Introduction

Statement of the Problem

The pursuit of wisdom –of some first principle in terms of which the universe can be explained and human action and human society ordered-- is the leading factor in all human development and civilizational progress. Wisdom is, on the one hand, the very substance of spirituality: it is nothing more or less than knowledge of God –or, if one of concludes that there is no God, of how to live meaningfully with that truth. But it is, at the same time, the beginning and rule of all practical rationality. Without knowledge of the end or telos neither techne (excellence in making) nor phronesis (excellence in judging the means to the ends of human action) are possible. It is wisdom which gives us a vision of the Good we strive to create, which reveals to us the transcendental principles of value which properly govern social life, and which points us towards our final end or purpose.

There are, to be sure, many paths to wisdom. The simplest and most fundamental of these –that of right action— is, in principle at least, open to all human beings, regardless of their social condition or context. By doing justice we gain an immediate, preconceptual and connatural knowledge of the Good and thus of God. This is the ordinary way of wisdom which makes the scientific classification of our species as homo sapiens (and not, for example, merely homo faber or homo sciens) so apt. It is also the way of the great mystics who, having mastered all of the intellectual and practical disciplines, exoteric and esoteric, arrive at long last at the simplicity of the divine. 

But in order to do the Good we must know the Good –or at least be under the guidance of someone who can set us on the right path. And herein lies the dilemma. How do we know what the Good, or know who is a reliable guide to the Good? In a just social order people are habituated from birth to right action and thus set on the road towards the cultivation of the moral virtues and of connatural knowledge of God. But what if the society we live in is not just, and cultivates not virtue but vice? So long as the injustice is straightforward and transparent --a question of warlords extracting rents, taxes, and forced labor from dependent peasant communities, which themselves remain intact, it may be enough for prophets and sages to point out that the end to which the society as a whole is ordered has become distorted –that rather than seeking the good of the people the rulers exploit them and live a life of luxury and violence. This is the sort of wisdom represented by the ancient Chinese ru (sages), intellectual ancestors of the Confucian tradition, who exposed the rapacious and violent character of the Shang dynasty and set the stage for the Chou revolution (Yao 2000: 16-30). It is also the sort of wisdom represented by the “judges” or shophetim of earliest Israel, who rallied the people against their Canaanite oppressors and set the stage for the development of a tradition which met God in the struggle for a just social order (Gottwald 1979). 

Things change, however, with the advent of petty commodity production –of a society in which decisions regarding resource allocation are driven by supply and demand-- around 800 BCE. On the one hand, this opens up new opportunities for those who historically lacked the resources or lineage to participate actively in the public arena (which, we must remember, was also the cultic arena, the arena of meaning and value par excellence). And trade brings people who historically upheld different meanings and different values into contact with each other. But petty commodity production also tends increasingly to dissolve village communities and to make all human interactions simply a means of advancing individual consumption interests. People in a market society experience the world as a system of only externally related individuals –atoms— without arche or telos or else as a structured but ultimately meaningless system of quantities (prices). This undermines the basis in experience for knowing the Good and thus for the development of a connatural knowledge of God. Thus it is not surprising that it is just precisely around this time that we see the first assault on wisdom as such, and the emergence, in all of the principal civilizational centers of emerging petty commodity production, of nihilistic ideological trends: Hellenic Atomism and Sophism, the Indian Caravka and Ajivika schools, and just a little bit later of Chinese Legalism (Collins 1998). Meaning, in other words, becomes contested and problematic.
It is also at just precisely this same moment that we witness the advent of a new way of wisdom --rational metaphysics or the via dialectica
— which attempts to ascend by means of rational argument to the principle which before human beings knew by means of an experiential and preconceptual knowledge. Between roughly 800 and 200 BCE we witness the development of something like a rational metaphysics in all those centers of civilizational development undergoing a transition to petty commodity production: the Mediterranean Basin (Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle), India (Upanishadic Brahminism, Jainism, and Buddhism), and China (Taoism, Confucianism, and Mohism). And it is under generalized commodity production (capitalism), in which labor and capital as well as goods and services, have become commodities, that dialectics achieves its most ambitious expression in the philosophical system of Hegel and in the political movement towards socialism.
This new way of wisdom is not just a response to skeptical critiques. It represents real progress. It is a good thing to learn right action under the leadership of a wise guide; it is better to choose one’s own guide from among many possibilities, and better still to decide rationally and autonomously the fundamental questions of meaning and value which define human life. 
It is, however, just precisely this way to wisdom which has come increasingly under attack from the most diverse quarters, so that the “end of metaphysics” is all but taken for granted among most scholars in the West. Indeed, there is no discipline which has been more uniformly derided for a longer period than rational metaphysics. Of the ancient and medieval sciences which have now fallen into disrepute, even astrology and alchemy get better press. Declared impossible (at least as it had traditionally been understood) by Kant (Kant 1781/1969), its assertions were determined to be logically meaningless by Ayer (Ayer 1937). Even the materialist wing of the dialectical tradition has turned against metaphysics, arguing that the universe can be explained adequately in terms of purely material principles (Engels 1880/1940), while others argue that “modern science” has determined the universe to be ultimately meaningless (Krause 1999). Earlier books (Mansueto 2002b and Mansueto and Mansueto 2005) have been devoted to answering these epistemological and cosmological critiques of metaphysics. In this book we turn to what we will call the "political-theological critique": the claim, which has come from diverse philosophical perspectives and divergent positions along the political spectrum (Kierkegaard 1848, Nietzsche 1889, Heidegger 1928/1968, Arendt 1958, Levinas 1965, Derrida 1967/1978), that metaphysics,
 quite apart from whether one believes it to be epistemologically possible or impossible, scientifically founded or not is, in fact, at the very root of a plethora of social evils, from technological domination through patriarchy, imperialism, and totalitarianism to atheism and despair. It is not only, or not so much, that we no longer can do metaphysics as that we ought never to have tried in the first place.

