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DISTINCTIVENESS OF SPIRIT

The sciences are tending towards an integration of knowledge. Vast ex-
panses are opening out before the human mind. The works of great schol-
ars - human and natural sciences - are not only ceasing to be cut off from
one another, but they are actually serving each other; a discovery in one
branch of knowledge is ever more frequently called to bear witness in an-
other branch.

Order in nature was discovered long ago. Shall we not discover it in history?
Only the adherents of dualism will want to take steps in this direction.
Naturalistic monism rules out the very need of such investigations, for, if all
is nature, and the human spirit merely a higher level of the material order,
it suffices to know the laws of nature. In accepting monism one thereby
acknowledges that matters of the human spirit are subject to the laws of
nature: and these are known. This is the most important dispute in the sci-
ences. Naturalistic monism and dualism are merging into philosophy and
(to which no attention is paid) the science of law.

The new physics considers matter and energy to be identical. This thesis
originated in investigations on electrons. But electrons are never matter and



energy at the same time. Electrons are material in circular motion, but en-
ergy in radiation. The whole of this issue pertains to but the material world;
for there are two distinct forms of energy - from separate sources - not just
one form of energy appearing either as material or spiritual energy.

The law of energy conservation is unknown in spiritual life. Spiritual ener-
gy can increase or decrease quantitatively. Were it to be otherwise a certain
part of its constant quantity would have been the same since the time of the
troglodytes; quantitative changes in spiritual energy are limitless. Whereas
a human thought, unlike indestructible material energy, can disappear and
perish without having borne fruit. Unfortunately, spiritual energy can be
utterly destroyed (for instance, through the disappearance of tradition).

A new quantity of spiritual energy can always arise, totally unconnected
with any quantity already in existence. In the spiritual sphere, everything
arises out of “nothing”. We call this kind of generation creativity. Spiritual
energy is creative, material energy — is not.

The creation of new spiritual energy is the main kind of spiritual activity,
which, through its creativeness, differs from physical activity. Through
physical activity we process material forms of energy, as does the whole of
nature; for various forms of radiation elicit various forces in nature, and all
physical phenomena originate in the transfer of energy to various spheres.
But with the aid of spiritual properties we create something new, we mul-
tiply the quantity of the spirit’s manifestations, and we frequently even add
new qualities.

Energy, material and spiritual, can move from one sphere to another. Spir-
itual energy, however, does not possess any singular or determined form. So
we again have a fundamental difference.

Furthermore, we have opposite laws. For example, the velocity of bodies in
rotary motion increases with the length of the radius; the highest velocity



at the circumference, the lowest at the centre. The opposite happens in hu-
man intellectual associations: the highest intellectual activity at the centre,
decreasing towards the circumference; so it decreases with the length of a
radius.

Further investigations could multiply arguments quantitatively. Qualita-
tively, a certain fact will always predominate, hitherto not considered, but
decisive: a body must always yield to any force it encounters, but a spirit
- not at all. This is in stark contrast to matter in general. Our mental pow-
ers’ potential for development is due to this spiritual property. No order
whatsoever would otherwise be possible in the mind; a ceaseless subjec-
tion to a multitude of forces, encountered at every step, would be bound
to bring about a derangement of the mind. Oh in what straits the human
spirit would find itself! Would it be able to develop were it to be restricted
to the confines of the laws of nature, diminished by this subjection? Our
reason would be in potentia; we would not be in a position to use it. Our
whole humanity arises from the fact that though we encounter a multitude
of forces, we yet remain untouched by them, subject to but some of them.
Were we to be subject to everything that we might encounter, we would
never attain equilibrium in our mental powers, a requirement of trans-
corporeal life.

Errare humanum est! Spiritual life often avails itself of fictions, which, how-
ever, have very real consequences. There is no parallel in nature. A machine
is the ultimate mechanism, but a defect immediately causes a failure. A
machine is either reliable or broken and impossible to use. If only a man
were able to stop doing something when in danger of making a mistake!

A spirit will not admit of adjustment to a mechanism. An advance in a
machine consists in a simplification, and we thus increasingly control the
forces of nature. It is quite the opposite in the world of the spirit: an ad-
vance is simultaneously a complication. Even private life is becoming ever



more complicated, to say naught of social life. It is ever more difficult to
orientate oneself in an increasingly complex reality.

A spirit will not admit of mechanisation, for it did not arise from a develop-
ment in nature! Hence there are two distinct energies, the physical and the
spiritual; a dualistic order reigns on earth. Monism is contrary to reality, for
man is made up of body and soul. We shall not explain the distinctiveness
of the spiritual world, its aptitude for action and purposeful activity over
the course of generations, other than by affirming the existence of the hu-
man soul. It is within the souls of each one of us that decisions are made as
to which forces we desire to yield to, which to oppose. So we have free will.

As a soul is not subject to the laws of nature, death does not pertain to it. It
is superior to matter, and it is not, in any way, just the most perfect mani-
festation of it. From this we conclude that the soul’s being is not dependent
on the body’s being, and that it does not cease to exist on the death of the
body, that is, that the soul is immortal.

Anyone willing to ponder over the genesis of the soul, and its essence, will
come to believe in God. From this it is a seemingly small step towards set-
tling the issue of order in history — blame all on God, on God’s Providence,
which manifests itself in history. The issue, however, is not that simple. It is
necessary to ask oneself whether any order exists in history at all. Divine de-
crees are, as a rule, unfathomable. Is it always possible to know the designs
of Providence in advance? Attempts have been made to study Its decrees in
history. All of them, however, depended on the meditative method, an «
priori method, exclusively deductive. They are examples of stretching real-
ity to fit a personal view on things, a meditated view, that is, thought out,
but unfortunately, even with the best of intentions, made-up. There are
very noble illusions, but one has to remove them all from the sciences. So
let us entrust ourselves to the inductive method.
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THE QUINCUNX AND CIVILISATION

I1

Research on the issue of order in history would be in vain had we not been
able to discover it earlier in that which all people, of all countries, times and
stages of development have in common. But not all can even kindle fire,
while even the breeding of domestic animals is not universal! With such
enormous differences, how is one to extract that which is universal, with-
out which there would not be a human being? How is one to enumerate
and comprehend all that is human? In what way can one briefly illustrate
a moral and material being that has existed for thousands of years? We
need a formula wherein all that pertains to communal life, wherever and
whenever, could be included; that is - several thousand matters and their
several thousand intricacies, ever more complicated with the development
of human associations.

