Chapter Four

Human ExcellencePRIVATE 

Having defined the specific nature of the human vocation, it is now necessary to explore just what it means for a human being to excel in the exercise of that vocation. This is the question which natural law theory has traditionally considered under the heading of virtue. We will begin by analyzing the nature of virtue in general, paying particular attention to the question of just how our doctrine, which forms part of an historicized natural law ethics, differs from traditional virtue theory. We then go on to explore the particular virtues, including the intellectual virtues, the moral virtues, and the theological virtues. 

Virtue in General

We have already seen in the last chapter that human beings are defined by certain definite capacities or potentials. In addition to the capacity to retain form, which we share with the minerals, the capacities for nutrition, growth, and reproduction, which we share with the plants, and the capacities for sensation and locomotion, which we share with the animals, we have the capacity to abstract from the images we garner from sensation their intelligible content, knowing what things are, how they work, and where they –and we—fit in the larger economy of the universe. Ultimately this capacity allows us to rise to knowledge of a first principle in terms of which the universe can be explained and human action ordered. Having this knowledge we become the conscious partners of God in the work of cosmogenesis. This means, on the one hand, that human beings are by nature world-builders. It is our nature to make things, to create ever more complex forms of organization. Lesser animals merely reproduce themselves, or at most expand the scope of their experiences; we are actually capable of understanding and advancing the drive towards divinization immanent in matter itself. At the same time we approach this process, at least initially, as a pursuit of finite goods. Seeking food, and lacking the natural equipment of a lion or a goat, we make arrowheads and plowshares and hunt or till the soil. Needing to cooperate in the pursuit of these activities we form bands and tribes and villages and cities. Gradually, our hunger at least temporarily satisfied, the building of cities itself becomes a good. And throughout this whole process we are constantly engage in reflection on the meaning of our activity –on just where it fits in the larger scheme of things. We make myths and compose epics and lyrics and tragedies and comedies. We write dialogues and compose philosophical and theological systems. And in each of these activities we at once advance God’s work in the world and hope to find our end and fulfillment. 

As we develop so too do our appetites. No finite good can satisfy us. Because of this the process of world-building is also, at the same time, a process of spiritualization. Matter and finitude become teachers of the spirit which gradually raise the intellect and the will towards higher ends, and ultimately towards God. Our understanding of God, furthermore, becomes ever deeper, so that we gradually understand that the first principle to which our senses and reason lead us, and which our will naturally desires, is profound and inexhaustible, incapable of full comprehension and a catalyst for ever deeper desire. This does not, to be sure, mean that we lose our taste for worldly goods. Rather, we just come to understand that they cannot satisfy us, and so we do not become bound by pursuing them or lost in grief when they pass. We come, rather, to see them as participations in the Good we do seek, in Being as such, and thus as natural sacraments which order us ever more profoundly towards God.  

Virtue in general is nothing more or less than progress along this path. It means, on the one hand, developing the capacities we need to carry out our specifically human vocation of world-building, while at the same time coming to terms with the limited nature of all our creations, gradually turning our eyes ever higher, towards God. We are like trees which grow ever upwards, towards the heavens, but which grow better and bear sweeter fruit when pruned back, or like a forest which can realize its potential for biological diversity only if fire occasionally burns back some of the trees. 

To put the matter more formally and rigorously, the capacities which define us constitute what Aristotle and Thomas called the first degree of actuality of the body. Given our historicized, evolutionary perspective, we prefer to say that they constitute the minimum degree of actuality of the body of a rational animal, won after many lifetimes in the mineral and vegetable and animal worlds. We are millions –no billions— of years in the making. The exercise of these capacities represents a higher degree of actuality, and habits, which form as particular activities become second nature, higher degrees still. We are, in other words, born with the latent potential for cooking or chemistry or choice. As we exercise these capacities we become more than we were, and gradually become cooks or chemists or active human beings. When we learn to do these things well, we gain the virtue of or science or justice and become excellent human beings. 

The result is, however, is a tendency to become overly attached to our achievements –or worse still to ourselves. This attachment is, at a certain stage of development, necessary in order to defend emergent forms which might be vulnerable to attack. But if inordinate attachment persists, it becomes an obstacle to further development –a kind of hard shell which prevents further growth (Bogdanov 1928/1980). It is here that matter saves us. In the course of our activities we also experience inevitable frustrations. Some of these frustrations can be attributed immediately to the wrong actions or limited capacities of ourselves or of other people, or to the existence of unjust social structures. All, however, as we demonstrated in the last chapter, ultimately derive from the condition of finitude and there is no set of social conditions which can eliminate frustration entirely. Indeed, as social conditions improve, the intellect and will develop further and aspire to still higher goods, so that the experience of limitation is definitive of the human condition. And if nothing else intervenes death does, and death is always the companion of the wise. These frustrations and the knowledge of our finitude and mortality prune back the deformations which come naturally with human development and break the protective shell of pride and attachment, allowing us to once again set our sights ever upward.

Within this conception of virtue there can be no hard line draw between the sacred and the secular or the profane. World-building –and the cultivation of the human person which at once makes it possible and which it promotes— are themselves sacred tasks, a real participation in the creative life of God. And the experience of finitude and limitation, which help to turn our eyes upward towards God, is often quite mundane. Indeed, one might even say it is definitive of the mundane. Rather, the positive and negative movements of the spirit, the moments of illumination and partial fulfillment and the long, dark nights which drag on without end are all part of a unified process of spiritual development in which we experience the simplicity of the divine through a prism, as it were, feeling now the warm of the Sun, now the rich moisture of the Moon, now the harshness of battle, and now the cold winter of finitude and death. 

We are now in a position to state with some specificity just how our historicized approach to the problem of virtue makes a difference. Traditional natural law theory –and the same thing might be said of much Hindu, Buddhist, Confucian, and Taoist ethics— faced a fundamental dilemma. It is, on the one hand, quite apparent that human beings are capable of extraordinary things. At the same time, we are also capable of knowing a higher good than we can realize, either individually or collectively. The soul is, as Aristotle put it, in a sense all things –but only in a sense. Natural law ethics has thus been faced with a choice. One possibility is to emphasize the essential goodness and latent potential of innerworldly human activity, and to underplay both the very real disappointment of death and the very real dangers of pride and attachment. This is the way of the Jews and Moslems, the Radical Aristotelians and the less metaphysically inclined Confucians and in its most radical form leads towards Marxism, in which the transcendental nature of human aspirations is eclipsed entirely in favor of an exclusive emphasis on civilization building. The other possibility is to treat the via dialectica as an ascent, pure and simple, from the material to the spiritual. This is the way of Neo-Platonism, of Buddhism, and of much Hinduism and Taoism. A few, of course, attempt a middle path, acknowledging the real but limited value of secular, worldly goods while affirming the need for human beings to grow beyond them. This solution, which is that of traditional Thomism, has tended to be unstable, with worldly activity relegated to a lesser “lay” realm and mystical theology taking on increasingly Augustinian overtones, with matter being treated less as a teacher than as a sort of positive evil.

What our approach does is to comprehend the process of spiritual development as a dynamic whole in which the activity of world-building and the cultivation of human capacities are valued as themselves fully sacred –but also as fraught with dangers and pitfalls. Matter and finitude are understood not as evils but as teachers which at once catalyze new forms of civilizational activity and remind us that nothing finite can satisfy us, while breaking down structures which, while once progressive, now hold back growth and development. As we will see, this allows us to affirm the full range of traditional Jewish, Moslem, Aristotelian and Confucian virtues, with all their concern for worldly activity, while still learning from the Buddhists and the Taoists the lessons of detachment and “attacking by yielding.” Neither way is higher; both form and integral part of matter’s long march towards God. Along the way the twin images of the tzadik and the bodhisattva are there to guide us. 

The Specific Virtues

The Intellectual Virtues

We demonstrated in the first chapter that the moral imperative consists in promoting the progress of matter towards God, i.e. in promoting the development of increasingly complex forms of organization which have an ever greater share in Being. This conclusion has profound implications for the way in which we understand the relationships between the virtues. Specifically, it means that intellectual virtue is always prior to and the condition for moral virtue. This is because in order to promote the progress of matter towards God we must first know God, at least in some preliminary and rudimentary way. We must also understand the latent potential of the various forms and grades of matter and the most effective means of promoting their growth and development. We must, in other words, have wisdom and science, which in turn presuppose the virtue of understanding, and the virtues of practical intellect, and prudence. Of these the virtues of the theoretical intellect are prior, because they provide us with our end or and help us to understand the natural dispositions of the matter on which we are working. We thus consider them first, and then turn to the virtues of the practical intellect. 

The Virtues of the Theoretical Intellect

Theoretical intellect is the capacity to understand the organizing principle of things, and then use that principle to explain them, demonstrating just how they fit into larger global system, and ultimately into the as a whole. It is first and foremost about the search for meaning and is ordered to meaningful action –i.e. action which, in one way or another, promotes the progress of matter towards God.

We have already considered the larger conditions for the development of the theoretical intellect in the previous chapter: i.e. on the one hand the existence in human beings (and any other intelligent species) of a nervous system capable of forming, remembering, and transforming not only individual images, but complex systems of relationships between images, which are the material forms of concepts, and on the other hand participation in social structures which provide the basis in experience for the various grades or degrees of abstraction: systems of classification, mathematical formalizations, and teleological explanations. Here we need to consider the actual exercise of the theoretical intellect and to specify in just what, precisely, theoretical excellence consists.

Now there are two distinct elements in any act of the theoretical intellect. The intellect begins by apprehending a universal. Only once the idea has been understood is it possible to pass judgment on it, either by evaluating its internal coherence or by trying to use it to explain some particular body of data and thus to test its explanatory power. The two operations of the theoretical intellect are thus apprehension and judgment. Let us consider each in turn. 

The act of apprehension involves the formation of a complex series of links between the images we garner from experience which allows us to understand the things to which these images refer as

· members of the same class or category, in which case the act of apprehension takes place at the level of totalization,

· the elements of a set defined by a definite mathematical (or other formal) relation, in which case the act of apprehension takes place at the level of formalization, or

· aspects of a larger organized system all ordered to a common end, in which the act of apprehension takes place at the level of transcendental abstraction.

Regardless of the level at which it takes place, apprehension is fundamentally a type of intellectual vision or intuition –it is the ability to see the connections between things. Excellence in seeing connections is what we call the virtue of understanding.

Built on and layered over the acquired virtue of understanding, Thomists have traditionally identified two additional habits: the theological virtue of faith and the gift of understanding. Faith is simply an intellectual assent, a willingness to believe truths which transcend the natural powers of the human intellect, and to take those truths as the basis for future action. Acting on those truths we eventually enter into the dark night of the soul and come to understand them. Thus one begins by simply believing in the doctrine of the Trinity, of the Incarnation, Crucifixion, the Resurrection, perhaps finding some comfort in the idea that there is meaning present in the universe which did not naturally and spontaneously (and does not yet even supernaturally) “meet the eye,” and that most especially that there is meaning in the mystery of suffering and loss. By living our faith, however, we are lead to act in a way which often brings more pain than comfort –loving others, and God, for their own sake and not merely because of their usefulness to us. Gradually the idea of giving our life and receiving it back, miraculously as it were and at a higher level, of the indwelling of the infinite God within a finite world, and of the irreducibly social nature of a God who is nonetheless also and only One gradually seem to make sense. We have received the gift of understanding. 

Just how does one cultivate the virtue of understanding? For anyone who has spent time teaching this is at once a vitally important and terribly difficult question. Once students understand an idea it is easy enough to help them test its explanatory power and form judgments regarding its value. But the ability to see and understand often seems as if it is merely a given –a raw talent rather than a cultivated capacity. 

Now there is an element of truth to this claim. It is at the level of apprehension and understanding that the material and formal conditions seen to matter most. Undoubtedly some are born with a better capacity to form neural networks than others, just as some are born with better eyesight or hearing or physical strength. The nature and complexity of the social structure and the individual’s location therein, furthermore, determine whether or not they have any basis in experience for the ideas they are being asked to understand. People immersed in market relations naturally think in terms of formal abstractions, members of nonmarket village communities do not (Luria 1976, Mansueto 2002), but do tend to think spontaneously in terms of ends or purposes, and thus have a “knack” for teleological reasoning and thus for transcendental abstraction.

This does not, however, mean that understanding cannot be cultivated. And here what we have said about the theological virtue of faith and the gift of understanding are particularly helpful. Understanding always begins with faith –with a willingness to believe, or at least “try on” ideas and live them. If we don’t have this willingness we do not learn. This is apparent when we consider how we come to apprehend things at the first degree of abstraction, i.e. totalization, and at the highest degree, i.e. transcendental abstraction. As we are learning language, we simply accept the nomenclature and the system of classification embedded in the language. Only gradually, by using it on a day to day basis do we actually understand the paradigmatic system behind it. One way to help students take this step is by actually teaching them the paradigmatic or semantic as well as the syntactic or grammatical structure of languages. By this I mean actually pointing out the complexes of words derived from a common root and thus sharing a common root meaning. Similarly, we simply accept the fact that paper is meant to written on and that walls, however much they may look like paper, are not, and if we do not accept this we receive a bit of subtle or not so subtle guidance on the matter. Only after working with walls and paper and other things for a while do we really come to see why this is the case. But a good parent, while insisting that the child accept that walls should not be written on, will also point out why this is not a good thing. 

In at both the natural and supernatural levels, we should note, accepting ideas on faith is inextricably bound up with membership in a community. By learning a language and learning what things are for and how they are done we enter a whole social world with which we gradually become connatural –just as by learning and living religious doctrines we enter a community of faith and a world of meanings which gradually becomes as much a part of who we are as we are of it. This is why the act of faith has, in the Catholic tradition, historically been bound up with the sacrament of baptism and with a decision, whether made by us or by someone else on our behalf, to enter into and share the life of the Church.

It is specifically with regard to teaching formalization that we tend to miss the importance of faith. Some students just seem to make the leap from concrete to abstract mathematics, i.e. from arithmetic to algebra quite naturally, while others do not. Whether or not they are able to make this leap in turn determines whether or not mathematical physics and its derivatives (i.e. the whole of what is usually called modern science) is going to make sense to them or not. Similarly, some students seem quite naturally to make the leap from an ordinary use of language to the more formal terminologies and grammars which are the stuff out of which the social sciences and the hermeneutic disciplines are made. Others act as if you were speaking to them in another language. I would like to suggest that those who succeed in making the leap to formal abstraction do so because they are able to take on faith the rules of arithmetic which govern basic algebraic relations long enough to see that they actually work, or to take on faith social scientific or philosophical concepts long enough to see their value. 