The political-theological critique of metaphysics is a complex and diverse ideological phenomenon. Before we can analyze either its social basis and political valence or its substantive claims and internal logic we need to define better its principal characteristics. Broadly speaking the main elements of the political-theological critique of metaphysics include:

1) a common definition of metaphysics as a universal causal theory which attempts to rise rationally to a first principle in terms of which the universe can be explained and human action ordered,

2) an historical analysis centered on philosophy’s lapse into “ontotheology,”
 so that history is either divided between a pre-ontotheological golden age and later periods of metaphysical/political/technological domination, or else between two historical streams identified variously with Athens and Jerusalem, Center and Periphery, the Same and the Other, and

3) an ideological analysis which links ontotheology with making or , and which charges it with legitimating patriarchy, tributary empires (Amin 1988/1989), and/or modern “technological” and totalitarian domination, both capitalist and socialist, as well as, in its religious forms, humanity's rebellion against God. 

In some cases the aim of this critique is straightforwardly nihilistic in the sense of rejecting a global meaning (Nietzsche and the early Derrida); in others it is mounted in defense of a specifically anti-rationalist spirituality (Kierkegaard, Levinas); in other cases still (Heidegger) it hovers in between.
This situation has, more recently, been altered by two developments. On the one hand, we have witnessed attempts from within the dialectical materialist tradition to come to terms with postmodernism and reground an emancipatory politics. This has involved what we might call a partial re-instatement of metaphysics, albeit one which scrupulously avoids anything which looks like ontotheology. Among the most important examples of this trend we would cite the dialectical critical realism of Roy Bhaskar (Bhaskar 1989, 1993) and the democratic materialism of Alain Badiou (Badiou 1988, 2006). On the other hand, thinkers from within the postmodernist tradition have re-engaged religious questions, something which has resulted in a broad spectrum of approaches, from the late Derrida’s “acts of religion” (Derrida 2001), through John Caputo’s “weak theology,” (Caputo 2006), to the Radical Orthodoxy of John Milbank and his associates (Milbank 1989, 1999, 2006b). In his later work, at least, Milbank seems to be proposing a re-engagement with metaphysical questions, albeit a limited one intended, like that of the postmodern dialectical materialists to avoid the pitfalls of ontotheology. 
State of the Question