Man is made up of body and soul, and anything whatsoever that is human
must have a form and an essence, an inner and an outer part. The fullness
of life requires both, since a shortcoming in one of them brings about dis-
harmony. There are five categories of the human being. The inner part, the
spiritual, consists of the notions of good
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(morality) and truth (natural and supernatural). Matters of health and
prosperity make up the corporeal part, the outer part. Moreover, there is a
bridge from the inner to the outer, the notion of beauty, common to both
body and soul. This is the human quincunx. It encompasses all the mani-
festations of one’s being, all the possibilities of human life. There is no fact,
nor thought, which is not somehow related to one of these five categories;
frequently to two simultaneously, and even more. Every fact and thought
belongs here. No one could think up anything human that would not be
contained within this quincunx of human life.

To know a given human association — starting with the family, then State
and nation — is to know its quincunx.

The elements of the quincunx first appear in primitive, non-uniform clan
systems. There is an unlimited number of kinds and variants of clan sys-
tems, but not many of them become historical. To date, I have managed
to scientifically define seven. A clan has to adhere to some norm. From the
beginning, a very varied tripartite law is formed, that is, a certain set of
family (marital), property and inheritance laws. It is dependent on what is
considered decent and indecent. A social economy depends on this, which
can clearly be seen in pre-historic economies. For from the very dawn of
human associations it is not at all possible to separate material and spiritual
culture. Also the very struggle for survival, even at low levels of primitive
associations, is of a threefold nature: material, intellectual and moral.

All associations begin with a clan system. To date four fifths of the globe
so remains (in Europe it existed in the Balkans until recently). Large States
may arise, even whole civilisations, and yet they might not achieve family
emancipation, for example, the Chinese civilisation.

More significant associations arise when related clans form tribes, and tribes

form peoples. We know of vast territories where tribes have not even come
into being; clans ceaselessly fighting each other, full of hate and mutual
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contempt. For only clans with similar tripartite laws can be united; or one
of the clans must oppress neighbouring clans and impose its own tripartite
law on them. Parallels in the quincunx are a prerequisite of more extensive
associations. Peoples that are to associate in yet greater wholes must be
civilised identically, or at least similarly.

Here we have the inviolable law of commensurability. Associations that are
not commensurate fight and exterminate each other, or at the very least
they aspire to go their separate ways. Unanimity in commensurability is, in
consequence, quite simply a system. A system is the basis of an association,
and the level of development is dependent on the aptness and cohesiveness
of the system.

The great diversity of life on earth is nothing other than a variety of social
systems, from which the diversity of social structures arise. A belief in a
single system, common to all human kind, can only arise in a strictly non-
historical mind. There have been, and are, various systems of social life and
social structures, each of which forms a separate civilisation.

Civilisation is a method of social life organisation.

A civilisation exists wherever social life exists, even if of the most primitive
kind. To a historian, it is an unnecessary fiction to oppose “civilisation” and
“culture” (and the constantly changing interpretations of these notions).No
civilisation, material or spiritual, has ever developed in isolation. However,
the term “culture” is of use in denoting the divisions and variants of civilisa-
tions. For example: the Polish culture within the Latin civilisation; the Ger-
man-Byzantine, Serbian and Rumanian cultures in the Byzantine civilisa-
tion; the Uighur, Afghan and Turkish cultures in the Turanian civilisation;
the Japanese and Korean in the Chinese; the Mauritanian and Baghdad
cultures in the Arabian civilisation; the Tunisian and Litvak [Lithuanian
Jews] cultures, as well as socialism in the Jewish civilisation, and so on.
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So a whole civilisation, as also a part of it, that is, its culture, can be spiritual
as well as material, for the whole and the part contain both elements. But
normal development requires an equal consideration of both spheres of life,
the material and the spiritual. Commensurability ought to prevail between
all the activities of the quincunx. The activity of one category of being is ap-
propriate when there is no disharmony between it and the other categories.
If life brings conflicts, the moral good is to decide, for hegemony is due to
the ethical category.

But the strictest moralist must not take matters of prosperity lightly. Afflu-
ence is by no means morally inferior to poverty. Chinese philosophy holds
that a concern with the material part of being is unworthy of it, and as a
result... there are no peoples as soulless as the Chinese. Similarly, Brahmins
boast of being occupied with but supernatural truth; yet Hindus have be-
come bogged down in the most barbarian of polytheisms. We have another
instructive manifestation in Byzantium. From a theory on curbing the sin-
ful body, conclusions have been drawn against bodily beauty. The category
of beauty has been narrowed and, in consequence, spiritual perfection has
been left to monks alone, exempting the rest of the population.

Every association must develop in both divisions of being, the spiritual and
the corporeal, or decline in both.

It is rare for any of the quincunx categories to appear in isolation. They are
endlessly intertwined with each other, ceaselessly, continuously dependent
on each other, so much so that there is no way to analise any one of them
at length and not come across the others. The fabric of life is so arranged
that one can see all its parts, no matter from where one looks. But one must
look carefully. Various, striking connections between the categories have
been known for a long time. Medicine provided the best example, when it
was established that body and soul should be treated simultaneously. Even
the view on the collaboration between a doctor and a confessor has been
expressed.
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On the other hand the whole theory about the spiritual “superstructure” of
life superimposed on the material framework of a being is a platitude. One
could equally state that it is just the opposite; for do not prosperity and
health constitute the superstructure of appropriate intellectual labour? For
example, there must first be an author so that a publisher and a bookseller
might exist, and so on.

The whole of ergonomics, all technical progress, have nothing to do with
kinds of civilisation. Homo faber never produced a civilisation. Technical
progress can change the mode of human life externally, but it does not
bring about changes within man.

The quincunx is supplemented by the notions of time and space, which
appear and develop simultaneously. From time immemorial space has been
measured by the amount of time needed to traverse it. With development,
the connection between the two notions has become ever closer. But man’s
attitude to time is more detached, more of a spiritual nature. It is noticeable
that the higher the level of civilisation the more words there are to express
time.
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A BIOLOGICAL VIEW

IIT

Were a civilisation to be but a matter of nature it would be dependent on
race. But this is not the case at all. There may be more than one civilisation
within one race; the Semitic race, for example, with its Jewish, Arabic and
Turanian civilisations. Whilst one civilisation may be comprised of several
races as is, for example, the Latin civilisation, with its Nordic, Mediterra-
nean, Dynarian, Vistulan, and even Laponoid races. Similarly, one cannot
speak of a hierarchy of races; apparently this is the least reasonable of all the
numerous scientific errors.

