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FAREWELL TO DESCARTES1
*

T h e  y e a r  o f  h a r v a r d ' s  tercentenary, 193 6 -1 9 37 , was also th e  
tercentenary o f a great in te llectu a l even t. T h ree  h undred  years 
ago th e rational fou n d a tion s o f m odern  sc ien ce  w ere estab
lished. It was th en  th at th e  *‘W eltanschauung’’ w h ich  lies at 
th e  root o f our m odern  universities was first p u t in to  a b ook . 
Its author had  in ten d ed  to  w rite som e com p reh en sive vo lu m es  
under th e proud title , Le Monde. B u t th at p h ilosop h er, R en e  
D escartes, was d issuaded  by religious dangers from  p u b lish in g  
th em  in fu ll, and  lim ited  h is task to  th e  fam ous Discours de la 
Methode. In it  th e  great id ealistic  p ostu la te  o f th e  “Cogito 
ergo sum” (I  th ink , therefore I a m ) was form u lated , an d  th ere
w ith  th e  program m e o f m an's scien tific  co n q u est o f  nature. 
D escartes' “Cogito ergo sum” op en ed  th e  w ay to  three hundred  
years o f incred ib le  scien tific  progress.

W h e n  D escartes cam e forward w ith  h is “w ondrous strange"  
D iscourse, th e  sch o lastic  type o f university h ad  lo n g  sin ce b een  
in decay. H e  replaced th e  princip les b y  w h ich  m edieval th o u g h t  
had b een  gu id ed  ever sin ce A n selm 's “Credo ut intelligam” (I  
b elieve so th at I m ay u n d ersta n d ) ,  w ith  h is “Cogjito ergo 
sum ” A m o n g  th e  possib le starting p o in ts for our pow ers o f  
reason, sch olastic ism  had  singled  o u t m an's fa ith  in  th e  re
vealing pow er o f  G od : D escartes secon d ed  it w ith  h is n o  less 
paradoxical fa ith  in th e  rational character o f  ex isten ce and  
nature.

1 From Out of Revolution, Autobiography of Western Man, pp. 740- 
758. Originally published by Morrow, 1938. Third Edition published 1969 by Argo Books.
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T h e  “Cogito ergo su m ” for its rivalry w ith  th eo logy , was 
one-sided. W e  p ost-W ar thinkers are less concerned  w ith  the  
revealed character o f th e  true G od  or th e true character o f  
nature than  w ith  th e survival o f a truly h u m an  society . In  
asking for a truly h u m an  society  w e p u t th e  qu estion  o f  truth  
on ce more; b u t our specific endeavour is th e  liv in g  realization  
o f truth in m ankind . T ruth  is d iv in e and  has b een  d ivinely  
revealed— credo ut intelligam. T ru th  is pure and can b e sc ien 
tifically  stated — cogito ergo sum. T ru th  is v ita l and m u st b e  
socially  represented— Respondeo etsi mutabor (I respond a l
th ou gh  I w ill b e  chan ged  ) .

O ur attack  on  C artesian ism  is in ev itab le  sin ce “pure” 
th ou g h t encroaches everyw here on  th e  field o f socia l studies. 
H istorians and econ o m ists and  psychologists ca n n o t stand  th e  
idea o f n o t b ein g  “pure” thinkers, real sc ien tists. W h a t  a frus
tration!

I am  an im pure thinker. I am  hurt, sw ayed, shaken, e lated , 
d isillusion ed , shocked , com forted , and  I h ave to  transm it m y  
m ental experiences lest I d ie. A n d  a lth ou gh  I m ay d ie. T o  
w rite a b ook  is n o  luxury. It is a m eans o f survival. B y w riting  
a book , a m an frees his m in d  from  an overw h elm in g  im pres
sion . T h e  test for a b ook  is its lack o f arbitrariness, th e  fact 
th at it  had  to  b e  d on e in  order to  clear th e  road for further  
life  and  work. I have d on e, for exam ple, all in m y pow er to  
forget th e  p lan o f  Out of Revolution again and  again. H ere  
it is, on ce m ore.

T h rou gh  m an ’s ow n revolutionary experience, w e k n ow  m ore  
ab ou t life  than  through any outw ard observation . O ur ecody- 
n am ic m ovin g  through society  is th e  basis for all our sciences  
o f nature. D is ta n t nature is less k now n to us than  m an ’s re
vival, through con stan t se lection  o f  th e  fittest, and through  
con sciou s variation. M a n ’s m em ories o f h is ow n experiences 
form  th e background o f all our k n ow led ge  o f  socie ty  and  o f  
creation .

S cien ce, and h istory in its p ositiv ist stage, underrated th e  
b io logica l e lem en t in b o th  nature and  society . T h ey  took  p h ys
ics and m etaphysics, m easurable and w eigh ab le  m atter and  
logical and  m etaphysical ideas as th e  e lem en tary  and basic
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fou n dation s on  w h ich  to  b u ild  our k n ow ledge. B y b eg in n in g  
w ith  abstract figures in physics, or general ideas in  m etaphysics, 
they never did  justice to th e  central p o in t in our existence. For  
neither physics nor m etaphysics can offer us any practical base 
from  w h ich  to enter th e  fields o f  b io logy  or socio logy. N e ith er  
from  the laws o f gravity nor from  th e ideas o f log ic  or eth ics  
is there any bridge to  lead  in to  th e  realm s o f  life , be it  th e  
life  o f p lants and  an im als or o f h u m an  society . D ea d  th ings 
are forever d ivided  from  th e living; figures and  ideas b elon g  
to th e lim b o  of unreality.

W e  can drop th e  m eth od s o f  th e  past. T h e  schem es o f that  
era, w hatever they m igh t b e, were based  on either physics or 
m etaphysics. S om e were subjective and som e were objective; 
som e were id ealistic  and som e w ere m aterialistic, and m any  
were a m ixture o f b oth . B u t th ey  were u n an im ou s in  assum ing  
th at scientific  th ou g h t shou ld  proceed from  th e sim ple facts 
o f physics or general ideas. T h ey  were u n an im ou s in assum ing  
that either th e  law s o f gravity or th e  laws o f log ic  were primary 
and central truths on  w h ich  th e  system  o f  k n ow led ge m u st be  
built. T h ey  all b elieved  in a hierarchy w ith  physics and  m eta 
physics at th e b o tto m , as primary sciences, and a ladder reach
ing upwards to th e secon d  and third stories o f  th e  h ou se  o f  
know ledge. O n ce  w e see th e cardinal fallacy o f th is assu m ption , 
M arx b ecom es as m u ch  th e  son  o f a b ygon e era as D escartes  
or H u m e or H ob b es. T h ey  all look  astou n d in gly  akin. T h ey  
all set o u t w ith  abstract generalities on m an ’s m in d  and on  th e  
nature o f m atter.

