Chapter Five

Social Justice
We have demonstrated in previous chapters that it is, in fact, possible to rise rationally to transcendental first principles on the basis of which we can not only explain the universe, in at least a preliminary and tentative way, but also order human action. In order to be able to carry out this latter task, however, it has been necessary to define with some precision the nature of the human vocation. We have discovered that human beings are defined by a very specific mode of participation in esse: where minerals simply persist in being by taking advantage of the Boltzmann Order Principle in order to conserve their form, and plants and animals use complex organic-chemical reactions to reproduce themselves, we humans actually bring into Being new and more complex forms of organization, thus sharing in the creative activity which is Esse. In the process we are stretched to grow beyond our humanity, towards God. This process is, furthermore, by no means solitary. It presupposes, rather, a whole complex of social relationships which are necessary for human development and civilizational progress. 
This brings us, then, to the final and most important question we must address in this work:  just what sort of social structure best promotes the development of human capacities, both individual and collective? This is a complex question for three reasons. First, resolving it requires that we bring together both general principles and concrete social realities so that, just as we drew on psychology in our discussion of virtue, it will be necessary to draw on social theory in our discussion of social justice. Second, social structure itself has a number of distinct but related dimensions: technology, economics, politics, and culture. Third, we will show that the question itself can never be definitively answered. The ongoing development of human capacities itself changes the conditions for further development requiring new structures and new forms of social organization. Any credible social ethics must at once outline general principles which are universally valid for all human societies and provide a method for addressing the specific questions facing us in the present period.

We begin by outlining some general principles –both ethical principles derived from the natural law theory we have already laid out and social scientific principles which will help us apply the natural law to specific situations. We will then turn to an analysis of the current situation, something which will point us, in the end, to some very specific directions for the present period. 

Philosophical Principles

The Concept of Law

The general principles governing systems –physical, biological, or social-- we call laws. Historically, the natural law tradition has distinguished between various types of law based on their degrees of generality and the way in which we come to know them. Thomas, for example, distinguishes between eternal law, natural law, divine law, human law and the “law in the fomes of sin.” 

By eternal law we mean the law governing the cosmos as a whole across space and time and all other possible dimensions, and thus encoding the rules which govern the action of all possible systems --something we have shown constitutes an actual infinity of relationships ordered to a single final cause.  In so far as it takes all dimensions simultaneously as it were, the eternal law knows the structure of all things and is thus a perfect order. In so far as it encodes all of the different forms of organization --something we experience as a temporal sequence of wrenchingly difficult and violent transformations-- it knows and conserves the creative power of chaos.  And in so far as embraces an actual infinity of different forms of organization it is the end or telos towards which all finite, contingent organization is ordered.  

This eternal law is, in fact, simply esse or Being as such –the end which all forms of organization seek, each in their own way, in proportion to their level of development and according to their specific structures. This end is radically beyond our comprehension. As contingent beings we do not understand the power of Being itself, but only finite strategies for persisting and growing in Being. Being as such thus orders our actions and functions as an absolute law, while at the same time remaining hidden and mysterious and radically transcendent. 

By natural law we mean that portion of the eternal law understood by intelligent systems at a given level of development.  It is called natural because the portion of eternal law accessible to a system depends on its nature, essence, or structure.  It thus follows that different intelligent systems may have a different understanding of eternal law, and that these different understandings may be better (more complete), worse (less complete), simply different (reflecting different aspects of reality), or both better or worse and different (i.e. globally more or less complete, but lacking some element perceived by another otherwise less developed system, or containing some element not perceived by an otherwise more developed system).  All intelligent systems are under an obligation to act in accord with natural law as they understand it.

By divine law we mean law which is known on the basis of revelation. We have shown in an earlier work (Mansueto 2002b) that revelation comes about not by the direct illumination of the intellect by God, but rather by participation in transhistorical structures which transcend the social intellect which is the ordinary agent of abstraction. This participation leads to insights into fundamental questions of meaning and value which do not contradict reason, but which cannot, for all that, be rigorously demonstrated, at least at our current level of development. All intelligent systems are obliged to act in accord with divine law, to the extent to which they share the underlying insights on which that law is based.

By human law we mean the law framed by intelligent systems in accord with and on the basis of their grasp of natural or divine law to govern emerging forms of organization.  Human law is derived from these higher principles in the sense that valid laws reflect the system's best grasp of the progressive dynamic of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process --i.e. its best understanding of just how to promote the development of complex organization-- but this process of derivation is prudential and creative, not deductive.  When we say that the derivation of human law from higher principles is prudential we mean it depends on an estimate of the particular situation in which the laws are to apply and of the rules most likely to encourage development under those specific conditions.  When we say that it is creative we mean that human law is intended to create new structures which have never existed before and are not fully understood (indeed may be very poorly understood) by the systems which create them. All intelligent systems are under an obligation to act in accord with the human laws of their societies unless those laws conflict with the natural or divine law as they understand it.

Now human laws are, generally speaking of two types: civil and religious. The difference is simply that where civil law is derived from natural law religious law is derived from divine law. Civil law has as its aim the cultivation of our natural capacities, religious law the cultivation of supernatural capacities, i.e. the theological virtues. In both cases it is important to make a distinction between the fundamental principles, which are essentially unchanging, but too broad to provide specific and direct guidance to human conduct, and the specific norms, which are the result of finite human judgments made under specific situations, and thus always subject to change and correction. 

As we noted in our discussion of virtue, the distinction between natural and supernatural concerns not so much different spheres of life as it does different degrees of development. We will, therefore, address natural and divine, civil and religious law together, noting as we proceed which principles are natural and thus universally binding and which derive from principles specific to particular religious traditions pertain only those who follow that way.

By the law in the fomes of sin we mean laws which govern the development of systems organized by backward or distorted structures.  Historically, the scholastics took this mean action in accord with sensuality --a lower principle of action which could distract human beings from their true good, knowable only on the basis of the intellect-- but which nonetheless has a law-like character, governed by biological structures.  The concept may be expanded, however, to include action in accord with social structures which have become an obstacle to social progress, or which permit progress only in a distorted way.  This permits us to theorize such principles as the law of value, the laws of capital accumulation, and the law of the declining rate of profit, as authentic laws even though they are embedded in unjust structures. The law in the fomes of sin carries no obligation --though action in accord with it may not constitute a wrong if it remains the only or best path open for further development.

Now we have, in the course of our investigation, identified a principle which meets precisely the definition of law: the tendency for all systems to move, under the attractive power of God, from lower to higher levels of organization, thus realizing their latent potential. This general principle has, furthermore, a number of more specific applications. On the one hand, the development of complex organization presupposes certain principles of order: i.e. the underlying structure of space-time, the laws governing gravitational, electromagnetic, and the strong and weak nuclear interactions. Actual organization, however, emerges through a process of symmetry breaking. Quantitative changes accumulate until they give rise to qualitative difference.  Qualitative differences give rise to complex interactions which render existing structures unstable, which in turn gives rise to new structures and new interactions. Conflict, struggle, decay, and disintegration, the inevitability of which is ensured by the Second Law of Thermodynamics, play a critical role in this process of development, weeding out less adequate forms of organization and making room for the new, ensuring that systems which are stable but finite do not stagnate, but are, rather, forced to begin again, reaching every higher, towards Being as such.  As layer upon layer of qualitatively different forms of interaction become superimposed one on the other, systems become more highly organized and more highly organizing: i.e. they order an increasingly diverse range of elements (subsystems) to an increasingly unified end or purpose, seeking Being in ever more complex ways, now in the stability of mineral forms, then in nutrition, growth and reproduction, then in sensation and locomotion, and ultimately in the intellect and will, which allow us to participate conscious and actively in the creative activity of the divine. These same laws apply to human societies, which depend on a certain order for their growth and development but as they pursue Being eventually develop in ways which become incompatible with that order, which becomes an obstacle and must be transcended. Indeed, it is just precisely the fact that the law of the universe is all about reaching beyond present capacities and thus present structures that it takes on the character of a moral imperative at all, i.e. that it takes the form, which we already noted in an earlier chapter: 

“Act in such way as to promote the emergence of ever more complex forms of organization,"

rather than only the indicative:

Systems act in such a way as to promote the emergence of ever more complex forms of organization."

More specifically, in so far as the development of complex organization seems to imply an underlying order, a radical openness to change, and an ordering to higher ends, it is possible to identify three distinct principles, which also noted briefly in an earlier chapter, but which we must now discuss in greater depth: 

· the principle of public order, which guarantees the basic conditions for human social existence,

· the principle of subsidiarity, which guarantees the space necessary for the emergence of new forms of organization, and 

· the principle of hierarchy, which insures ordering of lower forms of organization to higher ones.

Let us consider each of theses different forms of right in turn.

The Principle of Public Order

In order for the emergence of complex organization to be possible, there must be some regular pattern or structure of social interactions which provides individuals and organizations with a greater or lesser space in which they can predict the overall action of the social system.  Without this, effective action becomes impossible and no new organization can emerge.  

Concretely, the principle of public order requires that persons (individuals and organizations) act in accord with custom, with rules, regulations and procedures, and with positive law, unless some higher principle requires them to do otherwise. We are thus under an obligation to use a language which others can understand in our communications, to drive on the right side of the road (unless we are in England, in which case we must drive on the left) ... and in general comply with the ordinary and established way of doing things. 

The principles of public order are simply a formalization of the already forms of organization already achieved by a particular system.  They may include rules which have little or no intrinsic validity, but exist simply because there must be some one way people do things in order for there to be any organization at all (driving on the right), but they may also include customs and/or laws which formalize centuries or even millennia of experience about "what works."  In order to form part of the right of public order, a principle must meet the following conditions.  First, it must be promulgated, either by the public authorities or through the emergence of a custom which has become widely known.  Second, it must in fact by followed by the vast majority of people, so that a failure to follow it would disrupt the ordinary flow of social intercourse.  Third, it must clearly support the creation of higher forms of organization.  The right of public order is the lowest form of right and is always and everywhere superceded by the principle of subsidiarity and the principle of hierarchy.  Order is the precondition for organization, but cannot substitute for it.  Indeed, every innovation in some sense constitutes a breach of public order, because it entails a different way of doing things.  The principle of public order obliges us to ensure that these breaches promote creativity and development, and are not merely random or unnecessarily destabilizing, but cannot be used to block progressive new initiatives.  

The Principle of Subsidiarity

We have seen that organization emerges through qualitative differentiation, which leads to symmetry breaking, instability, and new forms of interaction.  This means that the structure on any given system must not be so rigid as the prevent differentiation, symmetry breaking, instability, etc.  It is the rigidity of certain kinds of structure which binds systems in the current state and leads to stagnation.  Thus the ionic bonds which constitute certain salts --e.g. NaCl-- are so rigid that it is difficult for these salts to dissolve and recombine in more interesting and complex ways.  The covalent bonds which constitute certain organic compounds, on the other hand, are weaker but also more flexible and thus give more scope for the emergence of complex organization.  
This same principle applies within social systems.  Structures must not be so rigid as to prevent innovation or so brittle that every innovation constitutes a threat to global public order.  In so far as social systems are constituted by intelligent organisms, it is especially important to safeguard the possibility of the emergence of new forms of organization which no single member of the system, individual or organization has thus far envisioned, no matter how advanced they may be by comparison with other members of the system.  Thus the importance of the principle of subsidiarity: Particular systems have the right to develop, exercise, and reap the rewards of their own capacities, unless and until such development, exercise, and/or enjoyment violates cosmic law --i.e. fails to best promote the development of complex organization. 