The question, of course, is why? It is tempting simply to say that some have the neurological equipment and others do not, and this is undoubtedly sometimes the case. But teachers who are attentive to what is actually happening in their classrooms know that students who cannot understand meet them with not only incomprehension but also with (a more or less thinly disguised) resistance. It is as if we were asking them to do something they do not want to do, or become something they not want to become. And this is just precisely what is happening. We are asking them to take on faith certain relations which are foreign to them and thus to enter into a community, or rather a social structure, which is alien and perhaps more than a little frightening. 

The difference between students who understand and those who do not is not simply biological. It is social. They inhabit subtly different social worlds. Specifically, those who understand formal reasoning inhabit a world where individuals (things and persons) are treated as formally equivalent even though they are obviously in many ways both quantitatively and qualitatively different. Those who do not understand inhabit worlds where this is not the case. Generally speaking this difference is reflected for younger students in the form of discourse and social relations within the family and peer groups and for older students in the nature of the work they do and the way the workplace is organized. Are social relations governed by abstract principles or by specific, concrete norms?
 

What this means is that if we are to cultivate understanding at the level of formal abstraction we need to be up front about the fact that we are actually asking our students to enter a new part of the social structure and involve them in activities which provide a basis in experience for the ideas we are trying to convey. We are asking them to become decision makers, whose judgments will have broad implications for whole classes of things and people essentially none of whom they will know directly and personally, and we need to give them experience making those kinds of judgments. Only by living formal abstractions will they every have any hope of understanding them. At the same time, we need to respect their right to choose not to cultivate this particular capacity, and not force on them a way of being they regard as inimical to their traditions and values. It is just that they cannot simultaneously make the choice not to live the social structures which make formal abstraction possible and still expect to master the skills necessary to prosper in a society governed by those structures.  Formalization and the disciplines based on it are not culturally neutral tools; they are –every bit as much as the religious traditions of preliterate peoples— an integral part of a cultural complex which must be lived in order to be understood.

This brings us to the question of to what extent the virtue of understanding is actually necessary for human excellence in general, and to what extent it is a virtue appropriate to specific callings, like chemistry or political prudence. We began by saying that one must know God before one can help matter grow towards God, and this seemed to imply that the virtue of understanding is a precondition for moral excellence. Our analysis has, however, introduced some distinctions. First, it has become apparent that the virtue of understanding always develops on the basis of faith, whether it is faith in the validity of the semantic structure of the language one uses, faith in the rules of arithmetic, faith that paper is for writing and walls are not –or faith in the ultimate meaningfulness of the universe as it is understood by various religious traditions. Second, it is apparent that understanding at the levels of totalization and transcendental abstraction is more universally necessary than understanding at the second, formal degree of abstraction. Life in human society is impossible with out mastery of the basic semantic structure of at least one language. And moral action is impossible without an ability to know ends or purposes –both the natural end of the full development of human capacities and those higher, supernatural ends which call us beyond the merely human. Furthermore, it seems that while one begins with faith, that everyone who lives the faith gradually develops at least some degree of understanding. 

It seems proper to conclude, therefore, that it is faith which is necessary for human excellence in general, but that understanding naturally grows up on the basis of faith, and that the excellent human being will be one who understands what things are and what they are for, both immediately, in a way which allows them to be active participants in the life of a community, and ultimately, in a way which allows them to develop real spiritual depth. Understanding at the level of formalization, on the other hand, is necessary chiefly for those who are called to the sciences or to scientifically formed or who are called to leadership in complex societies. 

The second operation of the theoretical intellect is judgment. By judgment we mean the act of bringing the particular under the universal and thus explaining it, or else, beginning with a universal, deriving particulars from it, be they lower level principles or particular facts. When we find that we can in fact explain particulars using the principle in question, we make a judgment that the principle is, in fact, at least relatively true. Judgment in this sense pertains equally to explaining the universe and to ordering action. Having arrived at a principle we can then either use that principle to explain the world around us, or we can use it derive principles to govern human action. 

Apprehension and judgment clearly work hand in hand. Surveying a body of data we see a pattern, or at least think we do. We then attempt to use that pattern to explain the data and arrive at certain anomalies. From here we go back and examine our reasoning and ask what in our explanation would have to change in order for it to work. The dialectic is, in fact, nothing other than this back and forth movement between these two acts of the intellect. 

Excellence in judgment has historically been regarded as taking two distinct forms: the virtue of science and the virtue of wisdom. Science is excellence in making judgments regarding particular genera of things; wisdom is excellence in making judgments regarding all things, i.e. in explaining and ordering things in terms of the first principle. 

Let us consider science first. The nature of science is of vital importance for our argument, and we have already visited it, at some length, in earlier volumes of this work. Historically, science was regarded as excellence in demonstration or explanation. This meant that science, while distinct from wisdom, was closely joined to it. The scientist began the work of explaining the universe: engaging in observation, identifying patterns, looking for principles which could explain them, and then testing those principles for their explanatory power. The metaphysician (who was always also a scientist) completed this work by looking for a global principle in terms of which the diverse forms of organization which make up the physical, biological, and social world might themselves be explained, and which could render intelligible the fact that there is, after all, something rather than nothing. Science, in other words, terminated in metaphysics. The two virtues were treated as distinct largely because the skills involved in explaining particular physical or biological or social phenomena are so different from those involved in developing a synoptic view of the whole that it would be quite possible to excel at the one and not at the other. Science is cultivated in intense interaction with specific forms of material organization. Wisdom, on the other hand, uses the special sciences themselves as its raw material.
 But science was always understood as an integral, indeed constitutive dimension of the via dialectica, of the mind’s road to God, and was formed by the superior disciplines of metaphysics and ethics to which it contributed. 
Specifically, since the end of science was explanation, and since any complete explanation must terminate in a principle which itself needs no further explanation –which has the power of Being in itself— science was formed in a way which favored teleological strategies. This is because the only way any principle can cause other things to be moved without itself moving is to move by teleological attraction. Any sort of scientifically informed was, furthermore, regarded as posterior to wisdom and ethics. One was not admitted to the study of astrology or alchemy or medicine, for example, without first demonstrating both a theoretical understanding of metaphysics and ethics and a character formed by that study (Eamon 1994). This was to ensure that the powers conferred by technical knowledge were, in fact, used in service to the Common Good. 

As we saw in the first chapter this view came increasingly under attack after the middle of the thirteenth century. The attack was initiated by clerical intellectuals allied with the emerging monarchies and bourgeoisies. The monarchies and the bourgeoisie were anxious to undercut the rational metaphysics on which natural law ethics depended and thus “liberate” themselves from its constraints. Since this rational metaphysics in turn depended on a teleological understanding of the universe, any attack on that science helped advance their agenda. This concern was layered over by the interests of the clerical intellectuals themselves, who regarded the progress of Aristotelian science, which seemed on the verge of developing a complete, and in their minds deterministic, explanation of the universe, as a threat to the revealed wisdom of which they were the carriers and thus to their status as the intellectual leadership of Europe. The scientific revolution of the seventeenth century represented simply the culmination of a long process in which teleological explanation increasingly gave way to formal description and “science,” as it continued to be called, was emancipated from its service to wisdom and in turn came to serve and through  to serve Capital. 

The “science” which has today become dominant is the product of these developments and bears their mark. While it would be excessive to say that nothing that working scientists do bears on their proper vocation, i.e. on explaining the universe, they have been formed in a way which prevents them from taking anything more than the first step in this process. Specifically, “modern science,” is little more than mathematical model building. This does, sometimes, permit the development of partial explanations. The properties and behavior of the various chemical elements, for example, can be explained using a combination of quantum theory and thermodynamics. Such successes, however, are largely accidental and are ignored by scientists themselves. To the extent that there is any effort to arrive at a synoptic view of the universe, furthermore, it consists in the search for a unified theory, i.e. a single mathematical formalism, from which all other formalisms can be derived. Such an “explanation” of the organization of the universe as somehow mathematically necessary is both radically inadequate –it fails to explain why the universe is organized in a mathematically intelligible way in the first place— and has the specific quality which makes it acceptable to the bourgeoisie: it yields no obvious moral imperative. 

Authentic science is first and foremost a search for meaning in the material universe. It begins with an appreciation of the beauty of the material world and with a simple desire to know why things are the way they are. It is that appreciation for beauty that insures that the scientist will continue to be ordered to first principles. Science depends on empirical investigation. In this regard experiment, the idol of modern science, is vastly over-rated by comparison with observation of things in their natural state. Experiments are artificial situations in which an attempt is made to isolate unique causal factors, something which at once presupposes that we understand the true nature of causality, and which excludes in advance the possibility that the universe is a single interconnected system which can always and only be understood as a whole. Science looks for patterns and then for principles which can explain patterns. And science tests those patterns by assessing their explanatory power. In this regard it is vitally important to keep in mind two principles: Occam’s Razor, which holds that other things being equal the simplest or most economic explanation (the one which involves the fewest unproven assumptions) is generally to be preferred, and Mansueto’s Switchblade, which reminds us that the simplest, most economic explanation is not always the most reductive. Finally, even if the scientist does not go on to become a metaphysician, it is vitally important that s/he be involved in debates regarding the metaphysical implications of his or her work. This is necessary both to ensure that the results are interpreted properly and because it is the metaphysician who ultimately sets the scientists research agenda. The scientist excels at a special science, but only the metaphysician actually understands what science is and where it fits in a larger strategy for human development. 

What this means, of course, is that if we are interested in cultivating true science we must radically alter the way in which scientists are selected and trained. A broad education in the liberal arts is no less important for the scientist than for the metaphysician, the pastor, or the lawyer. This must include significant work in philosophy, including, early in the career, significant reflection on the nature and tasks of science. While science consists in excellence in judgment, and while this certainly requires a willingness to reject attractive but unsupportable hypotheses, we must put an end to practice of treating a scientific education as consisting purely and simply of disillusionment. It is, rather, a question of learning to distinguish the real meaning from the apparent. Scientists, finally, must always work in the closest possible relationship with metaphysicians. On the one hand, they provide to the metaphysician the raw material of his/her discipline. They must, therefore, have the freedom to conduct their research freely and without fear of reprisal for presenting unwanted results. At the same time, they must understand that their work ultimately serves that of the metaphysician, who sets the agenda for the sciences and thus forms the work of the scientist in every detail. 

This has profound implications for our understanding of any possible supernatural degree of science. A supernatural excellence in explaining things would mean, first and foremost, looking beyond their more immediate causes to the first principle and showing why they must be as they are. This is, of course, just precisely what wisdom does and it is why wisdom perfects and completes science. In addition to giving us knowledge of the first principle in itself, wisdom will allow us to complete our explanation of specific classes of phenomena by situating them in the context of a larger philosophical or theological cosmology. For this reason, the acquired virtue of science does not have a specific theological virtue or gift of the Holy Spirit associated with it. It is perfected first by acquired and then by supernatural or caritative wisdom. 

This brings us, of course, the virtue of wisdom. And here we face a special epistemological problem. We have demonstrated elsewhere (Mansueto 2002b) that it is, in fact, connaturality with various principles that makes knowledge of them possible. And we are, of course, connatural with physical, biological, and social forms of organization, in which we participate, making possible the development of the special sciences. Wisdom, however, involves knowledge of the first principle, i.e. God, with whom we are not essentially connatural. Our essence, in other words, is not the same as God’s, which is esse as such, nor does it include the divine essence in its definition, in the way being human includes being animal, being alive, retaining form, etc. 

What this means is that the cultivation of wisdom requires that something more than merely the exercise of our latent human capacities. It requires at least some degree of connaturality with the divine. It is for this reason that both the dialectical tradition and the religions flowing out of Ancient Israel have regarded the just act as the foundation of wisdom. Thus Plato required that his philosopher kings, as a precondition for even entering on the study of philosophy, undergo a long moral training and spend fifteen years in subaltern political posts which would give them the experience of right action. Similarly, in the Hebrew scriptures, wisdom or knowledge of God (da’ath ‘elohim) is always presented in parallelism with right action, and especially with action on behalf of justice. The confluence of these two ideas is reflected in the Thomistic concept of “caritative wisdom,” in which, loving God for Her own sake we in effect love God with divine love and, thus becoming connatural with God have direct, nonconceptual and experiential knowledge of Her.

Now not all wisdom is caritative, but it is all based on right action which gives us one or another degree of connaturality with God and makes knowledge of Her possible. This is the second reason for dividing science from wisdom. Science terminates quite naturally in wisdom and can show that there must be a first principle in terms of which the universe can be explained. But it is incapable of knowing what this principle is –even at the level which Jewish, Christian, and Islamic thought have traditionally ascribed to philosophy as opposed to revelation. For this it is necessary to actually share in the divine nature. This is the difference, for example, between Aristotle’s argument for the unmoved mover in the Physics, which operates purely at the level of science and which says nothing regarding the nature of the unmoved mover, and the argument in Metaphysics XII.7, which (albeit incompletely and rather incoherently) identifies the unmoved mover with what would later be called the transcendentals (Being, the Beautiful, the Good, the True, and the One), and ascribes to Her intellect and will and thus personality. 

What this means, of course, is that while science terminates in wisdom, it is possible to have science without wisdom and wisdom without science. Indeed, while science is a virtue appropriate to certain specific vocations, wisdom of some sort is at once the precondition for moral excellence generally (one cannot do the Good without knowing it) and the end to which human beings generally are ordered. It is thus useful to distinguish between different types of wisdom, based on their relationship with other virtues. There is, first of all, wisdom which is simply connatural, based on right action, and unaccompanied not only by science, but also by art or any other virtue which might allow it to be demonstrated or communicated. This connatural wisdom may be purely natural, i.e. based on right action within the ordinary scope of human nature, or it may be supernatural, based on action which not only aims at the promotion of complex organization in the universe, but which does so because we have come to love such organization, and the God who ultimately calls it into being, for their own sake. In this later case, the wisdom in question is caritative and forms the basis for the mystical union with God. 

