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CHAPTER 1

IN D E F E N S E  OF 
T H E  G R A M M A T I C A L  M E T H O D

©

1. The Unity of Social Research

In defense of grammar, this essay is written. Grammar, we 
pretend, is the future organon of social research. In this way, fol
lowing the astounding developments of dialectics and mathe
matics, from ancient analytics and arithmetics, to their modem 
standards, grammar, too, will ascend beyond the grammar school, 
and become from a dry-as-dust textbook-obsession, the open 
sesame to the hidden treasures of society. This our belief is more 
than a belief. Ludwig Feuerbach, one hundred years ago, was the 
first to start a grammatical philosophy of man. He was misunder
stood by his contemporaries, especially by Karl Marx. %

During the last three decades, three quite separate develop
ments have brought Feuerbach's ideas to the fore again. First, in 
the many social departments, history, ethnology, sociology, the 
problem of a plurality of aspects, a multiformity of patterns, be
came so pressing that thinkers more or less instinctively turned 
towards a method that would guarantee this plurality as the basic 
phenomenon. This already means a groping in the direction of 
the grammatical method. For in grammar only is there performed 
such a multiformity within unity. Second, in the central field of 
general philosophy, a group of “language-thinkers” emerged, espe
cially in Germany; now, however, among Anglo-Saxons, too, in 
the persons of A. A. Bowman and N. R. A. Wilson. Third, the 
linguists themselves began to look in the direction of society.
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Up to 1900, linguistics more or less constituted a parallel to the 
economics of the Adam Smith style. Reasoning about the origin 
of language was fatally handicapped by Robinson Crusoe ideas of 
a first individual corresponding to the homo oeconomicus. A man 
like Rudyard Kipling could address the students of St. Andrews 
with his startling speech on: the liar as the first person to speak 
really. Besides, the abstractions of the eighteenth century enlight
enment still lingered on sufficiently to veil the struggle for exist
ence that is implied by every word we speak. The body was dele
gated to the struggle for food and shelter; the “mind,” however, 
with the optimism of the age of reason, was contemplating the 
truth of the matter.

Neither did the romantic school of the Grimms conceive of the 
perils and diseases of our mental life. They liked folklore and 
oral traditions. They did not bother with the insanity, the follies, 
the downfalls, of the mental life of mankind. W e are warned 
today, by psychoanalysis, by Nietzsche, by the revolt of the 
masses, that the struggle for existence is a struggle within the 
social body of language and fails as often as it succeeds. The de
struction of the German language between 1933 and 1939, is, I 
believe, one of the speediest and most radical events of all times 
in the field of mind and speech. And witnessing it with our own 
eyes and ears, we cannot separate the linguistic or the spiritual 
collapse from the social. Language, logic, and literature, as I have 
shown in other essays,1 define the fate of a society, ajid they 
express every political change; in fact, they embody and change. 
Language is a process that can be weighed and measured and 
listened to and can be physically experienced. It goes on before 
our eyes and ears. Is it not strange that the science of this life
blood of society, should not be exalted to the rank of social re
search?

Our defense of grammar is provoked by the obvious fact that 
this organon, this matrix form of thinking, is not used as a 
universal method, hitherto. W e propose to explain why the two 
accepted methods of science do not work in the social field. W e 
propose to explain to the social research worker that he has ad-

1 See p. 67.
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hered to the appropriate method, however reluctantly or unknow
ingly, for a long time. W e hope to have found an objective termi
nology for the grammatical phenomenon which is free from mere 
verbalisms. And although the positive handling of the new 
method will be presented in later chapters, we hope to follow a 
procedure, in this chapter, through which the old are confronted 
with the new in a definite and in an irrefutable manner. The 
different methods will be compared in the peculiar form in which 
they have been stated by the older scholars themselves. W e shall 
show that, by taking them literally and as they were meant by the 
founders of the methods now in use, they exclude application to 
society, by establishment.

Medieval and modem thinkers never have laid claim to a 
method by which they could explain the changes of society. 
Hence, their present day disciples in the fields of history, ethics, 
psychology, sociology, economics, philology, who insist that our 
social knowledge must either be “scientific” (the usual attitude) 
or cannot help being theologically informed, all do wrong to their 
own authorities. The originality of social research hinges on the 
existence of a method that is neither stolen from theology nor 
from natural science. W e intend to prove, in the terms of gram
mar, of theology, and of natural philosophy, that such a particular 
method exists, and that by using it Roman Catholics and Protes
tants and Free Thinkers are united in a common enterprise. W ith
out such a unity, among all parties involved in social research, tjie 
revolt of the masses must find the various intellectual groups in a 
helpless division, as helpless as in the new war, the single neutral 
country in Europe is found. W e hang together, or we shall hang 
together, is the future of the intellectuals. W e must discover a 
common basis for social thinking. Or the masses will do without 
us, in our ununderstandable division.

2. Social Dangers Compel Us 
To Speak Our Mind

W hat is wrong with society? That there is war, revolution, 
crisis, and decadence in it. W ithout these evils, we should live in 
the Garden of Eden, and that means, without self-conscious re-
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flection on our social situation. Social disintegration is a blessing 
in disguise since it compels us to wake up. The grammatical 
method insists that the negative aspects of society compel us to 
think, to speak, to write, to study, and nothing else makes us 
think really. Our analysis of the dangers and evils of society will 
omit all the individual evils of the single and lonely human being. 
W e do not inquire into the problems of disease and death, 
suicide and lunacy here although they reflect social ills or cor
respond to social ills. W e shall speak of social ills only in the 
sense that they comprehend more than one generation or more 
than one locality. At this magnitude of two generations or two 
local groups, the social problem is perceived most distinctly.

The evils, then, prove to be of not a very great variety. The 
evil of anarchy prevents translocal units from cooperating. Its 
members or classes do not care to come to an agreement. They 
are not inspired by unanimity, and they fail to meet each other 
regularly for a sincere restoration of unanimity. They break up 
the unit into sections. Everybody is making his pile, grabbing 
more than his share, and exploiting his membership in ways un
foreseen. Anarchy, or, in economics, the crisis, the depression, is 
caused by a lack of cooperation and of common inspiration. The 
good that would cure the ill, is unanimity. For, then, the different 
agents in space would function as one body politic whereas now 
each agent is pursuing his own interest only.

Decadence not only means that people do not have children, it 
also means that they do not prove to have the stamina of1 con
verting the next generation to their own aims and ends. Deca
dence is the disease of liberalism today. W e must not think of it 
as a biological failure, merely; it is a weakness of the whole man. 
It is the disease of the “Last Man” of Nietzsche who twinkles: 
“W hat is love? W hat is a star? W hat is happiness?” and blasts 
the future because he only could enter the future by inspiring 
the next generation, and this precisely he declines to do. “Deca
dence” means to be unable to reach the future, in body or mind 
or soul. The decadence of an older generation condemns the 
younger generation to barbarism. Decadence of parents leaves 
children without heritage. The only energy that can fight this 
evil is faith. Faith, properly speaking, never is a belief in things



of the past, but in the future. Lack of faith is a synonym for deca
dence.

In revolutions, the new men, the future generation does vio
lence to the existing order and to the people formed in and by the 
past. The old are “liquidated,” “eliminated,” because they are 
considered “past men.”

War introduces power and government into regions hitherto 
not organized by the warring government. And the high strung 
army organization of a country at war, by its own machine ef
ficiency, is a symptom for the special effort that is made to make 
the government more efficient, more powerful so that the territory 
that hitherto was outside, now may become incorporated. Wars 
try to incorporate external territory. Anarchy tries to disestablish 
unity within one body politic, it destroys its inner unity. Wars 
disregard exterritoriality. W e are compelled, by the two facts of 
anarchy and war, to distinguish between an inner and an outer 
space in society. The twofold character of space is that, in any 
society, a border-line, like the skin of an individual animal, cuts 
the world of space into two parts, one inner, one outer. And no 
society exists which must not make the distinction between the 
front that faces inward, towards unanimity or anarchy, and the 
front that is confronted by the problem of war, of efficiency 
against resistance, by the problem of power in external space.

This discussion has given us an undebatable basis for the social 
system. For the two axes of time and space, with their fronts 
backward, forward, inward, outward, are not merely verbal defi
nitions of the social order; they are open to a unanimous experi
ence and an identical consciousness of all human beings. They are 
universally valid as much as any mathematical and logical truth. 
That society is imperilled by four diseases threatening one of its 
time or space fronts, compels man to become conscious of the 
social process at all. And the first statement that he, then, is 
compelled to make is that society cannot survive indefinitely any 
one of these four ills. The four fronts of life perpetually must be 
balanced. The complete victory of any one of them: total war, 
total decadence, total anarchy, total revolution, is the end of 
society. And it would make all thinking about society utterly 
superfluous. W ith these evils rampant and unchecked, no social
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research is meaningful or possible. Social research is imprisoned 
in a reality, in a cross of reality between the four simultaneous 
tasks to cultivate faith, power, unanimity, respect, all four. Social 
research is the search for the restoration of the perpetual balance.

The four dangers of the social order shake us up out of our 
illusions and dreams. But what means are at the disposal of so
ciety to fight these dangers? The means are perhaps most easily 
envisioned by starting with war. W ar between two territories ends 
with peace. W hat does this mean? People who have not been on 
speaking terms, begin to speak again.

Peace, after a war, has to be concluded; peace has to be ex
plicit. It took ten years after World W ar II before the victor tried 
to speak. There was then no peace from 1945 to 1955.

W hen decay ravages a civilization, the old no longer have the 
enthusiasm for teaching the young their own faith. Again, a lack 
of speech. It is not exactly that the young are not on speaking 
terms with the old. However, the words that go back and forth, 
between parents and children in a decadent age, do not reach 
the ears of the young with the power that carries conviction. 
Something is wrong with the content of language. It seems mere 
verbiage, dead formula, a petrified ritual.

That “anarchy” means a lack of unanimity, of common inspira
tion, is a tautology. Words are used as though it were all one 
society. But the words (like justice, welfare, commonwealth) do 
not have an identical meaning among men. Though bfing one 
crew on one boat, they yet do not speak one language. The words 
do not fly like the winged words of common song; the Words are 
murdered by mutual diffidence, or at least, mutual-indifference. 
Two languages are spoken under the hypocritical veneer of one. 
Tower of Babel.

In revolutions, all the language and traditions of the past are 
devaluated like an obsolete currency. The sterling value of old 
terms and of classical values is ridiculed. A new language is 
created.

This short list may suffice, for our momentary purpose, to sug
gest that the four evils of society which compel us to think, do 
something to language. They all hurt language. W hy must they 
do so? For the simple reason that language is the weapon of
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society against those four ills. The four diseases dismantle society, 
by breaking down one of its fronts in time or space. All speech 
defends these four fronts.