The principle of subsidiarity may be divided into three parts, which correspond to the three levels at which intelligent organisms and social systems organize:  the biological, the social, and the supersocial.

The principle of subsidiarity implies that all systems have a right and obligation to conserve the integrity of their existing organization, which is the precondition for the emergence of all higher forms.  This means they have a right to protection against murder and against the destruction of the general conditions of life --i.e. a stable ecosystem in which biological functions can be carried out. This right is, however, not purely negative.  Systems also have a positive claim on the resources they need in order to survive, a claim which is not mitigated by failure at one or another point to use those resources productively.  To deprive someone of the resources they need to survive is tantamount to murder.  This means that all social systems must provide their members with basic subsistence guarantees.  For those able to work this means subsistence land rights or guaranteed employment at a living wage.  A living wage is a wage sufficient to support an entire family on one income, so that children can claim attention equivalent to the full time effort of one parent. The wage must provide for training the children at the same level as the parents, without leaving them with a debt burden, etc. Any part of the living wage may be provided in the form of state subsidies for basic needs, education, etc. For those unable to work --for whatever reason-- it means guarantees for food, housing, clothing, medical care, and social contact equivalent to that provided in a living wage etc. as well as the means of self-development appropriate to the conditions of the person in question..

This "right to life" is not something which is belongs uniquely to human beings, or even to intelligent organisms.  On the contrary, there is a general presumption against the destruction of any organized system, no matter how simple, a presumption which provides prima facie protection for all organisms, and even for mineral formations, etc.  Similarly, organizations formed by groups of intelligent organisms also have a claim on the resources they need to survive.  The presumption is thus always in favor of the continued existence of a business, a nonprofit organization, etc., which, whatever its weaknesses or limitations hitherto, holds the promise of adding something to the universe at some point in the future. 

There are, to be sure, limits to this right to life.  First of all, some higher order systems are so structured as to consume lower order systems.  The lion has a hierarchical right to eat the lamb.  It must be noted, however, that this limitation operates only at the biological level, for it is only at the biological level that higher organization emerges through consumption, metabolism, etc.  In social systems, we will see, new organization emerges through production, of which consumption is merely a precondition.  More developed individuals, organizations, etc. therefore, do not enjoy a parallel right to consume, or otherwise use, less developed individuals and organizations to realize their own interests.  On the contrary, being more developed means precisely being able to develop in a way which contributes to, rather than taking away from, the development of others. 

Second, the right to life is superceded whenever doing so results in a net gain in the overall level of organization, or a lesser net loss. This is a simple principle of triage.  It is permissible --even obligatory-- to kill or let one die in order to save many, unless that one possesses capacities greater than the many which might be saved. This same principle applies to organizations.  There is no obligation to subsidize organizations when more is lost to the universe by doing so than is gained, and there is no way to rectify this situation.  Indeed, under such circumstances subsidy is wrong.

It must be stressed, however, that this limitation on the right to life should be applied with the greatest caution, lest the whole principle be obviated.  There are often situations when disrupting and dissolving whole communities, even at the cost of great loss of life, seems advantageous for social progress.  There is a real danger, however, that more is being lost than we may realize at the time --capacities which may not currently seem particularly interesting or important, but which may well be vital for the further development of civilization.  It is against precisely such errors that the subsidiary right to life of organizations is intended to protect.  A judgment to sacrifice existing organization must always be made with great trepidation.

Now the right of life is simply the foundation of subsidiary right.  Subsidiary right proper consists of those claims which intelligent organisms and/or organizations make as a precondition of their effective participation in the cosmohistorical evolutionary process.  Once again, these claims take both negative and positive forms.  Negatively, all intelligent organisms and organizations enjoy a right to the free exercise of the intellect and will, and freedom from unnecessary restrictions on activities rooted in the exercise of the intellect and will.  This means that there should be no unnecessary restrictions on invention, economic initiative, assembly and political organization, the expression of ideas and desires, etc.  These freedoms are grounded in two established results.  First, we know that all systems tend towards the good, and there is thus a presumption against restriction on their action.  Second, new forms of organization emerge from complex, even apparently chaotic new interactions, the space for which must therefore be protected by law.  

It must be pointed out, that unlike liberal theorists, we do not ground these rights in the individual, but rather in the larger self-organizing dynamic of the cosmos itself.  We have already established, in our cosmology, that all systems tend toward the good, and that the emergence of complex organization requires space for difference, instability, etc. Respect for difference and instability is not something society owes to individuals and organizations, but rather something which individuals and organizations owe to society and to each other.

The right of sociality, however, is not limited to negative guarantees.  All intelligent organisms and organizations have a positive claim on the resources they need in order to grow and develop and thus make a positive contribution to the cosmohistorical civilizational project.  This means, first of all a right to the kind of intact social fabric which is necessary for the cultivation of human social capacities.  There is an old African proverb which says "it takes a whole village to raise a child."  One might add that it takes network of villages to raise a teacher, and networks upon networks to raise a philosopher.  Intellect and will develop across a complex network of social relationships, apart from which we are inevitably crippled and fail to make a full and complete contribution to the cosmos.

Second, all intelligent organisms and organizations have a legitimate claim to retain part of the social surplus they produce, and to allocate as they see fit, so long as it promotes their development or that of another.  We will speak later of the importance of centralizing surplus for investment in higher order projects which extend the capacity of the whole system.  But the fact remains that even the wisest leaders cannot foresee all possible avenues of innovation, nor can they know along which path precisely particular individuals or organisms can best develop.  There must, therefore, be room for individuals and organizations to invest in their own development, as well as room for them to invest in innovations which the public authorities do not yet, and perhaps should not yet, buy.

There are a number of ways to ensure that individuals and organizations have access to a share of the surplus they produce.  In agrarian societies it may mean simply guaranteeing the leisure time necessary to tinker with crafts, to form new relationships, to study, etc.  But it may also be necessary to make sure that another share of surplus is allocated "close to home," to support village priests, teachers, and other local authorities who can help build local capacity.  If the first tithe belongs to the poor, the second belongs to the village "priest."  In more complex societies, a share of surplus may similarly be guaranteed by providing time for developmental sabbaticals as well as recreational vacation.  All individuals have a right and an obligation to pursue the highest level of training from which they can benefit, in those fields where they can make the best relative contribution.  Above and beyond this, individuals and organizations have a right to a share of the profits of enterprise, (this applies to workers as well as to entrepreneurs) to royalties on innovations, etc.  There is, however, no legitimate claim which arises simply from providing land or capital, the possession of which was originally the result of an act contrary to law (even if this act took place many generations ago).  Rents, interest, dividends, speculative profits on capital gains, etc., are all illicit and claims to them are invalid and not covered by subsidiarity.

The right of subsidiary sociality is limited by hierarchical claims on resources for investment.  As in the case of the subsidiary right of life, the standard here is that of optimum growth.  It is permissible (in fact required) to violate the presumption of subsidiarity when and only when cosmos will gain more by doing so than by not doing so.  At the same time, caution must be exercised that valuable but currently invisible capacities are not being sacrificed in the process.

The social form of matter is, by nature, a form of transition, a motion towards higher forms of organization which we cannot as yet even imagine.  And yet we try.  To be human is to aspire to be more than human --even to be God.  

We have already analyzed above the nature of human spirituality, grounded as it is in our ability to see, however dimly, truths too complex for us to prove or fully comprehend, and thus to pursue goods the reality or value of which is not yet fully established.  This means, first of all, that spiritual development presupposes the possibility of free exploration --and also that some spiritual claims, in so far as they are not subject to rigorous proof, cannot become the basis of obligatory assent of the intellect and/or will. It is on this basis that we are able to define a subsidiary right of spirituality --i.e. the right of religious freedom.  Individuals and organizations have a right to freedom from unnecessary restrictions on religious organization, expression, etc. No one religious community can monopolize the public square, so that participation therein is contingent on membership in that community or conformity to its norms. This does not, however, mean, that the public square is by nature a secular space. It is, rather, a space in which various communities, both religious and secular, contend with (and hopefully learn from) each other in an ongoing debate regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value. This, in turn, however, presupposes certain institutional conditions. Individuals must have the leisure to celebrate holy days, to set aside periods for retreat and meditation, etc. They must also have access to a local religious community which can actively promote spiritual growth and development --something which in turn presupposes the allocation of resources to this community.

Religious freedom is limited in the same way as other subsidiary rights: by the principle of hierarchy which we shall explore later on. Religious freedom may be restricted religious institutions themselves become so powerful as to constrain the free development of the intellect or when, by compelling religious assent of the intellect or will, more development is encouraged than is lost by the affront to the ordinary path along which intellect and will develop. Once again, such restrictions must be imposed only with great caution, when the fulfillment of cosmic law clearly requires it and when due care has been taken to ensure that hidden but valuable insights are not being lost.

Subsidiary right is grounded in the actual capacity of the system in question to act in such a way which best promotes the development of complex organization.  Specific rights may and in fact must be codified in positive law and sanctioned by the public authorities.  Respect for these positively defined rights is then required under the right of public order.  At the same time, the failure of the public authorities to properly define rights in positive law does not obviate the existence of these rights.  On the other hand, the fact that a right has been defined in positive law does not by itself create that right.  The existence of a right requires the latent potential in which that right is grounded as well as actual exercise of that capacity in accord with cosmic law.  Those who engage in unjust acts, therefore, cannot rely on the fact that those acts may have been legal under positive law. The right of public order stands as nothing before the right of subsidiarity, which always takes precedence over it.  

It should be clear in conclusion that the principle of subsidiarity creates no absolute property rights for either individuals or communities, but simply protects the space necessary for initiative and instability.

The Principle of Hierarchical Right

We have already introduced, without adequately defining it, the concept of hierarchical right in suggesting that "higher order" activities have a superior claim on resources, and in general on intellectual, moral, and spiritual assent those which are in some sense "lower order."  We now need to define more rigorously the concept of hierarchy, and to explain just precisely what we mean by "hierarchical right."

The universe realized as an organized system is ordered to a final cause, which we have identified as esse or "Being as such," the fully realized capacity to generate an actual infinity of different forms of organization.  Movement towards this final cause consists in nothing more or less than increased organizing capacity, so that higher order systems express the underlying organizing principle of the universe (organization as such) more adequately than lower order systems.  Higher order systems, in other words, are more creative, powerful, knowing, loving, etc. than lower order systems.  The existence of different levels of development does not, to be sure, constitute a total order by inclusion. Higher order systems do not necessarily possess all the capacities of lower order systems.  One need only put an unarmed philosopher on the savannah with a pride of lions to discover that. There are also systems which are simply different, but at roughly equal levels of development.  Even these systems, however, are organized into collectivities (ecosystems, societies, etc.) which taken together embrace a far wider range of capacities than any single system --and in this case there may well be a total order by inclusion.

By hierarchy we mean nothing other than this diversity in kind and level of development, coupled with a grouping into collectivities and an ordering to final cause.  