There have been many defenses of metaphysics during the course of the past 200 years. The work of Hegel was first and foremost, an attempt to answer the epistemological questions raised by Kant. The same is true of Neo-Thomists such as Maritain and Garrigou-Lagrange. Objective idealists (Schelling and Soloviev), transcendental idealists (Rahner), process thinkers (Whitehead and Hartshorne), and phenomenological realists (Scheler and Woytila) have taken paths around, rather than through the Kantian critique, but have nonetheless arrived at something like a rational metaphysics. Hegelian philosophers such as Errol Harris have, meanwhile, joined to their defense of dialectical reason a penetrating answer to the cosmological critique, arguing that the foundations of metaphysics are, in fact, to be found in science and that even modern, mathematical physics points clearly towards transcendental principles of meaning and value. Even Marxists, their historic allergy to the term metaphysics and to the idea of transcendental first principles notwithstanding, have increasingly come to recognize that Marx himself was an Aristotelian essentialist (Meikle 1985) and that Marxist ethics is in fact an historicized form of natural law ethics (Daly 2000), something which ultimately depends on metaphysical foundations. 

There has, however, to my knowledge, been no attempt to answer what I have called the “political-theological critique,” no explicit defense of ontotheology. More specifically, there has been no attempt to evaluate empirically the claim that “ontotheology” understood in the Heideggerian sense is at the root of modern nihilism and state terror --and this in spite of the emergence of a comparative historical sociology of philosophy.
 

The reason for this failure is simple: ontotheology lacks an autonomous material base in the modern world. Philosophy generally, where it has not been displaced entirely by the sciences on the one hand and the hermeneutic disciplines on the other (Mansueto 2006), has been forced to perform what Roy Bhaskar (Bhaskar 1993) calls “underlaboring” for these disciplines, for the  revolutionary left, or for religious institutions. The result has been that even where an attempt has been made to argue for the necessity of a metaphysics of some kind (Bhaskar 1993, Badiou 1988, 2006, Milbank 2006b), the defenders of metaphysics have carefully avoided making a case for its autonomy, and specifically for the ability of reason to rise unaided to knowledge of first principles. 

This said, there are some resources available for our project. Max Weber’s Economy and Society (Weber 1921/1968) and in his comparative historical studies of religion treat the birth of metaphysics as part of a larger process of religious rationalization which he regards as issuing ultimately (but only in the special case of Calvinism) in the instrumental rationality which defines the modern West, a claim which, if sustained, would at least partly second the postmodernist position. Karl Jaspers (Jaspers 1953) theory of an “axial age” is, in effect, an extension of Weber’s theory and attempts to explain the later development of humanity’s principal civilizational traditions in terms of an initial “breakthrough” during the period between 800 and 200 BCE which included, among other things, a turn towards more abstract religious language –in effect the birth of metaphysics— and an associated concern for questions of ethics generally and social justice in particular. Jaspers differs from Weber in taking a somewhat less Eurocentrist approach and in emphasizing the contribution of metaphysics to the larger historical movement towards freedom and social justice. Weber and Jaspers make a powerful case for the essentially progressive character of rational metaphysics; they fail to explain why it emerged when and where it did and not elsewhere, and thus fail to offer a really complete and rigorous analysis of its social basis and political valence. Jaspers also fails to extend his analysis of the impact of “axial age” ideologies into the long period between 200 BCE and 1500 CE –the Silk Road Era-- a period which will be critical for our argument, while Weber does so only to demonstrate the “incomplete” character of all attempts at religious rationalization before the advent of Calvinism. 