W e  renounce their approach to k n ow led ge. “T h o u g h t” and  
“b ein g ,” m ind  and body, are n o t th e  right p o in ts o f departure  
for th e m asteries o f life  and society . P hysics, in terested  in  th e  
m ere b ein g  o f abstract m atter, and  m etaphysics, sp ecu latin g  
about m an ’s ideas, are at b est m arginal m eth od s for dealing  
w ith  reality. T h ey  do n o t tou ch  th e core, sin ce th ey  b eg in  by  
in vestigatin g  dead th in gs or abstract n otion s. T h e y  are n o t  
concerned w ith  th e real life , e ither  o f  natural creatures or of  
society. It is q u ite  true th a t th e  universe is fu ll o f dead th ings  
and th e  libraries o f m en  full o f abstract con cep ts. T h is  m ay  
explain th e  form er presu m p tion  that, in stu d yin g  a vast quan-
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tity  o f  stones, gravel and  dust, or an end less series o f doctrines  
and ideas, on e was attack in g  th e  substances w h ich  preponder
ate  in  th e  world. Y et th is p resu m p tion  rem ains a v iciou s circle. 
In  a w h o le  valley  o f ston es and  lava, on e  b lad e o f grass is 
en ou gh  to  refute a system  w h ich  pretends to  explore th e  grass 
by w eigh in g  and  m easuring all th e  gravel in  th e  valley. In  th e  
sam e w ay, th e  presence o f on e  liv in g  soul a m o n g  th e three  
m illion  volu m es o f a great library offers su fficien t p roof against 
th e  n o tion  th at th e  secret o f th is soul is to  b e  fou n d  by reading  
th ose three m illio n  books. C oa l can b e exp la ined  as th e  e m 
b alm ed  corpse o f a n c ien t forests; n o  tree can b e  exp la ined  by  
in vestigatin g  anthracite  on ly . P hysics deals w ith  corpses, and  
m etaphysics w ith  form ulas from  w h ich  th e  life  has passed away. 
B oth  sciences are con cern ed  w ith  secondary form s o f  ex isten ce , 
rem nants o f life . T h e  scientific  trea tm en t o f th ese  rem nants  
m ay be very useful; yet rem ains a secondary form  o f k n o w l
edge. L ife  precedes death; and  any k n o w led g e  o f  life  in  its tw o  
form s o f  socia l and cosm ic  life  can rightly cla im  p reced en ce  
over b o th  physics and  m etap h ysics. T h e  tw o m odern  scien ces  
o f life , b io logy  and socio logy , m u st cease to  take orders from  
th e  sciences o f  death , physics and m etap h ysics.

In a recen t series o f p u b lication s on  b io logy , ca lled  “B io s” 
and inaugurated  by th e lead in g  A m erican , G erm an , and  E n g 
lish  b io log ists, th e  first vo lu m e, w ritten  by A . M eyer and  p u b 
lish ed  in  1934, is d evoted  to  th is C o p em ica n  revo lu tion . M e^er  
show s th at physics has to  do so lely  w ith  an extrem e case in  
nature, its m ost rem ote  appearance. T h erefore, physics can  
m ore fittin gly  b e  described as th e  last chapter o f  b io lo g y  th an  
as th e  first chapter o f  natural sc ien ce. T h e  sam e h o ld s good  
for th e  social sciences in  their  relation  to  m etap h ysics. A n d  th e  
details w h ich  in terest th e  sciences o f  d eath  and  abstraction  are  
useless for th e  task w h ich  lies b efore  th e  explorers o f  th e  life  
th a t goes on b etw een  h ea ven  and  earth, in th e  fields o f e co 
n om ics and  b ion o m ics .

B y th e  way, sin ce  th e  scien ces under th e  spell o f  th e  o ld  
hierarchy o f  physics and  m etap h ysics are usually  characterized  
b y th e  en d in g  -ology (v iz ., socio logy , p h ilo logy , th eo logy , z o 
ology, e tc .) ,  a d ifferent suffix for th e  em an cip a ted  sc ien ce! o f
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life  w ou ld  be co n ven ien t. W h e n  w e speak o f physiology, psy
chology , etc ., w e generally  m ean  th e sciences in their old  form  
still b iased  by th e  physicist's and  th e  m etaphysician 's errors. 
W h ile  speaking o f T h eo n o m y — as now  co m m on ly  vised b y  G er
m an thinkers— B io n o m ics— as th e  E n glish  usage goes— and E co 
n om ics, w e h ave in  m in d  th e m ature and  in d ep en d en t sciences 
o f life  w h ich  h ave b ecom e con sciou s o f their in d ep en d en ce  
from  th e  sciences o f death . S ince w e are facin g  th e  em an cip a
tion  o f th ese b io-sciences from  '‘am algam ate false natures," a 
change in n am e is h igh ly  desirable to  d iscrim in ate b etw een  
their enslaved  and their em an cip ated  status.

T h e  reality th a t con fron ts th e  b io n o m ist and  econ o m ist  
can n ot b e  d iv id ed  in to  subject and  object; th is custom ary  
d ich otom y fails to con vey  any m ean in g  to  us. In fact, M r. 
U exk u ell and  th e  m o d em  sch ool in  b ion om ics insist on  th e  
subjective character o f every liv in g  ob ject th a t com es under  
th e m icroscope. T h ey  have rediscovered in  every a lleged  "ob
ject" o f their research th e  q u ality  o f b ein g  an "Ego." B u t if  w e  
are forced to agree th a t every It is also an E go, and every E go  
contains th e  It, th e  w h o le  n om en cla tu re  o f subject and  object 
is revealed as am b iguous and  useless for any practical purpose.

Sociologists like M ac lv er  h ave taken th e  sam e p o in t o f view  
in th e socia l sciences. T h e  d iv ision  o f reality in to  su b ject and  
object is b ecom in g  w orthless, ay, even  m islead ing. It shou ld  
b e clear th a t in th e  fields^of b io n o m y  and eco n o m y  it is an  
outrage to  co m m o n  sen se to  d iv id e reality in to  su b ject and  
object, m in d  and  bod y, idea and  m atter. W h o e v e r  acted  as a 
m ere subject or a m ere body? T h e  E go  and  th e  It are lim itin g  
concepts, lu ck ily  se ld om  to  b e  fo u n d  in  v ita l reality. T h e  word  
"it," w hich  m ay n o t g ive o ffen ce w h en  ap p lied  to  a sto n e  or a 
corpse, is an im p ossib le  m etap h or for a d o g  or a horse, le t  
alone a h u m an  b ein g . A p p lied  to  m en  it  w ou ld  reduce th em  
to  "cheap labour," "hands," cogs in  th e  m ach in e. T h u s a w rong  
p h ilosop h y  m u st necessarily lead  us in to  a wrong* society .