It follows from the existence of this hierarchical ordering that some systems are in a better position to make decisions regarding the allocation of resources, the nature of the first principle, the ordering of our affections etc. than are others.  This can happen in two ways:  either because the system is larger and more diverse and thus accesses more information, or because it is more capable and thus able to analyze that information and draw conclusions more adequately.  And in the most organized systems, including most social systems, both of these dynamics are at work. Mechanisms exist to consult widely, centralizing the information accessed by individuals and organizations. The most advanced then develop mission, strategy, and tactics on the basis of that information and then feed it back to the larger system to be tested, revised, etc. Hierarchical right is, in other words, the principle which defines the government of human communities.

Now, in so far as the fundamental principle of cosmic law requires the development of all systems from lower to higher levels or organization, it also requires that all acts be ordered the highest purposes possible --i.e. the highest purposes consistent with their current level of development. This means, specifically,

· seeking wisdom, i.e. exploring fundamental questions of meaning and value in order to arrive at knowledge of the first principle, and applying the answers which result from that search to our lives together --what we call the magisterium, 

· ordering affections from lower order to higher order goods --what we call the right of sanctification, and 

· transferring resources (including human labor) from lower order to higher order activities --what we call the right of dominion. 

We need to consider each of these rights in turn.

If systems are to develop, and make a contribution to the development of the universe, they must be ordered to more highly organized systems, and ultimately to Being itself.  In the case of intelligent systems, this involves an act of the intellect, whereby the less developed system perceives, and grasps the essence of the more developed system (however dimly and inadequately), which thus becomes an end or a lure for its own growth and development.  In so far as some systems are already more developed than others, they will have a better grasp of even higher order systems, and thus of the Truth in general, which is nothing but Being itself understood by the intellect.  These systems are thus in a position to promote the intellectual development of lower order systems, and thus lead them to the truth.  This capacity defines a right and an obligation --that of the magisterium, which is the principle form of the exercise of hierarchical right.  

The exercise of the magisterium consists of three distinct but related activates:

· active pursuit of wisdom through scholarship, research, and other creative activities, 

· the work of teaching, and

· prophetic interventions intended to challenge ideological distortions and the injustice they promote.
The search for wisdom is the foundation of the exercise of the magisterium, since it produces the knowledge in the name of which magisterial right is exercised.  It is, furthermore, through ongoing search for truth that the most intellectually developed individuals, who cannot themselves be regularly taught through the ordinary magisterium, are forced to run up continuously against the limits of their own grasp of the truth, and find themselves always and forever ordered to a truth which they never fully comprehend.

This search for truth is itself hierarchically ordered, both with respect to the relationships between the various disciplines and with respect to the relationship between scholarship, teaching, and prophetic intervention. Seeking Wisdom presupposes, first of all, a mastery of the liberal arts, which are the tools, as it were, out of which knowledge and wisdom are constructed. Second, it requires an ongoing effort both to explain the universe and to interpret it’s meaning. This is the place of the sciences on the one hand and of the fine arts and the hermeneutic disciplines, which serve as a window on truth and allow us to see through the image to the meaning, on the other hand. Finally, it is necessary to draw conclusions, however, tentative, from our understanding of the universe and from humanity’s imaginative window on God, regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value. In this sense the “sacred sciences” –philosophy, theology, and politics and the law—depend on the other disciplines, the free and autonomous development of which is the precondition of an informed exploration of fundamental questions of meaning and value. At the same time, however, this autonomy is subsidiary and not absolute. While the liberal arts, the fine arts, the sciences, and the hermeneutic disciplines may well have legitimate ends other than the service of the sacred sciences this is their highest end, and the end to which their development must ultimately be ordered. And any practical implications, in so far as they bear on the ordering of human action, must be mediated by the sacred sciences.

Similarly, while every human being participates in the search for knowledge and wisdom, and while every human being has a subsidiary right to draw their own conclusions regarding the results of this search, the search takes place properly and legitimately only under the guidance of teachers who can lead it. These teachers have an obligation to listen to the people, who may well have insights superior to their own. This is especially true given the possibility of connatural knowledge and caritative wisdom, which make it possible for those without formal education to know first principles, or indeed any other sort of principle, preconceptually and experientially to be sure, but nonetheless better and more completely than the scientist, philosopher, or theologian.  At the same time, the people must also listen to their teachers, and cannot claim to make judgments for which their education is inadequate. Wisdom, which orders all things, is an acquired virtue which comes as the result of much discipline. It is one thing to be unpersuaded by a sophisticated philosophical or theological argument; it is another thing to say that one has no need to be instructed by such arguments. The same is true of subsidiary disciplines. This rules out the sort of anti-intellectualist fundamentalism which rejects dialogue with literary-critical or sociohistorical-critical scholarship of the scriptures or with the results of the modern sciences. 

The ordinary exercise of the magisterium thus takes the form of public deliberation regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value. This dialogue is led by teachers with the full participation of the people. In this deliberation, teachers of the sacred sciences take precedence over those of other disciplines, and those who teach teachers and who themselves add to knowledge and wisdom take precedence over mere tradents. But wisdom speaks in many and varied voices, and we must listen to everyone. 

Legislation, in the natural law tradition, is essentially just an extension of the magisterium. Human law, as we have seen, is simply an interpretation and application of the natural and divine laws. While the principle of public order requires that there be recognized public authorities which formalize our interpretation of these higher principles, and while communities will generally want to provide some regular mechanism for carrying out this work, it is the relative truth value of an interpretation which gives it the authority to order action, not the status of the person(s) making it or the process which was followed in arriving at it (Thomas. Summa Theologiae I-II 95:2). Even so, there are certain principles to which any legislative process must conform if it is to generate wise and prudent decisions. First, it must provide for the broadest possible popular consultation, and must not promulgate new human laws without the consent of those to whom they apply, except under the most unusual circumstances, and then only for so long as those special circumstances endure. Second, it must provide a recognized place for the wisest members of the community. Valid human laws are framed, as Isidore says, by the people and their elders together  (Isidore Etymologies v:10, Thomas. Summa Theologiae I-II 90:3, 95:4). Third, it must provide for some process by which human laws or applications thereof which are contrary to the natural or divine law may be abrogated. 

This last criterion presents special problems. The principle of public order requires that, wherever possible, such abrogation of laws take place within the existing legal structure. This means that the council of elders –or rather of the wise— must double as kind of supreme court. But this same council will itself have been involved in framing the very laws which it now reviews for their conformity with the principles of reason. Any other panel with the capacities required would, furthermore, be drawn from essentially same social categories. What this means is that the authority to rule on the justice of human laws must ultimately lie outside the human law itself, in the extraordinary magisterium exercised by prophets whose claim to be heard rests exclusively on the quality of what they say. The fact that their authority lies outside of human law, does not, however, make it any less fully legal authority.  On the contrary, the obligation to obey an authentic prophet supercedes all other legal obligations. 

Human beings are rational animals and, as we have seen, willing follows naturally on knowing. Human beings, in other words, naturally will the highest good they know, except in so far as that willing is constrained by force of habit or by the force of inordinate passions. This means that task of ordering human action is first and foremost the work of teaching, of cultivating knowledge of ever higher goods, and thus eliciting ever higher loves. Both the passions, however, and the force of habit are very real and because of this the magisterium requires the assistance of a lesser office which acts on the passions and which cultivates the formation of good habits.  
How, precisely, does one act on the passions, other than through the intellect which rightly governs them? The passions, we must remember, are natural responses to sensory stimuli. This means that they can be affected by means of a direct appeal to the senses which, at the same time, encodes the higher principle to which they should be ordered. This is why the sanctifying office acts first and foremost through ritual and more broadly through the fine arts. How, precisely, does this work?

Beauty, we will remember, is one of the transcendental properties of Being. Specifically, it is Being as an object of perception, sensual or intellectual. More specifically, it has the qualities of integrity, harmony, and clarity. By integrity we mean that all of the aspects of the beautiful object form part of a single, integrated whole, such that the removal of any one of them would diminish the whole in a qualitative manner. By harmony we mean the ability of the object to whole together diverse elements which are in tension with each other. By clarity, we mean that the object in question is a window on the Truth, and thus on Being as such. The beautiful object, precisely because of its beauty, elicits desire and thus orders the appetites to itself, and thus to Being as such, with which it is convertible. 

The original and ordinary locus of this action is public ritual and the public sacred space in which the ritual takes place. The gradual differentiation of the fine arts from the matrix of ritual is largely a result of the emergence of competing interpretations of the dominant social myths during the axial age, and later of growing skepticism regarding religious claims generally during the modern era. The emergence of plural perspectives regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value means that human societies can no longer have a single ritual cycle in which everyone participates and that public spaces can no longer be constructed in such a way as to carry a single, hegemonic complex of meanings. This does not, however, mean, that public space-time should attempt to be neutral. The aim, rather, should be the construction of a public space-time in which the commons or public square is itself an intersection of competing sacred spaces and public time (i.e. the calendar) is defined by competing and overlapping ritual cycles, so that the question of meaning (for meaning has indeed become the question of our time) is always drawn to the forefront. Living in a world which is meaning-laden naturally lifts the appetites towards a higher good; living in a world in which meaning is a question naturally stimulates the intellect. 

There are two ways to act directly on the will. It is possible, on the one hand, to analyze the factors which contribute to the development of particular habits and thus to empower individuals to change them. Understanding why we are choosing a lesser good even when we know the higher can help us to choose the goods we actually desire rather than those to which we have become habituated. This is the work of counseling and spiritual direction. It is, on the other hand, sometimes necessary to impose external discipline which helps those stuck in bad habits to break them or to assist those who aspire to perfection to make progress along their path. Here it is important to distinguish between the internal and external forums and between sanctions which are backed by coercion and those that are not. Generally speaking public sanctions backed by coercion can be imposed only in order to enforce human laws which are clearly derived from natural law and do not require assent to revealed principles. Individuals can be subjected to religious law only with their consent. 

Preaching stands in an ambiguous position with respect to the magisterium and the right of sanctification. On the one hand, because it conveys to the people the results of the sacred sciences, it is an authentic act of teaching and thus participates in the magisterium. On the other hand, where teaching appeals primarily to the intellect, preaching appeals at least in significant measure to the passions, through the art of rhetoric. To the extent that it forms the passions directly it is an exercise of the sanctifying office. 
There are definite limits on the exercise of the right of sanctification. Ritual acts appealing to the senses and the passions must be ordered to the truth, and the work of liturgists, therefore, is always subject to the supervision of philosophers and theologians. Attempts to discipline the appetites must not interfere with the freedom necessary for long-term development. The Good is infinite and incapable of definitive penetration, and we must always be aware of the possibility that what seems to  us like a lesser good, may simply be a higher good which we do not understand.  Similarly, the mode of restriction must be such as to respect the dignity and latent potential of the individual or organization restricted. In particular, discipline which undermines self-esteem and fosters a conviction of depravity or inability to do good is contrary to the principle of sanctification itself.  

