Dear Friends.

At the Start of each Year I try to send out a letter covering the most important things which have come my way in the preceding year. 2017 was a difficult year for me - for I was denied the right to teach, and spent much time and effort working on an article which was eventually refused publication. Consequently this year's letter is especially rich in new and suppressed thoughts. For me, the temptation is always to press on, and think more new thoughts - but I think I must also make a New Year's resolution, to try and find means to fight back more against silencing. It does little good to only talk to my friends - and even less to send letters in a bottle to posterity! But here, for what it's worth, is an account of what I was doing and thinking about in 2017.
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(0) The "Saturday Philosophers".
[bookmark: _GoBack]This is the name that Sean ARCHER, an occasional attendee, gives to the group of my friends who assemble most Saturdays, to talk about politics, books and ideas. Some are very old friends - like Keith GOTTSCHALK and Lucille LUCKHOFF who overlapped with me as students at UCT - others like Eelco van BRANINGEN and Dominique WILLIAMS, date from the years when Jos GERSON hosted the tea at his home in Camps Bay;
Medee RALL and Anwar MALL joined more recently.
The most recent additions have been Nicki WESTCOTT and Chris SAUNDERS.
The "Saturday philosophers" have provided invaluable support, and I wish to acknowledge them here, as helping me socially and intellectually throughout the year.

(1) Deaths and Departures.
As last year, the Grim Reaper seemed to be working overtime. Obviously I am at a stage of Life where this kind of thing is to be expected. Yet 2017 seemed to be a particularly bad year.
(Throughout this section, I mark the names of deceased persons with an asterisk.)

FRIENDS
*Wesley KOTZE, mathematician who taught me Functional Analysis  in 1967, and who then went on to become HOD at Rhodes, where I became his external examiner. After his retirement, he returned to the Western Cape, and I saw him once or twice at Stellenbosch and at AIMS.
*LAUREL BRODSLEY, One of my oldest friends, I first met her in London in 1969 when she was a lecturer in English at Cambridge. She subsequently returned to her native Los Angeles, and married my friend Roger CLEGG. The latter part of her life was overshadowed by Alzheimer's disease, which she (and Roger) resisted valiantly. Initially the descent was slow and she wrote about it in a book of ALZHEIMER's POEMS.
*Peter du PREEZ
I knew Peter for even longer than I knew Wesley or Laurel - for he was my biology teacher in High School. He had literary aspirations, and after leaving off teaching high school to finish a PhD and become a junior lecturer in Psychology at UCT, he used to hold "open house" on Fridays, which also functioned as a literary salon; and it was here I met noted writers such as *Jan RABIE,*Jack COPE and *Ingrid JONKER, (not to mention noted psychologists such as the eminent historian of psychology, Kurt DANZIGER.)
When I was in standard 10 he was off to the Eastern Cape, where he wrote a play which was produced by Athol FUGARD.
And later when I first joined UCT he was back teaching in Psychology. He preceded me as a visitor to MIT and it was partly his inspiration that caused me to want to go there.
And later still there were odd encounters all through my working life. He was often reserved and shy, as was I, so we were not close. I scarcely saw him after he retired, and I was really sorry not to have seen him during his ultimate fight with Alzheimer’s. (Unlike Laurel, his passing was relatively fast, not slow and drawn-out over many years.)  I had heard, over a year ago, that he was threatened with dementia. But, losing him, nonetheless came as a shock. 

ACQUAINTANCES
These are people who I knew slightly, but could not really count as friends.
*Ruth SMART
Wife of my colleague *Roger SMART, she taught in the department of Applied Mathematics for many years. After she retired, I found in a second-hand bookstore, a volume of the writings of Cahit ARF, that  she had  once been given on a trip to Turkey. I don't know what her level of contact with ARF was. ARF is Turkey's greatest modern mathematician.
*Terence BEARD
Lecturer (and later Professor)in Politics from Rhodes University, he was a member of the Liberal Party when I first met him in the Sixties. I remet him on a number of subsequent occasions, but did not really get to know him. He was however a friend of my friend Norman BROMBERGER.
*Eddie DANIELS. Like my friends Norman BROMBERGER and *Randolph VIGNE, Eddie was a Liberal who got caught up in the great misadventure of the early 60s: the African Resistance Movement (ARM). This underground anti-apartheid organization moved from Resistance through  Sabotage to  eventual exposure and collapse. Eddie was the unlucky one whose colour caught the Judge's eye, and he was sentenced to15 years imprisonment on Robben Island. But here he got to know MANDELA and KATHRADA, and so when he was released, and the walls of apartheid came tumbling down, he was in the pound seats for getting his life back on track. (Like his more illustrious compeers, his political work was celebrated and rewarded by the setting up of  a Foundation.) I met him only twice in my life - so I can't really say I knew him.

CELEBRITIES and other HEROES.
These are people who I never met but whose work and opinions influenced me greatly.
*Kenneth ARROW.
Left off last year's list - right near the end - was the economist Kenneth ARROW, in my view, greatest of the neoclassical economists - I was a fan from an early age - and his frank writings about the limitations of the neoclassical world view inspired me to think about this myself.
Then *Derek PARFIT,
the Oxford Philosopher, whose aim -to finish the task of grand unification in Ethical Theory, starting from where SIDGWICK left off, was a task supremely worth undertaking.(I never met him, but we did share a friend, Bob MORGAN, in Venice; and that is how I know that his hobby was that he used to take beautiful austere landscape photos from two just two special places - Venice and Saint Petersburg). Another friend, Robert JACKSON, who knew PARFIT at Oxford, tells me that he was known to be a very difficult, and sometimes disagreeable person.
 His first book REASONS AND PERSONS was a virtuoso riff on the Lockean puzzle of what constitutes personal identity; very ingenious but ultimately unconvincing was the general verdict. His last work, however, ON WHAT MATTERS, seems to be of an altogether different order of magnitude - austere and glittering, perhaps the ULTIMA THULE of modern ethical theory.. 

Later on in February, came the death of * Seymour PAPERT, co - founder with *Marvin MINSKY of MIT's PROJECT MAC, an Artificial Intelligence Laboratory, whose proclaimed aim was to teach a machine to think. This was where I used to go for late - night coffee, when I was a student at MIT. (Project MAC was a major home for technology buffs and dreamers: I brought back with me PERCEPTRONS, a cult book on machine vision by MINSKY and PAPERT).

The Caribbean - born poet * Derek WALCOTT passed in March.
(I never met him, but I believe an old friend of mine - Jenny STRONG - did. When Jenny migrated to London in the late 1960s she spent quite a lot of time hanging out with Black writers from the Caribbean.)

Also in March, as a life - long subscriber to the NEW YORK REVIEW OF BOOKS, I mourned the passing of founding editor *Robert SILVERS.

In May, there occurred the death of * Hugh THOMAS, historian of THE SPANISH CIVIL WAR, and CUBA: THE PURSUIT OF FREEDOM. His later works were disappointing to me, but his early very  clinical and impartial approach to the history of Spain and it's colonies greatly appealed to me as a young man.

*Marina RATNER. Russian mathematician, who worked on ergodic theory and dynamical systems. I heard her give a plenary lecture at an ICM, which interested me greatly because of possible applications to number theory.

In August there died the poet,*John ASHBERRY, whose 'Self-Portrait in a Convex Mirror' had been a memorable poem when I was beginning to feel my way around in  American poetry.

Then there was the mathematician, and computer scientist *Lofti Ali ZADEH, father of the study of crisp and fuzzy sets- to my mind one of the best ways of coping with the problems of vagueness.

And in September came the death of * Iona OPIE.
Together with her husband *Peter OPIE, she had pioneered the study of the folklore passed on by schoolchildren in the English - speaking world.
I was an avid reader and collector of their books, starting with THE LORE AND LANGUAGE OF SCHOOLCHILDREN (1959). Children are amazingly conservative, and some children's poems turn out to have been transmitted more-or-less intact over hundreds of years. (My favourite example is this verse:
Gray goose and gander/waft your white wings together/and carry the lost king's daughter/ over the one-strand river. 
This turns out to be a piece of Anglo-Saxon alliterative poetry - and "the one-strand river" is a riddling expression referring to the sea.)

In November there occurred the death of the architectural historian, *Vincent SCULLY. Down the years some of his writings - such as ARCHITECTURE: THE NATURAL AND THE MAN - MADE have meant a great deal to me.
He, together with such unlikely bedfellows as Roger SCRUTON, David WATKIN, Paolo PORTOGHESI, and Robert VENTURI, have been the main inspirations for my love of architecture. (There were not many great buildings when I was growing up in Cape Town. When I went to England, my uncle Leslie SIDWELL took me out to look at Wren churches, the Sir John SOANE's museum, and the English vernacular.
I discovered garden design for myself one long vacation, while pursuing the history of taste, Lord BURLINGTON and Sir Edwin LUTYENS. Later on, going to visit great gardens round the world became an enduring passion. At Hidcote in the Cotswolds, at the Ryoanji Temple in Kyoto,  and at the Villa Gamberaia near Florence I found some of the greatest gardens were closely integrated with the landscape. This too was a lesson which I later found also recorded by  SCULLY.  )  

Departure.
Right at the end of the year, my friend the librarian William DANIELS, who has long been a bastion of good sense, and a leader of intellectual resistance to regressivism in the University
(famous for his many PAIA requests exposing all sorts of University malfeasance), announced that he would be leaving UCT and returning to his native USA early in 2018. He will be sorely missed.

(2) Stellenbosch Number Theory Conference.

Unfortunately the biennial conference clashed with my other teaching  commitments, so I was not free to take part as much as I would have liked. But I was scheduled to give a talk on the second day, so I was chauffered out in an UBER taxi, and put up in a splendid guest-house overnight on the first day, so as to be fresh for my presentation the next morning.
I gave a talk entitled 
ON PLANE PARTITIONS AND A POSSIBLE THIRD WAY IN NUMBER THEORY.
In it I reported on my work on PLANE PARTITIONS from the previous year, and speculated about how they might possibly be incorporated in the emerging picture of number theory where everything is related to modular forms.
I had some results derived from setting up a BRATELLI diagram for plane partitions analogous to the standard YOUNG's schema for ordinary partitions, a diagram which can equally be identified with the Branching diagram for irreducible representations of the symmetric groups S(n). As reported last year, it is easy to see that the diagram for PLANE partitions cannot arise in the same way - that is, it is not the branching diagram for any family of group representations.  (Only later in the year did I see how one could amend the YOUNG's hypothesis to yield a more refined combinatorial alternative. More work needs to be done here - since this is also related to SCHUTZENBERGER's  idea of moving squares around as in the classic 15-puzzle, which on this viewing stands in need of  a 3d analogue - moving cubes around.) .

But I also made connections with MIT-style combinatorics - since one could derive many of the pp formulae from the multi-set (N, n) - that is the set whose elements are sets of natural numbers with the singleton {n} repeated n times.
( More generally I asked about (N, f(n)) where {n} has multiplicity f(n), a polynomial function of n, and I conjectured that (N, n^2) should have its own higher-dimensional partitions attached, distinct from both plane and space partitions.).

And this was my proposal for a new way in Number theory, a way which does proofs and makes conjectures on the basis of MIT-style combinatorics.

(3) UCT Summer School:
DISGUST, SHAME and GUILT: On the Psychology and Sociology of the Negative Emotions.

     This was a series of talks partly inspired by the angry crowds who turned out to support TRUMP and BREXIT, and partly by the crazy events on the UCT campus in the preceding two years.
     In the article which I was then engaged in writing a new form of analysis had emerged, where each political event needed to be analyzed and explained TWICE - once in terms of self-interest, and once in terms of emotional cathexis.   The angry crowds included at least two sorts of people.
     But to see this, and to view this without condescension, one needed to have a more up-to-date view of the emotions - as carrying objective cognitive content - and as being adaptive, if not necessarily fully rational or optimal.
     My first Lecture was introductory, and mainly devoted to DISGUST. The Psychologist Paul ROZIN was the hero, but I also featured work by William MILLER and Martha NUSSBAUM. Disgust seems to be a bodily reflex developed by evolution to protect against poisonous or decaying foods. But like many physiological features, it gets overlaid by culture and can be mobilized in the service of symbolism - and in particular of social rejection or exclusion. 
Martha NUSSBAUM's HIDING FROM HUMANITY is the important book here, for it makes a powerful plea for rejecting shame-based  punishments as especially inhumane, "cruel, and unusual". 
     The second lecture went back to a classic book from the 1950s - Helen Merril LYND's
ON SHAME, AND THE SEARCH FOR IDENTITY. This allowed me to discuss Erik ERIKSON's theories round the IDENTITY CRISIS and more generally around the Life cycle. The classic work here relates to identity born out of stress or stigma - but it also allowed me to discuss contemporary Identity politics. ERIKSON correctly feared the divisive aspects of identity, (he talked about "pseudo-speciation") and I was able to report on conversations I had had with ERIKSON, where I had pressed him about the negative aspects of racial and ethnic identity-thinking that, if one had 'Race' as ones primary identity then one had a truly impoverished sense of self.
     My third lecture was devoted to classic ethnography of Mediterranean and African societies particularly feudal or  military societies, which are organized round normative masculine and feminine concepts of honour and shame, especially the honour of warriors, and the sexual purity of women..
     From Fustel de COULANGES we know this was characteristic of ancient Greece and Rome. (XENOPHON actually asserts that it is a principal difference between men and animals, that dumb beasts have no sense  of honour.) But ancient societies are very alien to modern sensibilities, and I did not want to dwell on them.
    So here it was a pleasure to revisit JK CAMPBELL on the SARAKATSANI, John ILLIFFE on Honour in African history, and the legally graded hierarchy of honour in a classic society of orders - the medieval Iberian world, mapped out in the law - code, the SIETE PARTIDAS, of ALFONSO THE WISE. (This lecture was particularly well illustrated since I was able to play a video clip of Sarakatsani dancing, and also Alfonso's CANTIGAS de SANTA MARIA, music from a CD  I brought back from Berlin.)
     In the fourth lecture, I explored the relation of SHAME to Nationalism and Xenophobia. Here I mainly reported on Ernest GELLNER's final reflections on Nationalism, where he saw nationalism as rooted in experiences of cultural humiliation; and on the analysis of Xenophobia by Heribert ADAM and Kogila MOODLEY, where they see xenophobic attacks as rituals to reverse humiliation, suffered at the hands of foreigners.
     My fifth lecture related to the rise of a Catholic GUILT Culture following Jean DELUMEAU's great book SIN AND FEAR; and the extraordinary recent rise and decline of the confessional recorded in John CORNWALL's THE BLACK BOX.
     And in a final afterword  I looked at attempts to bring the negative emotions under control , focusing on stoicism and neo-stoicism. (In the case where one concentrates on  learning fortitude in the face of insults, this is also called "insult pacifism").The great book here is William B.  IRVINE's A SLAP IN THE FACE, which also gives excellent practical advice on how to take the sting out of insults, by resorting to self - irony and humour.

Insult hurts.. but it really shouldn't.

(4) Visit to FRESHWOODS.

     In the preceding year 2016, one of the highlights had been a visit to Elgin, where I took Jordan out to lunch with Peter and Barbara KNOX-SHAW, and we were joined by Robert and Caroline JACKSON.
     In the previous year we had talked about universities needing to be able to charge fees as a means of maintaining Academic Freedom.
     On this occasion we talked about BREXIT, where rather surprisingly Robert had reversed his original REMAIN stance, and was now denouncing the REMOANERS, and  wanting to try to make a decent job out of BREXIT.
     I continue to be amazed by the contrast between the US and the UK - how militant and firm  the opposition to TRUMP has become, how penitent and feeble the opposition to BREXIT. (There are of course, exceptions: Nick CLEGG, A C GRAYLING and James O'BRIEN come to mind.)
     In my view, this all needs to change and REMOANERS need to become RESISTERS. 
     But in my discussions with Robert and Peter, on that January day in 2017, I confined myself to invoking Alan MILWARD's book on THE EUROPEAN RESCUE OF THE NATION-STATE, which shows paradoxically, that the advent of the EU greatly strengthened the power of the Nation State, by allowing many nations to do things they could not effectively have attempted to do  on their own.
     Brexit Britain will inevitably be a Lesser Britain - and it will bear the scars of  self-inflicted wounds.

(5) Mentoring

(a) Jordan, Sam, and Simon.
At the start of  the year I read algebraic topology with Jordan LEVIN, KYOTO-style soliton theory with Simon CHILI, and classic partition theory with Sam POTHIER. 
Jordan elected to do his project with me - and I got him launched on the Winding number, (and POINCARE-HOPF Theorem ), from John ROE's delightful book WINDING AROUND. But Jordan sets himself very high standards, and was determined to find his own way into the subject, so writing the project became a struggle, from which much was learnt - but one which had to be eventually abandoned, because of running out of time.
Supervising Sam's project on basic partition theory was a whole lot easier.

(b) Jed.
And at the end of the year I ran my eyes over a project on the Economics of Cape Silver, by my last remaining student in economics, Jed STEVENS, helping him a little with  bibliography.
Throughout the year Jed was of great support to me, particularly helping to weed out, sort and file, my disorderly collections of books and papers. And in future he hopes to help me with getting my backlog of unpublished papers into print.

(c) A New departures: Alexes MES.
Alexes came at the beginning of the year- introduced by Jed. She was my first female student for a long time - and my first physics student ever. We read LIE theory and representation theory together, and eventually started on string theory and the rudiments of Conformal Field Theory.
 
(6) FIRST SEMINAR: Plane PARTITIONS

Classic partitions are given by a descending sequence of positive integers, e. g. 755531 is a partition of 7+5+5+5+3+1=26.
Plane partitions are two dimensional arrays in which every row and every column is a classic partition.
The number of partitions of n, is written p(n), and the number of plane partitions of n is written pp(n). Both these numbers grow rapidly with n, and a major part of the subject consists in studying these numbers, and also the generating functions, such as 
p(0)+p(1)q+p(2)q^2+.....
which allow one to keep track of them.

In the classic case it turns out that it is best to study closely related numbers such as the numbers of partitions of n into parts no bigger than k - p(n|k). Geometrically the reasons for the success of this procedure is that one gets a smaller partition by omitting one of the parts.

One of the things which makes the study of plane partitions a lot harder is that this is no longer true for plane partitions - omitting a single part may just yield a MESS.

So one of my first insights was to realize that the analogue of omitting a single PART for plane partitions is really omitting a single ROW of several parts - and this means that the theory now needs to work with numbers pp(n|*), where * is a condition imposing a whole series of inequalities gotten by comparing with a single ordinary partition. This provided an entry for many other studies later in the year. (Perhaps the most radical new idea is that one should use generating functions where the monomials are exponentiated partitions, and not exponentiated numbers, a special instance of semi-group rings. This came right at the end of the year, and still needs to be fleshed out before we can say whether it is going to be  a success or not.)

(a) PYRAMIDAL Partitions.
One of my first successes was to go beyond Plane partitions, in order to  resolve the conjecture I had made at the Stellenbosch conference, about the connection between fancy partitions and multi-sets. This meant intense reflection on the question:  Why did the enumerative formulae for plane partitions involve numbers associated with (N, n)?
One insight I had was how the multiplicity 'n' arose from the geometry of square arrays.
Basically it comes from counting terms on the slanting diagonal. We start with l(11) which has 1 term, then on the second diagonal we have l(12) and l(21) two terms; the third diagonal has three terms : l(13), l(22), l(31), and so on.
To find a new kind of partition where the multiplicity at level n is the square of n, we need to put a square in at each level: the resulting geometry is that of a family of pyramids with square bases. Some details still need to be checked, and generating function formulae need to be worked out - but it should now be obvious how to proceed in the case of (N, f(n)).
The resulting theory should be an especially rich example of MIT Professor RICHARD STANLEY's theory of P-partitions, for P an ordered set.

(b) Another area where I derived inspiration from Richard STANLEY was with regard to thinking about generalized GRASSMANIAN manifolds.
In his book ENUMERATIVE COMBINATORICS I, STANLEY gives a proof of the fact that GAUSSIAN q-deformed binomial coefficients enumerate k-dimensional subspaces   of an n-dimensional vector space over a field with q elements, which uses the GRASSMANIAN variety of k-planes in n-space. This cries out for generalization.
I could at once see two paths one might take -  to think of row-and-column operations on a CUBICAL Lattice, to replace ROW operations on a rectangle; or to proceed by projectivizing a general  SCHUR functor of V. This last generalizes the PLUECKER approach to the GRASSMANIAN which sees it as a projectivization of the kth exterior power of V=F^n.(These two ideas still need to be worked out and reconciled. The test case will be the SCHUR functor for the partition (2,2,2,2,...) which is also important for my hypothetical theory of cubic CLIFFORD algebras. But the fantasy here, is that of a common generalization - a way of assigning to each partially ordered set P a generalized SCHUR functor and a generalized GRASSMANIAN.)

(c) PAINTED SETS and DIFFERENCE OPERATORS.
     MIT style combinatorics throws up a lot of ideas: the main problem is to see a path through the trees. Two ideas provided guidance in these early seminars - (i)the (e, h, p) formalism from the theory of symmetric functions as set out IAN MACDONALD's book on HALL POLYNOMIALS (later on I recognized this as also embodied in GROTHENDIECK's Theory of LAMBDA Rings),
and (ii) Classic Calculus  of Finite Differences.
      From (ii) I got the idea to build up the theory of PYRAMIDAL partitions inductively using D^m f(n)-successive differences applied to f; and from (i) I derived more combinatorial interpretations using the idea that when a singleton {n} is repeated m times, we can tag it with an index j called the COLOUR, running from 1 to m - and then  go into business counting painted partitions.
     Right at the end of the year I saw how to connect difference equations to multi-sets, when I noticed that the (N, n) structure recurs in the infinite product for BARNES's G-function. The true explanation must be that log of  BARNES's G satisfies a second order difference equation. The pp generating function is likewise the solution to a difference equation involving the log of DEDEKIND eta - and so a whole pattern is starting to emerge.
     The big unsolved problem however is the next stage up - where results and calculations of  Donald KNUTH, contradict MacMAHON's conjecture that space partitions are associated with - (in my language)-the multi-set (N, n-plus-one-choose-2) - or, in more classical language, solutions of a third - order difference equation..

(7) Relevant READING: Historical roots of contemporary politics.

(a) South Africa: RHODES and MERRIMAN,
     During 2016 I had taken the view that the student quasi-fascist movement RHODES-MUST-FALL was not really about RHODES at all, so it was fairly pointless to dig into the ancient history. But in 2017 I relaxed that.
      I read about RHODES mainly in my old friend Phyllis LEWSEN's superb biography JOHN X MERRIMAN - PARADOXICAL STATESMAN and in MERRIMAN's CORRESPONDENCE and DIARY which had been edited for the Jan van RIEBEECK Society by Phyllis.
      One surprising thing that emerges is that according to MERRIMAN, RHODES was, as a young man, completely uninterested in politics, which he saw as a sordid business, until MERRIMAN drew him in, by directing his attention to the "Colour Question" which both of them saw as a uniquely moral issue.
      Although he bobbed and swayed on the practical politics of negotiating with racists as PM of the Cape, RHODES was an opponent of White nationalism, and a believer in multi-racial Imperialism - ultimately leading to that great shibboleth of right-wing Americans - World Government! 
     (Here RHODES was at one with the Hobbist Bertrand RUSSELL and the socialist Albert EINSTEIN; but RHODES seems to have been the only one to have done anything practical about it.
     He set out to annex Rhodesia, and founded the Rhodes scholarships!
     A strange and bizarre thing to want to attempt to build World Government starting from South Africa! Hubris, undoubtedly - and madness possibly?)

     But it is ultimately  MERRIMAN who emerges as the truly intellectually impressive - but also morally perplexing - figure in these pages.
     MERRIMAN was an exponent of GLADSTONIAN Liberalism. In the 19thC Cape, this meant outreach to both Afrikaners and Africans. But it also meant a certain complex of economic views - mainly but not exclusively Laissez-Faire. (He has a claim to being the intellectual father of Consolidation on the diamond fields, and was a persistent critic of short-termism among the mining magnates.)
     In his CORRESPONDENCE I found a discussion  whose significance seems to have been generally  overlooked. Here he explains his philosophy regarding the Cape franchise with its stiff property qualification. On my reading he was an early exponent of what I have called THE LIBERAL GRAND NARRATIVE. He thought a rising tide of capitalist development would integrate the society and bring both Afrikaners and Africans into the fold of modern liberal democracy.
     But in 1907 we find him writing to his Canadian correspondent GOLDWIN SMITH (Correspondence IV,54): "In the Cape, the Natives are the workers growing in riches as a result of their industry. They are rising, while a large class of Europeans are sinking, and causing a fearful anxiety for the future."
     What this means is that MERRIMAN was aware of Africans' positive response to the market (more recently celebrated by Colin BUNDY and others), and also of the growing "poor White" Problem among Afrikaans-speaking Whites.
      What is astonishing is how, given this acute perception, he was ready to go along with the racially gerrymandered constitution of the new Union of South Africa.
     A powerful consideration must have been that one should not take the franchise away from rich Blacks in the Cape Province, from well-to-do Coloureds and Indians in Natal, or from poor Whites in the OFS and the Transvaal. 
     But surely he should have held out for some mechanism to ADD progressively and selectively to the voters roll, on a non-racial basis, for all provinces outside the Cape?

     Reading these letters, one is very conscious of other incipient forces gathering on the periphery of the colonial world. Organized White Labour is crazily playing the race card as early as 1903, and there is also the strange spectacle of  GANDHI writing to MERRIMAN and complaining, not in a modern way about human rights violations, but about the subjective experience of "national humiliation" suffered by upper caste Indians, when they were treated as no different from other "non-Whites"!
     A fundamental insight about the difference between ancient and modern Imperialism, is that the Romans eventually extended FULL citizenship to ALL their subjects; the British didn't.
In the case of MERRIMAN at the Cape this had good consequences because the qualified franchise could be extended in a way that transcended "Race"; but there were more usually highly ambivalent consequences, not least because partial inclusion also created  reactive nationalism. Here in SA, the Jingoes pushed the buttons of both Indians and Afrikaners.
(In retrospect, what is surprising is that there was so little reactive nationalism among Africans: the growth of ZULU ethnicity in the late 19th century, and the PAC in the 1950s seem to stand out as exceptional.)
     And another footnote is to wonder about GANDHI. By the time he came to write HIND SWARAJ in 1909, he had come to reject distinctions of caste and class. His conception of spiritual swaraj (home - rule) had also encompassed a large measure of self-discipline - including insult pacifism. One wonders where and when and why this change occurred. I am not sure Erik ERIKSON gives a good answer.

(b) (Black America.) Harold CRUSE.
One of the great reading pleasures of the last two years was going back to read Harold CRUSE's THE CRISIS OF THE NEGRO INTELLECTUAL (1967) - surely the most  weighty book to come out of the American Black Nationalist Tradition - but one which, to my mind, transcends that tradition, and so remains one of the best books about American society and politics ever written.
      Consider for example, this one - liner: "INDIVIDUALS", he said, "get assimilated - only Communities CAN be integrated." 
     CRUSE was very clear - eyed about the limitations and  blindnesses of American Communists as they thrashed around with the Colour Problem. Black Americans were a group of "hyphenated-Americans" just like say, Irish-Americans  - only they never got organized in the same way - and various nostrums like creating a colony in Africa or a forty-ninth State somewhere in the South, were so many snares and delusions. These were pipe-dreams, which chimed with naive conceptions of a nationalist character. But there were also forms of fake colour-blindness, for American Marxists were apt, on occasion, to not only deny the existence of "Race" but also the reality  of "Racism". Black radicals in Harlem were being asked to make sacrifices in solidarity with White workers from elsewhere, who would never have reciprocated in the same way. 
     CRUSE's own nationalist recipes were not just for organizing caucuses of African-Americans, but also for economic development of the ghetto, through growing cooperatives. To me, this makes quite a bit of sense, because I think of the successful growth of Nationalist cooperatives like MONDRAGON in the Basque country. The Nationalism here comes into the equation because managers take huge salary cuts for the sake of the National project. (It is also interesting to look at  nationalist sentiment in relation to that other very successful cooperative enterprise, the Swiss company MIGROS.)
     When one asks what is the characteristic feature of this kind of Nationalism, the answer seems to be that it is a collective self-strengthening movement - and in a non-zero sum  world in  which growth is possible  this need not be part of  a war against others.
    Thus I think CRUSE is exemplary both for his understanding of the dynamics of "Race"-and for picking out what is acceptable and valuable in the (often very deplorable) nationalist tradition.   

