
6. Once 1 acknowledge this ptmibili~y, i~ would he muddleheaded and queru. 
lous to cut short my years before checking il out. Very well, check it  out. Put thohr 
pieces of yourself together and see if the result makes music. And peace. 

7. But how does a man really do that? How, I want to ask, does he will u r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , .  
ditionally u) be the one he k? So there can be no sham about it ,  he wills it fbr as IOII# 
as he lives. And the torled white flag he's been carrying in his knapsack uet* ., . .. . ~, 
ceremonial burning. 

8. And he gives that critical and caring side of himself a full say in all 
decisions that count for anything. A costly move. this, because tthat side won't let 
do less than nly best at any task that has my nameon it. 

i ,  I 
9. l'heco.;l of trying that alternative!  isa arm myself and get on speaking tertrls 

( I with the Danion who seems to find more than a Cracker Jack prize in this I l l r  
I ,  
! : pa~kage. Get o n  friendly terms with the side of me that's already warm towatrl 
, 8 Ua~iion arid woulcl monitor my life in that warmth. I may act against its advice I,,I 

thisor that, but this won't the same as carryingit out 01 existence-against its \ r i l l  
(1'11 be pretty shamelaced, I suppose, if that side of me turns out to he ir~!er~.m~,~ 

/ ' rompn~~y .) 
One ~ h ~ n g   his pause has taught me. In the hrst rush of thoughts 1 was 01 ~ N I ,  

~nind: end i t  RUI what was the hurry? Well, I had to end it before the other si& 
could get a word in. So encling il  meant smothering and brutali~ing the side of I I I ~  

that would he Damon K.  with a passion if i t  had its way. Suffocate it and scatter i t \  

ashes-what a formula for generating myths about restless spirits! 

It is risky to generalize from a single example, but one may be enougl~ 
to raise a few suspicions about Margolis's position. T h e  unclearness of hi\ 
proposed basis for  suicide-a person's deciding that life is utter/! 
meaninglessinfects any inference drawn from it.4 Rhetorically it Huc- 
tuates anywhere between a pessimist's cliche and a moan of despair. '1'0 
suppose that someone can helieve the sentence "sincerely" does nothing to 
remove its unclearness o r  make it more like a hnna fide description 01 
"life," itsgramrnatical subject. As Damon begins to notice in the entry dated 
February 19, this is where the confusion lies in Margolis's fbrmula for ;I  

rational suicide. 
Classroom use of' such extended examples, at least in my own experl- 

ence, pmvides a helpful balance to the often abstruse and rarefied litera- 
ture of value theory. 

4. Fur a more \ystetnatic discussion ot this point, see Erwin Stengel, Surrrd~ l ~ n ~ r d  
All~mp/~dSurrtdc (New York. 1964), pp. 112-14. 

Book Review 

What can one  say of Professor C;ewirth's book, if not that i t  is an 
~ ~ ~ c o m p a r a h l e  philosophical performance! Massive, powerful ,  and 
thorough, it seems to move onto the contemporary philosophical scene like 
wme great tank-not necessarily with guns blazing, but certainly with mul- 
tiple defenses all intact, and seemingly ready to take otl all comers. The 
Imter to understand the f'undament;d stance of the hook, i t  might be well to 
hegin with a somewhat superficial sketch of the way the Iancl lies in con- 
temporary ethics, at least as this must presumably appear to Gewirth as he 
looks out from behind his heavily arnlt,red turret. What first strikes one, of 
(ourse, in such a view is that ethics. in  its contemporary phase, has tleci- 
\ively ah;u~tlonetl the splendid isolation ol' the tnetacthics 01' a time not so r 

long past, and having come down I'ronl its one-tinle heights, h;is st;~rtetl t o  
maneuver directly witliin the world of present-clay politics and soc-iety. Nor 
i \ it h a d  to (listerti at least the 111;tjor rival sets of ethical t11eoretic;tl pr-inci- 
oles that sec~iii~igly i~lhpire the diflerent nwral philosophers w h o  carry out 
~ltebe nimeuvets. For suppose one asks whether i t  might perhaps he 
\onit.thirig like the old traditional na~ur ;~ l  I;iw principles th;lt guide o111. 
I.ittcr-d~y cthical generals ;mtl f~eltl ~n;trshals in thcit- n ~ ; ~ ~ - c h e s  and cou11- 
1c.1-nianheh. .The mlswer (a11 o d y  he ;I decisive "No!" I : o ~ u s  t o t l ~ e  to bc, 

