
FHEUD WITHOUT HINDSIGH'T 

Possessed of a sha rp. critica l intellect which he used to advantage 
as ed Hor of the English publishin g house. F:.J ber "md Faber, :a nd 
with an aristocratic disdain for can r, Thomas Ste;ans Eliot is best 
known for his poetry and pl:ays, Including The Wasce L3nd ( 1922), 
Murder In (he Cathednf (1935) , a.nd The Family Reunion (1939). 
Elior W 1 S 3150 cdltor of The C ricerion m which this rev iew of The 
Future of an Illusion appcued. The magazine lasted fro m 1922 (0 

1939. its 18 volumes carrying the work of authors such ::I S G. K. 
C hesterton, George S:aintsbury , O. H. Lawrence, and Eliot's own 
masterpiece, The Waste Land. 

Eli ot (1888-1%5) won the Nobel Prize for lite rAture in \948, 
a prize that eluded freud who had to be, and WJS, pleased with 
rece iving the coveted Goet he Prize for Literature in 19.30. Freud 's 
(E. Freud , 1960. p. 397) !cHer of July 6, 1930 [Q Alfons Paquet, the 
Secreury of the GOelhe Prize Commiutt. is full of irony. " I have 
not been spoiled by public hono rs lnd have therefo re accustomed 
myself 10 getting llong without Ihem. I Cln not den y. however, 
Ihat the award of the Goethe Pri le by the City of Frankfort has 
given me great pleasure, " Many co ngratulatory letters poured in 
:lnd Freud's response to th em reflected his pleasure. T o Sandor 
f erenczi, he wrote on August 1. 1930 . "There IS nothing to spoil 
my plelsure" (p. 3(0) And co Arnold Z weig, on August 2J, 1930. 
"1 do not deny that rhe: Goethe Prize has pleASed me very much" 
(p. 399). 

Freud hid ear her dis~ ppointme nts about not receiving the Nobel 
prize. Wri ting to f erenczi on October 3 1, 1915, Freud 's mart yrlike 
letter said, "The granting of the Nobel Prize to IRobertl Badn y, 
whom I refused 10 uke as a pupi l some years ago bcause he seemed 
to be toO abnormal, has aroused Sld thoughts about how helpless 
an indIvidua l is about gaining th e respect of the crowd. You kno w 
it is only the money that would matter to me, and perhaps rhe 
spice of annoymg some of my co mpatriots. But it would be ridic­
ulous to expect a sign of recognition whcn one has seven-elghths 
of the world agamst one ." And aga in, when in 1927 his old cJass­
mate, Wagner von Jauregg. professor of psychiatry at the Unive r. 
sit y of Vien n". won the Nobe l fo r his fever tre"tmem o f gene r:aJ 
paresis. it must ha ve been particularly g:alling, for Freud was re· 
alistic in evaluating his compuanve worth and had heJrd stories 
of von Jauregg's I(onic johs :about him and his pejorative CO m­

mems 0 11 psychoatlllysis. 
To Eliot, 1 convert to the C hurch of England and a devout 
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:ldherent, The Future of an Illusion was "shrewd yet stup id," its 
a rgument inAdeqUAte and circul:ar, wi th the unh .ol ppy result oflt.::av­
ing its readers helplessly bewiJdered ;and bafficd . 

Eliol. T. S. (1928), 
The Criterion, 
8,350-353 

This is undoubtedly one of the most cunous And interesting books of 
the se;ason : Dr. freud' s brief summlrY of his views on the future of 
Religion. We CAn hudl y qu:alify it by anything but negarives; it has link 
to do with the p:aSl or the prese nt of religion, and noth ing. so f;a r as I 
c;a n see, with its future . It is shrewd :a nd ye l stupid; the stupidity ;a ppears 
not so much in historical ignonnce or lack o f sym plth y with the religious 
auilOde, as in verbal VAgueness and inabilit y \0 reason . The book testifies 
to the faci thlt the genius of experimrn taJ science IS not nc:<C'SsanJ)' joined 
with the genlus of logic or the generaliZing power. 