The evil of decadence is the lack of faith in the future. The 
evil of revolution is the lack of respect for the past. The energy 
opposing revolution normally is loyalty. Royce’s attempt to extol 
loyalty above all other forces in society, is a truly conservative 
philosophy. W e are not loyal to the future; we are, however, loyal 
to the past.

And now the fourth evil of society, war. W ar rages when an
archy between two groups is replaced by the violent effort of 
establishing unity. W ar rages between one group that is unani
mous inside—and any army is a model of unanimity, or it would 
not be an army—but is so far powerless to impose its will peace
fully on another group. It is stopped by some not integrated part 
of the world outside of it. Wars prove the weakness of the peace
time system. It lacks power, by its organization in space. Wars 
make up for the lack of power in peace. The evil of war is a rift 
in space between two parts of the earth. The good that over
comes war, is efficient government. And government is efficient 
organization of space, of territory.

evil: anarchy ( = crisis), decadence, revolution, war,
no unanimity no faith no respect no power

good: unanimity faith respect power
/ j

Is it possible to classify the evils and goods of social life in a 
manner that is concrete and complete? I think we can. f

Between two generations, either the old or the young may be 
at fault. Decadence condemns the old order of things, revolution 
brands the new. Or, more clearly still, in a decadent societv, the 
past is out of order, in a revolution, the future is brought in by 
violence. Decadence and revolution are evils of social time, of 
social evolution through time.

As to anarchy and war, they are symptomatic of the evils of 
the order of society in space. A more careful analysis of these 
two diseases in space is fruitful. The division of the time axis into 
past and future, is obvious. Taking our stand in any given present 
of society, we shall credit the past generation with decadence,
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the future classes with revolution, or the past with sufficient 
faith. The fact is that time is twofold, expanding in two opposite 
directions, into the past and into the future. This, although in 
direct opposition to the physicist's erroneous view of time, is 
obvious to anybody who speaks within society. The past and the 
future do not exist outside a present of which they are the future 
and the past, and, to it, appear as either good or evil.

It is more obscure that space, too, is of a twofold nature. 
Anarchy, however, and war, are of a strictly opposite nature. W e 
only sp^ak of anarchy where we expect unanimity. W hen a war 
rages between two far distant countries, as between Canada and 
Germany, this is not anarchy. Nobody had a right to expect una
nimity between them. W ar breaks out because one of the two 
had no power to organize or to govern the other. States are out
siders to each other. Anarchy exposes the internal disruption of 
an inside unity.

3. Society Lives By Speech, Dies Without Speech

Vital speech has as its raison d'etre the conquest, the perpetual 
conquest, of these four trends.

To the four diseases, four different styles of speech bring relief. 
Men reason, men pass laws, men tell stories, men sing. The ex
ternal world is reasoned out, the future is ruled, the past is told, 
the unanimity of the inner circle is expressed in sdng. People 
speak together in articulated language because they /ear decay, 
anarchy, war, and revolution. The energies of social life are com
pressed into words. The circulation of articulated speech is the 
lifeblood of society. Through speech, society sustains its time and 
space axes. These time and space axes give direction and orienta
tion to all members of society. W ithout articulated speech, man 
has neither direction nor orientation in time or space. W ithout 
the signposts of speech, the social beehive would disintegrate 
immediately.

W hen speech is recognized as curing society from the ills of 
disharmony and discontinuity in time and space, grammar is the 
most obvious organon for the teachings on society. If the name
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“grammar” may seem equivocal, in face of the shortcomings of 
the grammar school, it suffices to say: a science is sought by which 
we may diagnose the power, vitality, unanimity and propriety of 
the lifeblood of society, of speech, language, literature. Instead 
of descriptive linguistics and remedial sociology, our method 
represents remedial linguistics, testing the powers of peace and 
war.

W e have two recognized methods in organized science, logic 
and mathematics. Logic celebrated its triumphs in scholasticism. 
A new logic arose in wrestling with Aristotle and Augustine, when 
dialecticians were forced to admit the paradox alongside the rule 
of contradiction. Jesus est homo; Jesus est deus;2 is the funda
mental paradox. Nihil fit ex nihilo; Mundus creatus ex nihilo3 
is another. A logic that keeps the paradox, is placed on a more 
realistic, more comprehensive, and more understanding plane 
than the logic of antiquity. Hence, scholasticism is unsurpassed 
in its logical subtleties.

Mathematics is the organon of the new sciences. In wrestling 
with Euclid and the discovery of the rotation of the earth around 
the sun, appearance was stripped of its authority as much as, in 
scholasticism, flat and plain logic. Mathematics is purification of 
experience, keeping the data of experience but stripping them 
of mere semblances. The world of space, of expansion, opened up 
under this new organon, as much as the realm of values had been 
represented successfully by Thomas Aquinas and Bonaventura.

It may be asked what we could wish more. Is there a need for 
a new “instauration” and a new method? W e have claimed that k 
new or, at least, an unexploited method exists, the grammatical. 
For the time and space of society, language is the lifeblood.

Now and here, we are living in a twofold time and a twofold 
space. As living beings, we are responsible for the conservation of 
the accomplishments of the past, the fulfilment of the future, the 
unanimity of the inner, the efficiency of the external front of life. 
In order to live, any organism must face backward, forward, in
ward and outward. It was the mistake of former biologists, refuted 
by the Uexkuell school, that organisms could exist without the

2 Jesus is man; Jesus is God.3 Nothing comes out of nothing; the world is created out of nothing.
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distinction of an inner and an outer space, a distinction unknown 
to dead matters. And it was the error of former sociologists to 
treat social time as being a straight line pointing from the past 
through the present into the future. Instead, any living being, and 
the social group as well, has to defend a present under the simul
taneous stress from past and future. To live means to look back
ward as well as forward, and to decide, in every moment, between 
continuity and change.

The now and here of all of us, means that we are living in a 
twofold space and a twofold time. And the term twofold is 
literally true, because time unfolds itself in two directions, past 
and future, the deeper, the more vitally we do live. The extension 
of the past, the prospect for a future, increase, when we look back
ward and forward with intensity and courage. And in the same 
manner, space unfolds itself more and more, the more we throw 
ourselves into the process of facing the outside world and the 
inner process of agreement and harmony within the respective 
unit. Forward, backward, inward, outward lie the dynamic fron
tiers of life, capable of intensification, enlargement, expansion, 
and exposed to shrinking and decay as well.

And we speak lest we break down under the strain of this 
quadrilateral. W e speak in an attempt to ease this strain. To 
speak, means to unify, to simplify, to integrate life. W ithout this 
effort, we would go to pieces by either too much inner, unuttered 
desire, or too many impressions made upon us by our environ
ment, too many petrified formulas fettering us from the past, or 
too much restless curiosity for the future. ;

The grammatical method is the way in which man becomes 
conscious of his place in history (backward), world (outward), 
society (inward), and destiny (forward). The grammatical 
method is, then, an additional development of speech itself; for, 
speech having given man this direction and orientation about his 
place in the universe through the ages, what is needed today is 
an additional consciousness of this power of direction and orienta
tion. Grammar is the self-consciousness of language, just as logic 
is the self-consciousness of thinking. As an adept of grammar, 
man acquires the capacity of resisting the temptations of a 
primitive logic and its unwarranted application to man's place in
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the universe. This primitive logic is especially characterized by 
the assumption that time is built up out of “past/’ “present,” 
“future,” in this order, so that the present simply results from the 
past, and the future is caused by past plus present.

Equally thoughtless is the assumption of this same logic when 
it operated with a space of three dimensions, width, length/and 
height. The modern fashion of a four dimensional universe is 
not better; for it, too, leaves space undivided in an outer and an 
inner circle, in contradiction to every experience and observation 
of living beings. However, we sustain the time and space axes of 
our civilization by speaking, because we take our place in the 
center of this civilization, confronted as we are with its four 
aspects: its future, its past, its inner solidarity, its external strug
gle. And in this delicate and dangerous exposure to the four 
fronts of life, to the inner, the outer, the backward, and the for
ward front, our words must strike a balance; language distributes 
and organizes the universe, in every moment, anew. It is we who 
decide what belongs to the past and what shall be part of the 
future. Our grammatical forms betray our deepest biographical 
decisions.

When I say that the table is round, the word “is” may seem 
(wrongly)4 to be a “copula” because it is applied to a thing. 
But when a member of society says: “I am happy,” the small 
and inconspicuous verb “to be,” assumes its full place in time. 
“I am happy,” means that I say this now because only at this 
moment is my happiness so complete that I must speak of it/1 
may have been happy before, I may be happy later on. Neverthe
less, it remains true, and this qualifies the “I am,” that I say it 
now. So an “I was” preceded the “I am,” and “I shall be,” will 
follow; both are times when I said or shall say other things be
cause other things will fill my consciousness. The “I am 
(happy),” then, implies that it stands between “was” and “shall 
be.” Any assertion in the present is biographical in that it pre
supposes past and future, for the speaker or the group for which

4 The great and highly significant blunder of the past grammarians to discriminate against the “is” of the copula as lacking in verbal quality, is abandoned by all linguists today, although our school children, probably, and our students of logic, will go on learning it for quite a time. «
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he speaks. “W e are” and “I am” (much more clearly than the 
shadow of the “it is,” as it is used for things in space), always 
decide, “cut off,” and single out and judge.

Whether I say, in our days “Europe was a great civilization,” 
or “Europe is a great civilization,” passes judgment on the life 
and death of Europe. I either relegate it to the past or I credit 
it with a future. And whether I say: we all should have peace on 
earth, or: these dictators should keep quiet, proves where I draw 
the line of inclusiveness or exclusivity, respectively, between 
myself and the people whom I consider “we,” on one side and 
some unspeakable people, somewhere in the outside world. And 
this last judgment on social matters is passed daily all over the 
globe, by our speaking social universe.

The author has developed the grammatical method at great 
length in other books.5 The present book does not intend to 
repeat all of the arguments and examples used in these writings, 
but to advance the discussion by challenging the scientists and 
theologians (among these especially the Roman Catholics), so 
that they might give room for the new thought, on the basis of 
their own admissions, about their own first principles. By invit
ing them to welcome a metfipd left open by them, according to 
their own definitions, we may hope to contribute to the pressing 
process of securing the independence of the teachings on society 
from theology and natural science. W e must see both: our 
own independent task and the last achievement of the tw© other 
branches of knowledge, the latter by restoring theology t̂o the 
rank of a science, and by reducing the natural sciences to the 
sciences of space only.

