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Preface

The title of this book is not a provocative metaphor. It is the conceptual
outcome of long personal experience and deep-structural social investigation
over 30 years of research across disciplinary boundaries. During this
period, I have been involved with my brother, a medical researcher, in
ongoing co-investigation of pathogenic patterns at the highest level of
abstraction. I have also been the husband of the mother of my four
children who was overwhelmed by a deadly anaplastic cancer, and a serious
student of a non-lethal carcinogenic invasion of my own body. These
prolonged events of learning life and death sequences of disease and
immune response have led to the deepening recognition of common
principles of growth and disease between social and cellular life-
organization.

At the most general level, both social and cellular levels of life-
organization are subject to states of disease (i.e., systemic reductions of
their life function). Both have endogenous capabilities to recognize these
dysfunctional states (i.e., immune systems) and to respond to them by
selecting against what causes them. Both either succeed at this life-
protective immune recognition and response to invasive growth sequences
with no committed function to the larger life-host, or they suffer an
advancing deterioration of their life capacities. Each is vulnerable to
immune-system failures in which the aggressive growth of a not-self
agent within the host body increasingly appropriates its nutriments for
its own self-multiplication, with no protective response by the incrementally
depredated host life-organization.

Between these poles of survival and development on the one hand and
systemic degeneration on the other are countless degrees of possibility within
the common life-requirements of social and cellular bodies. Both levels
of life-organization, for example, must have food, water, and air to live,
and require each of these in exact compositions, distributions and quantities
to survive. Each suffers reduction oflife range in precise proportion to their
deprivation, a law of diminishing returns which we can observe as clearly
in human as in cellular communities.
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The most fundamental and significant difference between the cellular
and social planes of life-organization is that social bodies are not genetically
determined in their healthy or their pathogenic sequences of function and
reproduction. Social bodies, unlike cellular bodies, reproduce in every
moment through underlying value codes and decision structures which
are, as human, subject to conscious modification. This foundational
distinction between genetic and decision codes as regulating structures
of cellular and social life systems is the philosophical and observed basis
upon which this analysis depends. Its standpoint therefore rejects
reductionist theories of societies’ being determined in their histories by
‘economic laws’ or ‘genetic blueprints’ which rule out significant social-
organizational alternatives to the status quo.

Pathogenic patterns at the social level of life-organization are analysed
in this study as value programme mutations. These regulating sequences
are not genetically fixed, but are sets of presupposed principles of preference
which mutate beneath notice and which, when diseased, come to select
for exchanges within the the social body that invade, deplete and strip
the society’s vital resources and functions. These mutating social value
programmes underlie ideologies, which are merely their rationalizing
disguises. They come, if not arrested, to be system deciders for the entire
social host’sreproduction and decline. They may appear law-like in their
blind operations and even ‘inevitable’. But they are in fact conditioned
preference-programmes conforming to a gridlocked social paradigm
which has delinked from the requirements of its social and environmental
life-hosts and become a virulent system depredating and consuming them.

The first chapter of this study is devoted to laying bare the operation
of closed value programmes across the history of civilized thought, each
eventually recognized and overcome as societies learn to flag them as
virulent. The second, third and fourth chapters expose and track the
dominant value programme of the last three centuries, the mutating
market paradigm, into its recent carcinogenic eruption and metastasis.
The concluding chapter considers the evolution of the unseen substructure
of history, the civil commons, as the bearer of the underlying life ground,
and the regulating foundation of a life economy on the local or the global
level. The core interface throughout is the ‘life-sequence economy’ versus
the ‘money-sequence economy’, whose conflict and resolution have been
lost to view.

This investigation’s framework of social self-understanding adopts a
wider lens than the currently received models of social explanation —in
particular, the engineering model of neo-classical economics from which
life value has been expelled. It is a telling symptom of our condition that
no established school, discipline or general theory of social analysis has
grounded itself in life requirements as such. Instead, some social construct
is invariably adopted as the ultimate reference body — a set of ideas, the
state, the market, a class, technological development, or some other
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factor than the life-ground itself. Or social ideologies have found their
independent variable of determination in an already given structure of
the world — God’s plan, human nature, a racial type, archetypal memories
or psychostructures, genetic reproduction, geographical conditions, and
so on. Once this closed reference-set decouples from the vital, highly
specific and interconnected requirements of the life-ground itself, and
becomes an autonomous system of selection and exclusion overriding all
claims of life to expand itself, it becomes a lethal value programme. The
degree of its deadliness, in turn, is borne by its technical powers of
manufacture, communication and destruction, and their pervasion. The
‘self-regulating’ global market system presents us with a totalized paradigm
of such a programme at the end of the twentieth century. Its technical
powers and morbidities of effect have propelled the wholly unprecedented
crisis of global life deterioration and collapse that emerges today.