If systems are to develop, then it is not sufficient to allocate resources to conserve and develop capacity among individuals and organizations, along the lines we have specified in our discussion of subsidiary right.  On the one hand, the organizing capacity of individuals and particular organizations is limited and larger projects are beyond their scope.  On the other hand, the most advanced and thus valuable activities are those which are most complex and thus beyond the comprehension of the vast majority.  Indeed, the most valuable activities in the cosmos are by definition those which are so complex as to be beyond the capacity of any mind which has yet emerged, individual or collective, and thus beyond any conceivable willing.  It is thus necessary for a system to have mechanisms by which resources can be centralized for larger scale or more advanced initiatives --including those which the vast majority may be unable to comprehend, and thus unable to explicitly endorse-- and to forbid allocations of resources contrary to the principle of cosmic 

There are any number of legitimate ways in which a system can do this.  The most effective, because it directly engages the creativity and initiative of the people, and helps develop their capacity to understand more fully the activities they are supporting, is through liturgies.  The word "liturgy" comes from the Hellenic laitreia (worship) and ergon (work), and originally meant work offered for the gods, or more immediately for the temple establishments.  In this context we mean by liturgies direct labor levies, accompanied by extensive training, debate, discussion etc.  In principle all labor should be a liturgy offered freely to the cosmos.  Special liturgies should be offered to support advanced projects which fundamentally extend the capacity of the system in question.  This may mean a group of villages working together to build an irrigation system or a network of roads, a temple or an observatory --or it may mean engaging citizens in direct labor to support mass literacy programs, local childcare networks, construction of the "information superhighway," or space exploration.  

Where liturgies are not possible, dominion may be exercised through the imposition of taxes in kind or cash.  Taxation generally does less to promote development and capacity building than do liturgies, because the people can simply pay the tax and forget about the project.  There is a tendency for people to gradually lose sight of --or never really even begin to understand-- the purpose for which they are paying the tax, and to fall into a cycle of resentment and resistance.  It is thus very important that taxation be accompanied by in-depth, detailed accounting of the way in which the resources are being used, the results obtained, etc.  Taxes in kind are preferable to taxes in cash, because people feel that some part of them, at least, is directly involved in the project.

It is, finally, permissible to centralize resources for investment by directly retaining a portion of the surplus produced by the workers within one's own organization.  This may be done both by state enterprises and by nonstate organizations.  As in the case of liturgies and taxes, the case for the retention of the surplus must be explained, and the workers engaged to at least some degree in making decisions on just how the resources are to be used.  

This said, there are a number of limits on the right of dominion.  First and foremost, the level of surplus extraction must not be so great as to undermine the integrity of the ecosystem and the social fabric, and thus the conditions for the reproduction of existing capacity.  Similarly, it must not, except under conditions of the greatest necessity, deprive individuals and subsidiary organizations of the share of surplus which they need in order to develop.  This is particularly important when the organization of production makes extraction through liturgies difficult or impossible, and where surplus extracted thus not, therefore, directly benefit those who are producing it.  

Second, the method of surplus extraction itself must not contribute to the destruction of the productive forces.  This rules out forced labor levies and taxes in cash or kind which are imposed in such a way as to brutalize the population, as well as temple sacrifices which are extracted using religious mystification (as opposed to rituals which actually expand the capacities of participants).  It also rules out slavery, which violates the principle of subsidiarity.  

Finally, exercise of the right of dominion must allocate resources to higher order activities, not just accidentally, but through the application of necessary rules.  This means that extraction of surplus through market mechanisms --interest, dividends, and rents-- is illicit because this surplus is allocated to individual consumption or capital accumulation rather than capacity building.  Similarly, it must be clear that dominion is not in any sense a consumption right, but a right to resources for production.  Systems at a higher level of development have no greater claim on consumption than those at a lower level of development, and attempting to increase consumption constitutes a wrong and is prima facie evidence that the system in question is, in fact, operating at a very low level of development.

We should note, finally, that it is possible for the right of dominion to come into conflict with the right of subsidiary sociality.  Resolution of this conflict must proceed along the lines of the principle of optimum overall development.  Consider, for example the question of the optimum division of surplus between a group of direct producers, who can be counted on the use it productively, to expand their capacities through education, travel, etc. and an advanced research project which will vastly expand human capacities, but which very few people understand, and thus very few can actively support.  The only general rule in this case is that both activities merit some share of the surplus. The optimum allocation depends on a prudential judgment regarding just what combination of investments will, over the infinite totality of space and time, lead to the highest overall level of development.  In making this determination it is necessary to take into account not only estimates of the relative gains from each activity considered in isolation, but also positive and negative feedbacks between the activities.  Taxing people against their will in order to support a research project they do not understand may, for example, encourage passivity or resentment, and thus hold back the political development of the people. But the project might also open up new opportunities for the people which they hitherto never imagined.  Similarly, restricting opportunities for advanced research might discourage people from entering that sort of work, and thus have repercussions  far beyond a decision not to fund a specific project.  But higher levels of education and culture might also create a broader constituency for advanced research, and create a larger pool of people thinking creatively about higher order problems. 

Hierarchical right is grounded in the actual capacity of the system in question to act in such a way which best promotes the development of complex organization.  Specific rights may and in fact must be codified in positive law and sanctioned by the public authorities.  Respect for these positively defined rights is then required under the right of public order.  At the same time, the failure of the public authorities to properly define rights in positive law does not obviate the existence of these rights.  On the other hand, the fact that a right has been defined in positive law does not by itself create that right.  The existence of a right requires the latent potential in which that right is grounded as well as actual exercise of that capacity in accord with cosmic law.  The fact that a right was defined in positive law offers no protection to those who exercise it if it turns out that no such right actually existed. 
Similarly, the right of hierarchy may and indeed must be violated where doing so best serves the interests of promoting the development of complex organization.  While in principle hierarchy transcends and takes precedence over subsidiarity, both are simply applications of the larger principle of cosmic law, which must always be kept in mind as the real criterion of action.  

It should be clear, in conclusion, that the principle of hierarchy creates no absolute claims on the part of individuals or organizations, whether to resources, or to assent of the intellect and/or will.  Hierarchy is a regulative principle, balancing that of subsidiarity, which is intended to promote the development of complex organization.  The only absolute claim is that of Being as such, and after that of Cosmos Herself, and all systems within her, to grow and develop.  

Social Scientific Principles

Theoretical Foundations
The principles which we have identified above are universally valid for all human societies. They can be properly applied, however, only on the basis of a correct understanding of social conditions. This, in turn, requires that we understand both how human societies in general operate, and also the specific dynamics of the society to which the principles are to be applied. Social ethics, in other words, presupposes not only an ethical theory but also a social theory and a social analysis. 

Finding such a theory presents us with more problems than one might imagine. Most liberal and liberationist thought has assumed that it is possible to simply appropriate one of the existing social theories, or else work a sort of synthesis between them (Baum 1976, Segundo 1976). Social theory, after all, is simply a tool for understanding how societies work, and thus for affecting them.  The principles which govern our intervention into the public arena will come from another source –from philosophy or theology. 

Critics from both the Communio and Radical Orthodoxy tendencies (Ratzinger 1984, Milbank 1991) have shown convincingly that matters are not nearly so simple. Essentially all modern social theory is constitutively secularist. By this I mean not that it takes for granted the idea that religion will gradually lose its influence in the public arena, and that this is, on the balance, a good thing, but that it defines its formal object in such a way as to not only prescind from but actually negate humanity’s larger spiritual vocation, even when religion itself is taken seriously as a social force.

This constitutive secularism expresses itself differently in the case of different theoretical perspectives, but the underlying difficulty is the same in all cases. Human society is understood as emerging and developing without respect to any transcendental and any reference to such a is treated as a means of pursuing some inner-worldly aim. Thus neoliberal theory of the sort developed by F.A. Hayek (Hayek 1988) treats religion as a spontaneous adaptation to certain social environments and thus as having survival value but not truth value. Weberian interpretive sociology (Weber 1921/1968) treats religion as essentially an instrument in an ongoing struggle between civilizations.  For Durkheim (Durkheim 1911) religion is first and foremost a symbolic expression of –and a means of reinforcing—solidarity. Religion is, of course, all of these things, but it matters, sociologically as well as philosophically or theologically, whether or not one’s survival strategy, civilizational ideal, or social bond is based on something real and transcendental, or is, rather, founded on a misunderstanding which modern social scientists can now correct, and in the process subject human society to the same sort of systematic rational control to which the physical and biological sciences (or rather the based on them, has subjected the rest of the natural world. 

It is, interestingly enough, Marx and Engels who are actually least secular in that they regard human society as the highest expression of a larger cosmohistorical evolutionary process by which matter develops from lower to higher levels of organization, a process of development which, were it not cut short by the inevitable heat death of the universe, would eventually terminate in ---God (Engels 1880/1940). Dialectical materialism is, in this sense, more nearly a sort of interrupted materialist pantheism than it is a true atheism. Following Feuerbach, however, Marx and Engels treat religion as a misunderstanding of this teleological dynamism, a misunderstanding which makes something immanent and in its supreme expression human into an attraction to something transcendent and divine. This religious alienation is the result of exploitative social structures which it helps, at the same time, to reinforce. Authentic liberation is possible only when human beings recognize themselves as not only leading participants in, but actually the masters of, the cosmohistorical evolutionary process.   
It is this emphasis on mastery, rather than any specific position on the religious question, which marks modern social theory as constitutively and irreducibly secular. As we have shown in other contexts (Mansueto and Mansueto 2005) this drive towards mastery is not the result of some residual metaphysical impulse, but rather precisely a result of a univocal metaphysics which understands God as the Infinite or as Subject rather than as Esse as such, and makes it at least possible that humanity might achieve divinity by means of innerworldly civilizational progress. 

Transcending modernity and secularism means doing sociology in a way which takes seriously not only religion, but also its object. This does not mean that sociology must pass judgment on metaphysical or theological questions (quite the contrary), but it must take humanity’s ordering to transcendental ends into account as a real factor in human history. 

This is (once again paradoxically) most easily accomplished by correcting the secularist and modernist errors in historical materialism. Historical materialism regards human society as a result of the interaction between the forces and relations of production –i.e. between technology and economic structure. As new technologies emerge the require new economic structures organize the productive processes they make possible. Political and ideological forms grow up largely as a way to legitimate these economic structures. New technologies make old economic structures obsolete, resulting in economic crises, class struggles, and eventually social revolutions which clear away old economic structures and make way for new ones. 

This is an extraordinarily powerful social theory, the explanatory power of which far exceeds that of its principle competitors. It is also, in many ways, profoundly in accord with our analysis of human nature, which stresses human creativity as a real participation in the life of God. But Marx erred, I would like to suggest, in neglecting material factors which are utterly independent of human action –i.e. the ecosystem—as well as the transcendental end to which human civilization is ordered. It is quite possible to retain both the explanatory power of historical materialism, and its focus on human creativity, while correcting these errors. A complete and rectified dialectical social theory would recognize that human civilizations are nothing more or less than the product of our efforts to achieve definite spiritual ends under definite material conditions, by means of definite social structures, and cannot be properly understood without reference to all three types of factors. 

1.  The material basis for the development of civilization is the human organism and the ecosystem or ecosystems it inhabits, which constrain profoundly the range of survival strategies which are open to it and thus the whole pattern of social development. 