Three texts from the historical materialist tradition attempt to rectify these difficulties, though they often, I will argue, go in exactly the wrong direction. Ellen Meikins Wood’s Class Struggle and Ancient Political Theory (Wood 1979) argues that rational metaphysics developed as a defense of the slave mode of production against the popular forces represented in philosophy by the Sophists. I will show that, in point of fact, Sophism was an attempt to legitimate the injustices generated by petty commodity production and dialectics an attempt to ground a critique thereof. 
Samir Amin’s Eurocentrism (Amin 1988/1989) argues, as we have noted, that metaphysics helped legitimate the great empires of the Silk Road Era (which he understands as tributary rather than petty commodity societies, and thus as founded on the coercive extraction of surplus from dependent peasant communities rather than trade). What he does not consider is the possibility that it also helped to transform these empires, encouraging the allocation of at least part of the surplus product in ways which promoted the development of human capacities, even as it legitimated the rule of kings who were very far from being sages or philosophers. That it did will be one of the principal claims of this work. 
Another resource comes from a much (and unjustly) maligned text in the historical materialist tradition: Georg Lukacs The Destruction of Reason (Lukacs 1953/1980). Lukacs suggests that the bourgeoisie has, historically, used two distinct ideological strategies. During the period of its rise, when it could still present itself as a force for progress vis-à-vis the old feudal classes, and during periods of economic stabilization since then, it has employed a direct apologetic, arguing that capitalism is, in fact, a force for the development of human capacities. After about 1848, however, the developing contradictions of capitalism and the emergence of the workers movement puts the bourgeoisie on the defensive. It became increasingly difficult to legitimate capitalism as a force for social progress, which was being constrained both by ever deeper economic crises and by bourgeois resistance to the economic and political demands of the working class. The result was the elaboration of an "indirect apologetic," which argued not so much that capitalism was just as that a just society is impossible --and that socialism was therefore an empty dream. By the end of the century, this indirect apologetic had taken on the additional task of legitimating imperialist war and expansion --something deeply in conflict with the ideals of the democratic revolutions, but also the only way a capitalist society could resolve its internal contradictions (Lukacs 1953/1980). 

The indirect apologetic was advanced along a number of fronts. At the epistemological level it became increasingly common to claim that it is impossible to make objective, rational judgments of value and that all knowledge is, in a certain sense, interpretive and perspectival. Physics, biology, sociology and psychology, meanwhile, arrived at a series of results all of which called into question the ultimate meaningfulness of the universe and the Enlightenment doctrine of progress, results such as the Poincaré Recurrence Theory, the Second Law of Thermodynamics, Darwinian Evolution, Malthusian demographics, Weber’s view of history as a kind of war of the gods, and Freud’s reduction of human nature to sexual desire and aggression. This line of reasoning culminated ultimately in Nietzsche's doctrine of the "will to power." 
What Lukacs misses is the fact that the lineage of the indirect apologetic, which runs from Kierkegaard through Nietzsche to Heidegger, is also the critique of ontotheology and that his critique of the indirect apologetic makes sense only as a defense of ontotheology. This is because he himself is firmly situated within a tradition which is nervous about any metaphysics which points towards transcendental principles of meaning and value. 
An important contribution to the discussion has, finally, been made by one of the Radical Orthodox critics of autonomous metaphysics –John Milbank—who has argued that modernity is a product not so much of metaphysics generally but of the univocal metaphysics which emerged in the late middle ages. Following Joseph Ratzinger, he attributes this turn to Islamic influence and dates to roughly 1300. We will argue that it was, in fact, a reflex of the emergence of the modern nation state and has much older roots, reaching back into the Augustinian tradition which is so important to Milbank. The underlying insight, however, is critical to our argument.
What we need then, is a comprehensive defense of ontotheology against the political-theological critique, one which understands and criticizes postmodern irrationalism as an attack not only on reason but also on meaning, and which not only reveals the social basis and political valence of that attack, but actually refutes it. 

Thesis, Method, and Outline

Thesis 

The Journey of the Dialectic is intended to precisely that. As such, it advances both socio- historical and philosophical theses. 
1. On the sociohistorical front, I will argue that:

1.1. Dialectics and rational metaphysics form part of a larger process of religious rationalization and democratization set in motion by the emergence of petty commodity production, which undermines the basis in experience for the spontaneous development of a preconceptual, experiential, and connatural knowledge of God and renders meaning problematic. This process took place in three phases:

1.1.1. a series of initial breakthroughs, which took place during what Karl Jaspers called the Axial Age (800-200 BCE) and which accompanied the initial emergence of petty commodity production in the Mediterranean Basin, India, and China,

1.1.2. a period of systematic elaboration and synthesis (corresponding to the great Silk Road Era (200 BCE-1800 CE) with higher prophetic and mystical wisdoms, which constituted ontotheology in the West and comparable systems in India and China, and

1.1.3. a (largely aborted) movement towards the democratization of the ideal of the philosopher which was cut short by the Asharite and Augustinian reactions in the West, with only limited parallel developments in India and China. 