Grammar grants or expresses or is liherty, peace, contemporane
ity. W ithout common speech, men neither have one time nor 
mutual respect nor security among themselves. To speak has to 
do with time and space. W ithout speech, the phenomena of

5 Especially in Soziologie and Die Sprache des Menschengeschlechts (See Bibliography). In the English tongue, the only other contribution, apparently forgotten today, is Magnusson's brilliant Ph.D. thesis (University of Minnesota) of 1893, on the grammatical tenses; today, see the posthumous book by Archibald Allan “Bowman (Princeton and Glasgow), A Sacramental 
Universe, Being a Study in the Metaphysics o f Experience (Princeton University Press, 1939). In German, the writings by Ferdinand Ebner, Franz Rosenzweig and Martin Buber point in this direction.
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time and space cannot be interpreted. Only when we speak to 
others (or, for that matter, to ourselves), do we delineate an 
inner space or circle in which we speak, from the outer world 
about which we speak. It is by articulated speech that the true 
concept of space, and that is its being divided in an outer and an 
inner sphere, comes into being. The space of science is a pos
teriori, and just one half of the complete phenomenon of space. 
But the truly human phenomenon of space is found in the 
astounding fact that grammar unites people within one common 
inner space. Wherever people articulate and vary one theme, they 
move in an inner room or community as against the world out
side.

And the same is true about the phenomenon of time. Only be
cause we speak, are we able to establish a present moment be
tween past and future. Because I am telling you all this here and 
am waiting for your answer, is it possible for you and me to 
forget past and future, and to call this hour an hour, this paper 
a unity, this time one moment, one time span. By human speech, 
space and time are created. The scientific notions of time and 
space are secondary abstractions of the reality of grammatical 
time and space. Grammatical time and space precede the scien
tific notions of an outer space or of a directed time. For they 
presuppose an inner space between the scientists and some con
temporaneity between them, too. W ithout the preestablifhment 
of one inner space of “science,” no scientific analysis of time and 
space holds water, or even can take place at all.

Through the dangers that threaten society, man is compelled 
to pass judgment on the trend of affairs in society. Is it decaying? 
Is it disintegrating? Is it going to last? Is it going to live? Behind 
every one thinkable problem of our social sciences we can trace 
this major preoccupation of distinguishing between the living and 
the dead elements of the social pattern. The danger of death is 
the first cause of any knowledge about society. The opposition 
between history and nomothetical (legislating) knowledge is 
overrated as a distinction between knowledge about the past and 
knowledge about the future. However, in history, as well as in 
ethics or legislation, the knowledge, the expert understanding, is
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proven by nothing else but by this sense and tact for the survival 
value of the various facts mentioned in the tale.

"Vom Tode und nur vom Tode fdngt alles Erkennen a n ”® 
This is true of all knowledge. In the case of social knowledge, it 
is the fate of the group whether this group is doomed or going 
to survive, that builds up the grammar of society. "Ascent” and 
"decline” are the somewhat mechanical terms for this ambiguity 
in every social phenomenon. W ithout the distinction of the plain- 
spoken : "it will live,” "it lives,” "it has lived,” man would not 
know anything. Anarchy, decay, war, revolution, are four forms of 
social death. Because they are death in its social disguise, and 
because man is in constant search of life, these social perils, in 
their variety, compel us to speak our minds.

W e speak our mind. Any thought about the life and death 
of our own group compels us to convey it to others. W e cannot 
keep the thought to ourselves forever, however slow we may be to 
talk to our neighbors about it. W e write books, let it slip into 
our teachings, our last will and testament, our letters, our con
versation, our vote. W hy is speaking to others, why is com
munication, the best verification for the fact that we are involved 
in social research? The life of society survives the living genera
tion, it is polychrone. The average scientist today thinks of think
ing as going on between contemporaries. This is not true for our 
field. Any reader, any listener, any student, is younger, less tor
mented and less worn out by experiences than thp writer or 
speaker. This, at least, is the assumption under which the writing 
of books, etc. (except for examination papers) is meaningful. 
Death cannot be fought in society except through engaging 
younger men to join the battle-front (younger perhaps not in 
years, but certainly in this special experience by which I am 
moved to speak). Social disintegration compels older men to 
speak to younger men. Education is not a luxury for the sake 
of the younger individual; is it not very often their ruin? How
ever, society needs allies in its fight against decline. The true 
form of social thought is teaching. Social wisdom and social re
search never are communicated to contemporaries as are physics. 6

6 “From death, and from death alone, springs all knowledge.”—Franz Rosenzweig, D e r  S te rn  d e r  E rld su n g  (Heidelberg, 1954), p. 1.
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In physics, the lapse of time between old and young physicist 
is neglected as much as possible. In true social “Erkennen’7 the 
lapse of time between the speaker and the listener is of primary 
and constitutional importance. Natural science is based on pure 
reason. Theology is based on the purity of the creed. The validity 
of social knowledge wholly depends on its being based on pure 
teaching. The great new discoveries are communicated coute que 
coute, and in the communication itself is to be found the key to 
their being verifiable knowledge, “science.” The meaningful char
acter of science about society depends on its being able and 
willing to fit into the polychrony of society, since society is a 
container for an infinite number of ages; “pure teaching,” without 
any immediate utility either for teacher or student, is the central 
process by which true social knowledge may be tested against 
“mixed teaching” which would be the usual teaching with an eye 
on examinations, prestige, current events, etc. For “pure teach
ing” is the guarantee of the scientific level of this teaching, and it 
is perhaps the only guarantee for its scientific purity.

Our science is not based on a critique of pure reason, but on a 
theory of pure teaching. In harmony with our subject matter, 
society, we ourselves operate when we are subjects of social re
search, as organs of the social process of speaking, teaching, writ
ing.

The grammatical method reconciles the process of the man in 
research with the processes he describes, by recognizing his place 
in the temporal process of speaking and listening, teaching and 
studying. W e speak in our anguish or in our curiosity to rrlinds 
whom we try to make into our listeners, readers, students. This 
is the intellectual responsibility shouldered by the most sceptical 
and most uncommunicative thinker. Even Sorel, who shouts for 
violence, in his doctrine, actually, and first of all, shouts for 
readers for his treatise. The first outcry of human self-conscious
ness about society is the word: Listen! And as long as this word 
is not recognized as the corner stone of our whole building of a 
social science, this science will never come of age. “Audi, ut 
vivamus” “Listen and we shall survive,” everybody is saying who

7 The German word “E rk e n n e n ” suggests the process of getting an insight, or of acquiring a certain knowledge.



24 S P E E C H  A N D  R E A L IT Y

talks at all on social questions. '‘Listen and society will live/' is 
the first statement and the perpetual promise of any social re
search.

The Cartesian Cogito ergo sum (I think, therefore I am) 
proves its failure to explain the process. Our formula also is at 
odds with the medieval: Credo ut intelligam (I believe so that I 
may understand). In Out of Revolution* I have discussed 
at great length a formula that, though parallel to these two, 
would give expression to the mental attitude that introduces into 
our science the fact of the second person who listens, as essen
tial to any theory of social research. However, our formal “listen, 
and we shall live,” does not preclude the useful character of the 
theological and the scientific formulas, Credo ut intelligam and 
Cogito ergo sum. Only it claims to contain them, and to be 
of equally a priori value as the two formulas that have com
mandeered the loyalty of centuries.

Audi, ne moriamur. Listen, lest we die; or: listen and we shall 
survive is an a priori that presupposes a power in man to estab
lish relations with his neighbor that transcend their private inter
ests. The formula, by its own supposition, denies the Marxian 
idea of thinking as pure self-interest; it also precludes the ideal
istic idea of thinking for the sake of thinking.

Beyond the natural life and death of two individuals in mute 
isolation, “survival” constitutes an enhanced explicit life thanks 
to listening. This, however, is not our concern at this moment. 
W e wish to defend the introduction of the grammatical method 
here. By introducing the listener, the “you” that is expected to 
listen, something is achieved that science fails to do; the dualistic 
concept of a world of subjects and objects is abandoned. Gram
mar does not know of two but three persons, I, you, it. And so 
does social research know of the teacher, the student, and their 
subject matter. To prove the scientific equality of this method 
with the existing methods, we shall now trace these to their 
scientific foundations. In the march of science through the last 
millennium, some assumptions had to be made which we all 
share whenever we deal with non-social problems. 8

8 See Bibliography.
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4. The A Prioris of Theology and Physics

Human survival and revival depend on speech.
The delineation of the topics to be approached with the gram

matical method will become clear when we ask the fundamental 
question what logic and mathematics or what theology and sci
ence promise to achieve. If they leave a whole realm of experi
ences untouched, it will not startle us to see that modern society 
is in need of a new method for our unsolved social problems. 
This defense of grammar is intended to give us the good con
science of not trespassing on ground that is the property of 
others.

In order to condense this undertaking, we will try to formulate 
the theological and the scientific intention in two Latin formulas. 
W e use Latin not for any snobbistic reason. In Latin, we are al
lowed the careful study of every word of the formula in a more 
detached and carefully weighing manner than in our own tongues. 
A translation will be added.

Anselm of Canterbury has summed up his research in a phrase 
which is apt to serve as the pattern, with the respective changes, 
for science and for the social teaching, too. By taking Anselm's 
formula, we shall be sure to be in touch with the thought of the 
theologians and logicians themselves. As to science, we shall try to 
model the formula, as far as possible, according to Descartes. 
Anselm says, in D e incamatione verbi, c. 4, that he wrote his 
famous two booklets “ut quod fide tenemus de divina natura yet 
eius personis praeter incarnationem, necessariis rationibus sine 
scripturae auctoritate probari possit”9

The subject matter of theology is divided into two parts: 1. 
divine nature and trinity; 2. incarnation. No. 1 is a matter of 
logical discussion and deduction, No. 2 of historical and personal 
experience. The science of theology, with its organon logic, is 
based on one irreducible datum in experience, the Crucifixion; 
all the rest is given to free research and disputation. W ithout 
the one irreducible experience of fact, this theology would not

9 “So that what we hold by faith about the divine nature and its persons, 
except for the incarnation, can be proven by necessary reason without the 
authority of the Scriptures.”



26 S P E E C H  A N D  R E A L IT Y

have been Christian. W ithout the free discussion of everything 
else, however (and modern agnosticism overlooks this immense 
scholastic freedom often), there never could have been a the- 
ology.

The truth formula that medieval theology tried to prove by 
necessary reasoning about God, except for the incarnation, is 
absolutely comprehensive for the activities that are signified under 
the name “scholastic.” In the formula, it need scarcely be said 
that the words “except for the incarnation” do not mean that 
the incarnation is without influence on the reasoning process. 
The term “except” is misleading if it is interpreted literally.