Language is not dependent on civilisation. One language can serve two civ-
ilisations (for example, in Germany and Jugoslavia). From Pidgin English
we do not conclude that the Chinese belong to the Anglo-Saxon culture,
nor shall we trace any link between the Latin civilisation and the Portugese
speaking Brazilian Caboclo. There is, however, a hierarchy of languages;
not all manage to make cultural progress — in concepts and in a multiplica-
tion of abstractions.

A civilisation is incomparably more dependent on religion. Emanationistic
religions are characterised by a despotic form of government; this is a di-
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rect consequence of acknowledging authority as a manifestation of divinity.
Islam and Eastern Christianity, of the creationist religions, are adapted to
civilisations, while Catholicism demands civilisations to adapt to it, to its
basic postulates of social life. The Jewish and Brahmin religions produced
two sacral civilisations. At present it is impossible to say whether the Ti-
betan civilisation is a sacral one. Sacralism apart, religious distinction does
not determine the distinction of civilisations. For example, no missionary
requires a Chinese person to abandon his or her Chinese civilisation. The
Madonna is depicted with slanting eyes, and styles are created for Chinese
churches. Unity is one thing, uniformity another. Catholic unity is devel-

oped in diversity.

Were one of these three factors to be identical with the distinction of a
civilisation, then there would have to be as many civilisations as there are
races, languages and religions.

The great spiritual diversification of the human species is more dependent
on tripartite law differences. For example, absolute chaos reigned amongst
the Hellenes in the sphere of private law, and that in virtually every region.
Different systems of social life were adhered to. Hence they neither pro-
duced a common State, nor nation, or a common Hellenic civilisation. It
was otherwise with the Romans. Their empire arose from the exceptionally
attractive power of their tripartite law, one and permanent. They also came
up with the notions of nation and fatherland (which had barely flickered in
some Hellenic minds). In view of the complete dissimilarity of the Roman
and Hellenistic systems, one must abandon the belief that there was one
Hellenic-Roman civilisation, the so-called Classical civilisation. Only sci-
ence and art were held in common. A civilisation on a larger, historical scale
cannot arise where every smaller human association has its own civilisation,
highly incommensurable with the civilisations of related tribes.

One should take a closer look at but historical civilisations that lasted long
enough to be observable, and which had an impact on the course of history.
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Universal history demonstrates that there were twenty such civilisations.
Antiquity produced seventeen of them: the Chinese, Egyptian, Brahmin,
Jewish, Babylonian, Iranian, Syrian, Tibetan, Phoenician, Sumerian, Ae-
gean, Numidian, Turanian, Spartan, Athenian, Hellenic, Roman — the
Middle Ages but three: the Byzantine, Latin and Arabic. The Indian Inca
and Aztec civilisations were also historical, but whose beginnings we can-
not determine chronologically. So in all we have twenty two civilisations.

Over half of them, thirteen, have died out: the Egyptian, Babylonian,
Sumerian, Aegean, Iranian, Syrian, Punic, Spartan, Athenian, Hellenic,
Roman, Incan, and the Aztec. Six civilisations of antiquity, and the three of
the Middle Ages have survived.

So civilisations differ greatly in their longevity. This issue has been ex-
plained away by maintaining that, since they arose in time, all civilisa-
tions must eventually die out. Is not all that is human mortal? There was
recourse to biology, and it was claimed that every civilisation has its youth,
maturity and, finally, its old age, a harbinger of death. But historians know
that many never matured, that there are cases where they decayed before
they matured, and that they were in a state of decay for ages. There are also
peoples, as if plunged into eternal primitiveness, that have outlasted many
a high civilisation. Yet one often comes across the bold claim that “civilisa-
tions perish when they have achieved their objectives”. A veritable oddity!
What objectives have those great human associations before them, those
eternally decaying?! Wiped out by the Spaniards, the Indian civilisations
“had achieved their objectives”!! While forgetfulness of the fact that the
three great ancient civilisations — the Chinese, Brahmin and Jewish - still
exist, flourish, and none of them look as though they are dying of old age,
is frankly laughable. The Jewish civilisation is at present the strongest of

them all.

The biological view of history cannot be justified in any way. No commu-
nity, no nation, no State, no civilisation is immortal in the very nature of
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things, that is, by the very fact that it exists - that it is, and because it is.
The disappearance of any civilisation whatsoever is by no means a historical
necessity. Historical entities come to grief, but never because they existed
for too long. The causes of each decline must be examined separately.

Theories of historical recurrences, erroneously applied to history, arose from
biologism. St. Bonaventure (1221-1274) initiated such theories. He sought
to demonstrate certain parallels twixt the periods before and after Christ,
akin to each other in some essential feature. He accepted the seven epochs
of the Old and New Covenants, according to the seven days of creation,
juxtaposed them, and drew analogies. So, after Christ, there are recurrences
of those periods before Christ (from this there later arose Bossuet’s Judeo-
centric history). Much later, from the beginning of the XVIIIth century,
Giovanni Battista Vico presented his notion of an ideal history, eternal,
that is, “an ideal eternal history plan”. He wanted to discover a historical
pattern that was binding once and for all. He left a chronological table
arranged according to three time periods: periods of the imagination, will
and the intelligence, periods that formed a historical corso, after which the
ricorso begins anew.

Then Hoene-Wronski, a great cabalist of the first half of the XIXth century,
published two tables in his Philosophie absolue de 'historie (1852): one is
a chart of the genesis of the philosophy of history, and the other presents
an order of historical currents. Melchizedek as a Preparation sociale. Next
Gustav Adolf and Frederick the Great present a social reform (Wronski
had no idea about history).Hegel likewise amused himself with an arbi-
trary arrangement of names. He saw the times of Charles the Great as the
return of the Persian State, and Socrates revived in Luther, and the like.
Then Lamprecht, at the turn of the XIXth and XXth centuries, deduced
a sequence of stable periods and their features: animism, symbolism, typ-
ism, conventialism, individualism and subjectivism. Then he started from
the beginning again, from animism. Apart from that he also deduced six
economic recurrences. Finally, we have Spengler with his tables of com-
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parative morphology of universal history. For example, the Greek fine arts
and northern instrumental music, the times of Plotinus and Dante, and the
like. Spengler saw a particular similarity in the development of the Clas-
sical and Mexican cultures. Prussia would assume world hegemony, and
Dostojevski’s spirit would prevail in Christianity. Whilst one can recognise
the greatness of Vica’s mind at every step (even in his mistakes), his later
imitators, in occupying themselves with history, did not bring themselves
renown at all.