Dialectics and, when it emerged, ontotheology, at once helped reground meaning and value where it had been called into question, opened up participation in deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value to those outside the traditional hereditary priesthoods, and --far from legitimating either the slave mode of production, or the great tributary empires of the great Silk Road Era-- in fact serve to transform them, restricting exploitation and redirecting surplus towards activities which promote human development and civilizational progress. And as a global, or at least pan-Afro-Eurasian movement, dialectics and ontotheology, cannot be regarded as in any sense “Eurocentric.” 
1.2. Contrary to the claims of Heidegger and the postmodernists, ontotheology is innocent of the charge that it lies at the root of the modern nihilism and state terror. Modernity, rather, emerges out of a very specific univocal metaphysics which develops in both Christendom and Dar-al-Islam at the end of the middle ages as a reflex of and support for the emergence of sovereign nation states.
 By a univocal metaphysics we mean one in which all things –including God, if one believes in God— are understood to exist in the same way, with only quantitative differences between them. Under a univocal metaphysics the debate about God is a debate about whether or not there is an infinitely powerful being. If there is, then one must submit to Him. If there is not, then one is free to try to approach divinity by scientific and technological means. An analogical metaphysics, by contrast, understands God as Esse, the power of Being as such, and everything as a contingent beings which share in but do not possess that power. This means, on the one hand, that the gulf between God and humanity is qualitative and cannot be breached but also that the proper response to God is not submission but rather participation. The nontheistic metaphysics which develops in Mahayana Buddhism offers, we will see, a similar formulation.
1.2.1. This initially takes the form of a spirituality of authority and submission centered on the doctrine of the sovereignty of god, something shared by both Augustinian Christianity (Catholic and Protestant) and the Asharite strain in Islam which became dominant after the fall of the Abbasid Caliphate. 
1.2.2. Eventually, however, this “early modern” ideal yielded, by way of the scientific revolution, to the high modern ideal which seeks to actually build god by means of scientific and technological progress –something which is possible if the distance between creature and creator is merely quantitative. The critique of ontotheology is, in effect, a cover for this secret religion of high modernity and for the univocal metaphysics which is the precondition for “liberating” both the market and the state from transcendental principles of meaning and value and from the sapiential authorities, religious or philosophical, who are the guardians of those principles. 

1.2.3. There is, to be sure, an alternative critical-humanistic stream of modernity which retains the analogical metaphysics of Esse characteristic of medieval Christendom and Dar-al-Islam, but which, rather than using this metaphysics to ground higher theological and mystical wisdoms proposes instead an innerworldly strategy for divinization by means of purely philosophical wisdom and revolutionary political practice. This stream of modernity is the product of an Averroist counter-reaction to the Augustinian and Asharite rejection of reason and ontotheology and is reflected in the tradition of the Latin Averroists, Spinoza, Hegel, (the young) Marx, and their interpreters. While this strain of dialectics does invest philosophical wisdom and revolutionary political practice with tasks they cannot fulfill and represents a kind of sectarian, innerworldly Gnosticism, it cannot held responsible for modern nihilism and state terror either. Indeed, most proponents of this tradition (e.g. Lukacs, Fromm, and the Frankfort School) have been powerful critics of totalitarianism whether capitalist and fascistic or socialist. 
2. At the substantive philosophical level: 

2.1. I will resume the dialogue which was made both possible and necessary by the completion of the Silk Road but which Europe abandoned beginning in the fourteenth century in favor of warfare and conquest, showing how the via dialectica was already, during the Silk Road Era, approaching something like a consensus regarding the nature of the first principle. I will extend that dialogue, attempting a higher synthesis which reconciles the Western metaphysics of Esse with the sophisticated Buddhist metaphysics of the Tien Tai and Hua-yen traditions, which I will argue represents the completion of a long process of evolution within Buddhism away from metaphysical skepticism and towards a coherent doctrine of the first principle. The result will look surprising similar to the metaphysics of the Chinese dao xue (Neo-Confucianism) of the Song Dynasty. I will show how the resulting dialectical metaphysics can ground a revitalized and radically historicized natural law ethics and a new spirituality which will, at long last, carry humanity beyond modernity. 

2.2. I will show how it is possible to both defend the autonomy of metaphysics and of ontotheology and  be respectful towards higher prophetic and mystical wisdoms, thus correcting the error made by Radical Aristotelianism and modern dialectics. 