(c) Carol SWAIN on White Nationalism.. 
There have been quite a number of Black critics of Affirmative Action - but none of them quite like Carol SWAIN. Most of the conventional critics are either Free Market Conservatives - who object to GOVERNMENT interference in the economy - (but are quite unfazed when private companies discriminate), or Black Nationalists, who object to Affirmative Action creating a Black Middle class which is enfeebled and dependent on Whites. (The kind of middle class Franklin FRAZIER used to refer to as a "Lumpen - bourgeoisie".)
     Carol SWAIN, on the other hand, argues that Affirmative Action is a powerful stimulant to the growth of white identity politics, and in the long run, balkanizes the country.
     Her book THE NEW WHITE NATIONALISM IN AMERICA: The challenge to integration
came out in 2002  and so long antedated the rise of the alt-right and the TRUMP Presidency.
In her book she predicted the growth of the White backlash, and events seem to confirm her, because at a rough estimate the White Nationalist Right is about 3 times as large as when she wrote. (These figures should be taken with a grain of salt - but more worryingly opinion polls show a large corona  of fellow travelers - people who share alt-right perceptions on many issues, but are not paid-up members of the Movement.)
     The volume is unique also in containing in-depth interviews with White nationalists, conducted on Carol SWAIN's behalf, by Russel NIELI, an Italian-American, who himself has written searchingly about 'race' and morality.
    There is also interesting discussion of the Immigration issue, and of the possible use of religious outreach to bridge the racial  divide. 

(d) Michael REICH: RACIAL INEQUALITY.
Continuing my interest in the economics of discrimination, I was originally planning to re-read conservative economists Gary BECKER, and Thomas SOWELL.
     But while cleaning out my library, I found a book I had not read before: Michael  REICH: RACIAL INEQUALITY (Princeton 1981) which purports to correct and  fill in  an important gap in BECKER's analysis, by examining discrimination in the urban economy, especially the corporatised and unionized industrial sectors. He starts by regressing class incomes against the B/W pay-gap, and finds that contrary to  various neoclassical models upper-class Whites benefit more than lower-class Whites from discrimination.
     His analysis is then quite simple: racism weakens the bargaining power and solidarity of workers, while increasing the power of management, and the profits of shareholders. Thus white workers lose and capitalists gain, and general inequality increases as a result of racial discrimination.
     This has interesting parallels and contrasts with the South African case, where White workers in 1903 and 1922 played the race card, and again had to be bought off in the 70s and 80s - the years after RIEKERT and WIEHAHN -  which opened the floodgates to Black unionism. The neo-marxists always used to suggest something like the REICH model applied to South Africa, but I think that even in the years of high apartheid, the situation was more complicated. South Africa was always  a dual economy, and largely got wedged or trapped  in a low-wage system, with multiple bad effects such as slow growth and low productivity - and White workers drew a rental income from their privileges and monopoly power in this peculiar situation. When all this changed - in the 1970s after NIXON floated the dollar, and enabled a massive increase in the price of gold, White workers lost their monopoly but retained their privileges. Both Black and White wages went up - while White CAPITALIST incomes stagnated. This is quite different to the US.
      Consequently, while I don't want to dispute the main outlines  of REICH's work - especially the interesting empirical findings in his later chapters - I am a bit dissatisfied with his narrative, which  puts so many interesting political and  microeconomic details about the functioning of near-full employment on hold. More counterfactual history might have been useful - for sociological and psychological  studies show greater prejudice among workers - and something like this is needed to explain how the working class gets divided in the first place.
     But there is ONE point which emerges from his historical account which is vital, and may be a pointer also for South Africa - and that is the difference between craft unions represented by the AFL, and industrial unions represented by the CIO. The craft unions were uniformly racist, and the industrial unions were - eventually - integrationist. And on REICH's time-series evidence, the craft unions, while generally fairly successful in  pursuing white privilege, did their members materially no good at all. This is another example of the costs of discrimination returning to hurt the discriminators. 

(e) (Mainstreet). Peter TEMIN: The Vanishing Middle Class.
One of the most astonishing things in the contemporary advanced capitalist world is what has been called "the hollowing out of the Middle Class", that is the numerical shrinkage of the middle strata, so that the income distribution curve has gone from being a Bell curve to something resembling a two-humped camel. This outcome  seems to be emerging in several countries but has undoubtedly been carried furthest in the US.
     It is the subject of an important - but I think, flawed - book by veteran MIT economic historian Peter TEMIN, called THE VANISHING MIDDLE CLASS: PREJUDICE AND POWER IN A DUAL ECONOMY.
     TEMIN makes two explanatory moves. The first, of which I thoroughly approve, is to invoke W ARTHUR LEWIS's classic dualistic model of an industrializing economy where one has two sectors, a backward agricultural sector and an advanced industrial sector, and during the course of development, labour is transferred from the low wage low productivity agricultural sector  to the modern industrial sector, with improvements all round. This is primarily a "pull" process so Inequality at first increases to motivate workers to move to the modern sector, but later stabilizes (or actually decreases if we are to believe Simon KUZNETS.)
     TEMIN's idea is that De-industrialization is to some extent running this movie in reverse.
We have a dualistic structure in the economy, a high productivity high remuneration advanced sector - devoted to hi-tech and fancy services - and a low-end sector of precarious jobs in decaying industries, or in low-paid   menial services, and a "push" process is  forcing people out of the one and into the other. That wages have been largely stagnant for forty years is widely recognized, but less generally appreciated is the reality of pressure for downward social mobility - though that is certainly something middle class parents worry about as they contemplate the problems of sending their offspring to college. But downward social mobility is something we should all worry about, because of the BETTLEHEIM-JANOWITZ empirical finding that  mobility increases prejudice.
     The second explanatory  move which TEMIN  makes is one I am less happy about, and that is taking race relations as a template for the construction of class relations in general. 
He seems to want to argue that since bad things happen to Blacks first, bad race relations lead to bad class relations. Certainly, a divided working-class leads to fratricidal competition among the workers, but how will this impact on the middle classes? Only indirectly, I would think.
This kind of explanation seems to me to be misguided on several counts: to start with - we know that in American history class warfare directed against the working class is very general, and goes right the way back so as to antedate the Civil War. America has absolutely the worst history of bad labour relations of any industrialized country. (A number of historians and sociologists blame the Frontier tradition, and the Right to bear Arms.)
     Secondly, the phenomenon of hollowing out, is also found in a number of countries which do not have America's history of fraught race relations. It would have helped greatly if TEMIN had used this international variation  to try and deduce and test a less ad hoc explanatory framework. 
     One idea for such an alternative theory does emerge from other results which TEMIN cites but does not use - about unionism, for example.
     For as William LAZONICK and others have shown, labour productivity tracked wages very closely until about 1960. Trade-Unions prevented the bosses from running off with the profits!
After 1960 wages and productivity  became decoupled, and later as the ideology of shareholder-value took over, what previously would have gone to the workers, or would have been retained and ploughed back into the business, went in the form of dividends to the capitalists - who used it on consumption or invested it abroad.
     It was this - plus deindustrialization, which opened up the hole in the middle of the American Income distribution. And white-collar workers get affected just as much as blue-collar workers, once you start getting  to factory closures, and the fall-off in tax revenue cutting the supply of public goods, a process which ultimately affects the quality of life for everybody .
     There is yet another possible explanation which TEMIN doesn't discuss - and which needs to be further investigated. This is the contention put forward by PRYOR and SCHAEFFER in their important 1999 book WHO's NOT WORKING AND WHY - that unskilled jobs have been expanding faster than the low-skilled population. On this view the threat to working-class males comes not from foreigners, migrants or robots, but from cognitively challenged  but over-educated upper class dropouts who are downwardly mobile - and from women, who have generally undercut men. These people - men and women - moving into low-skilled jobs will be major emigres from the Middle class.
     It follows that the major part of TEMIN's book doesn't really relate to the Title at all - but is a fairly harrowing account of what's in the subtitle - poverty, unemployment, crime and incarceration as it affects the Black population of America.

(f) Thomas FRANK: Listen, Liberal!
Just as important as the shrinkage of the middle class has been the harrowing of the working class. Thomas FRANK's book LISTEN LIBERAL, is an important guide here, for in it he chronicles the abandonment by the Democratic Party of Organized Labour, starting with the McGOVERN reforms of Democratic Party rules, which removed direct Union representation from the Party structures.
     FRANK's book next tracks how the party became increasingly beholden to wealthy donors on Wall Street, and how it narrowed its base so as to come to represent establishment professionals.
      He is especially good on how some of these people acquire a strong sense of entitlement.
"There never was a candidate as well qualified as Hilary CLINTON", OBAMA told the electorate - as if suitability for becoming President was something which could be EARNED, just by ticking all the right boxes. So this was actually an appeal to complacency, and to what has been called the dead hand of competence.
     One thing I would have liked a little more on, is about the relations of Organized Labour to other factions or organized groups within the Democratic Party.
     Carol SWAIN suggested that Richard NIXON pioneered affirmative action with the Philadelphia plan, at least partly because he saw it as a wedge issue to open up divisions between Blacks and two other important constituencies  of the Democratic Party - the Unions, and the Jews. The Jews were an over-achieving minority, historically aware of suffering discrimination under the NUMERUS CLAUSUS, and resentful towards quotas. But why would the Unions have been opposed to AA? I would have liked to see more on this issue. 

(g) DIONNE.
But one does not see the full spectrum of Upper class betrayal of the American working class if one looks at the Democrats only. Here E J DIONNE's book WHERE THE RIGHT WENT WRONG is invaluable.
     This is a detailed chronicle of how the Extreme Right took over the Republican Party, driving out Liberals and moderates, from the time of  Goldwater to the Tea Party. In the 1950s EISENHOWER was a moderate who was happy to retain the gains made by the New Deal. In the 1950s low-level activists chipped away at the rights of workers (particularly unionists) .
Under GOLDWATER the Welfare State was denounced and repudiated, but the real onslaught had to wait for Ronald REAGAN, who notoriously invoked the LAFFER curve and trickle-down economics to justify a fiscal revolution. This did not work, and after being reversed, he ended up actually raising taxes on workers and the middle class while offering tax relief to the very rich.
     (Keynesians, of course, will know how to cure the ills begotten by the failures of trickle-down theory: so long as levels of investment and real rates of return on investment carried out by government are higher than under trickle-down, progressive taxation is the way forward. LAFFER, of course, is not always ridiculous - it worked under GLADSTONE, and it worked under KENNEDY - but it did not work under REAGAN.
     The State needs to substitute if the capitalists go on strike!)
     DIONNE is instructive on this history - and also very interesting on the Culture wars which brought on the insurgency of the religious Right. The book was completed before the outcome of the primaries in 2016, but there is a remarkable segment in which the rise of Donald TRUMP is prefigured.
     In the election where OBAMA was standing for a second term in office, OBAMA was standing against Mitt ROMNEY, a relatively liberal Republican, who had once been governor of Massachusetts -  a blue state.  In the rust - belt of the Midwest blue-collar workers turned out in droves to support OBAMA, once it was learnt that ROMNEY was in fact a globalist who had unrepentantly supported the export of jobs from the United States through the outsourcing and the off-shoring of production.

Make America Great Again! (MAGA!) is one of the most powerful messages among the TRUMP supporters.
But Economic Nationalism is in total conflict with
Make Government Small Again!,
which is the credo of Rightwing Republicans.
Hence the total disillusion of the TRUMP base is entirely predictable. But where will they go, those angry people who currently look to Breitbart News as their beacon? 
This remains to be seen.
.
(h) Steven RATTNER: OVERHAUL.
Subtitled "An insider's Account of the OBAMA administration's emergency rescue of the auto industry", this is the definitive book on the OBAMA Administration's dealings with Detroit.
They were reluctant pragmatic interventionists, and sought all the time to make use of talent taken from departments of Mergers and Acquisitions on Wall Street
     What is fascinating is that it becomes clear that although the industry is challenged in general, it was GM which was in the direst straits and  this was entirely  due to complacent incompetent management. There had been a failure in the market for takeovers -presumably because of fear of the so-called WINNER's CURSE, whereby the winners in a bidding war pay too much - and the main thing that the OBAMA team needed to do was to retire the GM management en bloc.
     What is also clear is the extreme reluctance with which Larry SUMMERS and the other OBAMA people undertook this intervention - and that they saw this as a desperate emergency measure of an entirely special and ad hoc character. 
     But if this is a simple case of market failure which can be remedied by the State, we ought to make provision so that dealing with it is an entirely routine matter.

     And here I think Karl POPPER's forgotten social democratic proposal from the 1970s, needs to be dusted off and resuscitated. This called for a  50%  ownership stake for the State in all publicly listed companies, and open and contestable reviews of performance in an industrial court with outright nationalization as a possible outcome. These could be held either on a regular routine basis - or when the companies got into trouble. Gone is the Clement ATTLEE utopian vision of Labour manning the "commanding heights" of the economy, this is piecemeal social engineering - an effort to cure the ills of ailing companies, and especially of ineffective managers.
     POPPER had been concerned to rehabilitate the feedback mechanism provided by  Nationalization, but thought the process needed to be  made public, accountable, and subject to the Rule of Law - mainly because he did not trust either politicians or public servants to be appropriately professional and impartial.
     (Footnote: This is also how bank regulation is done in Canada. It is remarkable that since its founding in 1840, the Canadian banking  system has not had a SINGLE systemic crisis. By comparison the US has had no less than three in the short period since 1980. The definitive work on this is by Charles CALOMIRIS and Peter HARBER, and called FAILURE BY DESIGN: the Political Origins of Bank Crises and Scarce Credit. This book is important in more ways than one: for quite apart from giving instances of good institutional design, it also shows that Hyman P MINSKY's  conclusion that recurrent  bank crises are inevitable under Capitalism, is way  too pessimistic.)
     This type of arrangement  can also be recommended as a solution to the too-big-to-fail  problem, for removal of incumbent management, and various kinds of restructuring or sell-off are also possible outcomes.
     (And some sort of judicial oversight would also cure quite a number of the ills which have been plaguing South Africa's public sector, in the period since 1994. It is not only privately owned companies which need regular critical scrutiny. And an adversarial public scrutiny would be better than a bureaucratic one- many of us have learned to fear and despise the latter when practiced as a piece  of neo - liberal ritual observance. ) 

(i) Gary WILLS:  A NECESSARY EVIL: A history of Americans' distrust of government.
This book provides a vital source for explaining the ideological strengths of the Libertarian push to the right - and also for countering their arguments.
     The main thesis is that there has been an ideological drive to misinterpret history - interventionism has been a recurrent feature of American government - particularly in its greatest periods - since the time of Alexander HAMILTON, and this tendency to misinterpret US history has been buttressed by a willful misreading of the Foundational documents of the American constitutional order, in particular THE FEDERALIST.
     WILLS sets out to debunk this in his very first chapters, notably those devoted to what he calls Revolutionary Myths, and Constitutional Myths. But the most spectacular revisions are in a section called THE USES OF FACTION, which is devoted to a close reading of James MADISON's handiwork in FEDERALIST #10, and John JAY's discussion of injustices precipitating the  wars against  the Indians in FEDERALIST #3.
     WILLS writes:
A direct and local democracy, according to Madison, invites injustice because it makes the parties to any dispute the judges of it, a basic violation of fair adjudication (F10.69). If all a government can do is react to the pressure of the largest group, there is no way for others outside the group to obtain a fair hearing. For that, they must appeal to a larger sphere where local passions will not be the only factors in play
     Thus WILLS argues that MADISON's genius was to reject the traditional plaudits for small city-state republics, and want to put large-scale constituencies to work to defeat the evils of passion and localism. Even the most grubby special interests must be made to come before the public casting their arguments in terms of broader - preferably universal - principles.
     And WILLS clinches his arguments, by quoting MADISON as follows:  
“Extend the sphere and you take in a greater variety of parties and interests; you make it less probable that a majority of the whole will have a common motive to INVADE THE RIGHTS OF OTHER CITIZENS; or . if such a common motive exists, it will be more difficult for all who feel it to DISCOVER their own strength, and act in unison with each other. Besides other impediments it may be remarked that where there is a consciousness of UNJUST OR DISHONORABLE PURPOSES, communication is always checked by DISTRUST in proportion to the number of those whose concurrence is necessary.”  (F.10.64)  [EMPHASIS added by WILLS.] 
     This certainly is a counter to the right-wing American cult of localism, amateurism, intense citizen mobilization, and hostility to diplomacy - which are all, more or less dubious components of the faith in small government.
     But when one reflects on this, there is more: it also has a wide applicability to some shibboleths on the Left - and on the campus  pseudo-Left. For example, it should make one very suspicious towards identity politics - which seems, increasingly about not merely getting the voices of minorities to  be heard, but also about claiming special authority and privileges  for militant spokes-persons from  these  minorities.
     In this context I  cannot help thinking of the sage words of Rabbi AKIBA:
"If I am not for myself, who then  will speak for me? But, if I am ONLY for myself - what then am I?..  If not now, when?"

(j) Mark LILLA: The once and Future Liberal.
This book started as an essay launched the day after TRUMP was elected. This essay, which was the first to anatomize the disastrous and divisive effects of identity politics on the Democratic Party, drew a huge firestorm of criticism. (Some nasty people involuntarily demonstrated their own superficiality and bigotry,  by calling LILLA himself  a racist.)
The book goes into more specifics, but again contrasts the Inclusiveness of the New Deal, with the balkanization which seems inherent in Contemporary American Liberalism.
It does not quite have the incisiveness of Thomas FRANK's book in showing where the Democrats  lost their way - but it remains a landmark work, and like FRANK's one of the best responses to Trumpism so far.

(k) (Islam.)Bassam TIBI: ISLAM AND ISLAMISM.
This book provides a unique thoughtful approach to understanding and drawing the line between liberal and conservative Islam on the one side, and ISLAMISM - reactionary /revolutionary political Islam on the other.
     The author derives his unique perspective from Hannah ARENDT, and he sees ISLAMISM, as an incipiently Totalitarian movement, relying on constant propaganda and Terror, in the classic way outlined by ARENDT in her book on Nazi Germany.
    I have some qualms about this - as Nazism had a whole series of dimensions which were not captured by ARENDT, or which were mentioned by ARENDT and ignored by TIBI. However, that being  said, one has to say TIBI does a very good job, to draw clear lines of distinction between Islamism, and other political tendencies in the Islamic world,
and his analysis does suggest why anti-semitism - up to and including THE PROTOCOLS OF THE LEARNED ELDERS OF ZION - is an essential, and not merely an accidental, part of the Islamist agenda.
     There are also wise asides on many other topics - including Liberal Islam in Morocco and the Far East, and the generally pernicious effect of Western Identity Politics, where the notion of "Islamophobia" has been used to spread and  multiply prejudice, and preclude any rational criticism of Islamic societies.
     Also sobering is his analysis of  Western policy mistakes, and the timeline for the rise of Islamism, which involves both the fatal Israeli transition to a dual polity in the occupied territories, and the spread of the  neo-Liberal fashion (including consumerism, inequality  and managerialism) to Arab economies.
     Only part of this was in my article, because I was intent on exploring the Heribert ADAM connection with xenophobia, and looked at honour culture, and some of its strange manifestations, such as Hasan al-BANNAH's assertion that JEWS have no sense of shame.
     When I wrote my article against Populism, I had not yet read TIBI, and my treatment of the challenges posed by Islamic migration into Europe and North America, was at a high level of abstraction. I could see that mass migration could overwhelm the welfare system, and that not all concern on this score deserves to be branded and dismissed as xenophobia. Indeed it is very important that the well-being of existing welfare recipients should not suffer adversely: if sacrifices need to be made in the name of human solidarity, then it is the upper class which should make the first move.
     But in general I felt happy with  the idea of RAWLS (which goes back to ERASMUS and the Reformation) that most elements of Islamic cultural and religious observance should be treated as adiaphora - that is, as matters of indifference.
     The Liberal State should only be concerned to enforce Core Values - absolute moral  principles, such as: murder is wrong; and procedural rules, such as AUDI ALTERAM PARTEM. 
     But this is too simple, as a number of my correspondents pointed out to me - for it fails to deal with thorny issues such as the rights of women, where post-Christian individualism, is in conflict with Islamic communitarianism.
     And it also fails to address the social, psychological and cultural difficulties of second generation immigrants who are up against problems created by prejudice, by the neoliberal BACKWASH, and by the failure of multiculturalism.
    And to these must be added the security issues raised by TIBI: Western Muslims deserve to be protected against Islamism. 

(8) Visitors in the First Half Year.

(a) Ros GELCER. 
My old friend Ros GELCER from Muizenberg, who is now settled in Jerusalem, came near the beginning of the year, and took me out to music at the Endler hall. This was a slightly maudlin occasion, since she was packing up her things, and selling her property in SA, and I realized that I might never set eyes on her again.

(b) Anne GRAAFF and Christopher CULPO
 In the European summer, Anne and Christopher came out on holiday, and Christopher gave an enjoyable recital at an unusual venue - the Bakery, just around the corner from the OLYMPIA Cafe  in Kalk Bay.

(9) My Elephantine Essay on POPULISM: Back to Basics.

     This was a major effort at synthesis and rethinking, for POPULISM was shaking the Foundations, all over the Northern Hemisphere, while Fallism had placed a stranglehold round the neck of the SA higher education system.
     In my article I attempted to forge a unifying narrative encompassing both North and South.
POPULISM was locked in battles with  ELITISM  everywhere; but the real heartland seemed to me to be the US, where conservative TRUMP supporters were talking like Marxists, and campus so-called radicals were talking like Fascists!
     Part of my article was an attempt to popularize and get clear some distinctions, between different models of capitalism, and different aspects of the market  and of non-market institutions involved in capitalism, which have been evident to thinking people for some time. 
But my article was also an effort to rethink fundamentals, because I found I needed to go back to basics, and clarify such things as the distinction between Left and Right; the fundamental notions of Racism, Racialism, and non-Racialism; why a democrat should share NIETZSCHE's revulsion against RESSENTIMENT - that is, the hatred of excellence - (even very ordinary people can aspire to turning in an excellent performance) - and how to distinguish the  morally legitimate claims of nationalism, from the illegitimate claims of chauvinism,
and the pathological sentiments of xenophobia..
     My article combined a narrative account of Brexit and Trump and the South African story, with many long analytical sections expounding social theory, aimed at making the narrative hang together intellectually. In this exposition I shall concentrate on these problem sections, and take much of the narrative for granted. I shall also write with benefit of hindsight, because my analysis kept evolving further, as the year wore on.

(a) MUELLER.
It is widely agreed that the best recent political account of POPULISM is that which has been put together  by the German-born Princeton political scientist Jan-Werner MUELLER in his book: WHAT IS POPULISM?
     MUELLER diagnoses populism as a peculiar disease of democracy, in which the populists speak about themselves and their movement as constituting the people, reject democratic pluralism, and seek to expel from "THE PEOPLE"  those who do not conform to their notions of political and moral purity. Since the key notion is that of substituting themselves or their own movement for that of the whole people, one might say that populism is a form of identity politics characterized by identity theft.  
    A good example is provided by Donald TRUMP saying, while on the campaign trail: "the most important thing is the unification of the people... all of the rest don't matter at all". 
In my article I referred to this kind of thing as "hard - core" populism - and noted its limitation to the nucleus of a broader movement. Embarrassingly too, as MUELLER admits, this kind of attitude is not to be found in the original American prairie Populism of the 19th century.
After I finished my article, I came to have further doubts about the wisdom of leaning too heavily  on MUELLER - he seems to yoke together two things - the rhetorical tropes about "we, the people" - and purity or purification movements - which are things best kept analytically distinct.
     Thus campus identity politics is often about shutting down or expelling the impure, without making any pseudo-democratic  claim to be the whole PEOPLE. (Think of Gwen NGWENYA being accused of not being truly Black!)

(b) HOFSTADTER.
For my purposes one of the best accounts of POPULISM is in the writings of the American historian Richard HOFSTADTER. He first broached the subject of POPULISM in the period 1948-1960, and at that stage was very much under the shadow of McCARTHYISM, whose popular resonance often seemed to its critics at the time, to be a form of populism.
     The most important early critic of HOFTADTER was Michael Paul ROGIN, who in his book McCARTHY, THE INTELLECTUALS AND THE RADICAL SPECTER, argued that HOFSTADTER (and also the sociologist Seymour Martin LIPSET) had down-played  the extent to which McCARTHY far from being a populist, had been a  right-wing demagogue of traditional stripe.
     HOFSTADTER returned to the subject - partly to answer his critics - with a magnificent essay in 1963, called "Pseudo-Conservatism Revisited", which is reprinted in his book THE PARANOID STYLE IN POLITICS AND OTHER ESSAYS published in  (1964)
     In his original work, he had developed a model narrative about American politics alternating between periods of "INTEREST POLITICS" and "STATUS POLITICS" - interests being thought of very much in the usual way - while the Weberian concept of status was more or less interpreted along the lines of the phrase "Status anxiety". Some critics thought the terms "symbolic politics" or "cultural politics" would have been more appropriate.
     In his 1963 essay HOFTADTER sought to clarify this:-
<<... In my original essay I used the term "status politics" to refer to three things that are related but not identical: first is the problem of American identity as it is complicated by our immigrant origins and the problems of ethnic minorities; second, the problem of social status, defined as the capacity of various groups and professions to command personal deference in society.; and finally, the effort of Americans of diverse cultural and moral persuasions to win reassurance that their values are respected by the community at large. The purpose of the term was to heighten our awareness of a constant political struggle not out of the real or imagined contest for gain that is familiar in our interest group politics- ..... - but out of commitments to certain other values, which are taken by the persons who share them to be ultimate moral goals, disinterestedly pursued.>>
 
     This is I think very important, because it shows that identity politics is no new thing in America, and because it brings out the importance of alternatives to utilitarian materialism -for it is very much the case that intrinsic values are involved in the culture wars. Indeed, Man cannot live by bread alone, and part of my main thesis, is that Populism is a justified rebuke to the plain bread = or sometimes, the thin gruel - doled out by right-wing Neo-liberalism. 
     But I also want to register some caveats here. HOFSTADTER sometimes writes as if there is a "swing-of-the-pendulum" phenomenon, as if periods of Interest politics alternate with periods of status politics. (Indeed that was how I read him originally when I first invoked him to explain modern populism). But I now think it is better (following the precedent of Neil DUXBERRY who writes about similar trends in American jurisprudence) to see these as overlapping phases in the national conversation, which wax and wane but never quite go away.
      So the take - home message I extracted about Populism, is that it is bound up with status politics, and with cultural and symbolic questions. It is apt to be backward-looking and  sometimes irrationalist, and though it comes in both Left and Right variants it can be both exclusionary and anti-elitist.   A good example is the Prohibition movement in early twentieth century America, which saw itself as a moral crusade endorsing both individual self-control and sobriety; but was supported both by the left-leaning Women's Christian Temperance Union, and the right-wing bigots of the  Ku KLUX KLAN. And the cultural politics inscribed here were complex: because the women were seeking to close down a drinking culture centred on all-male saloons; while the Protestant KKK was directing its ire at Catholics such as Whisky - drinking Irish-Americans, and beer-swilling Bavarians. 
     After Prohibition was repealed, these ethnic minorities were welcomed into the capacious coalition supporting  the New Deal, and the new drinking culture of the bars welcomed both men and women.
      But HOFSTADTER's fine - grained analysis bringing in sects and occupational groups is quite subtle, and may repay further attention.
     Footnote: HOFSTADTER's treatment of the original  19th century populism has serious imperfections. As pointed out, for example, by Lawrence GOODWYN,  he starts too late, and fails to see the good sense in "greenbacker" monetary policy, and the Farmers' Alliance project to  build strength through cooperatives. This is the good side of 19th century Populism.
This is of more than mere historical interest - even though it lacks any exact parallels today.

(c) The INSULTED and INJURED.
 A basic question which is pervasive in both the popular and the academic discussion of the Populist insurgence, is whether Populism is rational or irrational - or often, more concretely whether populism is fueled by  totally real or by totally symbolic grievances.   To my mind the answer must inevitably be: a little bit of both.
     And the real locus of debate must needs be: what is the split, and where is the overlap?
 Thus Anatol KALETSKY, who is a staunch defender of Capitalism 4.0, argued strongly against the rationality of Brexit, by pointing out that the single best predictor for  a LEAVE vote was the answer YES to a question about the desirability of bringing back  the death penalty.
In his view the LEAVERS were people who had cultural nostalgia for the days before accession to the EU.
     But if one reads Deborah CADBURY's book CHOCOLATE WARS, one finds a story about a community destroyed by a decision to move chocolate manufacture from Britain  to Poland - which was, in fact, a decision UNDERWRITTEN BY EU MONEY.
     The anger here against the EU is totally justified, and entirely rational - the nostalgia - such as it is - being for a whole meaningful way of life now destroyed - and not just for a few fanciful frills of so-called "culture".
     And this example also yields a precious insight about STRUCTURE in the world we have lost.
For in the golden age CADBURY's was a family-owned  firm, and the CADBURY family resided in the same locality,  and workers and capitalists formed part of the same community.
It was only after corporate ownership replaced family ownership, that the reign of ruthlessness, commenced. 

    There is a novel by DOSTOEVSKY, whose title in the English translation due to Constance GARNETT, is: THE INSULTED AND INJURED.  I think this may have originally been a biblical phrase, but I have been unable to trace it.
      However, it very much suits my purposes, because there are TWO  (sometimes overlapping) populations here - people who have a material grievance, and people who have a status issue.
    And both psychology and ethics tell us that - however important it is politically and analytically to keep both in clear view at the same time, their consequences and character can be  very different.
    A set-back to interests has a largely objective character, inviting restitution or compensation; but a set-back to self-esteem is always wholly  subjective, and not always assuaged by apology.  In the long run it may either falter and fall away; or fester forever, as a never-healing wound.
     (The case of Gandhi who was creative in absorbing and overcoming assaults on his self-esteem is exceptional. How exceptional may be gauged from an IAS Youtube lecture by Patricia CRONE, entitled "The Assimilated Native who Rebels.")  
    The Populist revolt was about both Injury and Insult. But Injury is more tractable to deal with, both practically and intellectually, so that it got - and still gets - the bulk of my attention.