The investigation ahead tracks this dominant economic paradigm and
the mutating value sequences and consequences it bears as the underlying
determinant of an unrecognized and progressively deepening transnational
disease. The analysis identifies the historically recurrent problem of life-
blind social value programmes from ancient slave society on, but focuses
systematically on the causation, the effects and the resolution to the
global market disorder. This disorder has progressed by unseen money-
sequence mutations and by systematically blocked connections to their
life-destructive consequences. Throughout the planetary cancer’s advance,
it has found its pathways of opportunistic invasion in an undetected
‘pathogenic money code’ whose mutating sequences have assumed forms
unrecognized by economic theory and never seen by Karl Marx. These
life-attacking money sequences have typically invaded their social and
environmental life-hosts by the non-living vehicles of corporate
conglomerates, and have become dominant through leveraged and credit
money-demand without a gold standard or legal-tender reserve requirement
to inhibit their decoupled and borderless circuits of self-multiplication. They
have been propelled and metastasized by ever more deregulation, velocities
and volumes of cross-boundary transaction advancing and spreading in
new and proliferating vehicles and forms of self-increase. They have been
precipitously deregulated, insured, expedited and escalated by captured
governments and corporation-dictated trade and investment treaties.
They have fed throughout on engineered public debts that are not
repayable in principal but demand ever rising compound-interest payments
which strip evolved social sectors and defence-systems. And these
pathogenic money sequences are served around the clock by globe-
girding weapon-systems of mass life destruction which siphon public
accounts and have themselves become dominant commodities in the
global market.

None of these conditions or ‘capital sequences’ existed in full invasive
opportunity until the fall of the Berlin Wall. All took their current footings
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after the Vietnam War —unregulated ‘Eurodollar’ tides to pay US military
debt, the abandonment of the gold-standard anchor for floating-peg US
dollars, surplus windfalls of US and Arab petrodollars flooding into
dictator-created Third-World debts, trillions of highly leveraged Japanese
loans pervading the world’s markets, and ever rising deluges of borderless
pension and mutual funds, uncommitted capital flows and vast currency
and stock speculations entering and exiting societies overnight with no
function but their own self-increase.

The world economic meltdown that looms at the end of the millennium
is not unexpected if the macro-indicators have been observed. But as we
find ahead, the money-into-more-money sequences driving the
carcinogenic circuits have no reference-body beyond themselves in the
global market system which allocates and disposes of the wealth of
nations. All the coordinates of global environmental, social and economic
meltdown are in fact connected, and their common cause lies in proliferating
mutant sequences of money-demand whose defining principle — as the
dominant economic paradigm that houses them — is not to serve, but to
feed on life-hosts.

A clear understanding of the aetiology, determinants and effects of this
global disease, and the underlying life sequences which resist it, are
required to stave it. Recognition of a disease is always the necessary pre-
condition of the successful response to it, at the social level of
life-organization no less than the cellular. But at this stage, the resources
of social immune systems and the civil commons that bear them are life
bases of successful response which have not yet been fully understood
or mobilized.
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The Ancient Taboo

When people come to examine any way of life in the world, they are
conditioned not to expose their own social order to the same critical eye
with which they view a different or opposed social order. This is because
they identify with their own way of life as normality, and thus the other
as abnormality. If the other is not only different but also opposed to the
home order, then to abnormality is added the offence of enmity.

Accordingly, members of the ‘free world’ competed with one another
in denouncing the Soviet Union for the 75 yearsit existed. But at no time
was ‘the free world’ exposed to such criticism by the same criteria of
people murdered, killed, starved, persecuted, silenced or dispossessed.
Yet its operations were no less subject to humane concern — for example,
over two million Vietnamese, over a million Latin Americans, over one
million Indonesians and over three million Algerian and sub-Sahara
Africans killed by ‘the forces of the free world’ during the same period

The twentieth century has come to be known as the Age of Massacre,
but the mind-bias at work in blocking out one side of the massacre has
been repressed from view. There is not only a rule against recognizing the
monstrous in one’s own social system, but a rule against recognizing that
there is such a rule. This mind-lock is as old as civilization itself.

Philosophy is its intended antidote. Thus one of the most insistent
questions asked of our politicians and public figures is, ‘What is your
philosophy on this matter?’ or ‘Could you tell us about your philosophy
here?’ They are not asked, ‘What is your science on the matter?’ or ‘What
is your religion?’ or even ‘What are your politics?” They are asked for
something deeper: the shape of their overall idea of what a society is and
ought to be.

For a belief-system to qualify as reasonable rather than mere dogma,
it must be open to question: exposed to analysis of its presuppositions and
arguments, and the consequences which follow from believing in them.

Critical thought takes on the recognized power of a tradition from
Socrates in the West and Lao Tzu in the East. It's a kind of ‘systematic
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irreverence’, to use Richard Wollheim’s phrase. Or, more dialectically, it
builds by negations: going back on its predecessors, stepping out past them,
picking up stitches, losing them, rejoining divergent lines in a larger
whole, then falling apart again into some potential regrouping that will,
in the end, allow us a wider and deeper view of what deserves belief. The
fundamental block in this whole process, however, is that certain critical
questions are very dangerous to ask. For example, the question, what are
the arguments against the relationship assumed between God’s will and
the powers of the State?, has been traditionally dangerous to ask in any
of its various forms/ It exposes unexamined assumptions which the
hierarchy of state-investitured interests normally prefer to leave unasked.
Indeed such questions have long invited attack upon their authors as
disturbers of social order who ought to be silenced for breach of manners,
if not social treason.

Conventional philosophical questions, in contrast, are accompanied by
no such peril. At their purest, they offend no-one and no interest. Compare
the inquiry, ‘What is wrong with the empiricist metaphysic?’ to ‘What is
wrong with the private property system?’ The former question has been put
by almost every major philosopher since Parmenides, while the latter has
not been pressed by any main philosopher outside the early Rousseau and
Marx, both of whom were publicly maligned and persecuted for doing so.