“Except” means that the necessary reasons cannot explain our 
traditions and memories of the historical life and death of the 
founder of the Church. Anselm says, at another place, that he 
can prove negatively that mankind could not have found peace 
without this historical experience. In other words, theology can 
go so far to prove the negative situation of a world and a hu
manity without the incarnation. From this assertion, it is clear 
that the fact that is excepted from reasoning, the incarnation, is 
not an annex. It is present all the time in the mind of those 
reasoning. The combination of speculation and tradition, then, is 
quite subtle: the historical experience forces the speculation on 
a level that it could not possibly attain otherwise. For instance, a 
world and a humanity without the incarnation can be proven 
to be incomplete, to be in the red, to give a sound basis for 
despair and pessimism and agnosticism. If this is so, thb cohabita
tion of two sequences of facts really is the basis of theology, in all 
its mental activity. Christianity is not based on a myth or a 
legend. It is its honor to be an historical faith, based on events 
plus reason.

Now let us construe the scientific thesis of Cartesius and all 
his followers and fellows in modern philosophy and science of 
nature. Natural philosophy is Descartes’s and is modern man’s 
task. I propose the following formula for their basic concept of 
nature and science. Philosophia naturalis et scientiae naturales 
operam dant, ut quod sensibus tenemus de physica natura et eius 
dementis, praeter expansionem spatii et motum, necessariis ration- 
ibus sine mundi speciosi auctaritate probari possit. Natural phi-
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lo sop h y  and natural scien ce endeavor th at th e  facts w hich  w e  
obtain  through th e senses ab ou t physical nature and its e lem en ts, 
m ay be proved, with the exception of space and its expansion, by  
necessary reasoning w ith o u t th e  au thority  o f our im pression.

T h a t natural sc ien ce reduces nature to a system  of rules ab ou t  
waves, m o vem en t, w eigh t, etc ., has o ften  b een  d iscussed . T h e  
w h ole  hierarchy o f th e  sciences tries to  reduce chem istry  to  
physics, b io logy  to  chem istry, an th rop o logy  to b io logy , socio logy  
to anth rop ology . A t a m eetin g  o f  th e  psych ologists o f  th is co u n 
try at D a rtm o u th , th e  president read an address th at gave a 
m ath em atica l form ula for all p sych ologica l research. A  fam ous  
geom etrician  p u b lish ed  a b ook , Laws of D ivine W o rld  Order, in  
w hich  everyth ing was based  on  geom etry. T h is  was tow ards th e  
end  o f th e  n in e teen th  century. T w o  hun dred  years before, 
Spinoza had  w ritten  h is “eth ics more geom etrico.” It is less o ften  
stated  clearly w h at th e  conditio sine qua no n10 o f all th ese  cal
cu lation s is, a co n d ition  th at can n o t b e d em on strated  b u t m u st  
be accep ted  by in tu itio n . Y et, th e  fervent d iscussions a b o u t th e  
d im en sion s p o in t to  th e  fact th a t th e  in tu itio n  o f space and its 
expanded  nature is at th e  b o tto m  o f all th ese  d iscussions, as a 
prem ise from  in tu itio n  or as an irreducib le d atu m . T h e  words 
“excep t for th e  in tu itio n  o f  sp ace” seem  therefore justified. T h is  
b ecom es m ore ev id en t w h en  w e see th at th e  term  “d im en sio n ” 
is used w h en ever th e  word space is le ft  o u t o f th e  d iscussion . 
T h e  word d im en sio n  is very o ften  carried over to  th e  co n cep t erf 
tim e. H ow ever, th e  very term  or label d im en sio n  is prim arily  
in ten d ed  to  lab el a q u ality  o f space, or o f h igh er  m ath em atics. 
A ll efforts to  m ake it m ean  tim e, are m etaphors. T im e  as a 
d im en sion  o f  space, and  th e  fou r-d im en siona l universe, are, it  is 
true, term s th a t are w id ely  used  today. Y et, th is does n o t m ake  
th e original prem ise any less a co n cep t o f space. W h e n  w e exten d  
a fu n d am en ta l category so far as to  co n ta in  so m e oth er  fu n d a
m en ta l con cep ts , it m ay sh ow  th at th e  o th er co n cep t, h ere th e  
con cep t o f tim e, is g iv in g  us trouble. It does n o t alter th e  fact, 
how ever, th at w e  c lin g  to  th e  space-category as h av in g  th e  right to  
leadership .

10 The condition not to be missed.
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T h e  fourth  d im en sion  for “ tim e” is in itse lf a cap itu la tion  b e 
fore th e  on e  category th a t can n o t b e  parted w ith : space and its 
so-called three d im en sion s. It is a p oetica l m etap h or w h en  used  
for tim e. A n d  for in stan ce, n eith er  D escartes nor Sp in oza  h ave  
fou n d  it necessary to  reason ab ou t tim e. D escartes declared tim e  
to  b e m iraculous, a daily  creation  o f G od . S p inoza tried to  treat it 
as a w rong im pression  w h ich , in  favour o f space and  tim elessn ess, 
sh ou ld  be look ed  through as d ecep tive, just as in H in d u  p h ilo s
op h y time is not reasoned about but reasoned away. In natural 
p h ilo sop h y  tim e  is e ither  a fourth  d im en sion  o f space or a m ere  
im pression . It does n o t rank either w ith  th e  on e  in tu ition a l  
excep tion  from  pure reason w h ich  is space and space o n ly ,11 or 
w ith  th ose  m ath em atica l realities o f necessary reasons. T im e  is 
n eith er a category nor a fact, in natural science.

So m u ch  as to  tim e. O n  th e  other h an d , G od  does n o t co m e  
in as a prem ise, either. T o  th e strict sc ien tist, G o d  is a h yp oth esis  
for w h ich  h e finds n o  n eed  w ith in  h is ow n system . W e  never get  
an yth in g  o u t o f a system  w h ich  w e h ave n o t put in to  it first. A n d  
th e  very co n cep t o f nature, in th e  scien ce  o f  th e  last four hun dred  
years, is reducib le to  space by estab lish m en t, and to space on ly , 
w ith  th e  in ten tio n a l om ission  o f G od  or o f tim e.

In our gram m atical p h ilo sop h y , or in our gram m ar as th e  
organon o f a n ew  sc ien ce  o f society , w e con cen trate  on  th e  p h e 
n om en a  o f tim e. T h a t m an m u st m ake contem p oraries b y  co n 
versing, by speech , by teach in g , th a t w e read H om er and  Shakes
peare today, th at w e sin g  songs, in a chorus, and  J>ass law s for  
th e  future, is th e  od d  situ ation  o f socie ty  and  m ap in  society . 
O ur n ew  form ula read s: socia l p h ilo so p h y  and th e  teach in gs o f  
socie ty  are based  on  th e  assu m p tion  th a t th e co n ten ts  o f our  
con sciou sn ess ab ou t th e  socia l chan ges can b e proved, except for 
the experience of peace, by  necessary reason w ith o u t th e  au th ority  
o f th e  em pirica l sta tu te  law . Philosophia societatis et doctrinae 
sociales operam dant, ut quod conscientia tenem us de societate 
eiusque mutationibus temporalibus, praeter p acem , necessariis, 
rationibus sine staturorum auctoritate probari possit. T h is  state-

11 The book by A. A. Bowman, A Sacramental Universe, is especially rich 
in material to prove the space-obsession of science. I shall gladly accept the 
term “time-obsessed” for myself.
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m en t is b u ilt  in strict correspondence to  th e  tw o oth er m eth od ica l 
claim s. B efore goin g  in to  d eta il, w e m ay pause lest som e p o in ts  
in th e structure o f th e  three form ulas rem ain obscure.

1. Theologia et logica scholarum operam dant, ut quod fide 
tenem us de divina natura et eius personis praeter in carnation em , 
necessariis rationibus sine scripturae auctoritate probari possit.12

2. Philosophic naturalis et scientia naturae operam dant, ut 
quod sensibus tenem us de natura et eius elementis, praeter spa- 
tiu m  et m otib u s in eo, necessariis sine auctoritate m undi speciosi 
probari possit.IZ

3. Philosophic socialis et doctrinae sociales operam dant, ut 
quod conscientia tenem us de societate et eius mutationibus tem- 
poralibus, praeter p acem , necessariis rationibus sine statutorum  
auctoritate probari possit.14

A n  analysis, by n o  m eans exh au stive, show s th e  fo llow in g  
p arallels:

1. A ll three form ulas have as their su b ject tw o in te llectu a l
enterprises: o n e  a general p h ilo sop h y , th e oth er a specific scien ce, 
or a nu m ber o f  th em . T h is  d ou b le  su b ject is descrip tive o f  th e  
fact th at w e have before us enterprises o f  a vast character; en ter
prises th at were and  are carried on  by an arm y o f thinkers w h o  
get th e  general q u estion  o f their work tendered  to  th em  by a 
p h ilosop h y , and w h o set o u t to  answ er th e  in n u m erab le  specific  
q uestions in  a sp ecia lized  m an n er as scholars in m an y depart
m ents. %

2. A ll three m ov em en ts represent an a ttem p t to  replace on e  
k n ow led ge b y  a k n ow led ge  o f  sc ien tific  character. T h e  first k n ow l
edge m ay b e ca lled , in  a broad sense, em pirica l k n ow ledge; th e  
scientific  task is to  ch a n ge  this k n ow led ge in to  k n ow led ge  o f  
universal va lid ity  (necessariis rationibus). T h e  three types o f  
em pirical k n ow led ge  are: a. T h e  teach in gs o f  th e  B ib le , b. S ince  
nature has n o  B ib le , its em pirica l au th ority  is th e  w orld o f  our 
senses, th e w orld o f p h en o m en a  (lik e  sunrise a n d " su n set), w h ich , 
in our phrasing w e h ave g iven  as Um undus speciosus,yy th e  sp e
cious world, c. T h e  em pirica l au th orities o f th e  social order are

12 Theology and the logic of the schools endeavor. . . .  see footnote
p. 25.

13 See translation pp. 2 6 -7 .
14 Translated in preceding paragraph.
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th e  sta tu tes o f all groups w h ich , a lth ou gh  th ey  lack th e  quality  
o f sc ien tific  n ecessity , are nevertheless as b in d in g  on  its m em 
bers as th e  B ib le  to  th e  b eliever or th e  appearances o f  th e  
w orld to  th e  laym an.

3. A ll three sciences m u st keep  on e  fact that ca n n o t b e  d em 
onstrated  b u t th at m u st b e accep ted  before any d iscussion  can  
start and  b efore  reasonable q u estion s can be asked. T h is  is m ean t  
by th e word praeter.