(d) Neo - Liberalism and de - Industrialization.
At the heart of the rise of rightwing populism, throughout the developed world, lies the phenomenon of de - industrialization.
     Whether it is the rust-belt of Pennsylvania and the Middle West, the abandoned wharves of Tilbury, the greying  shadow towns of eastern Germany, or the coalfields of northern France, Worldwide industry is either relocating or shrinking.
    And this goes with things like falling labour productivity, and the shift away from permanent employment into the dual economy..
     If we look back to the late sixties in the UK we see this is nothing new. Nicky KALDOR and his generation of Cambridge economists were fighting against it, already in 1970.
    Across the Atlantic, the same thing was happening, but there it was greeted much more complacently as Daniel BELL hailed it as  the inevitable arrival of a POST-INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY.
 Outside the Anglosphere, other people also took note and were worried. For example, in Sweden, Gunnar MYRDAL contemplated the challenges to development posed by the dire consequences of competitive instability and industrial fragility. Opening up a Third World country to trade could set in motion a vicious process of cumulative and accelerated industrial  decline, which he termed BACKWASH.  
    But  the advent of Neo-liberalism in the 1980s at the hands of REAGAN and THATCHER, with their belief in "leaving everything to the Market" tended to  make things a whole lot  worse.
It was indeed market short-termism that had led to under-investment in industry in the first place.
     KEYNES himself wrote of the need for State intervention to defeat "the dark forces of Time and of Ignorance"; and 1970s Keynesians such as Nicky KALDOR and Wynne GODLEY were of a similar opinion. They saw the writing on the wall for British industry, and wanted to set out grimly to reverse the processes of decline and erosion. KALDOR, who was inspired by VERDOORN's Law, an empirical regularity relating growth to trade, wanted bounties for exports; and GODLEY favoured an integrated  fiscal and trade policy including possibly strategic  protectionism.
     This was all brought to a halt by Labour's implosion, and the rise of Thatcherism.
      There is a huge irony in following the trail of de-industrialization as I pointed out in my original article.
    When the Soviet Union collapsed, it did so at least in part because of declining life chances; every year average Life expectancy was getting a little shorter. You might summarize it in the slogan: SOCIALISM KILLS.
    But after the Fall, a team of HARVARD economists came in, and advised SHOCK THERAPY.
The resulting process of de-industrialization turned  a slide into a stampede - and with nothing  coming in to spontaneously replace the smokestacks, vast populations faced penury and starvation.
    In their book, THE BODY ECONOMIC: Why Austerity Kills,  David STUECKLEY and Sanjay  BASU estimate that more than ten million people - overwhelmingly young men - died of despair - mainly through suicide, criminal violence or alcohol poisoning.
(In parenthesis we note that in Belorussia, where Joe STIGLITZ was the adviser, industrial restructuring was much more careful and sequential, the social safety net was not drastically  cut away, and there were no experiences of mass death. Evidently, when we study comparative economic systems, FREE MARKET CAPITALISM, IS MUCH MORE EFFICIENT THAN SOCIALISM  and this  applies equally  WHEN IT COMES TO MASS DESTRUCTION.
You might even say: CAPITALISM CAN KILL - AND FREE MARKETS DO IT MUCH MORE EFFICIENTLY.
     And, once again, it is the pragmatic piecemeal approach of social democracy which stands out as the humane alternative.)
     Now, the painful irony is this: that in the US, radical Republicans and Clintonite Democrats have been clawing away at dismantling the Welfare State for many  years, despite the well-known adverse effect this has on the automatic stabilizers. 
     But SOME - much reduced - social protection still exists against the forces of recession - and so, a fortiori, against the adverse effects of de-industrialization.
     Yet a landmark study by CASE and DEATON found that the social effects in the US are entirely similar  to those in Russia -  a substantial increase in mortality from "deaths by despair" mainly among the young and early middle-aged males.
     So the effect of Free Market policy, has been to import the same pathology seen in Russia to the American heartland. The scale is not (yet) really comparable to Russia - and there are some local peculiarities - but the bleakness is much the same. (One distinct difference is that in the US this epidemic overlaps with the opioid crisis - people are also seeking to blot out the pain of existence through  drugs other than alcohol.) DEATON has actually urged that parts of the US be considered as if they were a Third World disaster area - places overwhelmed by a  man-made tsunami. 
    And I have another suggestion which I would like to offer: what America needs is to imitate the MARSHALL Plan for rebuilding Europe after World War II: what Washington should  do, is to offer a new MARSHALL Plan  for the Midwest, an open-ended grant-in-aid for places like OHIO..!.

In the present impasse the important conclusions are three:

      (i) That it is not at all easy to reverse industrial decline - and that the simple-minded protectionism, deregulation and scrapping of trade deals advocated by BANNON and TRUMP even if it were to get fully  enacted by the legislature, will most probably have a net effect of  retarding for a few weeks or months the steady rise of the ocean.
COAL is not coming back when it has been destroyed by FRACKING.
    And it is not just a question of raising the LEVELS of investment: it is also one of recovering a lost mindset, and a lost set of skills.
   And this is very  difficult in a world where others are ahead and have already moved on.

       (ii)The best clues how to do reindustrialization come from successful newly industrializing states like South Korea, and what is involved here, as with other late industrializers, is  generally massive State intervention.(Late industrialization is different from early industrialization, precisely because it needs to take place in the teeth of effective pressure and competition from the earlier generation of first movers.)
     In the Asian case, there have also been very   high levels of saving. But  both of these things  have been anathema to the Reagan people: evidently when it is morning in America, it is widely supposed  you can  both have your cake and eat it..
     And this is part of a general syndrome, for it is all part of a fool's gold economy, where  borrowing for consumption rather than investing in machinery, allows one to pretend that it is the same old world of traditional capitalism, but this is in truth a world of rentiers and bubbles and musical chairs, and sometime the music has got to stop.

      (iii)Another related, very plausible requirement for reindustrialization is widespread popular support; for the programme may involve repeated encounters with  setbacks and wrestling with difficult or painful decisions, and younger generations may also be   called on to postpone  gratification, and make sacrifices for the good of the nation..
Only Bernie SANDERS enjoys this kind of recognition currently - TRUMP is ruled out because of his tendency to spread hate and sow division.  

How did we get in this mess?

    The short answer is through rejecting the New Deal, and through rejecting KEYNES. But this is much too short, and I will have to revisit this question from several slightly different angles later on. For the long story must also tell about financialization and militarization, (Hyman MINSKY's story, and the story told in Seymour MELMAN's book PROFITS WITHOUT PRODUCTION); it must explain that deregulation is good when it destroys unearned income, and bad when it facilitates harms, or lifts the pressure on firms to engage in investment and  innovation; and any attempt to tell a full story must also  confront puzzling changes in the ambient culture.

     (e)Neo - Liberalism and Social Exclusion.
Some critics of the deindustrialization diagnosis for Brexit, have argued that it cannot be correct because of the geographic scatter of the  REMAIN and LEAVE communities: LEAVE does not coincide at all neatly with the location of post - industrial blight.
    To this, I would reply that Neo-Liberalism, in the particular form of THATCHERISM, was a much broader social phenomenon: it represented the end of the old consensus politics, of ONE-NATION Toryism, (exemplified by Harold MacMILLAN), and it was quite ready to bite the bullet of social divisiveness, in the interests of it's truly reactionary aim of a need to return the Nation to  Victorian values. (REAGANISM, in the US with its rejection of EISENHOWER centrism, ran on parallel lines.)
     Thus it is perfectly possible that the INSULTED outnumbered the INJURED among the Brexiteers - for the truly alienated did not vote.
    But on the other hand young people were overwhelmingly in the REMAIN camp, and many of them were also ready to reject New Labour and rally behind the old-time socialism of Jeremy CORBIN, as the results of Theresa MAY's embarrassing  election clearly showed.

      (f)Defining Neo - liberalism. John Ralston SAUL.
In my article, I tried not to get too entangled in definitional problems, and was generally content with suggesting that Neo-Liberalism, was a pro-market ideology based on an over-simplified account of the Anglo-Saxon model of Capitalism.
Advanced Western societies have complex State systems with at least three branches of government (the legislature, the executive and the judiciary), and a civil society which also gets broadly  subdivided into three sections: voluntary organizations, small business and the corporate sector. Neo-liberals tend to have a positive vision of only two of these: the judicial system and small business. The rest must somehow be subordinated and conquered, so as to make liberal democracy safe for the market.
     One of the troubles with writing about Neo-liberalism, is that  depending on how the diagnosis of the ills of contemporary capitalism is made, the term can be used to refer to the most diverse things. Some critics indeed complain that it has become empty of meaning, an all-purpose pejorative.
     Thus we find the splendidly skeptical   Australian economist Steve KEEN writing that the fundamental fallacies of Neo-Liberalism are those of Neo-classical economics, in particular, the assumption that the capitalist economy is always in or near equilibrium, and that the state of private debt can always be netted out and is irrelevant to the functioning of the macro - economy. But these are just two of a wide array of factually wrong  or methodologically  dubious assumptions made by neo-Classical economists, and other critics of economic theory would highlight other features. (e. g. KALDOR stressed the importance of increasing returns, STIGLITZ the problems of imperfect information, Modern Monetary Theory (MMT) the softness of the Government Budget Constraint, in the situation where the State issues its own money.... and, no doubt, one could go on to give a much longer list.)
     Another popular definition looks at institutions - and describes Ne  liberalism as deep-seated hostility to Government and to Trade Unions.
     But both of these approaches  seem ridiculously narrow - and in addition  say nothing at all, for example, about the harms which are  done when markets are used as a benchmark for redesigning non-market institutions.
     At the other extreme is the Canadian writer John Ralston SAUL, who, in a long series of books starting with VOLTAIRE's BASTARDS (1992) has argued against what he calls "the Dictatorship of Reason in the West".
     This is, partly, a vast argument, in the style of POPPER, against the reign of the Philosopher kings , who seek as technocrats to impose on society a wholesale utopian  social  engineering based entirely on A PRIORI reasoning.
     But SAUL is a writer with a broad sweep who wishes to thickly cover a large canvas; so there is a whole lot more to his argument than there is in  my one-sentence summary. In fact one can better gauge the tenor of his argument if one pauses to describe what he holds up  as an alternative to "the Dictatorship of Reason". It is not just pragmatism and empiricism but also "Common Sense" and "the Triumph of Questions over Answers".
     And he scores a bullseye when he declares that modern elites have lost the common-sense capacity for "rational panic".
     It is this he believes which caused the hecatombs of killing in the First World War,  which still preserves  stockpiles of atomic weaponry enough to destroy humanity several times over, and generally  lends complacent  legitimacy to the arms trade.
     (How right he has been  about military craziness emerged right at the end of 2017 with new revelations about 1960s military  planning which calmly  envisaged mass death through  multiple nuclear holocausts; all this  being revealed by a hero of my youth, veteran whistleblower, Daniel ELLSBERG.) But let us leave military madness to one side and return to the problem of getting an intellectual  grasp on neo-Liberalism.
    Clearly such a rich and all-encompassing definition of Ne  Liberalism, as the "Dictatorship of Reason" is too broad, or better - is insufficiently specific, and - if we are not careful -  it is apt to license such competing fallacies as the cult of the gentleman amateur, and the interpretation of Common Sense not as healthy scepticism, but as "gut feeling" or even worse as "robust horse sense"- or  mere-"intuition".
    The work of psychologists such as Dan ARIELY, should make us duly cautious about following the intimations of "gut feelings", so my thought here, is that, excellent and stimulating as the writings of John Ralston SAUL are- something more precise is needed if we are seriously to get to grips with the deceptions and Fallacies involved in Neo-Liberal thought and practice.
      To that end, I would tentatively  map out a sketch history of the subject as follows. 
      Firstly, there is what George SOROS has called FREE MARKET FUNDAMENTALISM, which is associated with the Chicago School of Economics, and also the Mont PELERIN SOCIETY, at any rate in its later years.
     At its founding in 1947 this organization was intended to be a broad non-communist intellectual  front centred on Classical  Liberal ideals about avoiding totalitarianism through the rule of law, and an extensive system of  civil liberties. But it became increasingly narrow in the years  after  POPPER  and other Social Democrats withdrew their participation, and it lost its broad  Liberal component, perhaps  about 1960 when Milton FRIEDMAN took over as Chairman. (On the continent of Europe Classical Liberalism is often called Political Liberalism, and Free Market ideologies get other names such as "Manchester Liberalism" or "Liberism".) 
    The term “neo-liberal" was coined by Milton FRIEDMAN  in 1957 to mark just this distinction between his own views and that of  Classical Liberals.
    Interestingly Friedrich von HAYEK himself was divided on some of these issues and moved in an increasingly  fundamentalist direction over the course of his lifetime.
     Methodologically HAYEK falls somewhere in the middle here: at the beginning of his career he wrote very eloquently against what he called " Constructivist Rationalism" and the "Counter-revolution of Science" ; but later he averted his eyes when this style of thinking -A PRIORI reasoning in support of large-scale  Social Engineering - came to be the dominant style among his own friends and colleagues. His later works focused mainly on legal and constitutional matters, though here too, there were unresolved conflicts between ethical and instrumentalist approaches.. 
     REAGANISM-THATCHERISM is the best known political tendency  drawing inspiration from this particular group of  intellectuals, but there is also, the so-called Washington consensus adopted by the World Bank in the 1990s, the compromised "third Way" of Bill CLINTON and Tony BLAIR from the same era, (and indeed, if we cast around in places like Canada, Australasia and Latin America, there are still  others.)
    Then Secondly, and somewhat independently of this first trend, there was the development of what has been called THE NEW MANAGERIALISM in the 1980s and 1990s.
      This was a movement which sought to impose a crude caricature of business methods on the Public Sector, on Non - profits, and on the  Universities, in the name of being sober, business-like and Rational. But the common-sense it appealed to, was once again  A PRIORI musings and rationalizations  confabulated in think-tanks and  business schools -  and in many ways flew in the face of best practice and good scholarship.
      In reality, what it was, was a power-play on the part of a new managerial elite, (and their running-dogs - the HR bureaucracy.)
    Their intellectual pedigree wasn't nearly so exalted as that of the Mont Pelerin people - who looked back to HUME, SMITH, MILL, ACTON and TOCQUEVILLE.
    It has been remorselessly anatomized in a book called THE WITCHDOCTORS: Understanding the Management Gurus - written by a team from The ECONOMIST, John MICKLETHWAITE and Adrian WOOLDRIDGE.
    What we take away from this is that much Management Science is really pseudo-science - and outside of businessmen's clubs, is only taken seriously in places like Brazil. (I found a whole lot of this stuff in the State-sponsored Getulio VARGAS houses on my trip to that country circa 1980.)
     Good managers exist in various habitats, just  because good leaders exist - but  much of this excellence cannot be taught - for it is largely a matter of personality and  charisma.
Attempts to provide cookbook instructions, have been spurned, by, among others, the social democrat Michael POLANYI and the conservative philosopher Michael OAKESHOTT.
And there are important studies by behavioural economists and sociologists showing that egalitarian and participatory styles of governance yield better results than the standard managerialist prescription: steep dominance hierarchies practicing Benthamism.
     Then thirdly, and finally for our purposes, there is the movement known as ORDO - LIBERALISM, which originated in Germany in the 1950s under the aegis of  Ludwig ERHARDT, and had a sporadic spread elsewhere - mainly in Europe- in the subsequent decades. (According to MIROWSKI and PLEHWE, it came to be the esoteric secret doctrine of the Mont Pelerin Society leadership sometime after the glory years of the early  1950s). 
     This is a doctrine which admits that Western institutions don't spontaneously evolve in a textbook Neoliberal direction, so market orientation needs to be repeatedly and forcibly imposed from above.  It looks to the "social market economy", so is more friendly to Trade Unions and State Welfare provision than is traditional in  American Laissez-faire. However, the movement is noted for its severe moralistic posture, and has therefore supported all sorts of austerity, including extreme punitive measures directed against the  People of Greece, after the Greek  debt crisis and financial  debacle.
     There are a number of other variants and off-shoots which probably deserve to be recognized as well -  one thinks of the Virginia school of Public Choice with its animus against majority rule in an electoral democracy (usefully critiqued by Brian Barry in the 1970s); or the Crusade for corporate Irresponsibility, known as the Movement for Shareholder Value which drove out stakeholder thinking in the 1980s; and finally there is the down-sizing of KEYNES's message with its subversive emphasis on the government needing to maintain high levels of investment, into a bland  message prioritizing consumption over production, so that rough edges are shaved away and  life comes to be seen as one endless consumerist binge. (Joan ROBINSON  once memorably  dubbed the neoclassical version of this kind of thinking "BASTARD Keynesianism".)
     But this is probably more than enough to go on with.
      If we try to descry a common thread running through all these various  movements, it would probably be that they  all seek to inject into Capitalism a certain ruthless version of utilitarianism - a philosophy based on a  flawed account of human nature and a seriously defective system of morals.
    The Mont Pelerin people invoke the authority of  economic theory - either straight neoclassical or Austrian, the Managerialists look to Macchiavelli, the ordo-liberals have their own, more obscure masters (like Rudolf EUCKEN)..
     My account in terms of ruthlessness, does not require that we pick out a uniquely bad apple  in the compendium of neoliberal games : a ruthless policy maker will persist in the face of adverse results come what may, and will refuse to learn from his or her mistakes.
     In general purism prevails - the political and sociological embeddedness of the economy is strongly denied, and Neoliberal psychology knows nothing of the subtleties studied by people like Dan ARIELY in behavioural economics.
     To be more precise:
     The factual  flaws are that it is assumed that humans are exclusively motivated by the desire to maximize the excess of pleasure over pain, and never by sympathy and  fellow - feeling, or by any sort of intrinsic motivation.
     The moral defects are related, in that it is assumed that one OUGHT to act so as to maximize the pleasure-giving consequences - either immediately or in the long run -
and there is no recognition of any  moral complexity regarding duty, or virtue, or the good life.
    Managers who replace leadership by Benthamism violate the Kantian categorical imperative, by treating their subordinates as a means only.
     There is  also often  a certain recklessness in disregarding harmful externalities and high transactions costs  (both of which can be alleviated by good  government. )
     And true ruthlessness is displayed in the assumption that the end justifies the means - or in a better formulation, that all capitalist ends are good - and  that a good end justifies any means whatsoever. 
     (A beautiful example was provided by the CEO of the now defunct PR firm of BELL POTTINGER, which had been stirring up racism in SA in order to support its clients, the GUPTA family: his immortal line was :"Morality is for priests, not for people in the PR business"!) 
     For Free Market Fundamentalism, this moral obtuseness is often  cloaked in a high-minded rhetoric about Freedom - but also sometimes in a  form of esoteric high-brow  obscurantism using mathematics.
      It is a THEOREM that where enough markets prevail, all is for the best, in the best of all possible worlds.  (And to hell with anyone, any latter-day follower of SISMONDI you might say, who asserts what anyone with eyes can see: that there is a lot of common  experience, showing that market failure and instability do exist, and  are truly an  evil that can be avoided or mitigated!).
     For Ordo-liberalism, the fanaticism is devoted  not to ordinary utilitarianism, but to rule utilitarianism (a. k. a. rule worship). It is the long - run benefits of Rules which must be embraced, while one closes one's eyes to all the suffering and harm, that may be inflicted on the innocent in the short run.
    Social and cognjitive psychologists tell us that the motivation of human action is not simple, and always depends on subjective interpretations or "framing".
    To see how ruthless utilitarianism works in practice consider the case of the managerial revolution. 
     Managerialists say that inequality is GOOD for you - so nobody should be without a manager. Why so? - because people cannot be trusted to work on their own, without a manager whose job it is to provide "INCENTIVES" in the form of sticks and carrots.
    But in practice, managerial manipulation is often seen as invasive or  deeply illegitimate, and therefore resisted, either actively or passively. People come to frame it as "blackmail" and of course, it is morally wrong as well as irrational to submit to blackmail.
     Or, alternatively. when resistance cannot afford to be too open, workers engage in subtle  sabotage or foot-dragging, and  feign fake compliance.
    Whatever happens the unnatural  hierarchies run by neo-Liberal managers, are liable to become seriously dysfunctional.
     Under neo-Liberalism, journalism becomes fake news, while academia becomes rote recitation and fake research.
     And elsewhere there are other versions of this: charter schools replace teaching with testing, and for-profit hospitals become disguised luxury hotels, (while possibly skimping on treatment.) The nitty-gritty of non-glamorous  healthcare delivery - that is preventive and social medicine - sometimes comes low down on the list of neoliberal  objectives, exquisitely tuned as it is to the profit motive..
      But because of human variability, and because there is a fund of moral capital that predates the extensive neo - liberalization of the world, pockets of integrity do survive.

How did all this come to  happen?

     Intellectual failure and big money are a major part of the story.
    The hubris of American  Keynesians to claim they could "fine-tune" the economy in the age of stagflation, gave the Friedmanites their first chance.
    And Mrs THATCHER got her chance in the wake  of the collapse of British attempts at neo - corporatism: power-sharing between Unions, Owners and Government.
      Then in the 1990s the collapse of the Soviet Union, seemed to usher in an age of neo-liberal triumphalism, and "Free Market Democracy" was hailed as the "End of History." (Only George SOROS had the prescience to want to extend a helping hand to Eastern Europe. How much grief would have been saved if more people had shared his view!)
       Yet in the event Neo-Liberal  doctrine and policy has proved to be fools' gold, and to the classic failures of poorly regulated capitalism with regard to instability and inequality, were now added a whole lot of new policy failures - such as those associated with monetarism, with privatization, with deregulation, with structural adjustment, and with downsizing and  outsourcing.  
 
(g) Fundamentals about Left and Right.

     It is well-known that the modern distinction between Left and Right, began in the years after the French Revolution, when the French chamber of deputies was divided between the Party of Progress seated on the Left, and the Party of Order , seated on the Right.
     This still seems to capture a valuable distinction, many societies split naturally along Liberal/Conservative lines. And this certainly is morally legitimate, because rational people can be expected to differ on whether or not it is more important to preserve good things from the past, or to attempt to "make it new", and eliminate bad things from the present. 
But to be analytically viable, and to make appropriate distinctions in a world where changes are not always improvements, one really needs a substantive theory of Progress.
    So I would suggest that PROGRESS should be seen as a two-dimensional concept - it is BOTH about having life more abundantly AND about improving the distribution of good things.

     Defining an ideal distribution is well - known to be a thorny task: in a world with diverse abilities and tastes - mere numerical equality is not the answer.
    But we have many good partial indicators  to assess changes: a lot are bio-medical indicators, such as stature, body-mass index, and longevity, which  come from social medicine, epidemiology and demography.
    And for a further example, one might use a modified RAWLS test, and apply the PARETO criterion to the bottom half of the income distribution.
     And one might also usefully single out for special attention, the fate of vulnerable minorities, like the very young and the old. The slogan: "no child left behind" has much to recommend it.
     (Though I hasten to add that the BUSH programme of the same name, seems to have a lot of bad neo-liberal quick-fix features in its basic design.)
     As regards Technological Change, one important caveat emerged when this subject was debated by economists in the 1930s.
     A change in technology can  be regarded as PROGRESS only if it is such that the winners can compensate the losers and still come out ahead. But mechanisms to bring about actual  compensation are often  difficult to design and implement, and so probably the best way to deal with the problem of what SCHUMPETER called "creative destruction" is  the system of active labour market intervention pioneered and developed in the Scandinavian countries.
     And please note, that with this definition of what it means to be Left, the requirements for ascription may be pretty demanding.
      A general future orientation will not suffice, to be accounted as belonging to the Left means that one should have a positive orientation towards PROGRESS, and also some humility, and some reasonable understanding of what pursuing progress will entail - for there are always costs, and the risk of error is high.

Much campus nonsense thus deserves the label Pseudo-left.
While probably some Classical Liberalism, DOES deserve to wear the Left label.

     At a deeper level we probably ought to be thinking here about the grand narratives of Progress, of which historically, the Left has had  at least THREE:

*the millenarianism associated with the European Revolutionary tradition (brilliantly documented by Martin MALIA in his book HISTORY'S LOCOMOTIVES)

*the narrative of the progressive social inclusion of Slaves, women, workers, and ethnic and sexual minorities, deriving from the Three Great Awakenings (as recounted by Robert FOGEL in his book THE FOURTH GREAT AWAKENING).

*the Whig narrative of the growth of freedom under Law.-
and its sociological variant, the grand narrative of development through industrialism and  modernization. (c.f.  Ernest GELLNER in his PLOUGH, SWORD AND BOOK).

      The first of these seems to have perished along with the Soviet Union; the second is under serious  strain as I write - since FOGEL's version is unbelievable and  the campus versions are very degenerate and incoherent.
     But the third, long repudiated as old-fashioned, gathers renewed plausibility, despite many setbacks.
     The supreme importance of law and justice is absolutely clear.
     Why is industry so crucial ? 
     The answer can only be, that it alone holds out hope of abundance for all, and so will uniquely  underwrite the opening up to other attempts at liberation and acts of inclusion.

(h) Rethinking Nationalism.

     TRUMP's former chief strategist STEVE BANNON, describes himself as "an Economic Nationalist, not a White Nationalist". This - and the strident xenophobia of many populist supporters - set me thinking about Nationalism, once more.
     Traditionally, the Left has been the home of Cosmopolitanism, or at least,  of Internationalism.
      Yet during my lifetime, a major debate has raged over Nationalism - largely conducted by  intellectuals of Jewish origin - in which the alignments have not followed simple party lines.
     Nationalism had flared up in the 1930s - but by 1950 was largely a dead issue. The person who got the debate started again in the mid 50s, was the late Elie KEDOURIE, whom I knew slightly, as I met up with him both times on his two visits to South Africa.
     He had been born and brought up in Baghdad, from which his family had been forcibly expelled when the Baathists had seized power. So he looked back with nostalgia to the Turkish 'millet' system, and also to the period of the British mandate, so violently disrupted and destroyed by its nationalist successors. But he had multiple reasons for being Conservative - he was an observant Jew, who saw much modern politics as  futile and impious - he famously commended a modest style of politics and was resigned to its quotidian  imperfections as a "broken-backed" activity ; and he also had a major part of his intellectual formation at the LSE when its politics was dominated by the Tory philosopher Michael OAKESHOTT.
     His mordant little book NATIONALISM from 1958 is an absolute masterpiece. This was anti - nationalism but not at all from a Left-wing point of view.  .  
     His work did have one very important and  unexpected spin-off however, for its account of Nationalism as a bunch of intellectual fallacies with no basis in social reality, served as a major irritant to his LSE colleague, Ernest GELLNER, and - as one might say, to appropriate a famous phrase - served to arouse GELLNER from his dogmatic slumber.
     In a long series of articles and books stretching from THOUGHT AND CHANGE (1964) to a Festschrift contribution written only months before his death in 1994, GELLNER struggled mightily to develop a sociological THEORY of Nationalism, and also  tried to rescue liberal Nationalism from the intellectual and moral opprobrium into which it had fallen.
     In his earliest writings GELLNER concentrated on a situation similar to that which he had encountered as a boy growing up in his native Bohemia. In this situation a liberal bourgeoisie is struggling to industrialize and modernize a country, and so nationalistic ideology serves as a rallying point to mobilize the masses in the service of the National project. GELLNER thought this was morally defensible and even admirable.
     But in the article written just before his death, another story emerges. This is a story of INSULT, and RESSENTIMENT, when peasants (or other countrymen) come to town and are given the run-around by bureaucrats who do not even speak the local language.
     This situation is a lot more ambiguous, and presumably GELLNER (like most of us)  would have rejected as reprehensible the efforts of ethnic demagogues to whip up xenophobia, and incite ethnic cleansing.
     And this is indeed my own judgement about the morality involved with this Janus-faced monster: National projects good, xenophobia bad.
     My own preferred political morality is in favour of Cosmopolitanism - I even think that the costs of war and the dangers of militarism are so great that there is a case for World Government.
     But this is a utopian possibility, and so I am ready to  give a guarded and limited endorsement to smaller political entities, such as conventional Nation States - or the EU.
The great moral systems such as Kantianism and Utilitarianism are premised on universalism, and so are not good at dealing with special or particularistic obligations.
     I see it as absolutely clear that there is a duty of care and respect which we owe to humans in general, but beyond that, want to ask: how can it be that there is a particular - and sometimes stronger - obligation to fellow NATIONALS ?
     One morally attractive option has been pointed out by the German philosopher Jurgen HABERMAS, who while trying to urge his fellow countrymen to adopt the Atlanticist position during the Cold War, hit upon the notion of VERFASSUNGSPATRIOTISMUS -  patriotism towards a Constitution - a founding document - ... not myths about Blood and Soil.. 
     This will do for our purposes, though I think it is not the whole story, and a more philosophically adequate account would need to look at notions like "families" and "neighbourhoods" which are the object of warm sentiment and involve some sort of  conception of  "communities of fate". (c. f. the wonderful saying of Edmund BURKE, that the family is "the little platoon in which we learn our citizenship.") 
    But the image of a nation coalescing round a Constitution, is all we need to legitimate GELLNER's project of industrialization, and A FORTIORI, also the idea of a national project of re-industrialization.
    And it also fits with some of the most sophisticated proposals which have been made about how to do the reconstruction of industry, or more generally, to reverse the slide towards the dysfunctional DUAL economy- 
    I am thinking in particular, of Mariana MAZZUCATO's finding, that State entrepreneurship works best, when it is "mission-oriented".
    What we really need is a great  many great National projects.
 