But connatural wisdom (either natural or supernatural) can be joined with other virtues in a way which radically augment its nature. Specifically, wisdom can be joined with either  (specifically one of the fine arts) or with science. Where it is joined with a fine art it becomes the basis for mythopoesis (where the wisdom in question is purely natural) or (where it is supernatural) for imaginative prophecy. Where wisdom is joined with science it becomes the basis either for philosophy (where the wisdom in question is natural) or (where the wisdom in question is supernatural) for intellectual prophecy. 
The line between the natural and the supernatural is simply the line between that which human beings can comprehend and demonstrate and that which (while it can become a principle in terms of which other things are explained or demonstrated) cannot itself be comprehended and thus is not susceptible to proof. Over the long haul of human history this line tends to recede. This is, perhaps, best demonstrated by an example. Originally, Israel gained knowledge of God in the struggle to liberate itself from the warlords of Canaan and their Egyptian overlords. Initially this knowledge was purely natural, and was communicated imaginatively through images of God as a warrior who differed from his Canaanite counterpart largely because he fought on the side of the poor. Thus the origin of the specifically Jewish name for God (YHWH) is probably as a title of the West Semitic El: specifically ‘el yahwi sabaoth yisrael –God who brings into being the armies of Israel (Gottwald 1979). As this struggle progressed and the people flourished, they realized that this God who had brought them what could only seem like miraculous victories over superior enemies is in fact also the God who brings all things into Being –the causative power of Being itself, which is what YHWH actually means. Initially this idea is experienced as revealed –as somehow known but beyond demonstration. And it must be said that even in Plato and Aristotle we don’t really get an argument for the first principle as Being as such, but only a dim vision that there must be some power behind the material world. Indeed, it is only by living the struggle for justice for many centuries that later Jewish, Christian, and Islamic philosophers
 eventually come to the point of making an argument for, and thus comprehending, what Israel first knew supernaturally and without argument. 

This does not, mean, to be sure, that the supernatural disappears. Gradually, in the course of the struggle to build a just society –i.e. a society which promoted the full development of human capacities—the people of Israel found themselves stretched beyond the limits of the purely human. The end or terminus of their struggle for liberation, it turned out, was not to be purely and simply a Jewish state, but a much larger epic of liberation of which they were to be catalysts, but which would require of them superhuman sacrifices. This experience then leads in various ways to the development of the Kaballah, with its claim that the struggles of the Jewish people are part of a larger process of tikkun ‘olam, of the mending of the universe, as well as to Christianity and Islam. 

Similar arguments might be made with regard to other traditions. For the Buddha the doctrine of dependent origination (the idea that everything is dependent on everything else and that nothing, therefore, is inherently real) is an insight which stretches the very limits of humanity, a vision of a supreme spiritual truth arrived at not through dialectics but rather through years of spiritual struggle which carried him to the very borderlands of humanity. Later Buddhism, living this doctrine, is able to actually understand it and makes it the basis of (competing) metaphysical schools. The cutting edge of human development recedes and the greatest calling is no longer that of the ahrat, or enlightened individual, but rather that of the bodhisattva, who devotes herself to the liberation of humanity as a whole. Veneration of the historic Buddha, Gautama Siddhartha, gives way to worship of Prajnaparamita, the Supreme Wisdom who is the Mother of all Buddhas (Williams 1989, Kalupahana 1992). 

It might be asked where the discipline of theology, which has historically been regarded as a wisdom, fits within this framework. Strictly speaking the term theology is fully defined only within a Christian context, where it refers to the rational explanation of revealed doctrines regarded as in themselves beyond comprehension or demonstration. The Islamic kalam is similar, and catalyzed the development of comparable sorts of reflection within Judaism. In other traditions the line between natural and supernatural is not so clearly demarcated. In Buddhism and Hinduism, for example, scriptural commentary and metaphysical speculation are interwoven in a way which ends up looking a great deal like theology, but without a sharp distinction between revealed and acquired truths. 

Theology, from the standpoint of the perspective being developed here, is fundamentally what a community does as it is struggling to live out, and thus to understand, truths which it experiences as still beyond comprehension. Authentic theology is thus organically linked to the life of a definite religious community. Its content generally looks like a mixture of imaginative and intellectual prophecy on the one hand and philosophy on the other hand, with the latter used to elucidate the former. The truths in question, however, are no longer presented as radically new, and the aim is not just to communicate them and render them intelligible, but rather to draw out their implications for the life of the community, so that living them they community can grow in knowledge of God. Theology is thus the highest of the ordinary disciplines, because it leads humanity in its day to day struggle to become more than human, as philosophy leads it in the struggle to become fully human. Prophetic authority, on the other hand, is extraordinary and arises only in moments of crisis and transformation. 

Virtues of the Practical Intellect

It should be apparent from what has been said thus far that the virtues of the theoretical intellect are at once ordered to and dependent on action. Indeed, any consideration of them apart from the virtues of practical intellect is artificial, since the theoretical and practical virtues in fact always arise together. Historically the virtues of the practical intellect were treated under two separate headings: that of or art and that of or prudence. There are two reasons for this division. First, according to Aristotle, while it is possible to have a science of nature (including mineral, vegetable, animal, and even human psychic realities) it is not possible to have a science of human action, since actions are free and thus cannot be deterministically explained. This means that the principles governing making, which works on a raw material which can be scientifically understood, and the principles governing actions, which works on a raw material which cannot be scientifically understood, will be rather different. Second, Aristotle associated making with servile or at least less developed human labor and action with the free participation of citizens in the public arena. 

We reject both reasons for making a sharp division between art and prudence. We have already demonstrated that a science of human society is, in fact, possible, and while that science is not deterministic, it is not entirely clear that physical and biological systems are wholly deterministic either, something which does not prevent us from making practical use of the knowledge we have of the laws which govern their operation. Second, while political participation is, in general, a higher exercise of human capacities than making, and while there is a specific political prudence which pertains to particular callings, every human being possesses reason and thus the capacity to deliberate regarding the Common Good, and thus every human being has a right to some significant degree of political participation. With this right comes the responsibility to cultivate political prudence. Finally, at least some of the arts –specifically the liberal arts—pertain at least in part to making and evaluating arguments in the public arena and are thus closely associated with political prudence. We will thus treat the virtues of the practical intellect in an integrated manner, showing that politics is in fact an art –specifically the making of a just community. 

Now art involves three distinct aspects:

· First, it is necessary to understand the underlying matter on which one is working. This understanding may take the form of an informal empirical lore or it may take the form of science. 

· Second, it is necessary to understand both the proximate and the ultimate ends towards which one is working. This is why art must always be informed by wisdom of some sort, as well as of the practical needs of the persons or community one serves.

· Finally, one must understand how to cultivate the latent potential of the matter in question in order to realize the ends in question.

It is only this latter aspect which constitutes art proper, but this is quite impossible apart from the other two. Together all three aspects define what we call a technological regime. . 

All human societies have had some knowledge of how the universe works. Initially this knowledge consisted simply of what we call an empirical lore, i.e. accumulated observations regarding empirical patterns, without a great deal of formalization or explanation. Of particular importance was an understanding of the empirical conditions under which growth and development become possible: e.g. which geometric forms lead to stable buildings, when to plant and how to supplement the water and nutrients naturally available in the soil. This empirical lore was, in fact, sufficient to produce the technological advances on which human civilization is based: the cultivation of plants and animals, irrigation, road building, the smelting and alloying of metals, complex masonry, etc. This technological regime we call hortic, from the Latin hortare to encourage, because it focused on the encouragement of already existing and poorly understood processes of growth and development. 

Gradually, with the advent of petty commodity production after the eighth century BCE this knowledge was enriched by mathematical formalizations and by a formal effort to understand why things are they way they are. This led to the development of various scientific paradigms, the most important of which are the Aristotelian paradigm in the Mediterranean Basin, the Vedic in India, and the yin-yang and five elements paradigms in China, both of which were eventually incorporated into Taoism and ultimately into the Neo-Confucian synthesis of the Song dynasty. All of these paradigms were essentially teleological, in the sense that they understood the material universe as in some sense ordered to an ultimately spiritual end.
 

Closely associated with this teleological science was a technological regime which we will call alchemical because it reached its highest development in the medieval discipline called by that name. Alchemy is nothing more or less than an attempt to understand and reproduce the process by which the heavenly bodies exercise their influence so as to be able to produce changes in material systems. In this sense alchemy is very much the sort of that we today call technology, i.e. a based on a scientific understanding of how natural process work, as opposed to arts which have developed on the basis of a purely empirical lore uninformed by any explanatory-deductive theory. What sets alchemy part from modern technology, however, is not simply a different understanding of particular natural processes, but rather the larger teleological system in which it understood its activity to be situated. The drive to produce gold, with which alchemy is traditionally associated, while it was certainly not unaffected by the promise of material gain for those who might succeed, was in reality simply a part of this drive towards perfection, gold being regarded as more perfect than the other metals in virtue of its relative immunity to corrosion or other corruption. The real aim of most scholarly alchemists was to create the Philosopher’s Stone, “a certain pure matter which, being discovered and brought by Art to perfection, converts to itself proportionally all imperfect bodies that it touches (Arnold of Villanova in Read 1957: 28).” As James Elkins puts it, alchemy’s work “was God’s and it was the ongoing perfection of the world (Elkins 1999: 73)”

The crisis of teleological science, which we analyzed above, led to a simultaneous crisis for alchemical technology and the mechanistic science which has been dominant since the seventeenth century has been closely associated with the rise of a very specific sort of technological regime: what we generally call modern industry. The development of modern industry is typically marked by the invention of the steam engine and the advent of the technical division of labor --i.e. the division of the productive process into minute, relatively unskilled tasks. A more formal definition is possible only by comparison with earlier technological regimes. Where hortic and alchemical technologies sought to understand and help along processes of development which were already at work in the natural world --the growth of a seed, the development of metals underneath the earth-- industry begins by breaking down existing forms of organization --burning coal or oil for example, or catalyzing nuclear fission-- and using the energy which is released to reorganize matter in accord with the wishes of those who have the resources to pay for the transformation. Industry treats social matter in the same way. Rather than tapping into and attempting to cultivate the already existing knowledge of peasant communities or artisan guilds, it destroys these forms of organization and then uses their component parts --deskilled human “atoms” -- in accord with a plan imposed from the outside. 

We should note that (unlike alchemy) modern industry has no substantive principles of value to guide decisions about what is made and how. In the absence of a global cosmic teleology there can be no question of some common end to which all things are ordered. This is why “liberal” ethics of the natural rights, social contract, utilitarian, or formalist variety is simply about finding a way to adjudicate conflicting claims on resources. The assumption is always that we will produce as much as possible to satisfy the desires of as many as possible. And Marxism offers only a partial solution to this problem. The drive to promote “development of the productive forces” provides a kind of teleological ordering, but there is no real sense of the place that this plays in a larger project of human development, must less in the cosmohistorical evolutionary process as a whole. The result of both capitalist and socialist industrialism is an extraordinarily high degree of productivity, understood in terms of the energy harnessed for human purposes. But the cost in terms of ecosystem integrity and human development is enormous. 

Mechanistic science may itself be approaching a point of crisis, as we suggested in an earlier chapter. It has been remarkably successful at producing formal descriptions of physical systems. But the fact is that it has not been any more successful than was Aristotelian science at producing a unified theory of motion, nor is it able to describe --much less explain-- anything like the full range of natural phenomena. We also suggested that recent scientific results, especially findings regarding cosmological fine-tuning and certain aspects of complex systems theory, point to a resurgence of teleological explanation in the sciences. What does this imply for our understanding of and for our understanding of the proper relationship between humanity and nature in general?

Two points are in order. First, the approach which we are suggesting excludes the static vision of the Deep Ecologists, who seem to value diversity and complexity except when it is a human product. The fact is that every organism which has ever lived on the face of this planet has changed it, and some organisms have changed the ecosystem profoundly. Thus the role of green plants in increasing the oxygen level and making animal life possible. Also excluded is the claim that all elements in an ecosystem have equal rights or equal value. Value is a measure of complexity and organization. The deep ecologists are quite right in claiming that everything in the universe has intrinsic value. But more complex systems have more value than less complex and we should not feel badly about combating the AIDS virus or, for that matter, about eating at least some other organisms. 

Anthropocentric approaches are, however, equally excluded. Everything does indeed have a purpose, but we are not it. We are, rather, participants in a cosmohistorical evolutionary process which points beyond us, and indeed beyond any finite system, towards God. This is not merely a matter of transcending liberal or neoliberal individualism in favor of a more collective vision. Each system has its own latent potential and its own role in the cosmohistorical evolutionary process and it is our task, as intelligent participants in the process, to understand that role and to help cultivate the garden in which we have grown up. It is only by attention to the immanent purpose of each particular system that we can be certain we will actually increase the overall complexity of the ecosystem, and not fall into the trap of a technological, collectivist utopianism. 

It is here that the concept of a neo-alchemical technology becomes so attractive. What alchemy did was to attempt to understand just how each element fit into the organization of the universe as a whole, and to determine how to use its specific latent potentials to serve that purpose.

We are not, to be sure, advocating a revival of the specific theories and techniques of medieval alchemy, any more than we argue for a restoration of the specifics of Aristotelian physics. Above and beyond the changes in cosmography which have taken place in the past several hundred years, which we regard as basically valid, we humanity has discovered that growth and development takes place in the system as a whole, and not just in individual organisms. Thermodynamics, complex systems theory, evolutionary biology, and historical materialism have all, also, pointed to the critical role of chaos, struggle, and disintegration in the evolutionary process. This changes somewhat the way in which we understand the aim of cultivation and alchemical transformation. The new Philosopher’s Stone will not confer on all things the incorruptibility of the divine, but rather help each system not only realize its latent potential, but also --perhaps through a process which involves considerable struggle and even death-- to transcend the limits of what it is and to become something new and still more beautiful. Labor thus becomes a liturgy, and humanity realizes itself as a real participant in the creative life of God.

We humans are not, however, called simply to help physical and biological matter along in its development towards God. Rather, our highest calling consists in promoting our own development and that of our fellow human beings, both as individuals and collectively. This brings us, therefore, to the fine and liberal arts and to the virtue of prudence.

The fine arts represent in this sense a sort of transition. The fine arts are fine not in the sense of refinement, but in the sense of producing something which (unlike the product of instrumental is an end in itself: i.e. something which is beautiful. They work, at least directly, not on the social form of matter but rather on something physical or biological. But because they aim at the creation of beauty they also aim, at least, at affecting human beings and at promoting their growth and development. 

In our analysis of the transcendental qualities of being, we argued that everything which is, is beautiful. Being, realized as organization, necessarily possesses integrity, which unites the various elements of a system into a single whole, harmony, which holds diverse elements in a creative tension so that each element mutually determines the other and helps to make it what it is, and clarity, which makes the form or structure a window, as it were on the True. In this sense, aesthetics, or the science of the beautiful, is not primarily about the fine arts, but rather about being in general, and thus forms a part of metaphysics. At the same time, things which are made partake in being, and thus in beauty. Thus the beauty of a plowed field or of a well designed bridge. There is, however, a class of things which are produced by human beings add to the overall level of organization of the universe principally and exclusively because of their beauty, and which designed primarily to be beautiful, rather than merely useful. These are the objects produced by the fine arts. 