T h e  incarnation , for th e  C h ristian  th inker, th e  expanded  
space and  m o v em en t w ith in  it, for th e  sc ien tist, and peace, for 
th e  socia l teacher, are sin gled  o u t as facts o f th is irreducib le char
acter. W h y  “p eace” is such an a priori fact, w e shall d iscuss at 
greater len g th  later on . H ere, w e on ly  call a tten tio n  to  th e  cir
cu m stan ces under w h ich  th e  three parallel facts are realized. 
Every o n e  o f th em  reaches th e  in d iv id u al m in d  before h e  sets 
ou t for h is sc ien tific  task. T h ey  appeal to h im  n o t in h is q uality  
as a scholar on  research, b u t in  h is q u ality  as h u m an  b ein g  
w ith in  society . T h e  m ed iu m  through  w h ich  th e  three facts reach  
th e  laym an  w ith in  th e  scholar so th at, on  their basis, h e  m ay  
start work, differs in each o f  th e  three cases. O f space an d  m ove
m en t in  space, th e  m an know s by in tu itio n , by his in d iv id u al 
sense ap p ercep tion . O f th e  in carnation , h e  know s th rough  th e  
liv in g  traditions o f  th e  church d ow n  through  history. A n d  o f  
p eace, th e  in d iv id u al is in form ed  by social exp erien ce w ith in  his  
group w h atever th is group is (tr ib e, fam ily , co m m u n ity , sch ool, 
cam p , e t c . ) . T h e  em pirica l data, in  all three ca se s ,1 reach h im  
through  d ifferent ch an n els . O n e  is h is sense eq u ip m en t, th e  
secon d  history, th e  third daily  life  in th e  group.

In ad d itio n  to  th is analysis, it m ay b e  stated  th at th e  a priori 
fact “incarnatio” “spatium,” “pax” m ay h ave to  be enlarged. 
For in stan ce, T h o m a s A q u in as tau g h t th at n o t o n ly  th e  incar
n ation  b u t th e  T rin ity  also was in exp licab le  by m ere reasoning. 
O thers m ay add som e o th er  e lem en t to  “pax”; and I m yself have  
ad m itted  m o v em en t, motus, as h av in g  equal status w ith  space  
as a prim ary d atu m . T h is  vac illa tio n , how ever, has no in flu en ce  
on  th e  m ain  structure o f th e  form ula; th e  w ord “p ra eter” excep t  
for, m ay b e  fo llow ed  by o n e  or tw o data. W e  are con cern ed  
on ly  w ith  th e  feature o f th e form ula by w h ich  tw o d ifferent
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groups o f data are d iscrim inated: th ose  th at m u st b e  given to  
th e observer or th inker b efore h e  b ecom es a sc ien tist, that m ust 
b e given  h im  as a h u m an  b ein g , and  an oth er  series of facts n o t  
com m u n ica ted  to  h im  excep t w h en  actin g  as a scholar in h is  
field.

I th ink  th at th e  n eg lect o f th e  co m p le te ly  disparate character  
o f th ese tw o sets o f data has d on e  m u ch  harm . F or it has sepa
rated th e  sciences from  co m m o n  sense, w ith o u t further d iscussion  
of this all im p ortan t q u estion  o f w h at sc ien tist and p u b lic  keep  
as com m on  in te llectu a l possession . B efore any sc ien tists can do re
search, laym en  and experts b o th  are joined  togeth er as a p eo p le  
by th ese  fu n d am en ta l experiences o f  love  for C hrist, o f m o tio n  
through space, o f p eace w ith in . T h is  survey w ill suffice to  sh ow  
th e  sim ilarity  and  yet, th e  im p ortan t differences o f th e  three  
m eth od s. B u t it  is tim e  to  turn to th e analysis o f th e  third  
form ula.

5. T h e  M etanom ics of Society, or Teaching

T h e  laws o f  a country tell us p ositive ly  w h o m  to obey, w h o m  
to  exp lo it, w h o m  to trust, w h om  to fight in war. T h is is n o  
sc ien ce, it  is em pirical k n ow led ge, based  on  th e  a lleg ian ce  to  a 
particular country. T h e  social p h ilosop h ers try to  prove by sc ien 
tific reasoning th at th e  d ifferent co n ten ts  o f  th e  con sciou sn ess  
of all c itizen s o f all d ifferent socia l groups h ave a proper pl^ce 
in tim e, th at society  is a m ean in g fu l p h en o m en o n  in tim e  d e 
sp ite its ch an g in g  co n ten ts  and  ch a n g in g  m em b ersh ip . B u t no  
social sc ien ce can co m m u n ica te  any truth  to  a stu d en t or reader 
w h o has no exp erien ce o f  peace, and  for th a t reason, o f th e  evil 
con q uered  by peace. It is h op eless to  teach  social d octrin es to  
boys and  girls w h o had  n o  exp erien ce o f  p eace at h o m e  or in  
sch ool, to  u n em p lo yab les or p eo p le  w h o had  to  live like h u n ted  
anim als.

W ith o u t  th e  in tu itio n  and con sciou sn ess o f th e peace th at  
precedes h u m an  u n d erstan d in g  as a prim ary fact, all our tea ch 
ing falls to  p ieces. W ith  th is in m in d , th e  reader w ill easily  
understand  w h y th e you n g  G erm an s w h o  saw n o  peace b etw een
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1914 and 1923 were un ab le to  be ed u cated  by th e  old  G erm an  
teach in gs. T h e  prem ise was n o t there w h ich , tacitly , had  been  
at th e  b o tto m  o f every s tu d en t’s co n sc ien ce  and con sciou sn ess  
in form er days. A narchy, decay, war, revolution  destroy social 
tea ch in g  as w ell as society , or m ore than  society.

T h e  reader w ill also understand  w h y I m yself, b etw een  1919 
and 1933, tried to  p u t every you n g G erm an in a situ atio n  in  
w h ich  p eace and fellow sh ip  cou ld  b e realized before words of  
in terpretation  were spoken . T h e  exp erien ce o f peace b y  stu d en ts  
o f society  m u st be secured before th e  co n ten t o f any tea ch in g  
on society  can bear fruit. A n d  since in  m o d em  society , m any  
conflicts, class wars, d isin tegration , anarchy, are exp erien ced , th e  
basis o f th e  social scien ces is reduced. A lso , since th e  so c io lo 
gists d ec lin e  to  ad m it th is on e  u n d em on strab le  prem ise, th ey  
o ften  m iss th e  p o in t in their research to  w h ich  their findings 
w ill have to  converge.

M o st socia l scien tists abhor th e  idea th at th ey  are n o t sc ien 
tists in  th e  sense o f natural sc ien ce. I th in k  th at th ey  are right 
in th is sen tim en t in so far as th ey  are afraid o f h av in g  to  b ow , 
perhaps, to  a religious authority . W h e n  th e  ch o ice  is b etw een  
fa ith  and sc ien ce, it is a natural tem p ta tio n  for a socia l sc ien tist  
to  join th e  natural sc ien tists.

H ow ever, th e  figure w e cut in society , is a figure in tim e , n o t  
in space. T h e  problem s o f trad ition  and  progress, ch a n ge  and  
co n tin u ity , are before any social sc ien tist w h en ev ej h e  op en s  
his m ou th  or fo u n ta in  p en . For, w ith o u t a stu d en t w h o gives 
his tim e, w ith o u t a reader w h o sacrifices th e  n otoriou s “ reading  
t im e  o f  tw o m in u tes five seco n d s,” there is n o  such th in g  as a 
social k n ow led ge. I h ave n o t seen  a so cio log ist w h o  had  n o t  
w ritten  or was n o t g o in g  to  w rite a b ook  or m agazine article. 
B ooks, how ever, are tem poral p h en o m en a  in a ch a n g in g  society , 
and books ch an ge their  m ean in g  w ith  any ch a n ge o f  society . 
H en ce , th e  socia l p h ilosop h er, w ith  every th o u g h t an d  every 
word, is d o in g  so m eth in g  in tim e and  w ith  tim e h im se lf. A nd  
w hatever h e  describes, h istory, co n stitu tio n , cases, h ab its, is a 
social p h en o m en o n  w ith in  tim e  lim its.

If w e  k n ow  w h en  a p h en o m en o n  is in order and  w h en  it is 
o u t o f order, w h en  it is a part o f socia l peace, and  w h en  it is
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a part of socia l war, w e k n ow  all w e can k n ow  ab ou t it. W h e n  
w e k now  th e  books a co llege  b oy ou g h t to read, w e have se lected  
his contem poraries, d esp ite  all th e  d istances through tim e. W e  
have look ed  forward to th e goal w e desire h im  to reach and w e  
h ave look ed  backward so th at h e  m ay take w ith  h im  in to  th e  
future the im p ortan t luggage from  oth er ages. W e  have stood  
by h im , a lth ou g h  older than  h e and  w aited  for h im  so th at h e  
m igh t catch  up w ith  us. A n d  in w aitin g  for h im , w e  ourselves 
h ave m oved  o u t o f our ow n in d iv id u al tim e and  b u ilt  for h im  
and us th e co llege  and  th e classroom  as a p lace o f co m m u n ica 
tion  and con tem p oran eity  th at overcom es th e  d iv ision  b etw een  
th e  generations, to  a certain  ex ten t at least. In p resen tin g  h im  
w ith  representative th in k in g  o f oth er tim es, w e h ave vau lted  a 
present th at stands o u t b etw een  th e  past th at our. tea ch in g  rep
resents, and h is fu ture th at h is learn ing is an tic ip atin g .

T h e  first em b o d im en t o f  th e  n ew  gram m ar o f society , th en , 
is ed u cation . For, in  ed u cation , tw o “d istem poraries” m eet so 
th at th ey  m ay b eco m e  contem poraries as th e  D e Magistro o f  
A u gu stin u s tau gh t us, in our in terp retation  o f th is d ia lg ou e .15 T h e  
teacher and th e stu d en t are th e  tw o  social agen ts in  w h ich  th e  
tim e  e lem en t is ou tstan d in g . T h e  teacher is m ore than  an ex
perienced  m an w h o tells stories from  h is life 's personal experi
ence. A n y  teach er represents m ore than  h is personal k n ow led ge. 
H e brings in  m ankind 's traditions, and  so h e  is th e  ch an n el 
through w h ich  th e  q u in tessen ce  o f th e  past is passed  on . A n y  
stu d en t as a stu d en t is m ore than  a y o u n g  m an . T o  g e t /a n  
ed u cation  m eans to  have m ore future, m ore d irection , m ore  
responsib ility  than  th e  u n ed u cated  h o b o  w h o  tries to  m ake a 
liv in g  from  day to day. T h e  fact o f th e  stu d en t's stu d yin g  d i
vides his life tim e  in to  a tim e  o f  preparation for life  and o f a 
later life . A n d  so, th e  stu d en t is em p h asiz in g  th e  tim e e lem en t  
o f a future th a t is d istin g u ish ab le  from  th e  p resent just as m uch  
as th e  teacher em p h asizes th e  tim e  e le m e n t o f th e  past by  
w h ich  h e m u st bring to  th e  p resen t m o m e n t th e  valu ab le p os
sessions from  th e  past.

