-
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tuted themselves for American foundation support.-(His proposed
novel, set in the fictitious Chinese kingdom of the Tuis, was never ac-
‘tually completed.) They in turn considered him a petit-bourgeois po-
seur and an apologist for Stalinism.

To Benjamin, on the other hand, Brecht was far more attractive.
“My agreeing with Brecht’s production,” he wrote in 1933, “repre-
sents one of the most important and most reinforced points in my
entire position.” 48 Hannah Arendt, who knew Benjamin in Paris in
the thirties, has commented that the attraction lay in Brecht’s “crude
thinking,” 149 the very rejection of dialectical subtleties that Adorno .
so loathed. Benjamin, she continued, saw in Brecht’s unmediated
materialism “not so much a referral to practice as to reality, and to
him this reality manifested itself most directly in the proverbs and id-
ioms of everyday language.”'®® Miss Arendt was not alone in
* pointing to the fascination Brecht held for Benjamin. Other detrac-
tors of the Institut further to the left went so far as to accuse Adorno
and Scholem of deliberately minimizing Brecht’s importance for
their own purposes.!s! This seems not to be the case, however, for
Tiedemann, who is usually identified with the Adorno-Scholem
camp, edited a collection of Benjamin’s articles and reviews of
Brecht in 1966.152 That they considered the relationship harmful no
one denies.And in fact it might be argued that Benjamin, for all his
admiration, shared some wariness about the friendship, which mani-
fested itself in his refusal to leave Paris permanently to join Brecht in
his Svendborg, Denmark, exile.!’> Brecht, on the other hand, seems
to have remained devoted until Benjamin’s death. In fact, he wrote
two moving poems on that subject in 1940.1%4

The undialectical note that Adorno detected in Benjamin’s accept-
ance of Brecht’s more vulgar materialism was perhaps a product of
the difference between Benjamin’s intellectual background and that
of the other Institut members. Benjamin’s university training had
taken place in Berlin, Freiburg, and Bern, where, during the war, he
received his degree with a thesis on the German romantics.'> The
most important philosophical influence on his thinking had been
neo-Kantian. Near the end of his life, he wrote to Adorno that Hein-
rich Rickert had been his most influential teacher.!* From the begin-
ning, however, it seems that Benjamin was dissatisfied with Kant’s
agnostic dualism, with its distinction between noumena and phe-
nomena. In an early essay he wrote: “It is the task of the coming
theory of knowledge to find the sphere of total neutrality in relation
to the concepts of object and subject; in other words, to ascertain the
autonomous, original sphere in which this concept in no way sig-
nified the relationship between.two metaphysical entities.” *7 In so
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arguing, of course, he was on ground familiar to Horkheimer, Mar-
cuse, and Adorno. Where he differed, however, was in the compara-
tively minor impact of Hegel on his thinking. In general, he sought to
free himself from the burden of philosophical jargon,.which he dis-
missed as the chatter of pimps (Zuhdltersprache).'® On this score, as
their correspondence reveals, he and Horkheimer were at odds.!s
Another source of friction between Benjamin and at least Adorno
was his relative indifference to music, especially as a potentially criti-
cal medium. According to Adorno,'® he had developed an animosity
to music in his youth, which was never entirely overcome. In an im-
portant essay, “The Author as Producer,” ¢! written when Brecht’s
influence was at its height, Benjamin suggested that words must be
added to music to give it any political content. The model he chose
was the collaboration between Brecht and Hanns Eisler on The
Measures Taken. There is little indication in his work that he shared
Adorno’s taste for the more demanding forms of modern music or
his belief in the importance of music’s nonrepresentational quality.
Moreover, Benjamin’s thinking was always more analogical than
Horkheimer’s or Adorno’s, more concerned with the universal impli-
cit in the particular. For all Critical Theory’s interest in the interplay
of totality and moment, it is unlikely that Horkheimer and the others
would have accepted without qualification Benjamin’s assertion that
“a historical materialist approaches. a historical subject only where
he encounters it as.a monad.” '62 Their mode of thinking was always
more explanatory than his,. more concerned with uncovering the
discontinuities and mediations among various social phenomena. To
Benjamin, the importance of nonidentity was not as great as his col-
leagues argued. And as a result, he was not as concerned with the
salvation of subjectivity as they were. His “dialectics at a stand-
still” 1 was far more static and direct than Critical Theory. Still,
Adorno took pains to avoid lumping him together with the phenom-
enologists, whose lack of dialectical irony he often scored:

To interpret his lack of system and of a closed theoretical foundation as
sufficient reason to align him with the representatives of ‘intuition,” eidetic
or otherwise . . . is to overlook what is best in him. It is not his glance as
such which lays claim to the unmediated possession of the absolute; rather
his manner of seeing, the entire perspective is altered. The technique of en-
largement brings the rigid in motion and the dynamic to rest.!s4

If Benjamin’s unique perspective distanced him from Critical
Theory, it also served to undermine his chances for a successful aca-
demic career. His critical study of Goethe’s Elective Affinities, written
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in 1924-1925, appeared under the sponsorship of Hugo von Hof-
mannsthal.'65 But the work explicitly criticized the ideology of the
then powerful circle around Stefan George, which resulted in his
being ostracized from the scholarly world into which their influence
extended.!66 Later attempts to gain his Habilitation at the University
of Frankfurt were equally fruitless. The work he submitted as his cre-
dentials was a study of German baroque drama in which he sought
to “rescue” the category of allegory. It proved, however, too obscure
for his examiners, among whom were the head of the literature fac-
ulty, Franz Schultz, and the university’s expert on aesthetics. the
same Hans Cornelius who had been the teacher of several Institut
members.!67 Although ultimately published in 1928, The Origin of
German Tragedy failed to earn Benjamin a place in the academic
hierarchy. With this defeat went his father’s refusal to continue sup-
porting him, and Benjamin was forced to eke out an existence as a
private critic and occasional translator of writers like Proust.'s® In
the twenties and early thirties he wrote for such journals as the Litera-
rische Welt and such newspapers as the Frankfurter Zeitung. He also
did reviews for a Frankfurt radio station directed by his friend Ernst
Schoen.!® Although his work was often of the highest quality — his
evocative memories of childhood, later published as Berlin Childhood
Around 1900,17° were serialized in the Frankfurter Zeitung — it re-
ceived relatively little notice.

The Nazi take-over meant the end of the few sources of income
Benjamin had in Germany. After attempts to write pseudonymously
as “Detlef Holz” and “C. Conrad™ proved unsuccessful, he accepted
the necessity of emigration. Paris, a city in which he had felt com-
fortable on previous visits, became his chosen refuge. In many ways.
the modern city was one of the central foci of his work,!”! and Paris
was the European metropolis par excellence. As early as 1927 he had
begun writing a major analysis of bourgeois culture, an Urgeschichte
(prehistory) of the nineteenth century, which used Paris as its central
metaphor. Entitled the Passagenarbeit (a reference to the Passagen,
or arcades, of Paris), it was to occupy Benjamin for the remainder of
his life. Although extending to thousands of pages, only parts of it
were ever actually completed to his satisfaction.

The Institut’s role in the development of this project has been an-
other source of controversy. Benjamin’s main support in Paris after
the end of 1935 was the Institut’s stipend. Other projects, such as the
collection of letters he published as “Detlef Holz” in Switzerland,!”
might have brought in some income, but, as his own correspondence

“indicates, not very much. Benjamin had been acquainted with
Adorno since 1923, when they had met in Frankfurt.'” In 1934, after
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Benjamin’s flight from Germany, Adorno persuaded Horkheimer to
accept some of his work for the Zeitschrifr. His first essay, a study of
the social position of current French writers, appeared in the first
issue of that year.!™ It was soon followed by a survey of linguistic so-
ciology, in which Benjamin revealed his life-long interest in language
and its broader implications. Shortly thereafter, Horkheimer ex-
tended an invitation to Benjamin to join the Institut in America. Al-
though Benjamin had written in April, 1935, that “there is nothing so
urgent to me as connecting my work as tightly and productively with
the Institut as possible,” 5 he declined the offer. At the end of the
year, however, he was made a research associate of the Institut’s
Paris branch and began to receive a regular stipend, which, although
never very much, allowed him to say that it “*brought about an im-
mediate unburdening.” 176

Because of Benjamin’s admitted financial dependency on the In-
stitut, it has been argued by the Alternative circle that his work was
changed in fundamental ways, even censored, by his editors in New
York. Without going into the textual questions in all their complex-
ity, it does seem accurate to say that on occasion the wording of Ben-
jamin’s essays was altered in a less radical direction. A clear example
of this was his article “The Work of Art in the Era of Mechanical
Reproduction,” which ended in Benjamin’s original text with the
words: “This is the situation of politics which Fascism is rendering
aesthetic. Communism responds by politicizing art.”” These are the
words that also appear in the English translation, in /lluminations
(page 244). In the Zeitschrift, however, the printed version replaced
“Fascism™ with “the totalitarian doctrine” and “Communism” with
“the constructive forces of mankind” (page 66). On the same page.
the original “imperialistic warfare™ was changed to “modern war-
fare.” 177

These changes, however, were usually made in correspondence
with Benjamin and not after he had submitted finished versions to
the New York branch of the Institut. What is crucial to understand is
that they were not done specifically to bring Benjamin into line with
a dogmatic Critical Theory, but were rather a reflection of the Aeso-
pian language the Zeitschrift frequently used, to protect itself from
political harassment. The- accusations of other refugees at the New
School, Adorno’s later reluctance to be associated with Hanns Eisler,
the subtle change in the English translation of the title of Gross-
mann’s book have all been previously mentioned. It is abundantly
clear that the Institut felt insecure in America and wished to do as
little as possible to jeopardize its position. Well before the actual em-
igration, Horkheimer had written in Ddmmerung: “Sooner or later,
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the right of exile for political refugees will be abolished in practice.

. The right of exile will disappear from the common interests of
the international capitalist class, as soon as it no longer concerns
emigrés from Russia or vélkisch terrorists.” ' Having already been
forced to flee one continent, he and his colleagues were not anxious
to court a similar fate.

This fear comes out clearly in the Lowenthal-Horkheimer corre--
sporidence. For example, on July 30, 1939, Lowenthal wrote to
Horkheimer of a new deportation law being considered in the Sen-
ate, with a very broad scope. Accordingly, he advised Horkheimer to
add “European” before “liberalism™ in the article he was preparing.
Later, on July 30 and August 4, 1940, he mentioned police visits to
the Institut, which, although routine, seemed ominous enough to re-
port. And even as late as July 26, 1944, when the Institut.was

“studying anti-Semitism in American labor, Horkheimer could still
worry about the reaction of American right-wingers to *“a bunch of
foreign-born intellectuals sticking their noses into the private affairs
of American workers.” This feeling of insecurity, in combination
with the Institut’s traditional desire to remain a “scientific” rather
than a political institution, resulted in its striking the more inflamma-
tory passages from Benjamin’s texts.

On the other hand, what is equally clear is that the Zeitschrift did
print certain of Benjamin’s essays with which Horkheimer and
Adorno were not.in complete agreement — his “The Work of Art in
the Era of Mechanical Reproduction” and “Eduard Fuchs, the
‘Collector and Historian,” " which were in some ways too radical for
their taste. How much the published versions were altered, however,
is uncertain.!® One part of Benjamin’s work, an important section of
the Passagenarbeit, was turned down completely, primarily, it would
seem, because of Adorno’s reservations. In 1936 Benjamin had been
very impressed with the little-known cosmological speculations of
Auguste Blanqui, the nineteenth-century French revolutionary,
which appeared in a book by Blanqui called L’Eternité par les
astres.'®! Blanqui’s mechanical view of nature seemed to Benjamin to
be related to his social order, which was dominated by a kind of eter-
nal return. What Benjamin attempted to do in his essay, which was
entitled “The Paris of the Second Empire in Baudelaire,” was to de-
velop the hidden relationship between Blanqui and the poet who was
the central figure of Benjamin’s entire work, Baudelaire. The essay
was planned as the second part of a tripartite study, a more focused
version of the Passagenarbeit, and one tentatively called Paris, the
Capital of the Nineteenth Century. The first part was to be a discus-
sion of Baudelaire as allegorist; the second, the section just dis-
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cussed, was to be its antithesis, a social interpretation of the poet; the
third part was to synthesize the first two by analyzing the commodity
as poetic object.!82

On his first reading of the draft of “The Pans of the Second Em-
pire in Baudelaire,” Adorno was critical. Vacationing in Hornberg in
the Black Forest, in the summer of 1935 — Adorno occasionally re-
turned to Germany after the Nazis took over — he wrote Benjamin a
long letter outlining his objections.!8 His most general criticism was
of Benjamin’s allegedly undialectical use of such categories as the
fetishism of commodities. As noted earlier, Adorno saw some reifica-
tion as a necessary element in all human objectifications. Accord-
ingly, he argued against Benjamin’s equation of the commodity with
the “archaic™ as such.

Tied to this criticism was Adorno’s dissatisfaction with Benjamin’s
use of “dialectical images™ (dialektische Bilder), which were objective
crystallizations of the historical process. In his letter, Adorno argued
that as they were conceived by Benjamm they reflected social reality
too closely. Instead, he contended, “dialectical images are models
not of social products, but rather objective constellations in which
the social condition represents itself. Consequently, the dialectical
image can never be expected to be an ideological or in general a so-
cial ‘product.’ ” 18 Moreover, to reduce the dialectical images to a
kind of Jungian collective unconscious, as Benjamin on occasion
seemed to be doing, was to ignore the continued importance of the
individual. “When I reject the use of the collective unconscious,”
Adorno explainéd,

it is of course not to allow the “bourgeois individual” to stand as the actual
substratum. It is to make the social function of the intérieur {a term, it will
be recalled, he used in his study of Kierkegaard] transparent and to uncover
its inclusiveness as illusion. But as illusion not in opposition to a hyposta-
tized collective conscious, but the real social process itself. The “individual”
is thus a dialectical instrument of passage [Durchgangsinstrument] which
should not be mythicized away, but can only be sublated faufgehoben].'®

In a subsequent letter to Benjamin in November, Adorno ex-
pressed his continued disappointment with the progress of the essay
on Baudelaire and Paris.’# Here he spelled out his objections to Ben-
jamin’s theological and philological approach as undialectical. “One
can express it thus,” he wrote. “The theological motive to name
things by their names tends to be transformed into the astounding
presentation of simple facticity. If one wants to, speak drastically,
one could say the work has settled in a crossroads between magic
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and positivism. This spot is bewitched. Only theory can break the
spell: your own merciless, good, speculative theory.” '8 As a result
of his reservations, Adorno advised against accepting the essay,
which Lowenthal had advocated printing in part, because it “repre-
sents you not in the way this work must represent you.” 18

Chastened, but not willing to give in entirely, Benjamin wrote
back in his own defense.'8® His major argument was in favor of the
philological approach employed in the essay:

The appearance of closed facticity, which adheres to philological investiga-
tion and casts a spell on the researcher, will disappear to the extent that the
object will be constructed in historical perspective. The base lines of this
construction converge in our own historical experience. Therefore the
object constructs itself as a monad. In the monad, everything which is
‘mythically fixed in the text will come alive. . . . If you think back on my
other work, you will find that the critique of the philogical position is an old
affair with me — and innately identical with that of the myth.!®

Adorno, however, remained unconvinced of the dialectical merit
of the essay, and it was never published by the Institut.’®! In the cor-
respondence that followed, both men continued to debate the prog-
ress of Benjamin’s “prehistory” of the nineteenth century. Finally, in
the first issue of the 1939 Zeitschrift, the section of Paris, the Capital
of the Nineteenth Century that Benjamin had intended as its “thesis,”
“On Certain Motifs in Baudelaire,” was published. In this essay Ben-
jamin broached many of the basic themes of the entire study, several
of which we have mentioned earlier. One of these was his distinction
between two types-of experiences: integrated Erfahrungen and atom-
istic Erlebnisse. Drawing on insights from Proust, Bergson, and
Freud, Benjamin argued for the place of tradition in genuine expe-
rience: “Experience is indeed a matter of tradition, in collective ex-
istence as well as private life. It is less the product of facts firmly an-
chored in memory than of a convergence in memory of accumulated
and frequently unconscious data.” 2 Adorno also stressed the rele-
vance of tradition, which he saw alive, it will be recalled, in
Schénberg’s music, despite its obvious novelty. Both he and Benja-
min saw an erosion of true experience [Erfahrungen] as characteris-
tic of modern life. One example that Benjamin gave — the replace-
ment of coherent narration by dissociated information as the
dominant mode of communication — was also used by Ernst Kré-
nek in his essay on radio music. Another, the increase of traumatic
shocks as stimuli in modern life,! also found an echo in the In-
stitut’s various psychosocial studies. A third, the role of the crowd in
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Baudelaire’s work, was a frequent motif in the Institut’s work on
mass culture. Benjamin, it should be noted, was somewhat critical of
Baudelaire’s understanding of the crowd: “Baudelaire saw fit to
equate the man of the crowd . . . with the fldneur. It is hard to ac-
cept this view. The man of the crowd is no fldneur.” 19

Benjamin’s fascination with the fldneur, the idler who strolled lei-
surely through the arcades of Paris, has encouraged the commenta-
tors who stress the static element in his work.!% Even more striking
support for this position was the interest Benjamin’s essay showed in
Baudelaire’s attempt to preserve the correspondances which art re-
vealed. “What Baudelaire meant by correspondances,” Benjamm ex-
plained somewhat cryptically,

may be described as an experience which seeks to establish itself in crisis-
proof form. This is possible only within the realm of the ritual. If it tran-
scends this realm, it presents itself as the beautiful. In the beautiful the rit-
ual value of art appears. The correspondances are the data of remembrance
— not historical data, but the data of prehistory.!%

Elsewhere, Benjamin revealed a similar fascination with what
Goethe had called Urphdnomene, the eternal forms that persist
throughout history.!”” In all of this, the theological roots of his
thought would seem apparent.

Yet what also must be understood is the historical moment in his
thinking, which was strengthened by his brush with Marxism. In the
same essay on Baudelaire, Benjamin took Bergson to task for remov-
ing death from his notion of endured time, using an argument similar
to Horkheimer’s in his own essay on Bergson:!'®® “The durée from
which death has been eliminated has the miserable endlessness of a
scroll. Tradition is eliminated from it. It is the quintessence of a pass-
ing moment [Erlebnis] that struts about in the borrowed garb of ex-
perience.” % Moreover, as Tiedemann has pointed out® the Urphd-
nomene were transferred from nature in Goethe to history in Benja-
min. The Passagenarbeit was to be a “prehistory” of the nineteenth
century, not all human history. Even Benjamin’s fondness for Karl
Kraus’s saying that “Origin is the goal.” which he quotes in the
“Theses on the Phllosophy of History,” 20! should not necessarily be
understood as meaning a desire to return to a Platonic or Goethean
Ur-form. Origin (Ursprung) can also mean newness.®2 And to Benja-
min, one of the primary aspects of myth was its repetitive, uncreative
sameness; the Immergleiche (always the same) was one of the salient
characteristics of that mythic sensibility produced by alienated capi-
talist society.
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To be fair to those who stress the static component in Benjamin’s
thinking, it should be added that much of what he wrote betrayed a
kind of nostalgia for that ritual value he associated with the corre-
spondances.2® This was evident at the end of “On Certain Motifs in
Baudelaire,” where he touched on the “crisis of artistic reproduc-
tion,” 204 but it was even more obvious in his earlier essay in the
Zeitschrift, “The Work of Art in the Era of Mechanical Reproduc-
tion.” It was here that he developed his notion of the “aura,” which
was so frequently used in the Institut’s cultural analyses. As men-
tioned earlier, the aura was the unique nimbus that surrounded an
original work of art. It was the special sense of hic et nunc, (here and
now) giving authenticity to the work. It also existed, Benjamin sug-
gested, in nature, where it was “the unique phenomenon of a dis-
tance, however close it may be.” 205 In art as well, this quality of
unapproachability was an essential element in a work’s aura, not un-
connected with the ritual, magical context out of which art originally
came. It was this unique aura of a genuine work of art that could not
be preserved once the art was reproduced — clearly, Benjamin was
referring more to the plastic arts than to music or drama, although,
as we have seen in Adorno’s and Krének’s discussions of radio,
music might also have an aura.

Whatever the prehistoric, ritual quality attached to the aura, Ben-
jamin also acknowledged its historical element, which went beyond
the correspondances. “The authenticity of a thing,” he contended, “is
the essence of all that is transmissible from its beginning, ranging
from its substantive duration to its testimony to the history which it
has experienced.” 2 And later in the same essay: “The uniqueness
of a work of art is inseparable from its being imbedded in the fabric
of tradition.” 207 Thus the end of “auratic™ art in the era of mass re-
production meant not merely the loss of the artistic correspondances,
but also the end of Erfahrung (experience rooted in tradition). It was
this aspect of the cultural crisis of modern society with which Benja-
min’s colleagues at the Institut were in agreement. They also tended
to accept the conclusion he drew from the loss of aura: “The instant
the criterion of authenticity ceases to be applicable to artistic pro-
duction, the total function of art is reversed. Instead of being based
on ritual, it begins to be based on another practice — politics.” 2%
With the advent of mechanical reproduction, the cult value of an art
work was replaced by its exhibition value. The best example of this,
Benjamin asserted, was the film.

Where the other members of the Institut, especially Adorno, dis-
agreed ‘with Benjamin was in assessing the repercussions of this
change. First of all, they had always considered art to have a politi-
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cal function: the presentation of a foretaste of the “other” society de-
nied by present conditions. What they now feared was that mass art
had a new political function diametrically opposed to its tradition-
ally “negative™ one; art in the age of mechanical reproduction served
to reconcile the mass audience to the status quo. Here Benjamin dis-
agreed. For, while mourning the loss of the aura, he paradoxically
held out hope for the progressive potential of politicized, collectiv-
ized art. Here once again he followed the lead of Brecht, who was
still optimistic about the revolutionary fupction of the film, despite
his personally disappointing experiences with the film industry.209 In
Benjamin’s words:

Mechanical reproduction of art changes the reaction of the masses toward
art. The reactionary attitude toward a Picasso painting changes into the
progressive reaction toward a Chaplin movie. The progressive reaction is
characterized by the direct, intimate fusion of visual and emotional enjoy-
ment with the orientation of the expert. . . . With regard to the screen, the
critical and the receptive attitudes of the public coincide.2!0

Moreover, whereas Adorno always demanded concentration on the
part of the viewer or listener — we have already mentioned his stress
on the praxis of genuine aesthetic reception — Benjamin was more
sympathetic to the positive implications of distraction: “The tasks
which face the human apparatus of perception at the turning points
of history cannot be solved . . . by contemplation alone. They are
mastered gradually by habit. . . . The ability to master certain tasks
in a state of distraction proves that their solution has become a mat-
ter of habit.” 2!! It was on this assumption that Benjamin could end
his article by calling for the Communist politicization of art as a re-
sponse to what he called the fascist “aestheticization of politics.” 212
Adorno, as we have seen, was far less sanguine, and responded to
Benjamin in his article “On the Fetish Character of Music and the
Regression of Hearing.” Benjamin tried to patch things up by writ-
ing: “In my work I sought to articulate the positive moments as
clearly as you brought the negative to the fore. I consequently see a
strength of your work where a weakness of mine lay.” 21 He then
suggested that sound films were undermining the révolutionary po-
tential of the cinema and proposed to Adorno a collaborative study
of their effects. This, however, was never to occur; because of Benja-
min’s death. The Institut’s subsequent work on mass culture, in the
forties, to which we now turn, lacked the optimistic thrust of his
analysis. The spirit of that work was far closer to that expressed in
the now famous remark Benjamin made in an earlier period (and
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which was used much later to end Marcuse’s One-Dimensional Man):

“It is only for the sake of those without hope that hope is given to
us.” 214

In the forties, a number of Institut members devoted their time to
investigating American popular culture. In 1941 the Studies in Philos-
ophy and Social Science put out a special issue on mass communica-
tions, in cooperation with Lazarsfeld’s Office of Radio Research,
now at Columbia. Horkheimer began, with “Notes on Institute Ac-
tivities,” which contained the most concise restatement of the princi-
ples of Critical Theory to appear in English. Lazarsfeld contributed a
comparison of “Administrative and Critical Communications Re-
search,” which stressed their compatible features. Articles followed
by Herta Herzog, Harold Lasswell, William Dieterle, Charles A.
Siepmann, and Adorno.?’ In the next issue, the last of the Studies to
appear, Horkheimer used Mortimer Adler’s Art and Prudence as an
occasion for a general denunciation of mass culture?!® many of
whose points we have already incorporated into our treatment of the
Institut’s work in this area. _

The member of the Institut who became most extensively engaged
in the analysis of mass culture was Leo Lowenthal. As early as 1929
Lowenthal had written regular drama criticism and articles on aes-
thetic problems for the Volksbiihne, in both Berlin and Frankfurt. Al-
though his early articles in the Zeitschrift were primarily on literary
figures such as Ibsen and Meyer, he was also interested in the popu-
lar reception of high culture, as illustrated by his essay on Dostoy-
evsky’s public in prewar Germany. In the forties he turned his atten-
tion to more direct examples of popular art. With the help of
Lazarsfeld’s project, which supplied him with secretarial and office
assistance, he conducted analyses of news commentators and news
programs in Philadelphia, which remained. in manuscript form. He
also made a content analysis of popular biographies in Germany
after World War 1, which was published many years later in a Fest-
schrift for Marcuse.?!” His similar treatment of biographies in Ameri-
can magazines appeared in Lazarsfeld’s Radio Research: 1942-
1943.2'8 Lowenthal also contributed to the discussions that led to the
essay on the Kulturindustrie (Culture Industry) in Dialectic of the En-
lightenment. In fact, throughout the forties and during the period
after his connection with the Institut was severed, Lowenthal con-
tinued his exploration of mass culture, the culmination of which was
his collection of essays published in 1961, Literature, Popular Culture,
and Society.

Fragments of the correspondence between Horkheimer and Low-
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enthal after the former had moved to California are worth dwelling
on here for the light they cast on the Institut’s conception of mass
culture. On February 3, 1942, Lowenthal wrote of his forthcoming
essay on magazine biographies:

While, on the one hand, historical information for the masses becomes a
cobweb of lies and of ridiculous accumulation of the most insignificant
facts and figures, the same masses show by their very occupation with these
people and with their ways of “consumption” a longing for a life of inno-
cence. From my whole inner life I can deduct more and more how hateful
the whole idea of production in the sense of permanent changes, transfor-
mations, incessant treatment of man and nature by machines and organiza-
tions must become to the unconscious and even conscious life of the major-
ity. In a certain sense, the German biographies which I have studied in
former years and the American material belong quite closely together. The
first one falsifies history by an enchanting net of profound metaphysical
and metapsychological phantasmagories; the second one is just the reverse
and instead of taking history serious, it takes it funny [sic/. But: they both
represent distorted utopias of a concept of man to which we stand in an
affirmative way, namely, they both imply the unconditional importance of
the real, living, and existing individual: dignity, happiness.

Several months later, Horkheimer mentioned the essay in one of
his letters to Lowenthal. On June 2 he wrote, referring to his own
work on Dialectic of the Enlightenment:

I was particularly delighted by the paragraphs on “repetition.” This cate-
gory will play a most decisive role in the whole book. What you call the lack
of rebellion against the eternal repetition in life and art points to the bad
resignation of modern man, which is, so to speak, the main topic between
your lines and which will become one of the basic concepts of our book.

. We cannot blame people that they are more interested in the sphere of
privacy and consumption rather than [in] production. This trait contains a
Utopian element; in Utopia productlon does not play a decisive part. It is
the land of milk and honey. I think it is of deep significance that art and po-
etry have always shown an affinity to consumption.

On October 14 Horkheimer spent a large part of his letter to Lowen-
thal discussing the article:

You lay too much stress on activity vs. passivity, sphere of production vs.
sphere of consumption. You say that the life of the reader is scheduled and
governed by what he gets, not by what he does. The truth is, however, that
doing and getting [have] become identical in this society. The mechanisms
which govern man in his leisure time. are absolutely the same [as] those’
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which govern him when he works. I would go as far as to say that still today
the key for the understanding of the behavior patterns in the sphere of con-
sumption is the situation of man in industry, his schedule in the factory, the
organization of office and working place. Consumption tends to vanish
today, or should I say, eating, drinking, looking, loving, sleeping become
“consumption,” for consumption already means that man has become a
machine outside as well as inside of the workshop?

