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GERMAN 'IDEALISM' AND BRITISH 'EMPIRICISM'

This is a talk which changed direction in the course of preparation. I started with the intention of discussing how the phrase 'British values' is being used in the context of the present 'war against terrorism' and the perceived need to integrate people from a wide range of different cultural backgrounds into British society. But in the course of preparation it got tangled up in my mind with another project I'd had a few years ago but never properly pursued, inspired by my very superficial knowledge of German philosophy and in particular by reading the book written early in their careers by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The German Ideology.
 

The German Ideology was (like its predecessor The Holy Family
) an attempt to settle scores with their contemporaries, grouped together under the collective title 'The Young Hegelians'. They had all been raised under the enormous shadow cast by GWF Hegel. They had been formed by him but they were now in reaction against him. And what had struck me at the time was that, in their reaction, they seemed to be becoming, or trying to become, less 'German' and more 'English'. They wanted to shift from German 'idealism' to English 'empiricism'.
 And I thought it might be interesting to write something under the title The English Ideology. 'The English Ideology' seemed a more elegant title than 'The British Ideology' but 'the British Ideology' may be more accurate given the importance of Scotland and in particular of the eighteenth century 'Scottish enlightenment'. Wales, protected by the language, seems to me to have had an existence of its own - something it is quite difficult for a non-Welsh speaker to penetrate but which I'm beginning to think might be interesting. But it's not what we're dealing with here.

The 'English' or 'British' ideology would have two main characteristics - first that reality is to be found in the world as perceived by the senses. We are observers of a reality that is external to us and that is what we must study if we have a concern with looking for truth. That is where it is to be found. Second, that our concern for human wellbeing - our own and the wellbeing of other people - should be primarily a concern with material wellbeing, hence the importance of property, of ownership.

You may feel that those are very commonplace concerns, hardly unique to British culture, but what I am suggesting is characteristic of British culture is that they occupy the first place. And they occupy the first place in the minds of the philosophers, of the people most concerned with 'values'. Certainly throughout the world people have thought that the perceived world was real and should be studied, and people were concerned with material wellbeing and with property, but traditionally the most serious minds would place these concerns in the wider context of what might be called a 'spiritual quest'. What I am suggesting is that somewhere along the line this sense of a spiritual quest, of the struggle of the relative towards the absolute, got lost among the thinkers whom we regard as most typically 'British'. Of course I'm not suggesting that it disappeared altogether from British culture. I am an admirer of William Blake. But even if he couldn't have been anything other than English, he appears in the general context of British culture as a very eccentric figure. Then we might think of Samuel Taylor Coleridge. But Coleridge was steeped in German philosophy. If Marx, Feuerbach or Max Stirner were Germans trying to be English, Coleridge could be said to have been an Englishman trying to be German.

I should stress that I'm not suggesting that British culture was 'atheist' in the sense of not believing in God, or not believing in a life after death. It might be more accurate to suggest that belief in God and in an after life were so much taken for granted that they had ceased to be problematical. The business of eternal life was in the hands of an all-powerful God, leaving humanity with very little to do. One might indeed suggest that the German philosophers - Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel - are less complacent about the existence of God and an after life. A problem that is essentially spiritual, not empirical, not 'practical', has become for them a matter of burning urgency. And similarly a concern with material problems - something the English philosophers could take for granted - was experienced by the Young Hegelians, most obviously by Marx and Engels, as a philosophical problem, something that had to be fought for. I would go so far as to suggest that the violence of Nietzsche was, at least in part, a case of the German mind reluctantly coming to terms with things the British mind already took for granted, notably the Will to Power as a fundamental motivating force in human affairs.

BRITISH EMPIRICISM CONQUERS THE WORLD

Obviously I'm speaking here at a very high level of generalisation. If I wanted to substantiate what I'm saying and offer some sort of explanation I would have to go into much more detail on British Church history and perhaps especially the religious conflicts of the seventeenth century. That can't be done properly in the space of one short talk but I would like to draw attention to what could be said to be the culmination of the process, namely the suppression, in 1717, of the convocations of Canterbury and York.