T h e  four hun dred  years' d o m in a n ce  o f  physics in evitab ly  
leads up to  th e  socia l revo lu tion  o f  th e  "It's," th e  "quantity"  
in to  w h ich  th e  workers are degraded b y  a m ech an istic  society. 
T h e  p o litics and  ed u cation  o f  th e  last centuries proved a dis-
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aster w henever th ey  tried to  estab lish  th e  abnorm al and  m ost  
in h u m an  extrem es o f E go and  It as norm s. A n im agin ation  
w h ich  cou ld  d ivide th e  world in to  su b ject and  ob ject, m in d  
and m atter, w ill n o t on ly  accep t th e  cog in  th e  m ach in e  w ith  
p erfect equ an im ity , b u t w ill shrink even  less from  th e  co ld  
scepticism  o f th e  in te llectu a l. H is d isin terested  yet self-centred  
attitu d e, typ ical o f th e  deracine, w ill b e th o u g h t o f as norm al.

M oreover, w h en  h u m an k in d  approaches a d ev e lo p m en t by  
w h ich  o n e  o f its m em bers, a class or a n ation  or a race, is to  
b e enslaved  and  m ade in to  an “it ,” a m ere stock  o f raw m ate
rial for labour, or freed to  b ecom e, as a group or class, th e  
m ere tyrannic E go— a revolu tion  w ill arise and  destroy th ese  
extrem es, Idealistic  subject, th e  E go, and m ateria listic  ob ject, 
th e  “It,” are b oth  dead leaves on  th e  tree o f  m ankind . O ur  
survey o f revolu tion  show s th at th ey  are b o th  in sup p ortab le  
extrem es. T h e  p osition s o f  E go and  It are d ea d en in g  carica
tures o f m an's true loca tio n  in society . T h e  great E uropean  
fam ily  o f  n ation s was n o t con cerned  w ith  th e  p rod uction  or 
fostering o f ideals or m aterial th in gs, b u t w ith  th e reproduc
tion  o f  types o f  th e  everlasting m an , such as daughter, son , 
father, sister, m oth er and, o f course, their com b in ation s.

T h e  abstractions and  generalities th at prevailed in  p h ilo s
op h y  from  D escartes to  Spencer, and  in  p o litics from  M achia- 
velli to  L en in , m ade caricatures o f liv in g  m en . T h e  n o tio n s o f  
ob ject and subject, idea and m atter, do n o t a im  at th e  heart 
o f  our h u m an  ex isten ce. T h ey  describe th e  tragic p ossib ilities  
o f h u m an  arrogance or p ettin ess, th e  p o ten tia litie s o f d esp ot  
and slave, gen ius or proletarian. T h ey  m iss th e  target at w h ich  
th ey  pretend  to  sh oot: h u m an  nature. T h o u g h  m an  ten d s to  
becom e  an E go and  is pressed by h is  en v iron m en t to  beh ave  
like an It, h e  never is w h at th ese ten d en cies try to  m ake of  
h im . A  m an so pressed in to  b ehaviourism  by awkward circum 
stances th at h e  reacts like m atter, is dead . A  m an  so co m p le te ly  
self-centred  th at h e  is co n sta n tly  b eh av in g  as th e  sovereign  E go , 
runs insane. R eal m an enjoys th e  privilege o f occasiona lly  sac
rificing personality  to  passion . B etw een  action  as an E go  and  
reaction as a th in g , m an's sou l can on ly  b e fou n d  in h is capacity  
to  turn either to  active in itia tive  or to  passive reaction . T o  v€er
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b etw een  E go and  It is th e  secret o f m a n ’s soul. A n d  as lo n g  
as a m an can return to th is happy balance h e  is sound . O ur 
k now ledge o f society  sh ou ld  n o  longer b e b u ilt on  n on -existen t  
abstractions like G od lik e  E gos or stone-like I t ’s, b u t based  on  
you and m e, fau lty  and real “m id d le  vo ices” as w e are in  our 
m utual in terd epen d en ce, ta lk ing to  each other, saying “you ” 
and “m e .” A  n ew  social gram m ar lies b eh in d  all th e successfu l 
tw en tie th  century a ttem p ts in th e social sciences.

K ing Ptolem aeus’ gram m arians in A lexandria first in ven ted  
the tab le w h ich  all o f  us had to learn in sc h o o l: “ I love, h e  
loves, we love, you love, th ey  lo v e ,” Probably th at tab le  of  
tenses set th e k eyston e in to  th e arch o f th e w rong psychology. 
For in th is sch em e all persons and form s o f  action  seem  to  be  
in terchangeable. T h is  sch em e, used as th e  lo g ic  o f p h ilosop h y  
from  D escartes to  Spencer and as th e  princip le o f  p olitics from  
M ach iavelli to  M arx, is a gram m ar o f h u m an  caricatures.

H o w  far, in  fa c t,.d o es  th e  “I” app ly  to  m an? F or an answer  
to  th is q u estion  le t  us lo ok  in to  th e  Im perative. A  m an is com 
m anded  from  ou tsid e  for a longer tim e in h is life  th an  h e  can  
dispose of th e  “I.” B efore w e can speak or th ink , th e  Im pera
tive is a im in g at us all th e  tim e, by m other, nurse, sisters and  
n eigh b ou rs: “E at, com e, drink, b e  q u iet!” T h e  first form  and  
the p erm anent form  under w h ich  a m an can recognize h im se lf  
and th e u n ity  o f h is ex isten ce is th e  Im perative. W e  are called  
a M an and w e are su m m on ed  b y  our n am e lo n g  before w e are 
aware of ourselves as an E go. A n d  in  all w eak and ch ild lik e  
situations later w e find ourselves in n eed  o f so m eb od y to  talk  
to us, call us b y  our n am e and tell us what- to  do. W e  talk to  
ourselves in  hours o f despair, and ask ou rse lv es: H o w  cou ld  
you? W h e re  are you? W h a t  w ill you  do next? T h ere w e h |j j j  
the real m an, w aiting  and h o p in g  for h is n am e and h is I m p e lF  
tive. T h ere  w e have th e  m an on  w h o m  w e b u ild  society. A  
nation  o f p h ilo sop h iz in g  E gos runs in to  war, a n ation  o f pure 
“cogs in th e m a ch in e” runs in to  anarchy. A  m an w h o can listen  
to his Im perative is governable, ed u cation ab le, answ erable. 
A nd w h en  w e leave th e  age o f ch ild h ood  b eh in d  us w e receive  
our personality  o n ce  m ore by lo v e : “It is m y soul th at calls 
upon m y n am e,” says R o m eo . It ca n n o t b e  our in ten tio n  at this
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m o m en t to  fo llow  up th e  im p lica tion s o f th is truth in all detail. 
T h e  hour for such a d iscussion  w ill q u ite  naturally arise after  
th e  facts exp ou n d ed  in  th is vo lu m e have received b etter  co n 
sideration  by th e  general pu b lic .