' \  
~; ik  n ;IS ;in  solute if_i;ded t i -uisz  that there just i .  way in which ;in ah he d e t i l i t ~  from a ~ i s '  t k t ~ c e  ~ ~ o t ~ i o s t  c x ~ l i l ~ l s G d \  
Lnt)wletlge of nillure. be i t  scic~itifir or  orlierwise-no, tiot cveti ;I thorough 
?I  asp oI .  he known k~cts ;~l)out hu111a11 ~iature--c;~n slretl light o n  questions 
.IS to wh;tt hum.ln beings ought to be. or  how they ought to art. In\teatl, 
when i t  comes to current rivalries ;u11011g those who inhahit totlay's 
~ i ~ d e r n i c  cstahlishment~. thew seein co he conlinecl :rlnlost entirely to such 
is\ues ;IS whether nioral rules and tnoral values are t o  he conceived in ternis 
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. of-1 or of w o g i c a l  principles. For inswnce, assuming [hat hut to hold such imperatives to be somehow sell'-evident-that is, "You 
no know edge o f  the realities o f  our human situation can ever ought, just because you ought." But how can this be? How can the binding 



" ~-., 
,. *'morality, however, is prilnarily concerned with interperson;~l actions, 1 1 , ~ ~  

is, will1 actions that affect persons othel- than thcic agents" (p. 129). (:le;ll.ly,: 
though, if ~norality he so conceived as being  prima^-ily, if'not wholly, otller,, 
directed, then teleologists must f:~c:e the problem of the rational juslillc a.$ 
tion of their ~i~or;rl  pri~iciples, rio less than deonrologists. Tha t  is to s:l!. i ' 
r an  nevel- sul'lice liw a teleologist to ol'f'er, by way of' a ,justificatiori 01' lli 
mor;~l actions, the lact that such actions are  those that he w;uits to  perk)^.^^^ 
o r  th;~t lead lo the attainmelit o f  his acknowledged ends or goals. Nt,. I , )  
stritrly "~iior;~l" action, as Gewirth ~intlerstllnds the term, can o ~ l l ~  I, 



each antl every other agent to respec-t just those rights that he has (Itla 

agent. An11 hith this there emerges that hasic condition of all huln;lll 
agents, which (kwirth likes to call "egalitarian universalism" (p. 127): it i s  
univers;~lism, hecauw it extends to ;dl rational agentsjust insolal- as they 
agents; antl it is rgalitwian in that the reciprocal rights antl tlu~ies exter;cl lo  

agents, not in virtue ol'ully special status or  conclition or  qualification I ) ~ ; ~ ~  

;In) o ~ h e r  agent may happen to have, but rather in virtue simply 01' l r l s  
I~eing an agent, antl in this seme of '  his being o n  an equal fiwting with ;ill, 
and ;11l other agents. Yes. Gewirth coi~ceives of the exercise of hulll.ll'l 
;Igenc.y in the world as involving what he c;~lls "transac~ions": the agent ;is 

;~ctor acts, but in the not-mal human 4tuation there are other ;)gents, \\ .I~,,  
within the context oflhat particular action may be said to f)e its "recipienl\." 
In other words, whether it be h y i n g  or  selling, doctoring o r  l ; ~ w y e ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ,  
sol~licring 01. conscientious ol)je~-ling, philandering o r  practicing c h;~s t i~ \ .  
philosophizing 01- playing the ponies--in all such imtanc-es o f  I I U I I I ; I I I  ;I( 1-  

ing. there ;we I)ountl to bc both actors allcf recipients. 
And so with this, the way is at Ias~ prepared f i r  the p n &  r,r / ,rolrp 01 

the I'rinciple ol ( ; e~wic  (:ol~sistency: "Act in ;~ccorcl wi~h the g e ~ ~ e r i c  riglrls 
of your re( ipicnts ;IS well ;IS yourself" (1). 135). "Hut," )ou will \a).. '.cloc.s 
this not sound  nighl lily like the now-hxkncyccf first Iijl-mul;uion ol r l~e 
c.;~tegorical in)prl-ativc: / k t  so that you can will that lhe maxim 01' y(111r 
action sh;dl I z  ;I univcrs;d I;twiV Well, ol 'cou~-se i~ docs. For the n l i ~ t t r ~  of 
th;u, (kwil- th '  lomulation ol the P(;(: sounds not only like the cate,qoric .il 
itnlwrative of' Kant; i l  d s o  souncls like the secc)ncl part o l  the so-c;dlc~l 
S U I I I I I I A I ~  of the I A W  wl~i(.h (kwirth'h ow11 coIIe;~gue at the Univetsity of' 
(;hi(a,qo, Alan fhnagan.  ~ I I  >I l)ool. pul)lisl~ed sc;~rcely a year l)eli)~.e 
(;cwi~.tl~'s, has 1nos1 ingetliously untler~aken to exploit as a possil)le I I -  