2.  The formal cause of human civilization is social structure. Social structure includes:

2.1. technological structures, i.e. particular ways of reorganizing physical and biological matter, 

2.2. economic structures, i.e. particular ways of organizing human labor and centralizing and allocating resources,

2.3. political structures, i.e. particular ways of building and exercising power,

2.4. ideological-cultural structures, i.e. particular ways of organizing our experience of the universe, including ways of approaching fundamental questions of meaning and value, and

2.5. psycho-social structures, i.e. particular ways of organizing the human psyche to serve the aims of the society in question.

3. The final cause of human civilization is God. But this is understood in different ways by different civilizations: Thus Medieval Europe understood itself as ordered to Esse as such, Medieval India to the union of Brahman and atman. We call this the civilizational ideal
 

The lines between material basis and social structure and social structure and teleological ordering are a bit ambiguous. Absolutely speaking the material basis is confined to the ecosystem. Technology and economics are just as much social products as politics and culture. Relatively speaking, however, the whole “built up” infrastructure of a society, including its technological apparatus and the social surplus it can generate, constitute the material foundation on the basis of which political and cultural realities develop. A religious ideology is, similarly, an integral part of the social structure, i.e. the way a particular society is organized, and not itself an end or We gain access to the way a society understands its ends, however, by analyzing its ideological-cultural structure. The same is true of the relationship between the various instances of the social structure. Organizing labor and centralizing and allocating resources both involve building and exercising power. Building and exercising power, similarly, generally involves an appeal to fundamental principles and values. This is true even in predominantly secular societies. These categories should thus be used flexibly in a way which serves the purposes of the particular analysis which is being carried out.

Now human societies develop as human beings pursue the Good as they understand it, given the constraints imposed on their perceptions by the material conditions and social structures. They develop social structures in order to make possible the pursuit of the Good under those material conditions. When those structures begin to hold back their ability to pursue the Good they challenge and attempt to modify them, sometimes gradually and incrementally, sometimes through revolutionary upheavals. Particular ways of understanding our End or purpose (i.e. particular ideologies) can serve either as catalysts for change or as means of social control. 

In analyzing the dynamics of human societies it is necessary to distinguish between civilizational, structural, periodic, and conjunctural crises.
 A civilizational crisis takes place when, generally after a succession of structural crises, people actually lose faith in a civilizational ideal and stop pursuing it. A structural crisis, on the other hand, arises from a contradiction between the social structure or complex of structures by which the civilization organizes its activities on the one hand and the underlying material conditions (i.e. the ecosystem) and/or the real ends to which people aspire. Structural crises can be, but are not always, resolved by fundamental structural change. Anasazi-Pueblo civilization expanded beyond the carrying capacity of the ecological niche it inhabited and responded to the resulting crisis by decentralizing, abandoning large temple complexes of the sort we see at Chaco for the scattered villages which we now see among the Puebloan peoples, a shift which may also reflect changes at the religious level (Stuart 2001), but which also reflects significant civilizational continuity. Roman civilization ran into a structural crisis because its basic strategy–using the surplus generated by chattel slavery to buy into the Silk Road trade— ran into insuperable limits. Logistic and ecological factors made further expansion impossible, bringing an end to the wars of conquest which provided a steady supply of slaves. The empire was forced to shift from the use of chattel slaves to the use of settled, dependent peasants, known as coloni and to significantly increase rates of exploitation. This exploitation was legitimated as service to the common good using Christian religious ideals, something which allowed the empire, but not, perhaps, Roman Civilization, to persist in parts of the East, where elements of the old structure served a new ideal. In the West and in the Masreq and the Maghreb, this system lacked credibility and Roman Civilization was displaced by the religious civilizations of Christendom and Dar-al-Islam, both of which were inspired by ideals radically different from those which shaped Rome. 

Periods are characterized by well-defined approaches to resolving the fundamental tensions or contradictions within a particular social structure. One might, for example, speak of a democratic period in Hellenic Civilization, in which land reform and political concessions helped to ease the contradictions between the Athenian peasantry and the large landowners without, however, fundamentally altering the basic, petty commodity/chattel slave structure of the society. Welfare state capitalism was also such a well defined period. Periodic crises occur when a given way of containing contradictions stops working without, however, necessitating a global change in social structure. Subperiods of various degrees of importance are defined by lesser shifts in strategy by the ruling classes, often in response to the development of new adversaries or competitors. 

By a conjuncture we mean a definite moment in history defined by a specific constellation of social forces which come together to affect, or attempt to affect, change in the teleological ordering of a society (i.e. a civilizational change), in its underlying structure, or in the strategy of the ruling classes.
The Current Situation

This framework allows us to understand the current situation in a new and more profound way. Specifically, by thematizing the concept of civilizational ideal, we can understand more accurately just what modernity is about –and thus why humanity has been so disappointed by its failure. Far from representing a global abandonment of humanity’s transcendental aim, modernity, like all other civilizational ideals, represents a specific way of understanding and achieving those aims. In its dominant forms modernity is founded on a univocal metaphysics which understands the first principle as the infinite or unlimited and specifically as infinite or unlimited knowledge and power. Thus the tendency among modernists not only to characterize but actually to define God as omniscient and omnipotent and thus as sovereign, i.e. as exercising effective control over the universe and its constituent elements. Early (Protestant) modernity recognized the existence of such a divine sovereign and sought for humanity a kind of subaltern sovereignty as His vice-regent. Positivistic high modernism, on the other hand, was skeptical about the existence of such a God precisely because it sought the full measure of divinity for human beings, and sought to achieve this by means of scientific and technological progress –including progress in the social sciences and social engineering. If positivistic modernity was generally hesitant to admit this goal even to itself (though there have always, as we pointed out in an earlier chapter, been “god-builders” and “transhumanists” of various kinds), it is because modern science early on began to generate pessimistic results such as the Second Law of Thermodynamics which almost from the beginning called radically into question the viability of that goal. And yet it could not abandon it completely, because it is what legitimates the sacrifices which modern social structures, both capitalist and socialist, have required of humanity.  Humanistic modernism, finally, retained the analogical metaphysics of Esse which was dominant in most postaxial civilizations, but sought to transcend contingency, and thus implicitly to attain divinity, by means of a philosophical wisdom and revolutionary political practice which elevated humanity to the state of the unique subject-object of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process (Lukacs 1922/1971). 

Modernity is in crisis for three principal reasons. First, the pursuit of the modern ideal (and specifically of the scientific modern ideal), far from liberating humanity from finitude and materiality, seems to be generating an ecological crisis of unprecedented proportions, --one which may threaten the actual habitability of the earth. This is because modern industrial techne, rather than tapping into and nurturing existing dynamics of growth and development, dissolves such dynamics (generally by combustion) in order to release energy and do work. We are quite literally burning up the planet, and suffocating in the resulting smoke.

Second, neither of the two principal economic structures associated with modernity nor the modern sovereign nation state have been able to realize either the positivistic or humanistic variants of the high modern ideal. Both capitalism and socialism are characterized by a way of mobilizing labor –the wage relation— which results in profound alienation, undercutting the humanistic modern ideal of rational autonomy. And both are characterized by internal contradictions which ultimately lead to crisis and stagnation, thereby undercutting the scientific and technological progress which would be necessary to carry humanity beyond finitude by innerworldly means. Capitalism redeploys capital to low wage, low technology activities and drives down wages, undermining both capital formation and effective demand. Attempts to ameliorate these problems require high levels of state spending, which either leads to high deficits and rising interest rates, further undermining capital formation or to high taxes, undercutting attempts to support effective demand. Socialism, while it has demonstrated its effectiveness at carrying out basic development tasks such as ensuring food self-sufficiency and first and second stage industrialization, and at centralizing resources for civilization building, leads to rising worker incomes coupled with shortages of consumer goods, something which leads inevitably to declining productivity and eventually to permanent stagnation. 
Third, the modern sovereign nation state, (or its proxies, such as the Communist Party), to just precisely the extent to which it has attempted to become the vehicle for making humanity or a section thereof into the “unique subject object” of the cosmohistorical process has in fact undermined the most basic conditions for the cultivation of rational autonomy and democratic citizenship. To the extent that it has not aspired to such high ends, and have left room for the cultivation of rational autonomy, it has been largely an instrument of Capital in developing national economies and as such simply a stage along the way in the development of global parastatal structures which show little signs of being democratic.

Third –and most importantly— the modern ideal itself is flawed. Ultimately this flaw is rooted in bad metaphysics. The univocal metaphysics at the core of the Protestant and positivistic variants of the modern ideal understands God as the infinite or the unlimited. This leads either to a spirituality of authority and submission, with humanity acting as God’s vice-regent, or to an attempt to actually build God through scientific and technological progress. In either case, the results are profoundly unsatisfying. This is because what beings actually seek is neither childlike submission nor the “bad infinity” of endless existence and unlimited power, but rather ever fuller participation in the creative power of Being itself. Scientific and technological progress can certainly be such a participation, but modern techne, with its effort to consume and combust the earth, and modern science, which always and only serves such techne are both ultimately counterfeits. It is not just that modern efforts to build God have failed, but that God cannot be built. God is; the divine within us –individually and collectively-- must be cultivated.

Humanistic modernism presents different problems entirely. This trend, which has its roots the Radical Aristotelianism of the High Middle Ages, found its highest expression in Hegel and Hegelian Marxism. Unlike the Protestant and scientific modernism, it largely conserves, as we have noted, the analogical metaphysics of the Silk Road Era. What it seeks to transcend is not so much finitude as contingency. For Hegel as for Hegelian Marxists, philosophical wisdom rooted in democratic and/or revolutionary practice allows us to identify with the Idea, or with the historical process, becoming, as the early Lukacs put it, “the identical subject-object” of the historical process (Lukacs 1922/1971). In this sense it is very much in continuity with the more mystical strains of Aristotelian and Thomistic philosophy, such as those represented by Meister Eckhart. The difficulty, of course, is that we are, in fact, contingent, and no deepening of philosophical wisdom and no extension of democratic citizenship or revolutionary political practice can overcome that. Lukacs already partly acknowledged this when he argued that it is the class (read the Communist Party) and not the individual which is the authentic subject object of human history (Lukacs 1922/1971). But of course the proletariat and its political party, even if we argue that they enjoy a certain ontological privilege in virtue of their rootedness in humanity’s core activity of creating, are also contingent. Thus humanistic modernism fades over into the urbane despair represented by the Frankfort School and thinkers like Adorno, an attitude which is very close to postmodernism. 