(i) 'Race', Racism, and Racialism.
      One of my recurrent problems all year was thinking about 'Race" and racism - the wretched student movements in both North America and South Africa, were besotted with Racism.
     Late in the year Anwar MALL asked a very good question: what do we actually mean by "integration"? And what are the best practical steps we can take to pursue it?
     I had been working on rethinking 'Race' for more than a year - mainly goaded by the question of the moral and political legitimacy of a movement of Racial Nationalism, and I had also been concerned with crazy campus doctrine which seemed to me to be throwing bouquets to racists of a certain stamp.
     I was also dissatisfied with the treatment of 'Race' in mainstream academia, which seemed to me to reinforce rather than ameliorate the popular moral panic on the subject. 
     In pursuit of clarification I wanted to make several moves.
     From Kwame Anthony APPIAH, (author of IN MY FATHER's HOUSE: Africa in the Philosophy of Culture) I wished to appropriate the use of the British term RACIALISM alongside the more pejorative American RACISM. (But my usage is slightly different from his.)
     I think RACIALISM should be used to describe any system of ideas in which the concept of 'Race' plays an essential role.
     The term RACISM should be used only where this is accompanied by a prejudiced attitude and a strong negative affect-
so that it is sensible to talk about such things as
THE RACISM OF FEAR
and 
THE RACISM OF HATE
and one can separate out talking about a largely false theory, from talking about the need to overcome fear, build trust and defend  amity against hatred.
     The largely false theory is easier to dispose of.
'Races' in the 19th century biological or metaphysical sense do not exist. The nearest thing to this which DOES exist is a lineage of present-day descendants of some genotypically distinguished set of ancestors. But even this is not quite correct: 'Races' are  
 socially demarcated or recognized groups, and it is well-known that since phenotypes need not reflect genotypes in any simple way, some "leakage is bound to occur in every generation. 
(A striking example: Barack OBAMA was descended from a slave not on his father's side, but on that of his "White" mother.)
     The metaphysical theory is that how a person looks  reveals an inner  essence.  But this kind of essentialism, is also unacceptable in the modern world. The nearest thing to essence is the genome, and as already noted gene - expression depends on environment and history, and is complicated.  
     So, this is how I try to refute, or at any rate, to defang and  downgrade, racialism.
     It is more difficult to deal with the emotional and irrational aspects - the true Racism.
    One thing is clear - calling it out doesn't work: the effect is rather similar to loyalty oaths - true racists are not abashed, and persons of delicate sensibility are intimidated into making the subject undiscussible..
     That is: political correctness has a chilling effect on free speech, and can totally inhibit rational enquiry.
    So campus multiculturalism, and social-media anti-racism isn't working.
     Nor it seems is affirmative action. (At least according to some recent  analyses reported in the New York Times. Actually it is very difficult to get one's hands on definitive facts and figures in this case - and that is never a good sign.)
     So here too is a place where we need to go back to very basic considerations, and ask, how does racism work its necromancy in practice?, and what can we do to stop it dead in its tracks? 
      Some insight can be derived from economics, from sociology and from psychology, but a lot of the conventional thinking on the subject is misconceived, or shallow, or worst of all - itself tainted with prejudice and hate. (Campus wise-acres, believe it is OK to hate the haters.)
     Let us start with the very simple observation that  racism involves both stereotypes and discrimination; and that it works to increase distance between groups  both spatial distance  and social distance.
     In the 1960s a lot of effort was devoted to combatting spatial segregation, rather less so now, -  in fact the trend in the US has been towards rebuilding segregation, see for example the book  of Orfield and Eaton: DISMANTLING DESEGREGATION. (The book mainly focuses on school resegregation - but continued or renewed residential  separation lies at the back of a whole lot of this. For nearly 40 years - until 1968 - Federal, State and local government mandated segregation in public housing. Since then fair housing laws have obtained, but been patchy in their implementation.)
    Does it matter? Surely it does, but only the MIT-trained economist Glen LOURY seems to put this high on his list of worries.
     The main way that it matters, is that Black-owned properties tend to be  worth less, and so this automatically adds to the wealth gap.
     In this regard it would be very interesting to have SA data.
    When we discussed this at tea one afternoon, Anwar was very interesting discussing various policies which UCT has followed in its attempts to integrate the student Residences. One major policy has been random assignment of students to places in residence which they must share with members of other races.
    The hope has been that friendships will develop across the colour-lines - and some have indeed developed.
    But one wonders if there is not a better way of doing this: simple randomness may put too much at hazard .
      So I thought for a bit and came up with three other models.
*Using random assignments, but trying also to match hobbies and interests of the students before making the final assignment.
*The CARDWELL system, where students are asked to voluntarily pair off with a member of another race at the beginning of the Academic year.(This is rather like marriage and may also end in divorce.)
*The Portuguese system of chequerboard assignments where each individual is surrounded on each side by members of another race.
     I am not sure any of these is in any sense, optimal - but each has some motivation in psychology. The first seeks to find commonalities to overcome the centrifugal force of racial  differences. It is suggested by ideas from Gordon ALLPORT's classic book on PREJUDICE, that shared interests help build bridges. (Though it must be said that these are  ideas which have not, to my knowledge, ever been properly tested, and the effect measured.)
     The second, inspired by the CARDWELL system in the British army, is premised in maximizing voluntariness, even though at the beginning it starts with a constrained choice.
      The third idea is to make positive use of  spatial structure, and to try and overcome the RACISM of FEAR by contact .
     From psychoanalytic theory we know that reality checks are needed to disperse fantasy, and particularly the negative fantasies which go with anxiety.  And we also know from the urban geography of segregation, that borders and boundaries create fault - lines, which are often fraught and unstable. But here everybody is put on a racial frontier right at the start.
      Another line of thought was to consider not the psychology but the sociology of race relations. Here I think it is very important to recognize that 'Race' is but one counter in a total field which also includes social class and sometimes religion and ethnicity.
      In particular I have come to think that since it is always individuals who hold down jobs or own property, it is usually racial fragments of social classes  which are concerned to play the race card. Thus, under apartheid, it was mainly or especially White workers who were the most militant racialists.
     In post-apartheid South Africa, an important study by Lawrence SCHLEMMER showed that the Black working class was amazingly non - racial -so that it was primarily a section of the Black middle classes,(Franklin FRAZIER's Lumpen - bourgeoisie) which wanted special protections and privileges for Blacks.
      From a materialist perspective, making concessions to this class is very dangerous - because it creates a material stake in the continuation of racialism-(both their own, and other people's).

+++Finally there is baseline economics.
      The key point here is that factors affecting SUPPLY and DEMAND can be carefully separated out. (This is not always the case, and this is in fact one of the notorious weaknesses of neo-Classical economics.) Prejudice acts directly on the Demand side, but only rather indirectly on the Supply side.
     It is one of the Basic weaknesses of campus pseudo-Leftism, to always assume that any disparity of results must be due to prejudice - and further, that this can always  be remedied by affirmative action. Because this is factually incorrect, trouble brews here.
     In fact, on the Demand side, prejudice can be completely removed in the hiring decision. All that one needs is a "blinding process" to remove racial (or gender) information from the CV. If the appointing committee does not have information about racial identities, it cannot POSSIBLY engage in racial discrimination - even UNCONSCIOUS racial discrimination.
     (A classic gendered case of how this can work is with recruitment to US symphony orchestras. Prior to 1970 women constituted 10% of the players. After a practice of doing auditions behind a curtain was introduced, they rose to being 40% of the profession.)
     This process of "blinding" will not solve all problems - in particular it will not address problems connected with SUPPLY.
     These need to be addressed by quite other policies, e. g. investment in education and training.  But please note that when the pseudo-fix of affirmative action is pursued, it acts as a cover-up and people may not even be consciously  aware AT ALL  that there is a SUPPLY-side problem.

(j) Rethinking Academe.
      In the year 2016 we were discussing different classical models of Universities; the municipal model inspired by J. H. NEWMAN's THE IDEA OF A UNIVERSITY versus Abraham FLEXNER's model based on the German Research University.
     But in 2017 as new consciousness flooded in of the extreme distortions which Neo-liberalism has imposed on academic life, this basic set of two models seems woefully inadequate.
     During the course of the year I read David RIESMAN's ON HIGHER EDUCATION, which was an exploration of American tertiary education as of about 1980. The situation then was very different: in those years 'diversity' also meant having all-male, all-female, and co-ed colleges - and it meant having both  secular and religious colleges: it was about diversity of institutions, and not diversity of gender and skin-colour inside a standardized homogeneous institution.
It was already clear then that contemporary ideology, together with market forces, was pushing  American universities in the direction of greater uniformity.
    (One of the dreadfully dreary consequences of current American 'Diversity Racism' is the conception that essence determines thought, so that for example, it makes sense to talk about 'THE' Black experience, because "all Blacks think alike". Actually this used to be a premise of the old White racism - and the appropriate response is to say that it is a great mistake to merely want to  TRANSFORM racism. Racism needs to be abolished, not transformed. And Science should be a great help here - because it shows that natural populations are inherently diverse at the individual level. The currently fashionable ideology of 'Diversity Racism' thus ends up wanting to replace Science with A PRIORI Racialism from the 19th century, the only diversity it recognizes being diversity of skin-colour. And by implication it also wants to suppress the only diversity which really matters- diversity of thought and opinion. RIESMAN already saw some of this happening in the 1980s.)
     But the Story RIESMAN wanted to tell was a story of change. Just as the 1950s and 60s had been the golden age of Capitalism, so the same period had been the golden age of academe. The basic reason was that the Faculty was in the ascendant, meritocratic and scholarly criteria were widely respected, and outside forces such as political parties and religious patrons (represented on the board of regents), were at long last, on the retreat.
     But the golden age was brought to an end by the shocks which came bunched up after 1968 – and these were not due solely to the force of student radicalism, much more important was the general ambience  of consumerism, and affluence.
     For what RIESMAN documents is a great wave of Universities re-orienting themselves to attract students on the basis of offering luxury Fringe benefits: superb sports facilities, opportunities for foreign travel, much socializing in fraternity houses and campus clubs and associations. etcetera.
     Like for-profit hospitals becoming disguised hotels, the consumerist university offers much more than mere education. And this is indeed a classic example of market failure through lack of information: people who are uneducated can't see the point of real education, and go after baubles instead..
      In this regard League Tables allegedly measuring university excellence have been a powerful machine for enforcing conformity and  spreading  misinformation, and have  put  in place the dismal scenario generally known as  a race-to-the-bottom .
 B    Finally there are two other developments which are of more recent vintage: the rise of the college administrators - or campus bureaucracy - a group which overtook Faculty in sheer numbers sometime after 2005 - and the growth of a toxic market in student loans, leading to a crisis situation in American  student debt.
     Part of the growth of bureaucracy has been due to the growth of a DIVERSITY administation. (This can be gargantuan: Heather MacDONALD reports that one southern California campus has a Diversity administration with no less than 28 subdivisions.)
There is not the slightest evidence that this actually has much effect in changing the recruitment pattern for the University, nor that it actually makes much difference helping minorities with their learning problems. But it certainly adds considerably to the hike in fees - so  this too is an example of the unanticipated costs of practicing racial discrimination falling in strange places.
     And there are other parts of academia where the neo-liberal  perverse system of incentives leads to pathological results - I have said nothing so far about the misallocation of research effort, and the conversion of academic publishing into a blood-sucking oligopoly dominated by just five firms.
     Some aspects of the crisis in research are widely recognized - for example it is commonly believed that there are many places where more time is spent writing research proposals than in actually doing research. (I haven't seen an attempt to quantify this - but it is widely believed.) Similarly, it is widely believed that the number of papers having to be retracted after publication has spiked upwards recently - and the more prestigious the journal, the more likely it is to publish junk science.  
    In the long run the corruption of research is the most worrying. Academics must be free to pursue research topics of their own choice - even if these are very deep, difficult or advanced.
(Managerialism leads to the mass manufacture of superficial rubbish.)
     And we need to counter the bias in research funding which tends to only support the search for "positive" results. A study by the Canadian researcher Davide FANELLI reports a steady decline in the number of papers reporting disconfirmations - this is bad news since, if we take Karl POPPER's philosophy at all   seriously, we know that REFUTATION is the Life - blood of Science.!
    And a number of individual disciplines are known to be in deep trouble because of widespread fraud, self-delusion  and confirmation bias. In 2012 the whole subject of Social Psychology was turned upside down when in a large-scale attempt to replicate classic results in the subject, more than two thirds of the attempted  experiments  failed to replicate .

     But the challenge before us is rather complex - the present model is highly dysfunctional, and probably not sustainable,
     I think therefore that we need to experiment with "no frills" colleges of various kinds.
(The best kind is "no frills" colleges committed to academic freedom, and to old-fashioned ideals of integrity, and scholarship.) 
    And we need to return to amateur academic publishing.
     A great strength of the American system is its implicit freedom to allow variation and experimentation. This may make it more reformable in ways which other more centralized systems are not.
 
(k) The Academic Left is no longer Liberal; worse, it is no longer Left.

     During the course of 2017 a long series of incidents on US campuses - at YALE, at BROWN, at EVERGREEN, at Wilfred LAURIER, demonstrated that the North American student
pseudo-left is well on the way into degenerating into a kind of feeble Fascism.  Fascism because it meets five out of six criteria from a checklist for Fascism - (Violence, Irrationalism, Groupthink, Inequality, and Anti-democracy: all that's missing is the FUHRERPRINZIP) -
feeble because the extreme emotional fragility of the current generation makes them wilt into "Snowflakes" - or achieve a sort of apotheosis of passive-aggression, by becoming  the kind of monsters known as "cry - bullies". 
      Jonathan HAIDT sees the source of this in a generation, which has never learned how to stand on its own feet, because of being over-protected. This may well be so: but I am not sure how this theory could be tested: cross - national comparisons, perhaps? 
    But in the immediate environment of the snow-flakes, there are two other malign forces.
One is the campus "Diversity" bureaucracy, now a vast set of organizations premised on the minutiae of identity politics, and the other is a large section of the Faculty, who, particularly in the social sciences, derive their intellectual inspiration from Post - modernism.
     I have three thoughts about this.
     One is just that the post-modernists are fouling the nest. The problems of racism and prejudice are often real enough, but POMO is wasting everybody's time, and not providing the slightest  rational or useful response to dealing with any of them. (The extreme verbalism and imagism of Post-modernism somehow suggested to one major  line of post-modernist thought  that PARODY and THEATRE could be deployed to subvert the alt right. The Antifa movement on the other hand prefers violence. Well I enjoy a good joke - and I abhor violence - but the bottom line here is surely that both approaches are likely to be weak and ineffective in actually combatting a movement which speaks poison  to real grievances.
     Unstated contempt for the working-class, who get dismissed as a "basket of deplorables", lies at the back of a lot of this nonsense.)
     My second line is to point out that the Conservative critique gets the intellectual genealogy, and the implicit political tendency of these people all wrong. That LYOTARD was a Marxist in his youth, and that FOUCAULT wanted to combine MARX and NIETZSCHE, in no way justifies calling these academics and their students Marxists., or their tendency Leftist.
     In the history of ideas there are many examples of people who started out  on the Left and ended on the Right: Georges SOREL is a prime case in point. (In fact SOREL is a most interesting case, because he rejected the rational, and one might say: the bourgeois part of Classical Marxism - preferring to stick with the mythology of purging violence, and the anarchistic fantasy of human liberation at the - end - of - history. He gets a whole chapter to himself in KOLAKOWSKI's magisterial MAIN CURRENTS OF MARXISM, and yet he was MUSSOLINI's idol, and one of the intellectual fathers of FASCISM.) He is thus a very good illustration of the general thesis, that the SOURCE of a thinker's ideas, is of little importance compared with its BIAS, or  DIRECTION .
    The BIAS of the campus pseudo-left, with its rejection of pluralism and freedom of speech is towards AUTHORITARIANISM. And like SOREL, it wants to retain only the mythological part of the Leftist heritage.
   If the only way to beat a dogma is a stigma, then I think, the answer is to proceed as I have done above and talk about  pseudo-leftism as "feeble fascism".
     Besides which, as the doctrine of extreme identity politics evolves, it does actually approximate more and more closely to a kind of neo-apartheid.

    This should come as no surprise: for as  anyone who grew up in South Africa in the 1950s will recall, apartheid itself underwent a similar mutation in reverse: over time, it approximated more and more closely  to a form of identity politics. BAASSKAP disappeared, and we regularly told on the SABC (and other reliable purveyors of official propaganda) that all the new racial separation was being undertaken to safeguard White identity, Zulu identity, (and eventually such evidently ersatz things as SOUTH SOTHO identity.)
    We do not normally think of US campuses as bastions of neo-apartheid, and no doubt  it is an exaggeration to say that they are - but nonetheless a few examples will make my point about the apartheid analogy, and the general contagion of  apartheid-like thinking, a bit more credible.
    At EVERGREEN University last year , Whites were summarily told to vacate the campus for one day - leading to the nasty attack on Leftist Bret WEINSTEIN, who refused to quit, and to treat his Black and White students differently.
    At several  colleges in the midwest there are now, "safe Spaces" for Blacks only - where they don't have to face the challenge of being integrated with someone who comes from an an oppressor group. (Perhaps one ought to coin the novel expression "identitarian apartheid" for  this  "slegs vir swartes" type of policy.)
     Then there is the tendentious exam question - (which appeared also on the UCT campus), which directs the student to :
GIVE the REAL REASON why BLACKS and WHITES can never be friends... 
     A key campus sophism, is that Blacks can never be racists, because Racism is redefined to mean racial negativity plus POWER, and by definition, Blacks can never have POWER.
    Hate-speech is regularly directed against Whites - particularly White males. The Huffington Post carried a piece (later retracted as coming from a dubious source), suggesting that the Franchise be taken away from White Males...
    REASON, and Western Civilization, are regularly equated to White Supremacy. (Recall the notorious chant from a few years ago: "Heigh-ho, heigh-ho, Western Civ has got to go!")
    On one Southern California campus, an Academic with an Italian surname got into trouble for sending a tweet saying: ALL I WANT FOR XMAS IS A WHITE GENOCIDE. (Sort-of graveyard college humour.)
    Now all this is a whole lot more serious than just saying POMO wastes the intellectual space which could  usefully be used to think about improving race-relations.
     This is poisoning the wells.
     What it also shows is that the claim made by Conservatives that American universities will need to choose between the goals of pursuing TRUTH and pursuing SOCIAL JUSTICE, is the wrong way to go about formulating - and fighting- this menace. 
     For I think we can all agree, that apartheid is, in no way,  a form of   SOCIAL JUSTICE .
     Maybe a better way of describing what has been happening on American campuses, is to say that while endlessly cogitating on Racialism and Sexualism, students and faculty have  become so Race-and-Gender obsessed, that they have crossed a line, sliding by easy stages  from Anti-(White-Racism) to (Anti-White)-Racism.
    As NIETZSCHE says:  Beware that  when fighting Monsters you yourself do not  become a Monster.. for when you gaze long into the Abyss, the Abyss gazes also into you ...  (BEYOND GOOD AND EVIL: Aphorism 146.)
    Karl KRAUS also has a useful aphorism: he wrote of Psychoanalysis, "that it is itself, the disease of which it pretends to be the cure".
    In much the same way campus - "anti-racism"  itself propagates vast amounts of racial hatred; and ANTIFA  with its thuggish members putting on balaclavas  to go out and beat up on working-class  enemies ... resembles nothing so much, as well ,... Fascism.

(l)Post - modernism and after.
     Most of the critics of the American pseudo-left see it as having deep roots in Academic fads in the teaching of the Humanities - either the FRANKFURT School (misdescribed as "cultural Marxism"), or French derived  post-structuralism.
    The invocation of the Frankfurt school seems misguided in several respects - it overlooks the influence on the Frankfurters of SCHOPENHAUER and FREUD, and of conservative critiques of Mass society - AS WELL AS of MARX;  and it also overlooks the limited impact of the school which seems to have been mainly confined to California and New York.
    So I will set them aside.
     More telling is the reception from the mid-seventies onwards of the corybantes of Continental philosophy first at Yale and Duke Universities and then more broadly diffused across the US and Canada, and eventually the UK and Australia. (Port Elizabeth was the gate of entry as far as SA is concerned.)
    As Jon ELSTER has observed a lot of this is low-brow obscurantism - a movement anti-democratic in itself because of cloaking its sometimes trivial or banal or nonsensical or reactionary  content in jargonized language.
     Jordan PETERSON has described them as "children of the New Left"
     But a far better account has been  offered by Camille PAGLIA, who told Jordan PETERSON, that as a Sixties leftist, she knew most of the serious Marxist students of that time - and all of them wanted to go  into Trade-Unions, none of them wanted to go into graduate school. It was the careerists who wanted to go into graduate school. But these people weren't serious intellectuals either - they may have retained a few Marxist phrases about "oppressors and oppressed" - but they were definitely on the side of the oppressors. Their whole stance pointed that way - for they wanted tenured jobs while doing absolutely nothing except darkening counsel and subtracting value.
     Continental Philosophy in the form of LYOTARD, FOUCAULT and DERRIDA provided the ideal smokescreen.
     Of these LYOTARD was probably the most serious, for he came from the solid socialist tradition of SOCIALISME OU BARBARIE, and his most famous work, ON THE POST-MODERN CONDITION, reflected on the exhaustion of the great meta-narratives, such as Hegelianism and  Marxism, in our time.  But he only gave the movement its name; far more influential were Michel FOUCAULT and his pupil, Jacques DERRIDA.
     It was DERRIDA who gave the movement its characteristic preference for negativity and for replacing ordinary language with word-salad. (This is called "Deconstruction".)
      FOUCAULT went through various phases. His earliest writings were forays into the social History of Ideas, and depicted a world where epistemological paradigms succeeded each other in a way which was completely arbitrary and unmotivated. (He totally ruled out any  idea that this might be due to some sort of intellectual "progress".) Later on, in a NIETZSCHEAN moment, he asserted it was never a question of truth or logic, it was always a question of  POWER.
    Now POWER is one of the most slippery concepts in the whole of social science, and FOUCAULT's invocation of it as incompatible with TRUTH is a terrible non-sequitur -because  for the threats of the powerful to have traction there must needs be some facts of the matter to make the threats credible. It can't be POWER all the way down.
    It has not been widely noted, but it occurred to me early on, that FOUCAULT's early rejection of a conception of PROGRESS in history put him outside the LEFT, almost by definition.
     Furthermore, his conception of history as a meaningless churning in which elites rise and fall, on the basis of power and irrational discourses, is very much  homologous to the cynical and despondent philosophy of history, developed in the early 20th C  by Vilfredo PARETO, who is generally taken to be one of the intellectual founding fathers of Fascism.
     Later on, the North American post-modernists, met up with the exponents of extreme identity politics. Philosopher Stephen HICKS has tried to analyze this in terms of distinguishing three generations of American post-modernism, the founders who looked to France, the second generation who connected with local traditions regarding feminism and pragmatism, and the third generation, who went down the rabbit-hole of identity politics in a  way that quickly became massively bigoted and fanatical.
    This sounds entirely plausible to me, but since I find this literature repellent as well as confused, I have been unable to either  check on, or improve on, this particular analysis.

(m). The Regressive Left.
     This useful term was introduced by Masjid NAWAZ, and originally applied in the context of Western discussions of Islam and Islamists. It is a curious modern variation of the classic notion of FELLOW-TRAVELLING.  The Classic Fellow-Traveller (or "useful idiot" as Lenin used to call him) characteristically used to apologize for the bad behaviours of people well to the Left of him. (It was almost always a "him"). Thus the Red Dean of Canterbury most sympathetically  "understood", why there could be no freedom of speech in Soviet Russia - it was after all, a society wholly  surrounded by enemies.
     But it is the peculiar genius of the regressive Left to use cultural relativism to apologize for people well to the Right of them.
     Thus we find people who would never send their own daughters to be cut, apologizing for female genital mutilation (a cultural practice found in certain mainly Islamic cultures from the Horn of Africa).
    And one even finds certain "advanced" thinkers apologizing for Russia under PUTIN, much as progressive intellectuals of the 1930s apologized for Russia under STALIN, even though today, Russia is clearly Right and not Left.
      This is the genius of the regressives.

(n) Did American Culture cause the economic slowdown?
     The worry about workers being replaced by technological change is ironic, in the light of the fact noted by observers as diverse as Peter THIEL, Tyler COWAN and Robert J GORDAN, that there has actually been a slowdown in the rate of technical innovation since 1960. It seems to be the case, that as Peter THIEL puts it, we have solely had "innovation in the world of BITS, and not in the world of STUFF". He also points out that the Race to put a man on the moon was the last time "we had a great national project". And he is inclined to place the blame on changes in the National culture - in particular, an emphasis on "safety-first"  leading to a decline in risk-taking.
     This may be so. But I would point to a number of other things. Firstly the decoupling of wages from productivity about 1960 removed the incentives for workers to make inventions, particularly process improvements. Next, the abandonment of great National projects happened with Richard Nixon restructuring the "War on Cancer" so as NOT to create a novel dedicated agency to oversee the initiative but to simply divert more money into existing channels. The old overcautious strategy which had already proved incapable of delivering the goods was thereby reinforced.
     These are decisions taken at the top, or under the influence of venal lobbyists.
      In 2017 we saw yet another example of this, TRUMP had promised a grand push on INFRASTRUCTURE: what we got instead was tax credits for the building industry, and deregulation to allow pipeline construction in National Parks.
     In every single case  both cooperative endeavour and creativity gets stifled.
     Now how do we explain all this?
     In my view we ought always to look first at STRUCTURE, before invoking the nebulous world of CULTURE. 
      In this case economic theory goes part of the way with STRUCTURE. Until 1960 the magic of INCREASING RETURNS, which generally operates in INDUSTRY, underpinned HIGH wages and HIGH productivity in the American industrial economy. Strong trade-unions ensured that there was wage push, which kept up the pressure to find cost-minimizing innovations.
A slightly different take on the same phenomenon is that high wages lead to high morale - workers identified with their industrial institutions, and were happy to find ways to extend the life of the plant through learning-by-doing, and shop-floor creativity..
      After 1960 all this fell away.
      But other additional forces came into play. 
      One late one was the hyperfinancialization of the economy which diverted some entrepreneurs into PONZI schemes.(At least, this is the contention of Hyman P MINSKY.)
More generally, when the predominant activity on Wall Street becomes driving prices upwards by the buy-back of stock, one can regard the whole of the stock-market as one vast PONZI scheme. (George SOROS called this, a "super - bubble".)
     But according to the late Seymour MELMAN, an engineering Professor at Columbia, who made a close study of the machine tool industry over the late 20th century - after 1960 probably the most nefarious influence on the economy was the Military, who both withdrew engineering talent from the civilian sector, and encouraged cos inflation in the machine-tool industry though a perverse system of incentives which was based on  cost-no-object -  at least when it came to military procurement.
     America's machine tools went, in the course of a few years, from undercutting everybody else, to being the most expensive in the world.
     Yet paradoxically here there was also a silver lining.
     It is striking that it was in the area of military research and development that we see the major  exceptions to the decline of the American inventive spirit. On the one side we see the growth of  the automated battlefield, and what Mary KALDOR called "the Baroque arsenal", and on the other, as is well-known, we see the birth of the Internet, which started life as the DARPANET - a network of military  computers with a routing system designed to withstand atomic attack. 
     All this seems to provide helpful explanation of why we have had innovation "in the world of BITS", but stagnation in "the world of STUFF". 
      But independent contributions from the culture cannot be ruled out. However, they seem much harder to document and explain.
 