The convocations of Canterbury and York were the assemblies in which the Bishops and lower clergy of the Church of England met on a regular basis to discuss their affairs. The religious and political reasons for their suppression make a very entertaining story but again we don't have tome to go into it.
 The point I want to retain is that with the suppression of the convocations management of church affairs - including questions of theology - passed into the hands of Parliament. The Church ceased for over a century following to have an independent moral existence. And this occurred almost precisely at the moment when the process began which was to lead to the establishment of the British Empire.

So the society which established hegemony over the world in the following two centuries was essentially a secular society, meaning by that, a society that had no collective commitment - no institution embodying a collective commitment - to the idea of spiritual struggle, the struggle of the relative to the absolute, or to the idea that eternal life is a reality that has to be fought for. And this becomes the more striking when we consider that the story of Empire largely starts in India, a society in which the idea of spiritual struggle was particularly well established, both among the Hindus and among the Muslims.

If we pursue this theme in a necessarily very summary manner we find Britain disrupting the Muslim Near East (notably Egypt) and the largely Buddhist Far East in the nineteenth century, together with many animist and Muslim societies in Africa. And in the twentieth century Britain's war against Germany resulted in the collapse of three great religiously based Empires - the Roman Catholic Austro-Hungarian Empire, the Muslim Ottoman Empire and, perhaps less deliberately, the Orthodox Christian Russian Empire.

UTILITARIAN CHRISTIANITY

Of course I'm not suggesting that Britain was the only modern European power that set about disrupting traditional societies. The other candidates include Spain and France. But Spain was acting, however hypocritically, in the name of a moral idea embodied institutionally in the Roman Catholic Church, while France also, at least in the Napoleonic period, had the moral idea of revolutionary democracy. Insofar as Britain formulated a moral idea it was the more general concept of 'civilisation', and here we might note a rather extraordinary characteristic of the ruling class that was the motor force of imperial expansion. Its education consisted almost entirely of developing the ability to construe and to write verses in the Latin language. Its cultural ideal was classical, pre-Christian Rome. There was nothing in historical Christianity that excited its admiration. Perhaps its most important historical product, in the eighteenth century at least, was Edward Gibbon's Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, a sustained and detailed polemic directed against early Christianity and its role in, as Gibbon sees it, the destruction of a civilised society.

But the greatness of pre-Christian Rome, of course, did not lie in its religious idea. Very few people would want to revive the Roman - or even the Greek - gods, except as a useful poetic conceit. And the religious philosophies that developed in the Empire on the basis of Platonism would all be regarded by Gibbon as part of the same decadence as Christianity. What was admired in Rome was its application to practical problems - problems of warfare, of administration, of law, of agriculture, of commerce. Fields that would all come under Nietzsche's category of the Will to Power. 

Again I must say: I'm not suggesting that Britain was the only society concerned with practical problems of war, administration, commerce etc. Nor am I suggesting that the British élites did not believe in God or in the possibility of a life after death. What I am suggesting is that the relationship with God and with a life after death did not present themselves as urgent human tasks. If you were an Anglican you probably believed that, given a basic level of sincerity, good behaviour and church attendance, a God who was both kind and all-merciful would look after you. If you were on the more earnest evangelical wing, either of the Anglican Church or among the dissenters (the latitudinarian/evangelical divide cut across the establishment/dissenting divide), you might be more concerned about your own personal salvation, but the business - the work - of salvation was still entirely in the hands of God. You may have the happy experience of knowing you are saved and you may wish to share that experience with other people. You may even feel that the fact and privilege of being saved imposes on you a certain moral obligation to do good in the world. But the business of salvation itself - the fault line between earth and heaven, space/time and eternity - does not present itself as a task. As an arena for purposeful activity there is only this world. 

Here I might point to the great work of an important but neglected figure in British political history, Henry Brougham, largely responsible in the 1820s for the creation of British Liberalism, or revival of the old Whig tradition, through an alliance between two, one might have thought, opposite tendencies - evangelicals on the one hand, utilitarians, widely assumed to be atheists, on the other, on the basis of a common commitment to the principles of 'political economy' which became a starting point for the reflections of Marx and Engels, once they had freed themselves from the toils of Hegelian idealism.

'Utilitarianism', may be a useful term to summarise the broad ideology I am trying to identify and it could be seen as a logical outworking of the Protestant rejection of the monastery and the religious orders. The religious orders may not have lived up to their calling but they nonetheless embodied the ideal of a purpose to human activity other than the Will to Power, and also of a tangible, visible presence on earth of the kingdom of Heaven.