You will remember those terrible scenes in the movies when some years
of a hero’s life are pictured in a series of shots which take about one or two
minutes, just to show how he grew up or old, how a war started and passed
‘by, a[nd] s[o] o[n]. This trimming of an existence into some futile moments
which can be characterized schematically symbolizes the dissolution of hu-
manity into elements of administration. Mass culture in its different
branches reflects the fact that the human being is cheated out of his own en-
tity which Bergson so justly called “durée.” This is true for the heroes of bi-
ographies as well as for the masses. . . . The countertrend in mass culture is
represented in escape from it. Since man’s wakeful state today is regulated
in all details, the real escape is sleep or madness, or at least some kind of
shortcoming and weakness. The protest against the movies is not found so
much in bitter critiques but in the fact that people go in and sleep or make
love to each other.

And finally, Lowenthal responded to Horkheimer’s arguments in his
return letter on October 22:

Your remark about the montage of a life story in the moving picture is espe-
cially revealing for me, because it throws more light on my observation of
the isolated and piecemeal sequence of hardship and breaks of childhood
and adult life. All this seems to be also tied up with the concept of loveless-
ness, because the criterion of love is continuity and this is just the phenome-
non which is never admitted. Mass culture is a total conspiracy against love
as well as against sex. I think that you have hit the nail on the head by your
observation that the spectators are continuously betrayed and robbed of
real pleasure by sadistic tricks. This sadism has the special function to pre-
vent psychologically and physiologically “Vorlust.” Take, for example, the
ballet scene in “Holiday Inn,” one of the newest pictures, where a couple
starts dancing a minuet, but as soon as this minuet develops to a more amo-
rous situation and one could very well imagine that the dancing partners
will end by kissing each other, the sweet and melodious music is suddenly
stopped and replaced by jazz which almost verbally castrates the dancers.
This fits very well together with the elucidating remarks which Teddie
[Adorno] once wrote about the connection of castration and jazz.

A number of characteristics of the Institut’s critique of mass cul-
ture are evident in the interchange. More than once, for example, is
1ts concern for genuine happiness evident. Unlike more conservative
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critics of popular culture, the Frankfurt School refused to defend
high culture as an end in itself apart from material concerns. Like
Nietzsche, whose seminal contribution to the analysis of mass cul-
ture the Institut often acknowledged, Horkheimer and his colleagues
saw a subterranean connection between the notion of transcendent
culture, which pretended to be above material life, and psychological
asceticism. They consistently attacked such commentators as Aldous
Huxley for the puritanical streak in their protest against mass cul-
ture.2!® With equal fervor they denounced the nostalgic yearnings of
elitist critics such as Jose Ortega y Gasset. “The right to nostalgia, to
transcendental knowledge, to a dangerous life cannot be validated,”
Horkheimer wrote. “The struggle against mass culture can consist
only in pointing out its connection with the persistence of social in-
justice.” 20 As Marcuse argued in 1937, the segregation of cultural
life from its material base served to reconcile man to the inequalities
implicit in the latter; idealist, bourgeois culture was in this sense
“affirmative.”

What the letters also show is how strongly the Institut, for all its
Marxist tendencies, valued tradition. As we have already seen,
Adorno spoke of the traditional component in Schonberg’s seem-
ingly revolutionary music, and Benjamin considered tradition to be a -
part of an art work’s aura. In his letter of October 22 Lowenthal re-
ferred to continuity as the “criterion of love,” an observation that
followed on the heels of Horkheimer’s assertion in the previous letter
that mass culture deprived man of his durée. What should be under-
stood, however, is that by tradition, the Institut meant something
very different from the continuation of “progress,” as it was under-
stood by Enlightenment thought. This was clear in' the essay “Au-
thoritarian State,” which we examined in the previous chapter,. as
well as in the Dialectic of the Enlightenment, to which we shall come
presently. Tradition referred to the type of integrated experience the
Institut members called Erfahrung, which was being destroyed by so-
called “progress.”

Yet another thing the letters demonstrate is the effect of personal
experiences on the Frankfurt School’s analysis. That such a connec-
tion existed, Critical Theory would not have denied. As Horkheimer
wrote in his letter on Freud, “the greater a work, the more it is rooted
in the concrete historical situation.” 22! As refugees from Central Eu-
rope, who had been tutored in all that its rich cultural heritage had
to offer, they were inevitably ill at ease in the less rarified atmosphere
of their new environment. On occasion, this alienation meant an un-
responsiveness to the spontaneous elements in American popular
culture — Adorno’s unremitting hostility to jazz, for example, suffers
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from a certain a priori insensitivity. But at the same time, it provided
an invaluable critical distance from the culture, which prevented the
Institut from equating mass culture with true democracy. The cate-
gory of “repressive desublimation,” 222 which Marcuse was to de-
velop years later to characterize the pseudo-liberation of modern cul-
ture, existed in embryo in the personal experience of the Institut’s
members. Having known an alternative cultural milieu, they were
unwilling to trade in its promesse de bonheur for the debased coin
provided by the culture industry.

As Adorno later explained,?® the phrase “culture industry” was
chosen by Horkheimer and himself in Dialectic of the Enlightenment
because of its antipopulist connotations. The Frankfurt School dis-
liked mass culture, not because it was democratic, but precisely be-
cause it was not. The notion of “popular” culture, they argued, was
ideological; the culture industry administered a nonspontaneous,
reified, phony culture rather than the real thing. The old distinction
between high and low culture had all but vanished in the “stylized
barbarism™ 22* of mass culture. Even the most “negative” examples
of classical art had been absorbed into what Marcuse was later to
call its “one-dimensional” facade. Tragedy, which once meant pro-
test, now meant consolation. The subliminal message of almost all
that passed for art was conformity and resignation.

As in so many other areas, the Institut believed that liberal plati-
tudes about the preservation of the autonomous individual had been
rendered obsolete by social change. Kant had defined art formalisti-
cally as “purposiveness without purpose,” but in the modern world it
had become \‘purposelessness for purposes,” purposes dictated by
the market.2s Even the excuse of popular art as diversion, which
Benjamin had supported, Adorno and Horkheimer thought suspect:
leisure was the continuation of labor by other means. The only
laughter permitted by the culture industry was the derisiveness of
Schadenfreude, laughing at the misfortunes of others. Suppression re-
placed sublimation, desire was aroused only to be denied; mass cul-
ture, in short, followed the ritual of Tantalus.?26

Increasingly, the Institut came to feel that the culture industry en-
slaved men in far more subtle and effective ways than the crude
methods of domination practiced in earlier eras. The false harmony
of particular and universal was in some ways more sinister than the
clash of social contradictions, because of its ability to lull its victims
into passive acceptance. With the decline of mediating forces in the
society — here the Institut drew on its earlier studies of the lessening
role of the family in the process of socialization — the chances for
the development of negative resistance were seriously diminished.
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Moreover, the spread of technology served the culture industry in
America just as it helped tighten the control of authoritarian govern-
ments in Europe. Radio, Horkheimer and Adorno argued, was to
fascism as the printing press had been to the Reformation.

In short, all the celebrated pessimism of Marcuse’s One-Dinen-
sional Man was anticipated in the essay on the culture industry in Di-
alectic of the Enlightenment. The only hint of negation preserved in
mass culture Horkheimer and Adorno allowed was in corporeal
rather than intellectual art: for example, the circus performer, whose
fully reified body promised to break through the commodity charac-
ter of mass art by carrying objectification to its extreme, thereby ex-
posing what had hitherto been veiled.??’ Aside from this, the Institut
feared the closing-off of all possibilities for a transformed future,
short of that “explosion in the continuum of history™ that the essays
in the Benjamin memorial volume had still been able to cite as a pos-
sibility.

In many ways, the Institut’s critique of mass culture and its related
analysis of the American authoritarian potential had the greatest im-
pact on American intellectual life of all the work it did in this coun-
try.28 One obvious reason was that, unlike the theoretical essays of
the thirties, much of it was written in English. But more important, it
came at a time when Americans themselves had begun to fear the re-
alization of those dire prophecies that foreign visitors since Tocque-
ville had made about the effects of mass democracy.?”® Before the
Second World War, sociologists like Robert Park and his pupil at the
University of Chicago, Herbert Blumer, had been engaged in rudi-
mentary studies of mass society, but generally in isolation and with

-more hopeful conclusions. By the mid-forties, however, the interest
in this type of analysis had grown both within and outside the aca-
demic community. Clement Greenberg and Dwight MacDonald, the
latter through his influential journal, Politics, began to disseminate a
critique of mass culture among a wider public. Sociologists like
David Riesman increased scholarly awareness of the same issues.?%
Richard Hoggart did the same for English-speaking readers across
the Atlantic.?! For the first time, popular culture was attacked from
a radical rather than a conservative direction: Here the Institut’s in-
fluence, and that of former members such as Fromm, played a sig-
nificant role in adding substance and depth to the attack, and it was
frequently acknowledged.

What was crucial in the radical critique was its implicit political
overtones. It would be a mistake to interpret the Institut’s shifting of
focus from base to superstructure as an abandonment of its commit-

- ment to the ideals of its earlier period. The decline of traditional,
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“negative” culture was not a matter for intellectuals alone. Mass cul-
ture was the seed-bed of political totalitarianism. The mediating
mechanisms between culture and politics were best understood, so
- Horkheimer and those around him felt, in psychosocial terms. Their
studies of popular culture were thus connected with the investiga-
tions of the authoritarian potential in America that they conducted
in the forties. These investigations were cast primarily as psychologi-
cal analyses, although always based on the broader assumptions of
Critical Theory. Because these theoretical premises were rarely un-
derstood by American commentators, however, the “Studies in Prej-
udice” were often taken as strictly psychological. As we shall see in
our next chapter, this was not the case. As Adorno had explained to
Benjamin in 1935, the bourgeois individua! was only a dialéctical
Durchgangsinstrument (instrument of transition); the totality re-
- mained the central reality. If in its studies of mass culture and psy-
chological authoritarianism the Institut seemed to fall back on the
embattled individual, it was only because the utopian alternative
they sought was preserved nowhere else but in the “damaged
lives” 232 of cultural outsiders.



VII

The Empirical Work
of the Institut in the 1940’s

The central theme of the work is a relatively new
concept — the rise of an “anthropological” species
we call the authoritarian type of man.

— Max HORKHEIMER

The war years brought a serious reevaluation of the Institut’s goals
and a gradual redefinition of its institutional structure. Horkheimer’s
circulatory illness, which necessitated the move to California, and
the increased involvement of other Institut members in government
service meant that the type of connection with Columbia enjoyed by
the Institut since 1934 was no longer possible. Moreover, a new in-
ternal factor within the university’s sociology department spelled po-
tential trouble for the future. The struggle for control between the
department’s more speculative wing, led by Robert Maclver, and its
empirically oriented counterpart around Robert Lynd had been re-
solved largely in favor of the latter. Or at least so Lowenthal reported
to Horkheimer by letter on January 23, 1942. This, not surprisingly,
Horkheimer was willing to permit the loosening of the Institut’s ties
with Columbia brought by the war and his illness. In fact, as early as
May, 1941, before the resolution of the Lynd-Maclver conflict, he
had expressed to Lowenthal ambivalence about the consequences of
the sustained relationship with Columbia.! The leadership of the In-
stitut, despite its awareness of the need to maintain an institutional
identity, was always concerned about the possible sclerosis that over-
institutionalization might bring,

Still, with the end of the war, an attempt was made to keep the In-
stitut on Morningside Heights. Horkheimer’s illness had become less
of an immediate worry, allowing him to come back to New York in
1944 and 1945 for extended periods of time. Although certain Insti-
tut members, such as Marcuse, chose to remain with the govern-
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ment, others were eager to return to a full academic life. Within Co-
lumbia hopes were still alive-to retain the Institut in some capacity.
Ironically, the major effort to revive the Institut’s connection came
from within the ranks of the empirical sociologists. Paul Lazarsfeld,
who had transformed his Office of Radio Research into a newly con-
stituted Bureau of Applied Social Research,? suggested the integra-
tion of the Institut into his bureau. Despite the failure of his collabo-
ration with-Adorno before the war, Lazarsfeld was optimistic about
the interaction of Critical Theory with his own brand of “administra-
tive research.” 3 In a series of letters to other members of the depart-
ment, such as Theodore Abel and Robert Merton, Lazarsfeld ex-
tolled the Institut’s accomplishments. On February 5. 1946, he wrote
to Abel that the depaftment had done an injustice to the Institut, but
not because of the former’s own shortsightedness:

the whole mess is due to the idiocy of the Institute group. I told them for
years that publishing in German will finally destroy them. But they had the
fixed idea that their contribution to America will be greater if they preserve
in this country the last island of German culture. This is especially true of
their Zeitschrift. | have asked Lowenthal, its former editor, to make a brief
content analysis of the ten volumes which have appeared in this country.
Everyone will be surprised how much of value is buried there.*

As a solution, he proposed the affiliation of the Institut's empirical
wing with the Bureau of Applied Social Research. Lowenthal,
Massing, and Marcuse were to have full-time memberships; Pollock
and Neumann, part-time. Horkheimer, because of his health, and
Adorno were expected to remain in California in what presumably
would be the Institut’s speculative rump.. Lazarsfeld left the door
open for-at least Horkheimer’s return if his condition improved. Al-
‘though the sociology department acted on Lazarsfeld's recommen-
dation and extended an invitation to the Institut, it was ultimately
declined, Horkheimer citing his health as the reason.’ Of all the Insti-
tut members, only Neumann chose to return to Columbia after the
immediate postwar period.

One probable reason for the Institut’s decision to refuse the offer
was the improvement of its financial position. As mentioned earlier,
in 1938 unsuccessful financial investments combined with the ex-
tended use of capital for the support of new refugees had seriously
depleted the Institut’s resources. During the next few years, founda-
tion sponsorship for a projected study of German culture proved
unavailable, and the Studies in Philosophy and Social Science were
discontinued, primarily for financial reasons. The situation was criti-
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cai enough for Horkheimer to speculate in a letter to Lowenthal on
the possible dissolution of the Institut if no sponsor were found. A
grant must be obtained, Horkheimer wrote, “otherwise the work for
which we live and which, 1 suppose, is your aim as well as mine —
not only the work but our lives as scholars with specific tasks and re-
sponsibilities — and not only our intellectual lives but the material
basis of our lives — will be destroyed.”® During the summer of 1942,
however, a contact had been made with the American Jewish Com-
mittee, and in October of the same year Horkheimer had a successful
interview with John Slawson, the AJC’s executive vice-president. As
early as 1939 the Institut had prepared a prospectus for a study of
anti-Semitism. which was printed in the penultimate issue of its jour-
nal.” Not unexpectedly, the AJC expressed an interest in the project,
with the hope of preventing in America what was already happening
in Europe. The result was a grant of considerable size. which helped
to keep the Institut together as well as to finance the most exhaustive
study of prejudice ever attempted. In May. 1944, a two-day confer-
ence on prejudice was held in New York, at which an ambitous re-
search program was outlined for the future. At the same time, the
AJC established a Department of Scientific Research. with Hork-
heimer at its head. It was here that the Snudies in Prejudice. which
were Lo employ a variety of methodological approaches to the study
of social bias. were officially launched. Thus began the Institut’s
most extensive and sustained concentration on empirical research.
What ought not to be forgotten, however. was that at the same
time, Horkheimer and Adorno were engaged in serious speculative
work, which produced a number of important new statements of
Critical Theory. Foremost among these were their joint effort in Diu-
lectic of the Enlightenment, Horkheimer's Eclipse of Reason, and
Adorno’s Minima Moralia. These will be the subject of the next
chapter, which will deal with the Institut’s changing theoretical per-
spective in its last decade in America. At times, however, some of
their new ideas will play a role in our present discussion of the em-
pirical work, and we shall also refer on a number of occasions to the
analysis of the Institut’s critique of mass culture in the last chapter.
Before embarking on a detailed analysis of the Studies in Prejudice,
certain basic attitudes of the Institut towards the proper role of em-
pirical research should once again be made clear. From the first, it
will be recalled, the Frankfurt School was critical of the reductionist
tendencies implicit in inductively oriented, empirical social science.
In the exploration of social phenomena, it placed theory prior to the
gathering of “facts,” just as in politics it put theory before praxis. At
the same time, of course, it was never satisfied with the cavalier dis-
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missal of all empirical research, including the quantification of re-
sults, which characterized certain of the more obscurantist German
sociological schools. As Fromm’s study of German workers and the
Studien iiber Autoritit und Familie demonstrated, it was anxious to
use empirical methods for the enrichment, modification, and support
(although never quite verification) of its speculative hypotheses. Al-
though the Institut admitted the primitive level of its techniques be-
fore the emigration, it looked forward to their growing sophistication
with time. Thus it willingly sponsered such studies as Mirra Koma-
rovsky’s analysis of The Unemployed Man and His Family, and
sought to apply American techniques to the study of mass culture.

The difficulties, however, often proved greater than expected, as
Adorno’s experience with the Office of Radio Research demon-
strated. His ideas about the changes in music-listening patterns,
which were described in the previous chapter, proved untranslatable
into testable hypotheses. The reasons, so Adorno felt, were not
merely technical. Three decades later, he wrote:

It appeared to me, and I am still persuaded today, that in the cultural
sphere what is regarded by the psychology of perception as a mere “stimu-
lus” is, in fact, qualitatively determined, a matter of “objective spirit” and
knowable in its objectivity. I oppose stating and measuring effects without
relating them to these “stimuli,” i.e., the objective content to which the con-
sumers in the cultural industry, the radio listeners, react. . . . To proceed
from the subjects’ reactions, as if they were a primary and final source of so-
ciological knowledge, seemed to me thoroughly superficial and misguided.®

What caused Adorno particular distress was the unmediated way
in which cultural phenomena were transformed by his new Ameri-
can colleagues into quantitative data. The very equation of culture
with measurable quantities seemed to him a prime example of the
reification characteristic of mass culture. “When I was confronted
with the demand to ‘measure culture,’ ” he later recalled, *I reflected
that culture might be precisely that condition that excludes a mental-
ity capable of measuring it.” ® This was an assumption that made his
collaboration with Lazarsfeld, whose “administrative research” was
grounded in the rigorous use of quantitative methods, unlikely to
succeed from the start. By the summer of 1939 this was clear to both
men.

Lazarsfeld wrote a five-page letter to Adorno voicing his extreme
disappointment with the outcome of their association.!® Its tone was
pointed, even harsh at times. Clearly Lazarsfeld felt the time for eu-
phemism was past. Referring to one of Adorno’s memoranda, he
wrote:
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You pride yourself in attacking other people because they are neurotic and
fetishists, but it doesn’t occur to you how open you are yourself to such at-
tacks. . . . Don’t you think that [it] is a perfect fetishism the way you use
Latin words all through the text? . . . I implored you repeatedly to use
more responsible language and you evidently were psychologically unable
to follow my advice.

At other points in the letter, Lazarsfeld went beyond personal crit-
icism to attack Adorno’s “grave deficiencies of elementary logical
procedure.” He also accused-Adorno of both arrogance and naiveté
when it came to his remarks on verification techniques: “Your disre-
spect for possibilities alternative to your own ideas becomes even
more disquieting when your text leads to the suspicion that you don’t
even know how an empirical check upon a hypothetical assumption
is to be made.” And finally, he expressed extreme dismay at the
stylistic deficiencies in Adorno’s texts, which were all the more dis-
turbing in view of Adorno’s frequently asserted concern for the im-
portance of correct language. v

Lazarsfeld’s last paragraph deserves full quotation, not only for
the light it casts on this specific instance of a conflict between two
strong-willed, highly intelligent scholars with differing views, but also
for the insight it provides into the complex character of one of the
men who played a central role in the Institut’s history. Few men who
knew Adorno doubted his intellectual brilliance and imaginative
powers; fewer still — and here Horkheimer was the major exception
— found him an easy collaborator. “It was not a pleasant task to
write this letter,” Lazarsfeld concluded,

and I would not have spent two solid working days in working it out if I
didn’t feel that it is vital for our project to make you think yourself about
the whole situation. You and I agree upon the superiority of some parts of
your intellectual work but you think because you are basically right some-
where you are right everywhere. Whereas I think that because you are right
somewhere you overlook the fact that you are terrible in other respects, and
the final reader will think that because you are outrageous in'some part of
your work where he can easily catch you, you are impossible altogether. So
I am sure that what I have done in this letter will be finally beneficial for
yourself. . . . Let me assure you once more of my unwavering respect,
friendship, and loyalty. :

When the Rockefeller Foundation reviewed its grant for the Radio
Research Project in the fall of 1939, the music project was omitted
from its budget. Later, in a more mellow frame of mind, Lazarsfeld
ruminated on the failure of his collaboration with Adorno.!! The suc-
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cess of The Authoritarian Personality had demonstrated that Critical
Theory and quantification were not as irreconcilable as the music
project had made it seem. “I have an uneasy feeling,” Lazarsfeld
generously wrote, “that my duties in the various divisions of the
Princeton project may have prevented me from devoting the neces-
sary time and attention to achieve the purpose for which 1 engaged
Adorno originally.” 12

Whatever ‘the real reasons, the music project was unsuccessful,
while The Authoritarian Personality became a classic of social science
immediately after its completion. The explanation for this change
cannot be sought solely in Adorno’s own development — he was
only one of a large number of coworkers on the second project —
but with time, he did gain valuable methodological experience that
caused a modification of his initial hostility to American techniques.
Thus, for example, his stress on grasping the “objective spirit” rather
than measuring subjective reactions to it had diminished by the end
of the decade. As we shall see, the “objective™ dimension of preju-
dice was by no means ignored. but it was never fully integrated into
the subjective analyses of his and the Institut's work on the problem.
- Culture might not be measurable, but it seemed as if bias more easily
could be.

Adorno, of course, was not the only one who pained methodologi-
cal experience in the early forties. The New York branch of the In-
stitut, although reducing its activities during the war, did not cease to
function. After the closing of the Studies in Philosophy and Social Sci-
ence, several of its members began to spend more time with empirical
work. One of their projects was an inquiry into the pattern of help
extended by German gentiles to Jewish victims of Hitler. With the
prestigious cosponsorship of Thomas Mann, data was collected by
such ‘means as advertisements in the Aufbau, the leading German-
language refugee newspaper. Although never published, the study
did show that Catholics and coniservatives had given more assistance
than Protestants and liberals. According to Paul Massing, this con-
clusion was later used by Horkheimer to support his argument that
conservatives were often better preservers of critical ideals than lib-
erals.’3

Far more ambitious was a massive study of the degree of anti-
Semitism within American labor, which the Institut began to orga-
nize in 1943 and carried out in the following two years. At about the
same time as the American Jewish Committee had extended its offer
of support, the Jewish Labor Committee, chaired by Adolph Held,
made a grant of somewhat more modest proportions available for re-
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search into its own special area of interest. The JLC had created a
Committee to Combat Anti-Semitism with Charles S. Zimmerman as
its head and was anxious to begin with a scientific analysis of the
problem. Its contacts with the AFL, the CIO, and various nonaffil-
jated unions facilitated the collection of data, which was carried on
in New York, California, and Detroit.

The amount of data accumulated was, in fact, so overwhelming
that the Institut had difficulty in organizing it for publication. A
four-volume, 1300-page report was made to the JLC in 1944, but
subsequent efforts to whittle it down to publishable size failed. Gur-
land, Massing, Lowenthal, Pollock, and Weil had been involved in
the original collection and analysis of the material. Added help from
Herta Herzog of the Bureau of Applied Social Research was ob-
tained for the quantification of the data, and Adorno wrote frequent
memoranda, methodological and substantive, throughout its prog-
ress. The problems of organization and editing, however, remained
insurmountable. After allowing the study to lie fallow for several
years, renewed efforts were made in 1949. Paul Lazarsfeld and Allen
Barton were recruited to write a methodological introduction. By
1953, the Free Press of Glencoe announced its forthcoming publica-
tion with a description of the contents, which were predominantly
devoted to a qualitative analysis of -anti-Semitic belief patterns. But
disagreements within the Institut about the value of presenting a
study made almost a decade earlier persisted,!* with the final result
that the book never went to press.

Because of the publication of the Studies in Prejudice in the in-
terim, the findings of the labor project now seemed redundant. Its
goal was therefore changed, as Adorno wrote in one of his memo-
randa; it was now “to find out how to study anti-Semitism, not to
obtain final results.” !5 But here once again, the methodological
achievements of the various volumes in the Studies in Prejudice over-
shadowed the more primitive techniques the earlier report had devel-
oped. Moreover, another reason for the Institut’s general reluctance
to publish the work had an effect. As Pollock remembers it.!¢ the
conclusions of the study were so damaging to American labor that
the Institut, with its characteristic caution, was hesitant about broad-
casting its findings. As early as July, 1944, as mentioned earlier,
Horkheimer had worried about the reaction of American domestic
opinion to “a bunch of foreign-born intellectuals sticking their noses
into the private affairs of American workers.” 7 More than half the
workers surveyed had shown anti-Semitic bias of one sort or an-
other,’8 but in 1953 the Institut’s leadership wished to tone this
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down. Moreover, the attempts to shorten the manuscript haa re-
sulted in certain oversimplifications. Massing wrote to Lowenthal of
his indignation at the changes:

I most seriously object to these “Conclusions.” These pages show the trans-
formation the study has undergone from a socio-political to a purely psy-
chological one. In the present version, there cannot be any such old-fash-
ioned remarks as to “danger signals,” need for education, and any reference
to “American Labor” is outright ludicrous. The American labor that ap-
pears in part I of the present study is anti-Semitic.

The revisions of the first part of the study, he charged, had ruined it:
“It reads like a mediocre high-school attempt, operates with two or
three broad psychological concepts which are ridden to death, is re-
petitive to the nth degree . . .*'® Apparently, Barton, who with La-
zarsfeld was to write the methodological introduction, felt the same
way.?0 For all these reasons, Horkheimer ultimately decided to with-
draw the book from publication. ’ _

Still, the goal expressed by Adorno in his memorandum was in
fact attained to a significant extent. What the Institut learned most
clearly was the necessity of approaching anti-Semitism as indirectly
as possible. Sample populations in factories on both coasts
and in the Midwest were examined in basically the same way. In-
stead of distributing questionnaires or conducting direct interviews,
“screened” interviews were developed, in which the objective of the
project was concealed as much as possible. This meant that 270
workers in the factories were selected as agents of the project. They
were instructed to-memorize a prepared set of questions which they
used to probe the reactions of workers when anti-Semitic or related
incidents occurred. A total of 566 interviews were conducted and the
results broken down by such categories as ethnic background, union
or nonunion membership, AFL or CIO. Much of the material gath-
ered in this way and some of the questions were later used in the in-
terviews for The Authoritarian Personality.?' Moreover, the concep-
tual structuring of the findings contributed to the refinement of the
typologies developed in the later work. Thus, although in one sense
stillborn, the project proved an important testing ground for the In-
‘stitut’s more ambitious work for the AJC.

Before turning to the specific studies that were a part of the Studies
in Prejudice, certain comments about their relation to the Institut’s
general outlook should be made. On the surface, it appears as if the
Studies were a radical departure from some of the basic tenets of the
Critical Theory. In certain ways this was true. The caution we have
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seen displayed in America by the Institut on a number of occasions
was unmistakably apparent in its empirical work in the forties. For
example, the opposite of the “authoritarian personality” was- no
longer the “revolutionary,” as it had been in the Studien iiber Autori-
téit und Familie, it was now the “democratic™ instead. The values ex-
pressed by the various authors connected with the Studies, especially
those foreign to the Institut's ways of thinking, were invariably lib-
eral and New Deal rather than Marxist or radical. Education for tol-
erance, rather than praxis for revolutionary change, was the ostensi-
ble goal of the research, which aroused the scorn of more orthodox
Marxists like Brecht.?? “Our aim is not merely to describe prejudice.”
Horkheimer.and Samuel Flowerman wrote in the Introduction to the
Studies, “but to explain it in order to help in its eradication. That is
the challenge we would meet. Eradication means reeducation, scien-
tifically planned on the basis of understanding scientifically arrived
at. And education in a strict sense is by its nature personal and psy-
chological.” 2 Nowhere in any of the volumes did the critique of tol-
erance for its own sake, which had first appeared in Fromm’s work
on Freud and was later repeated by Adorno and Marcuse, make an
appearance.