What we may call Dr. f reud 's innocence breaks out alm ost on the first 
page: 

'Hum:m culturc-I mea n by that 3ll those respects in which human 
life has raised itself above anima l conditions lnd m which it differs from 
the life of the beasts. And I disdlln to SepA{;lte culture ::Ind civiliza tion 
- pres(;ms, :as is well know n, tWO :aspects to the observer. It indudes on 
the one h.olnd ;all the knowledge and power that men ha ve acquired in 
order 10 master (he forces of nnure and win resources from her for rhe 
s3risfacrion of hum:an needs; l nd o n the other hand it includes all the 
necessary arrJngements whereby men's relations to each other, and in 
p:articular the distribution of Ihe attainable riches , may be regu l3ced' . 

T hi s ;!ppears to be by way of J definirion; At any fal e it is as near to 

a definition of'culture' as we gcl. It is oddly inadequate and even circular. 
Hum:m culture is 'Jll those respects' in which hum an life differs from 
bru te life, we .arc told; but su rely wh:lt we must first Ask. to defi ne human 
cu lture, is ill what ways is the human different from the anima l. HumAn 
culture then 'includes' knowledge ;a nd power; we are left in doubt as to 
whether ' includes' means 'equals' or perhaps means 'depends upon'. 
Knowledge ;md po wer win resources fro m natu re fo r the satisfaction of 
human needs: but what we want 10 know is preCisely whal are hum..n 
needs, before we can know much aboul culture. Finally, hum an cu lture 
' iocludes' again what seems to me;!n politica l:and economic organiza tion. 
This does nor get us very far; and if that IS all there is to cul ture and 
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civiliz:u ion. culture .:l nd civiliu(ion do nOI arnounl 10 much , So be 3S 
culture means merely soci31 o rg3niulion, then Dr. Freud's nexl remarks, 
o n Ihe necessit y of defending culture OIga inst the indi vidual. arc quire 
just , But this le3ds him to the view that ( ul(ll(e 3nd a viliz3tion 3re always 
'imposed' upo n the many by the few- which IS only intelligible if we 
conrinue to restnee culture to the malnten;lnee o rl aw and orde r, 3nd nOI 
altogether true at that. But we are helplessly bewildered on the nexI page 
(p, 11) where we read thl! 

'one th ought at first th ar the e~ence of cu l(llre I;l Y in rhe co nquest of 
nature (or the means of suppo rting life, ;lnd in elirnJn;lting the dangers 
th:H thre.atcn culture b)' the suitabl e distribution of these am ong man­
kind, 

If one re:llly tho ught th at the essence of culture Jay in dimin3ting the 
dange rs thJt (hrelten cu ltu re, then the re must be some th ing very w rong 
w ith one's re3soning powe rs, I ca n fed onl ), stupefJction on T\~:;,d i ng such 
a course of ;lrgumcnr. And throughout Ihis fi rst ehJpter. one h3s the 
impression Ih3t the tru ly cultu red and ciVilized man is the highl y efficient 
Policeman _ Dr. Freud observes with .l sigh that ' prob3bly a certain per­
centage of mankind , .. will always r( l113 in ;lsoaa l' , The word 'asoci.al' 
has perhJPs some deep psychological meanin g be)'o nd my co m prehen­
sion; but It seems to me Chat so me cont ributions have been made to wfur 
I call civili ution by men who have been solitanes o r rebels, 