This said, there are aspects of modernity worth conserving. From scientific modernism, we need to take away a deepened insight into techne as a real participation in the self-organizing activity of the cosmos. From humanistic modernism we need to conserve the ideal of rational autonomy and democratic citizenship, and to remember the sane roots of humanistic modernist politicism in the Jewish identification of da’ath ‘elohim (knowledge of God) and the just act. 
The crisis of modernity is, to be sure, only in its incipient stages. Global geopolitical dynamics are still dominated by a struggle between those who are benefiting from the emergence of a unified global market in capital, and those who are not. The former advance an agenda of at least modest ecological responsibility, free trade, investment in science and technology and (among the more progressive) human capital, multilateralism, and cosmopolitan tolerance. The latter mobilize various fundamentalisms, which are actually attempts to revive the early modern ideology of transcendent sovereign God, or religious populisms in order to shore up increasingly irrelevant nation state structures and justify at least partial delinking from the global market. In the long run, however, neither camp will be able to adequately address the crisis of the modern ideal. Neoliberal and neosocialists cosmopolitanism will be unable to answer the question of meaning, of what progress is towards and for; fundamentalism and populism will answer it in a way which so constrains development as to result in stagnation and decay.
It is unclear just how the crisis will unfold. It is conceivable that the party of meaning and of hope will be able to articulate a new civilizational ideal and develop structures which can realize it, reform, revolution, or some combination thereof. But most civilizational crises historically have resulted in a transition by decadence or in civilizational collapse. In the first case new ideals and institutions emerge gradually as the old ones decay. This is what happened with Hellenistic Roman Civilization in Europe. In the latter case there is an actual collapse of urban life and new beginning on the basis of radically new ideals. This has not actually happened in Afro-Eurasia since the crisis of the Late Bronze Age, but it did happen to certain civilizations in the Americas which reached a comparable point in their development at a chronologically later period: i.e. the Maya, the Anasazi, the Mississippians, etc. Total collapse seems unlikely under present conditions apart from a catastrophic war or ecological catastrophe. We need, in any case, to work for a transition by reform and/or revolution while preparing for a transition by decadence or even collapse. 
A Vision and a Strategy

Beyond Modernity

The principal task of social ethics in the present period is to develop a concrete vision of the a future which rejects decisively the flawed modern ideal of divinization by means of innerworldly civilizational progress while re-grounding the imperative to promote the full development of human capacities, both civilizational and spiritual. This involves nothing short of defining a new civilizational ideal. We have undertaken to do this at length in another work, Emerging from the Matrix: Spirituality and Politics in an Age of Civilizational Crisis. Here we will offer only a few general indications.

At the outset of this work we set forth the basic philosophical and theological parameters within which it has been undertaken. At the philosophical level we affirmed a moderate realism enriched by the contributions of neuropsychology, cognitive development theory, and the sociology of knowledge, a teleological cosmology which takes the results of modern science as something which still need to be explained and which point toward a universe which is ultimately meaningful and ordered to a transcendental end, a dialectical metaphysics of Esse enriched by dialogue with the results of modern science and humanity’s diverse wisdom traditions, and a radically historicized natural law ethics. At the political-theological level, we argued that humanity and human civilization are defined by a drive towards divinization, a drive which, while frustrated in each and every specific instance, nonetheless, precisely through this frustration, stretches us towards and beyond full humanity. 
These philosophical and theological foundations in turn ground a revision of dialectical social theory to take into account the ordering of humanity to transcendental ends and a reading of the human civilizational project which follows from this theory. 
We are now in a position to show that this analysis places very specific constraints on what constitutes a viable civilizational ideal at this point in history. Both preaxial and modern civilizations regard meaning as unproblematic. In preaxial societies meaning is embodied in a shared mythos which has not yet been questioned. In modern societies, it is taken for granted that reason can resolve all questions of meaning definitively, by reducing them to purely scientific technical problems. Once those problems are resolved, humanity will enjoy unlimited, effectively divinizing, technological power or else establish itself as Subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process, The Axial Age metacivilizational project, on the other hand, was defined by both the recognition that meaning has become problematic and the conviction that this problematization enriches, rather than circumscribing, our search for meaning, which now gradually penetrates the entire population. It is ordered toward the creation of a public arena which is neither sacral and confessional nor secular, but which is constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value, with space for both those who find meaning and those who do not. And it insists that all activity, even the mundane activity of production, has spiritual significance, while rejecting modernist univocity and immanentism, which reduces meaning to a matter of innerworldly progress. 
I would like to suggest that the potential of this Axial age project was never really exhausted, and that it in fact constitutes the main stream of the human civilizational project. The protracted process of the problematization of meaning, and of religious rationalization and democratization which defined Axial Age civilizations was cut short by the emergence of modernity. The crisis of modernity means, fundamentally, rejoining this steam. 
It is the vocation of the present period to make the axial dialogue global, and to engage the whole people in deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value and in work which is creative and meaningful in the light of whatever principles they rationally embrace. This means, first of all, bringing all of the various axial traditions: Taoism and dao xue, Hinduism, Jaina, and Buddhism, Judaism, Christianity, Islam, and the dialectical tradition into dialogue with each other. It means extending what we call sapiential literacy –the ability to make and evaluate arguments regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and thus to participate in public deliberation around ends to the entire population. It means developing a new political economy which cultivates creativity and autonomy in service to the common good. And it means retheorizing and reconfiguring the way in which we produce as an alchemical cultivation of the properties latent in matter, physical, biological, and social, rather than as a means of building God or consuming finite resources for our own pleasure.
Just what sort of civilizational ideal will emerge out of this process remains to be seen. Civilizational ideals are not, after all. simply written. It is, however, possible to make an informed conjecture. Imagine a global dialogue between the great axial age traditions and the principal variants of modernity. And imagine that the participants in that dialogue want to conserve the achievements of modernity while rejecting its key metaphysical error: the univocity of being. Now there have, historically, been two very different ways of rejecting metaphysical univocity: the analogical metaphysics of Esse which developed in Christendom and Dar-al-Islam, and which, as we have seen, had correlates in India and China, and the analogical metaphysics of pattica samupadda which developed in the Buddhist World. The first metaphysics is analogical in the sense that the phenomenal world of contingent beings is regarded as participating in, but only participating in the Necessary Being which grounds the system as a whole. The second metaphysics is analogical in the sense that because everything depends on everything else, nothing exists Necessarily in the sense of the Avicennist or Thomistic Esse, but participates in the interconnected totality (what the Hua-yen call the “jewel net of Indra”) in much the same way that contingent beings participate in Esse as such in a Thomistic metaphysics. 

While these two metaphysical traditions are diametrically opposed to each other on what is, in a sense, the most fundamental question –that of necessary Being— they both regulate the way in which other fundamental questions can be answered, and constrain those answers in strikingly similar ways. Both the metaphysics of Esse, for example, and the metaphysics of pattica samupadda at once affirm reason as the first and ordinary way of approaching fundamental questions of meaning and value, and recognize its limits and the possibility of a higher knowledge (prophetic and/or mystical) which builds on reason. Knowledge of the first principle is the logical terminus of the dialectical ascent, and yet this first principle is, itself, beyond comprehension. We cannot say what Being is. Nor, for that matter, for most Buddhist traditions, can we really say what sunyata or emptiness is. And for both traditions there is a higher sort of knowledge which transcends dialectics, while building on it, --a knowledge which is experiential and nonconceptual and rooted in the practice of justice or compassion on the one hand and contemplative or meditative practice on the other. 

Similarly, both the metaphysics of Esse and the metaphysics of pattica samupadda acknowledge a limited meaningfulness for the phenomenal universe. For the metaphysics of Esse, contingent beings participate in Being as such in proportion to their essential natures, by conserving form, by nutrition, growth, and reproduction, by sensation and locomotion, and by intellect and will. For the metaphysics of pattica samupadda, contingent beings participate in sunyata by gradually evolving towards an Enlightenment which permits them to live with joy and actually help ripen other beings. Both steer clear of the twin dangers of god-building and radical acosmism. 

Finally, both metaphysical traditions embrace a kind of natural law ethics focused on ripening or cultivating being, even if they understand this ethics somewhat differently. The moral imperative is, in each case, determined by a correct understanding of reality (and not simply, as in modern ethics, by divine command or by an attempt to ground order in a world without God). In both cases, that imperative consists in cultivating intellectual and moral capacities and in building a social structure which does the same. 
The next steps in the human civilizational project will, we would like to argue, be focused on a new ideal of cultivating or ripening being, and characterized by a vigorous debate regarding just what that means. The metaphysics of Esse and the metaphysics of pattica samupadda constitute, in effect, two poles and two starting points for that discussion. In between lie the diverse alternatives presented by Chinese and Hindu metaphysics --the former, as we have argued elsewhere, actually very close to the metaphysics of Esse, but informed and moderated by a direct dialogue with Buddhism, the later a conscious step back from Buddhist otherworldliness. The next civilizational ideal will, furthermore, be defined by a global debate. It will no longer be possible, in other words, to write Thomism without engaging Buddhist as well as Augustinian critiques. It will no longer be possible to write dao xue without engaging nyaya and Asharite critiques. And more will be debated than simply principles. Thus the tradition of sharp polemics between clearly defined theoretical alternatives which defines the public arena in the West (here understood to include Dar-al-Islam) and sometimes China as well, will be challenged by the Hindu and Chinese models of pluralism. In the Hindu tradition, alternative darshanas or perspectives are regarded as partly competing and partly as working out a division of labor in which one excels at logic and epistemology, another at cosmology, and still another at metaphysics. Alternative religious aims moksa (liberation), dharma (right conduct), artha (wealth and power), or kama (pleasure) are accepted as appropriate to different individuals with different callings or levels of karmic development. And for those who seek moksa, there are many different paths open: jnana or knowledge, dharma or right conduct, and bhakti or devotion. In the Chinese tradition various philosophical and theological schools are integrated into a higher synthesis using the Chinese Buddhist practice of p’an chiao, in which, with each regarded as representing a partial truth appropriate to beings at a certain stage of spiritual evolution (Williams 1979, Collins 1998). 
This new ideal of seeking wisdom and ripening being in a radically pluralistic context will, to be sure, leave plenty of room for those who do not find meaning. Doubt is fundamental to the axial project and respect for those who remain in doubt is the condition of any real progress beyond it. Nor will advocates of the various forms of the modern ideal simply vanish, any more than traditional Hindus or Confucians did in the modern era. But the overall tenor of the society will be very different. Let us see how.


















The Structural Dynamics of Ripening Being
Human civilizations pursue their ideals under definite material conditions and using definite social structures. Civilizational ideals do not determine structures, but they do constrain them and, more specifically, define a certain social-structural problematic in the context of which struggles around social structure unfold. The development of these structures is also constrained significantly by what remains from earlier civilizations. The structural dynamics of the next steps in the human civilizational project thus depends significantly on which of the potential scenarios which have identified actually unfolds. 
This said, it is, nonetheless, possible to describe in broad outlines the likely structural characteristics of humanity’s next civilization. We can do this by reasoning from the constraints under which those structures are likely to emerge. On the one hand, humanity will either be struggling to contain and rectify a profound ecological crisis, or else emerging from a civilizational collapse engendered, at least on part, by an ecological crisis it was unable to contain. Harmony with the ecosystem is thus likely to be a fundamental criterion by which social structures are judged. On the other hand, the next steps in the human civilizational project are likely to be characterized by an ongoing search for meaning and a focus on “ripening being,” as well as by vigorous debate regarding just what that means, with a spectrum of interpretations reaching from a Jewish, Christian, or Islamic metaphysics of Esse to a Buddhist metaphysics of pattica samupadda. 
What follows may seem to some to be utopian. It is not, at least in the sense in which that term has been used in the dialectical tradition. It is not, in other words, simply a vision of a world which “ought to be” based on a certain set of ethical presuppositions. It is, rather, a real resolution, or rather a set of parameters for a set of possible resolutions, to the crisis of modernity. As such, while we will not make any claims on behalf of its inevitability (total civilizational collapse is possible), it has powerful social forces behind it, forces which will constrain and channel the course of history and shape, if not determine, the next steps in the human civilizational project. 
Neoalchemical and synergistic technologies

These constraints will be reflected in all of the principal structural spheres, and will result in a fundamental break with modernity. Consider the question of technological regime. We have already noted that o




















ne of the most profound dimensions of the current civilizational crisis is the contradiction between industrial technology and the integrity of the ecosystem. This should have come as no surprise. Industry is based, as we have noted above, on breaking down existing forms of organization to release energy and do work. The result will, therefore, almost inevitably be resource depletion as we use up first fossil fuels and then fissionable fuels (what Buckminster Fuller called our planetary trust fund) and global warming and pollution as the waste products accumulate and undermine the integrity of the ecosystem. 