So strong is the resistance to deep questioning of established social
relations that it is difficult to think of any settled form of societal life that
isrationally challenged in the history of philosophy before 1750. Socrates,
for example, despite his reputation as an inveterate interrogator of
conventional opinion, never went so far as to seriously query his society’s
belief in enslaving other people to do its work, nor did he ever think to
question the system of aggressive war and imperialism upon which this
enslavement was based. Like his fellow citizens, he benefited from such
arrangements, and however they might cry out for the philosophical
daemon he held so dear, he left them unexamined. His questions stopped
short precisely where one might have hoped for his gadfly bite — where
repression of the light of intellect was at its worst:3

But the lasting significance of Socrates was that he raised questions about
the nature of social relations at all. The Pre-Socratics had prudently
relaxed in speculations about natural phenomena# and it was an accepted
view even amongst the reputedly wise that social custom and role
constituted fate, or Moira. Indeed, transgressing one’s assigned lot in the
social order was conceived as the root of all tragedy: an ancient outlook
that continued through Shakespearean times and remains au courant
today in denunciation or death to those who are perceived as ‘subversives’
or ‘communists’ or repudiators of the social given of some kind. Socrates
distinguished himself in this framework by being sceptical enough of
Athenian social forms as to be executed for his impiety and questions
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(though he accepted without question the laws by which he was
condemned)2

Socrates was executed because his interrogation of established values
was considered too radical even so far as it went. The great generality of
the charges against him — ‘corrupting the minds of the young and believing
in deities of his own invention instead of the gods recognized by the state’
— indicate that it was because Socrates was thought to be undermining
the very structure of social life his fellow citizens lived and identified with
that he was charged with a capital crime. Had he stuck to inquiries into
the natural elements as the Pre-Socratics who had safely preceded him,
or had he questioned within the framework of deference to power as the
sophists who coexisted with and followed him, he would doubtless have
been left to philosophize on, ‘minding his own business’ as his triers put
the option to him. But Socrates, though never venturing so far as to
debate the value of the laws or the state, had his ‘divine command’ to inquire
without stint into the rationality of conventional belief. His indifference
and even disdain for the price of offending the socially accepted in this
quest was considered too subversive of established authority and order
to toleratel¥n consequence, as in all classical tragedy, where the social
order is Fate and its upset by even unwitting non-compliance bears in its
wake the sentence of death, Socrates was condemned to the hemlock. In
fact if not in intention, he might be called the first martyr of social
philosophyZ

After Socrates, social philosophy, as if in tribute, is made respectable
by The Republic, but more in name than in influence, because it is the
ontological and mainly epistemological arguments within The Republic’s
sociopolitical framework that are taken seriously by Plato’s successors.
The really burning questions of social philosophy that it raises seem
essentially ignored until they become conventionally acceptable to debate
(for example, its arguments on the equality of women). Or they are kept
at arm’s length indefinitely, as with the position that disinterested
government requires communist governors. (Consider how many Plato
scholars have defended that position on the rule of reason.) Plato does not
really emphasize these arguments in his work, it is true, and he accepts
the refuge of the cave along with approved social thinkers in general
who stay clear of such inflammatory issues as a matter of professional
survival. But he does give them a critical role in his discussion, as the
tradition from Aristotle on does not, even though he may avert his rational
inquiry from such other established social forms as mass slavery, Greek
hegemony and competition for victory spoils.

In the Eastern philosophical tradition, there is still less explicit critical
reflection on the social given than in ancient Athens, and the same
persistent structures of caste, conquest, sexism, blind obedience to
superiors, intolerance of alternative, paternal absolutism, disabling
punishment, material inequality, and degradation of other life-kinds
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continue more or less unquestioned as a prioris of normal thought.
Consider that catalogue of violently repressive forms of life again, and how
each isrepugnant to civilized Western consciousness today. But all were
and in many places still are thought to be inevitable and proper. We will
see how, in fact, quite as violent and repressive forms of life in a different
guise are thought to be perfectly acceptable, and indeed ‘free’ today.

In the ancient East, however, the shape of fate is different. What remains
of social philosophy, other than justifications of the social given as part
of the moral order of the universe, is hidden in code. In every case of social
critique which survives for us, criticism of the socially accepted is concealed
behind the protective face of paradox, symbol and cipher. Lao Tzu'’s
brilliant dismantlings of Confucian orthodoxies, warlordism, and human
chauvinism in the Tao-te-Ching, for example, and Krishna’s dialogical
surpassment of the values of competition for reward and caste maintenance
in the Bhagavad-Gita, are classics of such covert social philosophy® But
always the profound criticisms of the social status quo are maintained on
a level corresponding to some purely personal or metaphysical level,
thereby yielding the escape-route of alternative sense to shield the message
and its author from official attention. Here, as elsewhere, questioning the
forms of social life within which one lives is regarded as a kind of blasphemy
against the Absolute of which these forms are seen as the sanctified
expression.

Criticizing the social order is a very dangerous business. For example,
the Carvaka, an ancient materialist, anti-caste doctrine in India, was
hunted to virtual extinction, and its proponents burned alivet!while any
philosophical work in China which did not feature the Five Relations of
social subordination as its cornerstone given — whether by implicit
challenge (as with Mo Tzu’s ‘universal love without distinctions’) or by
omission (as with Buddhism) — was inexorably condemned as a threat to
society itself. Even the Taoism of Lao Tzu, almost inscrutable to conventional
intelligence, was soon emptied of its anti-Confucian and antinomian
content by the transcendentalism of Chuang Tzu. Eventually, it was
assimilated into Neo-Confucianism, where the doctrines of filial piety
and the Five Relations that Lao had scorned were re-established more
strongly than ever on Lao’s metaphysical basis of universal harmony.