H ow ever, on e  central result ca n n o t b e  repressed even  a t th is 
early stage o f  th e “ re-alignm ent o f  th e  socia l sc ien ces” th rough  
th e  study o f  h u m an  revolution; and  th at is, th at th is study  
offers m ore realistic n o tio n s for m an than  th e  study o f h is m in d  
or body. For th e  fam ous con cep ts derived from  m in d  or b od y  
were, as w e  have said, “su b ject” and  “ob ject”; th ey  are n o t  
to  be fou n d  in h ea lth y  m an in  a h ea lth y  society . M an  as a sub
ject or as an ob ject is a p ath o log ica l case rather. T h e  everlast
in g  m an as a m em ber o f socie ty  can o n ly  b e described b y  re
v iew in g  th e  faculties w h ich  h e  has sh ow n  to  us in  th e  due  
process o f revolu tion . H e  proved to  b e  a b eg in n er and  a con- 
tinuator, a creator and  a creature, a prod uct o f  en v iron m en t  
and its producer, a grandson or an ancestor, a revo lu tionary  
or an evo lu tio n ist. T h is  dualism  th a t perm eates every perfect  
m em b er o f  th e  civ ilized  w orld m ay b e  su m m ed  up b y  tw o  
words th at fittin gly  sh ou ld  supersede th e  m islead in g  “ob jectiv 
ity” and “su b jectiv ity” so dear to  th e  natural sc ien tists. T h e  
n ew  term s are “ traject,” i.e., h e  w h o  is forw arded on  ways 
kn ow n  from  th e  past, and  “preject,” i.e.; h e  w h o is throw n o u t  
o f  th is rut in to  an u n k now n  future. W e  all are b o th , trajects 
and prejects. A s lo n g  and  in so far as our c iv iliza tion  fo llo w s p. 
clear d irection  w e all are s ittin g  in  its b o a t o f p eacefu l ev o lu 
tion , and  are safely  trajected to  th e  shores o f tom orrow  accord 
in g  to  th e  rules o f  th e gam e. W h erea s w h en ever society  sh o w s  
n o  sign  o f  d irection , w h en  th e  o ld  b o a t o f its in stitu tion s seem s  
n o  longer afloat, w e are ch a llen ged  b y  th e  pressure o f an  
em ergency to  take to  an u n k n ow n  vessel th at w e have to  b u ild  
ourselves and  in  th e  b u ild in g  o f  w h ich  m ore th an  on e  genera
tion  m ay b e  devoured . T o  b u ild  a n ew  b o a t w ith o u t p reced en t  
in  an em ergency, is th e  im perative o f  the* revolutionary. O ur  
trajectedness and  our prejectedness, th en , are our socia l im 
peratives. T h e ir  in terp lay is th e  p rob lem  o f th e  socia l scien ces. 
T raject is th e  evolutionary; preject is th e  revolutionary predi
cate  for m an.
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W e  are aware o f th e  bearing o f th is attack  on  C artesian  sci
ence, b ou n d  up as it  is w ith  D escartes’ form ula, “Cogito ergo 
sum.” W e  take th e  fu ll risk o f leav in g  h is p latform  forever. 
T h ou gh t does n o t prove reality. M od ern  m an— and on e  need  
n o t turn to exaggerations like Ulysses by Joyce— is m ade in to  a 
bundle o f nerves b y  th ou gh t. T h e  m odern m an is pervaded by 
so m any “foreign-born” ideas th a t h e  risks d isin tegration  by  
th inking. T h e  m in d  is n o t th e  cen ter  o f personality.

B efore b id d in g  farew ell to  th e  “Cogito ergo sum” w e shou ld  
once m ore realize its pow er and m ajesty. T h is  form ula in v ited  
us all to  join th e  arm y o f research in  its fight against irrational 
nature. W h en ev er  a m an was trained for th e  abstract E go  o f  
the observer, our m astery over nature was at stake. O n  th is u n i
fying war-cry o f  “ I th in k , therefore I a m ” m an fou n d ed  h is 
glorious tech n ica l con q u est o f th e  “ob jective” forces and  raw  
m aterials o f  th e  w orld. T h e  G eorge W a sh in g to n  B ridge across 
the H ud son  is, perhaps, on e  o f th e  finest results o f  th is religious 
co-operation b etw een  rational E gos. N o b o d y  can rem ain u n 
m oved  by its crystal-clear form . T h e  a llian ce b etw een  all th e  
thousands and  m illio n s w h ose  co-operation  was n eed ed  before  
m an was capab le o f  such a tech n ica l m iracle is certain ly  in 
spiring. O r as P resid en t C o o lid g e  said w h en  h e  w elco m ed  
Charles A . L indbergh  h o m e  from  h is flight to  Paris: “P articu 
larly has it  b een  d e lig h tfu l to  h ave h im  refer to  h is airplane  
as so m eh o w  possessing a personality  and  b e in g  equ ally  en titled  
to credit w ith  h im se lf, for w e are proud th a t in  every particular  
this silen t partner represented  A m erican  gen iu s and  industry. 
I am  to ld  th a t m ore th an  on e  h undred  separate com p an ies fur
n ished  m aterials, parts or service in its co n stru ctio n .” A n d  
Lindbergh h im se lf  a d d e d : “In ad d ition  to  th is, con sid eration  
Should  b e  given the scientific researches that have been in prog
ress for countless centuries” This arm y o f m an  en listed  against 
nature under th e  password o f  “Cogito ergo sum” deserves our  
lasting support.

B u t am on g  m en , in  society , th e  vigorous id en tity  asked of  
us by th e  “Cogito ergo sum” ten d s to  destroy th e  gu id in g  Im 
peratives o f th e  good  life . W e  do n o t ex ist b ecau se w e th ink . 
M an is th e  son o f  G od  and n o t b rou gh t in to  b e in g  b y  th in k in g .
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W e  are called  in to  society  by a m igh ty  entreaty, “W h o  art 
th ou , m an, th at I sh ou ld  care for th ee?” A n d  lo n g  before our 
in te lligen ce  can h e lp  us, th e  new -born ind ividual survives th is  
trem endous q u estion  b y  h is naive fa ith  in th e love o f h is elders. 
W e  grow  in to  society  on  fa ith , listen in g  to  all k inds o f h u m an  
im peratives. Later w e stam m er and  stutter, n ation s and  in d i
viduals alike, in th e  effort to  justify our ex isten ce  by respond
ing to  th e call. W e  try to d istingu ish  b etw een  th e m an y tem p t
ing offers m ade to  our senses and  ap p etites by th e  w orld . W e  
w ish to  fo llow  th e  d eep est q u estion , th e  central call w h ich  goes 
straight to  th e  heart, and  prom ises our soul th e  la stin g  certainty  
o f b ein g  inscribed in th e  b ook  o f life .