15 Read before the Augustinian Society at Harvard, December 17, 1938. 
See also the chapter on the De Magistro in The Breath o f the Spirit (see 
Bibliography).
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T h a t it is possib le, in teach in g  and learn ing, to w eave a p at
tern o f con tem p oran eity  around p eop le  o f d ifferent classes, is th e  
great exam p le  of pacification  in society . H en ce , th e  d ia logu e in  
the class room  is n o t th e  logical p h en o m en o n  o f w h ich  w e th in k  
in th e P la to n ic  d ialogues, nor th e  m ath em atica l agreem en t of  
w h ich  w e th in k  in  th e  p h ysicist’s laboratory. It is im p ortan t to  
stress th e  third side of th e  d ialogical s itu ation : it is a victory  
over natural d ifferences in th e  tem poral order o f m en , and  th e  
fact th at any conversation  b etw een  distem poraries is a victory  
over nature, exalts th e  ed u cation al process to  th e on e  social 
process o f prim ary sign ificance. As there is pure reason, there is 
pure social process in  ed u cation . E d u cation  is n o t a part o f  n a
ture. In ed u cation , at least, w e are n o t in th e  realm  of nature. 
A t this p o in t, society  is sui generis.

N o  reduction  to p h en om en a  of space is possib le or even  m ean 
in gfu l. T h e  gram m atical m eth o d , and th e  gram m atical su b ject 
m atter is co m p lete ly  d istin ct from  natural p h en o m en a . A n d  th e  
sam e is true, o f course, o f th e  fu n d am en ta l d istin ctio n  o f ed u ca 
tion  and  th eo log y . T h e  situ ation  is n o t evad in g th e  issue o f  
tem poral flux. T h e  n otoriou s expression o f a “specious p resen t,” 
in  som e m o d em  A m erican  p h ilo sop h y , for th e  true a ch iev em en t  
o f con tem p o ra n eity  b etw een  d istem poraries, is, how ever, ev id en ce  
of th e  n eed  for a clarification  o f th is in d ep en d en ce  o f socia l tim e  
and social research. E d u catio n  is, in its form  and m eth o d , n o t  
d ea lin g  w ith  etern ity . E tern ity  m ay b e m ade its c o n ten t. B u t  
th e  ed u cation al process itse lf is secular, tem poral, u n th eo lo g ica l, 
social. It a im s at peace b etw een  classes, b etw een  g r o u p / o f d if
ferent tim es. A n d  it presupposes th e  desirability  o f  peace.

W e  h ave stressed, in A n se lm ’s form ula, th e  on e  th in g  th a t  
m u st b e  presupposed  and  assum ed , th e  incarnation . W e  h ave  
stressed, in  th e  sc ien tific  process, th e  p resu p p osition  o f d im e n 
sional space and m o v em en t in it.

In stressing th e  m in im u m  d atu m  o f th e  social scien ces, peace, 
w e m ay h ave a sim ilar task o f sh iftin g  th e  em ph asis to  so m e
th in g  usually  n o t m en tio n ed  and never analyzed , in its m e th o d i
cal im p ortan ce, as a co n stitu tiv e  act for th e  process o f  socia l 
tea ch in g  itself. A n d  yet, for our enterprise, it is w orth w h ile  to  
consider w h at h ap p en s w h en  th ese  prerational assu m ption s cease  
to  b e th e  cen ter  or a priori. O n e  has to  co n cen tra te  on th e  fact
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o f  space in order to  see w ith  scien tific  eves. N atu re  vanishes  
w ith ou t space and m o tio n  as first given . W e  get C hristian  S ci
ence, superstitions, H in d u  m ysticism  w ith o u t th is basis. O n e  
has to con cen trate  on th e incarnation  in order to give all th e  
logical in vestigation s ab ou t h u m an  values in our era their proper 
place. W ith o u t  th e  incarnation , th e  lo g ic  o f values m ust lead  
to p oly th eism . A nd  m odern value p h ilo sop h ies nearly all are 
p oly th eistic , l l i e i r  values are m an ifo ld . A n d  a m ere p h en o m e
n ology  o f values w ith o u t u n ity  is th e  result o f any p h ilo sop h y  
o f values w ith o u t a universal standard for th e  perfect m an.

N o w , th e  sam e trouble has to  be ad m itted  for th e  assu m ption  
th at peace is im p lied  in all social research, as at b o tto m  th e  
central and in tu itive  social experience w ith o u t w h ich  w e can n ot  
have social k n ow led ge or d irection . W e  h ave a lo t  o f h istorians, 
socio log ists, etc. w h o either are unaw are or arc op en ly  h o stile  
to this assu m p tion . A lso, w e have n ot, perhaps, su cceeded  in 
clarifying our thesis th at peace is th e  o n e  exp erience o f tim e  
th at is essentia l for m ak in g our n o tio n  o f tim e co m p le te  and  
real and irrefutable. So on e m ore word ab ou t th e  relation o f  
peace to  tim e.

T h e  fu ll im p lica tion s o f  th is relation  b elon g , o f course, in th e  
m ore len g th y  chapters o f m y gram m atical organ on .16 B u t th e  
con cep t o f tim e, in  th e  sense o f a fourth  d im en sion  o f space, 
deprives tim e o f its pecu liar quality  o f chan ge. N o w , ch an ge is 
m ore than m o v em en t. A ll ch an ge is am b iguous. It can be jijst 
as w ell ch a n ge  for b etter  as ch an ge for w orse. It m ay lead to  
death  o t  to  n ew  life . If tim e  w ere to  b e stu d ied  just b ecau se  
everyth ing in tim e w ill chan ge like th e N e w  E n glan d  w eather, 
th e  tem poral p h en o m en a  w ou ld  have n o  criterion  o f order, a m on g  
th em selves, as to  seq u en ce, righteousness, justice, desirability, etc.

T h e  idea o f peace, how ever, transcends a q u ality  o f  change, 
and thereby o f tim e-relations. P eace  is th e  exp erien ce o f ch a n ge  
at th e  right tim e. T h e  b est ch an ge is a p eacefu l chan ge. Peace  
is n o t a situ atio n  th at obstructs ch an ge or h istory or reform . 
Peace is p resupposing chan ge and tim e processes. It is m ade  
through th e  b irth , ag ing and death  o f th e  m em bers o f society. 
M a n ’s m orta lity  is th e  sim p lest guarantee for co n sta n t social

16 Die Sprache des Menschengeschlechts, Lambert Schneider, Heidelberg 
1 963 /64 .
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change. B u t peace is that quality  o f change by w hich  it is a p 
proved and supported  by all p eop le con cerned . Peace, th en , 
m eans that th e  chan ge is accep ted  unan im ou sly . S ince peacefu l 
changes arc u n an im ou s changes, peace adds to  th e  external and  
natural e lem en t of tim e as treated in physics, th e on e, essentia l, 
quality o f h u m an  participation  in th is tim e process by our ow n  
consciousness. P eacefu l chan ge is th e m ore desirable chan ge  
because it m eans th at th e  greatest possib le nu m ber of m em bers  
of society  are participating in th e  flux of tim e, con sciou sly , and  
arc approving o f its due process.

T h e  inner relation  o f tim e to con sciou sn ess is borne ou t by  
this qualification  o f th e  tem poral order as an order that sh ou ld  
go on, if possib le, in peace, n o t in war. B ecause on ly  in this way, 
is the con sciou sn ess th at w e have of society , and its law fu l order, 
a consciousness th at is scien tifica lly  and critically purified. H o w  
could  th e  social sc ien tist have real k n ow led ge, k n ow led ge  th at 
claim s to  be universally true, if his con sciou sn ess ca n n o t b e  
shared by all other m en? H en ce  h is inside in th e  law fu l changes  
of society  m u st b e capable o f b ein g  shared b y  all other m e m 
bers o f society . It is th en  a sine qua non  for th e  ex isten ce o f a 
social p h ilo sop h y  th at ch an ge can b e  m ade peacefully; for on ly  
then  can h e  h o p e  th at his ow n p h ilo so p h y  o f th e  socia l changes  
is universal and th at m eans, is ten ab le  because it is valid  for all.

Peace, th en , is used here in its d ia lectica l sense o f th e  ev en t  
th at after strife and struggle and war or anarchy, restores th e  
tim e and space axes o f society . W e  said th at sp eech  sustains th e  
tim e and space axes of society . W e  also stated  th at anarchy, 
war, d ecad en ce, and revo lu tion  were th e  four m ajor d isturbances  
o f th ese  axes and th e cross o f reality form ed by th em . T h en , 
w e p roceeded  to state  th at any cure, any m ed icin e  for th ese  
disturbances con sisted  in som eb od y  speaking h is m in d  to  h is lis
tener. S ince any social evil was o f a polychron ical character, 
in vo lv in g  m ore than  on e  gen eration , th e  first rem edial w ay o f  
cop in g  w ith  it was to  in v ite  som eb od y less in form ed , less hurt, 
less worn ou t, so th at h e m igh t share our shock, our d ism ay, our  
in sight, our so lu tion , as our listen er and stu d en t. W e  su m m ed  
up this basic rule o f socia l research in th e  phrase: listen  so th at  
w e m ay survive.

N o w , w e can add to  th is o n e  m ore sta tem en t: peaqe is th e
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experience o f this survival after social catastrophes. Peace em b o d 
ies th e  survival value of the previous catastrophes o f h u m an ity . 
It is n o t just th e in n ocen ce  o f paradise, b u t h istorically  acquired  
im m u n ity  from  certain dangers and evils o f society. E ach peace  
is a concrete and specific victory over a specific d isturbance o f  
previous peaces. It is th e synthesis to w hich  all social k n ow led ge, 
according to  W a rd ’s on e word d efin ition , aspires.

In tellectu al synthesis is th e peace of our m ind , th e  reflective  
correspondent to peace in society. P eace and synthesis are tw ins, 
th e L atin  stem , pax, rightly d ea lin g  w ith  th e w orld in w hich  
R om e was d om in an t, and th e G reek word synthesis, d ea lin g  w ith  
the parallel realm  o f th ou gh t.