(o) Sixties' Craziness revisited: the work of Kenneth KENNISTON.
        With the Sixties being indicted by people on the Right and Centre as having made a signal contribution to the unraveling of America, I was wanting to go back to think about that decade some more. (Peter THIEL, Heather MacDONALD, and Jordan PETERSON, all want to blame that time for some of what has gone wrong more recently. Camille PAGLIA has defended it.)
     Now I hold no particular brief for that age although I grew up in it. Indeed I can well remember being hurt, indignant or apprehensive at the time, reacting to sixties craziness.
For example, I recall vividly that I was actually in the building on the occasion - and heard the bombs go off- when MIT was bombed by the PROUD EAGLE TRIBE , an all-female terrorist collective.
      But Sixties craziness came in several shapes and sizes, and some of it was ephemeral.
 So I turned back to the writings of the psychologist Kenneth KENNISTON, who in two memorable books, YOUNG RADICALS and THE UNCOMMITTED, delineated two major psychological types from that era.
    The YOUNG Radicals were mainly the red-diaper children, New Left offspring of Old Leftists, and KENISTON found them to be generally outgoing, strong and resilient. The UNCOMMITTED were the alienated - the drop-outs - many of whom were weak, irresolute, unable to hold down a serious job - and destined to tangle with the dangers and temptations of hippiedom, drugs and  the counter-culture.
     Can either of these be held to have sold out the great American Dream?
     I think we can exempt the radicals. But the ALIENATED definitely were into Anti-science, and Anti-rationality.
     I well remember finding shelf after shelf of books reprinting stuff from the great Victorian Occult revival, on my visit to the celebrated CITY LIGHTS bookshop in San Francisco, while on TELEGRAPH Avenue in Berkeley, there was the infamous Witches CAFE..
     But I am not sure that this in itself means very much - because books like Gilbert SELDES's  THE STAMMERING CENTURY and  Martin GARDNER's IN THE NAME OF SCIENCE, show that the American craziness and  befuddlement with Anti-Science and Pseudo-Science goes right the  way back.

(p) Responses.
       I circulated my article widely among friends and acquaintances, and - apart from some people who found it excruciatingly lengthy, generally received a positive response.
Tim PLAUT offered to carry it on his blog.
      Probably the most extensive critique came from my old friend Merle LIPTON, in Brighton, who queried my choice of conceptual framework both about populism and about  Neo-Liberalism and also disputed my explanation of  populist hostility towards expertise. (As she put it: there was a lot wrong with the "know-everythings" as well as with the "know-nothings"!)
     I regarded most of these criticisms as either calling for minor additions, modifications or clarifications - but in one or two cases as totally off-track. (I thought Merle's idea to incorporate "crony capitalism" within the description of the functioning of Neo-liberalism, and to omit managerialism was a seriously bad move.)
      On the whole, I felt that Merle was failing to get to grips with some of my most radical new ideas- about the role of the emotions, about Nationalism.... and trying to shoehorn my novel analysis into old paradigms. Such intellectually defensive postures are of course perfectly common-place, but should serve as a warning that I'm very likely to be badly  misunderstood in future, especially where I can't count on the forbearance which comes with friendship.
I will need to learn to stick to my guns.

    But I was ready enough  to  say MEA CULPA in one important respect: I had thoroughly underestimated the complexity of the questions surrounding the arrival of substantial numbers of Muslim migrants in Western Europe and the United States, and the related challenges posed by regressive attitudes among Muslims themselves and among their Western supporters (the problems extensively discussed by Sam HARRIS and Maasjid NAWAZ), and finally the searing effects of Islamist aggression, both on Western elites, and on the popular mind.
     Merle also offered a practical suggestion, for rewriting the paper to make the narrative clearer. She suggested I should separate out the South African section, and treat it as a case-study.
     I think I might well have done this, had the recommendation arrived earlier than it did. There would still have been problems getting the time-line and causal sequences:
Neo-liberalism => de-Industrialization => Populism, 
and Neo-Liberalism => Left collapse => rise of the pseudo-left,
rendered intelligible and clear, but perhaps that was indeed do-able in small compass.
     However, by the time Merle's suggestions arrived, I had moved on, and was already wrestling with some of the further developments and revisions reported elsewhere in this LETTER..

(10) POST - KEYNESIAN Conference

      One delightful break from routine was provided by Bradley BORDISS securing me an invitation to attend a weekend session of a conference of Post-Keynesian economists - so I went out to Stellenbosch and met up with Jean-Philippe ROCHON from Canada, and Rod O'DONNELL from Australia.

(a) In his main presentation to the Conference on the Saturday when I was there, Rod O'DONNEL talked about the plight of higher education in Australia under the dominating effect of Neo-Liberalism. This has meant as elsewhere the rise of a parasitic class of managerialist bureaucrats - but in addition, FOR-PROFIT Universities where inadequate teachers employed on starvation salaries, deliver lousy lectures to hopeless students, who (sometimes)  go on to acquire worthless degrees. Rod O'DONNEL was happy to describe this system  using a phrase from KEYNES, as being infected with "the Worm of Benthamism".
     In passing, this raised an interesting question about Cambridge intellectual history. KEYNES's teacher MARSHALL had been a friend of SIDGWICK and a thorough-going subscriber to MILL's form of Benthamite doctrine. (SCHUMPETER famously denounced MARSHALL's writings as "the preaching of a mid-Victorian  morality, seasoned by Benthamism; the preaching from a schema of middle-class values, that knows no glamour and no passion".)
     But KEYNES was cast in a different mold, and the crucial thing which made the difference seems to have been G E MOORE's PRINCIPIA ETHICA, which in its last few sections, strongly adumbrated a belief in intrinsic values.
    In general O'DONNEL was pessimistic about the future of education in Australia: taking the view that "to be cured, the sickness must grow worse".

(b) I very much enjoyed meeting up with the Post-Keynesians, who in addition to our overseas visitors, included my old friends Sibs and  Basil MOORE, and a new-old acquaintance, Chris TORR.
     After the visitors had left I corresponded with them, and for a short while, it looked as if I might have persuaded Louis-Phillippe to bring out an issue of the Journal of Post-Keynesian Economics devoted the problem of re-industrialization. But this got vetoed by his fellow- editors, and so it was not to be.
     Just a few weeks after the Post-Keynesian conference, I received an invite from Bradley  to come to supper with another post-Keynesian, the Brazilian-born economist Matheus GRASSELLI  who was visiting Cape Town, together with his partner Luke. Also invited were my Saturday friend Dominique WILLIAMS, and my former pupil Ntando YAKA.
     It was a brilliant evening. What stays with me in particular, is Ntando shocking Dominique by supporting TRUMP. (I think he has been watching too much Peter THIEL on Youtube!)
     But Mattheus also proved interesting, and is attempting to combine the great Brazilian tradition in Dynamical Theory, with Steve KEEN's kind of non-equilibrium modeling of change in the capitalist economy.

(11) ALLERLEI.

(a) Wallet theft.
A minor - but distressing, event whose complications extended over several months,
was the theft of my wallet, containing my ID book, Passport, and chequebook.

(b) Pushing back with FLEMMING ROSE.
    Many people who cared about Academic Freedom, were upset in the previous year when Max Price reversed the decision of the UCT Academic Freedom Committee to invite the Danish editor, Flemming ROSE to come to UCT to deliver the T B DAVIE Academic Freedom Lecture. ROSE is the editor, whose decision to commission and publish cartoons about the Prophet Mahomed set off waves all over Europe.
    Gwen NGWENYA of the Institute of Race Relations, decided to push back by inviting ROSE to come on a tour of South Africa and speak to invited audiences. I and Jed went to the River Club to hear him, where we were joined by a number of friends including Bradley BORDISS, Ntando YAKA, Andrew KENNY, and Helen ZILLE.
    ROSE recounted his personal history, and also gave a lucid survey of the rise of anti-speech laws around the world - for it now appears that the limited exception of criminalizing hate speech, has been a bad mistake and the countries which do this tend to slide down a slippery slope, until large areas of speech become verboten. A bad show all round. (Just at the end of the year it was reported that the Polish Parliament was considering a law which would criminalize ANY criticism of the Polish record in World War II.)

(c) Intellectual Trumpers.
      One of the most startling things which happened to me this last year was listening to a speech by Steve BANNON, and suddenly thinking: Gosh, - if you strip away superficial  matters of style - BANNON would never use the word "Empire" for example - this right-wing TRUMP supporter - the White House's in-house intellectual - sounds just like Chris HEDGES, the left-wing journalism professor from Princeton, (who is one of the most interesting voices currently on the American left.)..
     He elegises the lost world of the American worker who once lived secure in those rust-belt towns. He is violently angry against the Wall Street establishment which has betrayed and turned its back on Middle America. And he sees the huge wastage in the Pentagon presiding over a regime of perpetual war. And he is not only prepared to sound the tocsin of class war against Wall Street and Madison Avenue - he also wants to indict and fight the Pentagon.
When he went to West Point to attend the graduation of a family member, he discovered to his outrage that the American upper classes are no longer sending their own sons and daughters to provide leadership to the Officers Corps. He sees in this the betrayal of a ruling-class which has ratted on the nation, and completely lost its soul and its moral backbone.
      There is a whole lot more here, and for a fuller account one  probably cannot do better than go to the book of Joshua GREEN called  DEVIL's BARGAIN about the pact between TRUMP and BANNON. 
     But there is also some crazy stuff about Judeo-Christian Civilization being menaced by Islam (BANNON seems majorly responsible for TRUMP's invidious anti-Muslim ban), and if he is occasionally canny about China not playing by the rules when he is expounding his economic Nationalism, BANNON the auto-didact, is also ready to evoke forgotten fascist intellectuals like Julius EVORA - as if they were major thinkers.
    Much more impressive as an all-round intellect, is TRUMP's other intellectual backer, the Silicon Valley multi-billionaire, Peter THIEL. He it was who gave the nomination speech at the Republican National Convention - and he has also set out his views in a number of challenging videos on Youtube.
    The picture he paints is of America, and more generally, the Western World, as a  Civilization in Decline - maybe even on its last legs. According to him, there has been very little in the way of intellectual and technological innovation in America, since the 1950s: what there has been is mainly innovation "in the world of BITS" - it has been accompanied by stagnation "in the World of STUFF". 
     In the 1950s adventurous Americans pushed the envelope on many fronts, revolutionizing technology, breaking speed records, and hailing Space-travel as the last Frontier. Today American science, culture and higher education are themselves stymied and "almost completely worthless". (Elon MUSK alone  is attempting a one-man renaissance.)
Since 1960 - or possibly 1970 - there has been no "engine of growth", that is no  serious advance in terms of businesses actually engaging in transforming  PRODUCTION -
instead we have had a series of fads - like managerialism, or  the craze for takeovers, mergers and acquisitions, or then again, pure  bubbles like the subprime crisis, driven by frenzied finance.
     Higher education has itself become a bubble.
     The real  wages of average Americans have been stagnant for 40 years, and much of the population struggles to keep up its standard of living by going into debt. The rainy-day savings, most Americans hold in order to meet an emergency or a crisis, are a pitiful few hundred dollars. And most people haven't saved enough to retire decently in the standard to which they have become accustomed.
     Meanwhile the ONE percent of ONE percent get ever richer.
     This is altogether a dark picture.
     To explain it, he - either, as a good Republican, wants to lay the blame at the door of the Democrats - or, to invoke mysterious changes in the culture brought about by the 1960s Zeitgeist.
    Quite correctly, he notes Risk-taking, and the American entrepreneurial spirit, have dried up. Conformity and short-termism reign everywhere unchallenged. And he too is not beyond, invoking LENIN,  and railing like a Marxist at the American elite: "Where is your industrial spirit? Show me your five - year plan!". 
    A lot of this seems to me absolutely spot-on; all perhaps except the attempts at explanation. For THIEL finds it unthinkable that it could possibly be, that it is the philosophy of limited government itself, which is hamstringing and holding back, the American entrepreneurial spirit and the development of the American capitalist  economy.

(d)Explaining Brexit.
     During the last year there have been a fair number of detailed studies of the ecology of Brexit support.
      A few things are generally agreed .. different attitudes among the generations, xenophobia towards immigrants, .. and a fair number of Brexiteers who are nostalgic for old-fashioned moral certainties, and want to bring back hanging.
     But the local detail on the ground can be very complex.
      One simple analysis which  I found very helpful was that of Vernon BOGDANOR. He saw the Brexit vote as a result of an unholy alliance between UKIP supporters who were hostile to the Neoliberalism of "metropolitan elites" (i. e. THATCHER and BLAIR) and the supporters of LEAVE UK, who were generally idealists who believed that Britain should withdraw from Europe in order to become a Free Market Island Utopia.
     On this view the mandate extracted from the vote has no coherence or logical legitimacy. People like Tony GRAYLING are correct to see in it a conundrum or even a challenge to democratic theory. (Does a government have ANY duty to attempt to implement a contradiction?)
      A second referendum is needed to get the question straight. 

(e)The Triumph of MACRON.
     Despite having considerable doubts as to the wisdom of his economic policy, I became a strong supporter of Emmanuel MACRON, who seems to me, to have been the one democratic  leader to have risen to the challenge of populism, and indeed to have played his cards brilliantly.
     He is the ROOSEVELT "de nos jours" - and I think the comparison is very apt - because ROOSEVELT came into office on a mandate of hope - but also had a mixed incoherent set of economic policies - in his case both trying to be expansionary and to balance the budget. MACRON too has fought off right-wing populist challengers - and has wonderfully re-ignited the French national project. 
     If MACRON has a central vision of how he wishes to transform the French economy; surely it is this: he believes in SCHUMPETERIAN economics, and hopes to stoke the fires of entrepreneurship, and be battered by the gales of "creative destruction." The workforce need to be both more flexible and less fearful.
    This is billed as Danish-style FLEXI-SECURITY.
     But my own worry is that if it works it will be more like German "full employment". That is: very low levels of unemployment, but substantial numbers of people living at a level of poverty just barely above  destitution.
    I also feel that if France MUST imitate Germany, there are better things to be imitated - such as the superb German system of Technical High Schools and Apprenticeships - or the famous system of MITBESTIMMUNG. This is the practice whereby Trade Unionists sit on the boards of Factories. (It is striking that Germany's level of retained industrialization is twice that of England. When workers sit on the board, it is much more difficult to want to betray local people by passing out profits as unearned income to shareholders, or for that matter to destroy local jobs by restarting operations in a factory located abroad.) 
     So I anticipate that there will be some bounce to the economy from MACRON having repelled the dreaded LE PEN, but the main positive benefits from MACRON's structural initiatives will be small, and late to arrive, (Jamie GALBRAITH who has looked at the effects of inequality on productivity, thinks that they may never arrive, for so-called flexibility makes inequality worse, and greater levels of inequality are associated with higher levels of unemployment. MACRON's reliance on "trickle-down" may also be a bad idea in this regard.)
If MACRON really wants to turn the French economy around, he will have to find other policies. In Peter THIEL's language, he can't just rely on going from Zero to One, he will also need to up the level of investment by going from One to "n". 
But he is intelligent and pragmatic, and so may well be able to re-orient his policy - just as ROOSEVELT was able to walk away from the albatross of the balanced budget, as World War II came over the horizon.
     Let us hope so, for so far he has played things superlatively as far as politics go ... and much of the future development of Europe, will depend on his leadership and joint action from France and Germany.

(f) CATALONIA.
     During much of the year I was deeply apprehensive, and eventually saddened -by the unfolding of political  events in Barcelona, a city I know well - and love dearly. Both sides in the regional conflict played their cards unwisely, and their supporters behaved badly. I also found myself watching nervously as other localist and secessionist forces picked up strength all over Europe.   To the theorist, the main question is: Why? and in the end, I came to want to sketch an explanation, based on my earlier thinking about Nationalism. 
    I opine that part of the trouble has been the weakness of the National State, (especially under the whiplash of Austerity): if Spain had had a great national project on which it wanted to deliver, I think the fata morgana of a rival  Catalan national project would never have looked at all attractive or convincing.
 
(12) Revisiting PSYCHOLOGY

(a) RUNCIMAN on RELATIVE DEPRIVATION.
One of the earliest commentators on my article was Milton SHAIN, who made the interesting suggestion that part of the resentment felt by TRUMP/BREXIT supporters could be ascribed to the RELATIVE DEPRIVATION these people experienced when they were overtaken - or better, left behind -  by affluent elites.
    I used the period waiting to revise my article  to return to read RUNCIMAN on Relative Deprivation and Social Justice - but in the end decided not to use this material, because absolute deprivation seemed to be sufficiently in play to make going into this subtlety unnecessary.
    By this stage I also did not want to add any further to the length of the article.
    But thoughts about relative deprivation returned later in the year, when I was contemplating Larry SIEDENTOP's assertion that a sense of relative deprivation was responsible for the downfall of the aristocracy in the Ancient world - such a sentiment can operate  effectively even in the absence of a fully worked out ideology of egalitarianism. What happens is that absolutely EVERYBODY tries to squeeze into the top drawer.

(b) Earl HUNT on IQ.
Several times in the last few years I have had occasion to take note of debates over IQ -  I was therefore delighted to take time off to reading the late Earl HUNT's magnum opus on the subject. The book is notable in several respects - it delves into obscure corners of the history, and is not afraid to tackle highly controversial or fraught issues. It's treatment of "IQ and RACE", and "IQ and CLASS" is very judicious, for example.
     Yet there were a few things I would like to have seen which were not covered, or covered very  inadequately; notably, the EXCESS of male variance over female variance in populations worldwide - and the extraordinary high levels of SKEWNESS in some measurements of IQ among US Black populations. (One of the Ironies about the HERNNSTEIN-MURRAY discussion of the BELL CURVE, is that it's not a Bell Curve in all probability!) 
    I seem to be one of the very few people who worry about the higher moments - VARIANCE and SKEWNESS, in this case. Is this a sign of statistical ignorance among the hoi polloi - or just another sign of the pervasive moral panic regarding social stratification among the American public?
   
(c) Big FIVE Personality Theory.
One commentator who I have turned to increasingly over the last two years, is the Canadian psychology professor and Classical Liberal, Jordan PETERSON. He is not a good guide to the history of ideas, but he is formidably creative, in many Youtube videos you can see him taking a few lines from literature, or a few thoughts from PIAGET, and making it the subject of  a magnificent ad hoc homily or meditation. One of his great resources is BIG FIVE Personality Theory, and so I was very interested to add this to my own repertoire during 2017.
The big five traits are: Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and Openness.
     The theory seems to have been built on earlier analyses going back to diverse pioneers including JUNG and EYSENCK; but it reached its present form in the work of COSTA and MACRAE  in the 1990s. There is now a large body of psychometric work validating and testing this framework. I was pleased to be able to get a good account of this work from the book PERSONALITY TRAITS by Gerald MATTHEWS and Ian DEARY. (CUP 2008). 
    I think I might have benefited considerably from this material if I had been able to absorb this before giving my lectures on the negative emotions at the beginning of the year - or before finishing my POPULIST article.
     Thus it is striking that, for example, persons high on the Neuroticism scale are much more vulnerable to the negative emotions than, for example, those happy types who score well on Agreeableness.

(d) Liam HUDSON.
Interested in thinking about alternatives to IQ, I went back and read the work of the  now largely forgotten British psychologist Liam HUDSON.
    In several noteworthy books from the 1950s and 1960s he contrasted the thought and behaviour of  "Convergers" versus "Divergers". These two groupings result when one uses both INTELLIGENCE tests and CREATIVITY tests to rank members of a given population: Convergers are persons for whom the intelligence rating is greater than the creativity rating; Divergers are persons whose creativity outshines their intelligence.
     HUDSON found that quite small differences in these two rankings could have profound consequences for cognitive style. Teenage convergers tended to become scientists, teenage divergers went into the Arts.
     And there are a whole series of further and in some cases, rather surprising concomitants, in terms of later career, family, and personality.
     David BROMWICH in a posthumous appreciation of HUDSON's work, suggested that it was HUDSON (not VYGOTSKY) who deserved to be called "the MOZART of Psychology".
    From my point of view, what is most interesting and suggestive about HUDSON's work is his discovery that undergraduate results mainly track INTELLIGENCE, post-graduate success increasingly tracks CREATIVITY. Thus our universities are set up to some extent to filter out the people who might be best able to benefit from post-graduate study.
     And a very suggestive experiment was tried at Trinity College Cambridge, at HUDSON's instigation: for some years Creativity tests were used in post-graduate admissions.
This seems to me important in providing a possible clue for improving processes of job selection for big companies. According to Jordan PETERSON, managerial selection at big Canadian companies fails about 60%  of the time.
     He recommends supplementing an IQ test with a personality test and selecting for high CONSCIENTIOUSNESS. IQ is thought to have about 40 to 55% predictive validity - combining the two will definitely push this rate up beyond the 50% mark. But my suggestion is now to supplement this with a creativity test - which being independent will further improve predictive power.
     It also should induce some humility in the aspirant members of the  "meritocracy", who all too often suffer from  conceit and a well - developed  sense of   entitlement: for after all, you can't swot for a creativity exam!

(e) Dan ARIELY on Taking the Plunge.
     In a number of provocative studies -reported on in his books, columns and videos - the behavioural economist Dan ARIELY has made a searching experimental study into dishonesty.
The typical finding is that the normal subject will tell 3 lies per hour - and not think badly of himself or herself, because many of those lies will be white lies, aimed to comfort and reinforce the self-esteem of other people.
     The important insight is that this inner process of self-monitoring is not just about keeping a utilitarian tally of good and bad consequences, it is mainly about whether or not one can maintain an image of oneself as a good person.
     Thus ARIELI also finds that there is a certain level of lying where the floor caves in, and the subject no longer thinks of being a good person, but now passes to the rationalization: "everybody's doing it - so I'm no worse than anybody else".
    Presumably in real life (as opposed to laboratory conditions) sociology follows psychology, and there is indeed a threshold, after which it is actually the case that "everybody's doing it".
This seems for example to have been what happened with the subprime crisis in the American housing market - at first it was just a few dealers who were pushing toxic mortgages - then at some point the market took the plunge and the whole moral floor fell out from underneath.
And  I think this scenario may be quite important for a number of the other fiascos created by neo-Liberalism - for example, with the corruption of academics and scientists as well as with the banksters.
     But perhaps this is too simple. 
     Neoliberalism has a serious problem with undermining TRUST for example - and this can set in well before everybody becomes untrustworthy. It would be interesting to work through a book like Michael SANDEL's WHAT MONEY CAN'T BUY: THE MORAL LIMITS OF MARKETS, to see if we need further refinements to this simple psychological model.

(f) What survives of the Freudian EMPIRE?
     This was a question which arose from discussion on more than one Saturday tea - Anwar MALL and Nicki WESTCOTT being the principle contributors as I recall. 
     This was at least partly in response to the appearance during the year of further controversy centering on Frederick CREWS, who as an ex-believer has been set on demoting FREUD from his pedestal, for some time.
     I was inspired to go back and look at the historical writings of Henri ELLENBERGER on the Unconscious before FREUD, and at Paul KLINE's useful survey of the experimental evidence in FACT AND FANTASY IN FREUDIAN THEORY.
     On my reading a major central part of FREUD's theory has been discredited, because he got REPRESSION wrong - it is on the contrary often very difficult to repress traumatic material, and so his ideas regarding the CONTENTS of the Unconscious are unduly lurid; but on the other hand, there seems to be  considerable experimental evidence for some of the mechanisms of defense of the ego that he postulated, such as for example, projection, and identification. This means we can go on using these concepts, but the grand political narrative of Freudianism, needs to be put on hold.
     Is this a serious loss? 
     How one responds to this question, will depend on what one thinks of the essential Freudian  political philosophy. In some splendid lectures given in the early 1950s and reprinted in his book INDIVIDUALISM RECONSIDERED (1954), the sociologist David RIESMAN argued for an interpretation of FREUD as a modern equivalent of Edmund BURKE, the formidable theorist of a form of classical political  CONSERVATISM. BURKE was much concerned with preventing the descent of civilization into a new barbarism, by a combination of tolerance and reform;
for FREUD repression was nothing other than the necessary basis of maintaining civilization. Repression of aggression leads to ORDER; repression of self-indulgent pleasure is the basis of SAVING and economic growth.
     This is an austere, and in some ways, impressive vision. But there is also a neo-Freudian interpretation, associated with a number of breakaway Freudians such as Wilhelm REICH and Erich FROMM. This has been more congenial to the Left, but is perhaps both less authentic and less coherent. Very attractive to both Leftists and Rightists of my generation, were the formulations of the late Christopher LASCH who was somewhere in between.
     The full history of the love-affair of broadly Lef  wing intellectuals with Freudianism remains to be written. (Betsy FOXE-GENOVESE used to fly down from Rochester to New York City, once a week for a session with her analyst. Wynne GODLEY used to commute from Cambridge to London for a session with WINNICOTT.)
    Yet it seems clear that cognitive-behavioural therapy yields far better results than conventional psycho-analytic treatment - and this may have something to do with it getting the  facts about  memory and repression correctly sorted out.
     Furthermore writers like Frederick CREWS and Ernest GELLNER have also dented the prestige of psycho - analysis as a cultural system.
     So I think my judgement about keeping ego-psychology and turfing out much of the rest, is defensible; and, in fact chimes well with some of the most advanced writing on the subject. 
 
(13) What is living and what is dead in Classical Marxism?
      This query - which is inspired by a classic discussion due to Benedetto CROCE of the same question regarding the philosophy of HEGEL- was one I pursued off and on during 2017.
     Initially, I thought the answer was going to be - whatever MARX took from Classical Political Economy - and maybe whatever  had been excavated by analysts such as Jon ELSTER. (In his book MAKING SENSE OF MARX  from 1985.)
     But two important books gave additional  perspective.
(a) Van den BERG: THE IMMANENT UTOPIA
In this important work, an American sociologist examined traditional and modern Marxist theories of the State and found them all wanting.   
     Basically all of them drew a blank cheque on the future. Under socialism things would be different - and socialism (whatever that would be) would emerge spontaneously out of the wreck of capitalism.
    The fundamental flaw here is that MARX adopted an Aristotelian world-view - he assumed Capitalism would give rise to Socialism, in the same way that an acorn contains an oak. But the analogy is false: there is no social analogue of the genome wiring in a bio-programme for the epigenetic development of the organism.
    And in fact, the Marxist confidence that their "SCIENCE" infallibly allows them to predict the future - combined with a complete vacuity of actual predictions about the future, has hobbled self-criticism and had the most unfortunate consequences for actually existing societies operating under the banner of Marxism.
    For it gave a blank cheque to elites to establish an exploitative regime far worse than anything which happened under capitalism - and, by a bitter irony, turned Marxist theory itself, into an ideology justifying exploitation.
    But Marxists in general lacked reflexivity, and were little given to critical self - examination. It was only isolated members of the movement- a handful of mainly Trotskyists and so-called Western  Marxists, who ever had the courage to stare this problem full in the face.
 
(b) Bill WARREN: IMPERIALISM, PIONEER OF CAPITALISM
      My encounter with "decolonial" racism, on the UCT campus, encouraged me to dig around in the Marxist literature on imperialism and colonialism - since LENIN following HOBSON, arguably shunted the car of left-wing thought onto the wrong line. 
     Progressive people everywhere, even if they were not Marxists, felt constrained to endorse anti-colonial nationalism - even if it was violent, bigoted, or retrograde economically.
Bill WARREN held out against this, and tough-mindedly hailed the achievements of Imperialism in destroying Feudalism, and spreading the liberating effects of capitalism all over the world.
    But I was delighted to reconnect with Bill WARREN's superb book on the subject for all sorts of other reasons as well.
     Classical Marxism, like classical Liberalism, is often unstable. For classical Marxists need to constantly hail the achievements of Capitalism, while simultaneously proclaiming that "We will bury you!" 
     "Capitalism, in its reign of scarce one hundred years has created wonders greater than the pyramids of Egypt ..." says the COMMUNIST MANIFESTO, but then is totally unable to name any specific achievements to be expected from Socialism, except a vague promise to wipe out the gap between Town and Country. Consequently, there is a recurrent tendency among Marxists to want to belittle or decry the achievements of Capitalism - and one finds again and again representatives of a Marxist persuasion borrowing from the Rightwing tradition of aristocratic anti-capitalist hauteur. (c. f. Frankfurt School borrowings from ORTEGA and other elitarian  exponents of the  Theory of Mass Society.)
    But Bill WARREN does not do this - he insists on the material, cultural  AND political achievements of Capitalism, and declares that SOCIALISM is nothing unless it sees itself as Liberalism's heir and legatee.
     And so he is scornful of the illusions and apologetics of LENINISM, of Third-Worldism, and especially of Latin American dependency theory. 
    I have been inclined to give this latter  theory a nod in the past - because it seems to me to have some descriptive validity - I remember well sitting in my hotel in GLORIA and watching members of the Brazilian bourgeoisie coquetting with their North American counterparts, down there on a visit.
    The Latin American bourgeoisie is often a dependent or "comprador" bourgeoisie-
but WARREN forcibly denies that this is the whole picture - or in any way a truly explanatory story.
      Dependency is often born of weakness and not the other way round.
      (The other person to read on this subject is the late Dudley SEERS, who provided a nuanced critique of dependency in his book THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF NATIONALISM. SEERS knew the Argentinian dependency theorist Raul PREBISCH personally and had considerable respect for his ideas, while conceding that the policy of Import Substitution behind tariff walls had been hugely expensive, and not very effective. Regional Blocs may make more sense than individual Nations. SEERS therefore tended to critique the protectionism of GODLEY and New Cambridge, by suggesting it would make more sense if adopted for the EU than it would  be if adopted for England on its own. )

(c) So what survives of Marxism?
    Just less than one-third, I would think - and that is mainly the Marxism which descends from Adam SMITH and David RICARDO: - no-one puts much faith in the stock of  St SIMON or in Left Hegelianism nowadays.
     But maybe I need to be more specific. 
      There is merit in the grand evolutionary scheme which outlines the succession of modes of production. And Marx's account of the instability and dynamism of industrial capitalism, under the influence of increasing returns technology is spot-on.
     But MARX's theory of exploitation will not fly - and the grand mythological schemes about the cleansing function of revolutionary violence, and an end to alienation at the - end-of-history have proved utterly toxic whenever people have attempted to put them into practice.
      I think there is definitely a strong case for reading several of the Marxist classics as part of a general education - in much the same way that an inspired reading the King JAMES Bible,
gives help in understanding English literature, and Baroque painting.
    Without MARX, a whole lot of really important writers on history and politics - from GRAMSCI to GENOVESE - become utterly incomprehensible.
     But as far as economics goes - both Smithian and Ricardian - and even in sociology,  perhaps - social science has moved on.  