M od ern  m an n o longer b elieves in any certainty  o f ex
isten ce on  th e  strength  o f abstract reasoning. Y e t h e  is 
d ed icated , heart and  soul, to  m an's great fight against th e  
decay o f  creation . H e  know s th at h is w h o le  life  w ill h ave to  
be an answ er to  th e  call. T h e  short form ula w h ich  w e  have  
proposed at th e  b eg in n in g  o f th is chapter m ay b e o f som e use  
to  con d en se  our w h o le  endeavour in to  a sort o f q u in tessen ce:  
“Respondeo etsi mutabor”— I respond a lth ou gh  I w ill be  
chan ged . T h is  form ula w h ich  w e propose as th e  basic princip le  
o f th e social sciences, for th e  understan d in g o f m an's group life  
is as short as D escartes' “Cogito ergo sum  ” D escartes assum ed , 
in  h is form ula, th at th e  sam e subject th at asks a q u estion  and  
raises a d o u b t solves th e  prob lem . T h is  m ay seem  true in  
m ath em atics or physics, th ou gh  today w ith  E in ste in  even  th is  
lim ited  h yp oth esis has b eco m e u n d em on strab le. In any vita l 
issue, h e  w h o asks and w e w h o answ er are w id ely  separated. 
T h e  prob lem  is p u t to  us b y  a pow er w h ich  far transcends our 
free w ill and by situ ation s b eyon d  our ch o ice . Crisis, in ju stice, 
d eath , depression , are problem s p u t to  us by th e  pow er th at  
shaped  our m iseries. W e  can o n ly  try to  give a m om en tary  
answer, our answer, to  th e  everlasting protean q u estion . O ur  
k n ow led ge  and scien ce are n o  leisure-hour luxury. T h ey  are 
our in stru m en ts for survival, for answ ering, at any given  h our  
o f life , th e  universal problem . T h e  answers given  b y  sc ien ce  
and w isd om  are like a cha in  o f w h ich  every lin k  fits on e  special 
cog  on  th e  w h eel o f  tim e. T h e  greatest and  m ost universal
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answers th at m an has tried to  give, like th e  R eform ation  or th e  
G reat R evolu tion , even  these, as w e have seen, were temporary 
answers, and had to  be su p p lem en ted  after a century had  
passed.

T h e  “I th in k ” has to  be d ivided  in to  th e  d iv in e : “H o w  w ilt  
thou  escape this abyss of n oth in gn ess?” and  th e  m an's or n a
tion's answer, given  through th e  d ev otion  o f h is w h o le  life  
and work: “L et this b e m y answ er!” “M a n ” is th e  second  per
son in th e  gram m ar o f society.

H aving discovered, in every serious prob lem , th e  d ia logu e  
betw een  th e superhum an pow er th at puts it and  th o se  am on g  
us to w h om  it appeals, w e transfer th e  q u estio n in g  I to  regions 
m ore pow erful than  th e  in d iv id u al. E n v iron m en t, fate, G od , 
is the I that always precedes our ex isten ce  and th e ex isten ce o f  
our fellow  creatures. It addresses us: and  th ou gh  w e m ay per
haps voice th e q u estion , w e are n o  egos in serving its m o u th 
piece. Persons w e b eco m e as addressees, as “y o u .” W e  are ch il
dren of tim e and th e  em ergency o f th e  day is u p on  us before  
we can rise to  solve it.

W h en ev er  a govern ing class forget their quality  o f addressees, 
a suppressed part o f  m ankind  w ill raise its vo ice instead  for 
an answer. S ociety  sh ifted  from  an unsupportab le dualism  of  
haughty E go and  suppressed It in to  its proper place as G od's 
addressee at th e p o in t o f  outbreak o f every great revolu tion . 
A  new  psychic type took  over th e  part o f answ ering th e  ques
tion  o f th e day w henever a province o f C h ristian ity  was d en ied  
its ow n proper voice. W h e n  Italy was a m ere to o l o f th e  H o ly  
E m pire, as in 1200, w h en  Russia was an exp lo ited  co lon y  of  
western C ap ita lism — as in 1917— a n ew  sigh was w rung from  
the apparent corp se: and n o  E go, b u t a n ew  appealab le  group  
was born. N o  govern ing class ever survives as a m ere self- 
asserting E go. It w ill always survive by responding to  its orig
inal claim  as G od's “you .”

N atio n s are gratefu l. As lo n g  as a shred o f  th e  original prob
lem  is before th e  n ation  and as lo n g  as th e  m em bers o f th e  
governing group sh ow  th e fa in test reponse to  it, n ation s to l
erate th e  m ost atrocious eccen tric ities in  a p erfect p atien ce. 
T h is p atien ce and  gratitude m ay truly b e ca lled  th e religion

F A R E W E L L  T O  DESCARTES
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o f a n ation . W h e n  a m an — or a n ation  or m ankind— w ishes to  
b e re-born, w h eth er from  to o  m u ch  so litu d e  or o u t o f th e  
crow d, h e  m u st leave b o th  th e  study o f th e  P la to n ic  th inker  
and  th e  m ach inery o f  m odern  society  b eh in d  h im , and  b eco m e  
an addressee again, free from  egocen tric  q u estion s and  from  
th e  m aterial chains o f th e  It. In our natural situ atio n , th a t o f  
b ein g  an addressee, w e are n eith er  active lik e  th e  over-energetic  
E go  nor passive like th e  suffering under-dog. W e  are sw im m ers  
in  a b u oyan t and  everlasting m ed iu m . T h e  daw n o f  creation  
is u p on  us, and w e aw ait our q u estion , our specific m an d ate, 
in  th e  silen ce o f  th e  b eg in n in gs o f  tim e. W h e n  w e h a v e  learned  
to  listen  to  th e  q u estion  and  serve tow ards its so lu tion , w e  
h ave advanced  to  a n ew  day. T h a t is th e  w ay in w h ich  m an k in d  
has struggled forward, century after century, during th e  last 
tw o th ou san d  years, b u ild in g  up th e  calendar o f  its re-birthdays 
as a true testa m en t o f  its fa ith .