In order to be beautiful, a work of art must reflect the three principal determinations of the concept of beauty: integrity, harmony, and clarity. The integrity of a work of art is its aesthetic unity. This means bringing diverse elements together into a coherent whole. Works of art which are excessively simple --a canvass which is painted in only one color, a song with only one note, a poem with only one word-- lack the internal differentiation necessary to display authentic aesthetic unity. At the same time it is possible for a work of art to contain a rich diversity of elements but to fail to really hang together. We thus complain that a painting or a church is too "busy," that a symphony doesn't hold together, or that a novel is "picaresque." 

A work of art exhibits harmony when it exhibits a unity in tension. Consider, for example, a painting which exhibits many different colors all of which, however, are simply shades of green or orange. The lack of tension in the use of color would make such a painting uninteresting. If, on the other hand, a painting simply juxtaposed vastly different colors --say green and orange-- without some structure or context which resolved the tension between these two colors, then the result would be merely dissonant. Similarly, a song which uses only one chord creates, and thus resolves, no tension, as would a "novel" in which it is clear from the very beginning that nothing of moment is going to happen and that everything is and will be "all right.” Mere dissonance or conflict, on the other hand, is not beautiful either. The work of art, by creating and resolving tension, contributes to our own ability to bring into harmony the diverse imperatives of Being as such.

Clarity in a work of art refers to the work's ability to manifest the form of the object in question. There are, therefore, three fundamentally distinct degrees of clarity. A work of art may manifest a purely sensible form and thus be beautiful, without, however, manifesting any intelligible form or meaning. This, lower, kind of beauty is typical of much purely ornamental art, and of those schools of painting such as impressionism which make no effort to convey a higher truth. Second, art may manifest an abstract, mathematical form, but still lack discursive meaning. This degree of clarity is most typical of great music, but it may also be found in certain types of abstract visual art, architecture, etc. (The profound connection between the beautify of the mathematical forms conveyed in music, and the impact of the musical manifestation of these forms on the passions, remains a mystery.) Finally, art may use sensible forms to convey some intelligible meaning, as when the images in a painting refer to the sacred or tell a story of political-theological significance, or when a novel creates an entire universe, and thus attempts to say something about the actual universe in which we live. This, clearly, is the highest kind of art --the art representing in painting by such works as Rafaello Sanzio's School of Athens and The Great Disputation, or by Diego Rivera's murals in the Secretaría de Educación Pública, in music like Beethoven's Ninth Symphony and in literature by the novels of Dostoevsky or the epic poetry of Dante or Cardenal.

It might be useful at this point to say something about the tension between the finality of the fine arts and their ultimate ordering to higher ends: i.e. to promoting the development of human capacities. This is, in fact, a false dilemma. The fine arts properly promote human development in and through their beauty. Art which sacrifices beauty in order to make a political, philosophical, or theological point sacrifices its very character as art. At the same time the beauty of a work of art is dependent not only on its technical qualities (its integrity and harmony, i.e. its capacity to integrate diverse elements, intrinsically in tension with each other, into a unified whole) but also on its claritas, the sense in which and the extent to which it is a real window on higher truth. This is why a painting by Diego Rivera is more beautiful than the decorative motifs on the museum which houses them and why the novels of Silone are more beautiful than even really well written pulp fiction (and there is such a thing). The whole doctrine of “art for art’s sake,” is less a reaction to second rate didactic art, which has always been around and is not an invention of the socialist realists, but rather a response to the larger crisis of meaning in the nineteenth century. In the absence of transcendental principles of value (Beauty, Truth, Good) the humanly created beauty of the arts enters a sort of contest as it were with the humanly created truth of the scientist and the humanly created good of the social revolutionary. All three attempts at creating value are authentic, but all three suffer from a failure to understand properly the transcendental ends to which they are ordered. Thus the tragic sense which infuses all three.  And thus the collapse of nineteenth century aestheticism and the cult of intentional ugliness in much twentieth century art.

The very best art is, in a sense, therefore, always religious. At its highest level art is infused with the gift of prophetic wisdom, and mediates to us truths which cannot be rationally comprehended or even discursively explained, but only experienced by entering into the imaginative world of a sacred space, a sacred song, a poem, or a novel. 

At the same time, the fine arts always suffer from a distinct limitation: they cannot argue their case. There is no way to tell, simply by experiencing a proposed truth through the medium of one or more fine arts, whether or not it is really a truth or simply a seductive falsehood. So long as we are under the influence of powerful images which may or may not point us towards transcendental principles of value we are, in a sense, slaves, both to our own passions and to those who would use images to manipulate our passions and cause us to do their bidding. Thus the importance of the liberal arts --the arts which make us free. 

The question of course, is just what we can make which, in the very act of making us, makes us free. The liberal arts train us to make arguments, and to evaluate arguments made by others, and thus put us in a position to make decisions for ourselves. In the Middle Ages the liberal arts included the trivium (whence the term “trivia”) and the quadrivium. The first three disciplines pertain to the construction of arguments using natural languages. Grammar pertains to the internal structure of natural languages, mastery of which is necessary if the language is to be used in a way which is both rhetorically and logically compelling. While the liberal art of grammar may be informed by linguistics, which is a social science, it is distinct from it, in that it is less interested in how languages are actually structured, than in promoting the use of the language in accord with its proper structure. Rhetoric, the art of persuasion, certainly provides prudence with a valuable instrument, but it does not by itself teach us how to build and exercise power in service of the common good. Indeed, it was the confusion of rhetoric with prudence which first led Socrates into the public arena, and catalyzed the birth of the discipline of philosophy. Rhetoric (by itself) knows nothing of the ends of human life, and nothing of the way in which those ends are secured. Rather, it knows only how ideas --relatively true or relatively false-- can be explained clearly and in a way which appeals to the intellect and the passions. Logic, finally, concerns itself with making valid arguments. This is not the same thing as making true arguments. In order to be true and argument must be valid, but logical validity is not by itself sufficient for truth. If all canines are herbivores, and dogs are canines, then dogs eat grass ... 

This said, we must point out that the liberal arts, like all of the arts, involve real knowledge. Just as the craftsman or engineer must possess real knowledge of both his material and the uses which his product will serve, and the musician must possess real knowledge of the musical system, so to, the master of the trivium authentically knows something of the structure of the universe --something which is reflected in the fabric of natural languages, and which is not merely a matter of local convention. Different languages may, to be sure, disclose different aspects of the truth. The sense of time in Hebrew is not that in Hellenic or Hopi. But in learning to use these different languages we learn to see something new about the universe. Similarly, the rules of logic are what they are because the universe is what it is. New logics (transcendental, dialectical) do not merely contradict the old, but rather reflect a new and more profound grasp of the nature of truth itself. 

The quadrivium historically included pure and applied mathematics: arithmetic, geometry, harmonics, and astronomy. What this means, of course, is that mathematics is fundamentally an art and not a science. What it does is to join the rules of logic (usually formal, though there is no reason why there cannot be a dialectical mathematics) with a formal object (usually set theory), and then constructs a complex system of mathematical categories including every imaginable sort of object, as well as many that cannot be imagined
. Pure mathematics then studies the rationally demonstrable properties of these objects and their inter-relations with each other. Applied mathematics (mathematical physics, biology, or sociology) then uses some of these objects to model actually existing systems, much as a qualitative scientists might construct a model using a natural language, modified to include a scientific terminology, etc. Like the models created by the qualitative researcher, these mathematical models are always and only better and worse approximations --but they can be applied, with varying results, to every conceivable sort of system. In neither case is there an actual explanation of some phenomenon, which is what we mean by science –though it is, as we suggested above, entirely possible that physical systems might be explained as in some sense mathematically necessary, i.e. as structured in the only way it is logically possible for such systems to be structured. 

There was, however, always a deeper significance to study of the quadrivium than learning to make mathematical arguments in support of the sciences. The quadrivium constituted the “higher” liberal arts because they represented a further step on the journey of the dialectic. Understanding the mathematical structure of the universe was an integral step along the way towards explaining it, and thus towards acquired wisdom. Just how this ascent worked varied form one system to the text. Thus, for Platonic thinkers such as Augustine and Boethius, mathematics is first and foremost a science of measure. Geometry, which measured “inert, inorganic, sublunary spaces”, was the lowest of the mathematical disciplines. Music, which “measured the relationship between the soul and the body” came next, then astronomy, which “measured the time and movements of the heavenly bodies.” “Arithmetic, the most abstract, was the science of numbers in themselves. The order of these disciplines –the higher liberal arts—ascended through increasing degrees of abstraction from material to incorporeal contemplation, encouraging the knower towards the vision of God (Pickstock 1999). This reflects the Platonic understanding of mathematical objects as existing apart from matter, in the mind of God. Aristotle, on the other hand, regarded astronomy as the most divine of the sciences after metaphysics, because it is on the basis of an explanation of the motions of the heavenly bodies that we arrive, at long last, at knowledge of the Unmoved Mover (Aristotle. Metaphysics XII.7). 
Today we understand the liberal arts more broadly, to include an introduction to the scientific disciplines (physical, biological, and social), as well as to philosophy and other “wisdoms,”
 sufficient to allow the student, if not to actually practice these disciplines, then at least to make and evaluate arguments which draw on them at a level sufficient to permit them to participate fully in the public arena and to make informed decisions regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value. We also generally include sufficient training in the hermeneutic or interpretive disciplines to allow them to approach both secular and religious literature and the other fine arts as a font of meaning
. Social scientific training should, furthermore, be understood broadly enough to include at least basic training in politics –the art of building and exercising power in the public arena on behalf of the Common Good.

Now a liberal arts education was not always the necessary precondition for authentic freedom and political participation. This is because Philosophy, the way of Wisdom for which the liberal arts prepare us, is not the only way of Wisdom, nor is the formal study of the social sciences the only way to acquire political prudence. On the contrary, as we demonstrated above, we human beings have, since the very beginning of our history, risen to first principles by means of a variety of religious disciplines many of which have enduring value both to the communities which developed them and to humanity at large. And even apart from these formal religious disciplines it is possible for human beings to achieve a preconceptual, connatural knowledge of first principles simply by living a life of justice. Being good, they know the Good, even if they cannot define it, or indeed speak about it at all. Two points are, however, in order here. First, in a pluralistic society traditional religious disciplines and/or preconceptual, connatural knowledge are not sufficient. We need to be able to talk to each other about what is Beautiful, True, and Good, and this requires both a common language and common standards of argument. It is not reasonable to tell a Hindu that if he wants to understand God he needs to keep kosher and attend a Yeshiva. But the Hindu and the Jew –and the Moslem, and the Christian, and the Confucian and the Taoist, and the Buddhist and the practitioner of indigenous African, American, or Australian religions, will all approach the public arena with a different view of the world, and a different sense of the Good and how to realize it. Philosophy generally and the via dialectica in particular, provide a common ground on which fundamental questions of meaning and value can be explored and debated so as to inform both personal and public decisions.

Second, the market order forms human beings in a way which tends to degrade both traditional wisdoms and the preconceptual, connatural wisdom which comes from living a just life. When people grow up and live in a village community or one of the old urban neighborhoods which conserves much of the structure of a village community they have a day to day experience of a system ordered to an end and thus a basis in experience for thinking in terms of the end or of things. They are also disciplined by the community to act in a way which promotes the Common Good. This is the social basis for both traditional and connatural wisdoms, both theoretical and practical. In a market society, on the other hand, there is no global end towards which the system is ordered, but only the individual and competing ends of buyers and sellers. And the market rewards behavior which is narrowly self-seeking rather than behavior which helps individuals –both oneself and others—grow towards the Common Good. It forms people for vice rather than for virtue, for injustice rather than justice (Mansueto 1999b, forthcoming). 

It should come as no surprise that dialectics first emerged in humanity’s first market society and that the first discourse on liberal education –Plato’s Republic—was first and foremost a response to the development of petty commodity production, as we demonstrated in an earlier chapter (Plato, Republic 376e-412b, 521c-541b). In a pluralistic, market society, it is only by means of the via dialectica that people can ascend to first principles, and only by means of dialectic that they can communicate between traditions regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value. This means that people must learn to make and evaluate philosophical arguments. And –given philosophy’s reliance on the arts and sciences-- this requires a liberal arts education. 

Plato himself could not imagine a philosophical democracy. This is because, given the low level of development of the productive forces, it was inconceivable that the whole population might take the time to travel far enough along the via dialectica to make possible authentic political deliberation. The same was true of Marx and Lenin, for whom universal philosophical education was a characteristic only of the far distant communist future. In the meanwhile only a few could be expected to advance far enough to actually understand the aims and means of the revolutionary process. Our own situation is quite different. Especially in the advanced industrial countries we are devoting an ever-larger share of our resources to higher education, which is increasingly seen as a condition for productive membership in a society which requires a highly skilled workforce. Unfortunately the education which most receive is technical rather than liberal, or makes merely attempts to “expose” students to a smattering of general culture, without giving them the tools they need to participate actively in the ongoing dialogue of human civilization. It is neither possible nor desirable for everyone in our society to become a professional philosopher or scientist, artist or literary critic. These are noble callings, but so too is the calling of the artisan, technician, or manual laborer who by means of his technical skill and bodily strength creates something new, thus participating in the creative power of the universe itself. Indeed, from the standpoint of those traditions which conceive the divine first and foremost as creative it is the latter who is more god-like. The question, however, is just what to make. Without a liberal arts education which permits him to make and evaluate arguments regarding the first principles in terms of which decisions regarding resource allocation might be adjudicated, the practitioner of one of the instrumental arts, no matter how skilled, is at the mercy of either market imperatives, which make the decision agnostically, without reference to any principle of value, or of Capital and its agents, who are themselves ultimately at the mercy of these same imperatives.

Technical training without liberal arts education is education for slaves.

This is, of course, just what Capital and its agents want. They need, to be sure, a senior staff which is trained in the liberal arts which can help them guide their corporations and their other institutions. And they are happy to recruit a few members of oppressed nationalities and a few (but fewer) members of the working class into the ranks of this staff, so long as their cadre core comes from socially reliable backgrounds. They are even willing to tolerate a certain amount of ideological dissent in order to get and maintain the support of that staff. That is why they fund elite liberal arts colleges and research universities. But they do not want a society in which the whole body of the working class and the middle strata has the intellectual tools necessary to make and evaluate arguments regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value, and thus to call into question the market allocation of resources. The liberal arts are subversive. Capital wants a highly skilled but ideologically and politically compliant working class. That is why education in community colleges and other institutions which serve the working class is merely a pale imitation of the education which is available at elite institutions. And it is this, precisely, which we must remedy. 