This developing ecological crisis has given rise to a number or responses, many of which are merely reformist (Baxter 1974) –suggesting better regulation of industrial technologies— and others which can only be called antihuman. “Deep ecologists” for example, call for reducing the human population planet to essentially Paleolithic levels, on the premise that the planet cannot sustain a higher human population without inevitable damage to its overall ecological viability (Naess 1989). Reformist proposals of the first sort, while they may help stave off crisis until more profound solutions can be developed, fail to address the underlying problem; “deep ecology,” on the other hand, is based on an incorrect understanding of all life as essentially equal, a position which is inconsistent in privileging life, but not its more complex and creative forms, and is static, privileging one stage in the evolution of ecosystems over all others. 

There is, however, an alternative: a return to an alchemical techne, one which cultivates the existing potentials in matter rather that dissolving them to release their energy. 





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, 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 dialectical sociology 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. Rather than seeking a “philosopher’s stone” which can confer on all things the incorruptibility of the divine, we seek rather to 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 its essence is and to become something new and still more beautiful. 

What will this look like in practice? As with all dimensions of social structure, the next technological regime will be characterized by struggle within a new problematic rather than by any one uniform pattern. One tendency will build on and extend the internal dynamics of late modern science, especially those disciplines which challenge the mechanistic paradigm of high modernity, such as relativity, quantum mechanics, complex systems theory, and evolutionary and developmental biology, until it creates a technology which is more alchemical than modern. Another will delve deeply into and attempt to revive the premodern scientific and technological disciplines of many different cultures and extend them using methods and resources which (even when they deny it) will owe much to modernity, discovering, for example, just how Chinese and Ayurvedic medicine work and perfecting new techniques drawing on what seemed the dead end of medieval Christian and Islamic alchemy. In between these two tendencies there will grow up an entire spectrum of new technologies which, like R. Buckminster Fuller's synergetics, integrate modernist elements with ancient (in his case Pythagorean) traditions. 
At the beginning of this transition there will appear to be a profound tension between those who “still” want to build starships and those who prefer to tend herb gardens in the shadow of some great cathedral, with only a visionary few understanding that these are and always have been just two dimensions of a single task: that of ripening being. But as the transition proceeds new ways of creating will emerge which break down these barriers. Our road to the stars will turn out to have more to do with the shadow of that old cathedral than we ever imagined, while the new cathedrals we build will be enriched by our journeys to the stars and become true monuments to humanity’s evolving participation in the creative life of God.
The Political Economy of Self-cultivation and the Common Good
The economic arena will also be characterized by sharp tensions. Because of its focus on ripening being, the next civilizational ideal will, to a very large extent, require that economic decisions be justified in reference to the common good: i.e. by the promotion of complex organization generally and the cultivation of human capacities and civilizational progress in particular. We will ask, in other words, not “does this structure or policy contribute to economic growth and thus to the (usually hidden) aims of building God by scientific and technological means or of elevating humanity to the level of Subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process?” but rather “does this structure or policy contribute to ripening being, individually and collectively?”

Concretely, our break with modernity will be a break with both the generalized commodity production and centralized bureaucratic planning (although both will likely persist for some time). The rejection of generalized commodity production follows naturally from a recognition of contradictions of capitalism which Marx identified long ago: the alienation engendered by the wage relation and the fact that markets lack any way to access information regarding which activities serve the common good. The rejection of bureaucracy follows from a recognition of the limitations of actually existing socialism (especially the tendency towards a scissors crisis), as well as of the way bureaucracies function within capitalist societies. 
The question, of course, is what will replace generalized commodity production and state planning. At the broadest level, we can expect to see a return to regulated petty commodity production: i.e. a system in which there are diverse ways of organizing labor and diverse forms of property which interact freely in an open marketplace, but in which the commodification of labor and capital are excluded and the operation of the system as a whole is regulated in order to promote human development and Civilizational progress. 
Within this context we can expect to see at least five different ways of organizing resources for production. First, we can simply decentralize the use of what has long been humanity’s principal mechanism for centralizing resources for investment in human development and civilizational progress: taxation. While there are, undoubtedly, projects which are so large that they will require an essentially global taxing authority (e.g. space exploration), and while we may want to require that all communities fund certain basic needs and invest in institutions essential to human development, there is no reason why the centralization and allocation of resources by means of taxation cannot be radically decentralized. This is especially true given the relative decline of nation states vis-à-vis cities as the defining units of the global economy. If the principal taxing authority rested with cities, rather than with nation states, there would be far greater diversity in the way resources were deployed.

It is also useful to mention, in this regard, one of the principal economic achievements of the older civilizational tradition we hope to re-engage: the zakat, the tax on wealth which forms one of the five pillars of Islam. Because it is a tax on wealth, the poor pay very little, while the rich are compelled to invest their resources in a way that produces growth, lest their patrimonies gradually be taxed away.

A second way to ensure that resources are used in a way which serves the common good without promoting bureaucratic centralization is to endow educational, scientific, charitable, and religious organizations with claims on the surplus generated by particular economic enterprises. This is, of course, already common under capitalism and it was also common in most Silk Road societies, but it is worth considering how the wealth of the nonprofit sector might be expanded. It is important, to be sure, to find ways to protect those who labor for such enterprises. There is no guarantee that a university or a religious institution with claims on the surplus produced by a group of workers will not become exploitative. But this approach does ensure that the surplus will be used in a way which promotes human development and civilizational progress.

Third, we can change that way in which we write corporate charters. We currently require that nonprofit corporations use their resources in a way which serves the “exempt” purpose of the organization. There is no reason why for-profit charters could not gradually be rewritten to contain similar requirements. This means, of course, understanding that the mission of a corporation is to produce some useful good or service, not to make profits for stockholders. The result would be a gradual phasing out of dividend payments, reduction of executive salaries, and so forth, and ultimately the end of the financial markets and the market in capital generally. Banks would be transformed into something more like private foundations. This does not mean, however, that the corporations would fall under state control. Rather, they would be governed as nonprofit corporations are currently governed, with significant leeway as to the way in which they allocate their resources, as well as the right to form strategic alliances, and so forth. Private stockholding would essentially disappear, and corporations would be owned and controlled by their workers, subject to the regulations specified above. We call this the “social charter” system. 
These last two approaches are a way to accommodate the likely persistence of larger enterprises in the economy, while encouraging greater social responsibility without bureaucratic centralization.
Fourth, we can re-build the guild system, which linked what was, essentially, the private ownership of small enterprises with collective self-regulation of quality, prices, training, and working conditions. The guild system had the advantage of limiting competition based on price and forcing competition based on quality, something which contributed significantly to helping backward medieval Europe enter the Silk Road economy as an export of high-end manufactured goods. This approach has potential not only in traditional artisanal sectors which have experienced a renaissance in recent years, but in information economy and high technology activities which are characterized by a large number of small firms. 
Finally, in some regions and some sectors of the economy (or in the event of a transition by decadence or civilizational collapse, rather than by reform or revolution) still less centralized options exist. Neocommunitarian and neomonastic forms (with or without fully communal living) may be attractive options under certain conditions: a highly productive, intensive agrarian, handicrafts (including “custom high-technology crafts”), and/or service economy (e.g., a residential school) coupled with an intact village or intentional community. The aim here is not complete autarchy. The community provides goods or services to the larger economy, and its charter forbids luxury consumption. It may even pay a tax in cash or kind. And in order to develop, the community would undoubtedly need goods and services from the outside. But because it approaches self-sufficiency, it retains an even greater autonomy in decisions about resource allocation than state or corporate systems, albeit on a much smaller scale. 

What we need to keep in mind is that while all five of these structural options centralize and allocate resources for human progress, they will lead to very different trajectories of development. Consider the question of energy sources. Full development of safe fusion energy is likely only under a system with significant state centralization of resources for research and development. Neocommunitarian or neomonastic systems, on the other hand, are likely to favor development of solar energy, because of the greater independence it affords. Social charter systems, or the social charter sector in a larger system, while freed from the market pressures which favor continued use of fossil or fissionable fuels, might tend to be a bit more opportunistic, each organization favoring whatever energy source helped it carry out its own mission. State-centralizing systems make space exploration possible; at least with current technologies neocommunitarian structures do not—but they do conserve social fabric and provide a rich context for certain forms of artistic, scientific, philosophical, and religious development. On the other hand there is little reason why either the state or small communities ought to, or would want to, be involved in making heavy machine tools. Clearly we need some combination of all these systems, and different regions will likely opt for somewhat different combinations. The choice between these different options depends in large part on forces over which we will have at best very limited control: the relative weight of the various social classes within the civilizational bloc, and the conditions under which we are organizing the transition. A revolutionary or reformist transition clearly favors the use of taxation, though there is no reason why it cannot conserve significant social space for the social charter and neocommunitarian options. A transition through decadence and renewal clearly favors the social charter and neocommunitarian options—the latter more strongly the deeper and more rapid the disintegration. Even so, any form of organization will require the existence of some institution which exercises at least minimal political functions: the administration of justice and the defense of the realm, as well as institutions which provide intellectual and moral leadership. 