We may conclude, in short, that there is from the very beginnings of
reflective consciousness a systematic selection against critical questioning
of the social status quo. It is by ancient tradition an essentially forbidden
subject.

But coming up from the ground, there is always a countervailing
current representing the common life interest. Like a social-immune
response to the internal disorders of oppression which attack the living
bodies of its members, critical recognition of the more invasive forms of
social life still persist, even when its bearers suffer the loss of their own
existence in flagging the pathological constructions. Socrates s, it is true,
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successfully repressed in his aged body, but he springs up more lastingly
than before in the dialogical explorations of his student Plato which push
back the margins of thought as thought, which can no longer be simply
prohibited as an offence against the gods. The range of socially shared
consciousness is extended and deepened permanently. Socrates is soon
succeeded by the far more robust and unpersecuted anti-conventional-
ism of Diogenes the Cynic, ‘Socrates run mad’ @ Elsewhere, it is the same
mixed story of loss in the particular, gain in the field of life that lives on.
The Carvaka, Mohism, and Lao’s mockery of all social regulation arise
and are discredited and attacked in their respective societies, sometimes
in the most vicious ways. But they survive in the long run through the
tests of millennia, opening the span of human self-consciousness still
wider, if only by tortuous historical route.

A not dissimilar pattern occurs in Judeo-Christian thought. The more
socially critical Prophets of Israel are deprived of their security and
threatened from above for their fiery criticism of the wealthy and powerful
who ‘tread upon the faces of the poor™INonetheless, their words outlast
by epochs the works of the social orders they condemn.

Their culminating figure, Yeshua, is crucified for his antinomian
criticism, whose radical break with every vested interest of the day ends
in his execution as a political criminald2l But however mystified and
distorted his attack on oppressive institutions has subsequently been, it
still stirs to life-sacrifice critics of exclusionary social orders across the
globe 3!

Even the Stoics, who form one of the most enduring establishment
philosophies in history with their abdication of Cynic iconoclasm for
submission to the social given as Natural Law, generate by this concept
of universal right one of the most influential normative traditions in
history: namely, the idea that there is one law to which all alike are
subject. The implication of this universalization of law to rulers and
subjects alike is that whoever violates this principle of equality before law
is ipso facto unnatural, and against the order of the universe. From the
view of received legal doctrine itself develops a tradition that special
privilege is no longer a self-certifying given.

In short, we see a kind of dialectic at work here, between, on the one
hand, the tribalism of established social habit and the vested interests it
protects and, on the other hand, the opening space of consciousness that
can conceive of criticisms of and alternatives to conventionalized oppressions
and socially constructed reductions of vital life. On the level of social as
well as individual life-organization, the system which develops evolves
through experience and trial to more comprehensive compasses of
understanding and habit.

The long silence of social thought in the Dark Agesis a period in which
recorded social reflection is more or less confined to speculative moral
theology as sanctioned by Church authority. It is the one post-classical
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period in which this dialectic seems to cease. Given social relations are
either kept out of discussion altogether, as an unspoken taboo of the
day’s media, or they are accorded mere apologetic and justification. We
call this ‘the Dark Ages’ for good reason. But dark ages can happen again.
Do today’s media ever question the corporate capitalist relations of the
global market? Do they not pervasively describe all of significance that
occurs as accountable to the market, which is itself accountable to
nothing? Do we not confront a new absolutist theology, only with laws
of commerce rather than God as the omniscient ‘invisible hand’?

The last dark age can be seen from a distance. We can discern its
culture of imposed silence that brooks no criticism of the ruling order as
a kind of collective delirium in which the mind is submerged as in a
dream. We may see it around us again today — after the fall of a world
empire, after the unravelling of civil fabrics by barbarians overrunning
all resisters and looting whatever is at hand, and in the thrall of a global
end-of-history ideology. The last dark age is easily recognizable to us
now. Not once in a millennium of philosophy does rational challenge of
a significant form of its ruling social order occur: not of slavery nor serf
bondage, not of hierarchical command nor sovereign absolutism, not of
capital punishment nor killing of heretics, not of trial by battle nor rule
by military lords, not of economic inequality nor living off the work of
others, not of sexist relations nor childbeating: not, in short, of any form
that might seem worthy of critical recognition. With the conquest of the
controls of thought by the Church in return for its theological support of
the temporal order, the entire institutional fabric of society is apotheosized
as the Will of God, with any criticism of it a blasphemy punishable by
ostracism or the fire.

Society’s worshipping of itself as totem, a transcultural tendency as
ancient as human groups, is in any dark age a monocultural form. There
is only one God or System, an all-powerful One, whose prescriptions
endow all established relations of the world’s social order with the
authority of the final and inevitable order of man. Therefore, to criticize
or to challenge any constituent of it is to challenge the laws and necessity
of the invisible hand itself. In the last dark age, one can search the inquiries
of this era’s preserved thinkers, from Augustine and Aquinas to Scotus
and Ockham, and fail to discover a single page of criticism of the established
social framework, however rationally insupportable feudal bondage,
absolute paternalism, divine right of kings and the rest may beX2In the
current final order, is it so different? Can we see in any media or even
university press a paragraph of clear unmasking of a global regime that
condemns a third of all children to malnutrition with more food than
enough available, or that strips the biosphere of species at 1000 times the
average rate?