     The most interesting and ironic thing is what has happened to the Marxian theory of exploitation.
     There is widespread agreement that it makes no sense as normative economics.
But there are similar notions in other kinds of economic theory - the Classicals have the notion of "unearned income", the neo-classicals, the notions of "rent" and "rent-seeking".
These have not, to my knowledge, been subjected to the same level of critical and philosophical scrutiny as the marxian notion of "exploitation". It would be interesting to know if they can be developed at all rigorously, in the context of a modern theory of ethics. 
They get used implicitly in important modern work on political economy:  for they lie at the base of ACEMOGLU and ROBINSON's notion of "extractive regimes", in their important  book WHY NATIONS FAIL..

(14) Second Seminar: ZETA, THETA and the KUBERT relations.

(a) In my second Seminar from midyear,
      I set out to rethink the theory of the RIEMANN ZETA, and DIRICHLET L-functions, using some ideas from a brilliant, but little-known paper by John MILNOR, on polylogarithms and the KUBERT identities.
    I was also inspired by Tom APOSTOL's treatment of the basic theory of the RIEMANN ZETA in his book AN INTRODUCTION TO ANALYTIC NUMBER THEORY, where he privileges the HURWITZ Zeta over the RIEMANN Zeta, and derives basic information, such as the Functional equation (or symmetry) for the RIEMANN ZETA from what is basically the KUBERT relation for the HURWITZ function. 

(a) DEFORMATION along a ONE - PARAMETER SUBGROUP.
This starts from  interpreting the familiar TAYLOR expansion for f(x+a) - which is  the shift operator "translate by a" applied to f(x) - as equally being the exponentiation of the infinitesimal generator "ad/dx" applied to f(x), and one now generalizes to other situations where one is able to use a first order differential operator to make  a one-parameter deformation of a function in one or more variables.
     Particularly striking is the fact that the JACOBI Theta function can be regarded as acted upon by a quasi-periodic operator bringing in a second variable, as well as the ordinary shift which gives rise to periodicity.
     This is easy to generalize and gives rise to cubic and higher generalized THETA functions, which we can regard as derived from higher q-deformations in multiple q variables.
     The familiar q-deformation leading to GAUSSIAN q-deformed binomial coefficients can be brought under this schema. As is well known collecting coefficients in the q-deformed binomial polynomial readily gives rise to identification with partition numbers and so one gets the series morphing into the partition generating function.
    One of my minor triumphs in this subject is to realize that doing the same thing for  
multiple qs gives rise to generating functions for the classical PROUHET-TARRY-ESCOTT problem.  (Analytically this problem  was also studied by VINOGRADOV - though I think his generating functions were rather different to mine.)

(b) THETA-deformed HURWITZ.
 One can regard solving a difference equation  
f(x+1) - f(x) =  g(x)
as building f from a sum of unit step deformations of g.
      This leads one to an interpretation of the HURWITZ ZETA function- classically defined as the solution to a simple difference equation where g is taken to be  x^(-s). By changing the deformations to those associated with the THETA function and its generalizations one can now build up a whole hierachy of THETA deformed HURWITZ Zetas.

(c) POTENTIAL THEORY FOR ALL HEAT SYSTEMS.
It is well-known that the classic JACOBI Theta function is the universal periodic solution (GREEN's function) for the Heat equation - if you like it is the Heat Kernel on the Circle.
It is not difficult to show that the higher order generalized THETAs are in an entirely parallel way solutions of a SYSTEM of PDEs, of which the first equation is a Heat equation (for short a HEAT SYSTEM.)
It is now immediate to conjecture the existence of a generalized potential theory for each one of these systems.

(d) The Mysteries of the LEMNISCATE.
     One classic development which uses the HURWITZ ZETA, and focuses on the division points on a circle is the theory of DIRICHLET L-functions which are part of the Zeta-functions for Abelian extensions of the rationals. This is related to HILBERT's Sixth Problem, also known as THE KRONECKER JUGENDTRAUM. "It was”, KRONECKER wrote, "the sweetest dream of my youth, to show that this phenomenon (viz: that division points on the circle give all the abelian extensions) will also prove true for other curves".
    Apart from the circle, KRONECKER knew only one other case where this was true, And this was the figure-of-eight curve known as the Lemniscate, which had been investigated by a long list of mathematicians starting with FAGNANO and EULER, and ending with ABEL and EISENSTEIN.
     During the course of 2017 I became fascinated with the Lemniscate, and tried to find out everything about it. Apart from a 1980s paper by Michael ROSEN, it has entirely dropped from view as far as modern mathematics is concerned. In fact, despite its 19th century fame, it was not exactly prominently displayed in the 19th century either. KRONECKER's youthful work was never published, and it appears we only know about it from his letters to HENSEL, and a certain retrospective account which is in volume IV of his WERKE.
    I was also amazed to find that modern accounts - even ROSEN, do not pick up on what  to me is one of the most important and mysterious features of the situation - how the algebraic properties of the division points get preserved under the ABEL-JACOBI map - which is. after all, a transcendental function from the Lemniscate into a certain Elliptic Curve. The Curve is very special - its Set of Symmetries includes multiplication by the complex number "i" so this is also the start of the famous historical development, known as the theory of Complex Multiplication.
    So I started to wonder how THIS could be generalized, and I became totally fascinated with the rest of what has come out of KRONECKER's work on the j - function - including the work of KUBERT &LANG on Modular Units.

(e) EICHLER - SHIMURA.
My reading took me also in another direction, for I began to trace the origins of SHIMURA's work on what are today called SHIMURA varieties. SHIMURA always modestly proclaimed himself to be the lesser partner in the famous SHIMURA-TANIYAMA cooperation, but a close study of his papers showed another major influence was the work of the under-appreciated German mathematician Martin EICHLER, who was the first to identify the L-function of  a certain Quaternionic variety, with the Mellin Transform of a modular form. His proof used Theta-functions. That this phenomenon is widespread because all elliptic curves defined over Q are parameterized by modular varieties was first conjectured by TANIYAMA in the 1950s, and eventually proved by Andrew WILES and his followers, in the 1990s, as the coping-stone of WILES's  work on FERMAT's Last Theorem.
     The WILES-TAYLOR proof of FERMAT is essentially non-constructive, for  it shows by an elaborate reductio argument that every Elliptic Curve must be modular.
    Consequently, I have dreamt for some time of making the proof effective by exhibiting an algorithm which allows one to pass from the curve to a q-series which is demonstrably modular.  One fantasy  conjecture I had during the year was that this could be done, by developing an analogue of the HURWITZ Zeta to be attached to the elliptic curve, perhaps with one or  two extra variables, and such that one could mimic all the properties of DIRICHLET L - functions for this function and its translates.

(f) What I learned from  T Kyle PETERSEN's book on EULERIAN Numbers.
    This  delightful new book written by an expert combinatorialist is devoted to some Numbers found in an exercise due to EULER, and now denoted. <r/n> .
    This is an  integer-valued function, which bears some resemblance to a binomial coefficient, and  represents the number of permutations of n integers in which there are r rises. It can be subjected to a q-deformation, and the resulting coefficients also have an interesting interpretation in terms of the number of INVERSIONS in a particular permutation.

(g) From PETERSEN I was inspired to think about approaching other groups in the same way. Towards the end of the book PETERSEN looks at the example of the cuboctahedral group B(m).
     I at once saw that this could generalize to the wreath product of Z(n) with S(m)-and one could invoke the SPECHT theory, to get a theory of generalized inversion statistics in hyperoctahedral groups.

(h) Generalized Binomial coefficients.
     These already occur in McDONALD - and arise from writing down a function giving the number of ways of colouring a YOUNG's diagram with n colours. My idea is to simply extend this to diagrams of planar, spatial and higher partitions. (The case of general P-partitions will also presumably work once one specifies some additional structure on P, forbidding certain lines from repeating a colour, for example.)

(i) Spencer BLOCH on q - periodization.  
     Right at the end of the year, I became interested in SPENCER BLOCH's extension of the DILOGARITHM to the Elliptic case.
      BLOCH removes the monodromy, of the naive Dilogarithm - yielding the BLOCH-WIGNER function, and then q-periodizes it on the TATE curve Gm(q)/q^n . It seems amazing that nobody seems to have attempted this same  procedure on other functions - in particular on  other versions of HURWITZ.
     So this too opens up questions for subsequent seminars.

(15) Cosmology: Rejecting the "Block" universe?

     Albert EINSTEIN when contemplating the geometric approach to space-time pioneered by Hermann MINKOWSKI, appropriated William JAMES's expression, "the Block Universe" to refer to the view that there is no true becoming - ultimately time is just a coordinate on an unbroken four-dimensional manifold, which can be viewed sub specie aeternitatis as a single solid block.

(a) Lee SMOLIN.
    This picture was challenged in a very interesting book "0:00. TIME REBORN" by the physicist Lee SMOLIN. In it he develops an alternative to the EINSTEIN-MINKOWSKI picture, by developing some ideas from LOOP QUANTUM GRAVITY. 
     This theory which has been developed from some old ideas of Roger PENROSE, by Abhay ASHTEKAR and others (including SMOLIN and Carlo ROVELLI), has long been touted as an alternative to String Theory. 
    As such, I, and no doubt many other people - find it rather unattractive. The finitistic discrete character seems artificial, and it lacks a luminous central intuition.
    At best, I see it as a foil, or null-hypothesis,  for measuring the progress of string theory.

    But the situation rather changes when one looks at things from a more foundational viewpoint - because it then transpires that Time - or rather temporality - is an EMERGENT quality growing out of more basic geometry.
     SMOLIN, incidentally is quite radical, being ready to junk some features of the standard picture from special relativity if they don't suit his purpose.
     There are still some features of the resultant theory which I find unattractive - he makes too much in my view of the idea that physical Laws can evolve, but nonetheless it seems to me an important and valiant effort, at grasping after solutions to big problems which are usually ducked, rather than faced full-on.

(b) The GARDEN OF THE FORKING PATHS.
     One intuition  about the nature of temporal reality which is widespread is captured in the title of BORGES famous story.
      This image too is often invoked when trying to explain the de WITT-EVERETT's "Many Worlds" interpretation of Quantum mechanics: at each instant the Universe is supposed to split into many parallel universes.
    I have always detested this "Interpretation", (which doesn't really seem to me to even make sense locally), because the Worlds are never written down formally and explicitly - we just have SCHROEDINGER's Equation, and that's that.
    Worse, it is most naturally interpreted as a smooth flow on a manifold - and this precludes branch-points (which are going to be  non-manifold points). If one wants to have genuine SPLITTING, and a genuine DIRECTION to the flow of Time, as is dictated by the picture of the FORKING paths - then one cannot use the smooth flow associated with a differential equation - something radically different is required. Special Relativity will give us a field of light-cones, so I have been toying with the idea of looking at world-lines which are C-infinity paths such that the tangent at each point is entirely contained within the light-cone.
     It is rather radical to give up on the SCHROEDINGER equation, but perhaps if one could think of the wave-function as a probability density of a family of paths one could recover this. Another possibility is to draw inspiration from the Norbert WIENER Chaos - but the paths in WIENER space  are even more wild and exotic since they are almost everywhere non-differentiable. So the question becomes something like: can one build on Solving SCHROEDINGER for Distributions.?
    The late Ed NELSON thought ordinary QM might possibly be reconstructed on foundations from the world of ultra-small-scale stochastic processes. But he was thinking primarily of WIENER space, here one would be thinking more of something like KIGAMI's random walk upon a fractal like the SIERPINSKI Gasket.
    Leonard SUSSKIND has  a theory of eternal Inflation which is based upon erecting  a 2-adic tree structure over de SITTER space - this is has a certain similarity to my musings here, except the splitting is always bifurcation, and the motivation - to develop a theory of eternal inflation, is completely different,

(c) GAUSSIANS against Determinism.
    This was a series of ideas I had in response to being jolted by Sam HARRIS's strong assertion of his disbelief in FREE WILL - a scientistic assertion almost akin to Determinism - (which seems to me to derive from  either LAPLACE or Buddhism!)
    I don't expect there to be a knock-down argument in favour of FREE-WILL anytime soon, but the following does at least provide a strategy for moving in that direction.
     The argument arises from thinking about the Central Limit theorem which shows the GAUSSIAN Bell curve arises as the Limit of a large number of INDEPENDENT processes. Hence the ubiquity of Bell Curves observed in Nature suggests the existence of a vast number of INDEPENDENT events, so a vast plurality of causes.
   Thus TYCHISM (=universal randomness) is much more plausible than determinism. And to secure human free will, it suffices to have some human actions among these independent events.  
     But note that macroscopic lawfulness now needs to be explained - and the ultimate foundations remain shrouded in mystery because of the  rotten foundations of the  philosophical interpretation of probability.
     And so we run up against deep problems in physics here - how is it that the subatomic world is teeming with independent events - but the macroscopic world appears to have none?
(Von NEUMANN wrote about the synthesis of reliable systems from unreliable parts - but he was primarily thinking of switching circuits: what is involved here is the synthesis of apparently RIGID BODIES from unrigid substrates. The unglamourous subject of materials science needs to be seen in this context.)
     The most powerful argument against determinism has always been that it makes a nonsense of the notion of causality. This is particularly clear in the case of LAPLACIAN determinism where ANY small stretch past or future can be made the Cause of the Whole, so long as it contains what is technically called  a CAUCHY surface.
     There is further argument coming from psychology. Contemporary psychology stresses the top-down nature of perception: the mind generates templates which are then fitted to incoming signals from the senses. But how about abstract objects - like numbers - or abstract conceptions such as 'justice' - these HAVE to be generated in the mind - and checked by the mind - no sensory input will help in this case.
     Original Ideas must start here.

(16) Medical moves.
       Towards the middle  of the year - once I had decided I was not going to go travelling overseas this year, it became natural to think of investing time in health maintenance.
(a) Colonoscopy.
After a six - year interval I went in October to have a colonoscopy - and am happy to report a nil result.
(b) Cataract operations.
Over a period of two weeks in October I had successively the left and the right eye operated on. Improving my sight seems an absolute necessity - since for years I have postponed getting a smartphone on account of not being able to read small print.

(17) Renewed Reading.

(a) Andrew MOTION: Philip LARKIN. A writer's life
      This is a readable - though lengthy - life of the British poet - who seemed to spend much of his adulthood hiding behind the persona of being a dull provincial academic librarian.
Apart from the fact that he constantly kept a number of women dangling, and that he occasionally amused himself with porn - there are no sensational revelations. Yet the book constantly holds one's attention and increasingly redirects one's interest to the poems themselves. The main mystery is why the poetry declined over time - and here one senses the peculiar slow-burn tragedy of a man brought up on a diet laced with a strong sense of  futility - and a life as an adult filled with self-doubt and self-hatred.  The psycho-analyst Heinz  KOHUT has written about the need for a dose of a healthy kind of narcissism ('self - love') to strengthen the ego. These rather arcane speculations  recurred to me while reading these pages. Something of this kind may indeed have been missing in LARKIN's adult self..

(b) William CARTER: Marcel Proust
     This recent  and generally excellent biography of the great French writer sent me scurrying back to read some of PROUST's own autobiographical writings, notably the semi-autobiographical and critical account contained in the book BY WAY OF SAINT-BEUVE (Contre saint-Beuve.)
      The old standard biography in English used to be by George PAINTER. A simple comparison shows how the time has moved on. PAINTER was vague and evocative - often suffering by comparison with PROUST, who could do the same thing so much better.
     CARTER by comparison is more precise and analytical - and knows so much more - being able to draw on many decades of further sleuthing by devoted PROUSTIANS. I have made a resolution to reread the whole of PROUST's great novel in the next two or three years.

(c) Rutger BREGMAN: Utopia for Realists..
      This is a book advocating, and going into the history of the Universal Basic Income. It starts with an account of the Speenhamland experiment, at the end of the 18th century - and shows that since the history of this experiment was written by its Benthamite critics, until recently, this early attempt at income-maintenance has been seriously misunderstood.
      I am converted - or rather have come to accept, the idea of limited Income maintenance - more or less along the lines of FRIEDMAN's "negative income-tax". (I think this is the one truly  good thing to have come  from Milton FRIEDMAN.)
     Clearly the tax would have to be introduced piecemeal and pragmatically.
      Often discussion of this subject is marred by being married to a discussion of robots universally displacing workers, and causing full 100% unemployment. These dystopian scenarios are usually discussed in a way which is very confused - much of the horror could be eliminated if every worker was supposed to own his own robot, which he could then use to feed and entertain himself. The spectre of mass starvation would go, but  the problem of finding meaningful work would still remain.. 

(d) Edward LUCE: The Decline of Western Liberalism.
This is a useful, if not very profound, book surveying the damage done to the influence and  prestige of Western liberalism which has been dealt by double assaults - by the populist forces of TRUMP and BREXIT on the one hand, and the forces of Irrationalist Relativism and  Multi-culturalism on the other.
     The latter, as several people have observed, is not really about spreading appreciation for RUMI and SSU-MA-CHIEN etc, but rather a pathological discourse of hatred directed towards the Enlightenment part of Western Culture.
     And in this it has spontaneously rediscovered part of the same dunghill originally occupied by the Western Counter-Enlightenment.  But dictatorships of several stripes have benefited - and also, racialists and fundamentalists.

(e) Stephen Oppenheimer: EDEN IN THE EAST,
     This is a work of speculative archaeology, which purports to solve some gaps in the record of the peopling of Melanesia, Micronesia and Polynesia, by postulating a drowned culture on the Sundaram shelf north of today's Borneo.
     I read it in tandem with the more conventional book on the peopling of the Pacific THE ROAD OF THE WINDS, by Patrick Vinton KIRCH.
    That there are big gaps in the archaeological record is clear - and big problems in the (revised) chronology of the conventional out-of-Taiwan story.  But it seems to me that there are several different ways one could try to fix this situation, and the only way to decide between them, must be more digging - (and possibly dredging.!)

(f) Nigel DALY: The Lost Pre - Raphaelite: The secret Life and Loves of Robert Bateman.
     During my lifetime, a whole lot of Victorian paintings have been pulled from the lumber-rooms where they had lain for over a  hundred years, been dusted off, and been found to be rather collectable. The same thing has happened to the POMPIER school in France and the MACCHIAOLI in Italy.
     I first noticed this trend in STUTTGART more than forty years ago - then in MADRID a little later. In general foreign collectors have been more alive to these possibilities than the British, so the best collection of Pre-Raphaelites is now arguably one belonging to a private collector  in Mexico.
     But the book under review is not a general study of the Pre-Raphaelites - instead it follows  closely the career of one whose name is almost forgotten - Robert BATEMAN. The author and his partner stumbled on BATEMAN when they acquired and set out to restore a house which once belonged to BATEMAN. The book is written like a detective story, because BATEMAN proves elusive, and it needs intensive research, to try and uncover the secret history of BATEMAN, and his very private and personal  reasons for retreating from the world, and sequestrating the final fruits of his artistic production.

(g) Bill BROWDER: Red Notice. How I became Putin's number one enemy.
     After the Fall of Communism, Bill BROWDER, grandson of Earl BROWDER, the Leader of the American Communist Party during World War Two, decides to shock his family, by going to Russia, in order to become a filthy rich capitalist there. Being highly numerate he makes some smart acquisitions - but eventually excites the jealousy of powerful people including PUTIN.
After a series of brushes with the security forces, he is forced to leave Russia, but his lawyer, MAGNITSKY is murdered while in interrogative detention. To try and secure justice for MAGNITSKY's family, Bill BROWDER goes to Washington, and successfully lobbies for the MAGNITSKY Act - comprehensive economic sanctions against the PUTIN circle of oligarchs and securocrats.
    The book is a rattling good read - but I read it with special delight, since I have met Bill's father the mathematician Felix BROWDER - I once spent a week travelling with him from Kyoto to Tokyo, during my 1990 trip to Japan.
     The book also raises interesting questions about the problematic nature of voucher privatization - this is evidently completely the wrong sort of choice architecture, (because the people who get the vouchers do not  have the knowledge to function effectively as owners) -  and about whether the transition to crony capitalism in Eastern Europe could not have been avoided if there had been better institutional design.
     (Incidentally, this is one of the few places where neo-liberals have expressed some contrition and  remorse, c. f. Milton FRIEDMAN: "I was wrong to say privatize, privatize, privatize, before all else. We should have first secured Rule-of-Law....")

(18) Renewed Siege of UCT:  Fallism's Final Spasm?.
      As the end of year approached, it became apparent that the Official UCT strategy of negotiations wasn't working. 
       It is amazing what damage a cadre of a mere 30 odd fanatics can do.
      But this is no doubt an over-simplification. The 30 fanatics could call on a much larger floating population of rent-a-crowd, many of whom are not students.
    And UCT was already vulnerable from within  - due to Neo-Liberalism having destroyed the Old Left, recruited a whole bunch of pseudo-scholars, and generally left the University largely  brain-dead since the 1990s.
     It also doesn't help that the Vice-Chancellor, Max PRICE, is a classic regressive.
     So there was a third year of very expensive disruptions, and the end-of-year examinations had to be written under a giant marquee erected on the rugby field, for security reasons.
     Many people, including Jonathan JANSEN are very pessimistic about the future of UCT: the failure to fight back against FALLISM, its anti-intellectualism, its violence, its xenophobia and its racism, may have inflicted wounds from which the University will take 50 years to recover. 

(19) Book Launches
(a) Van ONSELEN: THE COWBOY CAPITALIST. John Hays Hammond, the American West and the Jameson Raid.
     Charles Van ONSELEN is undoubtedly the premier South African historian of his generation - more: he is probably the best South African historian now writing. In the past he and I have occasionally been sparring partners, because his immersion in the sources is unrivaled - whereas I am one of the very few South Africans who can do social theory - so fact versus theory is always likely to be a combustible combination!
    On this occasion we managed to exchange a few words before the  session started - he expressed sympathy for my being shut down by the Fallists - and I also spoke from the floor when it came to question time. His new book gives a novel take on the Jameson raid, concentrating on the American segment among the Uitlanders.
     From the floor I commended him for writing the history "from the bottom up" - for he is the first person to pay much attention to the Cornish miners and other working-class people: most previous accounts were written from the viewpoint of Government house. He didn't altogether appreciate the comment, and responded that HAMMOND was part of the upper-class leadership of the would-be insurrectionaries..
    But I think I may have also detected a problem in noting that his discussion nowhere acknowledges the William Appleman WILLIAMS thesis about farmers worried about markets being an essential social constituency for the new American imperialism.
HAMMOND was an exemplary member of this Imperialist cohort, but a mining man, (and an EX - cowboy.)
      So here we have a little  bit of theory rubbing up against the facts. Either we have a brute coincidence, or some inner connection still needs to be brought up to the surface to explain things. Perhaps there was a mining frontier quite separate from the "farmers last frontier"? Charles himself favours for once a type of psychological explanation - in terms of character-types, and masculinity. I'm unconvinced, but cannot offer anything very much myself. At any rate, the American dimension will now need to be put into the mix alongside more traditional fare, such as the CAIN and HOPKINS idea of "gentlemanly capitalism".

(b) Anne GRAAFF: THE OWL HOUSE.
I have never been to the Owl House - but Anne GRAAFF is an old and dear friend, and I find that many people who have been involved with the Owl House, are either old friends (like Peggy DELPORT who was the first to send Anne in the direction of the Owl House), or are acquaintances once removed (like Athol FUGARD). The book launch for the updated revised edition of Anne's book was very enjoyable, as Anne narrated her whole history of involvement with the artwork, from her first visit, to recent efforts at securing effective conservation.
    An interesting question occurred to me during the discussion, after Anne had described the works involved as "outsider art". This is not quite the same as DUBUFFET's term, "l'art brut", which is the art of the extremely alienated - such as the art of the insane. This led me to wonder whether there are any stylistic or formal criteria one can use to differentiate the two.
     I recall that the anthropologist Claude LEVI-STRAUSS once compared the intricate art of the Australian aborigines to the fussy realism of "naive" Western artists such as Grandma Moses. Probably an unhappy - or perhaps, a merely pejorative - comparison - but one which came to mind on the two occasions that I  actually visited the DUBUFFET collection in Lausanne. 

(20) POST - MODERNISM and the COUNTER - ENLIGHTENMENT.

    While cogitating on the US campus pseudo-Left and its descent into something weakly approximating Fascism, I was led to reflect that, what had happened was not a rejection of the West as such, but a rejection of the best of the West - the Enlightenment - for the worst of the West - the Endarkenment.
    This is not a new perception: the late political philosopher Sheldon WOLIN,  and the great Israeli authority on proto-fascism, Ze'ev STERNHELL, have both been there before me.
And more recently, the Irish-born libertarian Marxist (and editor of SPIKED magazine) Brendan O'NEIL has noted the similarity of current identity politics to the teachings of de MAISTRE, who also was concerned to deny our common humanity, and to celebrate Emotion not logic, as the cement of society.
     But my take on this is slightly different.
     I think that the founding fathers of POMO rejected Reason, and Progress, and so found themselves in a space which was similar to that of the Counter-Enlightenment - there is homology here but probably no direct genealogical influence.
     And one can trace this in different ways with each of LYOTARD, FOUCALT and DERRIDA, as I have done elsewhere in this letter.

(21) Funeral of Eddie DANIELS
     For me this was one of the more important but least noticed political events of the year.
Eddie DANIELS had joined the Liberal Party in the 1950s, had gone underground to join ARM, and when that unfortunate movement foundered, had served out a prolonged sentence, joining Nelson MANDELA on the Island. 
     Barbara HOGAN gave the most telling appreciation - at once personal and political.
She explained how Eddie had been disappointed in the levels of corruption seen in the New South Africa, and observed also that it was unsurprising that there were no representatives of the regime, personally present at the funeral.
    The occasion was very dignified and moving, and allowed a number of people to contribute memories. The veteran Methodist minister Peter STOREY presided, and expressed contrition for the Methodist church allowing itself to be divided by apartheid along racial lines.  Eddie had enjoyed an adventurous life before he settled down as a photographer - he had been a whaler and a miner - and met his wife, (who was classified White) on the diamond diggings.
      Anant Singh  played a little clip of Eddie singing "The mountains of Mourne" - and there were some favourite hymns (including John Henry  NEWMAN's "Lead Kindly Light") - and also a long quote from MANDELA's favourite poem T E  HENLEY's INVICTUS.
     These works were all favourites with my mother and my grandmother's generations. Thinking about this afterwards, it struck me as extraordinary how Victorian popular culture - even Imperialist writers like KIPLING and HENLEY - had rubbed off on both Black and White audiences  alike.

(22) LOGIC AND PHILOSOPHY.

(a) KRIPKE.
     During 2017 I was lead to renewed reflection on the historic close relationship between the growth of Logic and the development of philosophy.
     This was at least partly sparked by the visit to UCT of Saul KRIPKE, considered by many to be probably the greatest living exponent of Analytic Philosophy.
    As a young man - aged 16, I think - KRIPKE had been responsible for a great advance in Logic, when he developed a TARSKI-style theory of semantics for modal logic.  This was inspired by LEIBNIZ's discussion of possible worlds and so is known now universally, as POSSIBLE WORLDS Semantics.
    When I was at MIT as a student I had heard KRIPKE deliver an early version of what became his most famous paper: NAMING AND NECESSITY, in which he applied ideas from modal logic to completely rethink ideas about how names and nominal phrases refer, and so had worked out a completely new alternative to the classic FREGE-RUSSELL theory of Reference. In retrospect, it was a bit like TOLSTOY's Pierre BEZUHOV at AUSTERLITZ, - or STENDHAL's Fabrizio del DONGO, finding himself at the battle of WATERLOO - and not at all  understanding the shape of the battle or  its world-historical significance. I was impressed, but had no idea that I had been enjoying a ringside seat at the birth of what was destined to become a Philosophical CLASSIC.
     One thing which I took away from this experience was the conviction that great philosophic innovators are much rarer than great mathematicians. Philosophy requires a very  peculiar mindset - and it is not helped by the fact that it is so very  easy to do philosophy badly.
On this occasion, I enjoyed the experience rather more readily, but also had the sense that the wheelchair bound  KRIPKE was no longer at the height of his powers. I asked him a question about the reception of his ideas - the so-called Causal Theory of Reference - in Oxford - and in his reply rather than giving me the little bit of dogmengeschichte I was really looking for, he honed in on a puzzle from the works of the late Gareth EVANS.