The whole complex of the intellectual virtues is ordered ultimately to right action. And while it is the virtue of wisdom which allows us to know the Good as such, it belongs to the virtue of prudence to know what is right in a specific situation. The scholastic tradition regarded prudence as excellence in knowing the means to the ends of human life. This meant knowledge regarding the means of securing both our ultimate end --knowledge of God in Her essence-- and more proximate ends, e.g. civilizational progress, the cultivation of the acquired virtues, etc. The scholastics also distinguished between monastic prudence or excellence in knowing the means to the ends of one’s own life, political or pastoral prudence, or excellence in knowing the means to the end of whole communities, and specific forms of prudence associated with various particular callings (e.g. the prudence appropriate to an entrepreneur or a spiritual director). 

Now monastic prudence was historically understood primarily as a matter of applying universal moral principles in particular situations in a way which helps to realize the Good. Discussion of the dynamics of power and leadership, if they were addressed at all, were generally reserved for discussions of political, pastoral, or other special forms of prudence. But this distinction is artificial and reflects an assumption that the goods pursued by ordinary people are purely private and can, somehow, be achieved without the collaboration of others. Now it should be clear that this was never true. Even those whose lives have the very narrowest scope are called to productive labor of some sort, which involves ascertaining the needs of others and collaborating with others in the labor process. Most, furthermore, are called to participate in some way in rearing children, and must both secure the resources necessary for this task and determine how to act in order to promote the development of another human being. Even casuistry, which has historically been considered a significant part of monastic prudence, is fundamentally about how to make moral principles effective, and this in turn involves a consideration of power. And in a democracy or a republic, of course, there are no “purely private” persons. Citizens are charged with making determinations regarding the common good, something which makes the obligation to cultivate political prudence, at least in some degree, universal. 

We would like to suggest, therefore, that prudence is, fundamentally, excellence in building and exercising power in service to the common good. And the dynamics of prudence are, as we will see, fundamentally the same whether we are acting within a fairly narrow scope or on a truly global scale. 

By power we mean the capacity to get things done. Thus the Latin potere: to be able to. This always involves, even in the case of monastic prudence, the ability to get other people to do things. It is important to distinguish properly, however, between power and control which, while sometimes necessary, is quite different from power and has to do with keeping things from happening. If we seek to build power, we must ask ourselves:

· What are my interests?

· Who else is involved?

· What are their interests? And

· How can I build realize my interests and build my power?

The first of these questions must be answered partly in reference to ethical principles and partly in reference to an honest appraisal of our own aims. On the one hand, action in contradiction with moral principles can never be prudent, because it does not help us to realize the true ends of human life. On the other hand, we cannot impose on ourselves, any more than we can impose on others, aims which are in excess of our (or their) real level of development. The Hindu concept of the four proper aims of life is useful here. According to Hindu teaching, while moksa or liberation is highest aim of human life, pleasure, wealth, and moral conduct are also legitimate aims. So long as we seek these in accord with dharma or moral law, aiming for these ends is quite permissible. Only over the course of many lifetimes do we come to authentically desire liberation. It is one thing to challenge ourselves to seek higher ends; it is quite another to deprive ourselves of the lesser goods we require in order to take joy in life at our present level of development and be really effective in the highest order tasks of which we are currently capable. Every authentic good, even the most elemental, helps us to grow and develop. At the same time, it is also true that limiting our enjoyment of lesser goods can help focus us on higher goods for which we are just beginning to develop a taste. Sometimes it also happens that we will choose a life which deprives us of lesser or intermediate goods we still crave precisely in order to discipline ourselves become more focused on higher goods.

Prudence, therefore, begins with a careful and honest appraisal of our own interests. There are a number of different ways we can do this. Knowing what we enjoy and what we do not, and where we are effective and where we are not is absolutely fundamental. It is also helpful, however, in gaining a realistic appraisal of our own interests, to analyze the interests of others –something which is, in any case, the next step in building and exercising the power necessary to realize the ends of human life. The best way to do this is through ordinary dialogue between people, formal or informal, intentional or spontaneous. Dialogue --or the dialectic-- moves through several distinct stages. We begin by connecting with someone around a common point of interest, and then begin to draw the person out through a series of agitational questions which allows us to identify their principal capacities, interests, and relationships. Further questioning draws out the implications and internal contradictions of the person's ideas, and points towards a higher synthesis. If the relationship is to develop, this process must be reciprocal, and each person must learn as much about themselves as they do about the other person. Building and exercising power effectively, even the ordinary power of someone who is not a leader, requires hundreds and even thousands of such encounters. This is how we make friends and meet our spouses, how we get to know our children and our parents, continuously widening and deepening the web of interconnections which binds us to other people. But it is also the foundation on which authentic leadership arises. And as we tell our stories and listen to those of others our interests and those of the people we engage expand, so that even at the most rudimentary level of development the dialectic serves as a sort of spiritual discipline.

In analyzing the interests and abilities of other people it is important to take into account not only what people say but also what they do. More or less verifiable stories are worth far more than broad statements about values. Once we think we know what interests someone we can invite them to act together with us on something of mutual importance. This can be as small a step as going to the movies or it can be something of much greater moment, though generally one wants to avoid relying on untested relationships. If the person comes through we know that what they said or we inferred was important to them really is. If they do not come through then we need to ask why. As we do this we will begin to test our own self-interest in much the same way. What do we actually value enough to put time into when we are not being coerced? What matters enough to us that other people can use the promise or threat of it to coerce us?

In the course of making this analysis it is also important to assess what we –and others—are actually good at. Generally speaking we will be good at things which interest us, but sometimes people are just beginning to develop an ability and show greater passion than skill in its exercise. In these cases it is good to provide an opportunity for cultivation of the skill, but not to rely on the result. And in some cases, especially among the very young, people may think they want to do something but have no real understanding of what is involved. 

It is useful to actually map out our own interests and those of the people we are involved with, as it will help us to see possibilities which might otherwise have missed, while making it clear why some things which we thought easy enough to accomplish simply aren’t going to happen.

As we begin to decide to whom we want to relate it is important to keep in mind that the purpose of relationships is to help us accomplish our aims in life. This is true even of marriage and close friendships. While it would be a mistake to marry someone we don’t like, or who does not like us, and while everyone has a need for a certain amount of affection, the whole aim of relating to other people is to be able to accomplish things which we cannot do ourselves. Sometimes this is simple a question of numbers, but most often we need to connect with people who have somewhat different abilities than we do, and thus different interests. The more someone is able to add to our capacities, the more likely they are to challenge us as well, and at times even to create considerable tension. Especially as we look out beyond the inner circle of people with whom we share our day to day lives, we need to remember that it is far more important to be respected than to be liked, and that reliability and accountability are far more important than good feelings. And even within our inner circle, we need people who can hold us accountable --whose criticisms we have to take seriously because they demonstrate again and again that they really appreciate our strengths, and do not simply find us annoying or distasteful. 

What one looks for in analyzing a network is potential organization. A really advanced leader is can meet most of his or her psychic needs internally, and has already built the networks necessary to meet those needs which cannot be met internally: food, shelter, clothing, etc. The prudent leader does not come to a network of people with fixed requirements and then try to persuade them to do what he wishes, but rather looks at the various ways in which people in a network can be brought together to create new possibilities, and accomplish things which even the most visionary leaders might not even have imagined. At the same time, a good leader also knows not to attempt to lead people in a cause in which he or she is not vitally interested, even if it is intrinsically valuable. If something really needs doing, the right leader will emerge. 

Once we know our own interests and those of the people around us, we are in a position to act. This involves a judgment regarding how best to bring together the people within a particular network or cluster of networks in order to promote the development of human capacities and add something to the universe. This judgment may be exercised at three different levels: tactical, operational, and strategic. 

The word strategy comes from the Hellenic or general. Strategy is the part of prudence which concerns the formation of an overall plan for identifying, organizing, developing, and deploying the resources necessary to carry out our mission., i.e. to realize our aims in life. It is possible, in turn, to distinguish several different levels of strategic thinking. Strategic judgments must be made not just by organizations and their leaders but by individuals as well. Everyone who is free, i.e. who has both the subjective capacity and material resources necessary to make their own decisions regarding what aims to pursue in life and how, must make what amount to portfolio, positioning and functional decisions. By portfolio decisions we mean decisions regarding what activities to engage in and which to leave to one side. This involves, for individuals, decisions regarding profession, marriage, friendships, and forms of participation in the public arena (political, religious, etc.) For organizations it involves what businesses or other activities to pursue. By positioning decisions we mean decisions about how to pursue these activities so that our approach is unique. The classic positioning decision is the choice between competing on quality and competing on price, but there are far more subtle ways for an organization or an individual to set themselves apart. Both portfolio and positioning decisions should be made by balancing two principles: the principle of comparative advantage and the principle of the cutting edge. On the one hand, we should generally choose activities in which we are not only interested and capable, but have the potential to excel and even become the best, at least in some arena. Only if we are the best in some area will we really be able to lead and promote the development of others. At the same time, we also need to choose at least a few activities and relationships which challenge us to develop emerging capacities, without so over-taxing us that we fall flat on our faces. 

Where portfolio and positioning decisions have to do with what is specific about our activities, functional strategy has to do with things everyone must take into consideration: making money, building relationships, developing ourselves intellectually and spiritually, etc., or in the case of an organization research, recruitment, training, liaison, operations, finance, etc. Functional decisions should always be formed by portfolio and positioning decisions. We need to have a way to make money, but the way in which we make money should be shaped and constrained by larger decisions about what we are going to do, not the other way around. We should not, similarly, pursue a particular friendship or a spiritual path just because we know that everyone needs friends who hold them accountable and something to challenge them spiritually, and let that shape our choice of profession or marriage partner without serious reflection regarding the nature of our specific calling. Functional strategy has to do with conditions and constraints, not the leading edge. It should play a strictly subordinate role. A focus on functional strategy is one of the ways in which people miss the opportunity to be free –though it is also sometimes a sign that someone is called primarily to a life of service. Such individuals should be directed to organizations where their particular skills, be they financial, organizational, intellectual, or spiritual, can be linked to some higher aim. 

Grand strategy involves the exercise of all of the different levels of strategy over a protracted period of time, generally in a way which accesses, cultivates, and deploys the resources of other actors as well as one’s own. An organization may decide for example that it is better at developing a vision and training leaders than it is at mass organizing and make a portfolio decision to forgo the latter activity for present, with the expectation that it will be able to train leaders who will penetrate and eventually come to lead mass organizations, which they will then bring into its fold or that it will build strategic partnerships with other organizations which excel at building mass organizations. The meaningful development and implementation of grand strategies requires both a high degree of development –one must be able to see beyond one’s present strengths and weaknesses and into the distant future—as well as access to significant resources. 

Global grand strategy is strategy which takes responsibility for ensuring that all of the tasks of social development are carried out, allocating portfolios to various different organizations over a period of time, as they become capable, or optimally qualified, for filling them. These higher levels of strategy involve the ability to make decisions regarding the comparative advantage and cutting edge not only of one's self and/or one’s own organization, but also of other people and other organizations, and of allocating resources and tasks to organizations different than one's own. Generally speaking this part of prudence pertains only to those who have been called to political and/or spiritual leadership which consists, precisely, in taking responsibility for the development of other people and indeed entire communities, as well as oneself. This does not mean, however, that the exercise of global strategy pertains only to those who lead organizations or whose leadership involves action in public networks. A good spiritual director, for example, may only engage individuals and may do so far from the public eye, but she is always looking to cultivate people who can carry out the full range of tasks required by humanity and knows how to help them fulfill their callings, and not those of some ideal type of the saint. Someone whose principal calling is writing writes with the aim of affecting a particular group of people who will then affect others –in effect calling people to various activities. Global strategy in the fullest sense, however, is exercised by organizations or networks of individuals who are in contact with each other.
Examples of global grand strategy in the public arena would include the Leninist strategy of building support for a communist vanguard by advancing “transitional demands” such as land reform and democracy, or the US strategy of containing socialism during the Cold War by a combination of nuclear deterrence and civil-military counterinsurgency operations.
Operational decision-making has to do with developing plans for achieving particular objectives which are of strategic significance. At the level of monastic prudence this may mean developing relationships in a particular arena, positioning ourselves within a particular institution, raising a certain amount of money, writing a book, etc. At the political level it might mean a major electoral or issue campaign. In making decisions at the operational level it is especially important to:

· Ensure that the end sought actually fits into our strategy and is not simply a good in general,

· Ensure that due consideration is given to the impact of the campaign on our overall strategic position (funding, relationships, what we will learn, individual and collective spiritual state, etc.)

On the one hand, the fact that we are offered an opportunity –and more especially that we are repeatedly offered a particular sort of opportunity— may tell us something about what we ought to be doing. We need to remember, however, that often this offer is being made by people who are either much less developed than we are or who are too distant from us to understand our actual strengths, weaknesses, and trajectory. People often think that leadership is all of one piece and will ask others to undertake tasks for which they are poorly suited, even if they are well suited for leadership in general. 

Tactics --from the Hellenic to arrange)-- has to do with how one (literally or figuratively) orders one's forces on the field. Generally we distinguish two levels of tactical leadership. The first, and most basic, has to do with the choice of basic methods of work. The choice of a particular production technique, of a certain type of assault, or of a certain method of applying political pressure (strike, boycott, election, demonstration), a certain method of teaching, or a certain turn of phrase are all tactical decisions, as is a pastor's decision to address a particular problem in the community through individual meetings and counseling, say, rather than a series of sermons, or a researcher's decision to use a certain kind of research method. Generally in making tactical decisions one is looking for a particular reaction and chooses tactics which have a reasonable probability of getting that reaction, based on an analysis of the individuals involved. As with operational decisions, one wants to make sure that the aim sought fits into one’s overall plan, and that one’s overall strategic position is improved rather than harmed by the action. In the case of tactical decisions, however, the aim in question is generally operational rather than strategic. In adversarial or competitive situations it is wise to choose tactics with which one's own organization is familiar and comfortable, but which will catch competitors or adversaries by surprise, and at which they are incompetent or unpracticed. Basic tactical leadership thus involves training people in the tactics which will be employed.