In such a social order, thought becomes indistinguishable from
propaganda. Only one doctrine is speakable, and a priest caste of its
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experts prescribes the necessities and obligations to all, with loss of
livelihood or life the punishment for disobedience. Endless sacrifices are
called for across borders, from one site of harsh discipline to the next. The
laws of prescription and penalty are without alternative. Their disciplines
are inevitable and necessary for the promise of future prosperity in a time
and place that recedes as the terrors of insecurity increase. Social
consciousness is incarcerated within the role of a kind of ceremonial
logic, operating entirely within the received framework of an exhaustively
prescribed regulatory apparatus protecting the privileges of the privileged.
Methodological censorship triumphs in the guise of scholarly rigour, and
the only room left for searching thought becomes the game of competing
rationalizations.

In an era of such captivity of the social mind, systems of abstraction
are obliged to avoid this-worldly fact. In philosophy itself, the original dark
age has never been clearly overcome. John Locke may atypically write a
treatise on government that is used by revolutionary movements elsewhere,
but his work fails to see the light of day until after the removal of the regime
he criticizes from social sovereignty, and the clear takeover of the bourgeois
property-holders for whom he has since stood as the prime philosophical
defender. Hobbes may write social and political philosophy based on a
metaphysic which is also social and political philosophy in an unconscious
form, but one can look in vain for a line of it that does not remain within
obedient deference to the ascendant powers of his place and time. Of
which well-known English-speaking philosophers today are we able to
say different? In general, social thought is avoided for detail which is
subserved to a system-justifying metaphysic that is given — the ruling
paradigm of how societies are to live that is never itself questioned.

This tendency prevails from the Continental Rationalists on. Leibniz,
Spinoza, Descartes, Berkeley, Kant, and Hegel, for example, more or less
entirely presuppose the social regime of their day and its constituent
forms as in some way the expression of a divine Mind, which they see it
as their rational duty only to accept or to justify. They confine their
attention to purely philosophical, that is, a-social issues — being as such,
the conditions of knowing as such, and so on. Or they rationalize the social
given as the manifestation of some kind of perfect ReasonL2

Even Hume, perhaps the West’s greatest subverter of conventionally
accepted assumptions since Socrates, refrains from his vaunted scepticism
altogether, as do his successors, when it comes to thinking deeply about
the validity of the social order within which he prospers. He rides on
received opinion with an absolutist’s faith in repression of their contrary,
calling for the crushing of dissent against accumulations of private
property as a robberous crime:
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Fanatics may suppose that dominion is founded on grace and the saints
alone inherit the earth; but the civil magistrate very justly puts these
sublime theorists on the same footing with common robbers!1?

It is made explicit in what follows that what Hume and ‘mankind’ are
struck with ‘horror’ at is the suggestion of certain seventeenth-century
English non-conformists that there be ‘an equal distribution of property’.
Hume asserts without any argument for the status quo he prefers that
such equality would ‘destroy all subordination’ and ‘weaken extremely
the authority of the magistracy’. He then concludes that its very proposal
is ‘pernicious’ and deserving of the ‘severest punishment’.

There is no point refuting the question-begging virulence of Hume's
position here. Its disorder is all too evident. But what does deserve emphasis
is the invisible prison of dogma within which even an arch sceptic is
incarcerated when the surrounding forms of social rule with which he
identifies are criticized. It is a mental block which few escape, but upon
which the open future of life depends. David Hume as others is as riveted
to their acceptance as fixedly as any tribesman to his totem. When the
English-speaking world’s very paragon of understatement and assumption
uncovering acuity reels into intolerant unreason when confronted with
the challenge of social alternative, he reveals by his example the hold of
the social given on even philosophical consciousness. With Hume, as
elsewhere, thought is confined by the force of social habit and rule within
a social value programme that regulates understanding to expel whatever
does not conform to it.

What we find as a more systematic form of censorship in the global
market’s corporate media is, at a deeper level, a profoundly rooted structure
of humanity’s still evolving capacity to think. As we will see, the need arises
at a certain stage of blindness in a ruling paradigm of society to see past
its indoctrination, or expose planetary life itself to progressive depredation
by its automatized operations.

Rousseau is perhaps the first major modern philosopher to criticize the
social given within which he lived; and he does so with respect to its
most primary forms: exclusionary property, the ‘chains’ of the law, and
upbringing of the young. That he quarrelled violently with Hume is
hardly a surprise, and perhaps more due to Rousseau'’s philosophical
scruples than philosophers have hitherto allowed in their defence of his
less troublesome colleague. Compare his trenchant position on privatized
property and the civil order with that of Hume:

The first man, who after enclosing a piece of ground, took it into his
head to say, this is mine and found people simple enough to believe him,
was the real founder of civil society. How many crimes, how many wars,
how many murders, how many misfortunes and horrors would that
man have saved the human species, who pulling up the stakes or filling
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up the ditches should have cried to his fellows: Beware of listening to
this imposter: you are lost, if you forget that the fruits of the earth
belong to us all, and the earth itself to nobody17Z

After Rousseau, philosophy is never again the same. It awakes us to
the social problematic and the underlying structures, principles and
values which it is philosophy’s vocation to disclose and to surpass. The
revolutionary ideas Rousseau advances of freedom by self-given law,
participant democracy, reduction of material inequality, non-authoritarian
education, and social sovereignty of the ‘common interest’ are philosophical
advances of the first order, explanatory and evaluative principles by
which human forms of social life are better understood and surpassed by
a more comprehensive way of thought. Not only do these ideas set the
stage for the later moral and epistemological theories of Kant and Dewey,
for example, and radical political thought ever after, but they establish a
core of critical standpoints for social philosophy that to an important
extent provides the modern foundations of the subject. Rousseau’s work
begins the release of philosophy from its long slumber within the social
status quo.