 (b) KRIPKE also had with him his current research assistant, Romino PATRO, who gave a talk entitled "What the Tortoise said to KRIPKE", inspired by the famous Victorian jeu-d'esprit "What the Tortoise said to ACHILLES" written by Charles Lutwidge DODGSON (a.k.a. Lewis CARROLL). This raised issues of understanding possible non-orthodox versions of logical connectives. At discussion time I chimed in, quoting EVANS-PRITCHARD's  discussion of Zande assertions that "twins are birds".
     My encounter with KRIPKE inspired me to revisit some ideas in non-standard logic, which I had not looked at for some years: particularly RELEVANCE Logic, and other similar systems where one is looking for robust inferences in a world of possibly contaminated data.
And this reflects a general thesis about the viability of philosophy: philosophy is at its strongest where it remains closest to philosophical logic.
     So I continued reading in this vein and revisited books like Susan HAACK's book on DEVIANT LOGICS, and George BEALER's QUALITY AND CONCEPT - which looks at some features of intensionality which are normally taken to belong to higher order Logic or to type theory.

(c) Towards the end of the year David BENATAR appeared in conversation with Sam HARRIS (on Podcast#107), and this lead to wide discussion of David's philosophy of Anti-natalism.
     I had three thoughts of my own on this subject.
     Firstly, concern for the welfare of non-existent beings seemed to me to run foul of KANT's strictures that existence is not a predicate. But perhaps this is just an incidental and unfortunate formulation. What David is really concerned with is the situation of prospective parents, trying to take the decision about bringing a child into the world. Here his argument turns on an alleged asymmetry between the total evil of existence and the total good. The total bads allegedly far outweigh the total goods.
     I find I do not accept the idea common to David, and Sam HARRIS, and many other utilitarians, that pain is an absolute evil.
     In my view we are often ready to undergo pain, or at least the risk of pain, when we undertake meaningful personal projects. Because in each of these situations our evaluation is a global or gestalt concept, it is a mistake to think we can simply extract all the pain components and add them up.
     Pain and pleasure may be in the world, but the sense of meaningful life  is something brought to the world. (I think of WITTGENSTEIN, on his death-bed, turning to Norman MALCOLM , and saying: "I have had  a truly WONDERFUL life". This is especially impressive and moving when you consider what sort of difficult and lonely life WITTGENSTEIN actually had.)
     Finally what advice to give to potential parents contemplating having a child?
     Well, I think it does make sense to go for genetic testing because one might find one or both prospective parents are carriers of some disastrous genetic condition. But other than that, I think it is entirely reasonable to go ahead and take  the risk involved in bringing a child into the world - for there is every possibility that he or she will find good projects to make life meaningful. And there MAY even be cases where the parents have a utilitarian DUTY to bring a child into the world, because there are people whose personality structure - high on OPENESS and AGREEABLENESS and low on NEUROTICISM say, is such that they are not only a constant joy unto themselves, but they RADIATE happiness and communicate it to other people.
    A world which is deprived  of containing such an individual is definitely a poorer place.
(I think for example, of J. H., the MALAWIAN man who works in the guest-house on the corner of my road in Sea Point, whose happiness every time I bump into him, is always vital and infectious.) 

(d) Terence PARSONS: Non-existent Objects.
     I got interested in this subject after thinking about anti-natalism and  recollecting that the Australian logician Richard ROUTLEY, had robustly refuted a vast phalanx of philosophers from KANT to FREGE and RUSSELL, who had declared that modern symbolic logic could not be developed at all sensibly if one is ready to accept that existence  could possibly be a predicate.
The trick is to divorce existence-as-predicate from existence-as-operator.
      Terence PARSONS in his book provides a fully worked out example, which is directed towards truth-in-fiction.
     Thus it makes perfect sense to say that Sherlock HOLMES is a character in Conan Doyle's fiction who doesn't exist, although Queen Victoria in that same fictional world, did once have the property of existing..
     In PARSONS's scheme possible entities are obtained by assembling collections of Properties (that is, Predicates, or Relations.) My one thought on this subject is that there should be some examples of this more interesting than fiction, perhaps in social theory, or in psychology - when in the modern manner, we think about top-down methods of world-making.

(e) Crispin WRIGHT
     One philosophical work which I found really useful and helpful as regards issues in both morals and social theory is CRISPIN WRIGHT's book TRUTH AND OBJECTIVITY which anatomises a number of recurring issues in REALISM/ANTI-REALISM disputes - These are  questions about whether notions of  "truth" and "falsehood" can be applied in domains such as ethics, jurisprudence or mathematics - where there are no concrete objects or "facts of the matter" for a correspondence theory of truth to try to latch on to - and some philosophers are tempted to either introduce Platonic  realms of quasi-facts, or give a strained account of "Truth" as satisfaction of certain exotic non-objective criteria, such as "suitable" versus "unsuitable".
     WRIGHT suggests that the key point for rationally ameliorating all these disputes is to study the use of logical connectives such as IMPLIES, and whether they satisfy rules of inference such as modus ponens and modus tollens.
     For these rules implicitly presuppose a logic with exactly two truth-values. In this way, he develops a general theory allowing for objectivity in domains such as ethics and aesthetics -  and saving mathematics from the miserable  spectre of nominalism.
     This is reassuring when one is up against social constructivists, because one wants to say, for example, that RACISM is ethically  false - not merely inconvenient. And it also provides rigorous foundations for thinking about disputes in ethics - a position also vital to me, since I now am wanting to diagnose the fundamental failures of neo-liberalism largely in terms of ethical theory. 
      Maximizing pleasure or minimizing pain, from either classic utilitarianism or negative utilitarianism, both seem overly broad, yet we do want to retain from utilitarianism some notion of due diligence, of taking reasonable steps to avoid risking bad consequences, particularly, by imposing pointless or   unnecessary suffering. On the other hand Kantianism is too narrow - the categorical imperative is too thin, and needs to be supplemented by hypothetical imperatives directed towards coherent goals. This is one reason, I like to talk in terms of PROJECTS.
     One gestures in the direction of Logic here. 

(23) POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY.

(a) POPPER as PIONEER.
     Thinking about Resistance to TRUMP/BREXIT,  I was struck how much political mobilization there has been, and how little true  Intellectual Resistance.
      When Western Civilization was threatened previously by the rise of Populist and Fascist forces, in the run-up leading to the Second World War, there were a few intellectuals who felt sufficiently threatened to go back to Basics, and try and restate the case for Rationality and Liberal Democracy.
     Two such were Hannah ARENDT, who as fighting continued sat down to write THE ORIGINS OF TOTALITARIANISM, and Karl POPPER, whose war-work was to sit down to write THE OPEN SOCIETY AND ITS ENEMIES.
      The two books are very different, and  on the face of it, ARENDT's book was much more apropos for the Nazi threat - with its riveting concrete treatment of such historical topics as Antisemitism, PAN-Germanism, Terror, Propaganda, and the forced Labour camps.
By way of contrast, POPPER with his focus on  PLATO, HEGEL and MARX, looks remote and effete.
    Yet of the two magna opera, it is POPPER's which has best stood the test of time. This is partly because ARENDT's social theory is derived from unfamiliar and problematic sources such as ORTEGA y GASSET, and partly because POPPER addresses problems and concerns about the rule of THE BEST, which are endemic in Western culture, and recur from generation to generation.
    The latent elitism of traditional political philosophy is exposed by POPPER, who sees the primary political problem, as NOT being about picking the best rulers, but about curing the mistakes of the rulers, WHOEVER THEY MAY BE. (That is, even if they are in some sense, the best.)
     POPPER's book is thus a powerful defense of DEMOCRACY as an error-correction device,
and a celebration of empiricism over and against rationalism, in the formation of public policy.
    Perhaps, and this is a bit surprising - it is this that is what makes the book so relevant in the current juncture.
     Because the sins of neo - liberalism have in many cases, been the sins of A PRIORI reasoning - AUTHORITARIAN RATIONALISM if you will - and it is the modesty and empiricism of the Social-democratic tradition, which is what  so much needs reviving.

(b) The ELITEs and the MASSES.

     Recognizing that Hannah ARENDT derives her ideas not only from Continental philosophy but also from ELITE theory, made me wonder a bit about this less well-known, and  indeed often stigmatized form of social theory. Is there something here worth rescuing?  
    To start with one needs to note great political  variety among elitarian theorists. PARETO, MOSCA, and MICHELS were Right-wing conservatives who drifted into supporting MUSSOLINI.
ORTEGA y GASSET was a Rightwing Liberal, who courageously resisted FRANCO. ADORNO and HORKHEIMER were members of the FRANKFURT school. Hannah ARENDT and her close  follower, William KORNHAUSER were followers of a "Republican" strand of democratic theory. William BURNHAM was an apologist for managerial capitalism. And finally, C WRIGHT MILLS was a Marxist as well as the anatomist of the American POWER ELITE . (This is not an exhaustive list: Wikipedia adds a few more names.)
     Perhaps the fullest and best account of the theory is given by the Israeli political theorist Eva ETZIONI-HALEVI, in her book THE ELITE CONNECTION. Here she disentangles normative and descriptive uses of the term elite (not necessarily the BEST people, but the TOP people); and isolates the core analytic point of democratic elite theory which is about PROTECTING Liberal Democracy through checks involving multiple elites which retain relative autonomy, and so can act as a countervailing force when the political class in the State goes wrong.
This is an absolutely fascinating idea - and has a lot going for it - but does  it always work out   for the best?-
      Don't some incumbent elites NEED to be disrupted?
      One thinks here of the management at GM dismissed by OBAMA - and described in the book OVERHAUL (reviewed above).
      But as we suggested earlier what is dubious about State intervention is really the intervention of politicians, or career bureaucrats. What is needed is really the rule of Law - one needs public reasoning in a court. 
      But this doesn't seem to work in all cases.
     Academic Freedom may be one complicated exception.
     Another is planning for developing countries, where according to Peter EVANS, (writing about Brazil, but mainly inspired by East Asia) what is needed is that paradoxical thing EMBEDDED AUTONOMY.

(c) Elie HALEVY on THE GROWTH OF PHILOSOPHICAL RADICALISM.
     This was HALEVY's doctoral thesis and it is still a masterly perfomance, and one of the best things on Utilitarianism ever written.
     What is particularly impressive is his digging into 18th century ideas well before BENTHAM - including some authors whose names we know well - HUME, HELVETIUS, BECCARIA, PALEY  some who are marginally known – HARTLEY - and some who are completely forgotten. Very remarkably he shows how the doctrine was intertwined with  psychological theories of the association of ideas, and with problems of measurement. (The neat axiomatic development one finds in modern discussions such as that of SEN and WILLIAMS seems to have been developed quite recently.)
     Also very fascinating and prescient  is HALEVY's treatment of the dichotomy between the natural or spontaneous HARMONY of Interests, and the induced or artificial HARMONY. This discussion is extremely interesting in that it prefigures or anticipates many subsequent developments, such as HAYEK versus the POLANYI brothers on whether capitalism deserves to be described as a spontaneous order - or more generally the arguments about the need for intervention between  Keynesians and Free Marketeers.
      Also he is very good on some of the minor figures who surrounded BENTHAM, and some of the forgotten major episodes, when, in no small part, due to the efforts of the Liberals of the COPPET circle,
     BENTHAM's strident and sometimes cacophonous messages were spread abroad to Spain, Latin America and beyond.

(24) Further Fallout from Neo-Liberalism.

      During the course of the year, I came to feel that the civilizational crisis lead and symbolized by Neo-liberalism was far more pervasive than anybody-(myself included) h ad originally thought.
     And I also came to feel one needed a more fine-grained analysis. In particular one needs to distinguish between bad outcomes which are the direct effect of bad policies, and bad outcomes which are the indirect  consequence of neoliberal beliefs in the automatic and benevolent  functioning of the hidden hand, leading to conceit and complacency. LETTING STUFF HAPPEN, AS IT WERE. (For example, an increase in fraud due to cutting back on regulation.) 
    Adam SMITH himself, had a subtle and embedded concept of social life, and it is interesting to revisit his pages to see whether he too, should be accounted a "neo-liberal" in my terms.
In general he DID take the view that institutions could emerge spontaneously, and successfully evolve unplanned, and he DID think that ENLIGHTENED  SELF-INTEREST, or PRUDENCE, could have the same beneficent consequences as those that attend on fully ethical action, (which he, following HUTCHINSON, thought needs to be explained in terms of the moral sentiments of a sympathetic observer.) . 
    But this is not what the two  passages where he uses the famous metaphor of THE INVISIBLE HAND are about.
     In the one case, in the THEORY OF MORAL SENTIMENTS, it is an unexceptionable  piece of Keynesianism - he Is hailing it as an act of Providence that rich people save as well as consume, so there will be food and other necessities left over for the poor.
     But the other passage, which is in THE INQUIRY INTO THE NATURE AND CAUSES OF THE WEALTH OF NATIONS, (book IV part 2), is much more interesting and apropos of current concerns, because in it he is attempting to deal with the mercantilist question of whether there should be restraints on "the Importation from Foreign Countries, of such  Goods as can be Produced at Home", and he suggests that considerations of prudence will lead capitalists to favour rational autarky.
    Noam CHOMSKY has suggested that this might include contemplating the case where a rich factory owner might consider shutting down his factory and  taking his machinery abroad., as happens under neoliberalism.
    According to SMITH, self-interest will save the day here - because a rational capitalist will be justifiably worried about the security of his capital, if it is located where he cannot personally supervise, or check on it!
     This is an utterly extraordinary piece of reasoning - but it does suggest that even something as apparently anodyne as the Rule-of-Law could have nasty external effects, and basing the Liberal order solely on Rule-of-Law  may not be enough.  (SMITH quite evidently was on the side of  the workmen in the home country - but doesn't even get to consider the case that the capitalist would move his investment abroad, if he trusted the foreign government sufficiently.)
     Historically, this idea about prudence entailing  distrust of foreigners, does seem to have some relation to actual behaviour, because studies of the pattern of investment in the 19th century suggest that English investors were much more ready to invest either in the Empire, or in the US, than they were to invest outside the Anglosphere. (And as recently as the 1920s the South African mining houses found it expedient to establish shell companies in the United Kingdom, in order to keep up the fiction of being "Anglo-American" .)
     There evidently remains a whole lot more to be said on the history of this subject, but let me press on, to consider the unintended consequences of neo-liberalism in the contemporary world. 

(a) Medical and Pharmacological.
      The possible negative effects of Neo-Liberalism on medicine is a huge subject which I am not really competent to cover.  I have bumped into it on several occasions in the last year - mainly in the course of my reading.
      One book which contains several indictments of the pharmaceutical industry is Ben GOLDACRE's book simply entitled : BIG PHARMA. GOLDACRE is a British physician and academic, who for several years ran a column in THE GUARDIAN devoted to BAD SCIENCE.
The book on Bad Pharma is his second book, and focusses mercilessly on bad companies hiding unflattering data from drug trials, while weak regulators stand pat, and doctors are misled by needlessly flawed research.
     Neo-liberalism is certainly part of the explanation of this poor state of affairs, for the proprietary attitude of the companies is seldom questioned, and would-be tougher action on the part of the regulators has been hamstrung by a general attitude of scepticism and hostility towards regulation.
     GOLDACRE's basic recommendation is simple: sunlight is the best disinfectant and ALL results of ALL Trials, should be made publicly available.
     Another book, Clifton LEAF: The Truth in small doses Why we are losing the war on Cancer and how to win it, turned up other themes, and related to other topics explored in this newsletter - the need for great National Projects to galvanize and motivate innovation. Basically, according to LEAF the US lost the war on cancer, when Nixon abandoned the idea of a great national effort under the leadership of a dedicated agency, and handed over more money to an organization which already  had a long record of ultra-caution and failure. 
      On one front however, there are reports of some success in fighting back against neoliberal arteriosclerosis - the area of medical research publication. For Harold VARMUS - the former head of NIMH, in his book THE ART AND POLITICS OF SCIENCE reports some success in using the Internet to launch open-access medical publishing. (The public good character of research makes the oligopoly dominating academic publishing a particularly bad model even by conventional standards.)
    But this is not the end of concerns about the impact of neo-liberalism on medicine. For there are also  reports about the silencing of radical research, such as Bret WEINSTEIN's important discovery of abnormal development of telomeres in laboratory animals. In the end this got published - but establishment bias with regard to reviewing and reporting, has ensured that, so far, it's radical wake-up call to rethink drug testing, has  been effectively muffled.

(b) Climate Science. (or So - called Science.)
     I have come to think increasingly that a whole lot of the pathology in Climate "science" can also  be explained as an overflow from  Neo-liberalism.
     Thus the proprietary attitude towards data, the use of peer-review to exclude criticism, the absence of simple intellectual safeguards against confirmation bias such as the use of explicit and non-trivial null-hypotheses, are all indicative of an academic discipline largely corrupted by neo-liberal practices.
    The scale of this may be larger than elsewhere due to the level of climate panic that has been racked up - but the phenomenon is not too different from troubles in other academic disciplines where guild-spirit and gatekeeping prevail.
    (However the use of defamation suits to silence critics, is unusual - and peculiarly one-sided: some climate orthodox websites - like realclimate.org for example, have a section entirely devoted to character assassination of their critics. Nothing comparable  exists on the skeptic blogs. This was one of the first things which alerted me to the corruption of so-called climate science: I noted early on that realclimate had huge quantities of political ranting, whereas the major skeptical site climateaudit was austerely devoted solely to questions about data quality, and statistical analysis - the kind of things which actually matter to REAL scientists.)
    And Cap-and-trade is a typical neoliberal attempt to set up a market for purposes of  utopian  social engineering.
     But perhaps this is not the full story - for there is  a populist dimension to this also.
When I watched the recent US Senate hearings about Climate on Youtube, I was struck by how the Republican Senators all concentrated on Science, and Philosophy of Science, while the Democratic Senators did not seem to be able to get beyond conspiracy theories. (Ad hominem arguments are always bad, because, even when they destroy the character of the other side, they leave the argument of the other side totally  standing.
    In this instance it was a particularly egregious fallacy to suggest the skeptics were all in the pay of BIG OIL and BIG COAL, since a visit to the website of that shrine of climate orthodoxy, the HADLEY centre in East Anglia, also reveals huge donations from BIG OIL and BIG COAL. Frankly, BIG ENERGY funds everybody.) 

(c) The bubble of academe.
     One of the most powerful indictments of the modern American University system is contained in a Youtube video called TOO MANY KIDS GO TO COLLEGE?. In this debate  which was hosted for INTELLIGENCE SQUARED US in Chicago, silicon valley tycoon Peter THIEL and conservative social analyst Charles MURRAY debate against a Liberal team on the state of American higher education and find it to be caught up in a bubble.  
     Not everything in their critique is equally cogent or universally applicable, but once again, I had the sense of Conservatives having stolen the clothes of the Radicals, and being much more ready to face up to the reality of a system that is badly off the rails.
    Thus MURRAY in particular focuses  on the "meaningless" Bachelor of Arts degree at a four - year college. He contrasts it with an older degree in the Classics, which had identifiable content and constituted a  more rigorous training in critical thinking. This is probably valid, but it would have been more penetrating to ask how this came about. (Consumerism and the  deteriorating state of high-school education must be part of the answer, I would think.)
MURRAY also makes the unexceptionable point that vocational education is much better in Germany and Switzerland.
    On the whole Peter THIEL does  a lot better, and cuts a lot deeper. He starts by asserting that many bright people waste their time in college, because of college having become a universal norm. He then goes on to ask how should one conceive of college education economically? Is it a consumption good, or an investment good? In either case it seems vastly over - priced. (The total student debt at the time of the debate had reached more than ONE TRILLION dollars.)
     He then suggests that for many Americans it functions as an insurance policy - against getting left out of the job market. But even this does not make much sense - for the census reports that  there were 91,000 persons with Ph.D’s who were working as janitors at the time of the debate - and many hundreds of thousands with higher degrees working in other menial occupations..  
    At one remarkable point  THIEL duplicates (probably without knowing it) the famous Fred HIRSCH argument against positional goods in his book SOCIAL LIMITS TO GROWTH - that there is a WINNERS CURSE afflicting the top performers in these academic contests - they and everybody else are paying far too much for the pieces of paper certifying their performance.
(THIEL at one point throws out the estimate that the value of a Harvard degree may be constituted by 90% certification, and only 3% education.) . 
     The whole discussion is fascinating, and laced with telling figures and  graphic anecdotes.
There are rogue colleges, says THIEL "where an academic degree is just a very expensive form of dunce-cap". (The same, I'm afraid, could possibly be said of Professorships from many of the Neo-liberalized institutions.)
     But again my feeling is that this whole discussion  might have been more illuminating had it been linked to the growth in monopolies, and of  monopoly rent, in the neo-liberal economy.
This is on the supply side - and on the demand side, fear of falling into the dark half of the dual economy.
     And there is also the question of what pops the bubble?
      THIEL correctly says there is more than one market into which graduates are fed, so it may take time to register a market correction. But to my way of thinking, this is not a completely satisfactory answer, because it shouldn't really take that long before employers come to recognize that the information content provided by a higher degree is less than is available in a few basic psychometric tests: IQ +BIG 5 is all that is needed. And once employers recognize this, much of the whole house of cards should come crashing down.
 
(d) The Virginia school. Nancy McLEAN: DEMOCRACY IN CHAINS.
      This is a book solely devoted to exposing the reactionary Southern roots of BUCHANAN and TULLOCK's "Virginia school" approach to Public Choice.
      It is based on impeccable documentation, because when Nancy McCLEAN went to Virginia she found the door wide-open. She is thus able to document hidden or tacit support for Jim CROW, underlying an apparently general brief for States Rights. Those Maecenases of Reactionary Causes, the KOCH brothers, put in an early appearance. But I worry that she has not given a  full and balanced account - because when I go to look at BUCHANNAN's autobiography, BETTER THAN PLOUGHING, like COLERIDGE's "person from PORLOCK", a vistor who regularly interrupted Virginia proceedings  stands out: the veteran Social Democrat, Michael POLANYI.
     Now it is possible that this was a friendship like that between RICARDO and MALTHUS, where the two friends always  respectfully agreed to disagree, or it could have been a friendship like that between POPPER and HAYEK, where the two friends habitually talked past each other; but because Nancy McLEAN has not twigged the importance of POLANYI, and paid him some critical attention, we currently have no idea which case applies.
    Footnote: Another issue flagged my attention while reading McLEAN's book: Public choice after BUCHANAN always had a cynical and fatalistic aura, which was entirely due to its reliance on   assumptions about individual  utility maximization.
     This subject needs to be extensively revisited in the light of modern ideas coming from behavioural psychology and the critique of neo-liberalism.

(e) Mental Health.
     Toward the end of 2017 new research on both sides of the Atlantic seemed to point to neo-liberalism as a major contributor to the rise of the current  epidemic in depression and mood disorders. One important milestone was a book called COMING APART by the British author Johann HARI. In this work the author reports his long quest to find out why his anti-depressant medication had such little effect. Basically he found that research suggests that this is a universal experience - cognitive and social factors are MUCH more powerful in moving moods. Thus he reports that standard medications (operating on serotonin uptake) will show an improvement of 1.8 points on the HAMILTON scale, whereas getting one's sleep cycle right will typically  move mood upwards by 6 points. He also reports an alarming trend of cumulative  measured deterioration in all advanced Western countries. Like Robert PUTNAM, Nicholas CHRISTAKIS and Charles MURRAY he tries to relate this to a decline in communal or civic association.
    Another major study  was a meta-analysis due to Thomas CURRAN of the University of BATH, and his co-workers analyzing over 100 studies, mainly from the US, the UK and CANADA, all of which pointed to a steady rise in the mental syndrome, known as PERFECTIONISM, since 1979. This is a syndrome where the subject both aspires to turn in a perfect performance, and also feels the pressures are so great as to make this ambition very difficult to achieve.
     Thus this study is really looking at the increased pressures coming from competition among the upper classes - which subjectively is made even more stressful because of neo-liberal ideology cultivating an ethic of individual responsibility - that is, of self - reliance and self-blame. 
      One expects that life in the badlands lower down in the dual economy is also pretty depressing, but CURRAN has not tapped into that.
     Some of the authors who stress increasing social isolation, such as that covered in the HARI book, have also looked at working class despair - but here the etiology is more mixed. PUTNAM for example, looks at the negative effects of television in bringing about the fall-off in civic association, after it had reached its all-time high-point in the 1950s. But the classic book to which we probably need to revert to see de-industrialization in full-cry, is William Julius WILSON's book  WHEN WORK DISAPPEARS - a peerless account of the onset of joblessness in the Black Community..

(f) James. K. GALBRAITH: Instability and Inequality.
      The lesser known son of John Kenneth GALBRAITH, Jamie GALBRAITH is a whole lot less elegant and amusing as a writer, than his father. But as an economist, he is more incisive - and sometimes his scalpel cuts deeply. In the 1990s he took up a novel measure of inequality, the THEIL index, which has none of the woes which normally attend the GINI coefficient. (It is additive, and robust when applied to sub-populations.)
     Over the subsequent quarter of a century he and his team have applied it to a vast quantity of data from many different societies. Only Thomas PIKETTY and his team of collaborators can claim to have done more.
      In his book he gathers together the results of his various investigations, and applies them to various questions of the hour. The use of a novel statistic, gives results which are sometimes strikingly different from such other contemporary writers on inequality, as PIKETTY, ATKINSON, FOGEL, or ACEMOGLU and ROBINSON.
    Two societies stand out - South Africa, which he has difficulty fitting into his frame, and SWEDEN, where his results give a triumphant vindication of the MEIDNER-REHN policy of wage compression.
    Wage compression has two attractive aspects - it caters to the morally attractive ideal of encouraging egalitarianism WITHIN the working class - and it also encourages the abandonment of backward industries which can only be kept afloat, by exploiting low-wage workers.
 
(25) KEN ONO and New Moonshine.
     In the 1970s and 80s it was MONSTROUS MOONSHINE. Much to everyone's surprise, the representations of the biggest sporadic finite group, the FISCHER-GRIESS MONSTER, turned out to have their dimensions counted by the coefficients of the j-function, a classic modular form. This took a little getting used to, and attempts at explanation, by people like BORCHERDS and FRENKEL-LEPOWSKY-MEURMAN abounded. When the dust settled, it was eventually seen that the most elegant and illuminating explanation came from physics: to whit, there exists a very natural CONFORMAL FIELD THEORY on which the MONSTER acts as a group of Symmetries, and from this one can read off a very natural graded representation, whose grade n piece has dimension c(n), so that the c(n) s get j as their generating function..
The next heave came in 2011, when MATTHIEU moonshine was uncovered. This time there was no physics explanation, and the best people could do was to point to the mathematics associated was that of the  NIEMEIER lattices - certain highly dense lattices in 24 dimensions - and the somewhat exotic  mock-modular forms playing the role of the j-function.
    And then, a few years later, it was Third Generation, or UMBRAL Moonshine - where following the clue provided by extremal lattices a whole lot more natural infinite-dimensional representations of finite simple groups were uncovered. And  again, there is no simple physics theory analogous to CFT, to go with it. (But Atish DABHOLKAR has unveiled his beautiful research programme to classify Black holes with the aid of mock - theta functions.)
     Now fast forward to December 2017, and a splendid talk by Ken ONO uploaded on Youtube. Lattices and theta-functions are still there - but finite groups have rather receded into the background - and physics is not visible at all. Instead we get striking connections with some of the main mysteries of number theory - the invariants of number fields and algebraic geometry which show up at  values taken by L-functions  at the integers z = 0, 1 and 2 etc. This is stunningly beautiful and important.
    Do I have a groschen to contribute? Yes, I do - for I notice the central role played by the incomplete GAMMA function in this theory - and I observe that  it is a little-known - but intriguing -  solution to the HEAT equation. The usual way to think about these things is in terms of an eigenfunction for the hyperbolic Laplacian, but other viewpoints are also possible. 
Maybe there is more of the Caloric Potential Theory lurking somewhere here in the background?  

(26) Higher HEISENBERG.
    One of the great glories of twentieth century mathematics and mathematical physics is the HEISENBERG group. First introduced in 1931 by Hermann WEYL, who found it by exponentiating the HEISENBERG commutation relations, it turns out to have a vast array of appearances incognito all over mathematics - so much so that Roger HOWE could write a survey paper called "On the Ubiquity of the HEISENBERG group".
    Because of its intimate connections, via the WEIL representation, with THETA functions, I have long been an avid fan, seeking to generalize it.
     Right at the end of the year, in the last two meetings of my Seminar I succeeded -generating a nilpotent LIE group of step 3, by putting together one-parameter groups of deformations of a cubic q-series.
The resulting group is a little messy to write down - but I think elegance can probably be regained by using a different q-series - one where one replaces cubes by binomial choose-3  coefficients.  