Theories on historical recurrences belong to the rubbish heap of history,
alongside the theories of a primeval herd instinct, matriarchy, totemism
and other errors.

The issue of historical order is not in need of meditative ideas but of ardu-
ous, inductive research on human associations, from the family to civilisa-
tions.

Why not go further, the whole of humanity?

“Humanity” does not exist historically or sociologically; it can but exist in
the Christian love of neighbour, and in missions. Apart from that it is but a
literary expression, beautiful but fanciful. Categorically, nothing, nothing
exists that could blend all civilisations together. Any “all-human” associa-
tion whatsoever (including the Chukchi, [Siberia], Papuans and the like)
is absurdly utopian. There has never been, nor is there, a common road for
the whole human race, for there is no universal system of social life.

Civilisations do not unite the peoples of the world; they but divide them,
and they will never cease to do so. Universal history is made up of the his-

tory of civilisations and their mutual relations.

No attention is paid to the important fact that one can only be useful
within one’s own civilisation. The only exception is missionary work. But
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should, for example, a white doctor want to be useful amongst coloured
people he should assure himself of the aid of some external factors. As a
matter of fact, one does not need to resort to the “coloured” example as
there were cases of doctors in the Middle Volga Region being thrown into
the river even though they had come to fight a cholera epidemic. A society
with an organised social life, according to a different system, also has its
own peculiar views as to what is useful or harmful, necessary or superflu-
ous.

One can only usefully work in human associations that have the same no-
tions as to what constitutes usefulness. It is not enough to want to be useful.

Even the greatest dedication is insufficient. It is necessary that those whom
we want to serve are prepared to accept our desire to help. However, if
they see usefulness and harm, good and evil differently, or the other way
round?! A certain commensurability between a benefactor and a beneficiary
is necessary.

Usefulness is facilitated in human associations where the benefactor himself
is a member. But difficulties arise with dissimilarities in social classes; the
more considerable in the case of State and national differences, let alone in
different civilisations.
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DEVELOPMENTAL ORDER

IV

How does a human association develop in order to pass from a primitive
level to the very highest level — the atomic bomb level? Highly civilised and
primitive associations have always, from earliest antiquity, existed at the
same time; and there have always been those that, having come to a stand-
still at a certain level, did not develop further.

Where fire was not a common property, peoples became stuck on the most
primitive level. We also have nomadic tribes that have survived to our
times, following animal migrations (in order to suck the female’s milk).
Nomads hardly ever settled, while there are human associations that set-
tled from the very beginning, whose forefathers had never been nomadic.
Of the settled peoples, the troglodytes - cave dwellers - were the flower of
humanity. Cave settlements developed in Asia to the Middle Ages, while
they still exist in India. Ground level and underground settlements devel-
oped simultaneously.

Campfires enticed people, wherein the germ of the oldest form of power

lies. They also enticed some animals, wherein we have the germ of domestic
animal husbandry. Those who did not possess animals were left behind;
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they took no part in further development. It is from an observation of
animals that man learnt to use milk, salt (salt mines saw the beginnings of
capitalism) and cereals, though thousands of years elapsed before man pro-
duced flour. And there is no permanent and inevitable connection between
the domestication of horned animals and agriculture. The so-called eco-
nomic trichotomy also turned out to be an error, that is, that everywhere
hunting was followed by pastoralism, and finally by agriculture. There are
peoples that have hitherto not abandoned hunting as their sole occupation;
and there are peoples where ithas been but of secondary importance from
the very beginning.

Not anywhere was there “a primeval herd instinct”, or matriarchy, or the
slightest trace of communism. The renouncement of paternity was out of
the question, as children were the greatest asset. The beginning of property
is the possession of one’s own children.

However, an endogamic family must have existed from the very begin-
ning. In order to break with it, special organisations were concocted (I have
called them ”seclusions”), the members of which did not have the right to
inter-marry (ius connubi). With many peoples such seclusions still exist.
Peoples who did not try to break with the endogamic family only exist in
small numbers, characterised by primitivism.

Monogamy must have existed from the very beginning, for nature does
not provide an excess of women. Then some peoples became polygamous,
whilst others never ceased to be monogamists. For example, a Roman citi-
zen could never be a polygamist.

Polygamy was only possible with the advent of exogamy, when women
were taken for wives from other clans, as tribes began to arise. At times of
peace, wives were bought from neighbouring clans. At times of war, women
were captured and espoused, or made concubines. Every successful military
expedition increased exogamy.
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The tribal system was the beginning of society. A society is a human associa-
tion that acknowledges supranational matters.

War chiefs became tribal princes. Thus the germ of a State arose. But only
monogamous tribes advanced to further stages of development.

The next, and most difficult, prerequisite of development was the abandon-
ment of the clan system and its transformation into a family system; we call
this family emancipation. Hitherto no polygamous association has achieved
this. It is a radical social change, if only in the establishment of the coming
of age and the full rights of a son during his father’s life. Thorough changes
in property and inheritance rights are connected with this. The struggle for
family emancipation sometimes turned into a bloody revolution.

At the same time, in the struggle for existence, the variety of means — the
occupations of social classes- increased in communities which managed
to reproduce more and occupy more considerable expanses. They evolved
into societies. A society is a community that is diversified by a variety of
social classes. The lack of this diversification is observable in only the most
primitive of communities. The more social classes the easier and safer the
development of society. The proliferation of State structures usually accom-
panied this development. However, the germs of statechood already appear
in communities. So the State is older than society. Further levels require
a two-way development in State and society simultaneously. Everything
depends on the relationship between these two entities.

Diversification according to variants of tripartite law is sufficient to dif-
ferentiate civilisations on but lower levels, while higher civilisations depend
on whether associations have developed to the extent that private law alone
is insufficient, for public law is required for further development in social
life. It is not always separate from private law. With the majority the peo-
ples, public law is based on private law, in that the private law of a ruler has
expanded so far that he is acknowledged as the possessor of everything in
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the State. State application of private law is exaggerated; public law is quali-
tatively only a particular kind of private law. This is private law monism.