THE BRITISH 'WILL TO POWER'

The Will to Power is an idea we usually associate with Fascism. There is a large literature devoted to tracing the origins of Fascism in general, and German National Socialism in particular to the German culture of the nineteenth century. I have brought some books and pamphlets with me published under the imprint 'Athol Books,' a publishing house based in Belfast with which I have some connection. Among the pamphlets I'd like to draw your attention to one called Union Jackery - the pre-history of Fascism in Britain.
 It is an anthology of writings by, for example, Edmund Burke, T.B.Macauley, Thomas Carlisle, John Ruskin, Walter Bagehot, G.B.Shaw etc showing that had a self-proclaimed Fascist movement gained power in Britain it would have been quite possible to trace its intellectual origins among these eminently mainstream British writers.

I would like to draw your attention in particular to the contribution from Sir Charles Dilke. Dilke was an MP on the radical wing of the Liberal Party, an associate of Joseph Chamberlain before Chamberlain teamed up with the Conservatives, and widely tipped as a likely successor to Gladstone before his own political career was wrecked by a divorce scandal. In 1869 he published a book called 'Greater Britain'. The argument was that 'Greater Britain' was now the whole world:

'In 1866 and 1867, I followed England around the world; everywhere I went I was in English-speaking, or English-governed lands. If that climate, soil, manners of life, that mixture with other peoples had modified the blood, I saw too that in essentials the race was always one.

'The idea which in all the length of my travels has been at once my fellow and my guide ... is a conception, however imperfect, of the grandeur of our race, already girdling the earth, which it is destined, perhaps, eventually to overspread.

'In America, the peoples are being fused together, but they are run into an English mould ... There are men who say that Britain in her age will claim the glory of having planted greater Englands across the seas. They fail to perceive that she has done more than found plantations of her own - that she has imposed her institutions upon the offshoots of Germany, of Ireland, of Scandinavia and of Spain ...

'Through California and the Sandwich Islands, through Japan, fast becoming American, and China, the coast of which is already British, our race seems marching westward to universal rule. The Russian Empire itself, with all its passive strength, cannot stand against the English horde, ever pushing with burning energy towards the setting sun.'

Greater Britain was very popular and, we are told, appreciated by Gladstone. Dilke goes on to indicate how this Greater Britain dealt with obstacles to its onward progress:

'The Anglo Saxon is the only extirpating race on earth. Up to the commencement of the now inevitable destruction of the red Indians of Central North America, of the Maoris and of the Australians by the English colonists, no numerous race had ever been blotted out by an invader ... The Spaniards not only never annihilated a people, but have themselves been all but expelled by the Indians in Mexico and South America. The Portuguese in Ceylon, the Dutch in Java, the French in Canada and Algeria, have conquered but not killed off the native peoples. Hitherto it has bee nature's rule that the race that peopled a country in the earliest days should people it to the end of time ...

'Everywhere we have found that the difficulties which impede progress to universal dominion of the English people lie in the conflict with the cheaper races. The result of our survey is such as to give us reason for the belief that race distinctions will long continue, that miscegenation will go but a little way towards blending the races; that the dearer are, on the whole, likely to destroy the cheaper peoples, and that Saxondom will rise triumphant from the doubtful struggle.'  

It should be noted that Dilke isn't just arguing for the physical domination of the Anglo Saxon race. He is also claiming that the non-Anglo-Saxon world is adopting Anglo-Saxon institutions and habits of mind. So far I have been discussing this in terms of a dominant - essentially non-religious - ideology. But I began by evoking Marx and of course in Marx's view the driving force was not a body of ideas but economic necessity. The body of ideas is superstructure, economic necessity the base.

British Imperialism in India started not with a desire to conquer, a desire for 'glory' (that came later) but with the activities of a trading company. It expanded through needs that - whatever the moral qualities or the intentions, good or bad, of the individuals concerned - embodied an essentially impersonal, inhuman, yet also irresistible logic, the logic of Capitalism, needing, in order to produce, at once the cheapest possible supply of raw materials and also markets in which to sell the product. In order to produce at all you need capital but that capital can only serve if it shows a profit; to continually generate profit you need to continually expand production, and to turn that produce into profit and therefore into capital you need to continually expand the market and that in turn requires an infrastructure that favours the business of transport, buying and selling.