But perhaps what seemed most characteristic of the change in em-
phasis was an unwonted stress on psychological rather than sociolog- -
ical explanations of prejudice, a choice deliberately made in connec-
tion with the pedagogical goals of the project?* This was so
pronounced that two of The Authoritarian Personality’s most serious
critics, Herbert H. Hyman and Paul B. Sheatsley, could argue that its
authors “take the irrationality out of the social order and impute it to
the respondent, and by means of this substitution it is decided that
prejudiced respondents derive their judgments in an irrational
way.” 25 If this were true, then Critical Theory had certainly gone a
long way towards abandoning its original position. Further evidence
of the dilution of its radical component could be found in the type of
psychological analysis actually used in the various studies. Although
the basic perspective was Freudian, a certain measure of ‘ego psy-
chology was added to the analytic framework, the same ego psychol-
ogy of Hartmann and Kris whose conformist implications Adorno
criticized elsewhere.26 Similarly, the use made in The Authoritarian
Personality of a character typology seemed at first glance to contra-
dict Adorno’s critique of Fromm’s typology.?” By describing inte-
grated character types, he and his colleagues appeared to be aban-
doning that insistence on nonidentity that was. one of the central
tenets of Critical Theory. Adorno, to be sure, attempted to answer
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this criticism in advance by defending the use of a typology on his-
torical grounds:

The reason for the persistent plausif)ility' of the typological approach, how-
ever, is not a static biological one, but just the opposite: dynamic and so-
cial. . . . The marks of social repression are left within the individual soul.
-+ - Individualism, opposed to human pigeonholing, may ultimately be-
come a mere ideological veil in a society which actually is inhuman. . . . In
other words, the critique of typology should not neglect the fact that large
numbers of people are no longer, or rather never were, “individuals” in the
sense of traditional nineteenth-century philosophy.??

. This, however, might explain the use of a typology to explain reified

personalities, but not those who still retained some authentic subjec-
tivity. These, presumably, wouid be the more tolerant, but Adorno
used a typology to describe them as well.

In general, however, the situation was considerably more compli-
cated than a cursory reading of the Studies in Prejudice suggested.
First of all, the Institut’s Marxist origins, although altered in a man-
ner that will be examined in the next chapter, were not obliterated
entirely. Evidence of their persistence appeared in a number of ways
outside the work itself. Occasionally, for example, an Institut mem-
ber would make a remark that showed how reluctant he was to take
sides in the incipient Cold War. Thus, in 1946, Horkheimer could
write, in terms that would later appear naive, that “at present the
only country where there does not seem to be any kind of anti-Semi-
tism is Russia. This has a very obvious reason. Not only has Russia
passed laws against anti-Semitism, but it really enforces them; and
the penalties are very severe.” 2 At about the same time, he defined
for Lowenthal “the task of theory in this historical period” in a way
that made clear his priorities:

Deserving as it may be to point out the horrors of German or Russian des-
potism, the effort of conceptual thinking has, in my opinion, still to be con-
cerned with the social development in industrialized society as a whole. To
conceive the horror is as horrible as to see the night. The horror in the
human world should be understood as the verdict against specific forms of
social self-preservation. Today the world has become too much of a totality
as to justify the isolation of one power block so as to oppose it to the rest of
civilization as good or bad, or better or worse. Such a procedure is justified
in practical respects but not when it comes to theoretical thinking. Here,
I must say the principle of the lesser evil is even more dangerous than in
politics.¥®
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In short, although the Institut refused to provide excuses for Stalin-
ism — by no means a new development in its history — it also re-
fused to join the chorus of apostate former Marxists in excoriating
the “God that failed.” Its critique extended to “industrialized society
as a whole,” which certainly included the United States.

More important from a methodological point of view, the psycho-
logical emphasis of the Studies in Preji-dice did not represent as much -
of a break with Critical Theory as some of its critics on the left as-
sumed. In fact, frequent reminders ran throughout the volumes, es-
pecially those sections written by Adorno, that prejudice had to be
understood on its most basic level as a social rather than an individ-
ual problem. For example, in his discussion of personalization in
politics, he wrote: “Ever more anonymous and opaque social pro-
cesses make it mcreasmgly difficult to integrate the limited sphere of
one’s personal life experience with objective social dynamics. Social
alienation is hidden by a surface phenomenon in which the very op-
posite is being stressed: personalization of political attitudes and
habits offers compensatlon for the dehumanization of the social

sphere, which is at the bottom of most of today’s grievances.” 3! De-
spite Hyman and Sheatsley’s contention, the Frankfurt School con-
tinued to see the social order as inherently irrational. Thus, at no
time was the sufficiency of a psychological approach suggested.
What was problematical, however, and what caused so much confu-
sion was the proper roles of sociology and psychology in analyzing
the phenomenon of prejudice. Although never spelled out explicitly
in the Studies, the Institut, if not its collaborators, did have a strong’
opinion on the correct relationship between the two levels of inter-
pretation. Fromm, it will be recalled, had been criticized for what the
Institut considered the premature reconciliation of psychology and
sociology in his work in the forties. In doing so, Adorno and the oth-
ers argued, Fromm had smoothed over the vestiges of nonidentity
that Freud’s intransigent “biologism” had preserved. Thus, in the
same way in which the Institut challenged the unity of theory and
praxis on the one hand, and the unity of theory and empirical veri-
fication on the other, it discounted the possibility of unifying sociol-
ogy and psychology in one grand theory. This was made clear in one
of the memoranda Adorno wrote for the Labor Project in 1944, in
which he suggested certain methodological axioms to be included in
the final report:

a) We do not call the influence of socio-economic factors psychological
since they are more or less on a rational level. They are motivating ideas
rather than compulsory psychological forces.
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b) The term psychological should be reserved for those traits which are
prima facie irrational. This dichotomy means that we do not approve of a
socio-psychological approach a la Fromm, but rather think in terms of ra-
tional and irrational motivations which are essentially to be kept apart.

¢) This m&ans, methodologically, that our psychological analyses lead us
the deeper into a social sense the more they abstain from any reference to
obvious and rational socio-economic factors. We will rediscover the social
element at the very bottom of the psychological categories, though not by
prematurely bringing into play economic and sociological surface causa-
tions where we have to deal with the unconscious, which is related to soci-
ety in a much more indirect and complicated way.»

Although the rather simplistic equation of rational with socio-
economic and irrational with psychological was never really opera-
tive in the Institut’s analyses, the dichotomy between the two metho-
dological approaches in general was.

Accordingly, the Institut did articulate a more sociological inter-
pretation of the problem of anti-Semitism and prejudice, which
treated them as part of the “objective spirit” rather than merely as
individual, subjective delusions. One of the sections of Dialectic of
the Enlightenment was entitled “Elements of Anti-Semitism.” Unfor-
tunately, it appeared only in German, which contributed to the un-
balanced understanding in America of the Institut’s work on preju-
dice. Although a full appreciation of the essay will be possible only
after a discussion of the general argument of the book in which it ap-
pears, which must wait until the next chapter, certain of its points
should be mentioned now to provide a foil for the treatment of the
more psychological work that follows.

In “Elements of Anti-Semitism,” Horkheimer and Adorno went
beyond the reactions of anti-Semites to a discussion of the function
of the Jew himself in Western civilization. Like Marx in his essays on
the Jewish question,® they rejected the liberal assumption that Jews
were different from other men only in their religion. Jewishness, they
argued, was also a socio-economic category, although one that had
been forced on the Jews in the past and perpetuated today largely
out of irrational needs. “Bourgeois anti-Semitism,” they wrote, “has
a specific economic basis — the veiling of domination in produc-
tion.” 3¢ Anti-Semitism was in one sense the self-hatred of the bour-
geoisie projected onto the Jews, who in fact were relatively impotent,
confined as they were mostly to the sphere of distribution, rather
than participating in production. Because of the continuation of the
contradictions of capitalism, the Jews, or a group like them, were a
necessary outlet for repressed frustrations and aggressions. Thus, the



The Empirical Work of the Institut in the 1940°s 231’

liberal hope for assimilation was a fraud, because of its assumption
that mankind was a potential unity under prevailing socio-economic
conditions. Liberalism, Horkheimer and Adorno pointed out, had
promised happiness without power to both the Jews and the masses.
But the masses, denied both happiness and power, turned their fury
on the Jews, out of the mistaken belief that what had beén w1thheld
from them had been given to the Jews.

This part of their analysis was within the.Marxist tradition, but
Horkheimer and Adorno also went beydnd Marx in a number of
ways. First, in their discussion of the “objective spirit” of anti-
Semitism they employed psychological categories, such as paranoia
and projection, in an epistemological and sociological context. They
argued, for example, that paranoia was not simply a delusion. In its
denial of the merely given, its mediation of immediacy, paranoia
transcended a naive positivist understanding of the world.» Thus, all
true thought contained what might be called a moment of paranoia. -
In fact, in projecting its internal fears and desires onto an external
object, paranoid thought expressed a distorted protest against the
suppr‘ession of the reconciliation between particular.and universal, a
suppression that bourgeois society perpetuated behind its facade of
universality.

Yet, of course, Horkheimer and Adorno did not deny the distor-
tion in the protest. Paranoia was fundamentally a delusion, a
“shadow of knowledge.” 3 True knowledge, they contended, meant
the ability to distinguish between intellectual and emotional projec-
tions. Paranoia was really the system of the half-educated, who go
beyond immediacy only to reduce reality to a reified formula. Inca-
pable of enduring the dichotomy between inner and outer life, ap-
pearance and essence, individual fate and social reality, the paranoid
achieves harmony at the cost of his own autonomy. In late capital-
ism, they argued, this condition had been generalized. Collective
projections such as anti-Semitism took the place of individual ones,
with the result that the system of the half-educated became the
objective spirit.’’ Finally, under fascism, the autonomous ego was
destroyed entirely by the domination of collective projections. The
totality of the paranoid’s delusory system corresponded to the totali-
tarianism.of fascist society.

Horkheimer and Adorno also went beyond Marx in suggesting
that anti-Semitism had certain archaic roots, which extended back
further than capitalism and liberalism. This meant more than reli-
gious origins, although they did devote considerable attention in
their essay to the Christian contribution to anti-Semitism. The roots
they had in mind extended back into the dim prehistory of Western



232 The Dialectical Imagination

man. In an unpublished paper written in 1940 3 Adorno had pro-
posed one of his more speculative hypotheses, half historical, half
meta-historical. The pre-Diaspora Jews, he argued, had been a no-
madic, wandering people, “the secret gypsies of history.” 3 The
-abandonment of this mode of life in favor of a sedentary existence,
which had come with the development of agriculture, had been
achieved at a terrible price. The Western concepts of work and re-
pression were intertwined with the postnomadic attachment of man
to the soil. A subterranean memory of the wandering Jew, however,
persisted in Western culture. This image of the Jew, Adorno held,
“represents a condition of mankind which did not know labor, and
all later attacks against the parasitic, consumptive character of the
Jews are simply rationalizations.” % In other words, the Jew embod-
led the dream of gratification without toil, a dream whose frustration
resulted in the displacement of fury onto those who seemed to have
realized its promise. B

In a letter to Lowenthal in 1944 4" Horkheimer made a similar
point with special reference to the curious intertwining of Jewish and
German destinies. Here the historical reference was not to the Jew as
pre-Diaspora wanderer, but rather as post-Exilic dweller in alien
lands. “If both Germans and Jews show a militant sort of patriot-
ism,” he suggested,

the patriotism of the Jews is characterized by a longing for the soil which
was lost, while the Germans want to win soil which they never possessed.
The unconscious is alike insofar as they dream of getting the fruits of the
earth without laboring it themselves. The land of milk and honey is repre-
sented in the German soul by the nostalgia of the South.

In its final formulation in “Elements.of Anti-Semitism,” this general
idea was brought up to date. The Jews were hated, Horkheimer and
Adorno argued, because they were secretly envied. Having lost even
their economic function as middlemen, they seemed to embody such
enviable qualities as wealth without work, luck without power, a
home without boundaries, and religion without a myth.4

On the one hand, then, the Jews represented a covert challenge to
the work ethic and instrumental rationality, which had been impor-
tant elements in the Enlightenment logos. They were in a peculiar
way an embodiment of the reaction of nature to the domination im-
plicit in the Enlightenment program, which, as we shall see in the
next chapter, was one of the major themes of Dialectic of the Enlight-
enment. In this, they were the Gegenrasse®® of the Nazis, whose
pseudo-naturalism was a distorted reflection, even partly an imita-
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tion, of the Jews’ seeming embodiment of unrepressed nature. Gegen-
rasse meant ‘a kind of misbegotten, inferior race in Nazi ideology.
Here Horkheimer and Adorno used it ironically, to mean the reflec-
tion of the Nazi’s own perverted qualities.

On the other hand, the Jews were also identified with the En-
lightenment and its liberal, rationalist traditions. As Horkheimer had
argued in “The Jews and Europe,” the emancipation of the Jews had
been intimately connected to the emergence of bourgeois society.
Accordingly, with the decline of that society in the twentieth cen-
tury, the position of the Jews had been rendered extremely vulnera-
ble. The identification was more than merely external or fortuitous.
Despite the image of the “natural” Jew mentioned above, Jews
through the centuries had contributed significantly to the “disen-
chantment of the world” and the manipulation of nature that it im-
plied. In a letter to Lowenthal in July, 1946, Horkheimer wrote of the
role Jews had played in one aspect of this process, the instrumentali-
zation of language:

The root of fascist agitation is the fact that there is something rotten in lan-
guage itself. The rottenness I have in.mind is . . . a phenomenon which is
expressed in Jewish religion by the verdict against trying to call God by His
name and by the story of the Tower of Babel. The corruption of language
‘seems also.to be expressed in the legend of the Expulsion from Paradise,
where all the creatures had been named by Adam. We must beware of the
idea that the fascist use of language is something radically new in our soci-
ety. . . . The distrust of the peasant against the city-dweller with his mas-
tery of language was partly justified. This distrust is an element of anti-
Semitism itself, and the Jew who manipulates language so easily is not free
from guilt in the prehistory of what you explain as the fascist handling of
language. Here, too, the Jew is the pioneer of capitalism.*

In short, the dilemma of the Jew was that he was identified both
with'the Enlightenment and with its opposite. His true emancipation
as a man could only come when domination — that of capitalism,
and more fundamentally, of the Enlightenment in its most instru-
mental and manipulative forms — was itself ended. Only when rec-
onciliation, which ironically was the highest value of the Jewish
faith,> was realized in the social sphere could anti-Semitism truly
end. Partial solutions such as Zionism* and assimilation were des-
tined to fail.

Finally, Horkheimer and Adorno took little comfort in the “de-
feat” of anti-Semitism brought by the victory of the Allies over Hit-
ler. Overt antagonism to the Jews might have been successfully extir-
pated, but its underlying cause-had been preserved in what might be
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called a “ticket mentality,” which threateried to destroy all vestiges
of individuality in Western culture. “Anti-Semitic psychology,” they
wrote, “has largely been replaced by a mere “yes” to the fascist
ticket, to the list of slogans of quarrelsome heavy industry.”4” Implic-
itly, of course, this applied to all advanced industrial societies in the
West, including the United States. As Horkheimer had written to
Lowenthal, in theoretical speculation “the principle of the lesser evil
is even more dangerous than in politics.” Hitler’s conquerors might
have eliminated the more obvious effects of anti-Semitism, but they
had done little to destroy its root causes. Dialectic of the Enlighten-
ment, as we shall see in the next chapter, was in large measure a phe-
nomenology of the alternative displacements that stemmed from
those causes.

This then was the general analysis of the objective dimension of
anti-Semitism that informed the Institut’s thinking while it con-
ducted its empirical probes of the subjective side of the problem. It
was expressed, however, only in German or in private correspon-
dence. As a result, one side of Adorno’s methodological division was
lost to public view, leaving in its place what seemed to some like psy-
chological reductionism and the abandonment of Critical Theory’s
stress on the totality. Years later Adorno would refer the curious
reader to “Elements of Anti-Semitism,” 4 but at the time the Studies
in Prejudice appeared few readers had known enough to anticipate
this advice. This was one of the disadvantages resulting from the In-
stitut’s wariness about betraying its more radical side to the Ameri-
can audience.

What also must be kept in mind, of course, is that from the begin-
ning the series as a whole, including the work on which the Institut
had worked most extensively, The Authoritarian_Personality, was a
collaborative effort. Non-Institut members tended to be psychoana-
Iytically trained, but in most cases unfamiliar with the larger per-
spective of Critical Theory. Thus, although Horkheimer was general
director of the project, he could not exert the guiding influence he
had been able to exercise within the Institut in the past. This was
even more the case after his health forced him back to California and
Samuel Flowerman replaced him as director in 1946. The Lowen-
thal-Horkheimer correspondence contains ample evidence that rela-
tions with officials of the AJC, especially near the end of the project,
were anything but smooth. Personal frictions played a role, but theo-
retical disagreements certainly existed as well.

The Studies as they were originally conceived at the New York
conference in 1944 were to consist of two types of research. The first
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was to be more limited and deal with specific problems facing educa-
tional agencies. The second was to be broader in scope and its ques-
tions more comprehensive. Both short- and long-range studies were
to be conducted with interdisciplinary methods. When the Studies
were finally published at the end of the decade, however, their form
was somewhat different. Three of the five volumes dealt with preju-
dice as a basically subjective phenomenon: Dynamics of Prejudice: A
Psychological and Sociological Study of Veterans, by Bruno Bettel-
heim and Morris Janowitz;% AntiZSemitism and Emotional Disorder:
A Psychoanalytic Interpretation, by Nathan W. Ackerman and Marie
Jahoda; and The Authoritarian Personality, by T. W. Adorno, Else
Frenkel-Brunswik, Daniel J. Levinson, and R. Nevitt Sanford. The
fourth, Prophets of Deceit, by Leo Lowenthal and Norbert Guter-
man,’! analyzed the techniques of the demagogue. The last, Paul
Massing’s Rehearsal for Destruction,>? presented a straightforward
historical account of anti-Semitism in Germany.

Although of the three subjectively oriented studies, The Authoritar-
ian Personality is most germane to our analysis of the Institut’s em-
pirical work, brief comment should be made about the other two
volumes. The most strictly psychoanalytic of these was the Acker-
man-Jahoda study. Ackerman was himself a practicing analyst asso-
ciated with the Psychoanalytic Clinic for Training and Research at
Columbia. His professional orientation was Freudian, although ego
psychology served to modify his orthodoxy. Before the founding of
the AJC’s Department of Scientific Research, he had approached
John Slawson about the possibility of doing a Freudian.study of
anti-Semitism.. When the Studies were launched, his suggestion pro-
vided the basis for one of its projects. His collaborator, Marie Ja-
hoda, came to work with him primarily through an indirect connec-
tion with the Institut. She had been Paul Lazarsfeld’s colleague,
coauthor of The Unemployed of Marienthal® and, for a time, his
wife, in Vienna before the war. After an eight-year exile in England,
she emigrated to America in 1945 and became a research associate
with the AJC. Although trained as a social psychologist, she had
been personally analyzed and was familiar with Freudian theory.

Collection of data for the study began at the end of 1945. Twenty-
five analysts, primarily from the New York area, were asked to vol-
unteer material from their clinical practices. Patterns revealed in the
forty case studies that were ultimately contributed were then summa-
rized, without any attempt at quantification. Considerable caution
was also displayed in relating specific emotional disorders to types of
prejudice. In fact, few generalizable conclusions emerged from the
study, although its descriptive content was often highly suggestive.
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At no time did sociological considerations enter into the discussion.

Also rooted in Freudian theory, the second study of the subjective
dimension of social bias, Dynamics of Prejudice, went beyond the
Ackerman-Jahoda book in its willingness to introduce statistical
analysis and sociological insights. Bruno Bettelheim, not yet the au-
thor of the works that would make him one of America’s most cele-
brated psychologists,> had emigrated from Vienna in 1939. At the
time of his work for the AJC he was on the faculty of the University
of Chicago as assistant, then associate professor of educational psy-
chology. His collaborator, Morris Janowitz, was a sociologist at the
same university with a special interest in political sociology.

The conclusions of Dynamics in Prejudice were based on inter-
views that lasted four to seven hours administered to one hundred
fifty male veterans in Chicago. Veterans were chosen because their
counterparts in Europe after the First World War had shown them-
selves to be highly susceptible to the attractions of fascism. Bettel-
heim and Janowitz hoped to see whether or not similar conditions of
faulty reintegration into society prevailed in America after World
War Two. They explored such psychological hypotheses as the pro-
jection of past frustrations and anxieties about the future onto out-
groups because of inadequate ego strength. They also attempted to
uncover relationships between ethnic intolerance and the individ-
ual’s social dynamics, and sought correlations between anti-Jewish
and anti-Negro sentiments. What they did not hope to uncover,
however, was a general syndrome of the intolerant personality,
which was the primary goal of their counterparts at Berkeley.

Among the conclusions reached by Bettelheim and Janowitz were
the following. Tolerance tended to correlate positively with such
variables as ego strength and acceptance of external authority (ac-
ceptance, it should be noted, was said to differ from submission, but
whatever the term, this was a conclusion very much at odds with that
reached in The Authoritarian Personality). A relationship between
bias against Jews and bias against blacks did exist, although alien-
ated superego traits tended to be projected on Jews (for example,
Jews control the country), while alienated id characteristics were
projected on blacks (for example, blacks were dirty and sexually i-
centious). This last finding, it might be added parenthetically, was
very different from what had existed in Europe, where Jews were the
objects of both types of projections.

Correlations between intolerance and socio-economic conditions,
including familial relations, were less easy to establish. One conclu-
sion that did emerge was that rapid social mobility, especially when
in a downward direction, often correlated positively with prejudice.
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The key determinant, however, was less the objective experience of
the individual than his subjective feelings of deprivation. The de-
mands made by sudden social change were most inadequately han-
dled in those cases where childhood experiences had hindered the
development of a strong ego. Thus, “the weaker the personality, the
stronger becomes the influence of the social field.” > This was a con-
clusion, it will be recalled, which was close to the one reached in the
Studien tiber Autoritét und Familie, with the difference that in the ear-
lier study, the decline of the family was seen as the source of the
weaker ego, a decline that was placed in the larger context of the
liquidation of mediating factors in advanced capitalist society. Bet-
telheim and Janowitz refrained from speculations on this more cos-
mic level. Similarly, the recommendations that appeared at the end
of Dynamics of Prejudice were well within a liberal framework. They
included better parental training to create more integrated personali-
ties; the strengthening of the legal system, which was understood as
the basic symbol of external social control; and increased preschool
training for tolerance.

As Bettelheim and Janowitz were themselves later to note,* their
work differed from that of the group in Berkeley in a number of
other ways. Most significantly, Dynamics of Prejudice found intoler-

~ance most prevalent among those who resisted society and rejected
its values, the reverse of the correlation between prejudice and con-
formity discovered by the California researchers. The difference, as
Nathan Glazer was to point out,” was perhaps due to the disparity
in population samples of the two projects. The Chicago study. tested
predominantly lower-class and lower-middle class subjects, whereas
_the Berkeley project confined itself to the middle class. The implica-
tion of this difference, of course, was that Dynamics of Prejudice
lacked the implicit critique of the social totality that informed The
Authoritarian Personality.

As might be expected, Prophets of Deceit, in whose writing Leo
Lowenthal had a central role, was much closer to the traditions of
Critical Theory. Content analysis, the basic technique he and Nor-
bert Guterman used, had been applied to literature and popular bi-
ographies in his earlier work for the Institut. The historical frame of
reference of the study, so its authors explained,® was the analysis of
earlier agitators, such as Cola di Rienzi, Savonarola, and Robes-
pierre, in Horkheimer’s.“Egoism and the Movement for Emancipa-
tion.” Moreover, the basic assumption of the work — that manipula-
tion rather than free choice was the rule in modern society — had
served to underlie the Institut’s work on mass culture. As was the
case with most of the Frankfurt School’s earlier work, it sought to go
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beyond appearances and unmask the “objective” content of the phe-
nomenon it studied. Thus Lowenthal and Guterman could write that
“the agitator should be studied in the light of his porential effective-
ness within the context of present-day society and its dynamics,
rather than in terms of his immediate effectiveness.” % This meant
that more than the individual susceptibility to demagoguery was at
issue; latent trends within the society as a whole were important as
well.

In writing a phenomenology of political agitation, Lowenthal and
Guterman had earlier, unpublished studies by Massing of Joseph E.
McWilliams, by Adorno of Martin Luther Thomas, and by Lowen-
thal himself of George Allison Phelps to build on. They also ben-
efited from the work being done simultaneously by the other authors
of the Studies on subjective elements of prejudice. Whereas the other
studies focused on the responses of the persons most accessible to
demagogic propaganda, Prophets of Deceit examined the various de-
vices used to evoke those responses. The language of the agitator, its
authors held, had to be deciphered by a kind of psychological Morse
code.50 As was to be expected, the major source of the code was psy-
choanalysis, which also served as the basis for a more theoretical
analysis of fascist propaganda by Adorno in an article written two
years later.%!

Lowenthal and Guterman also introduced the work of another ref-
ugee, Erik Erikson, to supplement Freud’s seminal insights. Erik-
son’s study “Hitler’s Imagery and German Youth” 6 had argued
that Hitler was the embodiment of the rebellious big brother as well
as an authoritarian father figure. This facilitated the paradoxical
search for and rejection of authority that characterized fascism. Erik-
son’s perception of the confused rebelliousness of the fascist person-
ality corresponded nicely to the “rebel” as developed by Fromm in
the Studien. Furthermore, his remark that the German father
suffered from an “essential lack of true inner authority — that au-
thority which results from an integration of cultural ideal and educa-
tional method” & — fitted well with the Studien’s observation about
the breakdown of familial solidarity. On the surface, however, Erik-
son’s view of the German family seemed to contradict the argument
about the family structure best suited for the cultivation of authori-
tarian potential that appeared in The Authoritarian Personality, at
least as some commentators understood it.64

Before discussing whether or not such a contradiction did in fact
exist, the origins and methodology of the project that produced the
most important volume in the Studies in Prejudice should be made
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clear. As in much of the work done by the Institut, Horkheimer’s
guiding influence was strong.%° Because he took no part in the actual
writing of the book. however, his name did not appear among the
coauthors. In 1944 Horkheimer had made contact with a group of
social psychologists at Berkeley that included R. Nevitt Sanford,
Daniel Levinson, and Else Frenkel-Brunswik.$ His initial interest in
their work had been aroused by a study of pessimism directed by
Sanford.6” The basic irrationality of the pessimism that was studied
suggested that an underlying personality trait or constellation of
traits was at its root. This, of course, was the direction the Institut’s
earlier findings had taken as well. Thus, with the grant from the AJC
just acquired, Horkheimer was able to suggest a working relationship
between the Institut-and the social scientists around Sanford, who
called themselves the Berkeley Public Opinion Study Group. His
proposal was accepted, and work on what was to become The Au-
thoritarian Personality began in the following year.

Adorno and Sanford were selected as codirectors of the project,
with Levinson and Mrs. Frenkel-Brunswik as chief associates. Al-
though all four senior members of the staff cooperated on the various
parts of the project, their major responsibilities were divided.®® San-
ford was most concerned with research techniques and the two case
studies, which were presentéd in full detail. Adorno was responsible
for setting the data in a more general sociological framework, with
special emphasis on the ideological content of the interviews. Mrs.
Frenkel-Brunswik worked on some of the personality variables and
was charged with the categorization and quantification of the inter-
view material. And finally, Levinson was primarily responsible for
the project’s scales, for the psychological interpretation of the inter-
view data and the projective questions, and for the overall statistical
methods.

Pollock, who by the end of the war had moved out to the West
Coast, was selected to organize a secondary research team in Los
Angeles, which included C. F. Brown and Carol Creedon. Lowen-
thal, although busy with his own research, contributed to the content
analysis in Adorno’s chapters in the final version of the project’s
findings. In addition, individual monographic studies were contrib-
uted by various members of the Berkeley Public Opinion Study
Group: Betty Aron on the Thematic Apperception Test, Maria
Hertz Levinson on psychiatric clinic patients, and William R. Mor-
TOW on prison inmates.