Method

Making this sort of argument is an extraordinarily complex task. It requires situating metaphysics socially and historically with respect to the social contexts out of which it emerged and in which it developed and both substantively and sociohistorically with respect to other wisdoms and their social contexts. And this in turn requires a substantial engagement with key questions of history and social theory. If part of what is at issue is the political valence of rational metaphysics and its impact on human development and human civilization, then it will be necessary to address historic debates in social theory regarding the relationship between the material basis of human society, social structure (including technology, economics, and politics), and ideology. Indeed, my defense of dialectics includes a significant revision of Marx’s dialectical sociology which “civilizational ideal,” the transcendental end to a society is ordered, as against the structural factors (technology, economics, politics, and ideology understood as the way we organize our experience of the universe), the importance of which Marx and his followers tended overestimate.

Demonstrating my thesis will also require engagement with a wide variety of more specific historical questions. The first of these concerns the claim, first advanced in the nineteenth century, that some or all human societies were matriarchal or at least characterized by relative gender equality. This debate is important to our argument because of the close historical association, which we will demonstrate, between Socratic philosophy and various Mediterranean goddess cults. The association between philosophy and the cult of the goddess affects our judgment regarding the political valence of the philosophical tradition, and the debate around primary matriarchy in turn affects our judgment regarding the political valence of the goddess cults. We will defend a modified form of the primary matriarchy thesis and argue that feminist philosophers are not without cause in claiming a feminine origin for dialectics and in arguing for a patriarchal deformation of the tradition, though I will differ in some particulars from Mary Daly’s treatment of this question. 

Second, it will be necessary to engage the debate around the relative importance of trade, conquest, and religion in the transition from what are generally called “Neolithic” societies and the development of complex urban centers. This debate is important because it bears on the role of wisdom generally in human civilizational progress. I will argue for what I call an “archaic” mode of social organization in which villages are grouped around a temple complex which serves as a center of meaning, which noncoercively centralizes surplus and invests in activities which promote human development and civilizational progress: botanical and astronomical research for example, and religious speculation. I use the term “archaic,” partly after Mary Daly (Daly 1998), because the mode of social organization in question involved ordering to an arche These archaic centers also, often, became centers for trade and objects of conquest, creating pathways of transition to petty commodity and tributary social structures. It is also possible that in some cases the priestly rulers of these centers themselves became corrupt and coercive, leading to a transition to tributary structures by another means. 

Third, it will be necessary to engage the debate around the so-called “axial age,” the period between 800 and 200 BCE first identified by Karl Jaspers in which societies throughout Eurasia seemed to have arrived at or received new insights into transcendental principles of value. This was the period of the great Hebrew prophets, of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, of Mahavira and Buddha and the Upanishads, and of Confucius and Lao Tzu and Mo Tzi. Jaspers’ insight is intriguing, but I will argue that we are, in fact, dealing with three distinct developments. The first is a collapse of the sacral monarchies of the late Bronze Age under the pressure of both peasant and aristocratic revolts, something which issues in the emergence of Israel and primordial Judaism and which produces the literature of Archaic
 Greece, the Vedas, and the Chou Revolution in China. The wisdom texts of this period reflect a new insight into the first principle –or rather into the failure of human rulers to live up to their sacral claims—but remains essentially mythological, in the sense that it uses image and story to convey meaning. Later, beginning around 700 or 600, with the advent of petty commodity production, which is also a period of political fragmentation throughout much of Eurasia, we see a gradual process of rationalization which involves both the development of an abstract mathematics, an increasing abstract characterization of first principles, and the gradual development of a rational dialectics –but not the widespread development of complete metaphysical systems. (Aristotle is an exception or perhaps rather a transitional figure in this regard.) Finally, around 200 BCE we see the completion of the Silk Road, the emergence of a new complex of empires based on petty commodity production rather than archaic or tributary surplus centralization, and an essentially scholastic effort to elaborate and systematize the metaphysical implications of the teachings of the prophets and sages of the two preceding epochs. This opens the real “medieval” era, which then lasts until 1800 or later when industrial capitalism authentically comes into its own. Even this periodization is fuzzy, of course. Prophecy and epic, for example continue: witness Jesus and Mohammed on the one hand and Beowulf on the other, and one of the main themes of the medieval epoch –specially in Europe and the Islamic world is the relationship between prophecy and dialectics. 