We talk much nowadays about 'globalisation' but this is nothing new. Here is no less a figure than George Bernard Shaw in another extract from Union Jackery, speaking as an 'international socialist' in Fabianism and the Empire: A manifesto by the Fabian Society, published probably around 1900. It has a familiar ring to it:

'China, like Turkey, maintains a civilisation which differs from European and American civilisation. Without begging the question as to whether the Chinese civilisation is a lower or higher one than ours, we have to face the fact that its effect is to prevent Europeans from trading in China, or from making railway and postal and telegraph routes against it for the convenience of the world in general. Now the notion that a nation has a right to do what it pleases with its own territory without reference to the rest of the world, is no more tenable from the International Socialist point of view - that is, the point of view of the twentieth century - than the notion that a landlord has a right to do what he likes with his estate without reference to the interest of his neighbours. Nearly half a century ago we made war on China and forced her to admit our ships and give us a footing in certain ports [he is referring to the wars fought to force China to permit the sale of opium - PB]. In concert with the Powers, we have just had to send an armed expedition to the Chinese capital to force them to tolerate the presence and the commercial and political activity of the Europeans. Here we are asserting and enforcing international rights of travel and trade. But the right to trade is a very comprehensive one: it involves a right to insist upon a settled government which can keep the pace and enforce agreements. When a native government of this order is impossible, the foreign trading power must set one up. This is a common historical origin of colonies and annexations; and it may, for practical purposes, be regarded as an irresistible natural force which will lead sooner or later to the imposition by the Powers of commercial civilisation on all countries which are still refractory to it ...

'If the Chinese themselves cannot establish order in our sense, the Powers must establish it for them. And in undertaking our share of that establishment, we must proceed on the principle, directly opposed to that of Non-Interference, that we have international rights of travelling, trading, efficient police protection, and communication by road, rail and telegraph in every part of the globe. Free trade enables us to claim these rights with a better countenance than any other Power; but all the powers claim them implicitly and must finally do so explicitly, if only to put themselves in an intelligible moral position ...'

And of course this imperative but nonetheless inhuman or supra-human need to generate profit is felt in competition with other enterprises and other nations who also feel the same need. One of the great British ideas of the nineteenth century was Darwinian evolution, with its corollary, the Survival of the Fittest. You will have noticed Shaw's reference to the 'irresistible force, which will lead sooner or later to the imposition by the Powers of commercial civilisation on all countries which are still refractory to it ...' But that is simply a matter of imposing 'civilisation' on what is presumably regarded as barbarism, or rather 'commercial civilisation' on an ancient civilisation that has other ideas about what makes life worthwhile. Shaw is here writing on the assumption that 'the Powers' of commercial civilisation have a common interest. But he knows perfectly well that the Powers were in competition with each other, very obviously so in the nineteenth century, the era of the 'scramble for Africa'. Here is a prophetic article published anonymously in the widely read Saturday Review in 1896, already at that early date envisaging what we might call a Darwinist war against Germany (the article was actually written by the zoologist, founder of Whipsnade Zoo, Sir Peter Chalmers Mitchell):

'The world is rapidly approaching the epoch of these last wars, of wars which cannot end in peace with honour, of wars whose spectre cannot be laid by the pale ghost of arbitration. The facts are patent. Feeble races are being wiped off the face of the earth, and a few great, incipient species arm themselves against each other. England, as the greatest of these - greatest in geographical distribution, greatest in expansive force, greatest in race-pride - has avoided for centuries the only dangerous kind of war. Now, with the whole earth occupied and the movements of expansion continuing, she will have to fight to the death against successive rivals. With which first? With which second? ...

'Of European nations, Germany is most alike to England. In racial characters, in religious and scientific thought, in sentiments and aptitudes, the Germans, by their resemblances to the English, are marked out as our natural rivals. In all parts of the earth, in every pursuit, in commerce, in manufacturing, in exploiting other races, the English and the Germans jostle each other. Germany is a growing nation; expanding far beyond her territorial limits, she is bound to secure a new foothold or to perish in the attempt. It is true she has not yet succeeded in making colonies of her own. But that failure is the mere accidental result of her political system. Her own revolution is imminent, and Germany, as a democratic power, would colonise for herself, with the same aptitude she has shown for infiltrating our own colonies. Were every German to be wiped out tomorrow, there is no English trade, no English pursuit that would not immediately expand. Were every Englishman to be wiped out tomorrow, the Germans would gain in proportion. Here is the first great racial struggle of the future: here are two growing nations pressing against each other, man to man, all over the world. One or the other has to go; one or the other will go.'