(27) PORCELAIN
(a) FINLAY.
    One splendid essay in the new (or better, newish) genre of global history is Robert FINLAY's THE PILGRIM ART - a world history of production and trade in porcelain. The book takes its name from the "Pilgrim's flask" a celebrated item of export China which ended up in the west and the middle east.
(b) Eduard de WAAL: THE WHITE ROAD- a portrait of an obsession.
    I loved de WAAL's earlier book - THE HARE WITH AMBER EYES - so was looking forward to reading this one - if only to get some further acquaintance with the author. If FINLAY's book is rewarding because of its academic rigour, de WAAL scores highly in giving you a personal autobiography and travelogue, telling how it feels to become a potter in the late twentieth century, and how it feels to revisit all the great sites in the history of porcelain. I was particularly fascinated with his account of DRESDEN, which is a great European trip I have done myself.
    For about a hundred years there was a Europe-wide competition to find the secret of the true porcelain, which the Chinese were keeping to themselves. This was eventually won by the Saxon monarchy which established it's Royal porcelain works at MEISSEN, just north of DRESDEN. A fantastic caste of characters were involved, including SPINOZA and LEIBNIZ's friend the mathematician TSCHIRNHAUSEN. I well remember being thrilled on my first visit to DRESDEN to find the giant LENSES and MIRRORS that TSCHIRNHAUSEN had made, in order to focus the sun's rays sufficiently to achieve the huge temperatures which were needed for the king's kiln to  be able to bake the true porcelain.  de WAAL tells about all of this, and more.

(28 )Neo-Tylorism, or RELIGION and SCIENCE  revisited.

(a) Robin DUNBAR: What's the Matter with Science?
     In 1995 the well - known animal psychologist and behavioural anthropologist, Robin DUNBAR, perturbed by the low A-level scores of many applicants for university places in the hard sciences, wrote this wide-ranging essay, whose initial starting point is Galileo GALILEI, in 1632, creating trouble by unseating Man from the centre of the Cosmos. DUNBAR suggests that despite science creating all sorts of gew-gaws since then, it has always had a strong potential to cause discomfort, because human brains are better wired for coping with interpersonal matters than they are with cold intellectual challenges. Nonetheless DUNBAR thinks that even if human biology predisposes many against science, there is one almost universal cultural resource, that predisposes humankind to be more positive, and that is religion. Surprisingly, after having lambasted anthropologists like RADCLIFFE-BROWN and Edmund LEACH for having trundled out a traditional  Durkheimian message about religion, DUNBAR turns to neo-Tylorism and embraces a view which stresses the cognitive functions of religion in providing an explanatory framework for explaining sickness and bad luck. Religion in this form is itself a primitive precursor for Science - and the hope of doing Science becomes something like a human Universal.
    Indeed, it may be even more, for DUNBAR is also happy to trace the search for cognitive satisfaction, back to man's animal ancestors. So here are biological roots for ambivalence about science.
    In the grand scheme of social evolution, DUNBAR notices two more further phases. One is the growth of formalized religion, which comes with the growth of a specialized priesthood, and this emerges only after the agricultural revolution.
     Then still later, imperfectly under the Greeks and more securely after the European Enlightenment and industrialization, we get the transition to the Open Society, where institutionally knowledge is perennially to be tested and winnowed ... and politicians and policies also forced to compete.
     This transition to openness is generally associated with a vast increase in social scale, as traditional societies are opened up to the modern world.  DUNBAR thus ends up with an entirely modern, and mildly original, endorsement of POPPER's contentions about the centrality of the idea of the Open Society, to all of science, politics and modernity.
    Along the way there are a number of surprising insights delivered in passing, as when he notes that Durkheimian social constructivists have tried to argue that religious systems are merely attempts by secular powers to manipulate the members of their society, so as to enforce their preferred social order.
    DUNBAR argues that not only is this absurdly reductionist, but it also injects preposterous unreality into the situation. As HORTON observes, it is obvious to anyone who has actually lived in a traditional society that religion works to enforce obedience and conformity because everyone BELIEVES it to be a true and complete explanation for natural events … an everyday primitive form of science.
     So what needs to be explained is not science or even  anti - science, the quest for knowledge, and the discomfort with particularly, fundamental knowledge - these are, as it were built  into our DNA.
     What needs to be explained is our current cultural conjuncture. DUNBAR has a few mildly interesting proposals about how to mitigate our current anti-science climate, but I don't think he really gets to the bottom of it.
      And the situation is now a lot worse than when DUNBAR wrote his book, because big chunks of public opinion, on the bien-pensant left, the religious right, and the neither-left-nor -right quasi-fascist centre, have their own reasons for wanting to reject the Open Society. Only a major political realignment seems capable of unravelling this mess. 

(b) Robin HORTON.: Sytems of Thought in Africa and the West.

     This is the major collection of papers from the anthropologist who has done more than any other person, to put the neo-Tylorian approach to religion on the map. For years Robin HORTON lived and taught in West Africa, so he has a uniquely well-grounded sense of African culture and religion - it's not just a case of spending a year or 18 months in the field.
His primary contention is that African religion seeks to answer simple  WHY questions - like WHY did the harvest fail this year?
     And as such it serves much the same cognitive functions as Western Science.
     But a few caveats are in order. Firstly one must not take this to mean that cosmological or cosmogonic concerns are at the forefront of the African religious agenda: Africans on the whole are people with practical concerns, and it may only be a small class of intellectuals who are at all interested in the question of : HOW did it ALL Start?
     Another caveat concerns magic, which HORTON needs to analyze in a different way to FRAZER, and to MALINOWSKI.
      HORTON then enables a grand narrative: the opening up of Africa through exploration, trade and conquest, leads to a vast expansion of scale. And this is accompanied by a major process of conversion to World religions like Christianity and Islam, which being adapted to large scale, can explain more things, and provide better explanations. 
     But there is an interesting rider here, which attains full force after a generation: the earliest encounter with Christianity is at a very broad level, and so the religion appeals on both a cognitive and an emotional-social basis. But as the second generation imports a more accurate version of the religion of the West, one which has shed its cognitive and thaumaturgic features, and specialized in a much narrower range of austere and  emotionally intense worship of the person of Jesus, African believers become disenchanted and either move away in the direction of syncretistic independent churches, or seek out participation in Pentecostal  evangelical movements, which have a strong "faith-healing" component.
HORTON is thus able to explain both the astonishing success of missionization, and it's failures.
     HORTON's theories are also illuminating when applied to aspects of belief in the West - and as a minor implication, provide something of an antidote to the Afro-pessimism, which afflicts many of us, nowadays, when we contemplate our war-torn continent.
      
(c) Anwar's Question: Can and should Scientific Advance be incorporated in Religion?
      This was a very provocative question from Anwar, who came to it through extensive interactions with the late Augustine Schutte.
      After some reflection, I came to see that to give a convincing reply would turn on how one would answer another question, namely how one sees the core nature of religion itself.
    * If, like Robin HORTON and Robin DUNBAR, you see Religion as primarily a rudimentary Cosmology, then the Answer is obviously YES. But this answer seems to carry a hidden cost - for it suggests that Religion will ultimately BECOME Science.
   ** Another kind of answer comes from the Durkheimian tradition, which sees religion as primarily a kind of social cement - and the danger of growing by incorporation of new thought is clear, because incorporation of diverse complex thought whatever it is, will dilute the message and undermine social solidarity.
    ***But there is a third way of understanding religion, which is stated most clearly by the New Zealand historian and philosopher Peter MUNZ, who talks about supplementing the empirical picture of the World with a "symbol picture".
     Something similar but much less clearly - is advocated by the Canadian psychologist Jordan PETERSON, who also stresses the power of religious narrative as metaphor, or as "story".
Here we seem to be getting uneasy coexistence - mostly non-overlapping magisteria - but with religion gradually losing its monopoly as Science also becomes a source of meaning and of metaphor.

(d) Robert FOGEL: THE FOURTH GREAT AWAKENING AND THE FUTURE OF EGALITARIANISM.
    One little-known incident from the Life of FOGEL. In 1950 FOGEL was a professional communist organizer in New York, and it fell to him to expel from the party, for indiscipline, the youthful Gene GENOVESE. ("I zigged where the others zagged" as GENOVESE later put it.) Neither had any inkling of their future careers then, of course - GENOVESE would go on to become the great American Marxist historian of slavery, and FOGEL a Nobel Prize winning economist.
     I was told this anecdote by the late Robert SHELL, who had it from Stan ENGERMAN, FOGEL's later collaborator on the book TIME ON THE CROSS.  It certainly makes FOGEL appear a more interesting and complex figure. Because of his close association with George STIGLER and other Chicago economists, he has sometimes been taken as a simple shill for the neoclassical econometric approach to history - so-called cliometrics. Some of his work is indeed cast in this mold, and is probably not robust if one wants to push back against neo-classical suspect priors. However, I do think his later work on so-called physiological economics is an exception to this. Here he shows how improved nutrition lead during capitalist development to increases in human stature, and thereby to improved resistance to disease, and longer life expectation. This provides a whole new set of social indicators which can be used to track welfare. 
 N   But in this book he focuses on religion, and its contribution to the rise of egalitarianism.
It is well-known and familiar that American religious history can be marked out into periods framed by great  bursts of Revivalism - known as the "Great Awakenings". That there is a close connection with Social Reform is not a new thought. FOGEL gives a particularly clear and vivid account of this. Thus he sees the FIRST GREAT AWAKENING (1730-1770) as heralding the ideological changes which culminated in the American War of Independence. The Second Great Awakening (1830-1860) followed with the struggle to Abolish Slavery, and the origins of Feminism. More problematically he sees the Third Great Awakening (1880-1930) as providing the egalitarian spirit undergirding Progressivism and the New Deal. (This seems problematic because the Social Gospel seems to have had quite other and independent roots, as I understand it.)
     And most problematically of all, he sees the evangelical revival from 1960 to the present, as the FOURTH GREAT AWAKENING ready to bring on egalitarianism in the spiritual realm, (which he interprets in terms of intellectual and cultural capital.)
      His intention here is to be irenical and ecumenical - for he argues that American liberals have totally misunderstood the impulse of evangelical revival in the late 20th century, ignoring the positive moral and egalitarian aspects involved in a movement like The Promise-Keepers, and the non-racialism of the United Pentecostal  Movement, in order to concentrate on the negativity of "a bunch of deplorables".
     But this seems to me to smack of special pleading. Both sets of features are present. 
Nor is one's trust in his judgement improved when he writes of the strategy of egalitarianism through fiscal redistribution having FAILED, when it might be more correct to say the attempt has been actively VETOED, and Taxation turned into a mighty engine of INEQUALITY. (Tax credits being handed out  for corporate jets, and other perks, etc.)
       Yet the details of his account remain fascinating, and the use of biomedical indicators gives a whole new dimension to a history we thought we knew well.  In fact you might even say that he provides enough detail to counter his own main narrative ...
     And in the years since his book was published the biomedical indicators such as longevity, have been virtually screaming about the downside of  inequality.

(e) Elie HALEVY on The Birth of Methodism in England.

      A little known essay rescued and translated by Bernard SEMMEL, this work casts a novel light on the birth of Methodism, a subject we thought exhausted long ago. 
There are several suggestive things uncovered here - but because of my current pre-occupations I will mention only one - the emphasis given to economic disturbances - particularly, what looks like premature de-industrialization in the West country. FOGEL's analysis of the interaction of religion and society, goes from religion to the economy. Here if my understanding of HALEVY is correct, the causal tie runs in the opposite direction. 

(29) Politics in Theory and Practice.

(a) Benjamin POGRUND: How can man die better? The Life of Robert SOBUKWE.
     This is a splendid biography of Robert SOBUKWE, which is also incidentally an autobiography, for POGRUND tells us quite a lot about himself as he digs into his memories of his relations with the great PAC leader.
     I pulled it off my shelf, and started rereading it, because of wanting a basis of comparison with recent events. In the 1950s the emergence of a strain of black Nationalism, was  met with a vigorous response by people who challenged its thinking on the subject of 'Race.' Discussion of the conceptual basis of alternatives to racialism, had occurred even earlier among people from the 4th International (Trotskyist) Tradition - but the standard model in the 1950s was a multi-racial confederation, as occurred for example, in the Congress Alliance, where the long established ANC and Indian National Congress organizations were joined by the Coloured People's Conference, the Congress of Democrats (White) and a 5th sector, a multiracial Trade Union Congress.
    But in the ANC, an Africanist fraction grew up, concerned about what it saw as the untoward influence of White and Indian Communists.
     However the breaking away of the PAC from the ANC, largely along grounds of age and ideology lead to further developments, once a  Coloured ex-Communist, John GOMAS, wrote to SOBUKWE declaring his intention to join them and set up a branch in the Western Cape.
     POGRUND is fascinating as he charts SOBUKWE's response to this, and other simultaneous challenges, coming from the brute fact of the Africanists' breakaway from the ANC. He had to think fast on his feet, and triangulate a course, where he was responding to several pressures towards non - racialism from without, and certain pressures towards a more racialistic form of nationalism, from within.
    The crucial conceptual resolution to this cross-pressuring, was  to give a non-racial definition of who was to be counted as an African - it was to be "anyone whose loyalty is towards Africa".
      SOBUKWE had  maintained a sophisticated critique of Communism, by reading Arthur KOESTLER, and other 1950s dissidents and critics; yet his own writing on racial and ethnic questions continued to be pervaded by a mixture of  Marxist and nationalist  assumptions, as when he writes about stratification in the Indian community.
      “Of the Indian minority we say they are an oppressed national group. But among them has emerged a merchant class which has become tainted with the virus of national arrogance and cultural supremacy. The leadership of the Indian people, is unfortunately drawn from this class, which like the "sympathetic" whites is concerned with protecting its own sectional interests. The only Indians who can because of their material position, be interested in the complete overthrow of white domination and the establishment of a genuine African democracy, are the poor "coolies" of the sugar plantations of Natal. But they have not yet produced the leadership of their own. What we wish of them is that they should reject this opportunist leadership, and produce their own leadership ...
     Politically we stand for the government of the Africans, for the Africans, by the Africans, with everybody who owes his only loyalty to Africa, and accepts the democratic rule of an African majority, being regarded as an African. We guarantee no minority rights because we are fighting precisely that group-exclusiveness which those who plead for minority rights would like to perpetuate. It is our view that if we have guaranteed individual liberties we have given the highest guarantee necessary and possible. I have said before, and I still say so now, that I see no reason why, in a free, democratic, South Africa a predominantly black electorate should not return a black man to parliament, for colour will count for nothing in a free Africa”. (pp.105-6.)
     One might like to know  a bit more about the role of culture and geography in PAC thinking - (how are the boundaries of the South African state, as a subset of the African continent to be determined, for example?) but for present purposes this sample of SOBUKWE's thinking  suits us admirably. For even if some of the analysis is in terms of groups not individuals, it is, taken as a whole, a ringing affirmation of  non-racialism, and a rejection of groupthink.

(b) Christopher de BELLAIGUE: The Islamic Enlightenment. The modern struggle between faith and reason.
     Westerners often ask the somewhat patronizing question, why hasn't Islam enjoyed the equivalent of the Protestant Reformation.? And following on from that, Why hasn't it enjoyed an equivalent of the Age of Enlightenment? 
     The point of Christopher de BELLAIGUE's smart and arresting new book, is to challenge the presuppostions behind these questions - for as he shows, the major Islamic countries have indeed been struggling with the challenges posed by modernity, ever since the Napoleonic invasion of Egypt at the end of the 18th century.
     Most of the book is taken up with a detailed account of the struggles of modernizers trying to escape from the predicament of weakness and stagnation, and having to contend variously, with westerners, with traditionalists, with reactionaries, and with radical anti-modernizing Islamists. Most of the narrative reports on actions located in three centres - Cairo, Istanbul, and Teheran. The action is fast, the canvas is crowded, and in addition to the usual suspects such as Ataturk, Afghani, and Abduh - we meet a whole lot of outstanding lesser-known  characters, such as the Turkish educationist, patriot and aviatrix, Halide Edib, and the . Iranian public intellectual Jalal al-e Ahmad. 
     And - at least up till the huge set-back initiated  by the First World War, the story is mostly positive: the Enlighteners were actually managing to inch their societies forward towards economic development and liberal democracy. After the disasters initiated in 1914 it is a bumpy ride - authoritarian top-down modernizers in Turkey and Iran - and a corrupt puppet monarchy in Egypt.  (It is also in this period that one regrets the lack of a wider pan-Islamic optic, because important developments in Saudi Arabia, in the Maghreb, and in the Indian subcontinent all happen off-stage.)
    I loved Christopher de BELLAIGUE's earlier book, IN THE ROSE - GARDEN OF THE MARTYRS, for its fresh judgements, vivid reporting, and forceful argument. This book displays all those good qualities and more.
      I found its often astringent  judgements powerful and challenging - because they often disagree with other  writers on these subjects, whom I generally admire - such as for example,  Timur KURAN who writes  on  the crucial commercial failure of Islamic law. 
Likewise, his take on Islamism is very different to that of Bassan TIBI.
     And  most intriguingly of all, he goes head-to-head with Elie KEDOURIE on the subject of Nationalism.  de BELLAIGUE thinks western policies failed after 1914 because Imperialism was incompetent and amateurish, and because of failing to take Nationalism into account. KEDOURIE also thought poorly of the western policy making elites, but regarded their pursuit of imaginary incipient nations as part of their amateurism. I suppose these two views can be reconciled - because de BELLAIGUE is thinking about ATATURK in the ex-Ottoman nation of Turkey, while KEDOURIE is thinking about  the Hashemite fantasies of Lawrence of Arabia.
But there are failures which don't quite match either of these paradigms - one thinks for example, of the appalling Arnold WILSON in Saudi Arabia - who wanted the Saudis to become "modern political leaders." And who was his idea of a modern political leader - why MUSSOLINI, of course!".

(c) POUNDSTONE: The Prisoner's Dilemma.
     This is  a very good and very Interesting history of Game Theory, which is also interesting about the history of the RAND corporation, which became the major employer of game theorists in the 1950s. RAND started out as a subsidiary of the BOEING  Aircraft Corporation - and had a legally anomalous status throughout its first decade, as a private institution entrusted with government secrets - and only got properly sorted out after 1959. 

(d) Helen EPSTEIN: The Invisible Cure. Africa, the west, and the fight against AIDS.
     This is a remarkable partly autobiographical account of the African AIDS epidemic, by an American researcher who came out to Africa, to get her feet wet.  She tells a number of different stories, each of which is fascinating.
    One, which gives the book its title THE INVISIBLE CURE, is about the self-help social policy known as Zero Grazing, developed in UGANDA which actually cut back on the spread of the disease, in advance of the help coming from Western medicine. This was primarily based on restricting to a single sex partner, and its efficacy derives from a curious feature of the African AIDS predicament, that the most dangerous set-up for proliferation of the disease is where a male is enjoying several sex partners, and  two-timing his wife and his  girlfriends.  (The transmission is lateral, and is a whole lot more dangerous than patronizing prostitutes.).
    And there are several other stories, some notable ones reflecting  different kinds of economic initiative coming from Southern Africa. One called LoveLife, which is intended to be a life-style option, is based on induction into a consumerist world of healthy living involving exercise and food supplements, where sex is also a consumer choice - but one which needs to be hedged around with smart technology such as condoms. This is the neo-liberal model par excellence - and its efficacy turns out to be limited.
     Another quite different example - which might be regarded as a more SCHUMPETERIAN kind of experiment, was undertaken at Chitungwiza in Zimbabwe, and mainly attempted to empower young women  through providing access to micro-finance. The idea here was the hope that micro-loans would reduce the spread of HIV through giving women more personal autonomy  and control over their sex lives. But alas, the designers of this experiment had not bargained on the huge contraction of spending power which happens when a community is hit by the AIDS disaster, and the number of small businesses which went belly-up, was exceptionally large for this kind of project.
    Alas, Alas!. until the roll-out of retrovirals started, Southern Africa had no means of "going from ONE to 'n' ", and so despite being a more advanced economy, lagged what was going on, on the rest of the continent.

(e) William O'NEILL: A BETTER WORLD.
     This is a book whose subtitle is The Great Schism: Stalinism and the American intellectuals.
It is an admirably detailed and judicious account of how a generation of American progressive intellectuals woke up to the realities of Stalinism - both at home and abroad - and how they slowly and painfully mobilized themselves to combat it.
     This book shows clearly both the prevalence of widespread deception, and especially self - deception on the Left, and courageous stories of tough-minded Left-liberals rising scrupulously to meet the challenge.
    This story has been well told before - by George ORWELL in his letters and diaries, by Lionel TRILLING in his fine and unjustly neglected novel THE MIDDLE OF THE JOURNEY, by Dwight MacDONALD and Nicola CHAIROMONTE, in their memoirs and journalism.
     I find myself full of admiration for these Cold War Left Liberals, who with courage and panache rose above the blandishments of coterie membership and the insidious appeal of the slogan NO ENEMY TO THE LEFT to take up a difficult and sometimes lonely independent position, critical both of the Communists and their Fellow-Travellers..
      I wish to underline however that I am well aware of bad behaviour on all sides in the Cold War - and  what was once described as A SHATTERED PEACE. But I share the view - which  was characteristic of people like TRILLING - and even, we now learn, of the primary witness in the case  against Alger HISS, Whitaker CHAMBERS himself, that they dreaded the mess that they foresaw would take hold once right-wing  demagogues like  Senator MacCARTHY tried to muscle in on the action.
     But again, and this is also perhaps worth saying: I mourn the recent passing of the Marxist left. They often provided a useful counterpoint  of challenge and criticism. There were many crazies and frauds in that movement, but there were  also  a handful of courageous and tough-minded people too - (Gene GENOVESE is my shining star) and so I think it is not at all  contradictory to want to pay homage to people on both sides of the great ideological divide.
 
(f) Correcting Jordan PETERSON.

      One place where the generally admirable Jordan Peterson regularly goes wrong is in his use of the term "Marxist". He uses it for all sorts of contemporary faddists many of whom have no more idea of what Classic Marxism was about than does their critic.
      Somebody needs to acquaint him with the work of people like Eugene GENOVESE or LESZEK KOLAKOWSKI (particularly perhaps the latter's book MARXISM AND BEYOND. KOLAKOWSKI wrote wonderfully and soulfully, whatever the current  state of his ideological belief.)
     GENOVESE, who I met on a visit to Rochester, many years ago, was both a committed Classical Marxist, and a splendidly tough-minded individual ready to look around outside his comfort zone, and give conventional liberals hell from the Right as well as from the Left.
On the one occasion that I met him, a good twenty minutes of the conversation was taken up with us  talking about the obscure right-wing master - thinker, Eric VOGELIN, who left Vienna for Louisiana in the 1930s..
      Another example of his intellectual readiness to think outside the box, was the view, also expressed  in his middle-period book, THE FRUITS OF MERCHANT CAPITAL, that free market ideology, and  perhaps neo-classical economics more generally  is really the economics of a pre-industrial agricultural economy, since it cannot cope with the challenge posed by increasing returns technology, which is so characteristic of industry.
     Despite his  clear-eyed rejection of orthodox views on the Soviet Union from an early stage - he once described Russia as an absolute counter-model of what a Socialist state should be -  he evidently retained some hope that the political  superstructure would right itself, and fall in line with the progressive socialist economic base, so it took the total collapse of the Soviet Union after 1990, to bring about an ideological realignment. In the mid-90s he rejoined the Catholic Church, and he and his wife, Betsy FOXE-GENOVESE, renewed their wedding vows with a full Church wedding.
    Thinking about GENOVESE, and about the Polish  philosopher KOLAKOWSKI (who also rejoined the Church after his expulsion from the Party) - and thinking about my friend Jeremy CRONIN (who started out as an altarboy, and ended up as Secretary General of the SA Communist Party) I began to wonder whether there isn't a pattern here. 
     On reflection it seems to me that there is often a deep connection between Marxism and Catholicism - for both reject the kind of radical individualism which is associated with Protestantism. (It is not a matter of the Social Teaching of the Church, because the relevant encyclicals at the end of the 19th century were all drafted by Cardinal MANNING, an English Liberal, and friend of GLADSTONE.)
    KOLAKOWSKI might provide a crucial test case for assessing the validity of this thought - because although he was a sincere Marxist in his youth, and gained much from the Thomist-Marxist dialogue in his twenties, his most important work in his middle years is CHRETIENS SANS EGLISE - a hugely sympathetic  study of Protestant sectarians in Holland in the 17th century.
     So perhaps the case is moot.
      On another front, PETERSON's naive attempt to brand all Marxists with guilt for the mass deaths associated with STALIN, MAO and POL POT, raises a deep question which is interesting in its own right. To what extent is the DOCTRINE of MARXISM responsible, and to what extent the Socio-political structure (or structures) associated - somewhat independently - with Actually Existent Socialism?
     To me it seems clear that the DOCTRINE must be held accountable for the deaths which occurred in the Civil Wars - certainly on the Red side - because of the fact that Marxism embraced the myth of redemption through cleansing revolutionary violence.
    But responsibility for deaths in the Gulag seems much less clear. Two facts need to be weighed on the other side here. One is the fact that forced labour was already  a major part of the labour supply in Tsarist times. The other is that forced labour camps were unknown in some of the societies conquered by Communism, and indeed they were gradually closed down in Russia itself, during the 1950s. (The proper explanation of the camps remains disputed: probably the most original explanation is SWIANIEWICZ's theory that they were a response to suppressed inflation. Perhaps a modern reader might like to revisit this theory in the light of MMT!)
     The major mass deaths associated with the Great Leap forward, seem to be a direct result of the authoritarian political nature of the regime -  no-one except in the end, a retired general, dared to tell MAO that the people were starving. So this also lets the Doctrine off the hook.
     But POL POT's genocide is another matter: anti-urban prejudice, here seemed to be a direct result of Marxism-Maoism, misapplied.

(30) End of Year Visitors.

(a) Billy GILD.
      During the course of the year, I became personally acquainted with Billy, whom I had previously known, only over the Internet.
      Billy is a South African - born anaesthetist, who unable to find a niche in Cape Town, emigrated to America where he worked for many years, only returning to Cape Town in this last year. While in America, he joined the Democratic  Party, and actually attended the last Democratic  Party National Convention, where he was a Bernie SANDERS delegate. 
He also had legal training, and is a close reasoner on matters of law related to politics.
Like Sara GON, and a number of other people with a legal background, he has been very critical of UCT's policies of appeasement and impunity.
 
(b) ZEKI MUSHANDJAA.

     Zeki had been a student at UCT some time ago, and also was my host on my one and only visit to Namibia.   He came to have tea with me on Xmas day, and I am hoping to do some mathematical work with him in the New Year, if I can get him to join in helping  me, with crystallizing  my ideas about the (generalized)  BOHR compactification of an R-module.

(c) Audrey CAROSIN, and Norman BROMBERGER.

     These two old friends - Audrey is Merle LIPTON's sister, and Norman has been a friend also for almost as long - at any rate from way back - came to have tea with me on Boxing day.
This was in part, because they wanted to inspect my house in Sea Point. I have offered Norman a place to stay, when his present accommodation in Somerset West comes to an end sometime in 2018. 

(31) RETROSPECT.
     The shock generated by BREXIT and TRUMP dominated my whole year, as I came increasingly to see the populist revolt in the West, the disintegration of Reason in the university sector, and the rise of authoritarianism in the East as all part of a single great  challenge to the advance of civilization - no longer exclusively "Western"- but nonetheless a World Civilization, where the fate of the West enjoys a special place, because of the keystone  position  in the West of Science and the Enlightenment. I have been concerned to provide genealogy and diagnosis on the one hand; and on the other to urge that historically there were  better alternatives and paths not taken - so the prognosis is not hopeless and recuperation is conceivable.
     As an amateur historian of ideas, I believe that our tradition is sufficiently rich that it already contains many valuable alternatives, both in the form of alternative theory, and new practical proposals (Viktor SHKLOVSKY used to talk about new growth taking place "from the Junior Branch.")
      I have two main stories that I want to tell.
     One is economic - and focuses on De-industrialization.
     The other is political and cultural - and focuses on social exclusion and the self-strangulation of the Left.   
     In both stories, Neoliberalism plays an important, though not necessarily dominant, part.
     To explain de-industrialization, two major factors get invoked. One is simple failure to keep up the pace of   investment. This is a basically Keynesian account, and is due to short-termism. Because the future is unknowable, and because coordination is always a  costly and difficult thing to contrive, the private economy is perennially falling short, unless commandeered by the State.
     The other factor is more heterodox, it is the SMITH-MARX-KALDOR-MYRDAL insight that the increasing returns technology which prevails in industry, is potentially highly unstable, and is compatible both with a halcyon  story of endogeneous growth with full employment at high wages, and an infernal story of catastrophic collapse contraction and BACKWASH.
(Perhaps, one also needs to list a third outcome, where the economy settles down to  a stagnant world of oligopolies living off monopoly rent, together with parasitic rentiers and exploitative managers. Not perhaps too different from the recent scene in the US!)
This scenario  may in general, be closest to our world - though in the past we have lived through phases like the other two.
     I do not believe we can go on in the same way as if nothing has happened.
     Business-as-usual Democrats and business-as-usual Republicans are both living in burning houses.
     To put out the flames and rescue some charred fragments from the general conflagration, some sort of re-alignment must come. Pray let it be soon!
 
(32) ENVOI.
Multiple apologies are due for delays and obscurities - and for inconsistent punctuation!
Best wishes for 2018
and kind regards from
Ken.