The basic objective of all the research was the exploration of a
“new anthropological type,” ¢ the authoritarian personality. As pos-
tulated, its characteristics resembled those of the sado-masochistic
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character type constructed by Fromm in the Studien. Similarities
also existed with the so-called J-type developed by the Nazi psychol-
ogist E. R. Jaensch in 1938,7 although the sympathies of the authors
were of course very different from his. Jaensch’s J-type was defined
by its unwavering rigidity. Its opposite he called the S-type, for syn-
aesthesia, the capacity to confuse senses, which he equated with the
effete, vacillating uncertainty of the democratic mentality. There was
also a striking resemblance to the portrait of an anti-Semite drawn
by Jean-Paul Sartre in his Anti-Semite and Jew, a book that appeared
after The Authoritarian Personality was well under way.”" Wilhelm
Reich and Abraham Maslow were also acknowledged predecessors
in the construction of the syndrome.” As it was finally understood,
the authoritarian character, in Horkheimer’s words, had the fol-
lowing qualities:

a mechanical surrender to conventional values; blind submission to author-
ity together with blind hatred of all opponents and outsiders; anti-
introspectiveness; rigid stereotyped thinking; a penchant for superstition;
vilification, half-moralistic and half-cynical, of human nature; projectivity.”

That such a type did in fact exist was not the issue in question. As
Adorno later admitted:

we never regarded the theory simply as a set of hypotheses but as in some
sense standing on its own feet, and therefore did not intend to prove or dis-
prove the theory through our findings but only to derive from it concrete
questions for investigation, which must then be judged on their own merit
and demonstrate certain prevalent socio-psychological structures.” -

Thus, despite its use of American émpirical and statistical tech-
niques, the Institut had not truly abandoned the methodology of
Critical Theory. In general it remained faithful to the tenets of that
methodology as outlined in “Traditional and Critical Theory,” al-
though with the important change that praxis was no longer stressed
as the testing grounds for the theory. The Institut’s critique of the
hypothesis-verification-conclusion model of social research, how-
ever, was still in effect. Induction, as normally understood, was not
acceptable. As Horkheimer wrote in the Studies in Philosophy and So-
cial Science in 1941:

Categories have to be formed through a process of induction that is the re-
verse of the traditional inductive method, which verified its hypotheses by
collecting individual experiences until they attained the weight of universal
laws. Induction in social theory, per contra, should seek the universal within
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the particular, not above or beyond it, and, instead of moving from oné par-
ticular to another and then to the heights of abstraction, should delve
deeper and deeper into the particular and discover the universal law
therein.™

Accordingly, The Authoritarian Personality saw its individual inter-
views as extremely important complements to its statistical survéys.
Its highly detailed reproductions of two of those interviews — one
with a highly prejudiced respondent named Mack, the other with a
low scorer on the scales called Larry — were meant less as examples
of abstract types than as monad-like particulars embodying univer-
sals. In a sense, they were really not very different from Weberian
“ideal types,” with their stress on individuality and disdain for ab-
stract laws.

With the expertise of the group around Sanford to draw on, how-
ever, statistical refinements were introduced into the project that
went well beyond anything the Institut had done in the past. As in
the Studien and in Sanford’s work on pessimism, the basic assump-
tion was the existence of different personality levels, both manifest
and latent. The goal of the project was the exposure of the underly-
ing psychological dynamics corresponding to the surface expressioh
of a prejudiced ideology or indicating a potential for its adoption in
the future. Public opinion questionnaires based on the conscious ar-
ticulation of beliefs were dismissed as inadequate for two reasons.
First, they failed to reveal a coherent syndrome of opinion, and sec-
ond, they were incapable of probing the psychological predisposi-
tions that might correspond to the syndrome.” Perhaps the primary
methodological objective of the project was to develop a relatively
simple device to test the existence of the underlying psychological
structure or structures fostering authoritarian beliefs and possiblv
authoritarian behavior.

The research began with the distribution of questionnaires con-
taining factual questions, opinion-attitude scales, and projective,
open-answer questions to a group of seven hundred college students.
A number of the questions had been used before in the Studien and
in the labor project. The opinion-attitude scales were designed to un-
cover quantitative estimates of anti-Semitism (the A-S Scale), ethno-
centrism (the E Scale), and political and economic conservatism (the
PEC Scale). With practice the scales were refined, so that specific
items on each one became reliable indicators of a more general con-
figuration of opinions: “The procedure was to brmg together in ‘a
scale items which, by hypothesis and by clinical experience, could be
regarded as ‘giveaways’ of trends which lay relatively deep within the
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personality, and which constituted a disposition to express spontane-
ously (on a suitable occasion), or to be influenced by, fascist
ideas.” 77 : ,

Ultimately the subject population numbered 2099 and was com-
posed of a number of groups. Almost all those questioned, however,
were white, native-born, gentile, middle-class Americans. To clarify
the statistical data that resulted from the questionnaires, clinical in-
terviews and Thematic Apperception Tests were administered to a
selected number of those who fell in the highest and lowest quarters
of the curve. The interviews lasted for one and a half hours and were
divided into an ideological and a clinical-genetic section. As in the
labor project, the interviewees were not informed of precisely what
they were being questioned about. Under Mrs. Frenkel-Brunswik’s
direction, a scoring manual with ninety categories and subcategories
was devised to help the nine interviewers decipher the results. Both
“underlying” and “manifest” questions were put to the forty men
and forty women chosen for the interviews. The TAT’s were given to
approximately the same subjects. In both cases, quantification of the
results was attempted.

During the course of the research, the various techniques were
both “expanded” and “contracted”:

Expansion was exemplified in the attempt to bring more and more aspects
of antidemocratic ideology into the developing picture and in the attempt to
explore enough aspects of the potentially antidemocratic personality so that
there was some grasp of the totality. Contraction took place continuously in
the quantitative procedures as increasing theoretical clarity permitted a
boiling down so that the same crucial relationships could be demonstrated
with briefer techniques.”

The scaling procedures that were used had been developed by Rensis
Likert in 1932, as a modification of an earlier technique created by
L. L. Thurstone.” In both cases, varying degrees of agreement or dis-
agreement with the question were allowed on a scale ranging from
plus-three to minus-three. A neutral zero was excluded from the pos-
sible responses. Refinement of the scale consisted of weeding out
items that failed to correlate with the general score or that lacked
clear discriminatory power. If the Likert scale had a major disadvan-
tage, it was the possibility that different patterns of response might
produce the same final scoré.®® The interviews were designed in part
to overcome this potential problem by revealing the specific configu-
rations of belief in individual cases.

The most valuable methodological achievement of the project was
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the condensation of the three original attitudinal scales into one set
of questions capable of measuring authoritarian potential on the la-
tent psychological level. The new measuring device was the cele-
brated “F Scale.” 8 The content analyses of the various agitators’
devices, previous experience with the empirical work of the Studien
tiber Autoritdt und Familie, and the studies in New York of anti-
Semitism in labor all contributed to its construction. It sought to test
nine basic personality variables:

ConveNTIONALISM. Rigid adherence to conventional, middle-class values.

AUTHORITARIAN SUBMISSION. Submissive, uncritical attitude towards ideal-
ized moral authorities of the ingroup.

AUTHORITARIAN AGGRESSION. Tendency to be on the lookout for, and to
condemn, reject, and punish, people who violate conventional values,

ANTI-INTRACEPTION. Opposition to the subjective, the imaginative, the
tender-minded.

SUPERSTITION AND STEREOTYPY. The belief in mystical determinants of the
individual’s fate; the disposition to think in rigid categories.

POWER AND “TOUGHNESS.” Preoccupation with the dominance-submission,
strong-weak, leader-follower dimension; identification with power figures;
overemphasis upon the conventionalized attributes of the ego; exaggerated
assertion of strength and toughness.

DESTRUCTIVENESS AND CYNICISM. Generalized hostility, vilification of the
human. '

PRO;ECTIViTY. The disposition to believe that wild and dangerous things
go on in the world; the projection outwards of unconscious emotional
impulsss.

Sex. Exaggerated concern with sexual * gomgs on.” &

A certain number of questions were designed to reveal as indi-
rectly as possible the subject’s position on each variable. At no time
were any minority groups mentioned explicitly. With increased test-
ing, the correlation between the F Scale and the E Scale reached ap-
proximately .75, which was considered a sign of success. More ques-
tionable, however, was the .57 correlation between the F and the
PEC Scales. To explain this failure, a distinction was introduced be-
tween genuine and pseudo-conservatives, only the latter being truly
authoritarian personalities. No attempt was made (or at least re-
ported in the final results) to correlate the F with the A-S Scale.
More specific correlations within the subgroups of the sample popu-
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lation showed considerable consistency among all the different
groups. And as we have seen, the clinical interviews were used to
substantiate the findings of the scale. Examinations of their results
seemed to support the F Scale’s accuracy.

‘In subsequent years, however, the success of the F Scale as an in-
dicator of authoritarian potential was the subject of a lively contro-
versy. The most exhaustive critique of its effectiveness was made by
Hyman and Sheatsley in a volume devoted solely to the impact of
the study.®® In general, they were very critical, and in a number of
cases their criticisms were telling Paul Lazarsfeld, on the other hand,
whose skepticism concerning the unqualified apphcatlon of Critical
Theory to empirical problems was clearly shown in his collaboration
with Adorno, was far more positive. The F Scale’s individual indica-
tors, he wrote in 1959, play both “an expressive role in regard to the

"underlying trait and a predictive role in regard to the originating ob-
servation which the trait is supposed to explain.” # Roger Brown, a
more severe critic of the project, ended his analysis by admitting that
“there is a substantial residue possibility that the chief conclusion of
the questionnaire work is correct.” 8

Critical assessment of the interpretation of the interview material
proved to be equally mixed. The interviewers began with specific
questions in mind in six general areas — vocation, income, religion,
clinical data, politics, and minorities and “race” — and continued to
probe indirectly until they thought the questions had been answered.
Certain critics objected to the fact that the interviewers were “too
knowledgeable” 8 because of their advance information on the
scores of the individual respondents on the scales. Other criticism
dealt with the coding of the results. Despite the scoring manual pre-
pared by Mrs. Frenkel-Brunswik, the coders’ interpretative leeway
remained considerable. On occasion, it was argued,?’ certain circular
reasoning seemed to creep into their interpretations. For example, ri-
gidity was equated with an intolerance of ambiguity, while intoler-
ance was itself explained by rigidity. Other attacks were directed
against the choice of high and low scorers rather than middle groups
for the interviews, a procedure, so it was argued, that was designed
to support the data rather than seek a representative cross section of
the sample population.

Criticisms, as might be expected were not confined to methodol-
ogy alone. The substantive conclusions of the project came in for
their share as well. Paul Kecskemeti, for example, challenged the im-
plicit assumption that prejudice in general, and anti-Semitism in par-
ticular, foreshadowed a total overthrow of the democratic system.
This *“catastrophic perspective,” he argued, was far too alarmist.®
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More specific questions were raised by others about the genetic ex-
planations of authoritarianism. Unfortunately, all the data about the
childhood origins of the personality types under examination came
from adult memories rather than the actual observation of children.
Mrs. Frenkel-Brunswik addressed herself to this problem in a subse-
quent study, which was regrettably not completed before her prema-
ture death in 1958.% As revealed in the available interview data, au-
thoritarian characters were most likely to be nurtured in a home in
which discipline was strict but often arbitrary. Parental values were
frequently very conventional, rigid, and externalized. As a result, it -
was likely that those values remained ego-alien to the child as well,
which prevented the development of an integrated personality. Re-
sentment at parental harshness was often displaced onto others,
while the outward image of the father and mother proved to be
highly idealized. The “stern and distant” %! father frequently re-
ported in interviews of the high scorers on the F Scale often seemed
to promote passivity in the child combined with repressed aggres-
siveness and hostility. These were qualities, it will be recalled, evi-
dent in the sado-masochistic type developed from Fromm in the Sru-
dien tiber Autoritdt und Familie. By contrast, the pafents of the low
scorers were remembered as less conformist, less status-anxious, and
less arbitrarily demanding. Instead, they were more ambivalent,
emotionally demonstrative, and affectionate. Accordingly, the image
their children had of them was less idealized and more realistic. And
perhaps most important, ego-alienation of moral norms was less pro-
nounced, indicating the likelihood of a more integrated personality.

One-of the questions raised by subsequent commentators was the
compatibility of this view of the authoritarian family with the In-
stitut’s assertion, so often made elsewhere, that the family had de-
clined in modern society. Leon Bramson was the most insistent critic
on this point, calling the argument about the decline (which he mis-
takenly attributed to Marcuse’s Eros and Civilization alone without
seeing its antecedents in the Studien) “directly contradictory to the
work of the early Fromm and the Berkeley group.” %2 As Bramson
saw them, these studies seemed to indicate the continued strength of
the authoritarian family. On a closer examination, however, it can be’
seen that the two interpretations were by no means as 1rreconc1lable
as Bramson believed.

First, as mentioned before, the Institut was impressed with Erik-
son’s picture of the German family, in which the father lacked true
inner authority. The pseudo-revolt of what Fromm had called the
“rebel” was in fact a search for a new authority, produced in part by
the absence of a positive authority model at home. This was a syn-
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drome that The Authoritarian Personality certainly acknowledged,
giving it a prominent place in Adorno’s analysis of “high”™ character
types. _

Even in those cases where identification with a seemingly strong
father rather than rebellion against him was the rule — admittedly
the most frequent syndrome —the contrast with the earlier analysis
in the Studien was not that marked. In fact, in describing the “au-
thoritarian syndrome” ** Adorno referred the reader to Fromm’s
sado-masochistic character and employed Freud’s ideas about the
Oedipus complex to explain its origins.* In cases where Oedipal con-
flicts were poorly resolved in childhood, aggression against the father
was transformed into masochistic obedience and displaced sadistic
hostility. What connected this purely psychological explanation to
the more sociological perspective of the Studien was Horkheimer's
theory that “external social repression is concomitant with the inter-
nal repression of impulses. In order to achieve ‘internalization’ of so-
cial control, which never gives as much to the individual as it takes,
the latter’s attitude towards authority and its psychological agency,
the superego, assumes an irrational aspect.” % This was a syndrome,
Adorno concluded, that was highly prevalent among the lower mid-
dle classes in Europe and might be expected “among people whose
actual status differs from that to which they actually. aspire” % in
America. In short, the classic authoritarian syndrome did not mean
simple identification with a strong patriarchal figure, but implied in-
stead considerable ambivalence and conflict about the relationship.
External repression, when intensified, served to activate the latent
tensions in the poorly resolved Oedipal situation.

Adorno outlined other syndr.mes that expressed ways in which
this ambivalence might be acted out. These included “surface resent-
ment,” the “crank,” and the “manipulative type.” Another syndrome
found among high scorers was the “conventional,” which most
closely approximated a conflict-free internalization of parental and
social norms. It was this latter type that seemed most congenial to a
patriarchal family structure in which paternal authority was still rela-
tively intact.

The authoritarian family that emerged from the interview data
was itself a reflection of growing external pressures. Anxious about
its status, rigidly adhering to values it no longer held spontaneously,
the authoritarian family was obviously overcompensating for the
hollowness at its core. The authority it tried. so frantlcally to protect
was in fact no longer rational. As Horkheimer argued in an essay
written in 1949,”” the more the economic and social functions of the
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family were liquidated, the more desperately it stressed its out-
moded, conventional forms. Even the mother, whose warmth and
protectiveness had once served as a buffer against the arbitrary
harshness of the patriarchal world — Fromm’s strictures on matriar-
chalism were echoed here — was no longer capable of functioning in
the same way. “The ‘Mom’,” Horkheimer wrote, “is the death mask
of the mother.” % “By contrast,” The Authoritarian Personality re-
vealed, “the family of the typical low-scoring man seems to be cen-
tered about a mother whose primary function is to give love rather
than to dominate, and who is not weak or submissive.” %

It was no surprise, then, that the authoritarian personality usually
felt no pity, a motherly quality. The Nazis’ undermining of the fam-
ily, despite their propaganda to the contrary, was no accident. The
authoritarian family did not produce authoritarian children solely
because of what it did — provide a model for arbitrary domination
— but equally for what it could not do— protect the individual
against the claims made on his socialization by extra-familial agen-
cies. Thus, although The Authoritarian Personality concentrated on
the intra-familial origins of the “new anthropological type,” the im-
plications of its analysis pointed outward to the society at large. The
Institut’s earlier emphasis on the decline of the family, Bramson to
the contrary notwithstanding, was preserved in the portrait of the au-
thoritarian family it drew in its later work.

Perhaps some of the confusion about this question was a product
of terminological ambiguity. As a number of commentators have
pointed out,!® there is an important distinction that should be drawn
between authoritarianism and totalitarianism. Wilhelminian and
Nazi Germany, for example, were fundamentally dissimilar in their
patterns of obedience. What The Authoritarian Personality was really
studying was the character type of a totalitarian rather than an au-
thoritarian society. Thus, it should have been no surprise to learn
that this new syndrome was fostered by a familial crisis in which tra-
ditional paternal authority was under fire. Much of the difficulty —
and perhaps some of it was conceptual as well as linguistic — might
have been avoided if this distinction had been clearly articulated.

Another, perhaps more substantial criticism of the study was
made by Edward Shils and echoed by a number of others.!%! The po-
litical bias of the project’s directors, they argued, colored its findings.
Why, they asked, was authoritarianism associated with fascism alone
and not communism? Why was the F Scale not the “C Scale,” or at
least the “A Scale?” Why was political and economic conservatism
seen as connected with authoritarianism, while the demand for state
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socialism was not? In short, why was the old left-right distinction
upheld, when the real opposition was between liberal democracy and
totalitarianism of both extremes?

The great irony of this attack lay in the fact that the Institut had
abandoned many of its more radical ideas in its work for the AJC.
As we have seen, the fundamental assumptions underlying the Stud-
ies in Prejudice were liberal and democratic. Even so hostile a critic
of the work as Paul Kecskemeti could write: “the authors’ own liber-
alism is plainly conservative insofar as the American constitutional
tradition is concerned.” 192 Toleration had never been an end in itself
for the Frankfurt School, and yet the nonauthoritarian personality,
insofar as it was defined, was posited as a person with a nondogmatic
tolerance for diversity. What the Institut always feared was the fet-
ishization of tolerance as an end rather than a means. A good, al-
though indirect, example of this can be found in Bettelheim and
Janowitz’s Social Change and Prejudice, where the nonconformist,
antiauthoritarian character valued by the Berkeley research team
was criticized in the following way: “If some nonconformists display
a high level of tolerance, it may be the result of a reaction formation
or displacement of hostility generated by unsatisfactory relations
with authority. It is not farfetched to call these persons false toler-
ants, for while they may be tolerant of minorities, they often are in-
- tolerant of accepted ways of social life.” 103

Nor had political democracy in its representative form been the
Institut’s final goal. Yet The Authoritarian Personality gave little evi-
dence of the traditional Marxist critique of “bourgeois democracy,”
which had informed the Institut’s earlier work. There was a further
irony in Shils’s claim that the old left-right dichotomy had been out-
moded. As we have already noted, Horkheimer stressed the necessity
of unmasking domination in any political form, whether fascist, os-
tensibly socialist, or otherwise. From its first years in Frankfurt the
Institut had been skeptical about the Soviet experiment. With time,
skepticism had turned to outright disillusionment. As Pollock had
‘argued, the Soviet Union was no more than a state capitalist system
with little to distinguish itself from similar systems in the West. The
key difference with Shils and other American thinkers was that the
Institut refused to contrast totalitarianism to an individualist, liber-
tarian, nonideological pluralism as a polar opposite. As we have seen
in looking at its treatment of mass culture in the West, the Institut
saw domination working in new and subtle ways to destroy the ves-
tiges of true individuality behind a facade of diversity. Dialectic of
the Enlightenment extended its gloomy analysis of current trends to
all modernized societies. Thus, in a way, the Frankfurt School agreed
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that the left-right dichotomy, at least as it was embodied in actual
political structures, was no longer relevant. Where it did disagree, of
course, was on the level of theory, where its sympathies remained
basically the same as before. _

The Authoritarian Personality gave little direct evidence of this
pessimism. It refrained from offering any conclusions about the
prevalence of authoritarianism within the society as a whole by
extrapolating from its limited sample. It did not even go as far as the
unpublished labor project.in presenting percentages of high and low
scorers within its sample population. Instead, it merely presented a
descriptive typology of authoritarian and nonauthoritarian charac-
ters, without suggesting anything about their respective frequency.
On occasion, though, it did offer hints about the extent of authoritar-
ian personalities in its sample. Thus, for example, Adorno wrote that
“it is one of the unpleasant results of our studies, which has to be
faced squarely, that this process of social acceptance of pseudo-con-
servatism has gone a long way — that it has secured an indubitable
mass basis.” 1% On the whole, however, it held to the view that “the
majority of the population are not extreme but, in our terminology,
‘middle.’ > 105

Shils’s critique of latent political bias was perhaps more on the
mark when it turned to the study’s implicit assumption that conserv-
atism and authoritarianism were somehow related. The unreliability
of the PEC Scale to correlate significantly with the F Scale had led to
an attempt to distinguish between genuine and pseudo-conserva-
tives. The former were defined as people, “whatever the merits of
[their] political views,” who were “seriously concerned with fostering
what is most vital in the American democratic tradition.” 1% The lat-
ter were only outward conservatives, whose underlying personalities
marked them as potential candidates for fascism. Although this dis-
tinction was designed to overcome the simple equation of right-wing
ideology and authoritarian personality structure, the association
lingered subconsciously, because there were no comparable efforts to
develop a typology of pseudo-liberalism or radical authoritarianism.
In fact, there was no real attempt to distinguish among nonconserva-
tive ideologies. The prototype liberal, who “actively seeks pro-
gressive social change, who can be militantly critical (though not
necessarily totally rejective) of the present status quo, who opposes
or deemphasizes numerous conservative values and beliefs . . . and
who would diminish the power of business by increasing the power
of labor and the economic functions of government,” 7 was seen as
the primary foil of the genuine or pseudo-conservative. How prob-
lematical this characterization was became evident in the next gener-
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ation, when New Deal liberalism itself came under strong attack as
an ideology oriented towards the status quo.

If The Authoritarian Personality did attempt to account for author-
itarianism of the left, it did so by constructing a vaguely defined cat-
egory of “rigid low scorers.” 1% In later years, Adorno would refer to
this subtype as an answer to Such critics as Shils.!® On closer obser-
vation, however, this proved a less than satisfactory response.
Whereas in the case of the PEC Scale, the discrepancy between con-
scious opinions and subconscious personality structure could be
used :to explain the inadequate correlation with the F Scale, there
could be no such discrepancy in the F Scale itself, because it had
been designed explicitly to measure trends in the subconscious per-
sonality. Thus to say that low scorers were rigid was tantamount to
saying that the scale had failed to measure their rigidity, “stereo-
typy,” and conformity, which were key features of the high-scoring
syndrome. It would be to negate the very purpose of the project,
which was to develop a device to measure the existence of authori-
tarian potential beneath the level of conscious ideology. Clearly,
more work had to be done on authoritarianism of the left, and, in
fact, in the next few years it was carried out by other researchers in
America.!? '

Other difficulties in the methodology and conclusions of The Au-
 thoritarian Personality might be mentioned, but to dwell on them un-
duly would be to miss the tremendous achievement of the work as a
whole. As Adorno himself was later to admit, “if The Authoritarian
Personality made a contribution, this is not to be sought in the abso-
lute validity of .the positive insights, even less in statistics, but above
all in the posing of the issues, which were motivated by a genuine so-
~ cial concern and related to a theory that had not previously been
translated into quantitative investigations of this sort.” ! Although
nearly a thousand pages in length, the final volume was understood
by its authors as only a “pilot study.” If this indeed was the real pur-
pose, then there can be no doubt of its success. One of the early re-
viewers of all the volumes in the Studies in Prejudice was right in call-
ing them “an epoch-making event in social science.” 2 In the years
that followed, an enormous flood of research resulted from the stim-
ulus they, and in particular the Berkeley study, provided.!3

As a postscript, it might be added that the impact was not
confined to America alone. When the Institut returned to Germany
in the early fifties, it brought with it the social scientific techniques it
had acquired in New York and California. Its first collaborative
effort after the reestablishment of the Institut was a study of group
interaction published under Pollock’s name in 1955, whose basic
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purpose was the introduction of American methodology to a Ger-
man audience.'’ In fact, even Adorno found himself in the un-
wonted position of promoting empirical techniques to counteract the
traditional German hostility to anything smacking of Anglo-Saxon
positivism. In a conference of sociologists held in Cologne in 1952,
Adorno argued that sociology must no longer be considered as a
Geisteswissenschaft (a cultural science), because the world, domi-
nated as it was by reification, could scarcely be understood as
“meaningful.” “The much abused inhumanity of empirical meth-
ods,” he told his audience, “is always more human than the humani-
zation of the inhuman.” !5 Accordingly, the methods of administra-
tive research should be used, albeit within a critical framework, to
explore social phenomena. Although theory could not be proved or
disproved by empirical verification — this was a tenet of Critical
Theory he was not prepared to abandon — when translated into re-
search questions, theoretical ideas could be immensely enriched.
Thus, for example, psychoanalysis had been significantly improved
by its translation into empirical questions, although of course its ini-
tial formulation had been anything but inductive.

By the end of the 1950’s, however, the Institut’s attitude towards
empiricism had undergone a serious reversal of emphasis.!!6 Bringing
American methods to the attention of German social scientists had
succeeded too well. And so, once again, the Frankfurt School’s sensi-
tivity to the reductionist abuse of an empirical methodology came to
the fore. In the next decade, to jump out of our chronological frame-
work for a moment, German sociology was split into warring camps
of dialectical and empirical methodologists, whose polemical inter-
changes evoked comparisons with the great Methodenstreit (meth-
odological dispute) of the Wilhelminian era.!'” Although the Institut
and such allies as Jiirgen Habermas at the University of Frankfurt
were the major exponents of the dialectical position, they were care-
ful to avoid the wholesale repudiation of the techniques that the In-
stitut had mastered with such effect in America. )

How to integrate those techniques with a truly critical approach
stressing the primacy of theory was the real problem. As we have
seen, this was more than merely a methodological dilemma; it
reflected real divisions and contradictions within the society as a
whole. The success of the Studies in Prejudice, it might be argued,
had resulted in part from an avoidance of the issue. The analyses of
anti-Semitism in The Authoritarian Personality and in “Elements of
Anti-Semitism” — the one dealing with the subjective dimension, the
other more with its objective side — were never really reconciled. In
fact, one reason why the Berkeley project succeeded while Adorno’s
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collaboration with Lazarsfeld was a failure was that the former did
not concern itself with the “objective spirit” of modern society in the
way in which thelatter did. When the Frankfurt School did specu-
late on those ObjCCthe trends, its prognosis was bleak indeed. How
much so we shall see in the next chapter, which is devoted to the the-
oretical work of the Institut in its last decade in America.



VIII

Toward a Philosophy of History:
The Critique of the Enlightenment

If by enlightenment and intellectual progress we
mean the freeing of man from superstitious belief in
evil forces, in demons and fairies, in blind fate —in
short, the emancipation from fear — then denuncia-
tion of what is currently called reason is the preatest
service reason can render.

— Max HORKHEIMER

The problem of discontinuity was perhaps the central internal di-
lemma for Critical Theory in the 1940’s. The Institut, it will be re-
called, had been launched with the intention of synthesizing a broad
spectrum of disciplines. Its founders had also hoped to integrate
speculation and empirical research. And finally, they had sought to
overcome the academic isolation of traditional theory from its prac-
tical implications without at the same time reducing speculative
thought to a utilitarian tool of polemical interests. In short, although
criticizing the adequacy of orthodox Marxism, they had not rejected
its ambitious project: the ultimate unity of critical theory and revolu-
tionary practice. By the 1940’s, however, the Frankfurt School began
to have serious doubts about the feasibility of these syntheses. Its in-
terests remained interdisciplinary, but the mediations between its
theory and both empirical research and political praxis grew increas-
ingly problematical. '

As noted in the previous chapter, the Studies in Prejudice, even
those parts most heavily influenced by members of the Institut, often
departed from the tenets of Critical Theory as they had been articu-
lated in the Zeitschrift. Most obviously, the analysis of anti-Semitism
in The Authoritarian Personality differed significantly from its coun-
terpart in Dialectic of the Enlightenment. Although attributable in
part to the role of non-Institut scholars in the Berkeley project, the
discrepancies were also a reflection of more fundamental develop-
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ments in the theory itself. So too were new uncertainties in the In-
stitut’s attitude towards political activism. One of the essential char-
acteristics of Critical Theory from its inception had been a refusal to
consider Marxism a closed body of received truths. As the concrete
social reality changed, so too, Horkheimer and his colleagues ar-
gued, must the theoretical constructions generated to make sense of
it. Accordingly, with the end of the war and the defeat of fascism, a
new social reality had emerged, which required a new theoretical re-
sponse. This was the task that presented itself to the Frankfurt
School in its last decade in America. By examining the changes that
its members made in their theoretical work, we can better under-
stand the sources of the discontinuities that later observers would
find so troubling.