Of course as we know National Socialism appeared in Germany not in England, therefore the Germans were bad and the English good, but as Brendan Clifford points out in his introduction to Union Jackery:

'Supposing England had lost this Great War of its own making,
 and had been treated as it treated Germany - losing its overseas markets and its Empire and subjected to penalties which expropriated most of its domestic products, and its monarchy abolished - it is highly improbable that its mode of Parliamentary government through party-political conflict of two essentially patriarchal parties would have continued. Its existential crisis would have been as great as that which it imposed on Germany and its economic crisis would have been even greater as its dependence on exploiting the material resources of the world was greater.

'In these circumstances it is probable that there would have been a great proliferation of parties, each reflecting some particular grievance or interest, and that the hegemonic authority which had always existed behind the display of of party conflict would have evaporated.

'And supposing that ... order and a sense of national well-being was restored by an English Fascist movement, the body of literature which I outline here would form part of the literature of that movement. There would be no need to create a new body of literature for it. The intellectual inheritance of Fascism in England would consist in great part of the literature of: the 18th century aristocracy; of the war against the French revolution; of the middle class democracy of the 1832 Reform; of the globalist economic development beginning with the war to compel the Chinese state to allow its subjects to purchase English opium; and of the populist Imperialism of the 19th-early 20th centuries which was the precondition of social welfare reform.'

GREATER BRITAIN MOVES TO THE USA

Let me once again try to summarise the argument so far. I began by arguing that Britain in the eighteenth century renounced any public commitment to the idea of spiritual struggle, which had been the central legitimising value of most human societies up until then. I went on to argue that what replaced it was a relatively unashamed assertion of the Will to Power which took the form both of a drive towards securing a monopoly of sea power, and of an unprecedented expansion of what Marx would call the 'productive forces', both through the 'agrarian revolution' and then the 'industrial revolution', with huge cost to the population at large, first driven off the land, then driven into the factories (the process that was later to occur in concentrated form over ten years more or less in the USSR). That the impetus thus created required that Britain become the world hegemon imposing values favourable to the establishment of a single world market - the world as the largest possible arena for the exercise of the Will to Power.

Of course Britain is no longer the world hegemon. That role is now fulfilled by the USA. But we often hear it said that the UK and the USA have common values and the USA could be said to have taken up the British ideology and run with it. We will remember how Sir Charles Dilke congratulated the USA on forcing Japan out of its isolationism into a more British frame of mind.  I don't want to develop that notion here but I would like to say a brief word on the process by which the USA replaced the UK as world hegemon.

Normally one would think that such a development could only occur through war, and of course it did occur through war, but not a war between the UK and the USA. As a result of Britain's defeat first at the hands of Germany then of Japan, Britain became wholly dependent on the USA and its President, F.D.Roosevelt. Roosevelt, drove a hard bargain which amounted to the dismantling of its Empire. It is possible to see the 1939-45 war as a surrogate war between the US and the USA which the USA won. The case is given in some detail by John Charmley in his book Churchill's Grand Alliance (Hodder and Stoughton, 1995).

BUT ON THE OTHER HAND ...

I have presented this account of British values in a way that suggests moral disapproval, largely because of the degree of war and massacre that was involved. But, although the technical means at our disposal allow of a degree of destruction that is unprecedented in human history, war and massacre were hardly unknown to the religious civilisations of the past. The intellectual and moral history of both Germany and Britain was largely determined by the horrendous religious wars of the seventeenth century. There are many people of course who see the huge expansion of the productive forces under capitalism as rendering possible a great increase in prosperity and freedom from necessity throughout the world - foremost among them Karl Marx himself. Here he is, talking about the imposition of British material values, in the form of the railways, on India:

'I know that the English millocracy intend to endow India with railways with the exclusive view of extracting at diminished expenses the cotton and other raw materials for their manufactures. But when you have once introduced machinery into the locomotion of a country which possesses iron and coals, you are unable to withhold it from its fabrication. You cannot maintain a net of railways over an immense country without introducing all those industrial processes necessary to meet the immediate and current wants of railway locomotion, and out of which there must grow the application of machinery to those branches of industry not immediately connected with railways. The railway system will therefore become, in India, truly the forerunner of modern industry ...