Dr. Freud's b3ming notion of cultu re keeps turning up, Later we he3T 
th3t "it is the principal task of culmre, its rc.a l raIson d'eue, (0 defend 
us agamst n~ture' ; 3nd again we are not told wh;lt is 115 and what is 
nJcure, But ' th e: preservltion of mankind ag;linst nature' is ' the grat 
com mon !ask ' , Su rdy D r, Freud has some shadowy personification of 
trus 3ngry goddess Nature at th e blck o f his mind , I plSS ove r l number 
ofwhJt seem ro me merely Ihc psychologica l terms w hich hide 3 vacuum, 
like ' man's super-ego'. w hich is 'a speci;l l mentJ I function '- in o ther 
words, 3no ther of D r. Freud's supem alur.al beings. T he principal thesis 
sc-c ms 10 be this: the enquir y is 1I0t concerned w ith the value o f relig iOUS 
doclrines as lweh; but ' psycho logica lly considered' rhey 3re iJlusions. 
T he first part o( this thesis must me3n, if ie means anything, th3t Freud 
is no t concerned w ith the truth of religious idns, or with the reality of 
religious 'objects'; yet I f3il to underst3nd how they can be illusions in 
a 'psychologlcJ I' sense withou t being ill usi ons pure and simple, Such a 
distinction between psy cholog ic31 truth and ordinJTY truth is mu ch tOO 
fine (or m y reason to grasp, Indeed, I l m nOC sure thac it IS nOt tOO fine 
even for Freud himself; for through out the rest o f the book he proceeds 
to treat religion ;IS illusion in the ord in3rY sense, ;lnd .as illusion which 
society IS In the proccss of c3sdng o ff 
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But here ~not her dlslinclJo n appears, which see ms to me still (urthe r 
to ob(usc:He the proble lll . 

'W hen I S 3 }' Ihal Ihey (relig io us Ide3s) arc illusions, I mUSI define Ihe 
mC3ning of the word. All Illusion is IIOt the same as an erro r, II is indeed 
nOI nccess,u il y 3n e rror. ArislOdc's belief Ih :lt vermin ;He evolved out 
o( dung. to w hich igllo r:ml people still ding, W3S 3n e rro r ... , It would 
be improper to ca ll these errors illu sions, On the o ther hand , it was an 
illusion on the part of Columbus that he hau discovered a new sea-route 
to India ', 

I have never mastered the ph ilosophy of As If. an d here my rnother­
wit flllds itself co mpletely bamed, Col umbus was certainly ' in erro r' in 
thinking that the West Indies were the East Indies; he was not in error 
III thinking cha t he had found a new rOute to In dia: but the co mbinJlion 
of I n erro r wilh 3 !ruth does nOI mJke an 'i ll us ion ', An excellent exa mple 
of ' illusion' seems to be J I hJnd : il is;,n illusion for Freud co Ihink thJt 
he hJS defined the tcrm ' illusion ' w hen he says Ihat an illusion is nOI [he 
same 3 S:1n erro r, indeed is no t neccsslri ly 3n erroe. A v('geublc m3rrow 
in nOt the Sl me lS ;I pumpkin , indeed is no t nec\'ss3 ri ly a pumpki n: but 
this would nOt strike Anstotle ;IS bein g the ddinition of ~ vegetJble 
marro w, Freud should h.ave begun by a ddinirion of defini rion . Presently 
(p, 55) il!u sion is treated as if it was 3!lything that docs not admit of 
proof. Of some religious doctnnes (he docs not uy which) he says thJt 
'we may compa re them' to delusions; but we arc not told whu is to be 
IeUnt by the comparison, He then palms off a few commonpl aces like 
this: 

'The riddJes of the universe only revel l themselvC'S slow ly to ou r 
enquir)" 10 many quC'S tions science un as yet give no lnswer; but sci­
entific work is our o nly w ay to Ihe know ledge of (:)( te rn31 rea lit y'. 

We J re not told w hat is science, o r w hat are the nddles of the uni ve rse. 
Yet in (h(: end Dr. Freud re--cchocs: 'Science is no illl.lsion '. Thus d ru ms 
Ihe w iza rd of lhe dre3 m world. I h3ve the impression Ihat Ihe r('31 pundjts 
o f the ru l sciences. such JS muhematica l ph ysics, a re o ftcn less confident 
o f 3nythin g than Freud is of everyth ing. Bue il is naturall y Ihe 3depts 
o(the parvenu sciences, in their anxiet y to Jffirm that their sdcnc(: re:ll ly 
is a science, wh o make the most ex~ggcrall:d claims fo r 'science' as ~ 

whole, TI,i s is a str3nge book, 

142. c. D . Bu=, (1928) 
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