W h e n  W a rd  saw H aeckel and O stw ald  in G erm any, th ey  ar
gued a on e word d efin ition  o f science. H aeckel gave: G enesis, 
O stw ald , th e ch em ist, defined: A nalysis. A nd W a rd  said: Syn
thesis. H ere w e have th e three ways o f th o u g h t pretty clear. 
G en esis, is th eo logy , and H aeck el, th e evo lu tio n ist, w h o  forged  
a picture in favor o f h is faith  in th e so lu tion  o f th e  Weltriitsel 
(th e  p u zzle  p resented  by th e w o r ld ) is revealed as a th eo log ian  
in d isguise (an d  all G erm an ph ilosop h ers were th eo log ian s in  
d isg u ise ) . O stw ald , in using th e term  analysis, is true to  th e  
C artesian  tradition: h e  is a true sc ien tist, o f m odern tim es. 
W ard , how ever, saves th e in d ep en d en ce  o f social teach in g . D e a l
in g  w ith  th e  creative efforts o f our social life , tea ch in g  m ust, in  
its ow n m eth o d , con ta in  th e sam e germ  o f responsib le  creativ
ity. Synthesis is th e  w id est ap p lication  o f th e  princip le o f  speech  
as used by th e  teacher o f peace. T h e  creation  o f peace, t h e n / i s  
th e  prob lem  o f th e  subject m atter and o f  th e  subjects d ea lin g  
w ith  socia l research as w ell. A t least w e m u st estab lish  peace  
b etw een  ourselves, speaker and listener, b efore  w e can com  m u 1 
nicate truth.

6. Meta-logic, Meta-esthetics, Meta^ethics, 
or the M arch of Science

T h e  q u estion  o f w h at to call th e  organon o f social research, 
is by n o  m ean s q u ib b lin g  over words. T h e  m arch o f th e  sciences  
is w ell staked by th e  ch an gin g  term in ology  for their underlying
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m eth od . T h is  ch an gin g  term in ology , and th is chan ge in m eth o d , 
is, in itse lf, a great chapter in th e  ed u cation  o f m ankind . A nd  
sin ce w e h ave seen  th at ed u cation  is th e  prim ary exp erien ce of  
h ow  m an k in d  estab lish es peace b etw een  d istem poraries, it is ob v i
ous th at th e  ch an ge from  m eth od  to m eth od  occu p ies th e  in ter
est o f all m odern  socio log ists, b eg in n in g  w ith  S ain t-S im on  and  
C o m te . S a in t-S im on  asked h im self: w h y was sch olastic ism  pro
gressive, scien tific , regenerating? W h y  is m odern  th eo lo g y  a p o lo 
getic, tim id , reactionary? W h y  is th e  sam e sc ien ce  vital at tim es, 
and secon d  rate at others?

C o m te  also d iv id ed  th e  ev o lu tio n  o f th e sciences in to  three  
chapters. A n d  th is h istorical sch em e has a parallel in log ica l 
in vestigation s ab ou t th e  necessary n u m b er o f m eth o d s for cover
ing th e  elem en tary  fields o f h u m an  inquiry. In th e  last genera
tion  o f  th e  neo-K antian  and  n eo -H egelian  sch ools, Lask, H ans  
E hrenberg, Jaspers, and others ad vocated  th e  coord in ation  of  
three basic doctr in es th at sh ou ld  take th e  p lace o f th e  all too  
sim p le  m etap h ysics o f th e  en lig h te n m e n t and  its present day 
adherents. M etap h ysics, it was stated , sh ou ld  give w ay to  three  
in d ep en d en t “m eta ” doctrines: m eta-eth ics, m eta-log ic , and  m eta 
esth etics. T h ese  three doctrines sh ou ld  b e th e  respective bases  
for our research in  th e  socia l, th e  natural, and  th e  va lu e-u n i
verse. T h e  sign ifican ce o f all our research and  tea ch in g , th ey  
cla im ed , d ep en d ed  on  our w illin gn ess to  base society , natu re and  
values on  three, n o t on  o n e  fou n d a tio n . N e ith er  C o m te ’s^ c h e m e  
o f h istory, nor th e  n eo-K antian  log ica l d iscussion  has con v in ced  
th e  socia l sc ien tists th em selv es. /

W e  here take up th eir  task in co m b in in g  them ; and by c o m 
paring th e  real con crete  m arch o f th e  scien ces th rough  tim e  w ith  
th e  ideal types o f scien tific  m eth o d , w e  shall, perhaps, b e  ab le  
to  state  their quandary in a m ore practical m anner. It w ill appear, 
from  our com p arison , th at th e  tw o sc ien ces ad vocated  by p h ilo s
ophers, m eta-log ic  and  m eta-esth etics, ex ist lo n g  since; th e  tw o  
h ave transgressed on  th e third field. A n d  b ecau se th ey  have  
transgressed, th ey  w ore labels under w h ich  th e  m odern  socia l 
sc ien tists are a ccu stom ed  to  exp ect en em ies in stead  o f allies. O n ly  
w h en  th e  social sc ien tists can m ake p eace w ith  th eo lo g ian s and  
natural scien tists, b o th , and  yet preserve their  in d ep en d en ce , w ill
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th e tea ch in g  in society  prove con v in c in g . T eachers w h o ca n n o t  
establish  peace am on g their d ep artm en ts do n o t deserve th e  con- 
fidence o f their  students.

M eta-log ic  already exists. In th e  b eg in n in g  o f th e tw elfth  cen 
tury and n o t earlier than  th at th e  term  th eo lo g y  cam e in to  use  
for th e task o f organ izing “on  th e  crypt o f th e  B ib le  th e  e igh t  
stories o f d ia lectica l th e o lo g y /’ It was a revolutionary term . T o o  
m any p eop le  today, even  a m o n g  edu cated  and sc ien tific  groups, 
con fu se  C h ristian ity  w ith  th eo logy . B u t th eo lo g y  g o t its n am e  
as a sc ien ce  to  so lve problem s th at had arisen from  an u n satis
factory fu n ctio n in g  o f th e C h u rch , after 1000 years o f  ex istence. 
In this sense, th eo log y  is ab so lu tely  a tw in  to  our ow n  enterprise  
of a social sc ien ce  for a society  n o t fu n c tio n in g  satisfactorily . 
T h e  century th a t preceded  th e  co in in g  o f  th e  n ew  phrase “th e o l
ogy ,” had d iscovered  th e  paradox as th e prim ary ob stacle  to  a 
scientific  treatm en t o f th e  problem s o f th e C h u rch !17 T h eo lo g y  
is m eta-logic, forcing th e lo g ic  o f on e-lin e  reason ing to  th e  a lti
tu d e o f th e paradoxes w ith  w h ich  vital th o u g h t deals. N ihil ex 
riihilo; m undus creatus ex nihilo .18 Paulus apostolus Rom anus et 
non Rom anus est.19 Fanis et vinum  corpus Christi est et non  
e s t 20 etc.

For m eta-log ic , it was im p ortan t to  stress th e  fact o f th e  
relatively la te  creation  o f th e  term  th eo lo g y  for it. As to  m eta- 
esthetics, th e  basic sc ien ce th at transcends th e em pirical 
k n ow led ge o f nature, w e have an a n c ien t term , b u t, w ith  |h e  
R enaissan ce, a co m p le te ly  n ew  m ean in g . M etap h ysics, w ith  
A ristotle, is th e  term , fam iliar to  all o f us. A n d  m ost p eo p le  im ply  
that m odern  m etap h ysician s h ave th e  sam e top ic  as A ristotle . T h is  
is n ot so. N atu re, in m od ern ity , is n o t th e  a n c ien t cosm os w ith  
w hich A risto tle  d ea lt. It is nature m in u s th e  values and  secrets o f  
th e gods (or o f G o d ) ,  in m odern  tim e.

T h e  co n cep t o f  nature to  all m odern  m etap h ysic ian s, is puri-
17 The Berengarian disputes, after 1050, were raging on behalf of the 

paradox that was to become the constant problem of scholasticism: “est ipsum 
et non est ipsum ” This is well shown in the recent publication by Gerhart 
Ladner, Theologie und Politik vor dem Investiturstreit (Baden bei W ien, 
1 9 3 6 ).

18 Nothing comes from nothing; the world is created from nothing.
19 Paul is the Roman apostle and not Roman.
20 Bread and wine are the body of Christ and they are not.
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fied, leavin g  aside th e  prob lem s d iscussed  by C hristian  th eo logy  
and history. M etap h ysics is a n c ien t m etaphysics m inus th e  m ys
teries ab o u t G od  in history. It deals w ith  nature and th e  god  of  
nature on ly . In ca llin g  a tten tio n  to  th e  fact th at m odern  m eta 
physics actua lly  are th e  k n ow led ge  transcen d in g m an's sc ien ce  o f  
th e  world o f  p h en om en a , w e correct th e  too  com p reh en sive  co n 
cep tion  o f  m etaphysics. A  term  th at, in A ristotle , was m erely  a 
literary accid en t: th at th e  b ook  was p laced  after h is physics—  
b ecam e restricted in m o d em  tim es to  con sid eration s o f th e  m eta- 
esth etica l k ind. T h a t w h ich  m u st b a lan ce all physical observation  
o f th e  natural w orld o f appearances, is th e  subject m atter o f th is  
R enaissan ce rival o f th eo logy , m etaphysics.

T h u s, th e  neo-K antian  d em an d  for m eta-esth etics has b een  
satisfied b y  m etap h ysician s, b eg in n in g  w ith  G iord an o B runo and  
D escartes. T h is  is a p erfectly  good  word sin ce  th e  physical w orld  
is th e  w orld o f sense ap p ercep tion  ( =  e s th e t ic s ) , o f  a isthesis. A n d  
th e  so-called " esth etics” in th e  sense o f b eau ty , o f  th e  universalia 
in re are part o f th is quest in  so far as th e  general co n d itio n s th at  
bod ies in th e  w orld o f  appearance m u st satisfy, certain ly  are q u ali
fied by th e  category o f  b eau ty , th is b e in g  th e  u n ity  o f apprecia
tion  for our sen su ou s system .

I have justified in m y b ook  Out of Revolution  m y ch o ice  o f  
th e  word “m eta n o m ics”21 for th e  organon and ep istem o lo g y  th at  
is n eed ed  for any p lu n ge in to  th e  m aterial q u estion s o f society . 
I do n o t th in k  th a t m y ch o ice  is arbitrary. T h e  term s eth ics and  
m eta-eth ics are im p ossib le , as a pair b ecau se o f th e  h igh ly  s p e c ia l
ized  use o f  e th ics as m oral d isc ip lin e . It seem s im p ossib le  to  
restore to  e th ics th e  character o f  an em pirica l sc ien ce . T h e  em 
pirical scien ces fee l th at e th ic ists  are con cern ed  w ith  standards 
m ore th an  w ith  facts. E co n o m ists , so cio log ists, p o litica l sc ien tists, 
historians, lawyers are th e  standard-bearers o f  th e  em pirical k n o w l
edge in th e  socia l field. In th is case, th e  term  m eta-eth ics is useless  
for it w ou ld  n o t b e in clear o p p o sitio n  to  th ose  descrip tive a c tiv i
ties b u t to  th e  m oralizing  eth ics on ly . M eta n o m ics rises b ey on d  
any partial and  particular field o f leg isla tio n  o f la w fu l fu n c tio n in g  
in  society . It deals w ith  th e law  o f leg isla tio n  in society . A n d  it

21 “Metanomics” from the Greek meta, beyond, and nomoi, laws.
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is in th e  enjoyab le p osition , as a nam e, to  b e  in clear polarity to  
th e  law  as w ell as to  econ o m ics.