Fourth, it will be necessary to engage the debate around the capitalist transition which, with the recent work of Andre Gunder Frank (Frank and Gillis 1992, 1993, Frank 1998), has become a debate around whether or not the concept of capitalism itself is really meaningful. While I will draw extensively on his work, much of which I find brilliant, I will argue that there is a change in social structure which marks off the modern capitalist era from the long “middle age” of petty commodity production. I support the claim of the dependency/world-systems school that the rise of Europe is due not to unique features of European culture, but rather to the European conquests of Africa, the Americas, and eventually much of Asia. I will, however, show, that these conquests were themselves the result of internal contradictions in European society and of the rise of an aggressive, intolerant Augustinian form of Christianity after the middle of the thirteenth century. This transition involved a war on metaphysics and more specifically a war on Aristotle which undermined the metaphysical foundations of natural law ethics thus the moral check on economic rapacious. 

Finally, I will need to engage the debate around the historic significance of socialism, the reasons for the collapse of the Soviet bloc, the likely future of socialism elsewhere, and the next steps in the human civilizational project. Socialism is the response of the dialectical tradition to generalized commodity production, just as institutions such as the zakat and the guild system were the response of dialectics to petty commodity production. All are an attempt to subject resource allocation to substantive ethical norms. But socialism has stood in a profoundly ambiguous relationship to modernity. It has, at once, been a movement of peasants and artisans resisting capitalist modernization, of scientifically minded intellectuals frustrated with capitalism’s failure to generate a technological utopia, and of humanistic intellectuals frustrated with its failure to promote rational autonomy and democratic citizenship. And its crisis is at once civilizational –part of a larger crisis of modernity—and structural, the result of its own, distinctive internal contradictions –economic, political, and cultural. Our defense of dialectics and thus of rational metaphysics will thus be a partial defense of socialism against the charge that it is inherently totalitarian, for example, but will also treat socialism as an historically specific, limited form of civilization and point it towards new ways of subordinating resource allocation to substantive moral norms. 
This is a complex, multidimensional and interdisciplinary book. My method will consist principally in an analysis of the social basis, principal doctrines and arguments, and political valence of dialectics and rational metaphysics from its points of origin in classical Greece, India, and China up until the present, including a discussion of its complex interactions with other wisdoms. The structure of my argument thus depends on situating various developments in philosophy in the social contexts out of which they emerged and which they in turn affected. Since neither I (nor any one else, to my knowledge) possesses specialist knowledge of each and every epoch of human history, I have had to rely extensively on the work of other scholars who have devoted their lives to the understanding of particular epochs.
 Sources important for the analysis of particular historical periods but not for the overall argument of the book are indicated in the relevant chapters and in the bibliography. A few works, however, stand out for having contributed key conclusions which are essential to my over-all argument, because they argue theses so diametrically opposed to my own that my entire work is shaped in some significant degree by argument with them, or because they have contributed significantly to my overall understanding of the shape of human history, and thus the larger context in which my argument unfolds. I have already mentioned above those thinkers who contributed most directly to the argument of this work: Weber, Jaspers, Meiksins Woods, Amin, and Lukacs. Works which shaped my overall understanding of either the outlines of human history generally or key periods thereof include Geoffrey de Ste. Croix’s The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World (de Ste. Croix 1980), Perry Anderson’s Passages from Antiquity to Feudalism and Lineages of the Absolutist State (Anderson 1974 a and b), Samir Amin’s Class and Nation, Historically and in the Current Crisis (Amin 1979/1980), Barrington Moore’s Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy (Moore 1966), Theda Skocpol’s States and Social Revolutions (Skocpol 1979) and Andre Gunder Frank’s ReOrient (Frank 1998) and other works from the world-systems trend. I often disagree with these authors, and make it clear where I do so and why, but am substantially dependent on their mastery of the primary sources and their pioneering work in the development of longue durée and comparative historical analyses. Randall Collins The Sociology of Philosophies (Collins 1998), despite theoretical differences so great that we rarely even ask the same questions, provided an inspiring model for how to write a comparative historical sociology of philosophy.

I have, of course, turned to the primary sources when necessary in order to document my claims or substantiate a particular interpretation. This has most often been true with respect to my reading of key texts in the philosophical tradition.