T h e  responsib ility  o f  in v en tin g  q u estion s does n o t rest on  
th e  liv in g  soul. O n ly  th e  devil is in terested  in  b rin gin g  u p  su
perfluous and  fu tile  problem s. R igh tly , T ristram Shandy begin s  
w ith  an outburst aga in st th e  “ If's." T h e  real riddles are p u t 
before us n o t by our ow n  curiosity. T h e y  fall u p on  us o u t o f  
th e  b lu e  sky. B u t w e are “r e sp o n d e n ts /7 T h a t  is m an's pride, 
th a t is w h at m akes h im  tak e h is stand  b etw een  G o d  and  nature  
as a h u m an  b ein g .

T h u s our form ula has b een  given  in  three s im p le  w o rd s: /Re- 
spondeo etsi mutabor, I answ er th ou g h  I h ave to  ch an ge. T h a t  
is, I w ill m ake answ er to  th e  q u estion  b ecau se T h o u  madest- 
m e responsib le  for life 's reproduction  on  earth. Respondeo etsi 
mutabor: by se lf-forgettin g  response, m an k in d  stays “m u tative"  
in  all its answ erable m em bers. T h e  “Cogito ergo su m 7 b eco m es  
o n e  version o f  our form ula, th at version  o f  it  w h ich  w as m o st  
usefu l w h en  m an's p ath  op en ed  u p  in to  th e  co-operative d is
covery o f nature. In  th e  person o f  D escartes, m an k in d , sure 
o f th e  d iv in e b lessin g , d ecid ed  on  a co m m o n  and  general effort, 
valid  for all m en , th a t w ou ld  transform  th e  dark chaos o f  
nature in to  objects o f our in te llectu a l d o m in a tio n . F or th e  su c
cess o f  th is effort, it was necessary to  cast th e  sp ell o f  th e  Cogito 
ergo sum  over m en  to  overcom e their  natural w eaknesses and
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to rem ove th em  far en o u gh  from  th e w orld th at had  to  be  
objectified. “Cogito ergo sum ” gave m an distance from  nature.

N o w  this d istan ce is usefu l for a special phase w ith in  th e  
process o f ca tch in g  th e  q u estion s and  p on d erin g  over th e  a n 
swers and finally m aking th e  answ er k n ow n . F or th e  phase dur
ing w hich  w e doubt, w e are sure o f  n o th in g  b u t our thought; 
for th at phase, th en , th e  C artesian  form ula was fortu n ate  in 
deed. A nd  since, in  natural sc ien ce, th is phase is th e  m ost essen 
tial, natural sc ien tists th o u g h t m an k in d  cou ld  liv e  on  th is p h i
losophy at large. B u t w e k n ow  already th at th e  expressing o f  
truth is a socia l p rob lem  b y itself. In  so far as th e  h u m an  race  
has to  decide tod ay on  a co m m o n  effort o f h o w  to  express or 
represent truth socia lly , th e  C artesian  form ula has n o th in g  to  
say. A n d  th e  sam e is true ab ou t th e  impression o f truth  o n  our  
plastic con sc ien ce . N e ith er  th e  centuries th a t prepared and  
finally produced D escartes nor w e p ost-W ar p eo p le  can fo u n d  
our com m on  in tern ation a l and  in terd en o m in a tio n a l efforts o n  
a form ula th at says n o th in g  a b o u t th e  d ign ity  o f im pressions 
and expressions, o f  learn ing and teach in g , or lis ten in g  and  
speaking to  our fellow m an .

T h e  centuries o f  th e  clerical revolu tions w ere con cerned  
w ith giv ing us th e  good  co n sc ien ce  and  th e  certain ty  o f  th e  
illu m in ation  on  w h ich  C artesius was ab le to  fou n d  h is appeal 
to th e general reason in every o n e  o f  us. T h ey  had  to  study th e  
problem  o f impression, i.e ., h o w  m an can learn w h at to  ask 
from  life . F or th a t purpose, th ey  had  to  estab lish  an oth er k ind  
of d istance w ith in  th e th in k in g  process. A n d  th e  estab lish in g  
of his kind o f  d istan ce had  to  precede th a t secondary d istan ce  
betw een  su b ject and  ob jects as estab lish ed  b y  D escartes. If 
Scholasticism  had  n o t d on e  aw ay w ith  all th e  lo ca l m yth s ab ou t  
the universe, D escartes cou ld  n o t  h ave asked th e  reasonable  
questions ab o u t it. In  order th at m an  m ig h t b eco m e ab le to  
th ink  ob jectively  at all, h e  h ad  to  k n ow  first th a t all w ish fu l 
th in k in g  o f our race w as o u tw itted  by a superior process th a t  
originated and  d eterm in ed  th e part p layed b y  ourselves in  th e  
universe.

T h e  real process o f  life  th at perm eates us and  gets h o ld  o f  
us, that im perils us and  uses us, transcends our off-hand aim s



and ends. B y revering it, w e can d etach  ourselves from  our fear 
o f d eath , and  can b eg in  to  listen .

As a princip le o f efficient reasoning, this d eta ch m en t was 
transferred in to  p h ilo sop h y  by th e  greatest E n glish  p h ilosop h er, 
A n selm  o f C anterbury, in  a sen ten ce  rivaling w ith  th e  Car
tesian  in con ciseness: “Credo ut intelligam77 is th e  princip le  
d istan cin g  m en  from  G o d  in  their in te llectu a l practice. W e  
m igh t translate th e  L atin  (w h ich  literally  m eans: I h ave fa ith  
in  order th at I m ay com e to u n d ersta n d ) in  our term s: I m u st  
hpve learned to listen  before I can d istingu ish  valid  truth  from  
m an-m ade truth. T h is, again, turns ou t to  b e  b u t an oth er  ver
sion  o f our proposed form ula in its triangular relation . In  
A n se lm ’s sta tem en t th e  em phasis is on  th e  hearing, as th e  
organ for inspiration  by truth . In C artesiu s’, it is on  th e  d ou b t
in g  as th e  organ for transform ation  o f th is d iv in e  truth  in to  
h u m an  k n ow led ge. In  our phrasing, th e  em phasis sh ifts on ce  
m ore, and n ow  to  th e  process o f m aking k n ow n , o f speaking  
o u t at th e  right tim e, in  th e  right p lace, as th e  proper social 
representation . W e  n o longer b elieve  in  th e  tim eless in n o cen ce  
o f p h ilosophers, th eo log ian s, scientists; w e see th em  w rite books  
and try to  gain pow er. A n d  th is w h o le  process o f teach in g  
again need s th e sam e century-long self-criticism  ap p lied  by  
A n selm ists and  C artesians to  th e  processes o f  d eta ch in g  us 
from  G od  and  from  nature. In society , w e  m u st d etach  our
selves from  our listeners b efore  w e can teach  th em .' /