~ C I I I ~  p~ . i~~c ip le  ol '~nor:~lity: "l.ove thy neigl~l)or as thyself:" Antl yet 111e 
poinr woulcl seem lo he not t h ~  (;ewir~h I-onsitle~-s his fimnulation of' the 
s t ~ p r e n ~ c  principle ofnlor;~lity to l)e so ~~xlic;~l ly ~Iif'fereut f r o n ~  suc l~  o111cr 
conip;~~~;il)le pill(-iples ;IS Inay have I)een put li)rw;~rcl by o t h e ~ .  c l r o ~ ~ -  
~o lo~is t s .  Kxher. wl~;u (;rwirlh would c.lxin~ is that he has managecl so 111, 

w i~h  his vet-y c;trelid :und sust;~inecl :~n;~lysis, is able to show that i l  ( H I  

mg his 1nora1 first principle, in that apparently for Kant the principle 
iemains purely formal and resists all application to concrete cases. Not so, 
~hough.  with Gewirth's principle. For given Gewir-th's analysis of human 
 tion, on, it I'ollows that any and every agent is committed to the specific 

other way when it comes to facing u p  to the generic rights of others in 

 emar ark able ingenuity, how one has but to invoke the PGC, and at once the 
various evasions 01 the generic r-ights of others turn out  to be self- 

Unfortunately, in the comparatively narrow limits of even this long 
.eview one cannot Ixgin either to outline or  to give adequate illustration of 
 he richness and intricacy with which Gewirth works out his account of the 
~nanilbld and variecl applications of the supreme principle of'morality. Hut 
lust by way of giving a firetaste of what may be found in this second part of 
[he book, consider how Gewirth attempts to sort out some of the specific 
t)l)ligations that human beings have with respect to others' rights to well- 
iring. Such well-being, he suggests, must involve a variety of so-called 
o o d s .  For instance, there are basic goo t l s th ings  like "life, physical integ- 
lit?, health and its v;n.ious contributing factors, general frcetlom, mental 
~quil ibr iu~n aucl the like." These are "attributes of an individual without 
which he cannot act, either at all o r  beyond some minimum relative to his 
pursuing and achieving purposes" (p. 21 I). Besides such hasic goods, there 
.Ire also what Gewirth calls "nonsubtractive goods." Thus  "a person has a 
~lonsubtractive good when his status quo as to his possession o l  gootl is 
~naintained so that his level of purpose-fulfillment is not lowered through 
his being rnatle to lose something he views as gootl" (1). 230). Antl tin;~lly 
there are additive goods. These "consist in the means or  condition\ that 





every human being does in fact cherish both freedom and  w e ~ h e i n g - ~ ~  
granted even that every human agent must value such things not just , 
fact, but  necessarily and  unavoidably, as being a part of t he  very notion , 

',.what it means to be an  agent--11 how doe3 it follow from this that eve1 
human  agent has a right to such freedom and well-being? Is  there n, 
s o m e t i m a n  ~ l l ~ c i t  process here  from fact to right, o r  from 'is' to 'ought P Merely because 1 o r  anyone else happens to have o r  cherish something ve, 
dearly, surely that does not mean that 1 therefore somehow have a right I 

what I thus love and  cherish, o r  even that it is right lor  me thus to love 
cherish it. Kecall how Hume  sought to argue that all men do ,  as a matter t 

fact, tend to approve such actions as are useful o r  agreeable either to tt 
agent himself, o r  to others. And yet surely the fact of such approbatio~ 
;tssuming it to be universal, still does not make it right that human bei111 
should bestow their approbation upon such useful o r  benevolent action 
After all, suppose that,  just ah a matter o f  fact, human beings were incline 
to approve, not so ~rtuclt benevolent o r  useful actions, as rather malevolel 
o r  satlisric ones, that of course would 110t serve to justify such actions o r  I 
m a t e  them right. 