Needless to say, Rousseau paid dearly for his philosophical courage. He
was afflicted with financial worries, church and state persecution,
notoriety, and ill-health. Social philosophy is still a dangerous subject after
him, but less so because of his refusal to exchange compliant thought for
personal privilege and position. Yet even here we must not overlook the
social impediments to critical inquiry by which even a Rousseau is
cognitively blocked. He drops his anti-property line soon after his Origin
of Inequality, refuses after he is persecuted by the Parliament and the
Archbishop of Paris for Emile to talk about an educational system for the
Polish Constitution he is commissioned to pen, and by the time of the Social
Contract endorses as just such forms as the exclusion of women from
public life, special honours and privileges for rank, state censorship, and
the execution of anyone who no longer believes in ‘the dogmas of civil
religion’ 18

What breaks open the reflective space for critical analysis of the social
given once and for all is the unprecedentedly penetrating work of Karl
Marx. Though refused a post within the University, expelled from France,
calumniated by the popular press, and tried for treasonous conspiracy,
he manages to survive to give to philosophy’s long acquiescence with the
economic status quo an historical coup de grace from which it never fully
recovers. Going far beyond Socrates or Rousseau, he exposes to systematic
criticism the material power structure of all hitherto existing civil society:
the ruling class system wherein, he argues, a self-serving minority owns
most of the society’s means of producing the necessities of life, and to which,
therefore, the majority is constrained to subordinate its life-interests. No
philosopher in history before this had dared to go so far. Ever since, Marx’s
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work has been a critical reference point on the philosophical landscape:
alandmark beyond the normal limits of thought beckoning to philosophers
whose concern for underlying structures extends to social forms, and not
merely natural and conceptual ones.

The second major critical blow Marx gives to the continued repression
of philosophical thought within a framework of implicit or explicit
acceptance of the social given is his latent theory that mainstream
philosophy is determined by the social order within which it arises, to remain
within the latter’s accepted bounds of cognition. That is, Marx suggests, the
social order is of x-character, and the reason philosophers in general will
not discern or criticize it is because they are bounded by its x-character
not to discern or criticize it: as, say, players of a game do not see or criticize
the game’s structure as long as they are playing inside it. They are, in other
words, determined by the requirements of their position in the game not
to question its nature, as a price of holding and advancing their own places
in it.

Marx, however, was not much concerned about the reflective space of
philosophy, or its methodological self-contradiction: on the one hand,
claiming to interrogate received positions at the deepest level of critical
examination, yet on the other hand, failing to do precisely this where the
social order is concerned. His disturbing general idea that human
consciousness is determined to remain within the parameters of acceptable
inquiry permitted by the society’s ruling class ownership structure is one
that people had to reject to understand themselves as free, or to wrestle
with, which put them at odds with the ruling structure they sought to
be free of 24 Most people preferred the easier option. As always, the
outcome selected against recognition of any pathological structure of the
received regime of power. This is the invisible prison of most historical
social orders, and the hidden basis of their incapacity to adapt to the
challenges of self-transcendence which are posed to all thinking systems
of life-organization.

Mill’s On Liberty, perhaps the English-speaking world'’s greatest classic
of acceptable social philosophy, can be understood as one of the first, implicit
struggles with the thought of Marx. Of course, it is also at the same time
an independent move towards releasing social consciousness from
imprisonment within the social given: arguing step by step for the right
to think and speak in divergence from customary belief to any extent
whatever so long as it does not interfere with the rights and liberties of
other individuals. Herein lay a pushing back of the margins of acceptable
discourse whose opening up of the reflective space for social criticisms was
of momentous importance. But, interestingly, it is against the very force
of the collective whose interests Marx is concerned to advance that Mill
directs his case for individual liberty; and it is on behalf of the very
privileged classes that Marx attacks that Mill's arguments are consistently,
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if often unconsciously, made (that is, in defence of British imperialism,
racism, unequal voting, and disregard for the lot of the oppressed)20

Thisisnot to say that Marx’s social philosophy was not also undergirded
by the uncritical presumptions and biases of the same social order. On the
contrary, however vast his contribution to their critical examination, his
work remains within the grips of accepted forms of social life in ways that
Marxists a century since have not yet confronted nor surpassed: his
absolute human chauvinism, his blindness to the totalitarian disenfran-
chisements of the young, his Euro-supremacism, and his conception of
ever more social centralization and machine technology as laws of
development not subject to choice. These regimenting forms of social
consciousness have been shared across cultures and classes for centuries,
and they are underlying principles of judgement regulating normalized
thought, even the thought of history’s greatest social revolutionary.

What distinguishes Marx and even Mill from the preceding and
succeeding mainstream of social thinkers, however, is their critical
readiness to debate and to evaluate existing social structures and patterns,
even if they still continue to take many of them for granted. And what
distinguishes Marx from Mill, in turn, is that Marx probes far more deeply
and systematically into the inner logic of the prevailing social order, and
so is correspondingly more adequate and coherent in his understanding
and assessment of it, as well as its alternative possibilities2! Whatever
his shortcomings, he is closer to realizing the still evolving human project
of social self-knowledge than any philosopher before him.