'Modern industry, resulting from the railway system, will dissolve the hereditary divisions of labour upon which rest the Indian castes, those decisive impediments to Indian progress and Indian power ...

The Indians will not reap the fruits of the new elements of society scattered among them by the British bourgeoisie until in Great Britain itself the now ruling classes shall have been supplanted by the industrial proletariat, or till the Hindoos themselves shall have grown strong enough to throw off the English yoke altogether. At all events, we may safely expect to see, at a more or less remote period, the regeneration of that great and interesting country ...'

And a society that has no credible collective religious idea of its own can permit many mutually contradictory religious ideas, modes of spiritual struggle, to exist together in the same social space. One of the most revolutionary sentences ever penned was, I believe, this, from John Locke's Essay on Toleration, 1689:

'A church, then, I take to be a voluntary society of men, joining themselves together of their own accord in order to the public worshipping of God in such a manner as they judge acceptable to Him and effectual to the salvation of their souls.'

That, it seems to me, marks the fundamental dividing line between what we might call 'British values' and what we might call 'Islamic values'. I'm not here thinking about what is called 'radical Islam', 'terrorism' etc. I'm thinking about Islam as a world religion. Don't worry. I don't intend at this point in my talk to attempt any sort of detailed account of Islam.
 The main point I want to emphasise is that Islam is a religion of law. When Christianity became the dominant religion of the Roman Empire, it inherited an already existing body of law. But from the earliest days, indeed from the life of Muhammad himself, Islam was the organising principle of  new political society. There are within Islam many different, sometimes conflicting, schools of jurisprudence, but the basic principle remains that the ultimate source of law is divine revelation. It is not a matter of individual or collective human judgment.

The British government, as part of its 'Prevent' strategy to counter terrorism has defined 'extremism', seen as the gateway to terrorist activity, as 'vocal or active opposition to fundamental British values'. And it has defined British values as 'democracy, the rule of law, individual liberty and mutual respect and tolerance for those with different faiths and beliefs.' Actually the definition of extremism is opposition to fundamental British values including democracy, the rule of law etc, implying the existence of other fundamental British values that are not on the list.

But so far as it goes I imagine most of us in this room would approve of that list, and even perhaps regard it as rather banal and self evident. It is, however, questionable whether any of these can properly be regarded as 'values'. Rather, they lay down the conditions under which different, or even contradictory values can compete for the prize, which is the rule of law. For example on the day of giving this talk I was listening to Any Questions. The question of British values came up. One of the speakers gave, I think, free trade, or perhaps it was free markets, and another free enterprise as fundamental British values. Had I been asked back in the 1960s/70s what it was I liked about Britain, what gave me pride in being British, I would have replied 'the welfare state.' That was once a fundamental British value. There is competition between contradictory fundamental British values and the values given by the government merely define the arena in which the competition takes place.

The vast majority of Muslims will have no difficulty accepting these non-values as the necessary arena in a non-Muslim society, but in a Muslim society, the law is, at least in part, a divine revelation and therefore not subject to the vagaries of individual or public opinion. Even in our own case the 'mutual respect and tolerance of different faiths and beliefs' that we proclaim has a clearly marked limit - it doesn't extend to intolerant faiths and beliefs, to for example the self confident Christianity that would have been regarded as a fundamental British value only a very short time ago. Muslim countries historically have often - not always - shown more tolerance to non-Muslim faiths and beliefs than Christianity, but this has always been within the framework of Muslim law. In Muslim law, Christianity and Judaism have a recognised status and are tolerated so long as they stay within the limits of that status. There is no question of Christians or Jews being allowed to propagate their views freely and to attempt to convert Muslims.

I imagine that most of us in this room prefer the contemporary British approach to these matters. We have, as part of our own historical evolution, absorbed John Locke's revolutionary definition of a church. But the point I hope you will retain is that this admirable sentiment comes with all the baggage I tried to outline in the earlier part of my talk; and that it has been received by large parts of the world, not as part of its own intellectual and moral evolution, but as an alien imposition, imposed by a force which (if we agree that US world hegemony is simply a prolongation of the old British hegemony) is still spreading terror and mayhem ('shock and awe') and what can easily be seen as a brutally self-serving, spiritually vacuous, commercial culture throughout the world.