Olcourse, one  knows what Gewirth's reply to all of this would be. H 
woultl say that a \  long as  hunlan beings just happen to approve o f  freetlo~ 
arid well-being, it certainly does not fbllow either that it is right fi)r them r 
to do, o r  that they have rights to such things. Rut the case must be tfiff'erc~ 
~ r h e n  we recognix that as h u n ~ a n  beings we cannot avoid esteeming oi  
hu1n;ln freedom and well-being, when ou r  so esteeming them is no Ic 
than the ver) condition ol' o u r  heing agents in the first place. In othc 
words, (kwirth would insist that it is precisely the necessity and  absolu~ 
iltescapability o l  o u r  thus valuing ou r  f'reedom and well-being that nt;11. 
such things ;I matter of right li)r us, and not merely a matter o f  liking I 

c-hoice 01. inclination. Hut again, why should something's being necessari 
the case make it any Inore a matter ol' right o r  obligation than its melt1 
beillg ;~ctually the case? Is an  inference from 'must be' to 'ought' any r n o ~  
valitl than o n e  1.1-om 'is' to 'ought'? Indeed, suppose that  an  old-& 
I)sy~h(~logic;~l hedonist were actually to bring of?' ;I cle111orlht1-ation to 111 

effect that 11un1s11 beings not ~nerely  d o  not, but cannot, seek i~nything 111 

pIe;~st~re. ' f h t  still would not mean that pleasure was lo r  that leaaoll 
gtx)tf, in the sense of Iwing son~ething that human beings have ;I right [(I.  

Supposing, then, that there is incleetl something questionable, if I I I  

(low~ir-ight laulty, ill Gewirth's key argument injustification of his s u p r c ~ r ~  
principle of111o1-ality, might we perhaps go a step further and presume t 
o f f e r  a possible di;rgnosis ofjust where and how and  why he  may have go11 
astt.;ry in conju~-ing a rabbit ou t  of the hat--or a matter o f  right ou t  1)1 

w 

: esteemed to  be  values, not because there was something about o u r  situation 
.IS human agents that makes such things appear  to be of value to us, but 

: rather because they really a r e  of value, whether they seem so o r  not? 

I With this, would not the entire situation change radically for Gewirth, 
so far as the  grounding for his ethics is concerned? No  longer would he  be 
h rced  into any dubious moves from the fact of men's valuing certain things 

1 lo their having a moral right to what they so value. Instead, prior to any 3 .  1 lact, be it necessary o r  otherwise, that men d o  desire certain things, is the 
more basic fact that certain things just are  desirable as  being naturally and 
i~~trinsically good for us. And from this it would follow that such things as 
.Ire naturally desirable are  lor  that reas& things which we ought  to desire, 
m d  which it is therefore morally right for us to desire. In other  words, 

; whatever is thus  a natural good, and thus a natural end  for human beings, 
' whether they be aware o f  it o r  not, will necessarily be something which 

human beings will have a natural obligation and responsihility-and there- 
lbre also a moral obligation and responsibility-to pursue and try to attain. 
Moreover, whatever it be thus  naturally right that any human twing should 
1t.y to d o  and  be-lbr example, to be free and to  enjoy such a natural 
Ilourishing o r  well-being as is appropriate to his nature as  a person-thih 
may also be something which a human being may be said to have a natural 
right to. Does this not, then, provide u s a n d  had he availed himself of it. 
rvoultl it not have provided Gewirth as  well-with an entirely propel- and 
llefensible transition from nature to ethics, and from the  natural to the  
llioral? Indeed, such a transition could hardly lw faulted in the way in 

2. Kichard MrKeon once rern:u.ketl t h a ~  this was a principle pavticulal.l) dear 
IO ~ttoral philosophers in the eighteenth century. For example, see Kant's li)t-mula- 
lion of the same principle in the Crrtiqrre o/ PracticalRearun, trans. L. W .  Beck (New 
York: I.ibe~.;tI Arts Press. 1956), p. 61, n. 2: " I'he expl-ession !rib m t i o w  bun7 is also 
,~~l~higt~ous .  For it can mean: we represent something to ourselves as goo(\, il '  i111c1 
I~ecause we h i v e  (will) it. Or  it ran mean: we desire sontething, because we re re !' - writ it to ouruelveh as good. Thus either the desire is the deter~nining grountl oi ~ l l e  
cor~cep~ as a good or the concept of [he good is the tletermining gl-ouncl of desire 
lwill)." 