There is another kind of legal monism, an opposite kind. Private life is
submitted to the requirements of public life, determined by the Head of
State. Society is free inasmuch as the State allows, that is, inasmuch the
ruler as the representative of public law allows. This is public law monism.
The consequences of both these monisms are the same: enslavement and
underdevelopment of society, and the despotism of the Head of State.

The distinction between public and private law first appeared in the Athe-
nian civilisation, but it was not until the Romans that it was comprehen-
sively developed and made the cornerstone of their State structures. It was
legal dualism, and it lasted throughout the whole republican era, and the
first period of imperial rule. However, in the later period of imperial rule,
under oriental influences, oriental legal monism was also accepted, mainly
public legal monism. Private law in the later period of imperial rule was
ousted ever more by public law; the State increasingly encroached on the
private life of its citizens.

Legal monism or legal dualism — herein lie the civilisational issues in hu-
man associations that effected the emancipation of the family and formed
diversified societies.

As to further development, the acceptance of Christianity became the
greatest issue. Only Christian peoples achieved the highest level in the de-
velopment of all the categories of being, the full bloom of the quincunx.
The Church formed a new civilisation, the Latin, into which it incorpo-
rated those elements of the Roman civilisation that could be reconciled
with Christianity. But the Church pronounced in favour of legal dualism,
and the autonomy of society with regard to the State. Catholic teaching
required State law to be subject to religion, that is, to ethics. The papacy
insisted on an identical morality in private and public life.

25



First, however, legalists had doubts - whether morality could always be ap-
plied to public life. Later, Protestantism pronounced that it was not feasi-
ble; that the State and politics were exempt from morality. Thus public legal
monism was again introduced. This problem is still being grappled with.
Presently, the supporters of the Latin civilisation have an obligation that
goes to the very core of a human being, that is, to defend private law from
being devoured by public law, to fully restore legal dualism, to regain the
position seized by monism.
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TWO PRINCIPAL LINES OF THOUGHT

\Y%

The diversity in systems of social life comes from differences in human
thought. They are grouped according to certain stable features — a duality -
as if two lines opposed to each other. Every system of social life arises from
the stance taken with respect to these principal lines of thought.

Abstractions rule in history. Of supreme importance is man’s relationship
to God. It is either of a personal or a collective nature. Until the XVIth
century the whole of Christianity saw it as a personal relationship. Every
Christian is personally responsible before the Lord. He or she personally
experiences the Lord’s favours or punishments, as a certain individual, ir-
respective of position, ethnic origins, class and the like, which imposes spe-
cial obligations on one; but all this is not of the essence of one’s soul. The
genesis of personalism lies in this apprehension of man’s relation to God.

The Jews thought quite the opposite. A strict orthodox Jew does not pray to
Jehovah as an individual, but as a Jew, as a member of a human association
that has a contract with Jehovah, as a member of the Chosen People. It is
a collective relationship; in opposition to personalism we have communal-
ism.
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With the coming of re-Judaeisation in Protestantism, communalism also
invaded Europe. This was most marked in Calvanism, proclaiming a collec-
tive predestination. In Calvin’s Geneva there was no room for personalism
in the face of strict yardsticks of uniformity.

Every manifestation of communal life is apprehended and experienced
either in a personalistic or communalistic way. Two modes of thought
emerge: a posteriori or a priori. The former draws inductive conclusions,
beginning with long, critical discussions on past experiences. The latter is
not solicitous about experiences and facts, but, via the meditational meth-
od, it arrives at principles to which it adapts real life, though the principles
should be broken. Aposteriorism is inductive, apriorism is solely deductive.
Apriorism likes to experiment on large associations, wanting to form all its
ideas according to notions posited in advance, while aposteriorism forms
ideas according to experience. Pursuant to this, public activity adopts a
personalistic or communalistic line of thought.

Primitive man would not have developed at all if every generation were to
have begun a6 ovo. Development is only possible by taking advantage of
the experiences of predecessors. Tradition is the basis of every civilisation.
It is ever present in the natural development of human associations. The
abandonment of tradition was not thought about until man had reached a
high level of development, when it was decided to produce a homunculus,
artificially triggering off cancers in social life. Too bad! Man is endowed
with free will, so he can spoil everything all around him at will.

Historicism is the supreme expression of a developed tradition, the germ
of which is innate in human associations. The more a tribe develops, the
more attention is paid to genealogy. The Chinese venerate the dead , asifa
religious practice , though as yet they have no idea of history or historicity.
Historicism is at the same time the best use that man can make of the no-
tion of time. Without chronology and eras there is no public historicism.
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Hereditary surnames are the bridge from private historicism to public his-
toricism. The vast majority of peoples still do not have surnames.

Personalism cannot lead to historicism, and vice versa. Wherever an incli-
nation to historicism arises, a personalistic basis also arises. Historicism
is unknown to communalism; at least that is what historical induction
teaches us.

Human associations based on personalism are organisms, whilst those based
on communalism are mechanisms. Uniformity is a feature of mechanisms,
whereas an organism lives by diversity. An organism is made up of various
parts, which are however linked by a sense of unity. Such an organism arises
from a free and conscious decision as to objectives, which arise from a gen-
eral agreement on views and aspirations. An organism picks itself up from
disasters by its own strength, cures itself of faults, and perfects itself by its
own powers. But a mechanism requires aid from the outside. Hence in the
case of disasters it is incurable.

Communalism aims at uniformity, and the members of such an association
desire to differ from each other as little as possible. They cannot imagine
unity without uniformity — diversity seems to be some sort of a division
to them. Therefore communalism does not favour the rise of initiatives.
After a time, passivity ensues from uniformity, an indifference to public
matters. Finally, stagnation sets in. Associations that have become uniform
are devoid of an inclination to perfect themselves. Uniformity is opposed
to human nature. Hence such associations are based on coercion. Human
relations do not, in themselves, take on the form of a mechanism. This re-
quires artificial, 2 priori, “planned” action. However, were the whole world
to change into a mechanism, in time there would have to be a universal
stagnation and, in the end, disintegration. The disappearance of all creative
capacity would threaten. Creativity is a decidedly personalistic quality.
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Irrationalism outrages adherents of a mechanised life. It has spread around
the world, starting with Plato’s predecessors and, in man to man relations,
it has taken up incomparably more room than technology. There was a
philosophical current in the Middle Ages which believed in but one reality:
in ideas. Currently, for some time, indications are multiplying that irra-
tionalism is returning with greater force. It is evident how abstractions are
ruling in history, with peoples in possession of the most abstractions in the
forefront, leaving peoples with less abstractions far behind. Abstractions
are leading us upwards. Those who desire to limit abstractions are heading
toward the abyss. Does not an increase of material goods often begin with
abstractions? Hence an organism possesses more Vitality, since abstractions
more easily multiply in an organism.