� Written 1845-6 but not published in their lifetime. Available at http://marxists.catbull.com/archive/marx/works/1845/german-ideology/index.htm


�  Published in 1845. Available at http://marxists.catbull.com/archive/marx/works/cw/volume04/index.htm


� This, from one of the targets of the polemic by Marx and Engels, might serve as a summary of the distinctively German ideology: 'German thought seeks, more than that of others, to reach the beginnings and fountain-heads of life, and sees no life until it sees it in cognition itself ... Only mind lives, its life is the true life. Then, just as in nature only the "eternal laws", the mind or reason of nature, are its true life. In man, as in nature, only the thought lives; everything else is dead! To this abstraction, to the life of generalities, or of that which is lifeless, the history of mind has come. God, who is spirit, alone lives. Nothing lives but the ghost.' Max Stirner: The Ego and Its Own, New York, Dover Publications, 1975 (original German publication 1845), p.86.


� Very briefly. The immediate pretext for the 'Glorious Revolution' of 1688 was the imprisonment of seven Bishops, including the Archbishop of Canterbury, William Sancroft. They had refused to read an edict by James II granting toleration to Roman Catholics and dissenting Protestants, on the grounds that it infringed the rights of the Church of England. But when James was overthrown and the throne usurped by "William III" nine Bishops, including Sancroft, refused to recognise William as King (they would have recognised him as regent, with his wife Mary, James's daughter, as the sole legitimate monarch). They were therefore deprived of their sees and replaced by 'low church' Bishops, some of whom, notably the new Archbishop of Canterbury, John Tillotson, had previously been Presbyterians (ie opposed in principle to the existence of a church hierarchy). The result was that the Upper House of the convocation of Canterbury, the Bishops, had a 'low church' view of the rights of the Church, and a relatively loose or liberal theology, while the 'lower house', the ordinary clergy, were much 'higher'. The tension between the two came to a head when, after the death of Queen Anne, who could be said to have had some legitimacy in the eyes of the supporters of a hereditary monarchy, the throne passed to the German Prince of Hanover, whose family connection to the Stuarts was more remote. It was in this context that the convocations were suppressed. See my Ulster Presbyterianism - The historical perspective, Belfast, Athol Books, 1994, pp.68-72 and J.H. Newman: 'The Convocation of the Province of Canterbury' in his Historical Sketches, 1856. It can be read at http://newmanreader.org/works/historical/volume3/index.html


� Brendan Clifford: Union Jackery: the prehistory of Fascism in Britain, Belfast 2005, available at https://www.atholbooks-sales.org/


� Note that Chalmers Mitchell sees the autocratic character of the German state as an obstacle to imperial expansion. German colonisation would be greatly facilitated by a democratic revolution, which he sees as inevitable.


� For Britain's role in the making of the Great War see on this site the essay by Pat Walsh - How we planned the Great War - http://www.british-values.com/index-to-articles/hankey/


� With regard to the last point, it was possible to improve the living conditions of the British working class because of the availability of cheaper raw materials from the Empire which also provided a guaranteed market for British goods. The alternative - protectionism and substantial government control of industrial production - was being pioneered in Germany. This was why a Socialist such as James Connolly could see Germany as the more progressive society when the war broke out in 1914. See Brendan Clifford: Connolly and German Socialism, Belfast, Athol Books, 2004. 


� Karl Marx: 'The Future Results of British Rule in India', New-York Daily Tribune, August 8, 1853; reprinted in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune, No. 856, August 9, 1853. Full text available at http://marxists.catbull.com/archive/marx/works/1853/07/22.htm Marx is optimistic about the effects of industrialisation on the Indian caste system. It could be argued that it has only made the situation for the mass of the people in India worse. See for example Barbara Harris-White: India's religions and the economy, available at http://www.peterbrooke.org.uk/bptdg/programmes/janmay05/harriss/religions/religions%201


� Quoted in Brooke: Ulster Presbyterianism, p.72


� I go into a bit more detail in my article 'Islam and Politics' - http://www.peterbrooke.org.uk/bptdg/programmes/julnov04/list


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.preventforfeandtraining.org.uk/g-what-do-i-need-know" ��http://www.preventforfeandtraining.org.uk/g-what-do-i-need-know�
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