By the second half of the twentieth century after the Marxian awakening,
social thought seemed to be moving beyond the systematic repression by
which it had traditionally been confined. Even according to the determinist
theory of Marx, the colossal growth of society’s productive forces had
enabled a new internationalism of communications and outlook, an
extension of literacy and information resources, and an organization of
democratic power which together enabled, or appeared to, a far wider range
of social critical possibility than in any previous period. The knell of the
old imprisoned social consciousness seemed to have sounded. The principal
foundations of a liberated social self-criticism seemed to have been laid.

In the brief era of unlimited social interrogation which emerged between
1965 and the early 1970s, humanity witnessed the most fundamental,
far-reaching and transcultural questioning of the social-structural given
in human history. An unprecedentedly encompassing challenge of life-
repressive forms swept across national and cultural borders. The
mass-killing mode of resolving social conflicts, the systematic torture
and destruction of other species and creatures by human systems, the
oppression of sexual freedom between consenting adults, the abuse of
children as the right of parental and school authorities, patriarchal and
sexist rule over smaller humans, and even the capitalist structure of
controlling society’s means of existence were all and at once exposed to
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a world-wide re-evaluation. After a few years of this ‘raising of
consciousness’, a still undiscussed counter-revolution occurred. Its nature
will be the topic of the rest of this study. Its consequences, however, went
far beyond what could have been the intention of its advocates. It was
hardly less than a reversal of history.

The appearance cultivated by both mass communications and
mainstream intellectuals in the years since the mid-1970s has, as we know,
been the opposite of ‘a reverse of history’. The ‘new reality’ has been
presented as one of the triumph, rising material prosperity and
democratizing universalism of capitalism. We will expose this view to the
deep-structural diagnosis its claim and the life reality of its consequences
deserve. Here we simply observe that the substructural pattern we have
come to recognize at work in other social orders and times is now at
work by the presupposition of another form of social paradigm which has
deployed the sciences instead of repressing them.

But the regulating paradigm of our epoch has peculiar features of self-
representation. It is deemed to be freedom and, at the same time, there is
said to be ‘no alternative’. It is declared to be what people want, and, at
the same time, what they must accept as ‘inevitable’. It is what delivers
prosperity to the world, but what simultaneously requires ever more
sacrifices.

What always holds social understanding back from critical
comprehension of its object is the law-like tendency of social systems to
select against the reproduction of those views which expose and criticize their
constituent forms. Thisis a transcultural mental block. We have traversed
the history of its unseen hold on human thought since the beginnings of
social reason. But what may hold social intelligence back now more than
ever before is an unprecedented regime of mass communications regulating
public consciousness across cultural and physical boundaries. It is very
complex and rapidly developing in its technical capacities to reach around
the globe instantaneously to all peoples, and at levels of the psyche of which
they are not conscious. But all of its 24-hour-a-day manifestations in all
of its bewildering variety of reproductive forms are governed by a single
master principle: Nothing which contradicts the value or necessity of
transnational corporate control of all that exists for self-maximizing returns
to shareholders will be reproduced in any of these mass media22 This is a
diagnostic claim at the highest level of generalization. It deserves the
most searching scrutiny before we accept its truth. But what exception
can we find to its meta-assertion? The exceptions — if we find any — will
indicate the rule. If this meta-principle of censorship holds up to
examination, then humanity has come to a limit that few suspect, the
totalitarian moment of the ancient taboo. It includes the control of what
is inscribed in learned texts, as well as what is sat before in one-way
imprinting for an average of three-to-five hours a day across the world.
It follows from the meta-principle of exclusion at work that whatever
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happens in the real world which could provoke doubt about the prevailing
regime’s capacity to rule — say, an ozone layer that no longer filters the
carcinogenic rays of the sun or world fish-stocks and forest covers that
have been stripped across continents — will never be referred back to the
profit-maximizing programme of this regime itself, even if there is a clear
causal linkage.

Surely, we might think, the most educated population in history with
more public-sector intellectuals than any epoch preceding it would
exercise their disciplinary and individual capacities so as to expose the
underlying pattern. But as we will now find, there are structural
impediments built into the practice of these disciplines themselves, which
are even less exposed to the light than corporate media censorship across
all public domains of image, word or sign.

Methodological Censorship in the Academy

Let us suppose that the ruling programme of value which we live within
has become so entrenched underneath conscious thought and reflection
that its system of values is presupposed as ‘immutable law’, even by those
mandated by society to understand them. The ‘laws’ may be assumed as
prescribed by human nature or by economic necessity or by God —all three
conceptions are current in variations on the global market paradigm. But
what is common to the conception and to its adherents in economic
science is that this structure of values is understood as without alternative.

As Philip Mirowski observes from a standpoint which does not follow
up the consequences of the misconception,

The imperatives of the orthodox research programme [of economic
science] leave little room for maneuver and less room for originality.
... These mandates ... Appropriate as many mathematical techniques
and metaphorical expressions from contemporary respectable science,
primarily physics as possible. ... Preserve to the maximum extent
possible the attendant nineteenth-century overtones of “natural order”
... Deny strenuously that neoclassical theory slavishly imitates physics. ...
Above all, prevent all rival research programmes from encroaching ... by
ridiculing all external attempts to appropriate twentieth century-
physics models. ... All theorizing is [in this way]| held hostage to
nineteenth-century concepts of energy!