The formation of human associations, then, occurs against a background
of a battle between an organism and a mechanism, between aposterior-
ism and apriorism, historicism and a meditated improvisation, between
uniformity and unity in diversity, and finally, coming to the very heart of
things, between personalism and communalism. While personalism is the
consequence of legal dualism, monism is the outcome of communalism.
While contemporary public legal monism is nothing other than a totalitar-
ian State, dualism is expressed in an aspiration for local government.

The whole of history oscillates between these two principal lines of thought,
which we have here considered at length. In the personalistic we have free-
dom, while in the communalistic we have coercion. In the latter there is
also less room for the development of ethics. Ultimately, in this oscilla-
tion, there is a struggle for supremacy in human matters; the supremacy of
physical or spiritual force.

The kind of civilisation, then, depends on tripartite norms, on the relation
to the five categories of being, on the relation of private and public law (as
well as society and State), on subjecting public life to ethics, or on exempt-
ing it from ethics, and finally to which kind of force supremacy is granted,
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material or spiritual — and which is all included in one of the two principal
lines of thought. Civilisations are based on this.

These two principal lines of thought provide proof that commensurability
is the basic law of history since each of them is a most precise example of
commensurability in all of its elements.

The other most general law of history is inequality.

Both these laws are integral, as they are also found in nature.
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INEQUALITY

VI

Equality is sameness in uniformity. Only artificial products can be so iden-
tical for them to be so equal.

One can only aim at equality by coercion and violence, lowering every-
body’s level - in everything, and in every respect. Human associations are
thus increasingly mechanised, which often brings about total degeneration.
The relationship between a mechanised and a coercive establishment of
equality is directly proportional. Those equal in spiritual poverty and dull-
ness of mind are the easiest to mechanise.

Equality would be the greatest of injustices. Justice is a fair distribution of

inequality.

The discovery of fire brought about great inequality, which is still the case
in a significant part of the world. In some tribes, even now, only clan elders
have the right to a hearth; with many primitive tribes various stipulations
and privileges are binding as to the use of fire. Another inequality factor was
the size of clans. Success primarily depended on the level of reproduction,
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on unequal fertility and different mortality rates. While basic inequalities
arose everywhere between the senior or junior lines of a common ancestor.

With some peoples an equality of property postulate arose. It is still known
with the Eskimos, African Negroes as well as the Eastern Turanians (and
until not long ago the Yakuts), where it befits an individual to possess only
what is “needed”, and one cannot work more than necessary. With those
peoples even the wealthiest are poor, and no settlement is capable of surviv-
ing an economic disaster. It is clear that all those peoples who oppose the
accumulation of goods by individuals will suffer stagnation.

Freedom of production, and the complete ownership of the fruits of one’s
own labour, allows for individual enrichment. While there is no other way
to development, nor can there be, other than through an imitation of out-
standing individuals by others. So inequality is a necessary condition of
progress.

The diversification of societies then gave rise to new inequalities, but the
greater the diversification the better it was for the development of societies
and States. Progress tends towards diversity, not at all towards uniformity.

All attempts at introducing equality in any of the historical civilisations
failed. Civilisations could only grow in strength through inequality. For the
advocates of equality there but remains for them to start universal history
from themselves.

The most zealous campaigners for equality, however, usually begin with
creating a new nobility, a new privileged class.

Equality of wealth, however, is not enough for the most zealous, but they
demand universal co-ownership of wealth.
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Communism is the meditational method’s most primitive conclusion. It
existed in China about 1065 before Christ, and the world was destabilised
for eighteen years. In Greece, the idea of communism was given a scath-
ing rebuff in literature. Parodies were written about it, but in Pergamon,
in the IInd century after Christ, the crowd took the parody seriously and
attempted to adapt communal life to it. Communism first appeared in
Europe with the Albigensians in the first half of the XIII century, and again
with the Taborites (Adamites) in the XVth century. And for the third time
at the beginning of German Protestantism in the Peasants’ War, and with
the Anabaptists in Thuringia (1524), and in Miinster ten years later. The
confiscation of goods, together with the commonality of women, was asso-
ciated with communism every time. Babeuf renewed communist agitation
in Paris (1795), while his followers established the Communist Party anew
in 1837, which pronounced against the institution of the family. They were
not successful. The campaign of Robert Owen, who had demanded the
proletarianisation of all as early as 1812, was also fruitless. The commu-
nistic-nihilistic trend comes from Bakunin; it yielded the Paris Commune
episode in 1871. Having passed through certain stages, it reached its zenith
in Bolshevism.

Contrary points of view on wealth and work are possible because opinions
on the origins and causes of poverty come from two opposed notions as
to the variability or invariability of worldly goods. Some think that the
amount of worldly goods is stable, and more than sufficient to satisfy the
needs of “humanity”. They do not take into account the fact that, from pre-
history to our times, primitive tribes often perished from hunger. On the
whole, nature provides exceedingly little food that does not require process-
ing. Hunger is eliminated by work, effort, science and the improvement of
communications. However, since the amount of goods depends on man’s
efforts, it is thereby necessary to acknowledge that the amount of goods are
variable. The amount of goods is not fixed, but dependent on production.

34



The view that the wealth of some is purportedly the cause of the poverty
of others is popular. The illusion that “the rich” could eliminate poverty
if they so wished has persisted since St. Basil (IVth century A.D.). While
induction teaches that all would be paupers if the wealthier did not exist.

An example from the Acts of the Apostles confirms that it is a mistake to
believe that a distribution of wealth among the poor could prevent pov-
erty. At that time Christian communities already possessed their own relief
funds - to which the wealthier contributed (some even gave away all of their
wealth) - for the benefit of the poor according to a deacon’s instructions.
Only the Jerusalem community was organised in a communistic way, but
which also constantly found itself hard pressed for money; St. Paul end-
lessly collected money for it on his journeys.

“Apostolic” communism was possible among twelve people. But it did not
last long as the Apostles parted to the four corners of the world.