Our discussion will proceed as follows. We will begin by exploring
the basic change in Critical Theory, a new emphasis on the underly-
ing relationship between man and nature. The first part of our pre-
sentation will center on the Frankfurt School’s critique of what it
considered to be the prevailing relationship throughout most of
Western history. This will be followed by a discussion of the alterna-
tive that it proposed, including its more problematical elements. We
will then turn to the connections between that alternative and the In-
stitut’s continued stress on rationality and philosophical thought in
general. And finally, we will focus on the implications of the change
in the theory for the Institut’s attitude towards praxis, subjectivity,
and utopianism.

Although the articulation of the new elements in Critical Theory
did not occur until the late forties, Horkheimer had recognized the
need to rethink certain of the Frankfurt School’s basic ideas in the
years before the war. One of the sources of his willingness to leave
New York ‘was impatience with his institutional responsibilities,
which prevented the assimilation and interpretation of the immense
amount of work done by the Institut in the years after his assump-
tion of the directorship. As early as 1938, he expressed his eagerness
to begin work on a book on the dialectic of the Enlightenment.! The
circulatory disorder that made it necessary for him to leave New
York also made it possiblé to cast aside his administrative duties and
begin the long-awaited theoretical summation. With Adorno his
most frequent companion in California, their thinking merged even
closer than before. While only one of their theoretical statements in
the forties, Dialectic of the Enlightenment, bore both their names, the
other two, Eclipse of Reason and Minima Moralia, were strongly
affected by the collaboration.

Unlike his friend, however, Horkheimer was never a prolific writer
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and now seems to have had even greater difficulty. On January 20,
1942, he wrote to Lowenthal that “philosophical argument, which
has lost its basis with the abolition of the sphere of circulation, now
seems to me impossible.” Although he was perhaps distinguishing
between traditional philosophy and Critical Theory here, the latter
was becoming increasingly arduous as well. “I am getting into my
work again,” he wrote Lowenthal on November 27, “and it has never
been as difficult as now. I feel that this undertaking is almost too
great for my forces and in my letter to P[ollock] today, I reminded
him of the fact that even Husserl needed about ten years for his Lo-
gische Untersuchungen and even about thirteen years until the publi-
cation of his ‘Ideen’ . . .” On February 2 of the following year, he
continued in the same vein, adding a moving expression of his sense
of isolation:

Philosophy is overwhelmingly complicated, and the procedure depressingly
slow. The idea that you are, and always will be, aware of our raison d’étre at
least as clearly as myself has always meant more than encouragement: it
strengthened in me that feeling of solidarity which is the very basis of what
I am doing—beyond the three or four of us there are certainly other hearts
and brains that feel similarly to ours, but we cannot see them, and perhaps
they are prevented from expressing themselves.

Horkheimer’s concern about the isolation of his thought was in
fact justified. The theoretical work that he finally did publish in the
late forties had a minimal impact in comparison with that of the
Studies in Prejudice. Dialectic of the Enlightenment, written during the
war, was not published until 1947, and then in German by a Dutch
publishing house.2 The Eclipse of Reason, which Oxford published in
the same year, although accessible to the English-speaking public,
was received with little critical fanfare® and less commercial success.
Only in the 1960’, when the Dialectic became an underground
classic in Germany — it was widely circulated in a pirated version
until its official republication in 1970 — and the Eclipse was trans-
lated into German as a part of Horkheimer’s Kritik der instrumentel-
len Vernunft, did they achieve the audience they deserved. Adorno’s
Minima Moralia, also never translated into English, had no impact
whatsoever in America.

The critical shift in the Frankfurt School’s perspective, which these
works expressed, was a product of their last decade in the United
States, and thus makes a fitting conclusion to our study of the In-
stitut’s American experience. Although it would be unfair to say that
after their return to Germany, Horkheimer and Adorno did little but
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work out the implications of these books — this would be especially
misleading for Adorno, who continued to write at his characteristi-
cally furious pace'— there is an element of truth in such an observa- -
- tion. Dialectic of the Enlightenment, Eclipse of Reason, and Minima
Moralia presented so radical and sweeping a critique of Western so-
ciety and thought that anything that followed could be only in the
nature of a further clarification. Even Marcuse’s later work in Amer-
ica, which is outside the purview of this study, did not really repre-
sent the breaking of new ground, although the nuances were often
different. As we have seen on several occasions, many of the argu-
ments he developed in Eros and Civilization, One-Dimensional Man,
and his lesser works were contained in an embryonic form in his and
others’ articles in the Zeitschrift. Still others appeared in the works of
his colleagues now under consideration.

In calling Horkheimer’s and Adorno’s critique “radical,” the word
should be understood in its etymological sense of going to the roots
of the problem. This is especially important to grasp in view of the
Frankfurt School’s growing distrust of what passed for “radical” pol-
itics in later years. Paradoxically, as the theory became more radical,
the Institut found itself decreasingly capable of finding a connection
to radical praxis. The desperate hopes of Horkheimer’s wartime
essay on the “Authoritarian State” soon gave way to a deepening
gloom about the chances for meaningful change. Disillusioned with
the Soviet Union, no longer even marginally sanguine about the
working classes of the West, appalled by the integrative power of
mass culture, the Frankfurt School traveled the last leg of its long
march away from orthodox Marxism.

The clearest expression of this change was the Institut’s replace-
ment of class conflict, that foundation stone of any truly Marxist
theory, with a new motor of history. The focus was now on the larger
conflict between man and nature both without and within, a conflict
whose origins went back to before capitalism and whose continua-
tion, indeed intensification, appeared likely after capitalism would
end. Signs of the new emphasis had appeared in the debate over fas-
cism among Institut members during the war. To Horkheimer, Pol-
lock, Adorno, and Lowenthal, domination was taking increasingly
direct, noneconomic forms. The capitalist mode of exploitation was
now seen in a larger context as the specific, historical form of domi-
nation characteristic of the bourgeois era of Western history. State
capitalism and the authoritarian state spelled the end, or at least the
radical transformation, of that epoch. Domination, they argued, was
now more direct and virulent without the mediations characteristic
of bourgeois society. It was in a sense the revenge of nature for the
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cruelty and exploitation that Western man had visited upon it for
generations.

With hindsight, it is possible to see intimations of this theme in nu-
merous places in the Institut’s earlier work,® although in a secondary
role. Adorno had employed it in his study of Kierkegaard ¢ as well as
in certain of his pre-Institut writings on music.” Several of the apho-
risms in Ddmmerung® had attacked cruelty to animals and the ascetic
premises of the work ethic in a way that anticipated the Dialectic.
Lowenthal had mentioned the liberal notion of the domination of
nature while criticizing Knut Hamsun’s distorted protest against it.9
Fromm’s discussion of matriarchal culture contained explicit misgiv-
ings about the domination over women in patriarchal society,
which was facilitated by the equation of womanhood with natural
irrationality.'®

Perhaps most clearly, this motif surfaced in Horkheimer’s Habili-
tationsschrift, The Origins of the Bourgeois Philosophy of History.!!
Here, in fact; Horkheimer directly related the Renaissance view of
science and technology to political domination. The new conception
of the natural world as a field for human manipulation and control,
he argued, corresponded to a similar notion of man himself as an
object of domination. The clearest exponent of this view in his eyes
was Machiavelli, whose political instrumentalism was used in the
service of the rising bourgeois state. Underlying Machiavelli’s poli-
tics, Horkheimer maintained, was the undialectical separation of
man from nature and the hypostatization of the distinction. In fact,
he argued against Machiavelli, “nature” was dependent on man in
two ways: civilization changes it and man’s concept of what it is
itself changes. Thus history and nature were not 1rreconc11ably
opposed.

They were, however, not entirely identical. Hobbes and later En-
lightenment thinkers had assimilated man to nature in a manner that
made man into an object, just as nature had been objectified in the
new science. In their eyes, both. man and nature were no more than
machines. As a result, the assumption that nature repeated itself eter-
nally was projected onto man, whose historical capacity for develop-
ment, so closely bound to his subjectivity, was denied. For all its
progressive intentions, this “scientific” view of man implied the eter-
- nal return of the present.

This was not the case, however, with the figure Horkheimer had
chosen to end his study of early modern philosophies of history:
Giambattista Vico. Vico’s attack on Cartesian metaphysics and the
growmg idolatry of mathematics set him apart from his contempo-
raries. So too did his insight that man could know history better than
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‘the natural world because man was histor’s maker. Vico had also
transcended the limitations of the Enlightenment interpretation of
the origins of myths, which he saw less as priestly tricks than as the
projection of human needs onto nature. In so arguing, Vico had an-
ticipated the later Marxist view of ideology. Thus, despite his cyclical
theory of the rise and fall of civilizations, which was“similar to Ma-
chiavelli’s, he was unique in seeing that human activity was the key
to understanding historical development. Vico had understood that
praxis and the domination of nature were not the same. Although he
separated man and nature, he did so in a way that avoided placing
one above the other. By insisting on the subjectivity of man, he pre-
served the potentiality of the subjectivity of nature.

In his subsequent writings Horkheimer spent little time with Vico,
but the critique of the Enlightenment made by the Italian theorist
was one he continued to share. In his essays in the Zeitschrift he fre-
quently castigated the legacy of Cartesian dualism in Western
thought. The stress on nonidentity in Critical Theory never meant
the absolute separation of subject and object. Such a separatlon the
Frankfurt School held, was connected to the needs of the rising capi-
talist order. “Since Descartes,” Horkheinter wrote in “Reason and
Self-Preservation,” “bourgeois philosophy has been a single attempt
to make knowledge serve the dominant means of production, broken
through only by Hegel and his kind.” !2 Before the war, this type of
connection between substructure and superstructure was a frequent
feature of the Frankfurt School’s work. But even then, the precise re-
lationship was never made clear.!3 This was especially difficult to do
because at different times, materialist rationalists like Hobbes, em-
piricists like Hume; and idealists like Kant were all seen to serve the
capitalist system in one way or another. By the mid-forties, the tradi-
tional Marxist theory of ideology was even more tenuously applied
in the Institut’s work. As we have already noted, the chapter on anti-
Semitism in the Dialectic discussed its precapitalist, archaic roots in
a way that Marx would have rejected. In fact, the notion of the En-
lightenment underwent a basic change in the forties. Instead of being
the cultural correlate of the ascending bourgeoisie, it was expanded
to include the entire spectrum of Western thought. “Enlightenment
here is identical with bourgeois thought, nay, thought in general,
since there is no other thought properly speaking than in cities,”
Horkheimer wrote Lowenthal in 1942.'4 In Eclipse of Reason he went
so far as to say that “this mentality of man as the master [which was
the essence of the Enlightenment view] can be traced back to the first
chapters of Genesis.” 1°

Thus, although Horkheimer and Adorno still used language remi-
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niscent of Marxism — such terms as the “exchange principle” 16
played a key role in their analysis — they no longer sought answers
to cultural questions in the material substructure of society. In fact,
their analysis of the exchange principle as a key to understanding
Western society was as reminiscent of Nietzsche’s discussion in the
Genealogy of Morals'" as of Marx’s in Capital.

Moreover, not only did the Frankfurt School leave the vestiges of
an orthodox Marxist theory of ideology behind, it also implicitly put
Marx in the Enlightenment tradition.!® Marx’s overemphasis on the
centrality of labor as man’s mode of self-realization, which® Hork-
heimer had questioned as early as Ddmmerung, was the primary rea-
son for this argument. Implicit in the reduction of man to an animal
laborans,"® he charged, was the reification of nature as a field for
human exploitation. If Marx had his way, the entire world would be
turned into a “giant workhouse.” 20 In fact, the repressive technologi-
cal nightmares perpetrated by his self-proclaimed followers in the
twentieth century could not be entirely dissociated from the inherent
logic of Marx’s own work.

Marx of course was by no means the major target of the Dialectic.
Horkheimer and Adorno were far more ambitious. The entire En-
lightenment tradition, that process of allegedly liberating demysti-
fication that Max Weber had called die Entzauberung der Welt (the
disenchantment of the world), was their real target. Here they fol-
lowed Lukacs’s lead in History and Class Consciousness, where We-
ber’s notion of rationalization was given a greater critical edge by
being connected to the concept of reification.2! Horkheimer had in
fact always been an interested reader of Weber. In “Reason and
Self-Preservation” he adopted the basic analysis of Weber’s Protes-
tant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism for his own purposes. “Protes-
tantism,” he wrote, “was the strongest force in the extension of cold,
rational individuality. . . . In the place of work for the sake of salva-
tion appeared work for work’s sake, profit for profit’s sake; the entire
world became simply material. . From Leonardo to Henry Ford,
there was no other path than through religious introversion.” 2 Cal-
vin’s theological irrationalism, he charged, contained “the cunning
of technocratic reason.”

Yet whereas Weber faced the process with stoic resignation, the
Frankfurt School still held out the hope for a break in the continuum
of history. This was more apparent in the early years of the forties
— once again “Authoritarian State” should be mentioned as its high-
water mark — but it was not totally absent after the war. Perhaps the
major source of this guarded optimism was the residual belief in the



260 The Dialectical Imagination

ultimate validity of Vernunfi that remained in Critical Theory. Ver-
nunft, as noted earlier, meant the reconciliation of contradictions, in-
cluding the one that split man and nature. Despite their distrust of
absolute identity "theories, Horkheimer and his colleagues stressed
the importance of “objective reason™ as an antidote to the one-sided
ascendency of instrumentalized “subjective reason.” “The two con-
cepts of reason,” Horkheimer wrote,?* “do not represent two sepa-
rate and independent ways of the mind, although their opposition
expresses antinomy. The task of philosophy is not stubbornly to play
the one against the other, but to foster a mutual critique and thus, if
possible, to prepare in the intellectual realm the reconciliation of the
two in reality.”

This was a hope that Weber, with his neo-Kantian skepticism
about the irreconcilability of practical and theoretical reason, could
not hold. Although recognizing the replacement of what he called
“substantive” reason by its formal counterpart, Weber was unable to
entertain the possibility of its restoration. The “rationalization” of
the modern world was meant solely in a nonsubstantive sense.
Weber, unlike some of his more romantic contemporaries, did not
hope to turn the clock back, but it was clear that he greeted the
world’s disenchantment with little enthusiasm.

Nor, of course, did the Frankfurt School. In fact, they were anx-
lous to point out how little the world had really become “rational.”
Reason, as the title of Horkheimer’s book indicated, was very much
in eclipse. In fact, the Enlightenment, for all its claims to have sur-
passed mythopoeic confusion by the introduction of rational analy-
sis, had itself fallen a victim to a new myth. This was one of the
major themes of-the Dialectic. At the root of the Enlightenment’s
program of domination, Horkheimer and Adorno charged, was a
secularized version of the religious belief that God controlled the
world. As a result, the human subject confronted the natural object
as an inferior, external other. At least primitive animism, for all its
lack of self-consciousness, had expressed an awareness of the inter-
penetration of the two spheres. This was totally lost in Enlighten-
ment thought, where the world was seen as composed of lifeless, fun-
gible atoms: “Animism had spiritualized objects; industrialism
objectified spirits.” 25

Conceptual thinking, at least in the Hegelian sense, had preserved
the primitive sensitivity to the mediations between subject and
object. The German word Begriff (concept) was connected with the
verb greifen (to grasp). Thus, Begriffe were concepts that had a com-
plete grasp of their content, including negative as well as positive
moments. In fact, one of the major distinctions between men and an-
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imals was the ability of the former to think conceptually, while the

latter could not go beyond immediate sense perceptions. Man’s sense

of selfhood, of identity through time, was the product of his concep-

tual powers, which embraced potentiality as well as actuality. The

major epistemological tendency of the Enlightenment, however, was

the replacement of concepts by formulae, which failed to go beyond

nondialectical immediacy. “Concepts in the face of the Enlighten--
ment,” Horkheimer and Adorno wrote, “are like rentiers in the face

of industrial trusts: neither can feel themselves secure.” 26 Moreover,

the Enlightenment’s overemphasis on logical formalism and its as-

sumption that all true thought tended towards the condition of
mathematics meant that the static repetition of mythic time had been

retained, thwarting the dynamic possibility of historical develop-

ment.

What was especially disastrous was the effect of the Enlighten-
ment domination of nature on the interactions of men. In developing
this argument, Horkheimer and Adorno continued the train of
thought expressed in Marcuse’s article, “The Struggle Against Liber-
alism in the Totalitarian View of the State.” 27 Totalitarianism was
less the repudiation of liberalism and the values of the Enlighten-
ment than the working out of their inherent dynamic. The exchange
principle underlying the Enlightenment notion of nature as fungible
atoms was paralleled in the increasing atomization of modern man, a
process that culminated in the repressive equality of totalitarianism.
The instrumental manipulation of nature by man led inevitably to
the concomitant relationship among men. The unbridgeable distance
between subject and object in the Enlightenment world view corre-
sponded to the relative status of rulers and ruled in the modern au-
thoritarian states. The objectification of the world had produced a
similar effect in human relations. As Marx noted, although restrict-
ing it to an effect of capitalism, the dead past had come to rule over
the living present.

All of these changes were reflected in the most basic of cultural
creations, language. As noted earlier, Walter Benjamin had always
been keenly interested in the theological dimensions of speech.28 At
the root of his theory of language was the belief that the world was
created by the Word of God. To Benjamin, “In the beginning was
the Word” meant that God’s act of creation consisted in part of the
bestowing of names. These names were of course perfectly expressive
of their objects. However, man, created as he was in God’s image,
also had the unique gift of name-giving. But his names and God’s
were not the same. As a result, there developed a chasm between
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name and thing, and the absolute adequacy of divine speech was
lost. To Benjamin, formal logic was the barrier that separated the
language of Paradise from its human counterpart. Man tended to
overname things by abstractions and generalizations. It was in fact
“the task of the translator to release in his own language that pure
language which is under the spell of another, to liberate the language
imprisoned in a work in his re-creation of that work.” 2 Similarly,
the function of the cultural critic was the recovery of the lost dimen-
- sion of God’s speech by hermeneutically decoding man’s various in-
ferior approximations.

Benjamin’s quest for a pure language had its roots, as we have
noted before, in his immersion in Jewish mysticism. It perhaps also
reflected the influence of French symbolist poetry, which he knew
well. In Benjamin’s essay on translation, Mallarmé was quoted as
saying that “the diversity of -idioms on earth prevents everybody
from uttering the words which otherwise, at one single stroke, would
materialize as truth.” 3% And finally, as some commentators have ar-
gued,3! the subterranean residue of Swabian Pietism on the German
idealist tradition may have had an effect on his linguistic theories.
Whatever the origins, it is important to understand that Benjamin
was far more interested in words than in sentence structure as the di-
vine text, a fact that makes it hard to call him a “structuralist avant la
lettre,” 32 as he has sometimes been labeled. .

Adorno and Horkheimer, although eschewing the consciously the-
ological underpinnings of Benjamin’s theory of language, did accept
the notion that “pure” speech had been corrupted.®® “Philosophy,”
Horkheimer wrote in Eclipse of Reason, “is the conscious effort to
knit all our knowledge and insight into a linguistic structure in which
all things are called by their right names.” 3 The concept of truth in
every genuine philosophy, he continued, is “the adequation of name
and things.” 35 Once again, the reconciliation theme of Vernunft was
at the root of Critical Theory’s utopian impulse. v

By stressing it in their works in the forties, however, Horkheimer
and Adorno were not abandoning that refusal to name or describe
the “other,” which as we have seen was one of the central premises
of Critical Theory from the start. In fact, their reluctance to do so
was consistent with the Jewish taboo against uttering the sacred.
Jews do not call God by his right name because to do so would be
premature; the messianic age has not yet arrived. Similarly, the
Frankfurt School’s unwillingness to outline a utopian vision reflected
its members’ conviction that true reconciliation could never be
achieved by philosophy alone. As Marx had argued, the “realm of
freedom” could not be envisaged by men who were still unfree. Until
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social conditions drastically altered, philosophy had a limited role to
play: “inasmuch as subject and object, word and thing, cannot be in-
tegrated under present conditions, we are driven by the principle of
negation to attempt to salvage relative truths from the wreckage of
false ultimates.” 36 Adorno, in fact, had taken Benjamin to task for
his theological attempt to call things by their right names, as a com-
bination of magic and positivism.’” In the chapter on the culture in-
dustry in the Dialectic, he and Horkheimer used the same combina-
tion of apparent opposites to describe the ideological, instrumental
language produced by mass culture.®® Negation rather than the pre-
mature search for resolutions was the real refuge of truth.

In fact, the greatest failing of the Enlightenment mentality was not
its inability to create social conditions in which name and thing
might be legitimately united, but rather its systematic elimination of
negation from language. This was the reason why its substitution of.
formulae for concepts was ultimately so destructive. The philosophy
of the Enlightenment was overwhelmingly nominalist rather than re-
alist; in Benjamin’s sense, it recognized only the speech of man, ig-
noring God’s. Man was' the sole name-giver, a role commensurate
with his domination of nature. Language thus became, to use Mar-
cuse’s later term, one-dimensional. ¥ Incapable of expressing nega-
tion, it could no longer voice the protest of the oppressed. Instead of
revealing meanings, speech had become nothing more than a tool of
the dominant forces in society.

Anticipations of this decline of language were evident in the cul-
tural document Horkheimer and Adorno chose to study in their first
of two excursuses in the Dialectic, Homer’s Odyssey. The trick Odys-
seus played on Cyclops by calling himself “No-man” was also a de-
nial of his identity, which to the primitive, pre-Enlightened mind of
the giant was the same as his name. Ultimately, however, the trick
was on Odysseus, since Western man had in fact lost his identity, as
language capable of conceptualization and negation had been re-
placed by language capable only .of acting as an instrument of the
status quo.

In other ways as well, Homer’s epic — or more correctly, half
-mythic epic, half rational proto-novel — had anticipated the major
themes of the Enlightenment. One example was the realization that
self-denial and renunciation were the price of subjective rationality.
As we have noted in Chapter 2 when discussing Horkheimer’s
“Egoism and the Movement for Emancipation,” Marcuse’s “On He-
donism,” and other examples of the Institut’s earlier work, asceticism
in all of its forms was a frequent target of criticism. In the Dialectic
the critique was extended: “the history of civilization is the history of
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the introversions of sacrifice; in other words, the history of renuncia-
tion.” 4 In fact, that initial denial of man’s oneness with nature was
at the root of all the subsequent inadequacies of civilization. The Od-
yssey abounded in clear examples of the inherent relationship be-
tween self-renunciation and self-preservation in Western thought:
Odysseus’s refusal to eat Lotus or the cattle of Hyperion, his sleeping
with Circe only after extracting an oath from her not to transform
him into a pig, his tying himself to the mast of his ship to avoid se-
duction by the song of the Sirens.

This last episode was especially pregnant with symbolic meaning
for Horkheimer and Adorno.* The ears of Odysseus’s sailors were
stopped with wax to prevent their hearing the Sirens. Like modern
laborers, they repressed gratification in order to continue their toil.
Odysseus, on the other hand, was not a worker and thus could hear
the song, but under conditions that precluded his response to its
temptation. For the privileged, culture still remained “une promesse
de bonheur” without the possibility of fulfillment. Here Odysseus ex-
perienced that separation of the ideal from the material sphere that
was characteristic of what the Institut called “affirmative culture.”

Even more fundamentally, Odysseus’s version of rationality was
an ominous adumbration of things to come. In struggling against the
mythic domination of fate, he was forced to deny his oneness with
the totality. By necessity, he had to develop a particularist, subjective
rationality to insure his self-preservation. Like Robinson Crusoe, he
was an atomized, isolated individual living by his wits in the face of a
hostile environment. His rationality was thus based on trickery and
instrumentality. To Horkheimer and Adorno, Odysseus was the pro-
totype of that paragon of Enlightenment values, modern “economic
man.” His treacherous journey anticipated the bourgeois ideology of
risk as the moral justification of profits. Even his marriage to Penel-
ope involved the exchange principle — her fidelity and the renuncia-
tion of her suitors during his absence in exchange for his return.

Still, despite the important prefigurations of the Enlightenment in
Homer’s epic, it also contained a strong element of homesickness, of
the desire for reconciliation. The home to which Odysseus sought to
return, however, was still alienated from nature, whereas true home-
sickness was justified, as Novalis had known, only when “home”
meant nature. In the next excursus in the Dialectic, “Juliette, or En-
lightenment and Morals,” Horkheimer and Adorno .examined dis-
torted “returns” to nature, which ran like an undercurrent through
the Enlightenment. Here return often meant the revenge of brutal-
ized nature, a phenomenon that culminated in the barbarism of the
twentieth century. The Institut’s earlier work on fascist pseudo-natu-
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- ralism — Lowenthal’s incisive essay on Knut Hamsun in particular
— provided a backdrop for the discussion.

Once again, Horkheimer and Adorno stressed the continuity be-
tween bourgeois liberalism, in this case symbolized by Kant, and to-
talitarianism, here prefigured by de Sade and, to some extent, Nie-
tzsche. Kant’s effort to ground ethics solely in practical rationality,
they argued, was ultimately a failure. The Enlightenment’s treatment
of nature, and by extension of men, as objects was fundamentally in
accord with the extreme formalism of the categorical imperative, de-
spite Kant’s injunction to consider men as ends rather than means.
Carried to its logical extreme, calculating, instrumental, formal ra-
tionality led to the horrors of twentieth-century barbarism. De Sade
was one of the way-stations along the route. His Histoire de Juliette

~was the model of functional rationality —no organ left idle, no
orifice unplugged. “Juliette makes science her credo. . . . She oper-
ates with semantics and logical syntax like the most modern positiv-
ism; but unlike the employees of the most recent administration who
direct their linguistic criticism predominantly against thought and
philosophy, she is a daughter of the Enlightenment struggle against
religion.” 42 De Sade’s other works, such as the One Hundred Twenty
Days of Sodom, were the cynical, reverse image of Kant’s architec-
tonic system. Others, like Justine, were the Homeric epic with the last
vestiges. of mythology removed. In so ruthlessly separating the spiri-
tual from the corporeal side of love, de Sade was merely working out
the implications of Cartesian dualism. Moreover, implicit in his cruel
subjugation of women was the characteristic Enlightenment mastery
of nature.® Women, reduced to their biological function alone, were
robbed of subjectivity. The Church’s cult of the Virgin, which was a
partial concession to matriarchal warmth and reconciliation, was ul-
timately a failure. The witch trials of the early modern period were
far more symbolic of the Enlightenment’s implicit attitude towards
women, despite its outward support for their emancipation. De
Sade’s blatant brutality was merely the most obvious example of
what was a far more pervasive phenomenon. In fact, the Enlighten-
ment’s sadism towards the “weaker sex” anticipated the later de-
struction of the Jews — both women and Jews were identified with
nature as objects of domination.