.. .. 
hi.; eyes it is absolutely essential to the success ol'his own variety of dialec.li 
cal clernonstration of the supreme principle of morality that the I'reetlo,, 
and the well-being, which he considers to he necessary conditions o f  ol1 
human ;ige~~cy. I)e things which as individuals we are impelled toward 0u 
of purely pru(lcutial considerations (see esp. pp. 7 1-73). Rut this amout11 
to saying that f'reedo~n antl well-king are, in Gewirth's eyes, things of valul 
only because we desire tlleln; they are not things that we need t o  value, ;III( 

hence are ol)lig;~tecl to d u e .  Ixcause in the first place they are valuable i l  
tl~emselves. In other wor(ls, our original esteem (or t'reetlonl m d  well 
I ) e i ~ ~ g  docs not proceed II.oln any .sense of'ohligation or  duty at all. I~~stc;l(l 
the ot~ligation and the duty come later, when f'~r)m a necessary inclin;~tio~ 
torv;crcl our  own h.ceclom antl well-being, we are supposedly compelle(l 
recognize that we t w e  certain duties antl obli#;~tions to prornote the I r c ~  
(lorn antl wcll-being of'others. 

But thel-e is aneven deeper reason why Gewirth might wish to look the 
other way, when i t  comes to applying the Euthyphro pl-inciple, and partic. 
ularly to in\oking that one feature o f t h e  principle accol-ding to which cer 
tain ot'our human ends and purposes-like freedom and well-being-so fill 
f r o ~ ~ ~  I x i ~ ~ g  valned merely I)ecause we desire thew, are rather things t h ; ~  w( 
sl~oultl o r  ought to desire I)ev.u~sc of' their inherent worth. For no s o o ~ ~ ~ . l  
might ( k ~ i r t l l  resort to such considerations, th;u~ he would suclclenly l i l l t  

himsell'in an entirely clif'ferent crhic;d ball ~ ; I I I K  1.1- on^ the one w,e ; ~ r c  .I\ 

;~wustonlecl to today I)etwccn teleologists ;tnd tlro~~tologists. O r  ~-;cthcl- I I I ; I I  
>I (fif'fel-ent I)a11 #;IIIIC, il might be 1)cttcr to stick with our earlier rnet;cl)l~#,~ 
and speak elan ; ~ l l o ~ ~ t l l c l .  clit'fcrent Ix~ttleg~x)un(l, n;~n~ely, th;tt of t ~ ; ~ c l i .  
tional natnl-al  la^ cthirs, ;la one 111ight ~ 1 1 1  i t ,  the type of' ethica av)c.i;~~c.#l 
with I ' I ~ I I o  m(I A~-isto~le in the :u~(ient wo~~kl.  or  with Aquinas in the Middle 
Ages, ;~ncl possil)ly with Hookel. in the n~oclem pe~-io(l. 

l J ~ ~ f i ) ~ - t ~ ~ ) ; ~ r c l y .  on sud1 ;I htllcticld (kwirth's otherwise m;~gnil iw~r 
~ I ~ I I I ~ I .  woukl seem ill-s~~itcd : U N I  O I I I  o l ' p l x ~ .  For how woukl he deal wi111 ;I 
type 01' elhic-s which relr~ses lo ~ ; ~ h c  li)r gl.;wtctl wh;~t to him ; I ~ ~ C ; I I . S  sc: 
cviclcnr ;IS t o  IK. I)tsyoncl question? 'l'l~us in the (-~l l tcxt  of's ~ ~ ; ~ t u r a l  law r t l~ic 
n~oral i~y is 1101 10 l)c tl~oughl ol'as being pri~n;~riIy, I I O ~  to say exclusivcl\ 
o t l~er  (Iircwe(1: ~ x t l ~ c r ,  i t  ih ~ 'LIII(I ;~III~III ;III~,  and 111 tlic f i ~ ~  instm~ce. wll. 
tlil-ectect. 'l'he plrqwd! I I I I I I I ; I I I  goo(1. o r  the good for ~ I I I .  is III;III'S O U I I  

natul.;d o r  proper ICIUK : ; I IMI  unlike the t ek  of' 1node1-11 teleologi~~l ethic \. 
S L ~ I  a11 end consists I I O I  of suc.11 ohjec-ts o t  desire as are goo(l onI\ Iw;tu\r 
they are clrsi~.ctl; ~ x ~ h c r  it is clesilpcl h e c a u ~  i~ is seen to be goocl. No1 I I I I I \  
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would be something absolutely non pareil, if he has really succeeded, has 
he entirely succeeded? And if he has not succeeded, might he not then he 
well advised to look to another, even if seemingly outmoded, type of moral 
philosophy, which though conceived very differently from his, might 
nevertheless provide him with a possible issue out of his difficulties? In- 
deed, the very "stone which the builders rejected" could well be the "one to 
become the head of the corner." 