To invoke the Church Fathers is an ill-considered argument. It is indeed
possible to quote this or that from their writings in praise of common
ownership, but ten times more quotes have been collected in defence of
private property. While it is necessary to remember that St. Basil, as the
eldest, worked in Asia Minor, which was the wealthiest (in the second half
of the IVth century) country in the world - but still so backward! About
370, a father’s ownership of his children was acknowledged by the State
to the extent that in lieu of back taxes it confiscated his children and sold
them at a public market. Besides, St. Basil clearly demanded alms from that
which was surplus, accepted heredity, and considered moderate wealth as
the best state.

While the alleged hunting communism, or “Negro” communism, never
existed, nor exists anywhere. Neither the whole of universal history nor the
whole of ethnology give us an example of communism in any significant
human association whatsoever. Family communism was, and is, very rela-
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tive, as it exists solely by the will of the head of the family, the rightful and
sole owner of the whole estate.

In recent years, with a renaissance of the economic naivety of the Church
Fathers, programmes based on the thesis that there would be no poverty
were there to be no wealthy men are increasing. They are labouring on
various conceptions, as if to hinder one in becoming rich. They accept,
for example, personal property (for the Apostolic See has clearly accepted
it so many times), but they counsel a limitation of its use by the owner to
a minimum of his “needs” (completely like a Negro), and everything he
possesses above and beyond that is to be taken for the poor. These reform-
ers ought to at long last decide what they really want - more alms or high
taxes for the benefit of the poor? Alms are always voluntary, and as to the
other eventuality, it is worth making a thorough study of the history and
administration of the English tax system. However, if the wealthy are to
have all their income taken away, over and above essential living costs, who
will want to accumulate wealth knowing that it will be taken away? So who,
then, will give alms, or pay high taxes?

The issue of a God-fearing or godless management of one’s own estate is
strictly ethical, not economical. In ancient Hellas the goods of the wealthy
were taken away from them and given to the poor so many times! And what
came of it?

History provides more than enough examples of mistakes as to the inter-
pretation of love of neighbour. All doctrines against wealth were, and are,
such mistakes. The abolition of interest, officially determining iustium pre-
tium [the concept of fair exchange], maximum taxes on goods (from Dio-
cletian to this day), mercantilism, physiocracy [rule of nature], and finally
socialism (from which communism most consequently results) - belong to
this series of whims. These doctrines recommend a transformation of soci-
ety to a single class community, its complete proletarianisation. One may
have quite the opposite opinion; that there should not to be a proletariat
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in a healthy society, that one should aim to extricate as many neighbours
as possible from the proletarian plough-beam. For the time being socialism
reserves a privileged position for the proletarians, but one can be of the
opinion that no social class should be privileged.

Socialism proclaims that it is as if an opponent of capitalism. Yet it never
intended to combat it, but it changes that which is private into that which
is the State’s. Socialism, more than any other doctrine whatsoever, is based
on capitalism, but a State one. State capitalism, however, never ceases to be
capitalism.

The transformation of the State, where it directly manages production, had
already been written into the Communist Manifesto postulates of 1848.
Socialism is mocked by Marx and Engels in the Manifesto as an indeter-
minate thing, good for the time being, inasmuch as it is revolutionary; but
communism is the sole aim. The postulates of Marxism are being realised
one by one. We are now just awaiting the abolition of inheritance laws, also
foreseen in the said Manifesto. While communism has assumed the form
of a company, where one does not have to make any contribution, though
one can draw everything from it.

All aspirations to equality, as against the nature of things, lead to negative
results. The slogan of equality is similar to the role of heat in the material
world. Were all to really become equal, all mental and economic activity
would cease. The end of humanity would ensue in a given association: total
inertia.

As far as the equality of wealth is concerned, we Christians needlessly argue
about a matter determined ages ago by our Saviour Himself.

The famous passage from the Gospel of St Mathew VI 26-34, ending: Be
not therefore solicitous for tomorrow, the Lord but desires and recommends
one not to give oneself over to just accumulating wealth, but rather to be
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solicitous over grace, and God’s aid in temporal work! When the five thou-
sand that were listening to the word of God began to feel hungry, the Lord
did not perform a miracle to stop the hunger being felt, but miraculously
multiplied the food and fed them. While when Judas was scandalised that
Mary of Bethany had spent three hundred denarii [a Roman soldier’s daily
pay] on anointing our Saviour with fragrant oils, Our Lord said something
that we all know by heart: For the poor you always have with you (...); but
me you have not always.

Here Christ the Lord very evidently addressed people who were - the great
majority - not poor. The poor person is the one who needs alms. While
there are no alms without the wealth of others - so wealth is needed. Salva-
tion cannot be closer to those that need support, for in that case we should
be obliged to pursue a universal, the greatest possible, impoverishment.
Whereas one cannot define poverty thus: a poor person is the one who
earns a living by his own work. Some add: work with one’s own hands. In
that case, a virtuoso is poorer than a street match seller who does not do
anything with his own hands. Whereas it is known how industrious Ameri-
can billionaires are.

The Parable of the Camel signifies that a rich man, living a godly life, has
greater merit than a poor man. A rich man ought to be “poor in spirit”, able
to feel for the poor man. Even the richest man ought to possess personal
values,which would give him a sense of worth if he were to lose his fortune.
As to that, we have accumulated a lot of experience from two world wars;
should one ascribe moral superiority to the impoverished “rich man”, or the
enriched poor man?

Poverty, as an antithesis to wealth, is not blessed anywhere in the whole
Gospel; the blessed are solely the poor in spirit. That obligation also rests on
the poor. A poor man, muttering all his life, continuously thinking of how
to forcibly impoverish the wealthy — is not, of course, poor in spirit. Wealth
is not morally inferior to poverty.
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FEATURES OF SEVEN CIVILISATIONS

VII

At present, just seven historical civilisations exist. Four ancient: the Brah-
min, Jewish, Chinese and Turanian; and three medieval: the Byzantine,
Latin and Arabic; the Numidian (Berber) as well as the Tibetan have ceased
to be historical, for they are now but few and, now local. Of these seven
civilisations, as many as six are of the communalistic kind, and but one
alone, the Latin civilisation, is of the personalistic kind. It alone actively
aspires to the supremacy of spiritual forces.

Two of these civilisations are sacral: the Brahmin and the Jewish. The Chi-
nese is a-religious, so too the Byzantine-Bulgarian. The Brahmin is the
most polytheistic. The vague philosophising about the supreme “Brahmin”
is limited to a few, exceptional individuals, while in general polytheism is
growing more and more, and so thoroughly taking over the minds of Hin-
dus that even health directives had to be tacked on to the cult of some idol
in order for Hindus to comply with the directives.