Higher tactics involves determination of the principal task in a particular period. Assume a given strategy which calls for carrying out a number of different tasks over a long period of time: raising capital, research and development, production, marketing, etc.; building a mass constituency, building a leadership organization, developing a vision, positioning in key institutions, applying pressure and winning partial concessions, responding to an expected systemic crisis, etc. It may seem that there is a unique logical sequence in which these tasks must be carried out, and clearly one cannot, for example apply political pressure without a mass base. But changing political circumstances often create challenges and opportunities which require one to carry out tasks out of sequence. A systemic crisis may make it possible to build a mass base and a leadership core quickly --though then it will still be necessary to train them, unite them around a common vision and strategy, etc. Knowing what part of a strategy to carry out when is a central part of prudence. It is vitally important in such cases to be aware that one may well have been propelled into a position of leadership for which one is not yet ready, either subjectively or in terms of material resources and relationships, and it may be necessary to play catch-up in order to rise to the challenges ahead. This does not mean that one should not take advantage of such opportunities, but it is important, once again, to make sure that they actually serve longer term strategic goals and do not distract from what is really important. Failure to do this is a particular characteristic of Leninism. Lenin was a master of grand tactics and knew how to take advantage of conjunctural opportunities, but he devoted almost no time to thinking about long-range strategic imperatives. The result is an approach to politics which is characterized by opportunistic shifts in stance which have essentially no end in mind but the power –or rather the positioning-- of the party. The party ends up in some sense on top, but unable to carry out its real mission, which requires material and spiritual resources it never bothered to develop. 

We should note that the development of high order strategic capacities involves certain institutional conditions, which we will analyze in greater detail when we discuss social justice. For now it is enough to note that excessive centralization makes positioning and portfolio decisions impossible, because there are no other organizations to take on tasks of which one's own organization is incapable. In order to lead in a perfectly centralized social system, one must, like Kojeve's Spinoza, have been God from all eternity. Clearly anyone who sees him/herself that way is not qualified to lead. Thus prudence involves respecting and valuing subsidiarity. At the same time, effective strategic leadership also requires some element of centralization. A radical dispersal of power also makes it impossible for any organization to have much choice regarding positioning, portfolio, etc. And it is vitally important that there be some structure responsible for "grand" and "global" strategy, even if these structures have only limited authority. One doesn't want to turn the orchestra into a one-man band, but it is, nonetheless, necessary to have a good conductor.

What about the supernatural degrees of the virtues of the practical intellect? Here Thomas distinguishes two distinct gifts of the Holy Spirit: counsel, which perfects practical apprehension, and knowledge, which perfects practical judgment (Thomas. Summa Theologiae I-II.68.4, II-II.9). Counsel involves seeing the matter we are called on to cultivate more nearly as God sees it: to look beyond our narrow human perspective and see potential where otherwise we might not, while placing limitations in their proper context. Knowledge, similarly, involves making strategic, operational, and tactical judgments from a larger than merely human perspective. This means, above all, fixing aims and choosing means from the standpoint of caritative rather than merely acquired wisdom.  

Counsel and knowledge may concern physical and biological as well as social phenomena and technological as well as political decisions. It is thus possible, for example to explain a seemingly regressive law, such as the Second Law of Thermodynamics, as necessary in order to weed out less adequate forms of organization and apply pressure for innovation and progress. The same thing might be done with social scientific laws which point to the tendency of social structures to eventually become obstacles to human development and civilizational progress, requiring revolutionary transformations which often require tragic loss and sacrifice. This sort of reasoning is still natural, and forms part of a philosophically informed cosmology or sociology. But suppose the understanding of the first principle which informs our explanation of the particular things in the world is supernatural –beyond what can currently be comprehended. Such was the case, for example, with the prophetic “explanation” of Israel’s sufferings at the hands of the great empires; such was the case with the Buddhist insight into the origins of suffering generally. Now on the basis of this sort of wisdom, our natural desire to overcome the Second Law of Thermodynamics and to “take control” of the universe and its evolution, while understandable, can be seen to be ultimately misguided. It is thus possible to make a prophetic judgment against technologies and technological regimes which point in this direction. Similarly, Jeremiah counseled Israel to accept Babylonian rule, not because he thought it was just, but because he saw it as part of God’s larger plan for his people in a way that would not have been possible on the basis of a purely natural wisdom or political science, for which (given the experience of other small states which succumbed to imperial rule in this period) it could only have seemed like a sentence of extinction as a people (Jeremiah 40-45). 

Ordinarily the exercise of counsel and knowledge takes the form of an applied –political or pastoral—theology. In the modern era, partly due to the disenchantment of the world by mathematical physics, something we have argued elsewhere is not wholly legitimate, and partly due to the elaboration of a specifically modern and intellectually untenable fundamentalist discourse regarding “miracles” we are a bit nervous about seeking religious meaning –especially supernatural religious meaning-- in natural events. Perhaps theological reflection on the ecological crisis and a re-evaluation of such ancient disciplines as astrology can correct this. But for the present, exercise of applied theology is primarily with respect to human (personal and social) realities. In extraordinary times, when new insights are required, the supernatural degree of science is exercised in the form of political prophecy, which is in fact the most common form of prophecy, as insights into the divine nature are few and far between. 

If wisdom is based on living justly, then counsel and knowledge in the spiritual and supernatural sense are based on living a life of hope. It is the practice of continuing to hope when things seem hopeless, because we know that the world is drawn into Being by the incredible Beauty of God, who always awaits us at the end of our journeys, which allows us to see meaning and thus potential in events which might otherwise seem meaningless and to ascertain why things are the way the are and not some other, perhaps more convenient or transparently meaningful, way. Living a live of hope, we live the ordering of particular things to an ultimate end in terms of which they will ultimately come to be understood as meaningful. And eventually we come to see this meaning and know what to do with it. This is why the gift of knowledge was historically associated with the theological virtue of hope.
The Moral Virtues

Matter is the drive towards higher levels of organization. In intelligent systems this expresses itself in, among other things, the capacity to reflect in itself the organizing principles of other systems, and to use this knowledge of organizing principles to create new, still more complex forms of organization. This is what we have called intelligence. But the intelligent system is not merely capacity, it is drive. Intellect is not merely capable of creating higher forms of organization; it is actually ordered to those forms, both on the theoretical side, where it is informed by them in sensation and understanding, and on the practical side as it struggles to bring them into being. Intelligence is, in other words, inconceivable without appetite.

Now we have already seen that specifically human intelligence emerges on the basis of a complex and sophisticated kind of sensation, and operates only and always in conjunction with our sensory powers. Much the same is true of the appetites. On the one hand we humans are ordered to systems more complex than ourselves, and ultimately to God, which is not a sensible but rather an intelligible object. This ordering to an intelligible good we call will, or the intellectual appetite. On the other hand, just as we know God not immediately, as a result of direct rational intuition, but rather mediately, by abstraction and inference from the sensible universe, so too we will God not immediately, through the exercise of a purely autonomous will, but rather mediately, in virtue of a higher organization of our sensual appetites. Will, in other words, grows up on the basis of the sensual appetites, which are always present in the act of willing, even when the object of the will is not sensible but rather intelligible. Moral virtue, or excellence in the appetites, thus includes excellence in the sensual as well as the intellectual appetites.

We have already analyzed in an earlier chapter the organization of these appetites. Here we offer only a brief summary. Human beings, like all matter, are driven to connect, to combine, to integrate --and to abhor isolation, separation, and disintegration. The unique complexity of the human affects derives from the fact that as highly organized systems we experience this drive at several different levels: physical, chemical, biological, and social. For the most part the merely physical and chemical forms of these drives do not come to consciousness. We are, however, intensely aware of a wide range of different biological feelings which incline us to eat, to seek warmth and shelter against the cold, to exercise, etc. and thus to maintain and develop the biological integrity of our bodies, as well as a desire for nonsexual affection and sexual intimacy, and an inclination to care for other animals, not only those of our own species, which we perceive as somehow vulnerable. These drives, all of which impel us to maintain the integrity of our organisms, either directly, by consuming in order to survive, or indirectly, by reproducing and caring for our young, we call desire. We are also aware of an equally wide range of negative feelings, which lead us to avoid things which are bad for us --pain, cold, poison, etc. These negative feelings we call aversion. Similarly, when we connect with something which is good for us we experience joy; when we are separated from it we experience sadness. And even at the sensual level we seek the good of that which is good for us (sensual love) and the destruction of that which is not (sensual hatred) Together desire and aversion, joy and sadness, love and hatred are passions of the faculty which the scholastics called concupiscible. 

Now those the resources and relationships we need in order to conserve the integrity of our organisms do not always come easily, and threats to that integrity are not always easily avoided. Our single, fundamental, underlying drive towards organization therefore also expresses itself in a capacity for irascibility: the drive to fight and/or flee. It is our irascibility which gives us the fight to pursue goods which are won only at a cost, and which impels us to flee evils which we could not otherwise effectively resist. It is also our irascibility which enables us to hope in what is difficult to achieve, to despair at what we know is impossible and to feel anger at present evils. 

Freud, who placed nearly as much emphasis on the irascible as on the concupiscible passions, had them all wrong. Irascibility is not aggressiveness or a drive towards destruction. The basis of his error is not difficult to see. The market system requires of the vast majority of the people --even among the ruling classes-- a willingness to submit to inscrutable forces beyond our understanding or control (the laws of the marketplace). Irascibility, which resists evil, is thus a danger to the market system and (from the standpoint of a good bourgeois like Freud) essentially destructive. From our standpoint, however, irascibility is essential if structural obstacles to growth and development are to be removed. 

The will arises on the basis of the concupiscible and irascible faculties in much the same way that the intellect arises on the basis of sensation. In order to understand this process it is necessary to keep in mind that we are dealing not with "parts" of a substance, but with powers of a single, highly organized system. As human beings become increasingly interconnected with each other, and as those interconnections are recorded in our complex neural nets, we learn to "see" increasingly complex, more purely intelligible patterns --or more precisely to abstract those patterns from the mass of sensory data we receive. Thus we come to know higher systems. And since these higher systems integrate a wider range of capacities into a more organized form than lesser, sensible systems, they are, because of that more desirable, and give rise to an act of the intellectual appetite or the will --i.e. love. Or, conversely, we may become aware of a dynamic of disintegration which is not visible to the senses but which leads to the loss of higher order intelligible capacities. This gives rise to another act of the will --hatred.

Now, in so far as our knowledge of intelligible goods is based on knowledge of sensible goods --in fact it is knowledge of a higher order organization of those sensible goods-- our appetite for intelligible goods is always accompanied by an appetite for the sensible goods on the basis of which the intelligible arise. The same is true of hatred of an intelligible evil. Thus our love for social justice, i.e. a system which unleashes the full development of human social capacities is accompanied by --even filled with-- a sensual love of the goods which social justice makes possible. Our hatred of capitalism is filled with an aversion to the bourgeoisie which sustains and benefits from it. Our hope in a just future is filled with both a sensual yearning for the distant goods which a just order will bring, and a visceral anger at those who stand in the way of human development. We see a similar movement when we consider the theological or supernatural virtues. Our love of God is filled not only with a love of proximate intelligible goods --e.g. social justice-- but also with a sensual love of the whole creation. Our hope in God is filled with our hope for victory in every proximate battle, and in visceral anger at those who would detain us. This is why, as Aquinas put it, no just act, indeed, no virtuous act at all, is possible without passion.

This analysis of the organization of the appetites gives us a basis on which to understand the nature of moral virtue. Moral virtue consists in the habitual right ordering of the appetites, in real excellence in bringing all our desire and all our striving, all our aversion and all our fear and all our anger together in such a way as to order us ultimately to the highest good, and to all proximate goods in a accord with their value. This does not, strictly speaking, mean loving higher things more and lower things less, but rather ordering our love of lower things, in all its intensity, to our love of the higher, so that passion serves intellectual love and drives us on towards the good.

Let us now consider each of the moral virtues in some detail.

Temperance

The first of the moral virtues is temperance. Temperance is excellence in the exercise of our concupiscible appetite. This means, first of all, the development of our capacity for desire in all of its intensity --the desire for shelter, clothing, food, sex, etc. Sensual love is set in motion by a perception of beauty in the object, whether this beauty is a harmony, integrity and clarity seen, heard, tasted, smelled, etc. And beauty, we have seen, is a transcendental, something which discloses being itself and is thus a window on God. It is thus possible --indeed necessary-- to find God in sensible things, and to desire Her there. And this seeing and desiring is not limited to those "higher sensibles" which are most often considered to be the locus of religious experience --the beauty of nature, of high art, etc. It is quite possible, indeed, necessary to see and to desire God in sexual intercourse, in a plate of couscous --even, as Julian of Norwich taught us, in a bowel movement which, since it restores the internal harmony and integrity of the body, has its own sort of beauty. Temperance always involves an intensification, and never a weakening, of our sensual desires. Similarly, we must feel aversion to evil with the greatest intensity of which we are capable.

What then is a "right ordering" or our concupiscible appetite? Two points are in order here. First, at the most basic level, consumption must serve reproduction and production, and not the other way around. This is true at both the biological and the social levels. We appreciate good food because it is good for us. We desire sexual intercourse in order to reproduce and to build relationships with other human beings. Disorders at this level generally arise as a result of some prior or present deprivation. We overeat when we believe, at some level, that food generally, or some kind of food we especially like, is apt to be in short supply. We become sexually promiscuous when we are denied physical affection, and come to believe sexual intercourse is the only way to get it. 

At the social level, this principle means that our consumption must increase our capacities, and not become simply an end in itself. Thus, owning a few nice paintings, some music, and having the resources to travel, and even to indulge in an occasional fine meal is not luxury consumption, but rather the satisfaction of a virtuous love of the sensuous beauty in which we meet the divine. Living for these things, on the other hand, makes them luxuries and thus an obstacle to the right ordering of the appetites. 

While the intemperance of luxury is not, strictly speaking, a matter of sheer quantity, it is also wrong to say that is simply a matter of attitude. The fact of the matter is that good things are difficult to acquire, and if one has many of them one is probably spending too much time working to get them and not enough on other things --a sure sign of disordered appetites.

The second dimension of "right ordering" has to do with making sure that our sensual desires fill higher order appetites, and do not simply sit alongside them, as a kind of potential distraction. This happens most often when we become convinced, due to an ideological defect, that our sensual appetites are either evil, or have nothing to do with higher goods, or that there is no transcendental Good to which they might point. The result is that our higher appetites are lacking in warmth and passion. We become lukewarm, and God wants to spit us out. It is in this sense quite possible, to value everything in proportion to its worth and still be intemperate if we don't see the higher in the lower. Consider someone who loves painting, and who is also dedicated to social justice. He knows that social justice is a higher good than his art --if only because it would make even more art possible. He thus orders his priorities in such a way as to give priority to his political activity. But he doesn't see the higher good of social justice in his paintings, which he regards as a kind of self-indulgent recreation. Gradually his devotion to social justice fades. He becomes burned out more and more easily, and needs more time "away" to restore himself, until eventually he abandons the struggle altogether, not because of disillusionment or a change in convictions, but simply because he just doesn't want to –no, can't make himself-- do it anymore. If only he had seen the struggle for social justice in his paintings! He would have drawn strength from his work --would probably have done work better suited to his talents-- and would never have grown bitter and dry.