Mirowski’s concern as an avant-garde economist is that the right kind
of physics is not being appropriated. The deeper concern is that any model
of physics leaves us comprehending human life as not human. If even economist
critics of the dominant paradigm remain imprisoned within a framework
that comprehends the most basic co-operative structure of human life in
the same manner as we understand the movement of inanimate particles,
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there seems little hope that the contemporary economics can help us
understand what has gone wrong.

Once the social structures of humanity’s life are framed in the same way
as inanimate objects and forces, and their modes of life are conceived as
governed by laws as falling objects or heating gases are, then no choice
is permitted entry into the structure of the system. This is, as we will see,
why the model has been selected for reproduction and dominance within
the larger society of actual economic ordering. It rules out the human
capacity to be more than law-governed particles by the paradigm of
understanding it imposes on what it regulates. In this way, economics’
submission to the larger ruling order outside it becomes, in effect, a police
function of it.

Economics is not, of course, the only site of this subservience as a
disciplinary apparatus. Still, its leading members promulgate such notions
as ‘the invisible hand’ and ‘necessary sacrifices’ with an aggressive
certitude which gives their prescriptions special credibility in the corporate
market. We might say that economics is to the corporate market what
theology was to the medieval Church, the investitured deifier of the ruling
order. We can certainly observe a similar pattern of thought subjugation
in other academic disciplines; but more by silent premise than by an
axiomatic metaphysics which conceives persons and societies as the
objects of an engineering mechanics. Such incarceration of learned
thought may follow from the rationalizing function by which disciplinary
practitioners advance their careers. But one might have hoped for a little
more critical doubt from a discipline that prides itself on its anti-metaphysics,
and is assigned the publicly funded responsibility of comprehending the
value system which it has invented.

But because mainstream neo-classical economists imagine the capitalist
market system as given by the structure of reality like the law of gravitation
—David Ricardo’s very model for the labour market — they construe their
study as ‘value free’. They do this even while calling for its imposition on
any society who rejects it. In this, the economists follow the larger ruling
paradigm they serve. When peoples are then forced to obey ‘value neutral’
laws — as the indigenous peoples across the world have been over 500
years by invasion, mass murder, land clearances and criminal prosecution
for resistance — their remainders are made eventually to submit. But
once the reign of terror is perceived as a law of motion, like physics, then
it is only a matter of necessity which no-one could rationally resist or
criticize. Order thus found, the extraction of money profit can be regularized
in such a way that its operations are quantified, plotted on graphs and
made into equations, thereby appearing to their designers as laws of
Newtonian physics at work in the world.

Successful coercion is in this way reflected in the regularities described
by the theory as ‘positive facts’. In answer to any objection to the people
who are crushed by this system of physics-like laws, it can be confidently
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held that all that is being done is to attend to the facts as they are, and not
as others might like them to be. This analysis can then be called ‘value-free
economics’, and any who may disagree, in particular students of economics,
can be categorized as ‘insufficiently rigorous'2#

The question arises that a ‘value-free’ study of a forced-labour camp
would yield the same results. The inmates obey, and the prison-camp labour
yields predictable outputs and revenues from minimal cost inputs aslong
as there is no ‘external interference’ in the natural laws of the extraction
process. Any who showed concern could be sternly admonished for
imposing their own values on a system which must be studied with the
strictest impartiality. ‘These are the facts. We must study them as they
are, and not as moralists would command us. We are scientists, and will
stand against all who would subvert its method.’ In this way, growing
armies of economists can proudly repudiate questions of value as
illegitimate, while presupposing with increasing certitude that the system
of value whose effects they describe is as neutral and inviolable as the laws
of motion studied by the natural sciences22 We are thus obliged to pose
a very unsettling question. Is economics of this kind really an academic
discipline or a science? Does it anywhere open, as any authentic intellectual
discipline or science must, its established paradigm to challenge and question?
Or has it become a monologic propaganda of this presupposed paradigm?

Mathematical economist, William Krehm, in reviewing earlier analysis
along this line in Economic Reform, reminds us of an important general
fact. Economics, he observes, ‘has banished value theory from economic
thinking' 281f value theory is banished from a subject whose every object
of study is a value, then it is disordered at the base of its conceptions. Yet
because economists have encoded their assumptions into formalist
equations, they are no longer aware of what they have assumed. Their
presupposed values have disappeared into a formal language of symbolic
mathematics. We can see the bond here to earlier times. Just as ancient
Latin operated in the medieval Church to reify dogmas into ritualized
sequences untouchable by the vulgar or the passage of time, so econometrics
functions in today’s economics. It conceals the value judgements it
assumes in an a-temporal algebraic apparatus that is severed from natural
language, living referents and accountability to its effects.

The mathematicalization of economics began with a system-deciding
metaphysical move which was not understood as one — the application
of calculus to the buying-and-selling transactions of market economies
in the last decades of the nineteenth century. Grounded in an engineering
model of perfectly divisible inputs and outputs, life was in principle ruled
out by amethodological reduction which substituted the borrowed model
of an outdated physics for the ecology of human reality. Once the
Procrustean machinery took hold, human choices and value sequences
were necessarily conceived and frozen in the bloodless categories and
functions of mathematical equations. People were, and still are, presupposed
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by the model as, and only as, a-political atoms of automatically self-maximizing
preferences. The life-and-blood complexities and histories of society and
social relation