Nietzsche’s will-to-power, no less than Kant’s categorical impera-
tive, foreshadowed this development by positing man’s indepen-
dence from external forces. His anthropocentric hubris was also at
the root of Kant’s notion of “maturity,” which was one of the prime
goals of the Enlightenment as Kant understood it. Man as the meas-
ure of all things inherently meant man as the master of nature. It was
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the overempha51s on man’s autonomy that paradox1cally led to
man’s submission, as the fate of nature became man’s own. Fascism,
in fact, used the rebellion of suppressed nature against human domi-
nation for the sinister purposes of that very domination.* Mastery in
one direction might well turn in the opposite direction; the true “re-
turn” to nature was very different from fascist pseudo-naturalism:

In de-emphasizing the total autonomy of man, it might be added
parenthetically, Horkheimer and Adorno were being faithful to that
refusal to define a positive anthropology which characterized Critical
Theory from the beginning. Such a project, they seemed to be saying,
implied an acceptance of man’s centrality, which in turn denigrated
the natural world. Critical Theory; for all its insistence on a standard
against which the irrationalities of the world might be measured, was
not really a radical humanism at heart.*> Horkheimer’s interest in re-
ligion, which surfaced in later years, was thus not as fundamental a
departure from the premises of his earlier work as might appear at
first glance. '

In the remainder of Dialectic of the Enlightenment, Horkheimer
and Adorno considered the working out of the Enlightenment ethos
in the culture industry and in modern anti-Semitism, both of which
have been discussed in previous chapters. At the end of the book
they included a number of aphorisms, on subjects as disparate as the
underground history of the body and the theory of ghosts. Through-
oout, as we have had occasion to note several times, the tone was pes-
simistic and the prognosis bleak. The alienation of man from nature
so central to the current crisis of Western civilization seemed an al-
most irreversible trend. In an aphorism devoted to the philosophy of
history, Horkheimer and Adorno explicitly rejected the optimistic
premises of Christianity, Hegelian idealism, and historical mate-
rialism. Hope for better conditions, if not entirely illusory, rested less
in the guarantee of their attainment than in the determinate negation
of ‘the existing. There was, however, no distinct praxis suggested by
reason that might help in the struggle.#

In fact, the Frankfurt School increasingly treated any attempt to
realize the promises of philosophy as instrumentalization. In an aph-
orism on propaganda, Horkheimer and Adorno excoriated the in-
strumental use of philosophy and language to bring about social
change. In Eclipse of Reason Horkheimer made a similar point: “Is
activism, then, especially political activism, the sole means of fulfill-
ment, as just defined? I hesitate to say so. The age needs no added
stimulus to action. Philosophy must not be turned into propaganda,
even for the best possible purpose.” 47
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As a result, programmatic advice for methods to change society
was not very evident in any of the Frankfurt School’s work in the
forties. (Not that it had been before, but at least the call to praxis was
a frequent element in the Institut’s earlier work.) Reconciliation with
nature was the obvious goal, but what this meant precisely was never
fully spelled out. What it clearly did not mean, of course, was the
submission of man to hypostatized natural forces. The Frankfurt
School did not wish to revive Engels’s crude dialectic of nature. Nor
did its members want to succumb to the right-wing version of the
apotheosis of nature, which Lowenthal had so devastatingly un-
masked in his essay on Knut Hamsun. And finally, they sought to
distinguish themselves from those all-too-frequent critiques of the
Enlightenment running through German intellectual history, which
were often little more than a nostalgic yearning for an idealized
“state of nature.”

Nature, Horkheimer and Adorno made clear, was in itself neither
good nor bad. Moreover, a complete reconciliation with nature in
the sense of total identity could only mean a regression to a state of
unmediated stasis. Critical Theory continued to stress nonidentity in
a way that precluded the reduction of subject to object and vice
versa. It was on this point that its creators differed with Benjamin

_and Ernst Bloch, whose philosophy of hope spoke of the resurrection
of a natural subject in a manner that seemed to obliterate the distinc-
tion between subject and object.® Not in the unity of object and per-
ception, Horkheimer and Adorno argued in their discussion of pro-
jection, but in the reflective opposition between them was the utopia
of reconciliation preserved.* Elsewhere, they made it clear that it
was the memory of nature, rather than nature itself, that” was the
enemy of domination.>

Memory, in fact, played a key role in the Frankfurt School’s un-
derstanding of the crisis of modern civilization. Here the Freudian

~ component of Critical Theory came to the fore.’! One of the greatest

costs of progress, Horkheimer and Adorno wrote in one of their aph-
orisms, was the repression of the pain and suffering caused by the
mastery of nature. Nature was to be understood not merely as some-
thing external to man, but also as an internal reality. “All reifica-
tion,” they pointed out, “is a forgetting.” 52 As noted earlier, the
search for a liberated future in the integrated recapture of the past
had been one of the major themes of Walter Benjamin’s work. His

theory of experience and concern for the memorabilia of child- .

hood 3 were reflections of this interest..In fact, it was in a letter to

Benjamm written in 1940 that Adorno first used the phrase “All rei-

fication is a forgetting.” > The stimulus was Benjamin’s Zeitschrift
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article on Baudelaire, in which he discussed Erfahrung (integrated
experience) and the Proustian mémoire involontaire (involuntary
memory). - _

The process of emancipation was understood in part as the devel-
opment of self-consciousness and the resurrection of the lost past.
Here of course the Hegelian roots of Critical Theory were apparent.
To Hegel, the process of history was the journey of the spirit becom-
ing conscious of its alienated objectifications. Where Horkheimer
and Adorno departed from Hegel was in their refusal, first, to hypos-
tatize subjectivity as a transcendent reality above individuals, and,
second, to treat it as the sole source of objective reality. The Frank-
furt School never reverted to the idealist notion of the world as the
creation of consciousness. As Adorno noted in his letter of February
29, 1940, to Benjamin, some forgetting is inevitable, and by exten-
‘sion, some reification. The complete identity of the reflecting subject
and the object of his reflection was impossible.5s

As was to be expected, the Frankfurt School distrusted the anthro-
pocentric impulse it perceived at the core of the idealists’ stress on
consciousness, even when that consciousness was theoretically
“objective.” In 1945, Horkheimer returned to Columbia to give a se-
ries of lectures on the subject matter of his books. In one of them,
he accused classical German philosophy of wanting to overcome the
dualism between man and God, a desire that led to the inclusion of
the demonic in its systems. This produced theodicies like Leibniz’s
and Hegel’s with their quietistic implications. In all of the classical
philosophers’ work, the idea of grace was absent, an indication of
their inherent hubris. To avoid this, the Frankfurt School implied,
the autonomous integrity of the natural object had to be preserved,
although not to the extent of ignoring its mediated interaction with
the human subject. What Marx had called the “humanization of na-
ture” and the “naturalization of man” 3 was necessary, but not at
the cost of obliterating their inherent differences.

What should be understood, of course, is that the Institut’s stress
in the forties was heavier on the need for reconciliation than on the
necessity to maintain the distinctions. Implicit in their program was
the ultimate bridging of the gap between natural and social sciences
that Dilthey and his followers had done so much to establish in the
late nineteenth century. This was a dichotomy, it might be added,
that had worked its way into Marxist theory by the 19207s.5% Lukéacs
had accepted it in his fight against the reduction of Marxism to a
natural science by Engels, Kautsky, and their followers in the Sec-
ond International. The young Marcuse, in his days before joining the
Institut, had stressed the unbridgeable distance between history and
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nature. “The boundary between historicity and nonhistoricity,” he
wrote in 1930, “is an ontological boundary.” ® Even Horkheimer, in
his favorable contrast of Vico to Descartes, had supported the view
that the study of man and the study of nature were not precisely the
same.

Although never explicitly repudiating this view, the Frankfurt
School in the forties did call it into question by attacking the perma-
nence of the distinction between man and nature. This did not mean,
of course, a return to a “scientific” view of history — this was left to
later Marxists like Louis Althusser®® and his followers — but it did
imply a modification of the strict dichotomy between Geisteswissen-
schaften (cultural sciences) and Naturwissenschaften (natural sci-
ences). Talking about the need for a reconciliation of man and na-
ture, albeit one that did not imply identity, jibed poorly with a belief
in the “‘ontological boundary” between historicity and nonhisto-
ricity. However, precisely what this would mean for a future science
of man was never fully spelled out in the Institut’s writings.

Equally problematical was the psychological level on which the
reconciliation was to take place. Here the Frankfurt School intro-
duced a new term into its vocabulary: mimesis. To be sure, imitation
as an explanation of social behavior had been a perennial favorite of
certain social theorists. Durkheim, for example, had devoted an en-
tire chapter of his Suicide to demolishing such predecessors as Ga-
briel Tarde for their use of mimesis.5' Freud in his Group Psychology’
and the Analysis of the Ego also discussed Tarde’s work, but sub-
sumed imitation under the more general category of “suggestion,”
which Le Bon had employed.s2 The use to which it was put by these
theorists, however, was primarily as an explanation for certain types
of group behavior, especially mass or crowd behavior. The Institut
also used mimesis for this purpose, but it developed the concept in
another context as well. _

In 1941, in the Institut’s prospectus for a project on anti-Semitism,
the importance of childhood mimesis was introduced, to refute Nazi
theories of hereditary racial characteristics.5® In his later lectures at
Columbia and in Eclipse of Reason, Horkheimer expanded on this
initial suggestion. Imitation, he argued, was one of the primary
means of learning during early childhood. Subsequent socialization,
however, taught the child to forego imitation in favor of rational,
goal-directed behavior. A phylogenetic correlate of this ontogenetic
pattern was one of the central patterns of the Enlightenment. West-
ern “civilization” began with mimesis, but ultimately transcended it.
“Conscious adaptation and eventually domination replace the var-
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ious forms of mimesis. The progress of science is the theoretical man-
ifestation of this change: the formula supplants the image, the calcu-
lating machine the ritual dances. To adapt oneself means to make
oneself like the world of objects for the sake of self-preservation.” ¢4
Mimesis, however, was not fully overcome in Western civilization.
“If the final renunciation of the mimetic impulse,” Horkheimer
warned,

does not promise to lead to the fulfillment of man’s potentialities, this im-
pulse will always lie in wait, ready to break out as a destructive force. That
is, if there is no other norm than the status quo, if all the hope of happiness
that reason can offer is that it preserves the existing as it is and even in-
creases its pressure, the mimetic impulse is never really overcome. Men re-
vert to it in a regressive and distorted form.®

Modern persecutors often mimic the pathetic gestures of their vic-
tims; demagogues frequently appear like caricatures of their tar-
gets.% Even the less virulent forms of mass culture express a certain
sadistic element in their repetition of the status quo, an observation
made by Adorno in his study of jazz.

Mimesis, however, was not in itself a source of evil. On the con-
trary, Horkheimer implied, it was healthy when it meant the imita-
tion of the life-affirming aspects of nature, that is, maternal warmth
and protection. It was the task of philosophy, he suggested in one of
his Columbia lectures,’” to reawaken the memory of childhood mi-
mesis, which had been obscured by later socialization. The decline of
the family must therefore be reversed, or at least the child’s imitative
impulse, which had become fixated on extra-familial agencies, must
be restored to its original object in the family. This goal, it might be
added, was closely connected with the unity of werd and thing expe-
rienced in pure language. As Horkheimer argued, “Language reflects
the longings of the oppressed and the plight of nature; it releases the
mimetic impulse. The transformation of this impulse into the univer-
sal medium of language rather than into destructive action means
that potentially nihilistic energies work for reconciliation.” 8 Onto-
genetically, this condition existed in the consciousness of the two-
year-old child to whom all nouns, in a sense, were proper nouns.

If the goal was the restitution of this stage of human development,
or at least certain of its better characteristics, what would happen to
the ego, which was developed, according to Freud, at a later date? In
their speculative works in the forties, Horkheimer and Adorno as-
sumed a very different tone when discussing the ego from that evi-
dent in the Studies in Prejudice. Now, instead of stressing the need
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for an integrated ego to combat the projections of ego-alien traits
onto minority scapegoats, they connected the develogment of the
ego with the domination of nature. In Eclipse of Reason, Horkheimer
contended:

As the principle of the self endeavoring to win in the fight against nature in
general, against other people in particular, and against its own impulses, the
ego is felt to be related to the functions of domination, command, and or-
ganization. . . . Its dominance is patent in the patriarchal epoch. . . . The
history of Western civilization could be written in terms of the growth of the
ego as the underling subliminates, that is, internalizes, the commands of his
master who has preceded him in self-discipline. . . . Atno time has the no-
tion of the ego shed the blemishes of its origin in the system of social domi-
nation.®

Moreover, the struggle of the subjectively rational ego against na-
ture, both external and internal, had been completely counterpro-
ductive in the end. “The moral is plain,” Horkheimer concluded;
“the apotheosis of the ego and the principle of self-preservation as
such culminate in the utter insecurity of the individual, in his com-
plete negation.” 70

Here the ego was meant partly in philosophical terms — the ego
cogito from Descartes to Husserl had been a target of the Institut
from the beginning’! — but it clearly had psychological significance -
as well. Marcuse’s later concept of the “performance principle” as
the specific reality principle of Western society was rooted in this’
earlier critique of the ego as tool of domination. In Eros and Civiliza-
tion, however, he attempted to outline the contours of a new reality
principle, whereas Horkheimer and Adorno were content to under-
mine the traditional ego without offering a fully worked out alterna-
tive, an omission that would worry later Frankfurt School adherents
like Jiirgen Habermas.” ‘

Despite the potentially primitivist implications of their arguments,
Horkheimer and Adorno were careful to reject anything implying a
return to natural simplicity. Nostalgia, as we have seen, was casti-
gated when it appeared .among conservative cultural critics; simi-
larly, nostalgia for the lost youth of mankind was not really the
Frankfurt School’s dominant sentiment. This was clearly demon-
strated in Horkheimer’s complicated discussion of the relationship
between reason and nature in Eclipse of Reason. As we have fre-
quently observed, the Institut was highly critical of what passed for
reason in the modern world. Instrumental, subjective, manipulative
reason, its members argued, was the handmaiden of technologicaIA
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domination. Without rational goals, all interaction was eventually
reduced to power relationships. The disenchantment of the world
had gone too far, and reason itself had been gutted of its original
content. ‘

In so arguing, of course, Horkheimer and his colleagues were by
no means alone. In fact, they were at one with a wide variety of
thinkers with whom they.were rarely in agreement on other issues.
As Fritz Ringer has shown, the academic “mandarins” of the Wei-
mar years were obsessed with the rationalization of the world and its
consequences.”® Max Scheler, for example, had criticized the rational
domination of nature as early as 1926.7 Similar sentiments flowed
from the pen of another antagonist, Martin Heidegger, whose early
influence on Marcuse has often been cited as responsible for the
antitechnological bias allegedly to be found in his former student’s
work.” In the forties, conservative writers from totally different tra-
ditions also launched heated attacks against instrumental rationality
and its effects. Michael Oakeshott’s influential essay “Rationalism in
Politics” 76 appeared in the same year as Dialectic of the Enlighten-
ment and Eclipse of Reason.

What distanced the Frankfurt School from some of these writers
was, as we have seen, its members’ insistence on the varieties of rea~
son, one of which might avoid the clash with nature. What distin-
guished their view from others was their refusal to accept the possi-
bility that this type of substantive reason might be immediately
realized in social terms. Nonantagonistic reason was always a hope,
but one whose existence, albeit through negation of the status quo,
prevented the uncritical apotheosis of nature. In Eclipse of Reason
Horkheimer devoted a chapter to a demonstration of the intimate re-
lationship that existed between alleged “returns” to nature and in-
strumental rationality. Here the argument was simijlar to that devel-
oped in the discussion of de Sade in the Dialectic. To Horkheimer,

the revolt of natural man — in the sense of the backward strata of the popu-
lation — against the growth of rationality has actually furthered the formal-
ization of reason, and has served to fetter rather than to free nature. In this
light, we might describe fascism as a satanic synthesis of reason and nature
— the very opposite of that reconciliation of the two poles that philosophy
has always dreamed of.”

Symptomatic of the connection between the revolt of nature and
domination was Darwinism, at least in its social guise. To Hork-
heimer, Social Darwinism had reversed the potential for reconcilia-
tion inherent in Darwin’s initial insight into man’s oneness with na-
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ture. Instead, “the concept of the survival of the fittest was merely
the translation of the concepts of formalized reason into the vernacu-
lar of natural history.” 7® Not surprisingly, he pointed to pragmatism,
one of his consistent bétes noires, as an offshoot of Darwinism.”™ Ben-
jamin in his article on Eduard Fuchs had already established the re-
lationship between Darwinian evolutionism and the shallow opti-
mism of Bernsteinian socialists.3 This type of reconciliation of
reason and nature, which really reduced the former to an organ of
the latter, was no solution. Regression to pre-Enlightenment “natu-
ralism” was an obvious fallacy with sinister results. “The sole way of
assisting nature,” Horkheimer suggested, “is to unshackle its seeming
opposite, independent thought.” 8!

“Independent thought,” of course, did not mean a return to pre-
Marxist notions of totally autonomous speculation. In Eclipse of
Reason Horkheimer explicitly rejected attempts to revive earlier
metaphysical systems. Neo-Thomism, which in the late forties was
enjoying an upsurge of interest, served as the major target of his at-
tack. The neo-Thomist search for absolute dogmas he dismissed as
an attempt to overcome relativism by fiat. Its advocates’ desire to
make Aquinas’s teachings relevant in the modern world he ridiculed
as conformist and affirmative. To Horkheimer, neo-Thomism was
fundamentally akin to pragmatism in its neglect of negation. “The
failure of Thomism,” he charged, “lies in its ready acquiescence to
pragmatic aims rather than in its lack of practicability. When a doc-
trine hypostatizes an isolated principle that excludes negation, it is
paradoxically predisposing itself to conformism.” # The innate de-
fect of Thomism, as of all positivist systems, “lies in its making truth
and goodness identical with reality.” 8

Another popular attempt at “independent thought™ that appeared
after the war was the existentialist movement. Well before its faddish
success, the Institut had been antagonistic towards thinkers who
would later be considered its leading spokesmen. Adorno’s critique
of Kierkegaard was the most extensive attack, but Horkheimer had
written unsympathetically of Jaspers,® and Marcuse, after joining
the Institut, had come to criticize Heidegger’s work,% as well as the
political existentialism of Carl Schmitt.®6 After the war, the most im-
portant statement of the movement was Sartre’s Being and Nothing-
ness. When it came to Horkheimer’s attention in 1946, he wrote to
Lowenthal:

After having a good taste of Sartre I am deeply convinced that it is our duty
to have our book published as soon as possible. Despite my inner resist-
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ance, I have read a great part of Sartre. . . . This is a new kind of philo-
sophical mass literature. . . . From a philosophical point of view, the most
amazing phenomenon is indeed the naive reification of dialectical concepts.
. . . The dialectical finesse and complexity of thought has been turned into
a glittering machinery of metal. Words like “I'étre en soi” and “I'dtre pour
soi” function as kinds of pistons. The fetishistic handling of categories ap-
pears even in the form of printing, with its enervating and intolerable use of
italics. All the concepts are termini technici in the literal sense of the word.®” -

In Eclipse of Reason, however, no mention of existentialism was
made. The task of demolition was left to Marcuse in the only article
he published during his tenure with the State Department after the
war.% Marcuse’s assessment of Being and Nothingness was scarcely
less critical than Horkheimer’s. In several ways, his arguments antici-
pated Sartre’s own self-criticism of later years.® To Marcuse, Sartre
had erroneously made absurdity into an ontological rather than a
historical condition. As a result, he fell back into an idealistic inter-
nalization of freedom as something opposed to the outside, heter-
onomous world. Despite his avowed revolutionary intentions, his
politics and his philosophy were totally at odds. By locating freedom
in the pour-soi (being-for-itself, a version of Hegel’s fiir-sich) and
denying that the pour-soi could become en-soi (being-in-itself, or an-
sich), Sartre severed subjectivity from objectivity in a way that de-
nied reconciliation even as a utopian possibility. Moreover, by over-
emphasizing the freedom of the subject and ignoring the constraints
produced by his historical condition, Sartre had become an unwit-
ting apologist for the status quo. Arguing as Sartre did that men
chose their fate, even if it was a horrible one, was monstrous:

If philosophy, by virtue of its existential-ontological concepts of man or
freedom, is capable of demonstrating that the persecuted Jew and the vic-
tim of the executioner are and remain absolutely free and masters of a self-
responsible choice, then these philosophical concepts have declined to the
level of a mere ideology which offers itself as a most handy justification for
the persecutors and executioners.®

To Marcuse, the entire project of an “existentialist” philosophy
without an a priori idea of essence was impossible. This Sartre’s own
work demonstrated against its intentions: the pour-soi, with its per-
fect freedom, was a normative description of man in his generic
state, not in his empirical condition. By absorbirng negation into this
affirmative view of human nature, Sartre had lost the dialectical ten-
sion of essentialist philosophies. In fact, his concept of the pour-soi as
constant action and self-creation had a specifically affirmative func-
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tion in bourgeois society. “Beyond the nihilistic language of existen-
tialism,” Marcuse charged, “lurks the ideology of free competition,
free initiative, and equal opportunity.” %! Sartre’s subject, which re-
sembled Stirner’s anarchistic ego, was very much in the Enlighten-
ment tradition of the domination of nature.®?

The only element of Being and Nothingness to which Marcuse
gave grudging approval was Sartre’s discussion of sexuality. As Paul
Robinson has pointed out,”® Marcuse’s interest in this question was a
way-station to his later involvement with Freud. It also referred to
arguments he had made a decade before in the Zeirschrifi.% What
struck Marcuse in Sartre’s treatment of sexuality was the “negation
of the negation” implicit in sexual desire, which when carried to an
extreme negated the activity of the pour-soi. In sexuality, the body
tended to become a completely reified, passive object controlled
solely by the pleasure principle rather than by the dominant reality
principle. As early as 1937 Marcuse had written:

when the body has completely become an object, a beautiful thing, it can
foreshadow a new happiness. In suffering the most extreme reification man
triumphs over reification. The artistry of the beautiful body, its effortless
agility and relaxation, which can be displayed today only in the circus,
vaudeville, and burlesque, herald the joy to which men will attain in being
liberated from the ideal, once mankind, having become a true subject, suc-
-ceeds in the mastery of matter.%’

Although no longer talking in terms of the “mastery of matter,”
Marcuse. continued to feel that the passive freedom of total sexual
reification negated the existentialist reduction of freedom to the ac-
tivity of the aggressive pour-soi. This, in fact, offered greater insight
into the potential transformation of society than Sartre’s clumsy at-
tempts to derive a radical politics from his philosophy.’ The nega-
tion of the pour-soi — which seemed to operate according to what
Marcuse would later call “the performance principle” 97 — suggested
a kind of reconciliation with nature, although it was of course only a
partial step in that direction. Complete reification meant the nega-
tion not only of the dominating aspects of the ego, but also its non-
dominating ones as well. This was a reality that concerned Hork-
heimer and Adorno in their own treatment of the reification of the
body in Dialectic of the Enlightenment.®

It might be argued that the Frankfurt School’s most pressing fear
in the postwar era was the obliteration of just those elements of sub-
jectivity. As we have seen in looking at the Institut’s treatment of
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mass culture and its empirical work on authoritarian personalities,
the existence of genuine individuality was declining at an alarming
rate. The Institut did not, of course, wish to revive the old bourgeois
individual with his dominating ego, but it did feel that in some ways
his replacement by manipulated mass men meant a loss of freedom.
As Adorno had written to Benjamin,” the “individual” was a
Durchgangsinstrument, an instrument of passage, which could not be
mythicized away, but had to be preserved in a higher synthesis in-
stead. The bourgeois individual, defined as he was in opposition to
the totality, was not fully free. As we have noted on previous occa-
sions, the goal of positive freedom implicitly upheld by the Frankfurt
School was grounded in the unification of particular and universal
interests. But, on the other hand, negative freedom was a moment in
that dialectical totality. The bourgeois subject was thus both free and
unfree at the same time. In the forced identity of mass man with the
social totality, however, there was no freedom at all. At least earlier
bourgeois society had contained tangible contradictions that pre-
served negations of its dominant tendencies. Egoism, it will be re-
called, had been defended by Horkheimer for its recognition of the
moment of individual happiness preserved in the genuine reconcilia-
tion of contradictions. Marcuse had made similar arguments in his
qualified defense of hedonistic philosophies.

Now it appeared that the very existence of contradictions, or at
least the consciousness of their existence, was in jeopardy, even
though capitalism had not been superseded by socialism.!® In what
Marcuse was later to make famous as “one-dimensional” society, the
redeeming power of negation was almost totally absent. What was
left in its place was a cruel parody of the dream of positive freedom.
The Enlightenment, which had sought to liberate man, had ironically
served to enslave him with far more effective means than ever before.
Without a clear mandate for action, the only course open to those
who could still escape the numbing power of the culture industry was
to preserve and cultivate the vestiges of negation that still remained.
“Philosophical theory itself cannot bring it about that either the bar-
barizing tendency or the humanistic outlook should prevail in the fu-
ture,” Horkheimer warned. “However, by doing justice to those im-
ages and ideas that at given times dominated reality in the role of
absolutes — e.g., the idea of the individual as it dominated the bour-
geois era — and that have been relegated in the course of history,
philosophy can function as a corrective of history, so to speak.” 10!

This was the task that Adorno set himself in his most personal and
idiosyncratic book, Minima Moralia, which was written in bits and
pieces throughout the forties and published in 1951. Its fragmented,
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aphoristic style was no accident: to Adorno negation and the truth it
precariously preserved could be expressed only in tentative, incom-
plete ways. Here Critical Theory’s fundamental distrust of systema-
tizing was carried to its extreme. The location of philosophical in-
sight was no longer to be found in abstract, coherent, architectonic
systems, as in Hegel’s day, but rather in subjective, private reflection.
In his introduction, Adorno emphasized how far he thought philoso-
phy had come since Hegel, who in his more generous moments had
tolerated aphorisms as ‘“conversation.” 192 Hegel, consistently at-
tackmg the fiir-sich sein of subjectivity as inadequate, had made one
major error. He had hypostatized the bourgeois individual and civil
society of his day as irreducible realities. This permitted him to pay as
much attention as he did to the totality. Since his time, however, their
vulnerability had been amply demonstrated. By the mid-twentieth
century the forces of the social totality were so great that subjectiv-
ity, bourgeois or otherwise, was in mortal danger. “In the face of to-
talitarian unity,” Adorno wrote, “which cries out for the elimination
of differences directly as meaning [welche die Ausmerzung der Dif-
ferenz unmittelbar als Sinn ausschreit], something of the liberating so-
cial forces may even have converged in the sphere of the individual.
Critical Theory lingers there without a bad conscience.” 13 In short,
as Adorno wrote in one of his most often quoted epigrams, Das
Ganze ist das Unwahre,'® “the whole is the untrue.”

Accordingly, the bulk of Minima Moralia consisted of oblique dis-
tillations of Adorno’s own experiences, reflections, as he put it in the
book’s subtitle, of a “damaged life.” As in all of the Frankfurt
School’s work, traditional philosophical pigeonholes such as episte-
mology or ethics were transcended “Intelligence,” Adorno wrote
elsewhere at about the same time, “is a moral category. The separa-
tion of feeling from understanding, which makes it possible for the”
moron to speak freely and blissfully, hypostatizes the historically cre-
ated separation of men according to function.” 19 Philosophy there-
fore must return to its original intention: “the teaching of the correct
life.” 196 Under present conditions, however, it must remain a “mel-
ancholy science,” rather than a “joyful” one, as Nietzsche had
hoped, because of the slim chances for its success. Above all, it must
disturb rather than comfort: “the splinter in your eye is the best
magnifying glass.” 197

At the end of his effort, in the last aphorism of the book, Adorno
showed how far he had come from a belief in the possible realization
of the hope for final reconciliation. The terms he chose to use were
now self-consciously theological. Philosophy can once again become
responsible, he suggested, through the “effort to regard all things as
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the way they would represent themselves from the standpoint of sal-
vation [Erldsung]. Knowledge has no other light than that which
shines from salvation on the world; all others exhaust themselves in
post facto construction and remain a part of technology.” 1% Where
Adorno drew back, however, was from suggesting that salvation or
redemption might be actually achieved. In other words, he denied
the possibility of realizing the absolute without at the same time ne-
gating the reality of the finite and contingent. Thought, he paradoxi-
cally asserted, must comprehend this impossibility for the sake of
what was in fact possible: “Against the challenge which emanates
from this realization, the question of the reality or unreality of salva-
tion itself is almost immaterial.” 199

Shortly before his death, Benjamin had written that “our image of
happiness is indissolubly bound up with the image of redemption.
- - . Like every generation that preceded us, we have been endowed
with a weak messianic power.” " In Minima Moralia Adorno
seemed to agree with the connection between redemption and happi-
ness, but denied even a weakened messianic power to his age. Posi-
tive freedom and the genuine reconciliation it promised, he implied,
were perpetually utopian hopes incapable of earthly realization. The
negation of the negation, that dream of alienation returning to itself
which motivated both Hegel and Marx, must remain frustrated. The
dialectic, as the title of one of his subsequent books indicated, could
be only negative.!'! Horkheimer’s -later expression of interest in
Schopenhauer confirmed this turn in Critical Theory’s focus. When
Horkheimer wrote that “to stand up for the temporal against merci-
less eternity is'morality in Schopenhauer’s sense,” 112 he was merely
seconding Adorno’s observation in Minima Moralia that the de-
mands of the totality could not be met without the destruction of the
“finite and contingent.