T h e  th eo log y  o f A n se lm  and T h o m a s is m eta-logic; m etaphysics 
o f th e  18th century style on  th e  G o d  o f  nature is m eta-esth etics. 
M y task is th e  m eta-eth ica l and th at is pressing today b ecau se of  
th e  coex isten ce  o f  an tagon istic  law s o f society . M eta-log ic  was 
n eed ed  w h en  a n ew  paganism  d isrupted  th e  C hristian  C h u rch  in  
feudal and loca l w orship. M etap h ysics was n eed ed  w h en  coord in a
tion  o f  p hysical facts, d iscovery o f A m erica, etc ., a system  o f  
d istan t co n tin en ts  and  countries and b od ies b eca m e com p ellin g . 
M etan om ics , or m eta-eth ics are, in th e  tim e  o f radio, th e  result 
o f th e  p an d em o n iu m  o f propaganda for d ifferent system s, differ
en t types o f m an, d ifferent socia l orders th a t c o m p ete  in  our ears 
incessantly . W e  m u st id en tify  th e  h istorical nam es and  th e  
K antian term s, and  w e shall find th a t h u m a n ity  has fo llo w ed  a 
remarkably stead y course in g o in g  from  m eta-log ic  to  m eta 
esthetics to  m etan o m ics.

I have listed  th e  endeavor o f  m eta log ic  as th e  concordia dis- 
cordantium canonum  on  th e w orkings o f d iv in e  tr u th : th e  con- 
cording o f th e  paradoxical u tterances o f  th e  spirit. C on cord in g  
scien ce is m eta-log ic . I m ig h t list th e  passion  o f  th e  last centuries  
of natural p h ilo sop h y  as th e  passion  for a system  th at coord in ates  
far d istan t b od ies and  relates th e  h ith erto  unrelated  facts o f th e  
world and  also, as m etaphysics, exp lains th at very passion for a 
“system .” A  system atiz in g  sc ien ce  is natural sc ien ce, m eta-esth etics.

A nd  m y ow n d irection  o f th ou gh t, probably, w ill h ave to  b e  
listed  as th e  m eta-eth ica l search for a sy n ch ron iza tion  o f m u tu a lly  
exclusive social patterns o f  b ehaviour, as “th e  m etan o m ics o f th e  
great so c ie ty ” w h ich  m u st con ta in  con trad ictory  ways o f  life . M y  
gram m ar o f assent, m y gram m atical organ on , is d ev o ted  to  th e  
task o f  su p p lem en tin g  th e sta tu te  la w  o f  an y given  socie ty  w ith  
th e m eta n o m ics th at exp lain  and  satisfy  our enth u siasm  for th e  
synch ron iza tion  o f th e  d istem porary, o f  o ld  and  young, black , 
brow n and w h ite , g ov ern m en t and  anarchy, p rim itive and refined, 
highbrow  and low brow , in n o cen ce  and so p h istica tio n , all at peace, 
in on e h u m an  society .

Perhaps, it is safe to  say th a t m eta-logic , m eta-eth ics, and m eta 
physics all con cu r in trying to  prove o n e  and  th e  sam e th in g  for
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th e m in d , for society , and for nature. A fter all, they are w res
tlin g  w ith  th e  q u estion  o f th e  om n ip resen ce o f G od . T h eo lo g ia n s  
w restle w ith  th is om n ip resen ce  d esp ite  th e  con fu sin g  m aze o f  
rational sta tem en ts and propositions. M etap h ysic ian s try to  in ter
pret th e  p h en om en a  o f th e  w orld o f our senses as b ein g  capable  
of cosm ic harm on y and b eauty, as b ein g  natural, d esp ite  th e  
con fu sion  o f th e  p h en om en a l world.

M etan om ics , th en , m ig h t b e in terpreted  as th e  search for th e  
om n ip resen ce o f G od  in th e  m ost contrad ictory patterns o f  h u 
m an society . N o  w on d er th at th ou gh  th ey  all concur, th ey  also  
m ust use d ifferent m ethods; th e  logical, or d ia lectica l, is in use 
for exp la in in g  th e  con trad iction s of p ropositions (n o th in g  com es  
from  n oth in g; yet, G od  created th e w orld o u t of n o th in g ) , th e  
m ath em atica l and p h y sica l: th e  sm allest u n it is th e  atom ; n o , th e  
sm allest u n it is th e  w ave. T h e  gram m atical or d ia lo g ica l: all m en  
are identifiab le; no, all m en  are d ifferent. In this la tter p rop osi
tion , I feel th at w e are in th e  center o f all socia l problem s o f th e  
future. T h e  paradox o f th e  h u m an  b e in g  in socie ty  is just th is: 
th a t m an is a separate u n it w ith  separate in terests, and th at h e  is 
a fe llo w  w ith  id en tica l in terests as w ell.

T h e  p icture o f  m an, under th e h eg em o n y  o f  m eta-logic , th e o l
ogy, was th a t m an was an ab ject sinner, in  his in d iv id u ality . T h e  
picture o f m an, under natural p h ilo sop h y , was th at h e  was every
b od y  else's equal. T h e  v ision  o f  th e  socia l teacher is m eta n o m ica l. 
H e know s th a t th e  eco n o m ics o f socie ty  d ifferen tia te  us|  in ces
santly; th e  variety o f  m an k in d  is perp lexing. By m eta n o m ics h e  
reclaim s m an's pow er to  id en tify  h im se lf  w ith  others R esp ite  
th ese  d ifferences. T h e  equ ilib riu m  b etw een  th e  special socia l 
sciences in  w h ich  m an appears to  differ, and  th e  social p h ilo so p h y  
w h ich  m ake h im  appear eternally  th e  sam e h u m an  b ein g , is th e  
secret o f all research in th e  socia l field. W e  ca n n o t give up o n e  
side o f th e  social paradox, e ith er  by id en tify in g  all m en  as b e in g  
th e  sam e, or b y  a llow in g  th em  to b eco m e  so different th a t they  
lo se  their  pow er o f id en tify in g  th em selv es w ith  others. P eace  is 
th e  term  w h ich  expresses th e  ex isten ce  o f  th is paradox in  society:  
th at d ifferent p eo p le  b y  h av in g  peace togeth er , are id en tifiab le .

W ith  th is paradox at b o tto m , socia l teach in gs are p laced  on  th e  
sam e basis as th e  m edieval an d  th e  m odern  scien ces. N o  research,
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n o in te llectu a l enterprise on a large scale, can get go in g  w ith o u t  
th e  preservation o f con trad iction s. M an  is in a contradictory p osi
tion  because h e  is alive. G od  is contradictory becau se h e is th e  
liv in g  G od . A n d  nature is paradoxical because she is in m o ve
m en t. E m pirica l h u m an  th ou gh t is n o t vital en ou gh  to reflect th e  
contrad iction s o f its subject m a tters: society , values, nature. It is 
on ly  w h en  th e  scien tific  stage is reached, as in sch o lastic ism , or 
science, or n o w  in social research, th a t th e  em pirical and m e
chan ical w orkings o f th e in d iv idual m in d  are su b lim ated  to  a 
com m on  enterprise o f m ankind . In it th e  th in k in g  process is 
m irroring n o t on e  aspect o f its object, b u t all its contradictory  
aspects.

W h en ev er  a province o f life  is con q uered  by scien ce, th e m in d  
rises b eyon d  th e  first em pirical assertion M a th e  h igher p lan e o f  
th e  paradox, o f  con trad iction s. M an y  b od ies, on e space; m any  
truths, on e  G od; m an y tim es, o n e  peace. A n d  th e  teach in g  of  
social order and  disorder m u st b e b u ilt  on  th e  contrad ictory  
vision  o f m an at war and at peace in order to  b eco m e  th e  pre
em in en t in te llectu a l enterprise o f th e  future. 7

7. Theses

Speech  sustains th e  tim e and  space axes o f society . G ram m ar is 
th e  m eth o d  by w h ich  w e b eco m e aware o f th is socia l process. 
G ram m ar, th en , offers itse lf as th e  basis for th e  m eta-ethic^ o f  
society . W e  have called  th is n ew  d iscip lin e  n o t m eta -eth ics/ b u t  
m etan om ics o f society , for th e  ob viou s reason th at econ o m ics, 
b ion o m ics, th eo n o m y , deal w ith  th e  law s (nom oi) o f  th e  d ifferent 
realm s o f scien ce.

T h e  aim  o f this n ew  organon is sy n ch ron iza tion  o f  d istem p o- 
raries. A n y  ed u cation a l process does th is very th in g  in em pirical 
fash ion . P eace is th e  d atu m  th at m u st b e  given  in  im m ed ia te  
personal exp erien ce to  th e  stu d en t o f socia l teach in gs. P eace  ca n 
n o t b e d ed u ced  rationally.

T h e  tw o previous sc ien tific  enterprises are th e  m eta-log ic  o f  th e  
m id d le  ages, in th e  form  o f th eo logy , and  th e  m eta-esth etics o f  
m o d em  tim es, in th e  form  o f  m etap h ysics. M eta-lo g ic  ( th e o lo g y )
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concorded  d iscord ing truth, saved th e paradox o f liv in g  truth  
against th e  laws o f con trad iction  and o f th e  exclu ded  m id d le. 
M eta-esth etics (m eta p h ysics) saved th e  u n ity  of m atter and  
m ovem en t, th e  u n ity  o f space in a system  o f d istan t bod ies.

8. Schem atic Survey

abstract term : M eta-logic M eta-esth etics M eta-eth ics
con crete  field: 
in te llectu a l

values (g o d s) nature (sp a ce) society  ( t im e )

too l:
h istorical

d ialectics m ath em atics gram m ar

nam e: th eo logy natural scien ce “m eta n o m ics”
proposed

task: concordia coord in atin g syn ch ron izin g
discordant- m o v em en t an tagon istic
iurn o f distant “d istem p o-

starting

canonum  
con co rd in g  

contra
d ictory  
eternal truth

bod ies:
system

raries”

ip o in ts: 1050, L anfranc 1543, C op er 1808, Saint-
1142, C rusades nicus

1620, D escartes  
T h irty  Y ears’

W a r

Sim ofi 
W o rld  W a r