This ordering of lower to higher goods is also essential to the proper enjoyment of the lower goods themselves. Someone who lives exclusively to consume, or whose sensual appetites don't fill their higher appetites, however strong those higher appetites may appear to be, will eventually find their lower appetites decaying, either through boredom or disuse. And since the higher appetites are built out of the lower, the result will be disinterest, and ultimately a lack of motivation to strive for the good.

Is there a supernatural or theological degree of temperance? This is an interesting question. Historically there has been no theological virtue recognized which pertains specifically to the concupiscible passions. There is, however, the gift of fear, which Thomas says guards us against an inordinate lust for pleasures (Thomas. Summa Theologiae I-II.68.4), the evangelical counsel of poverty, as well as an associated beatitude. “Blessed are you poor, for yours is the Kingdom …” 

This way of construing the problem seems to use to reflect a residual Augustinianism. The danger here is that supernatural temperance and simply greater temperance will be confused –that the definition of such a virtue will turn into a justification for extreme asceticism. This is certainly what happened in the Franciscan tradition, and one can see similar excesses in other traditions: the Jaina for example. What would make temperance supernatural, rather is, on the one hand, the character of the higher goods to which the sensual appetites are being ordered and, on the other hand, the extent to which the joy one takes in these goods comes not from possessing or consuming them but rather in producing them, in furthering their well being, or simply knowing that they exist. On the one hand, therefore, supernatural temperance involves an ordering of our sensual desires to spiritual ends so that in enjoying a sensual good it becomes for us a window on the divine. Supernatural temperance in this sense involves the transformation of everything into a sacrament. At the same time, it is always better to create than to consume. Creating sensual goods with the understanding that they are a real participation in the life of God, rather than merely consuming them, thus constitutes the second dimension of supernatural temperance. This sacramental sensibility (and not some rejection of the senses) is why the virtue of temperance is properly associated with the ascent to mystical contemplation.
 

Fortitude and Hope

The second of the moral virtues is fortitude, or excellence in the exercise of the irascible appetite. The irascible appetite, we have noted, is an expression of the drive of matter towards higher levels of organization under conditions in which that aim is difficult to achieve, or is threatened by danger and disintegration. Under these circumstances we react with hope that our difficult struggle will succeed, while despairing of lesser goods which must be sacrificed in the process. We dare to prosecute the struggle while fearing for our very lives and fearing that we may not succeed. And we feel anger at the forces which hold us back or threaten our very survival. Fortitude involves an exercise of these passions in such a way that we are, as it were, strengthened for battle, without thereby becoming foolhardy, rash, or wantonly violent. 

In just what does the right ordering of the irascible faculty consist? First, it must be noted, that just as temperance does not involve a diminishment of our sensual desires, fortitude does not involve any lessening or diminishment of our hope or despair, our daring or fear, or our anger. On the contrary, in order to be excellent in this arena, we must have a keenly developed capacity for these passions, able to feel with full intensity the surge of hope at new possibilities and despair at our losses, the daring we feel as we begin a battle and the fear which grips us when we and those we care for are in danger, and the anger which rises up whenever we confront wrong injustice. This means not losing touch with what we personally have at stake in the struggle for higher goods, and more generally with the material basis of that struggle. A just society will make possible greater creativity. It means that I can eat, and make love and write, and have children. Capitalism means that I have to sell my labor power to some money-making devil who will take my precious time and force me to produce junk so that he can by a BMW. Irascibility, furthermore, is by nature personal. Anger, as a sensual passion, is directed first and foremost only at sensibles, not at intelligibles. It is not, strictly speaking possible to be angry at the marketplace, or even at the bourgeoisie, but only at actual people. Capitalists are unjust and it is right for us to be angry with them.

The right ordering of these passions means that they must serve and fill higher order appetites. For our irascible appetites to serve higher order appetites means that hope in the good things which a just society will bring, fear that we may fail in creating a just society, and anger at present evils must form the basis for an active willing of justice itself, which is an intelligible and not a sensible good. Hope and fear and anger must not become ends in themselves, or means to actions which do not serve the struggle, but must always orient us towards effective action on behalf of the good. There is no virtue in being angry with my boss if that anger simply serves to make me bitter, or leads to rash and foolish action that accomplishes nothing. In order for this happen my anger must be formed by higher order appetites –or rather must not eclipse our love of the higher order goods the arduous pursuit of which mobilized our irascibility in the first place. 

Similarly, as was the case with temperance, our irascible passions must fill our higher order appetites. The danger here is, once again, mostly ideological. People become convinced that their hopes and fears and anger have nothing to do with the struggle for the good. They aim for "inner peace" or "indifference." The difficulty is that we are not at peace, but rather at war, and inner peace is neither appropriate nor, strictly speaking, possible. On the contrary, aiming for inner peace usually means a dulling of the irascible appetite, and a tendency to keep our personal anger out of our work. The result is that we lose our motivation to work while, at the same time, building up a reservoir of irascibility which has no outlets –or which we turn against ourselves. The irascibility is there for a reason. We need to let it do its work.

The leading element in fortitude is hope –not foolish hope in things which will never come to pass, but rather a well grounded confidence in the absolutely necessary motion of matter to higher ends. This hope is closely linked to a just will which values most the more important things which will be accomplished and can let go of the less important things which may not be. It is hope which both gives us confidence that what we do will make a difference and reminds us that because matter’s growth towards God is necessary and inevitable, the fate of the world does not in fact depend on us, allowing us to let go of struggles which have become unproductive without feeling crushed by the defeat. 

It is for this same reason that supernatural excellence in the ordering of the irascible passions has traditionally been called hope. At this level, of course, the hope in question is in specifically in goods the realization of which transcends finite human capacities. It is hope in our own achievement of the beatific vision, or rather our own unending growth and development towards God, and hope in the divinization of matter generally. Hope of this sort, even more so than natural hope, tends to put our other struggles in perspective. On the one hand, knowing that we will, eventually, come to know and love God in ways we cannot now even imagine, and knowing that all flesh, indeed all matter, will share in this knowledge and love, gives us the strength we need to fight on, in order to develop ourselves and help others develop the capacities which they need in order to realize their potential. At the same time, it relativizes all finite struggles and makes the inevitable losses we will suffer seem paltry by comparison with the victory we already have in hand. This in turn helps to prevent inordinate daring or fear or anger. 

Theological hope has traditionally been associated with the gift of “the fear of God.” This may seem a bit paradoxical, given what we have said about the inevitability of matter’s motion towards God. There is, however, nothing inevitable about the pace or the path of our development. Wrong choices are disciplined, if in no other way than the fact that they do not lead to true joy. And the worst mistakes are not those made out of an excess of concupiscence, but rather those made out of fear: fear that by pursing higher goods we will lose our security and stability, our friends and family, even our lives. Fearing God means recognizes that such losses, while real and tragic (and actually also inevitable –we all do die) are nothing by comparison with the loss we experience when we take the easy road and avoid risks in an attempt to preserve those finite goods for just a little while longer. At the end of such a road lies real loss: i.e. loss of the growth which would have taken place, both in us and in the communities of which we are a part, had we made the hard choices and taken the risks necessary in order to move forward. As Ignazio Silone said, “spiritual growth and securing are incompatible (Silone 1955).”

When we take the role of theological hope and the gift of fear in account, of course, the distance between our position and the Buddhist position, with its emphasis on detachment, diminishes some. Detachment is not an end in itself, but a certain measure of detachment from finite goods is an inevitable result of the perfection of the irascible passions by theological hope and the gift of fear. We continue to experience daring and fear, hope and despair, and anger, but we experience them as motivators which order us towards higher ends. They cease to rule and control us.

A word is in order here about the relationship between temperance and fortitude and the underlying passions which they perfect. The right ordering of the sensual passions involves not only an ordering of these passions to the will, but also a kind of harmony and balance between the concupiscible and irascible faculties. For it is, in part a desire for an enjoyment of beauty which keeps our anger from consuming us and making us bitter or unduly warlike, and our anger which keeps us from becoming self-indulgent aesthetes or epicureans. This is not to suggest that virtue is possible simply on the basis of such a balance, but only that it is essential to the development of virtue. To be temperate I must have a powerful desire for the beauty I perceive in the world, but also an intense anger at those who keep me from that beauty. To have fortitude I must have enough hope and daring and anger to fight, but a sufficiently powerful sense of the beauty which already exists that I do not become lost in false hopes or consumed by anger.

Justice and Charity

The third and final of the cardinal moral virtues is that of justice. By justice considered as a virtue (as opposed to social justice or the right organization of human society) we mean excellence in the operations of the will --i.e. willing things in accord with their value, and thus being able to act fully in accord with cosmic law. Now the will is moved by a complex configuration of forces, including

· sensible and intelligible goods themselves,

· the senses, which know the sensible goods directly and which garner the images from which we abstract knowledge of intelligible goods,

· the intellect, which knows intelligible goods,

· the will itself, which wills the means to goods it already wills, and

· the passions of the sensual appetites, which may either second the choice of the will or draw it away from its intended object. 

Excellence in willing thus presupposes, first of all, intellectual excellence --specifically the capacity to know intelligible goods and the means necessary to achieve them. Knowledge of the Good itself is wisdom, and knowledge of particular intelligible goods is part of theoretical ethics, whereas knowledge of the means to the ends of human life is prudence. While it is, strictly speaking possible to know the Good and the means of achieving it simply by being taught it and by accepting it on faith, this knowledge will be dim and far from compelling. The highest degrees of justice thus presuppose wisdom of some sort (connatural or theoretical) as well as prudence. This is why ideological questions bear directly on the question of justice. It is impossible to be just without knowing higher goods, and this, in turn, is affected by ideology. The worker who knows only the good of his family -their survival, and the hope that his children might get a better education-- is less capable of justice than the worker who knows the higher good of a just society. The worker who understands that a just society is one which, in addition to promoting human development and civilizational progress in general, helps people develop spiritually, is more capable of justice than one who does not. The communist worker, in other words, is more capable of justice than the ordinary good provider and the religious communist is more capable of justice than the secular communist. 

At the same time, it is quite impossible to know the Good without becoming habituated to its pursuit. This is because the abstraction necessary to produce theoretical knowledge of the Good takes place only when the images we garner from the senses are illuminated by a connatural knowledge of the Good based on the just act –something we already explained  briefly in a previous chapter, but will review here for the sake of clarity. 

The clearest example is the cult of yhwh. Product of successful peasant resistance to the Canaan warlords and their Egyptian overlords during the late bronze age (Gottwald 1979), this cult took the Canaanite high god (‘El, the father of ba’al, and a rather remote and insignificant figure in most Canaanite religious practice) and transformed him into ‘El yahwi sabaoth yisrael --El who brings into being the armies of Israel. The struggle to build a just society –which was, perhaps originally just accidentally such a struggle, born out of resistance to particular evils-- Yahwism gave birth to a tradition which put the struggle for justice against overwhelming odds at the very center of religious life. This, in turn, opened up the possibility of a new kind of religious knowledge. Thus when the prophets speak of da’ath ‘elohim (knowledge of God) they are not speaking of something theoretical, but rather an experiential knowledge which we gain in actually realizing the divine will. 

Hear the word of YHWH, O Israel;

for YHWH has a charge to bring against the people of the land;

There is no faith or mutual trust,

no knowledge of God (da’ath ‘elohim) in the land,

oaths are imposed and broken, they kill and rob;

there is nothing but adultery and license,

one deed of blood after another (Hosea 4: 1-2 NEB).

Let us humble ourselves, let us strive to know YHWH,

whose justice dawns like morning light, 

and its dawning is as sure as the sunrise.

It will come to us like a shower,

like spring rains that water the earth (Hosea 6:3 NEB).

Now we have already discussed above the role of connaturality in the production of knowledge. We have argued that society itself is the Agent Intellect. Participation in definite social structures creates in us a direct experience of, for example, classification or certain mathematical formalisms. We experience ourselves as members of a definite class and are thus able to classify other objects. We experience ourselves as functions of complex variables and are thus able to formalize our experience in mathematical terms. The same is true at the level of transcendental abstraction. By living judgment we know experientially the principle of judgment and can thus apply it to any range of concrete circumstances. The difference, of course, is that here the principle known connaturally is nothing other than Divine Justice and thus God Himself, vindicating His people in the struggle against their oppressors. In the just act we have an immediate, if still radically imperfect, knowledge of the first principle. 

This connatural knowledge of God in the just act is no more conceptual than the connatural knowledge which the Australian aborigine possesses of the principles of classification or the connatural knowledge which a shopkeeper has of the mathematical formalisms which govern the operation of the market system. But like these other, lesser forms of connatural knowledge, it illuminates the images which we garner from experience and allow us to see in the mirror of creatures the creative principle itself. Thus Israel soon began to understand that its revolutionary warrior God brought into being not only the armies of Israel, but in fact the cosmos as a whole, and did so in a single unified movement, so that creation and redemption were not radically distinguished. And in this insight Israel achieves an insight into the divine nature --that is, Being Itself. Thus the name ‘yhwh” is the causative form of the Hebrew verb ‘to be.’ In this sense one could argue, using the language of later dialectics, that the judgment of justice and thus of the Good led ineluctably to the judgment of Being with which it is convertible. This is true in spite of the fact that Israel remained skeptical about elaborate cognitive claims regarding God, rejecting not only representations of the divine nature, but even pronunciation of the divine name outside of the most solemn context of the cult. 

Knowledge of the Good is not, however, sufficient for justice. It is necessary, second, that the sensual appetites be are formed and mobilized in service of the intellectual. In willing the struggle, we will a love of beauty, but also a willingness to forego it, we will the defeat of our adversaries, something which mobilizes our anger, but also restraint. Justice, in other words, presupposes temperance and fortitude and builds on them.

It is necessary, finally, that the internal operations of the will to be in good order. A well developed will automatically moves towards the highest good of which the intellect is aware. This means that it wills the means to those higher goods, even where they may involve forgoing lesser goods, sensual or intellectual, or undergoing hardship, suffering, etc. Thus, to will creation of a just society is to will a long and difficult struggle, which will require us to forgo other goods, including prosperity, security, and possibly even our lives. The just decision requires the capacity to will the struggle as well as the end. If we are not practiced in the exercise of the will, this may become difficult.