At the same time, of course, the Frankfurt School continued to
hold that utopian hopes, although never fully realizable, must be
maintained. Paradoxically, only such hopes could prevent history
from returning to mythology. As Horkheimer wrote to Lowenthal in
1943 about the Nazis’ historical sense:

Their concept of history boils down to the veneration of monuments. There
is no such thing as history without that utopian element which, as you point
out, is lacking in them. Fascism, by its very exaltation of the past, is anti-
historical. The Nazis’ references to history mean only that the powerful
must rule and that there is no emancipation from the eternal laws which
guide humanity. When they say history, they mean its very opposite:
mythology.!3
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In so arguing, the Frankfurt School put itself in a long line of think-
ers whose utopian visions were less blueprints for action than sources
of critical distance from the gravitational pull of the prevailing
reality.!

It was this subtle, but crucial, transformation of the Institut’s theo-
retical intentions in the forties that was the major reason for the sec-
ond discontinuity mentioned earlier. With the shifting of the In-
stitut’s emphasis away from class struggle to the conflict between
man and nature, the possibility of a historical subject capable of ush-
ering in the revolutionary age disappeared. That imperative for
praxis, so much a part of what some might call the Institut’s heroic
period, was no longer an integral part of its thought. Adorno’s much
quoted remark made shortly before his death in 1969, that “when I
made my theoretical model, I could not have guessed that pecple
would try to realize it with Molotov cocktails,” !!5 was not the lament
of a man who had misgauged the practical implications of his
thought. It reflected instead a fundamental conclusion of the theory
itself: negation could never be truly negated. By Minima Moralia,
and perhaps before, Adorno had accepted the melancholy reality
that “philosophy which once seemed outmoded is now alive because
the moment of its realization has been missed.” 116

What type of praxis might still be pursued was by no means clear.
As Horkheimer had warned in Eclipse of Reason, rationality pro-
vided no guidelines for political activity. The radicalizing of Critical
" Theory had increased its distance from what was generally accepted
as radical praxis. Yet the Frankfurt School never really retreated into
liberalism or conservatism as a compelling alternative. Preserving
nonidentity and negation seemed to imply liberal plurahsm but the
Institut distrusted the reality of competing groups in mass society. In
other ways as well, its position was at odds with liberalism, which
was very much the child of the Enlightenment. Incremental progress,
technical mastery of nature, tolerance as an end in itself, all liberal .
faiths, were unacceptable to Horkheimer and his colleagues. So too
were the irrational premises of a Burkean conservatism, despite the
fact that some of its modern exponents, like Michael Oakeshott, at-
tacked instrumental rationalism with similar fervor. Nor were the
affirmative bromides of right-wing Hegelian conservatives, with their
belief in the inherent rationality of the existing world, very attractive.
In fact, Critical Theory was now incapable of suggesting a critical
praxis. The inherent tension in the concept of positive freedom had
become too powerful to ignore. The union of freedom as reason and
as self-realizing action was split asunder. The Frankfurt School, fol-
lowing its initial instincts, could only choose teason, even in the
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muted, negative form in which it might be found in the administered
nightmare of the twentieth century. Theory, Horkheimer and the
others seemed to be saying, was the only form of praxis still open to
honest men.!V7 ‘



Epilogue

In the spring of 1946, Lowenthal reported to Horkheimer some en-
couraging news from Germany:

Josef Maier [a former student of the Institut and the husband of Alice
Maier, then the administrative head of the New York branch] wrote in a let-
ter to his wife that the better students and intellectuals in Germany are
more interested in getting our writings than in getting food. And you know
what that means. He thinks that all the universities would like to have the
-Zeitschrift if they could get it.!

The audience for whom the Frankfurt School had so long insisted on
writing in German was beginning to materialize. Several months
after Maier’s letter, the Institut was approached by members of the
Frankfurt community, Ministerial Advisor Klingelhdfer, University
Rector Hallstein, and Dean Sauermann, with the first concrete offer
to return to the city of its origin.?

For the time being, Horkheimer was reluctant to respond posi-
tively. The Studies in Prejudice were not yet completed, and the In-
stitut’s commitments in America for the next few years were great
enough to postpone an immediate decision. By April, 1947, however,
there were signs that Horkheimer had begun to weaken. If there was
to be a study of the effects of American antiprejudice programs on
Germans, he wrote Lowenthal,? a branch in Frankfurt could be use-
ful. Moreover, the Institut might teach American social scientific
techniques to German students, thereby combatting the overly spec-
ulative bias of traditional German academics. No mention was made
at this time of moving the actual center of the Institut back. In fact,
possible affiliations with universities in the Los Angeles area were
being considered as late as August, 1947.%

In the spring of the following year Horkheimer made his first visit
to Germany since his hurried departure in 1933. Invited to partici-
pate in ceremonies commemorating the hundredth anniversary of
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_the Frankfurt Parliament, he was warmly greeted as the guest of the
city and gave a series of well-received lectures at the university. The
eagerness of Frankfurt officials to regain some of the city’s pre-Nazi
intellectual eminence by enticing the Institut back was considerable.
And ultimately, their efforts proved successful. With the encourage-
ment of American occupation officials, including High Commis-
sioner John J. McCloy, the city was able to make an offer that
Horkheimer found impossible to reject: By September he was deter-
mined to return, and wrote Klingelhofer of his decision, which was
quickly accepted. On July 13, 1949, the university chair that had
been taken away sixteen years before was restored, with the slight
change that it was now in sociology and philosophy rather than so-
cial philosophy. With Horkheimer, of course, came the Institut itself .
with its endowment and library. Its reestablishment, he would later
recall,’ was not to be understood.as acceptance of a Wiedergutma-
chung (compensation) by a repentant government, for nothing could
make good what Germany had done. It was meant instead as a ges-
ture to honor those Germans who had resisted Hitler by helping the
Jews.

~ Once back in frent of German students, Horkheimer’s decision

was quickly confirmed. “It is amazing,” he wrote Lowenthal in Feb-

ruary, “how deep and lasting an experience [of the Institut] was cre-
ated in the minds of many European intellectuals up to 1933. This
experience has not been discredited through the period of the Third
Reich. It is now our duty to corroborate and deepen it in the fu-
ture.” ¢ The eagerness of the students awoke in him an appropriately
enthusiastic response. “I have worked literally day and night in the
past two months,” he wrote in April. “The most beautiful is still the
teaching. Even during the vacation, we haven’t lost contact with the
students.” 7 Horkheimer’s lecturing virtuosity — Everett Hughes,
who was a visiting professor in Frankfurt during those years, remem-
bers him as the finest German speaker he had ever heard 8 — and his
personal warmth in seminars quickly won him a sizable student fol-
lowing. Once established, Horkheimer and those who went with him
never regretted having chosen the path of resettlement so few other
emigrés were to follow.

Why Horkheimer hesitated for several years before making what
proved to be so successful a move is not difficult to understand. Men
rarely hasten back to a place where they have suffered ostracism and
persecution. In addition, the precise status of the Institut after its re-
turn was unclear for a considerable time; an attempt to obtain UN-
ESCO sponsorship ultimately foundered in a sea of personal vendet-
tas. Moreover, despite the highly critical tone of the Institut’s”
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writings on America, the personal experiences of its members had
been generally favorable. From Nicholas Murray Butler in 1934° to
John Slawson a decade later, the Institut had received support and
encouragement from a wide variety of American sources. Like many
other refugees, the members of the Frankfurt School were pleasantly
surprised by the number of “men of good will” 1 they encountered
in the United States. In several instances, they willingly joined gov-
ernmental service during the war, out of a feeling of solidarity with
America’s common fight against Hitler. As a result, Horkheimer and
the others felt a keen reluctance to sever their ties with the country
that had been home for some fifteen years. In fact, Horkheimer

agreed to remain in Germany only after being assured that he could |

retain his naturalized citizenship. Through special legislation spon-

sored by McCloy and signed into law by President Truman in July,
1952, he was granted a continuation of his American citizenship de-
spite his return to the country of his origin.!!

What was perhaps even more distressing than the rigors of yet an-
other resettlement was the prospect that not all of the Institut’s mem-
bers would accompany him back to Germany. Of their number, only
Adorno was really anxious to leave. In later years, he would explain
his desire in these terms:

The decision to return to Germany was hardly motivated by simple subjec-
tive needs, by homesickness, as little as I can deny that. There was also an
objective reason. That is language. Not merely because one can never ex-
press as exactly in a new language what one means, with all the nuances
and the rhythms of the train of thought, as in one’s own. Rather, the Ger-
man language has a special elective affinity /Wahiverwandtschaft] to philos-
ophy, and, to be sure, to its speculative moment.12

Pollock was also willing to go, largely out of loyalty to Horkheimer
and the Institut, rather than dislike for America.

This, however, was not the case with other members of the In-
stitut’s inner circle, especially when it became clear that professor-
ships at the university could not be guaranteed. On February 8,
1946, Lowenthal had written to Horkheimer that “I find myself in a
funny dialectical position. In 1938, I was the strongest advocate of
all of us in advising to dissolve our organizational framework. Today
I see clearer-than ever the possible risks.” But when it came to imple-
menting this sentiment by actually leaving for Germany, Lowenthal
was unable to commit himself. His impending marriage to an Ameri-
can, the psychologist Marjorie Fiske, certainly contributed to his re-
luctance. In 1949 he accepted a position as director of the research
division of the Voice of America, thus ending a twenty-three-year



284 The Dialectical Imagination

tenure with the Institut. Seven years later, he joined the sociology
faculty at the Berkeley campus of the University of California.

Marcuse, whose connection with the Institut had grown increas-
ingly tenuous during the forties, chose to remain with the State De-
partment until 1950, when he returned to Columbia as a lecturer in
sociology and senior fellow at the Russian Institute. During the next
two years he also did research at the Russian Research Center at
Harvard, which led to his book Soviet Marxism.!3 In 1954 he joined
the history of ideas program at Brandeis, remaining for eleven years,
during which his underground reputation, based on Eros and Civili-
zation and One-Dimensional Man, steadily grew. By the time he left
Waltham, Massachusetts, for the University of California at San
Diego, in 1965, he was on the verge of becoming an internationally
celebrated mentor of the nascent New Left.

Otto Kirchheimer also continued to work with the government
after the war, first as research analyst in the State Department’s Divi-
sion of Research for Europe and then, from 1950 to 1955, as chief of
the division’s central European branch. For the next seven years, he
was on the graduate faculty of the Institut’s old competitor, the New
School for Social Research in New York. In 1961 he published his
massive work Political Justice. In the following year, he joined the
government department at Columbia, where he taught until his
death in 1965, a few days after his sixtieth birthday. Other former In-
stitut members also found positions at American universities: Neu-
mann at Columbia, Gerhard Meyer at the University of Chicago,
and Massing at'Rutgers, where Joseph Maier and M. I. Finley also
joined the faculty. Kurt Mandelbaum, changing his name to Martin,
ultimately became an economist in Manchester, England. Henryk
Grossman, as mentioned earlier, did return to Germany, but not
with the Institut. He went instead to the Soviet Zone, where he spent
several unhappy years in Leipzig until his death in 1950. Gurland
also returned to Germany in 1950 to teach at the Hochschule fiir
Politik in Berlin, then at the Technische Hochschule in Darmstadt.

Wittfogel’s career at this time took an important turn, which mer-
its some comment. In 1947 he had established the Chinese History
Project sponsored by the University of Washington and Columbia,
which was the final step in his extrication from the Institut. Four
years later, during the growing furor over alleged Communist infil-
tration of governmental and scholarly institutions, he was subpoe-
naed to appear in front of Senator Pat McCarran’s Internal Security
Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee.4 Wittfogel later
asserted that he went with great reluctance and that his testimony on
August 7, 1951, was his only contribution to the anti-Communist
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hysteria of those years.!> The Institut was mentioned solely as the
initial contact with the Institute of Pacific Relations, whose infiltra-
tion he discussed at some length. Julian Gumperz, who had been
cited as a Party member in the testimony of Hede Massing five days
earlier, was identified as the intermediary. The only other figure
peripherally associated with the Institut whose name appeared in
Wittfogel’s remarks was M. L. Finley, whose subsequent decision to
leave America for England was certainly influenced by the repercus-
sions of Wittfogel’s allegations. Finley’s move, it might be noted par-
enthetically, was ultimately to prove a great success, as he was given
the chair in Ancient History at Cambridge in the late 1960’s.

Wittfogel also introduced a plaintive note into his testimony when
he claimed that his scholarly contacts had dried up when he became
an avowed anti-Communist. There certainly can be no doubt that his
former colleagues at the Institut found his new position anathema,
especially because of his personal disclosures aboui previous politi-
cal allegiances. They were firmly convinced that his cooperation with
the witch hunters went well beyond the one day in front of the
McCarran Committee, despite his angry assertions to the contrary.
Wherever the truth may lie, Wittfogel became persona non grata to
the Frankfurt School from that time on, as he did to many other lib-
erally minded academics in this country. Whereas Horkheimer was
disappointed about the decisions of certain Institut members to re-
main in America, he had no regrets about Wittfogel’s choice.

The Institut thus returned to Frankfurt with a much diminished
staff. Its support, nonetheless, was considerable. In June, 1949, a pe- -
tition was circulated to urge its reopening. The list of signatories was
highly impressive, an indication of the esteem in which the Institut
was held by many of its scholarly colleagues. Among the names were
Gordon Allport, Raymond Aron, G. D. H. Cole, G. P. Gooch, Mor-
ris Ginsbérg, Eugen Kogon, Paul Lazarsfeld, Robert Lynd, Talcott
Parsons, Paul Tillich, Robert Maclver, and James T. Shotwell. “The
function of the revived Frankfurt branch,” the petition read in part,
“would be two-fold: the planning and conduct of research projects,
and perhaps more significant, the instruction of a new generation of
German students in modern developments in-social science.” !¢ Fi-
nancial support came from a number of sources. The McCloy Funds
supplied 236,000 Marks, half the necessary total for the reestablish-
ment. The Gesellschaft fiir Sozialforschung, the guardian of the In-
stitut’s endowment, gave all that it had left, which amounted to one-
third more, and the rest came from the city of Frankfurt and private
donors. Felix Weil, it might be added parenthetically, was no longer
able to lend his support, due to the inflation in Argentina."
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In August, 1950, with Adorno as assistant director — five years
later, he was raised to Horkheimer’s level as codirector — the Insti-
tut began work in rooms at the Kuratorium on the Senckenbergan-
lage and in the salvaged remains of the bombed-out building next
door, which had been the Institut’s original home.!* On November
14 of the following year, a new building was dedicated on the same
street not far from the site of its predecessor. Alois Geifer, its archi-
tect, designed a spare, functional building reminiscent of the Newe
Sachlichkeit style of Franz Réckle’s earlier effort. The distinguished
sociologists René Ko6nig and Leopold von Wiese spoke at the open-
ing ceremony, as did Felix Weil. Appropriately, the music that began
the proceedings was by Schonberg. The “Café Max,” as the Institut
became colloquially known among its new students, was once again
fully in operation. The new nickname was a reference not merely to
Max Horkheimer, but also to the Institut’s prewar reputation as the
“Café Marx.” The dropping of the “r” symbolized the shift away
from radicalism during the Institut’s American period. Significantly,
among its first tasks was the translation of several of the Studies in
Prejudice into German. Although the Zeitschrifi was not revived, the
Institut soon began to publish a series of Frankfurter Beitrige zur So-
ziologie, whose first volume was a Festschrift for Horkheimer on his
sixtieth birthday.!?

During the first few years back, Horkheimer was occupied largely
with the reorganization of the Institut and with academic affairs at
the university.?% In 1950 he was elected dean of the philosophy de-

-partment and in November of the following year, at the age of fifty-
six, was chosen as university rector.2! Werner Richter, who had been
made rector of Bonn a week earlier, was the first naturalized Ameri-

~ can to become head of a German university; Horkheimer was the
second. Perhaps more symbolic still, he was the first Jew to achieve
that post after the war. In 1952 he was selected for another twelve-
month term. When his tenure ended, he was given the Goethe Prize,
the highest honor bestowed by the city of Frankfurt. Seven years
later, after his retirement to Switzerland, the city made him an
honorary citizen for life.

Horkheimer’s ties to- America, however, continued to remain
strong. The Institut’s branch in New York, although inactive
through the next two decades, was maintained with Alice Maier as
its caretaker. Horkheimer himself served as foreign consultant to the
Library of Congress, for which he prepared a Survey of the Social Sci-
ences in Western Germany.2 In 1954, he returned for a short time to
the United States to become a part-time faculty member of the Uni-
versity of Chicago, to which he periodically returned for the next five
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years. Adorno, however, remained-in Frankfurt and never returned
to America after his brief time with the Hacker Foundation in Los
Angeles in 1953. When Horkheimer and Pollock retired in 1958 to
the Swiss town of Montagnola, where they built adjoining homes
overlooking Lake Lugano, Adorno assumed the directorship of the
Institut. Both Horkheimer and Pollock continued to have an active
interest in Institut affairs well into the 1960’s, even after new men
like Rudolf Gunzert, who headed the Institut’s statistical wing, and
Ludwig von Friedeburg, who directed its empirical work, began to
assume more of the administrative duties. Horkheimer also wrote, al-
though at a somewhat slower pace than before. His newer essays
were included with Alfred Schmidt’s translation of Eclipse of Reason
in Kritik der instrumentellen Vernunfi, which appeared in 1967.
Efforts to persuade him to republish his essays in the Zeitschrift,
however, met with initial failure. In June, 1965, he wrote a letter to
the S. Fischer Verlag explaining his reluctance in terms of the
changed circumstances under which he had written the essays; their
content, he argued, might well be misunderstood today as a result.?
But in 1968 he finally relented, and the long-awaited republication
took place in two volumes called Kritische Theorie. Their appearance
was one of the primary stimuli to the interest in the earlier period of
the Institut’s history among whose results is the present study.

To present more than this highly schematic synopsis of the In-
stitut’s history and that of its central member after the return to Ger-
many is not possible now. Similarly, a serious discussion of the ex-
tensive corpus of work published by Adorno from the early fifties
until his death in the summer of 1969 must await another time.?* So
too must an analysis of Marcuse’s influential transmission of the
Frankfurt School’s work to a new American audience in the 1960’s.2?
By limiting ourselves to the period before 1950, we regrettably must
neglect the time of the Institut’s greatest impact. We have instead
chosen to concentrate on the years of its highest creativity, which
were lived in exile in America.

In fact, it might be argued that one of the conditions of that crea-
tive fecundity was precisely the relative isolation of the Frankfurt
School during those years. After his resettlement in the early fifties,
' Horkheimer was lionized by a Frankfurt community grateful for the
recapture of at least one survivor of Weimar culture. He rubbed
shoulders with Konrad Adenauer and made frequent appearances
on radio and television, and in the press.26 The days when he could
write to Lowenthal that “beyond the three or four of us there are cer-
tainly other hearts and brains that feel similarly to ours, but we can-
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not see them, and perhaps they are prevented from expressing them-
selves” 27 were clearly over.

With recognition and public acclaim came a gradual erosion of
the Institut’s critical edge, which had been reinforced by its earlier
outsider status. The sense of a distinct “Frankfurt School” with all
the inherent rigidity that implied began to crystallize. “To be true to
Schénberg,” Adorno had written, “is to warn against all twelve-tone
schools.” % To be true to the original spirit of Critical Theory, the In-
stitut’s critics would argue,® was to be wary of the reification of the
“Frankfurt School.” Moreover, what further dismayed the Institut’s
younger, more radical adherents was the ideological repercussions of
this change. The Cold War spirit that Horkheimer and the others
had struggled so hard to combat in the forties began gradually to
filter into their pronouncements in the fifties and sixties.’® A widen-
ing gulf began to separate Horkheimer and Adorno from Marcuse,
whose political inclinations remained firmly to the left. No public ac-
knowledgment of the rift was made because of the personal ties that
still obtained, but private disagreements were keen. When Marcuse
came to prominence, it was not as the head of a major American uni-
versity accompanied by the chief of state. In fact, public recognition
of his connection with the Frankfurt School was itself minimal,
Without an institutional tie beyond that of faculty member at a num-
ber of American universities, he was unaffected by the need to pre-
sent a “responsible” face to an expectant public. To attribute Mar-
cuse’s divergence from his former colleagues solely, or even
primarily, to this factor would of course be overstated, but probably
it had some effect. :

To point to the institutional coherence of the Frankfurt School
after 1950 as important is not to imply that it had lacked such coher-
ence throughout its history. As Edward Shils has noted,3! one of the
key factors promoting its influence, at least as compared with more
isolated figures such as Karl Mannheim, was its unbroken institu-
tional continuity for almost a half century. Horkheimer, for all his
avowed dislike of the pedestrian tasks of administration, was a
shrewd organizer of men and skilled securer of financial support.
Pollock, the trained economist who ran the Institut’s administrative
affairs, was said only half in Jest to be less adept at managing its
funds than Horkheimer, the philosopher.’2 One former associate,
Paul Lazarsfeld, himself a highly skilled “managerial scholar,” 33 has
acknowledged the possession of similar, although not as explicit,
qualities by Horkheimer.3 The Institut’s stubborn maintenance of its
collective identity through a series of successive dislocations must be
attributed in large measure to Horkheimer's complex personality, in-
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tellectual power, and practical organizational instincts. “You have
no idea,” Pollock once remarked, “how many things in the history of
the Institut and the writings of its members stem from Horkheimer.
Without him, all of us would have probably developed in a different
way.” 3 When persuasion failed, as in the case of Fromm and Neu-
mann, Horkheimer was willing to see the intransigent opponent
cased out of Institut affairs, rather than allow a prolonged difference
of opinion to persist. Paul Massing, in describing the loyalty of an-
other member of the Institut to Horkheimer, was moved to quote
lines from Schiller’s Wallenstein, roughly translatable as “since it was
not given to me to be his equal, I have decided to love him without
bounds.” % Although it would certainly be unjust to reduce the other
members of the Institut’s inner circle to no more than satellites
around Horkheimer, his predominance was generally unchallenged.
Of all his colleagues, only Adorno seemed to exert as much influence
on him as he exerted in return.

What set the Institut in America apart from the Institut in its sec-
ond Frankfurt incarnation was thus not its organizational coherence
as such. Rather, it was the role which that organization played in the
Institut’s interaction with its social and intellectual milieu. In the
United States, it functioned to keep Horkheimer and his colleagues
insulated to a significant degree from the outside world. Financially
independent, at least as far as its theoretical work was concerned,
and off by itself in the building on 117th Street, the Institut could
continue to produce with little external pressure or interference. Its
calculated decision to write in German meant, among other things,
the impossibility of a large American following. Although a number
of native-born students, such as Benjamin Nelson and M. L. Finley,
were trained by the Institut on Morningside Heights, no real “Frank-
furt School” developed on these shores. The Institut’s outsider sta-
tus, despite its connections with such prestigious benefactors as Co-
lumbia University and the American Jewish Committee, was thus
secure.

The costs this entailed were obvious. Although often in some con-
tact with the regular faculty at Columbia, the Frankfurt School re-
mained generally outside the mainstream of American academic life.
This allowed it to make assumptions, such as the equation of prag-
matism with positivism, that lacked complete validity. It also cut the
Institut off from potential allies in the American intellectual tradi-
tion, such as George Herbert Mead.’” And finally, it unintentionally
allowed the American public to form unbalanced opinions of its
work based on those samples that were published.in English.

The reasons why the Institut deliberately rejected the assimilation
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so many other refugees eagerly sought are complex. The Institut, it
should be remembered, was originally staffed by men whose political
involvement, although to different degrees in different cases, was on
the fringes of Weimar radicalism. Despite the party affiliation of a
few of its early adherents, the Institut as a whole was free from any
ties to a regular political organization. In-addition, from the begin-
ning it was self-consciously distant from the normal German aca-
demic hierarchy, despite its loose connection with Frankfurt Univer-
sity. And finally, although its members were usually from assimilated
Jewish families — here Fromm with his more orthodox background
was the primary exception — they were still Jews whose marginality
in German society was never fully overcome. In short, unlike many
other exiles to America, the Frankfurt School had been somewhat of
an outsider group before being forced to leave Germany.

Not surprisingly, the trauma of the Nazi take-over served to rein-
force the Institut’s alienated status. Symbolically, at one time or an-
other many of its members were compelled to use pseudonyms:
Horkheimer was “Heinrich Regius”; Adorno, “Hektor Rottweiler”;
Benjamin, “Detlef Holz” and “C. Conrad”;- Wittfogel, “Klaus Hin-
richs,” or “Carl Peterson”; Kirchheimer, “Heinrich Seitz”; Massing,
“Karl Billinger”; Borkenau, “Fritz Jungmann”; and Kurt Mandel-
baum, “Kurt Baumann.” More seriously, the lives of men connected
in various ways with the Institut were snuffed out by the Nazis.
Among those lost were Andries Sternheim, Karl Landauer, Paul
Ludwig Landsberg, and indirectly, Walter Benjamin. Others such as
Wittfogel and Massing had seen the insides of concentration camps,
but were fortunate enough to have been liberated before the camps,
or ones like them,” were turned into annihilation centers. There is
thus little reason to question the source of the continued uncertainty
of the Institut’s members about their sécurity for a number of years
after they migrated to America. And with this uncertainty came
the Institut’s turning inward. As late as 1946, Horkheimer could.
include the following quotation from Edgar Allan Poe in a letter to
Lowenthal:

In like manner, nothing can be clearer than that a very generous spirit —
truly feeling what all merely profess — must inevitably find itself miscon-
ceived in every direction — its motives misinterpreted. Just as extremeness
of intelligence would be thought fatuity, so excess of chivalry could not fail
of being looked upon as meanness in its last degree: — and so on with other
virtues. This subject is a painful one indeed. That individuals have so soared
above the plane of their race, is scarcely to be questioned; but, in looking
back through history for traces of their existence, we should pass over all bi- .
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ographies of “the good and the great,” while we search carefully the slight
records of wretches who died in prison, in Bedlam, or upon the gallows.

And then he added: “During the last years I have never read any
sentences which were closer to our own thoughts than these.” 38

After the return to Frankfurt, however, all this had changed. One
of the purposes motivating the decision had been the effect the Insti-
tut might have on a new generation of German students. This meant
a much greater participation’in the normal academic life of the uni-
versity community in which it was located. Instead of developing in
relative isolation, the Frankfurt School was now one of the major
currents of German sociological and philosophical thought. Instead
of being ignored, its theoretical work was the source of an intense
dispute, whose magnitude, as previously mentioned, rivaled the
Methodenstreit (methodological dispute) that had split German social
thought half a century earlier. Without the linguistic barrier that pre-
cluded the widespread dissemination of the Institut’s ideas, their
stimulus was felt as never before. Even that most conservative of so-
cial sciences, the discipline of history, was influenced by Critical
Theory.?® Against the spare intellectual landscape of postwar Ger-
many, the Frankfurt School stood -out even more strikingly than it
might have if conditions had been similar to those prevailing in Wei-
mar. In short, after 1950 the Frankfurt School’s institutional embodi-
ment served as a positive mediator between the ideas of its members
and the society at large. In the place of insularity, it provided a plat-
form for the propagatlon of Critical Theory as it developed in its new
context.

It is not our purpose to dwell on the partial reintegration of the
Institut after its return to Frankfurt, but rather to emphasize the
contrast that this situation presented with its isolated status during
the American years. Without drawing unnecessarily direct connec-
tions between the content of Critical Theory and the experiences of
its creators, it must still be noted that the Frankfurt School’s stress
on negation, nonidentity, and the need, in a frequently used phrase,
nicht mitzumachen (not to join in) was consonant:with those expe-
riences.