B oth  th e  Credo ut intelligam and  th e Cogito ergo sum 
worked very w ell for a tim e. H ow ever, finally th e  Credo ut 
intelligam led  to  th e  In q u isition  and  th e  Cogito ergo sum in to  
an a m m u n itio n  factory. T h e  progressive sc ien ce  o f our days o f  
aircraft-bom bing has progressed just a b it to o  far in to  th e  h u 
m an ities, precisely as th eo lo g y  had  d ogm atized  just a b it  too  
m u ch  w h en  it b u ilt  up its in q u isitio n . W h e n  Joan o f  Arc was 
q u estion ed  under torture, her th eo log ica l judges had  ceased  to  
b elieve . W h e n  N o b e l Prize w inners produced  poison-gas, their  
th in k in g  was no longer id en tified  w ith  ex isten ce.

O ur form ula “Respondeo etsi mutabor” rem inds us th a t h u 
m an society  has outgrow n th e  stage o f m ere ex isten ce  w h ich  
prevails in nature. In S ociety  w e m u st respond, and b y  our
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m ode of response w e bear w itness th at w e k n ow  w h at n o  other  
creature k n o w s: th e  secret o f death  and  life . W e  fee l ourselves 
answerable for life ’s “R en a issa n ce /’ R ev o lu tio n , love, any g lo 
rious work* bears th e  stam p o f etern ity  if it  was called  in to  
existence by this sign in  w h ich  C reator and creature are at 
one. “Respondeo etsi m utabor” a vital word alters life ’s course  
and life  outruns th e  already present d eath .

T h e  Survival V alue of H um or

L et us turn a last tim e to th e venerable D escartes, our  
adversary, th e great seducer o f th e  m o d em  w orld. In  h is b ook 
let on m eth od , h e  seriously, w ith o u t any trace o f hum or, c o m 
plained that m an had  im pressions b efore  his m in d  d evelop ed  
to the fu ll pow er o f  log ic . For tw en ty  years, so  h is com p la in t  
runs, I was im pressed  con fu sed ly  by objects w h ich  I was unab le  
to understand. Instead  o f h aving  m y brain a clean  slate at 
tw enty, I fou n d  in n u m erab le  false ideas engraved u pon  it. 
W h a t a p ity  th at m an is unab le to  th in k  clearly from  th e  day  
of his birth, or th at h e  sh ou ld  have m em ories w h ich  an ted ate  
his m aturity.

H ave th ese naive con fession s o f th e  d em igod  of m odern sc i
ence, th e  in ven tor o f  th e  m ind-body dualism , m et w ith  th e  
only success th at th ey  deserve: u n en d in g  laughter? T h is  brings 
up th e serious q u estion  o f w h at th e  om ission  o f laughter, or 
its ap p lication , m ean  in th e  evo lu tio n  o f sc ien ce . Scien tists  
seem  to be u n ab le to  grasp th e  fo lly  o f D escartes’ remark. C o m 
m on sense, how ever, acts on  th e princip le th at a m an  w h o  fails 
to  apply lau gh in g  an d  w eep in g  in th e  discovery o f  v ita l truth  
sim ply is im m atu re. D escartes is a g igan tica lly  exp an d ed  
adolescent, fu ll o f curiosity, lo a th in g  his m en ta l ch ild h ood , 
and frustrating h is m en ta l m an h ood .

D escartes w ished  to h ave m an ’s p lastic  age erased. H e  w ished  
to  transform  m an from  a p lastic  preject throw n in to  life  and  
society  so th at it  m igh t b e im pressed and ed u cated , in to  an  
em pty  subject to  b e  filled  w ith  ob jectiv ity . T h is  am ou n ts to  
saying th at th e h u m an  m in d  sh ou ld  decipher on ly  th e  im pres-
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sions m ade on  th ose  parts o f th e  w orld th a t are ou tsid e  h im se lf. 
C o n seq u en tly  th e  scien tists today, for th ey  all represent th e  
practice o f C artesian ism , th ink  th at th ey  m u st n o t b e  im pressed  
th em selves, th at it  is their d u ty  to keep  cool, d isin terested , 
neutral and  d ispassionate. A n d  th ey  try hard to  d evelop  th is  
lack o f hum or. T h eir  in h ib itio n s and repressions are such  
th at th ey  give ven t to  their passions for trifles, and rpost u n 
consciously , on ly  becau se th ey  do n o t dare to  ad m it th em  as 
th e  greatest cap ital o f h u m an  in vestigation .

T h e  m ore a m an represses th e  im pressions m ade u p on  h im 
self, th e  m ore h e m u st d ep en d , in his orien ta tion  and  co n clu 
sions, on  vestiges and  im pressions m ade b y  life  on  others. H e  
is suppressing som e o f th e  ev id en ce o f th e  w orld h e  is stu d yin g  
w h en  h e  claim s to  work w ith  pure m in d . L et us com pare very 
briefly th e  p h ysicist or geo log ist, th e  b io log ist or p h ysician , and  
our ow n  econ o m ics and  “m eta n o m ics” o f society . T h e n  it  w ill 
b ecom e clear th at th ey  all form  a log ica l seq u en ce.

G eo logy  dep en d s on  im pressions m ad e b y  floods, earth
quakes, vo lcanoes. T h e  m ou n ta in s tell th e  story o f  their  oppres
sions and rebellions. T h e  ou tstan d in g  data o f  th is sc ien ce  o f  
M o th er  E arth  are th o se  furn ished  by th e  m o st v io len t im pres
sions th at mark an ep o ch  in  evo lu tio n .

T u rn in g  to  m ed icin e, w e easily observe th at a p h ysician  w ill 
n o t recom m end  a n ew  drug before so m e liv in g  b ein gs h ave
tried it  out. T h e  serum  or a n tid o te  b ecom es o f in terest w h en/it  leaves a real im pression  on  or in a liv in g  organism .

A ll true scien ces are based  on  im pressions m ad e on  parts o f  
th e  w orld, on  ston es, m eta ls, p lants, an im als, h u m an  b od ies, 
from  atom  to  guinea-pig.