My argument proceeds chronologically. The first chapter addresses the role of wisdom in human societies prior to the emergence of petty commodity production. The second chapter analyzes the initial response to the emergence of markets and situates Socratic dialectics in this context, looking at it side by side with the Upanishads, Jainism, early Buddhism, and early Taoism, Confucianism, and Mohism. The third chapter looks at the long middle ages –the Silk Road Era-- and shows how rational metaphysics generally and dialectics in particular helped to regulate petty commodity production. The chapter also makes an argument for the gradual convergence of humanity’s principal metaphysical traditions. Chapter Four looks at the complex relationship between metaphysics and modernity, both capitalist and socialist. Chapter Five outlines the new dialectical metaphysics we have been arguing towards throughout the course of the book and shows how it can help address the current crisis and chart the next steps in human civilizational project. 

� By “dialectics” in this context we mean any attempt to rise to a first principle by means of rational argument –as opposed to direct experience or revelation. We will argue over the course of this work for the underlying unity of Western dialectics from Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle through their Arab and Latin interpreters, up to Hegel, Marx, Engels, and modern dialectical materialism and idealism. We will also show that Indian and Chinese metaphysics are dependent on cognate disciplines. 


2 The terminology here is tricky. Most of the critics of a rational ascent to first principles of explanation and action have, at least since Heidegger, called the discipline they criticize “metaphysics” or “ontotheology,” and used another term for their own doctrine of the self disclosure of Being, the laws of motion of matter, etc. (ontology, dialectics). A few, however, (e.g. Levinas) call the discipline that they criticize it by some other name (e.g. ontology), and reserve the term metaphysics for their own doctrine. The Marxist tradition presents particularly difficult terminological problems. Some Soviet philosophy, for example, explicitly rejects metaphysics on the grounds of one or another version of the cosmological critique, but advances just precisely the sort of universal explanatory-causal theory which Heideggerian critics call metaphysical. This is especially true of Bogdanov and Deborin who, as we will see, actually tended to a materialist pantheism. Other Marxists, (e.g. Bhaskar) use the term metaphysics in the disciplinary sense to describe a general inquiring into being, while eschewing the incipient materialist pantheism of the Soviets for an ontology centered on negativity, contradiction, and absence (Bhaskar 1993). Still others reject the term entirely, counterpoising it dialectics (Mao 1937a/1971, Amin 1988/1989, 1999).


For the purposes of this book “ontotheology” means any attempt to ascend rationally to a first principle of explanation and action. Metaphysics means any treatment of being in general, whether or not in concludes to such a first principle. 


� The precise historical location of this lapse is constantly shifting. For the early Heidegger (Heidegger 1928) it was in the birth of dialectics itself, in Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. For the later Heidegger (Heidegger 1941) the lapse took place later with the translation of the Hellenic “unconcealment” of Being into Latin, the language of the language of road builders and empire makers, a crystallization which is completed in the Middle Ages when Being is identified with the supreme maker, the Christian Creator God. More recently John Milbank has located the lapse variously in the Scotist option for a univocal doctrine of Being (Milbank 1989) or in the growing influence of Islamic philosophy in the West (Milbank 2006b). 


� Randall Collins monumental The Sociology of Philosophies (Collins 1998), while an extraordinary scholarly synthesis on which this work in many ways builds, adopts a microsociological perspective in which such questions are not even asked.


� 


This insight regarding the connection between modernity and a univocal metaphysics is due to John Milbank (Milbank 1990). I differ from Milbank, however, in seeing the roots of the univocal metaphysics of modernity in the whole Augustinian trend of the Christian middle ages, rather than only in its latest manifestations (e.g. Duns Scotus) and it locating the social basis of this trend in the Germanic warlord class which gradually established sovereign nation states in Europe. A parallel development can be seen in the Islamic world with the rise of Asharite kalam and its consolidation under the Turks, and the consequent attack on Aristotelian falasafa. 


� For a systematic treatment of this question see Mansueto 2002a.


� The term archaic with a lower case “a” refers to archaic social structure as defined above. When I use the term win an initial capital “A” I am using it in the ordinary sense to refer to the period of Greek history between roughly 800 and 500 BCE. As it turns, early Archaic Greece did, in fact, have an archaic social structure, though it rapidly made the transition to petty commodity production.


� See Andre Gunder Frank’s excellent defense of the use of secondary analysis in the introduction to ReOrient for an extended treatment of this problem (Frank 1998).
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