With the Jews, all the regulations of the Torah apply only in Palestine: in

the Diaspora, they have largely yielded to dispensations. The Jews once
showed a great inclination to polytheism in Palestine. They have four re-
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ligions of their own. Only exceptional individuals always believed in crea-
tive monotheism; the religion of the whole was, and is, monolatry. In the
Talmud creationism began to be mixed with emanationism. The Cabbala
and Pilpul are emanationistic, while modern Hasidism is as if a synthesis of
various Cabalistic systems. It is significant that a Hasidic Jew believes that
he can even subordinate God’s will to his own.

Jehovah cannot look favourably on any other people but Israel. For they are
the Chosen People, and Jehovah is obliged to see to it that the Jews control
the whole world, and that “all the peoples of the earth” be their “footstool”.
Such is their contract with Jehovah, and the Jewish religion is contractual.
The Torah, in the opinion of the most eminent Jewish scholars (Maimon-
ides, Maimon, Salamon, Mendelson, Lazarus, Philippson and many oth-
ers), is not a revealed religion, but a revealed law.

Brahmanism is not solicitous about expansion beyond India. Whereas the
Jewish civilisation has seen such a huge expansion, like no other in the
whole of universal history. There is no Jewish influence in but one civi-
lisation, the Chinese, while Jewish settlements in China have always lan-

guished.

Brahmanism and Buddhism share a belief in reincarnation as a punishment
for sins committed in a previous existence. The Christian notion of eternal
life evokes dread and aversion in them; they also do not attach significance
to health improvement. To the one for whom nirvana is an ideal, the Latin
civilisation’s active attitude to life, resourcefulness and versatility, seem to
be unreasonable. All hope in the rebirth of China lies in the fact that Bud-
dhism is fading away there more and more.

Presently, monogamy is only binding with Christians. Polygamy prevails in
China. Hindus permit bigamy. Compulsory monogamy was introduced in
Turkey recently, where it admittedly finds support in economic relations,
but it is not a general conviction, and regulations are readily evaded. The
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Muslims have remained polygamists in both their civilisations, the Ara-
bic and Turanian. The ancient Turanian-Jewish polygamy has never been
changed. Crammed into countries of the Latin civilisation, they changed
to monogamy from the XIII century on, a result of the so-called “rab-
binical council”, effected on the formal basis that the Torah did not forbid
monogamy.

The world views of various civilisations differ greatly. Brahmanism, and
a significant part of Islam, excludes the possibility of man, in his normal
state, being able to draw close to God. According to Brahmins, one can
only gain spiritual victory through bodily renouncement.

Every civilisation has its own ethics. Peoples that have gone through the
Buddhist school set levels of morality according to social position, while
absolute morality is solely for monks. Brahmanism knows but caste ethics.
The Chinese are free to maim their own children, even kill them. The Jews
have four different ethics: one in Palestine, another in the Diaspora, an-
other for fellow believers here and there, and yet another for the Gentiles.
To the Jews, only a fellow believer is a neighbour.

The Latin civilisation adopted Catholic ethics and, thanks to that, having
adopted legal dualism, extended morality to public life too. However, that
principle began to break down from the time of legalism, until it was re-
duced to a heap of rubble thanks to the influence of the Byzantine-German
culture. Legal monism leads to despotism; while the papacy constantly pro-
nounced in favour of the autonomy of human associations, and for basing
the State on society. Monism set in most in the Chinese civilisation; every
dynasty determined what the calendar, State colours and music were to be

in China.

As to the mastery of time, there are huge differences. In the Brahmin civili-
sation, and in a significant part of the Turanian, time-keeping is still solely
based on natural phenomena. The Chinese were the first to work out a cal-
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endar. The Chinese are defective in chronology, while the Hindus have no
idea about it. As to the calendar, the Jews were inordinately solicitous, but
they did not show any solicitude for chronology. They did not adopt cycles,
nor even the ten year sacral cycle. The notion of “era”, from the creation of
the world, was not thought up by the Jews until the times of the Roman
Empire to show how much older they were than those for whom eras, from
the founding of towns, suffices. However, they have still not developed a
historicism for themselves. The Arab civilisation is similarly devoid of his-
toricism, though it is familiar with the notion of era; Turkey likewise.

Mastery of time contributes greatly to the development of morality. An ap-
titude for setting deadlines, and meeting them, forms the will, inspires the
intellect and increases creative power. Only people who look beyond their
own death make progress possible, arranging things for the good of their
children. The above is widespread only in the Latin civilisation.

Differences in civilisations are so great that the changeability of spiritual
forces is not identical in them. Does prosperity bring about academic pur-
suits in the Turanian civilisation? In the Brahmin civilisation, one can at
any time change from being a minister into a voluntary beggar, but never
ever into an industrialist or professor. In the Chinese — fondness for litera-
ture never turns into an academic pursuit. In the Latin civilisation, a social
force easily turns into a political one, but never the reverse. The Byzantine
civilisation seems to be a direct political force, meanwhile in the Latin there
is no way to generate political power other than to support the develop-
ment of society and the extension of its functions.

Let us recapitulate certain particular features of the seven civilisations of
our age:

The Turanian civilisation is a military camp system of communal life. The

peoples of this civilisation rot when they are not waging war. They are com-
munities that at times change into armies, but never into societies. But this
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civilisation spread to the eastern Slav lands, and in complete concord with
Byzantine Christianity created two Turanian-Slavonic cultures: the Musco-
vite and Cossack. Despite the influence of other civilisations nowhere has
the principle of communalism been so strictly carried out as it has in Rus-
sia, where there arose the view that even a mystical experience ought to be
communal and not individual.

The Byzantine civilisation, also a communalism, having adopted public le-
gal monism and having freed authority from ethics, crushed society. There
we have the oldest etatism in Europe, and the beginnings of the totalitarian
State. The genesis of State omnipotence lies in caesaropapism, since an
emperor ruled consciences, the more so all else. Force, of course, was neces-
sary to coerce the population into a given sect; the theory that it is right to
convert by the sword also comes from Byzantium.

In the Arab civilisation, public law arises from private law, as the Koran
only contains the latter (for example, taxes are inferred from the obligation
of giving alms). Society is not independent. It was allowed a say only in the
Mauritanian culture in Spain.

In the Chinese civilisation, the State is based on bureaucracy. The writ-
ing system is the bond among the hitherto uncounted peoples and lan-
guages. Its awkward writing system and its defective language are not able