V ery  w ell, if  th e  im pressions m ade on  ston es h ave b rou gh t  
forth  a special scien ce, th a t o f  ston es, and  if th e  im pressions  
engraved in  b od ies h ave b u ilt up  m odern  m ed ic in e  and  b io l
ogy, th en  th e im pressions th a t are pow erfu l en o u gh  to  shake  
our m in d s m u st b e  o f greatest sc ien tific  fru itfu lness. A p in g , 
h ow ever, th e  natural scien ces, th e  brahm ins o f  th e  k n ow led ge  
of m an b oast o f  their ow n  n eu trality  and  im passive ind ifference  
to  th e  issue. N o  sc ien ce  b e in g  p ossib le  w ith o u t im pressions,
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they turn to an artificial laboratory w here th ey  produce effects  
on guinea pigs, and su b stitu te  th e  experiences o f th e  gu inea  
pigs for their ow n.

T h e  truth is th a t th e  great C artesius, w h en  h e  ob literated  
the im pressions o f th e  ch ild  R en e , m aim ed  h im se lf for any  
social p erception , ou tsid e  natural science. T h is  is th e  price 
paid by any natural sc ien tific  m eth o d . A s far as it is applied , 
and neutralizes th e  geo lo g ist or p hysicist or b ioch em ist, it 
obliterates their personal social and  p o litica l experiences. 
H en ce, th e  sciences d evelop  a h a b it w h ich  is disastrous for 
the social thinker.

N o  scientific  fact m ay b e  verified before it  has m ad e an  
in d elib le  im pression . T h e  terror o f revo lu tion s, war, anarchy, 
decadence, m u st h ave m ade an in d elib le  im pression  b efore w e  
can study th em . “In d e lib le” is a q u ality  th a t differs w idely  
from “clear.” In  fact, th e  m ore con fu sed  and  com p lex  and  
vio len t th e  im pression , th e  longer it w ill stick, th e  m ore results 
w ill it  produce. A  revo lu tion , th en , is th e  m o st im p ortan t fact 
for understanding, b ecau se it throw s our m inds o u t o f gear. 
By d efin ition , a revo lu tion  changes th e  m en ta l processes o f  
m an. T h e  scien tists w h o sit in  ob jective ju d gm en t b efore  they  
are overw h elm ed  sim ply  d isab le  th em selv es for th eir  real task, 
w hich  is to  d igest th e  even t. T h ey  d o  n o t expose their m in d s  
to  th e  shock. In other fields o f  life  th is is called  cow ardice.

T h e  cow ardice o f  th e  socia l th inker w h o  den ies th at h e  is 
im pressed and  shell-shocked  personally  b y  a revolu tion  or a 
war-scar, m akes h im  turn to  statistics describ ing th e  b u tto n s  
on th e uniform s o f th e  soldiers, or m akes h im  list th e  b o ta n ic  
nam es o f th e  trees on  th e  parkways w here th e  insurgents fell. 
T h e im pressions th at m atter, as th ey  are g iven , for in stan ce, 
in T o lsto y ’s W a r and Peace (h is  ow n  fears, h op es, e tc .) ,  h e  is 
at a loss to  ad m it: and  so h e  looks for second-rate im pressions 
that are to o  fu n n y  for w ords. A n d  again, n ob od y  dares to  laugh .

H en ce, sc ien tific  progress in  th e  socia l field d ep en d s on  th e  
regulating pow er o f h um or. H u m o r precludes w rong m eth od s  
by sim ply  r id icu ling  th em , h e  ridicule tue. A n d  as m u ch  as 
chem ists n eed  la u gh in g  gas, w e n eed , to  exclu de th e  preten-
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sions of impassionate thinking, a strong dose of humor. If we could place mirth on the throne of society, the war-scar that produced this volume would finally have vanished.My generation has survived pre-War decadence, the killing in the War, post-War anarchy, and revolutions, i.e., civil war. Today, before anybody awakens to conscious life in this narrowed world, unemployment, or airbomb-strafing, or class- revolutions, or lack of vitality, or lack of integration may have cast the die of his fate, and stamped him forever. We daily emerge out of social death by a miracle. Hence, we no longer care for Cartesian metaphysics which lead man's mind beyond his physical death in nature. We are groping for a social wisdom that leads beyond the brutal “nomical" facts of economics and the monstrosities of the social volcano.As a survivor, man smiles when realizing how narrowly he has escaped. This smile, unknown to the dogmatic idealist or the scientific materialist, twists the face because a human being has survived danger and therefore knows what matters. Humor illuminates the inessential. Our modem sciences, on the other hand, die from the carloads of inessentials that are dumped daily on the student's brain. In modern society the idea prevails that science is on the increase in bulk. They are adding, adding, adding to the mountain of knowledge. The man who survives is starting, starting, starting. For he is recovering his mental powers after a social catastrophe. And^he looks into the blossom of a flower with greater surprise and delight at seventy than when he was a child. The survivor in us, though he may lose in curiosity, gains in astonishment. The “metanomics" of human society are tokens of the surprise that man survives. Beyond, that is to say “meta," the “nomical," the all-too-mechanical brutalities of social chaos, “metanomics" arise. They constitute the gay knowledge that Nietzsche was the first man to acclaim as “gayza  S c ie n z a ” mirthful science. The results of “metandtnics" form the frame to the joyous exultations of life; they allow life to be resuscitated and revitalized whenever it has spent itself. The results of a “gay science" do not neutralize life, they protect its exuberance. They bind together, in a common mirth, the sur-



F A R E W E L L  T O  DESCARTES 19
vivors and the new-bom. Thus, “metanomics” has its definite 
place in the autobiography of the race. Whenever the sur
vivors have experienced death they are able to instil their 
dearly bought humor into the vigorous joy of youth. Never did 
mankind acquire a common knowledge by storing it away in 
libraries. Tell me, however, that you are willing to experience 
your life as a sentence in humankind's autobiography, tell me 
how far you share responsibility with the blunderers of the 
past, and when you have shown me to what extent you are 
capable of identification with the rest of mankind, I shall 
know whether your knowledge is survival knowledge, <‘meta
nomics” of society as a whole, or merely your private meta
physics.

My generation has survived social death in all its variations, 
and I have survived decades of study and teaching in scholastic 
and academic sciences. Every one of their venerable scholars 
mistook me for the intellectual type which he most despised. 
The atheist wanted me to disappear into Divinity, the theolo
gians into sociology, the sociologists into history, the historians 
into journalism, the journalists into metaphysics, the philoso
phers into law, and— need I say it?— the lawyers into hell, 
which as a member of our present world, I never had left. For 
nobody leaves hell all by himself without going mad. Society 
is a hell as long as man or woman is alone. And the human 
soul dies from consumption in the hell of social catastrophe 
unless it makes common cause with others. In the community 
that common sense rebuilds, after the earthquake, upon the 
ashes on the slope of Vesuvius, the red wine of life tastes bet
ter than anywhere else. And a man writes a book, even as he 
stretches out his hand, so that he may find that he is not 
alone in the survival of humankind.