The interplay of the intellect and of the sensual appetites is especially important in this regard. On the one hand, we must come to the willing of difficult means with a vivid understanding of the higher good, otherwise we may find that it pales by comparison to lesser, but more proximate goods which we see more clearly, be they sensual or intellectual. The creation of a just social order may seem like something distant and far off by comparison with a new scheme for classifying organisms, a better school funding plan, or a new house. It cannot be. We must see it as vividly as the objects which stand before us at this very moment. On the other hand, we must see the higher goods in the lesser. A just society will make possible new theories, and better education, and housing. And it means fighting our adversaries --albeit in a way which serves the larger struggle. In this way both the intellect and the senses collaborate in making the higher good vivid and present and thus make less difficult the choice of difficult means. 

The highest, supernatural degree of justice is the theological virtue of charity. Now the relationship between justice and charity is the object of considerable confusion. It is often presupposed that justice seeks and gives what is due, while charity demands nothing and gives more than is required. This approach presupposes an approach to ethics which is utterly foreign to the natural law tradition. Ethics is not about adjudicating conflicting claims over resources, but rather about ordering our wills and our social structure toward higher ends. If something is really and truly someone’s due, in the sense that it is necessary for the full development of their capacities, then it is wrong for them to forgo that good. Similarly, if something contributes to someone’s development then giving it is a matter of justice and not of charity. Nor does the difference have to do with the object of the will, with justice bearing on willing the good for human beings and charity having to do with the love of God. There is a part of justice, known as the virtue of religion which has to do with giving God Her due, or rather loving God above all else, because it is God which makes possible all other goods. 

The difference between justice and charity, rather, has to do with the precise form of the will. Justice wills what contributes to the full development of human capacities and to the development of complex organization in the universe generally. It does so because the just person is also prudent and knows that his or her own development is dependent on the development of all. Charity, on the other hand, wills the full development of human capacities and the development of complex organization in the universe as ends in themselves. Justice, or more specifically religion, loves God as our benefactor, much as we would love a cow. Charity loves God for Her own sake. 

Let us look more closely at this distinction. 

‘El yahwi sabaoth yisrael, God known through natural connaturality as the condition of the people’s liberation, is recognized by the ordinary transcendental abstraction which arises on the basis of this connaturality as Being itself, the first principle of explanation and of action, the arch and telos of the universe and of human life. But as the struggle for justice passes over into a pursuit of something which transcends any merely human development, we achieve a supernatural connaturality with God, and on the basis of this advance to the ‘superabstraction’ of revelation --to a wordless knowledge beyond all concepts, a knowledge of the great Unnamable-Bringing-into-Being, which at once awakens and satisfies the deepest and most burning fires of love. 

What happens here is that the will is formed by habituation, at first simply to the struggle for justice, as a means to the realization of one’s own latent potential and that of the people to whom one is connected. But as one participates in this struggle, it becomes clear that often, from an individual standpoint, more is lost than is gained. And this experience is not just individual. It is collective as well. No sooner had the people of Israel recognized the hand of God in their amazing victories over enemies which far outmatched them in terms of military might, than that hand was withdrawn, or extended in ways that seemed directed to some end other than their own temporal well-being. It is at this point that one realizes that the struggle isn’t about me, that it isn’t even about us, if indeed it is about anything at all, and that any attempt to name what it is about, while necessary and even, within limits, satisfying, risks limiting its scope in a way which will inevitably lead to idolatry and disappointment. The struggle is about this Unnameable-Bringing-Into-Being which we experience in being called each and every day to become more than we are and which we learn to discover as much in the disappointments as in the successes, as these point us towards an ever deeper appreciation of divine nature. It is in this way that the divine name, yhwh, is revealed. 

In this sense, it is quite correct to say that the movement from natural to revealed knowledge of God, and thus from justice to charity, always involves a negative moment, that for growth towards the higher degrees of the spiritual life the via negativa is indispensable. In following the light we are always and only drawn into what at first seems like darkness. Gradually, to be sure, we become habituated to this new and more subtle light, and learn a free and easy love for the objects it reveals to us. But even so, if we are not to stagnate, we are always and only called to move on, to penetrate ever deeper into mysteries which are deeper and harder and which stretch us until we become, ever so gradually, something more than merely human. This is the significance of the ‘dark nights’ of which John of the Cross speaks and of which all authentic mystics are deeply and profoundly aware. 

Similar dynamics can be found in other traditions. Thus the Magna Mater, symbolic expression of humanity’s enduring faith in the ultimate meaningfulness of the universe, is not only the alluring maiden and nurturing mother, but also the Crone, who reminds us that in time we must let go of all finite goods --including our own life and even our personal identity-- if we are to become what we are meant to be, and to know the principle which gave meaning to our lives and our identities in the first place. Thus the transition in Indian religion from the Vedic cults centered in inner-worldly goods to the later Buddhist and Hindu focus on transcending the ego. And in China the Tao appears both as a principle the partial comprehension of which can help us achieve finite, worldly aims, and as a Way which far transcends all such aims, which it ultimately washes over in pursuit of its own mysterious End, which is also our own. 

One note of caution is in order. This higher love to which we are called and in which we are schooled by the trials and tribulations of living out our vocation to justice is not a self-sacrificial love and it is not pitted against the natural desire to realize our own potential. It merely exceeds it. It is a dedication to life which runs over the limits of our own finite living and finds rest only in the living God. Negativity is never an end in itself; there is no merit in continuing to follow in darkness when light and comprehension are within our reach. 

This danger is greatest in Christianity, which has historically focused on the Cross as the principal locus for the revelation of a divine justice which transcends mere human fulfillment. Israel was seeking liberation from Rome; Jesus (the story goes) demanded that his disciples take up the Cross. But this focus on the Cross is very dangerous and can give rise to the gravest spiritual and political disorders. If we pit the Cross against our own struggle for liberation and development, we can be deceived into believing that loving God means hating ourselves and all of our finite gifts and aspirations, hating them even to the point of death --even, if we follow out the logic of this kind of Christianity, as Samuel Hopkins did, to the point of eternal damnation.
 The result is that we end up hating everybody and everything and thus hating God as well. And hatred, as we know, has definite political consequences. It is precisely in those times and places where Christianity has become most focused on self-sacrificial love that its capacity for violence has been greatest. And the victims of this violence have, more often than not, been the Jews. Israel’s own insights into the way in which divine justice at once includes and transcends our own are obscured and, in the Christian imagination, the Jews are transformed into those who uphold justice over love, human liberation and development over God’s mysterious plan for humanity. The religion of self-sacrifice paves the way for a Holocaust of Christianity’s Other. 

The authentic meaning of the Cross can be understood only in the context of Israel’s long history of struggle and long history of tribulations. It has meaning only for those who, like Mary, hoped that in this new human being which God was drawing forth from Her He really did mean to ‘cast down monarchs from their thrones and lift the humble high, fill the hungry with good things and send the rich away empty (Luke 1:52-53),’ and who like the disciples on the road to Emmaus really did ‘hope that he [Jesus] would be the one to liberate Israel (Luke 24:21).’ And it has meaning only if we continue to believe that these are legitimate --no, Holy-- aims. To those who shared these hopes, and who were close to Jesus of Nazareth, the Cross may indeed have seemed like the culmination of Israel’s tribulations, and the Resurrection like the vindication of her millennium of struggle. But to suggest this after the horrors of the Jewish War, much less the Shoah, is nothing short of blasphemous. The Cross is legitimately central for Christians because and only because it is through Jesus of Nazareth that we came to share the light of the Law and the Prophets --and because the crucifixion of Jesus thus serves for Christians as a reminder of the same lesson which Israel has learned better and more often than others have: that God is calling us to a higher Justice than we can know except in doing it and which, therefore, we cannot name. 

Once we have achieved this supernatural justice –once we will the Good for its own sake—and have ordered all of our passions to the service of the Good, we become more than merely human. We live for and take joy first and foremost from cultivating –or as the Buddhists are wont to say “ripening”-- other beings. This is the great ideal of the tzadik, the saint, or the Bodhisattva. We are inclined today to be skeptical about the claims made on behalf of such figures in the Hasidic literature, or in Christian hagiography, or in Buddhist texts such as the Dasabhumika Sutra, and perhaps it is best to regard miracle stories and accounts of Bodhisattvas reincarnating as cats as just a symbolic way of communicating the extent to which those with supernatural justice go to promote the full development of others. But we have already seen how it is the just act which confers on us the power of wisdom and the supernaturally just act which makes it possible to participate, even in this live, in an authentic, connatural knowledge of God. By just act we tap into the power of Being itself. This is the highest alchemy. Who knows what other powers supernatural justice bestows on us? 

What this all makes clear, of course, is that the cultivation of justice, like the cultivation of the other virtues, depends on habituation even where it also depends on knowledge. This habituation takes the form both of the nurturing love of a supportive community and of discipline and hard struggle. In either case it is intimately bound up with the question of social justice, both as the object of that hard struggle and as the community which, to the extent that we can create it, helps nurture us as discipline us. It is to the nature of the just society that we must know turn. 

� This is characteristic, for example, of Garrigou-Lagrange, whose otherwise quite subtle and developed account of the spiritual life shows real tendencies towards Augustinianism (Garrigou-Lagrange 1938).


� I taught philosophy for the past two years at the University of New Mexico – Gallup, which has a student body which is roughly 70% Diné (Navajo). I assumed that it would be best to begin with a course in ethics, since ethical issues are usually more accessible to students than the highly abstract problems of epistemology and metaphysics. I soon found, however, that this was not the case with the Diné. Ethics left them cold; arguments for the existence of God, even though the philosophical concept of God is rather foreign to their culture, excited considerable interest. Indeed, it soon became apparent to me that the Diné have a remarkable facility for certain types of formal abstraction, something which is not generally found among people not fully embedded in the market system. I eventually discovered that the Diné kinship system involves the idea of relations of parenthood, grandparenthood, etc. among clans, so that it is possible for a four year old girl to be “grandmother” to an eighty year old man. This creates a basis in experience for understanding purely formal relations which helps to explain the facility of my Diné students for epistemology and metaphysics. At the same time, traditional Diné social structure is very loose and puts little emphasis on complex forms of social cooperation. This helps explain why the whole problem of ethics and the idea of ethical norms is foreign to them. 


� There are, to be sure, types of science which use the results of other scientific researches as their raw material. Comparative historical sociology, for example, uses the results of historical studies as a raw material in developing and testing broad claims regarding human society and human history as a whole. These disciplines are, however, by nature very close to metaphysics and are often driven by metaphysical or ethical interests. 


� The first to make such an argument was, in this case, probably the Islamic philosopher Ibn Sina, whose argument for the “Necessary Existent” in the Danish, represents the first point at which an essentially Aristotelian argument for the unmoved mover is recognized as terminating not merely in the God of Abraham, but in the God who Moses met as he was preparing to head his people on the long march toward liberation. Moses ben Maimon and Thomas Aquinas then refine this argument further. 


� There are, to be sure, Vedic schools, such as the Vaisheshika and Nyaya which uphold an atomistic cosmology, but the most influential school, the Samkya, understands the universe as a process of progressive spiritualization resulting from the creative interaction of purusa or consciousness and prakriti or matter. The other darshanas have tended to adopt this evolutionary view as their own, even while differing from the Samkya school on other points of epistemology, cosmology, and metaphysics. 


 �. The question of whether or not a mathematical object must be intuitively constructible --i.e. imaginable-- is one of the most controverted questions in the philosophy of mathematics, with the "intuitivist" school and most moderate realists arguing that they must be, and most of the others arguing that they need not be. At stake are concepts like "actual infinity" as well as many of the more exotic creations of modern mathematical physics (Koerner 1968).


� By a “wisdom” we mean any discipline which leads us to knowledge of first principles of explanation and/or action. Philosophy does this by means of the dialectic, ascending rationally to first principles. Other wisdoms claim inspired or revealed knowledge of first principles, which they sometimes acknowledge must be subject to disciplined interpretation and combined with dialectic to produce a rational theology. 


� Music theory, and an historical and theoretical introduction to the fine arts generally, form part of the liberal arts; simply learning to paint or make music, or even to write poetry or fiction does not. This is because one could excel at the latter tasks, at least in a technical sense, while producing art which contributed not to human freedom and development, but rather to human bondage. It is only when we understand how the fine arts work to promote human development that we can really become free artists and not merely servants of the ruling classes. 


� This discussion of power is derived from the organizer and leadership training used by the Industrial Areas Foundation and other interfaith organizing institutes.


� It is true, to be sure, that disciplining the senses can help one focus on higher goods. But real mystical union involves periods during which one is deprived not just of joy in sensual goods, but also of joy in spiritual goods themselves. This is the significance of the “dark nights” of the soul which mark the passage from lower to higher degrees of spiritual development. Whenever we discover a new and higher beauty our first reaction is infatuation. We want it; indeed we want more and more of it and we want it for ourselves. This is as true of God, or rather of some new and higher appreciation of God, as it is of anything else. Such love, however, is rather primitive. As Meister Eckhart put it, we love God first the way we love a cow: for its milk. This love must be disciplined and the only way for this to happen is for our enjoyment of it to be withdrawn, so that love of enjoyment can give way to love of benevolence. But then our enjoyment of the love of benevolence must itself be withdrawn … It is rather like the flowers on an apricot tree falling off in order to give way to the fruit, which is a higher good, and the fruit giving way to the autumn leaves. Eventually the sun itself, which made those leaves visible, is withdrawn so that we can see the beauty of the night sky. The dialectic of the discovery higher goods and the withdrawal of our enjoyment of them as we enter new dark nights is perpetual. The aim, however, is not the extinction of desire but rather its refinement, as the fire of our love is fed by still more subtle fuels and its flame burns ever more intensely. 


Now this flame itself pertains to charity, which is the supernatural or theological degree of justice, the virtue of the will, but the capacity to enter willingly and endure the dark nights which make the flame of love burn ever hotter, and to do so without becoming dry and depressed, might also be consider a part of supernatural temperance. 


 �. Samuel Hopkins, an important late eighteenth century Reformed theologian, was a student of Jonathan Edwards and one of the founders of the abolitionist movement in the United States. He taught that only those who were willing to be damned for the greater glory of God had sufficient evidence of their salvation to be admitted to full communion in the Church. Needless to say he found himself pastoring a very small congregation.
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