Notes on New Books* 

ADoaso. '1'1th001)~. .Minimu .Mora/ra ' I  rdnrlated frum the C ~ r m a n  h\ I! F. h'. 
~ L P H ( U ~  

I A ~ ~ u I ~ :  S1.B. 1978. I'p 2.5 I $1 1.Y5 

M u p a  .%foraha 1s generally rvgdrdcd a, b e ~ n g  the wurk uf a student uf .4rislde 's  
who listened carefull) t c ,  T h e  Ph~loropher's lectures un the guud fur man in the 
Iourth centur\ .  R.C. Adorr~o's  Winrrna .Mi~aba, un the uther hand,  takes leftist pokes 
;at the charred remains of the good l ~ t c  111 the t w e i ~ t ~ e t l ~  centur\ .  A D. %'hat the 
ph1111u)phers once knew as Me has become the sphere uf prlvate ex~stence and now 
uf mere cl)nsumptlc,n, dragged along as dn appendage of the prucess o f  material 
producr~on, withuut aut111111rnr. ur  substance of 11s uwn. . . . O u r  perspective uf l ~ f e  
11a) passed li1111 an ~ d e h g ~  which conceal, the fact that there IS hfe 110 longer" (p. 
1.3) 

\ \ ' r~tten k t w e e n  1944 and  1947 after Adornu had Hrd Nan tit.rmany, the 
b w k  is a loose c ~ ~ l l e c t i ~ m  I I ~  aphur~,tic reflectlms whuw 5tdning p m t  "lr 111~. ndr- 
rowest private sphere, that uf the ~ntellectual In r n ~ ~ g r d t ~ u n "  ( p  181. H'hllc nut 
f ~ l l u w ~ i ~ g  a wt n ~ d e  of de \e lopn~ent ,  the subject matter 01 t11~.w ap l~~l r i sms  ( w h ~ c l ~  
~nclude suc l~  d~verse  top~cs  as marriage. the farnil\. f'urniturc, mower, dnd cuntem- 
puraq  p h i l ~ ~ s ~ ~ p h y )  gradually becurne broader in scope. touching on  .4dorno's \a'- 
~ e d  interests In u)cl~~logv, ps\c hoanahsis, aesthcucs, polltlcs, ph~losuph!. dnd the 
tole of the ~ntellec tual In mudern hfe. 

'I'he personal and aphorisuc ,t\le uf .Minima .Moralto clearh srts it dpdrt from 
other works In a Hegellan ur  Marx~st trad~tiun.  At t~mcs  the t o r ~ e  e c t ~ u ~ . r  Nict~sche 
dnd even K~erkegaard,  as when Adurnu in\erts Heqel b\ clalnl~r~g "the wtlde IS  the 
Idlse" (p. 50). ' l 'he justificatiun fur crit~cal theort's exterded dwelling i r l  thc prwale 
>phew is ~ t r l f  bawd on  a crltlclsm of Hegel's r~eglect of  the I ~ f e  of the i r d ~ \ ~ d u a l  
.md the confess~on that "pan uf the suclal L,rce uf I i k r a t a ~ n  ma) have rempordrilb 
withdrdw11 to the private 5phere" ( p  18). I'his la,t remark wuuld seem to a p p h  e \ e n  
rnore dirci th to the " r ~ w  of p r ~ \ d t ~ r n ~ "  In the current .4mer1can utuatiun, nuking 
the arrival of the llrw I '  S cd~tlun of.Min,mn .Muraba paniculdrlb well timed (.411d 
yet. a, the passage from p l i  ~ m p l ~ c s .  In witldrawlng to the prlvate sphere ~rl t lcal  
thrur\  c u n d e n ~ w  nrelf to ~ d e ~ l ~ g ~ c d l  false ~onsciuusness.~ 

O r i g ~ n d I \  puhhrhcd 111 (;errrun\ 111 1931, this translat~on was l m t  relrased In 
Ih ta in  bb New Ic( i  R r x ~ k ~  111 1974 (hve bears after Adornu's drath).  ' l ' h~s  ed~t lon  is 
I ) ~ I I I K  d ~ s t r ~ b u t e d  b) Srhocken Books, the A n ~ e r ~ c a n  and ( ' anad~an  d~strihutur fur 
New Left B o d % .  

f h e  note* an t l y  ~ s s u e  were wrltten bb Burt lnuden  and I h \ d  I rickett 
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