To suggest this, however, for the purposes of debunking would be
a vain exercise, for the Frankfurt School apparently dréw the same
conclusions. Adorno’s Minima Moralia, with its reduction of philoso-
phy to “reflections of a damaged life,” expressed this unequivocally.
The Institut never accepted Mannheim’s glorification of the “free-
floating intelligentsia.” “The answer to Mannheim’s reverence for
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the intelligentsia as ‘free-floating,” ” Adorno wrote, “is to be found
not in the reactionary postulate of its ‘rootedness in Being’ but rather
in the reminder that the very intelligentsia that pretends to float
freely is fundamentally rooted in the very being that must .be
changed and which it merely pretends to criticize.” 40

The Institut’s zealous preservation of its outsider status was rooted
in the recognition that such a position was in some way a precondi-
tion for the maintenance of a truly critical posture in its theoretical
work. This meant, however, autonomy not only from normal poli-
tics, academic establishments, and mass culture, but also from any
social forces claiming to embody negation. Unlike more orthodox
Marxists, the Frankfurt School never felt that the personal interac-
tion of workers and intellectuals would be beneficial to either. As
early as “Traditional and Critical Theory” in 1937, Horkheimer had
denied the necessary connection between radical theory and the pro-
letariat, arguing instead for an alliance with all “progressive” forces
willing “to tell the truth.” 4! By 1951, Adorno had ruled out the pos-
sibility of any collectivity being on the side of truth and located the
residue of those progressive social forces in the critical individual. In
later years, this led to a denial that student radicals or other nascent
“negative” groups were legitimate social forces on the side of true
change. After 1950, the Institut may have been reintegrated, but it
was. not with those groups with whom its members had identified in
its earliest stages or with their self-styled successors. Despite their
scorn for Mannheim’s ideas about free-floating intellectuals, the
Frankfurt School’s members came increasingly to resemble his
model.

To explain the Institut’s work solely in terms of its members’ per-
sonal experiences of estrangement would of course be insufficient.
For if the Frankfurt School was alienated from its present cultural
surroundings, it still had vital ties to a specific historical tradition. In
1938 Benjamin had written: “The workers of the Institut fiir Sozial-
forschung converge ‘in a critique of bourgeois consciousness. This
critique takes place not from without, but as self-criticism.” % De-
spite the early enthusiasm of Horkheimer and his friends for social-
ism, they were incontrovertibly the sons of upper bourgeois families.
In a certain sense they shared the antibourgeois sentiments of many
of their middle-class contemporaries. However, instead of following
the classic lineage most clearly expressed in Mann’s Buddenbrooks
— the first generation making the money, the second consolidating
the social position, and the third withdrawing into aesthetic malaise
— they followed a somewhat different pattern. In their cases, intel-
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lectual iconoclasm combined with a sense of social responsibility di-
rectly succeeded the acquisition of wealth. Without the intervening
generation of social respectability, they were less compelled to assert
their independence through rebellious life-styles than other antibour-
geois sons of the bourgeoisie. Avoiding the extravagances of the ex-
pressionist generation, whose moment in history came immediately
before theirs, Horkheimer and the others channeled all their critical
energies into the relatively impersonal realm of social thought. Ex-
cept for the loss of an early religiosity on the part of Fromm and
Lowenthal, they seem to have escaped what later was to be called an
identity crisis. The characteristic expressionist Wandlung (transfor-
mation), most clearly demonstrated in the Ernst Toller play of the
same name, was not a phase through which they passed. Keeping
their distance from the daily absurdities of Weimar and then Ameri-
can life, they were also able to avoid the bitterness and bile that
characterized other left-wing intellectuals closer to these occur-
rences, such as Kurt Tucholsky. For outsiders, they lived in compar-
ative comfort through all their peregrinations. Benjamin, the Institut
figure whose life was most marred by misfortune, might well have ex-
pressed resentment in his writings, if it had not been for the strict dis-
sociation of life and work that was a strange element in his make-
up.®* The others reacted to their insecurities by tightening their hold
on the upper bourgeois life-style in which they had been immersed
since birth. ,

The members of the Institut not only maintained this life-style, but
also remained true to some extent to the comparable cultural values.
There were, in fact, certain striking similarities between their atti-
tudes and those of the German educated elite whose fortunes Fritz
Ringer has recently traced in The Decline of the German Mandarins.*
The Institut, of course, had been founded to counteract the effects of
what Griinberg had called Mandarinanstalten® However, he and
Ringer defined “mandarins” very differently. To Griinberg, they
were the technical intellectuals who put their skills at the service of
the status quo; to Ringer, they were similar to the Chinese literati
studied by Max Weber: “a social and cultural elite which owes its
status primarily to educational qualifications, rather than to heredi-
tary rights or wealth.” 4% In the late nineteenth century Ringer’s
“mandarins” had achieved a short-lived ascendancy, during the pe-
riod of equilibrium produced by the decline of the landed elite and
the still unfinished rise of the industrial bourgeoisie. By approxi-
mately 1890, however, they felt themselves threatened by the im-
pending triumph of the latter over the former, as the Industriestaat
(industrial state) began to supplant the Agrarstaat (agrarian state).
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As a result, they assumed an increasingly defensive and rigid posture
against the rise of modernity and mass society.

In certain ways, the Frankfurt School might be assimilated to
Ringer’s model. Like the mandarins and unlike more orthodox so-
cialists, they wrote works permeated more with a sense of loss and
decline than with expectation and hope. They also shared the man-
darins’ distaste for mass-society and the utilitarian, positivistic. values
it fostered. Similarly, they opposed the spirit of specialization that
seemed to pervade modern intellectual life. “What really worriéd
them,” Ringer wrote of the mandarins in a sentence that could easily
apply to the Institut, “was not the isolation of the disciplines from
each other, but the growing separation, within the disciplines, be-
tween scholarship and a certain kind of philosophy.” 47 The Frank-
furt School’s distrust of the Enlightenment was likewise an essential
element in the mandarin defense of traditional German Kultur. In
exile, they saw themselves as embattled Kulturtrdger (culture-bear-
ers), a self-image the mandarins would have certainly recognized.
And finally, their inherently apolitical attitude, even in the period
when praxis was an imperative in their writings, invites comparison
with the mandarins’ condescending disdain for the petty squabbles
of interest-politics.

And yet, despite these similarities, the members of the Frankfurt
School defy simple categorization as latter-day mandarins in exile.
First of all, Ringer’s mandarins were basically academic insiders, the
leaders of the.established intellectual elite. As we have noted on
many occasions, the Institut sought to dissociate itself from the tradi-
tional university community, whose smugness and elitism it criti-
cized severely. Secondly, the historical locus of their values was not
precisely the same as the mandarins’. As Ringer notes, “the most im-
portant formal elements in the mandarins’ scholarly heritage were
the Kantian critique, the theories of Idealism, and the German his-
torical tradition.” ® The Frankfurt School, on the other hand, was
far closer in outlook to the Left Hegelians of the 1840’s. Thus, unlike
many of the mandarins, they refused to champion vulgar idealism as
an antidote to vulgar materialism. As we have seen, Critical Theory
was rooted in a dialectical overcoming of the traditional idealism-
materialism dichotomy. Materialism and positivism need not be syn-
onymous, as many of the mandarins assumed. Thirdly, the Frankfurt
School’s defense of older cultural values never meant the hypostati-
zation of those values as something apart from and superior to mate-
rial interests. This was the very separation that characterized what
the Institut castigated as “affirmative culture.” The Institut’s concern
for corporeal, sensual happiness was rarely shared by the mandarins,
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whose idealism had an ascetic side. Not surprisingly, the mandarins
had no use for the psychoanalysis that Horkheimer and his col-
leagues wished to integrate into Critical Theory.#

What made the Frankfurt School’s critique of modern society
different was that without dismissing the mandarins’ values out of
hand, Horkheimer and the others demonstrated that absolutizing
these values in a certain way inevitably led to their betrayal. As
Adorno argued:

If cultural criticism, even at its best with Valéry, sides with conservatism, it
is because of its unconscious adherence to a notion of culture which, during
the era of late capitalism, aims at a form of property which is stable and in-
dependent of stock-market fluctuations. This idea of culture asserts its dis-
tance from the system in order, as it were to offer universal security in the
middle of a universal dynamic.>

Finally, the Frankfurt School was distinguished from the mandarins
by the refusal of its members to seek immediate panaceas to the con-
tradictions of modern society. Instead of sentimentalizing commu-
nity and “peoplehood,” the Institut sought to expose the dangers
inherent in such premature reconciliations. Both the Nazi Volks-
gemeinschaft (popular community) and the “one-dimensional soci-
ety” of postwar America meant the elimination of subjectivity in the
name of an illegitimate and ideological consensus.

In short, however much the Institut’s members may have absorbed
from the mandarin tradition into which they were born, the impact
of their early exposure to Freud, and more important, Marx, re-
mained strong. The role of the Institut in the history of twentieth-
century Marxism, to be sure, was itself problematical. Despite its ul-
timate abandonment of many of the essential tenets of Marxist
theory — the revolutionary potential of the working class, class
struggle as the motor of history,! the economic substructure as the
center of any social analysis — the Frankfurt School did Marxism a
great service in its earlier years. By helping to preserve the integrity
of Marx’s libertarian impulse at a time when Stalinism was rampant,
Horkheimer and his colleagues played a crucial role in the recovery
of that impulse by post-Stalinist radicals in later years. By per-
sistently questioning the philosophical assumptions of Marxist
theory, they significantly raised the level of discussion within Marxist
circles and helped make Marxism a legitimate object of inquiry cut-
side them. By consistently employing historical materialism as an
open-ended critique rather than a body of received truths, they
helped restore vitality to ' what was threatening to-become a sclerotic
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dogmatism. Willing to break new ground, the Institut made possible
the fruitful interpenetration of such seemingly inconsistent systems
as psychoanalysis and Marxism. Finally, by skillfully applying im-
plicit arguments in Marx to cultural phenomena in an imaginative
way, the Frankfurt School helped rescue materialist cultural criti-
cism from the sterile literalisms of socialist realism.

Yet, in the end, the Institut presented a revision of Marxism so
substantial that it forfeited the right to be included among its many
offshoots. By challenging the actual or even potential existence of a
historical subject capable of implementing a rational society, the In-
stitut finally jettisoned that central premise of Marx’s-work, the unity
of theory and praxis. The clashes its members had with the German
New Left in the 1960°s were merely the working out of this earlier
transformation. Even Marcuse’s “Great Refusal” would seem to
many more orthodox Marxists a. vague and imprecise spur to politi-
cal action, no more than an “indeterminate negation” of the status
quo in the anarchist tradition.’ In 1962 Lukécs voiced his and other
Marxists’ disdain for the Frankfurt School by dubbing it the “Grand
Hotel Abgrund (Abyss).” 3 As Marcuse’s popularity grew in later
years, even his more radical variant of Critical Theory served as the
target for orthodox Marxist abuse. This of course was by no means
new. Felix Weil, for example, remembers an incident in 1929 in
which something he did occasioned the retort of a member of the
KPD’s central committee: “What a pity, Felix, that you never joined
the Party. Otherwise we could expel you now.” 5 (These were the
same words, it might be noted parenthetically, that Kurt Tucholsky
heard in 1932.) What was new was the increasing visibility of the
Frankfurt School after 1950, which made its renegade materialism a
greater threat to more conventional Marxists and, as a result, a
greater object of scorn.

Equally problematical was the Institut’s role in the intellectual mi-

“gration whose collective impact on America was so enormous. Its
efforts to aid refugees coming to America were apparently substan-
tial, although their precise dimensions cannot be known until the In-
stitut releases the names of those it actually supported. Through its
doors passed approximately fifty younger scholars who would ulti-
mately become American professors,3 including such influential
figures as Paul Honigsheim, Hans Gerth, and Paul Baran. Collabora-
tion with others such as the Berkeley Public Opinion Study Group
also doubtless had an effect.

Yet the intellectual impact of the Institut must be considered un-
even at best. The considerable influence of its empirical studies in
the forties has already been noted, as has that of its critique of mass
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. culture. But in general its theoretical work fell on deaf ears. The In-
stitut’s effort to prevent the decline of philosophy into positivist so-
cial science was without real success. In part this was a reflection of
the Institut’s tendency to cast its theoretical critiques in the most ex-
treme terms. “In psychoanalysis,” Adorno had written, “only the ex-
aggerations are true.” 5 In Critical Theory, so it seemed at times, the
same principle was followed. Thus, for example, the Frankfurt
School’s critique of American society sometimes appeared to suggest
that no real distinction existed between Nazi coercion and the “cul-
ture industry.” In fact, so some of its critics would charge, the Nazi
experience had been so traumatic for the Institut’s members that
they could judge American society only in terms of its fascist poten-
‘tial.’® By insulating themselves from American life to the extent that
they did, the unique historical factors that made American advanced
capitalism and mass society different from their European counter-
parts were lost to view. Totalitarianism, the Institut always insisted,
was an outgrowth of liberalism, not its reverse, but in America there
existed a liberal, bourgeois society that resisted the transformation.
Why this was so the Institut never explored in any real depth. The
similarities between Europe and America its members made pains-
takingly clear, the differences far less so.

To suggest this implies that the mixed success of the Institut’s the-
oretical work in America was largely its own responsibility. The real-
ity, however, was somewhat more complex. What must also be un-
derstood was the magnitude of the Frankfurt School’s challenge to -
the conventional wisdom of American social thought. As I have ar-
gued elsewhere,* a selective pattern of acceptance can be discerned
in America’s reception of the Central European refugees. Although
by no means without exceptions, the warmest welcomes were re-
served for those new arrivals whose thinking most closely approxi-
mated the Neue Sachlichkeit spirit that had prevailed in Weimar’s
middle years. Whether in architecture with the Bauhaus, in philoso-
phy with the Vienna Circle, or in sociology with Paul Lazarsfeld’s
brand of quantitative research, the ethic of sober objectivity and
technological progress struck a respondent chord in American intel-
lectual life. The Institut, despite the design of its original building,
had been critical of the Neue Sachlichkeit from the beginning.® To
Horkheimer and the others, it represented a stylistic correlate of the
liquidation of subjectivity and the premature overcoming of contra-
dictions in modern life. Although no longer dwelling on the style as
such, they continued to castigate those who worked in its spirit. In
the thirties and forties, however, they were clearly going against the
current. Not until somewhat later would their strictures on the disad-
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vantages of modernity begin to make sense to an American audi-
ence. It was decades before widespread concern for such issues as
ecology, instrumental rationality, and women’s liberation emerged,
.issues that the Frankfurt School had treated with sophistication a
generation before. :

Whether or not the Institut would have succeeded in becommg a
major force in American intellectual life if it had remained is thus a
moot point. The members who chose to stay certainly thought it
would have.8! Marcuse’s sudden popularity in the 1960’s, based
largely on writings whose general direction was foreshadowed in the
Frankfurt School’s earlier work, suggests that they might well have
been correct. What happened instead was that less central figures in
the Institut’s history, such as Fromm, Neumann, and Wittfogel, ac-
quired impressive followings, while Horkheimer remained a gener-

“ally unknown figure in postwar America.

Speculating about what might have occurred is, of course, far less
the task of the historian than trying to make sense out of what actu-
ally did. The Institut was a unique element in an unparalleled event
in recent Western history. It was the only interdisciplinary aggrega-
tion of scholars, working on different problems from a common the-
oretical base, to coalesce in modern times. Moreover, whereas dis-
persion usually accompanied exile, the Institut managed to remain
together. It was furthermore the only collective representative of
Weimar culture to survive exile and return to serve as a bridge be-
tween Germany’s cultural past and its post-Nazi present. When it
reestablished itself.in Frankfurt, it was able not only to teach meth-
odological techniques acquired in America, but also to restore conti-
nuity with the rich heritage Hitler had done so much to obliterate.
Having helped to bring German culture to America, it then pro-
ceeded to help bring it back to Germany. With students like Jiirgen
Habermas, Alfred Schmidt (who has just been named Adorno’s suc-
cessor as the Institut’s director), Oskar Negt, and Albrecht Wellmer,
its continued impact promlses to be significant, even if its institu-
tional survival in the 1970’s seems clouded by the deaths of several of
its older leaders and by increased radical turmoil in its student ranks:

A strained metaphor suggested by Hegel’s notion of the spirit re-
turning to itself might seem appropriate here, if not for the crucial
fact that the true estrangement of the Frankfurt School did not end
with its geographical homecoming. The reintegration of the Institut
stressed earlier was never more than a partial and 1ncomplete pro-
cess. “To write poetry after Auschwitz,” Adorno wrote in one of his
more bitter moments, “is barbaric.” ©2 To write social theory and
conduct scientific research was more tolerable only if its critical, neg-
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ative impulse was maintained. For, so the Frankfurt School always
insisted, it was only by the refusal to celebrate the present that the
possibility might be preserved of a fiture in which writing poetry
would no longer be an act of barbarism. ‘
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Benjamin’s social conscience was also aroused during the same year by the begin-
ning of the inflation (Uber Waltei Benjamin, p. 57).

144. Benjamin quoted from The Theory of the Novel (Berlin, 1920) in his piece on
Nikolai Leskov, “The Storyteller,” Illuminations, p. 99.
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146. Tiedemann, Studien zur Philosophie Walter Benjamins, p. 89.
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acy of the German Refugee Intellectuals (Salmagundi, 10/11 [Fall, 1969-Winter,
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148. Briefe, vol. 11, p. 594.
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_Brecht’s own description of his style of thought. Benjamin picked it up in his discus-
sion of Brecht’s Dreigroschenroman (Benjamin, Versuche iiber Brecht, ed. Rolf Tiede-
mann [Frankfurt, 1966], p. 90).

150. Introduction to Illuminations, p. 15.
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passim,

152. Benjamin, Versuche iiber Brecht.
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156. Briefe, vol. I, p. 857.
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159. Briefe, vol. 11, pp. 726, 727. ’
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32.
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164. Ibid., p. 240.
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166. See Hannah Arendt’s discussion in her introduction to Jlluminations, pp. 8-9.
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169. Letter to me from Gretel Adorno (November 4, 1970).
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145).
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1936).
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175. Briefe, vol. 11, p. 652.
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188. Ibid., p. 788.
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Chapter References 341

choanalytic defense mechanisms. See Anna Freud, The Ego and the Mechanisms of
Defense, rev. ed. (New York, 1966), pp. 109f.
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Idols.”
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7. THE EMPIRICAL WORK OF THE INSTITUT IN THE 1940°S
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tendant problems (Horkheimer letter to Lowenthal, May 3, 1941) (Lowenthal col-
lection).

2. For a discussion of its creation, see Paul F. Lazarsfeld, “An Episode in the His-
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TOTAL 147
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FIELD OF INTEREST PUBLICATIONS OF TOTAL
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music and art 38 18
Social prejudices 17 9.
Miscellaneous 22 11
TOTAL 196 100

5. Letter from Horkheimer to Lazarsfeld, June 10, 1946 (Lowenthal collection).
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tion). .

7. SPSS IX, 1 (1941). the prospectus was dated two years earlier.
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325.

12. Ibid.

13. Interview with Massing in New York, November 25, 1970.
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tion).
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30. Letter from Horkheimer to Lowenthal, October 2, 1946.

31. The Authoritarian Personality, vol. II, p. 671.
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42. Horkheimer and Adorno, Dialektik der Aufklirung, p. 234.
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46. In a letter to Lowenthal on November 17, 1945, Horkheimer supported alter-
natives to the creation of Israel “to prevent Judaism, as a whole, being held morally
responsible for the fallacies of Zionism.”
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49. Bruno Bettelheim and Morris Janowitz, Dynamics of Prejudice: A Psychologi-
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5. Géran Therborn’s assertion to the contrary seems to me clearly erroneous. See
his “Frankfurt Marxism: A Critique,” New Left Review, 63 (September—October
1970), p. .76, where he writes that the nonmastery of nature “was not present in
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tion by Hannah Arendt, trans. Harry Zohn (New York, 1968), p. 8o.
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Philosophy and Phenomenological Research V111, 3 (March, 1948).
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EPILOGUE

1. Letter from Leo Lowenthal to Max Horkheimer, May 12, 1946 (Lowenthal col-
lection).

2. The first contact was made in letters to Felix Weil and Friedrich Pollock, so
Lowenthal reported in a letter to Horkheimer on October 19, 1946 (Lowenthal col-
lection). ‘

3. Letter from Horkheimer to Lowenthal, April 12, 1947 (Lowenthal collection).

4. In a letter to Paul Lazarsfeld written on August 4, 1947, Horkheimer mentioned
possibilities at the University of California at Los Angeles, the University of South-
ern California, and Occidental College. (Lowenthal collection.)

5. Interview with Horkheimer, Montagnola, Switzerland, March 12, 1969.
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6. Letter from Horkheimer to Lowenthal, February 18, 1950 (Lowenthal collec-
tion).

7. Letter from Horkheimer to Lowenthal, April 8, 1950 (Lowenthal collection).

8. Conversation with Everett Hughes, Cambridge, Mass., July 21, 1971.

9. In his first letter to me on November 22, 1968, Horkheimer wrote of Butler’s
“great kindness and understanding,” adding, “I met him the first time a few weeks
after my arrival in New York and I shall never forget what we owe to him.”

10. This was a phrase Pollock used during a conversation in Lugano, March,
1969.

11. This was also extended to Werner Richter. A description of the bill exists in a
clipping in Horkheimer's scrapbooks, which he graciously allowed me to see during
my stay in Montagnola.

12. Theodor W. Adorno, “Auf die Frage: Was ist deutsch,” Stichworte: Kritische
Modelle 2 (Frankfurt, 1969), p. 110. Elsewhere in the article Adorno wrote: “At no
time during the emigration did I give up the hope of return” (p. 107).

13. Herbert Marcuse, Sovier Marxism (New York, 1958).

14. Records of the Senate Judiciary Committee, 82nd Congress, 1951-1952, vol.
1.

15. Conversation with Wittfogel in New York, June 21, 1971.

16. The petition is in the Lowenthal collection.

17. Letter from Weil to me, March 30, 1971.

18. The description of the Institut’s return is derived from clippings in Horkhei-
mer’s scrapbooks. :

19. Sociologica I (Frankfurt, 1955).

20. His addresses on academic affairs were published as Horkheimer, “Gegenwir-
tige Probleme der Universitét,” Frankfurt Universitdisreden V111 (Frankfurt, 1953).

21. Horkheimer’s rectoral address was entitled “Zum Begriff der Vernunft,”
Frankfurt Universitdtsreden V11 (Frankfurt, 1952).

22. Horkheimer, Survey of the Social Sciences in Western Germany (Washington,
D.C., 1952).

23. The letter, which was an open letter published as well in the German press, is
included in Horkheimer, Kritische Theorie, ed. Alfred Schmidt (Frankfurt, 1968),
vol. 11,

24. A twenty-vblume edition of Adorno’s works is now being planned by the
Suhrkamp Verlag. At this writing, volume- VII, a posthumously published fragment
on Asthetische Theorie, has appeared (Frankfurt, 1970), as has volume V, Zur Me-
takritik der Erkenntnistheorie (Frankfurt, 1971).

25. For one treatment of this question, see Paul Breines, “Marcuse and the New
Left in America,” Antworten auf Herbert Marcuse, ed. Jiirgen Habermas (Frankfurt,
1968). I have attempted a more extensive analysis of the post-1950 influence of the
Institut in America in “The Frankfurt School in Exile,” Perspectives in American
History, vol. VI (Cambridge,.1972).

26. The Horkheimer scrapbooks contain many articles about his appearances in
the mass media.

27. Letter from Horkheimer to Lowenthal, February 2, 1943 (Lowenthal collec-
tion).

28. Adorno, Prisms, trans. Samuel and Shierry Weber (London, 1967), p. 166.

29. See, for example, Claus Grossner, “Frankfurter Schule am Ende,” Die Zeit
(Hamburg, May 12, 1970), p. 5.

30. In 1966 Horkheimer expressed alarm about the Chinese Commumst threat by



Chapter References 353

saying that Kaiser Wilhelm II's warning about “the menace of the yellow race
should be taken very seriously today”; “On the Concept of Freedom,” Diogenes, 53
(Paris, 1966). In the following year, he appeared at a celebration of German-Ameri-
can Friendship Week on the Romerplatz in Frankfurt, which prompted anti-Viet-
nam War students to shout “Horkheimer Raus” in an effort to persuade him to dis-
sociate himself from American policy. They failed.

31. Edward Shils, “Tradition, Ecology, and Institution in the History of Sociol-
ogy,” Daedalus LXXXXIX, 4 (Fall, 1970).

32. Interview with Marcuse, Cambridge, Mass., June 18, 1968.

33.The term is used by Lazarsfeld. See his “An Episode in the History of Social
Research: A Memoir,” in The Intellectual Migration: Europe and America, 1930~
1960, ed. Donald Fleming and Bernard Bailyn (Cambridge, Mass., 1969), p. 286.

34. Conversation with Lazarsfeld, New York, N.Y., January 3, 1971.

35. Interview with Pollock, Montagnola, Switzerland, March 14, 1969.

36. Interview with Paul Massing, New York, N.Y., November 25, 1970.

37- On November 12, 1943, Lowenthal wrote to Horkheimer that “if you look up
in the Encyclopedia of Social Sciences you will find that this [George Herbert] Mead
apparently was a philosopher and sociologist with genuine problems.” This, how-
ever, is the only mention of Mead in the Institut’s writings I’ve been able to find.
Location: Lowenthal collection. v

38. Letter from Horkheimer to Lowenthal, July 17, 1946 (Lowenthal collection).
Part of this quotation reappears in Horkheimer, Eclipse of Reason (New York, 1970),
p. 160.

39. Hans Mommsen, “Historical Scholarship in Transition: The Situation in the
Federal Republic of Germany,” Daedalus, C, 2 (Spring, 1971), p. 498.

40. Adorno, Prisms, p. 48.

41. Horkheimer, “Traditionelle und kritische Theorie,” ZfS VI, 2 (1937), p. 269.

42. Walter Benjamin, “Zeitschrift fiir Sonalforschung,” Mass und Wert 1, 5 (May-
June, 1938), p. 820.

43. Adorno noted this in one of his essays on Benjamin: “The predominance of
spirit extremely alienated his psychical and even psychological existence. . . . He
considered animal warmth tabu; a friend could scarcely dare to lay a hand on his
shoulder.”; Uber Walter Benjamin (Frankfurt, 1970), p. 50.

44- Fritz Ringer, The Decline of the German Mandarins (Cambridge, Mass., 1969)

45. Carl Griinberg, “Festrede gehalten zur Einweihung des Instituts fiir Sozial-
forschung an der Universitit Frankfurt a.M. am 22 Juni 1924,” Frankfurter Universi-
titsreden, XX (Frankfurt, 1924), p. 4.

46. Ringer, Decline of the German Mandarins, p. 5.

47. Ibid., p. 106.

48. Ibid., p. go.

49- “1 have encountered only one favorable comment upon Freud’s work in the
academic literature of this period, and that was written by the radical critic Ernst
von Aster,” Ringer wrote (ibid,, p. 383).

50. Adorno, Prisms, p. 22.

51. This is not to say that the Frankfurt School denied the continued existence of
class struggle entirely. “Society remains class struggle, today just as in the period
when that concept originated,” Adorno later wrote; “Society,” The Legacy of the
German Refugee Intellectuals, Salmagundi 10/11 (Fall, 1969-Winter, 1970), p. 149. It
was, however, no longer the focal point of their analysis.

52. See, for example, Hans Heinz-Holz, Utopie und Anarchismus: Zur Kritik der
kritischen Theorie Herbert Marcuses (Cologne, 1968), pp. 6of.
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53. This comment is mentioned in one of the clippings in Horkheimer’s scrap-
books. ’

54- Quoted in a letter from Weil to me, January 31, 1971.

55. Harold Poor, Kurt Tucholsky and the Ordeal of Germany, rgrg-rg3s (New
York, 1968) p. 137. _ ‘

56. This was the figure Pollock mentioned during one of our conversations. in
Montagnola in March, 1969.

57. Adorno, Minima Moralia (Frankfurt, 1951), p. 98.

58. Gdran Therborn has written that “understandably, fascism became a Medu-
sa’s head for the Frankfurt School. The result was that the initial attitude of revul-
sion was frozen, instead of developing into a scientific analysis and participation in
revolutionary political practice”; “Frankfurt Marxism: A Critique,” New Left Re-
view, 63 (September—October, 1970), p. 94. His criticism was made from the left, but
liberals also have pointed to the Institut’s obsession with fascism. See, for example, -
Leon Bramson, The Political Context of Sociology (Princeton, 1961), p. 129, and
David Riesman, Individualism Reconsidered and Other Essays (Glencoe, Ill,, 1954), p.
477- .

59. Martin Jay, review of The Intellectual Migration, ed. Donald Fleming and Ber-
nard Bailyn, and The Bauhaus, by Hans Wingler, in Commentary, XXXXIX, 3
(March, 1970).

60. Horkheimer [Heinrich Regius], Ddmmerung (Zurich, 1934), p. 216.

61. Marcuse indicated this during our interview in Cambridge, Mass. on June 18,
1968. '

62. Adorno, Prisms, p. 34.
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