A Public Arena Constituted by Deliberation Around Fundamental Questions of Meaning and Value

The third arena in which humanity will be breaking with distinctly modern structures is that of political authority. This break will occur along two principal axes. First, there will be a global rejection of the sovereign nation state. Sovereignty is, as we noted above, in many ways the constitutive relation of modernity and in rejecting the modern ideal we reject sovereignty as well. In the place of sovereign states we will see, instead, the emergence of complex interpenetrating and overlapping networks of political authority. The most important level of authority will, increasingly, be cities. This is because the city –with its hinterlands-- is the natural unit of human civilization and is increasingly the principal unit of the global economy as well. We have already discussed the importance of recognizing for cities the right to tax the way sovereigns currently do. Cities will also play the leading role in developing public educational and cultural institutions. Larger political units –if they are to be relevant at all-- will increasingly be collaborations among cities around ecological, technological and economic projects, while nation states, rendered culturally heterogeneous by global migrations and economically heterogeneous by globalization, will become increasingly irrelevant.
This said, we will also witness the emergence of supranational political entities, and especially of an increasingly effective international political authority. This will not be a “world state,” and even regional entities like the European Union are likely to become less rather than more state-like. Rather, this political authority will have two principal functions: 1) to address issues and undertake projects which, such as the ecological crisis or space exploration, simply cannot or should not be handled at the local level, and 2) to serve as a final political guarantor for peace and human rights. It will, in effect, establish certain minimum standards which city-states must meet, without telling them how to meet them, and will undertake global projects which smaller jurisdictions cannot handle. 
Second, we will witness a fundamental change in the way in which we understand democracy. Up until now, democracy has been primarily a debate about means –i.e. about how to realize the modern ideal. Increasingly it will become a debate around ends, i.e. a debate around fundamental questions of meaning and value. This doesn’t mean that policy level debates will disappear, but rather that we will witness the emergence of a new layer of public discourse. This dynamic will be intensified by global communications and global migrations. The result will be to render essentially impossible a polity which is either secular or confessional, for the simple reason that there will rarely be a majority which accepts either a single religious tradition or one or another variant of secular modernity. It will become necessary, if public discourse is to be meaningful, to address the prior questions –questions about what it means to be human—which even now lie behind public policy debates and render them often unproductive. 
This second change will reinforce the first. While the radical pluralism of the emerging civilizational project will inhibit any trend towards theocracy or the sacralization of political authority, it will become increasingly clear that the most important leaders are precisely those who lead public deliberation around fundamental questions. Such leaders will not replace political leaders as we currently understand them –those who focus on building power or on policy questions—but the effect will be to inhibit the formation of any sovereign authority. Building and exercising power will become increasingly complex and will require serious engagement with fundamental questions. 
A Spirituality of Meaning and Self-Cultivation
The final structural characteristic of humanity’s new civilizational project will be the emergence of a spirituality of meaning and self-cultivation. This represents a sharp break with the principal spiritual options presented by modernity: either submission to a sovereign God or the pretense that spirituality is unimportant, passé, or even delusional, either as a cover for modernist immanentism and self-divinization or as a result of authentic despair. And it represents a real re-engagement with the spiritual traditions of axial civilizations –but with a powerful difference. In early stages of the axial project, sapiential literacy was limited to a small sector of the population. Even where people aspired to full participation in religious life, this was not a real option for them, and ordinary religious leaders became, in effect, mediators between the elite engaged in axial breakthroughs and the masses that could not really assimilate or understand them. As a result, even traditions which held reason in high respect –dialectical philosophy, Confucianism, Catholicism— often became quite authoritarian.
Today this situation is already changing. Increasingly ordinary people are insisting on making their own decisions regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value. Often, because we have yet to achieve anything like authentic widespread sapiential literacy, this has meant that people become attracted to movements which promise cheap grace (evangelicalism) or cheap wisdom (the New Age). But this simply presents those of us who are the custodians of humanity’s spiritual heritage with a new challenge. We must find a way to lead effectively under radically new conditions. And this means, first of all, cultivating real sapiential literacy –an ability to make and evaluate arguments regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value—among the people. It also means respecting the right of people to make their own choices in the spiritual realm. 

This need not –indeed must not—entail a derogation of spiritual authority. On the contrary, it demands that spiritual leaders function at a fundamentally higher level of sophistication. It also means that if they can meet this challenge, their influence will, as we suggested in the previous section, expand very significantly. But it does mean that they must actually have something to offer. They must actually lead rather than simple demanding deference.
If these conditions are met –if we can cultivate real sapiential literacy among ever broader sectors of the population, and if we can identify and train spiritual leaders who can lead a literate laos, we will soon find people turning away from movements which offer cheap grace and cheap wisdom, and gravitating instead to those institutions which are most demanding but which because of this have the most to offer them. It is just precisely such institutions, I would like to suggest, which will lead the coming transition. 
Strategic Directions
Modern Strategic Theory
Most strategic thinking in the modern era has been dominated by evolutionary and revolutionary approaches to social change. By an evolutionary approach we mean one which regards social change as the result of the gradual development of one or more aspects of the social system. In the modern world this has generally meant scientific and technological progress, though there have been theorists such as Immanuel Kant and Eduard Bernstein who have argued that human history is driven by a sort of moral progress. Evolutionary approaches are incompatible with the dialectical sociology presented in this work for the simple reason that they tend to vastly underplay the importance of fundamental structural obstacles to development and thus to the need for revolutionary ruptures if progress is to continue. 
By a revolutionary theory we mean just precisely one which recognizes the necessity of such ruptures as well as the need for conscious leadership in catalyzing and navigating them. The most prominent revolutionary strategy in the modern period was, of course, Lenin’s. Lenin argued that generalized commodity production systematically produced ideological deformations which kept the vast majority of the working class from seeing the need for structural change. This made it necessary to form a vanguard of revolutionaries who understand the “line of march, conditions, and ultimate general result” of the struggle, and are thus able to lead it. This vanguard then waits for the development of a revolutionary situation –i.e. a situation in which “the people can no longer live in the old way and the ruling class can no longer rule in the old way.” It then puts forward transitional demands –demands that the people fully understand and support, such as “land, bread, and peace” (the demands which the Bolsheviks put forward in 1917) or national liberation and democracy, but which the ruling classes cannot meet without threatening their very existence. This allows the vanguard to come power with the full support of the vast majority of the people, without having to actually raise the population to the level of fully communist consciousness. 

There are a number of difficulties with this strategy, not least of which is the fact that it makes no real provision for actually including the majority of the people in the revolution which is made in their name. Alternative revolutionary strategies, such as those advanced by Bogdanov and Gramsci attempt to remedy this. Bogdanov, for example, argued that the principle function of the vanguard is to actually educate the people. Gramsci advanced a strategy of cultural hegemony in which the vanguard penetrates cultural institutions and then uses them to create a cultural consensus for revolutionary social transformation, drawing on popular religion, for example, to build a bridge to socialist consciousness. 

These culturalist approaches are clearly more compatible with the larger social theory advanced here, which stress the role of civilizational ideals in catalyzing and ordering social progress, but they suffer one very serious difficulty: they remain irreducibly modernist –i.e. they aim at the conquest of sovereignty, even if by less coercive and more inclusive means. This is a mistake not only because sovereignty or state power has proven itself a less effective instrument of social transformation than modern revolutionary theory had hoped, but because it conceals a hidden spiritual aim which is the real object of the struggle for sovereignty. Both Leninism and its culturalist variants are ultimately ordered to divinization by means of revolutionary practice, i.e. by elevating the proletariat, through its vanguard, to the status of Subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process. As we have seen this project is fundamentally mistaken, based as it is on bad metaphysics. 


















Ripening Being

But if modern strategic theory is so profoundly mistaken, we will need an alternative. This might seem rather daunting, but both our underlying social theory and our reading of history suggest a clear alternative: a return, albeit on a more conscious basis, to a strategic paradigm more familiar in axial than in modern civilizations, in which religious elites, often organized in orders or schools,  made a conscious effort to promote their vision and transform society both through scholarship, teaching, and public debate and through engaging existing institutions (including the dominant political and religious authorities) and building new ones, political, economic, and technological as well as religious, without aiming for or expecting to achieve anything like sovereignty. 

Just what would such a strategy look like in the present period? Let’s see. We face two principal strategic challenges in the present period. We must, first of all, re-constitute the core disciplines of human civilization –those which order a civilization towards transcendental ends, which we call the sapiential disciplines, and rebuild the sapiential institutions and sapiential intelligentsia which cultivate them. More specifically, we need to build, out of the many institutions of civil society currently engaged in the work of civilization building, political-theological organizations which can exercise conscious leadership in the next steps in the human civilizational project. Second, these organizations must then both engage existing institutions and build new ones –institutions which foster a spirituality of meaning and self cultivation, a new public arena constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value and a political economy which is not only in harmony with the ecosystem and with humanity’s fundamentally creative nature, but which actually taps into and cultivates the latent potentials of both. Let us look at each task in some detail. Let us look at each task in turn.
Philosophy and theology have been under assault throughout the modern era. Philosophy, which included and built on the sciences and which regulated theological discourse, found itself under attack as early as the thirteenth century (or earlier in Dar-al-Islam) by theologians for whom analogical metaphysics represented an assault on their new ideal of the sovereignty of God. The hermeneutic disciplines, formerly an auxiliary to theology concerned with the interpretation of sacred texts, contributing to but not determining theological judgment, became, in the context of Reformation Christianity (and Asharite Islam), essentially the whole of a theology which understood itself as, purely and simply, interpreting the revealed word of God. Those who rejected this theology took refuge in the interpretation of the texts of earlier and other civilizations, now misunderstood as “secular.” These two developments together constituted something called “the humanities,” a science of meanings which can be rationally investigated and interpreted, but embraced, if at all, only on nonrational grounds. The sciences, meanwhile, abandoned teleological explanation, which had served as a propaedeutic to rational metaphysics, in favor of mathematical formalization, which was the precondition for understanding how the universe worked and thus bringing it under rational human control. Philosophy was reduced to what Roy Bhaskar has called “underlaboring” (Bhaskar 1989, 1993) for other disciplines: investigating the conditions of their possibility, clarifying linguistic confusions, etc. Authentically and organically premodern religious traditions, meanwhile, tended for the most part to regard the extension of modern education as a threat, and turned inward, relying for support on largely preliterate, premodern constituencies. With the exception of a few dissenters operating on the margins of traditional religious institutions (Thomism) or the socialist and communist movements (critical theory) humanity was left without intellectuals capable of leading reflection around fundamental questions of meaning and value.

Our task with respect to this situation is complex and multidimensional. On the one hand, we need to reconstitute philosophy and theology as architectonic disciplines which rationally investigate fundamental questions of meaning and value, drawing on the results of the sciences and the hermeneutic disciplines, but subjecting those results to the scrutiny of a higher rationality –i.e. precisely a rationality focused on questions of ends and purposes. This new philosophy and theology cannot, however, operate any longer within the context of a localized civilizational tradition or even in the context of dialogue with neighboring civilizations. They must, rather, be authentically global in character, with Thomists, as we suggested above, engaging critiques advanced by Hua yen Buddhists and practitioners of Advaita Vedanta answering the objections of practitioners of dao xue and Hanafi fiqh. 

But there is more at stake hear that simply restoring the status of philosophy and theology as intellectual disciplines. We must heal the wounds created by the Augustinian Reaction and the Averroist Counter-Reaction, which gave birth to the Protestant and humanistic modern ideals respectively and thus lead to the marginalization of philosophy and theology in the first place. This means restoring the mutual respect which dialectics on the one hand and supra-rational wisdoms on the other hand owe to each other. No spiritual claim can be legitimate if it contradicts human reason, but there are truths which transcend rational demonstration and when reason denies this it either forgoes the possibility of divinization, which is our true end, or else falls into the trap of delusional, purely inner-worldly strategies for transcending contingency, strategies which always lead to disappointment. 

Reconstituting the sapiential disciplines means reconstituting the sapiential institutions and intelligentsia. Historically, the highest levels of the sapiential intelligentsia have been organized by three principal types of institutions: the monastery or religious order, the university, and the communist party. All three offer useful models but all three also suffer from serious defects. Monasteries and religious orders have recognized the ordering of humanity to transcendental ends and understood correctly their own identity as communities of those seeking perfection. There has been a tendency, however, greater in the case of monastic than of mendicant communities, towards withdrawal from rather than transformation of society. The celibate character of most such communities, in particular, means that they have not been able to offer the people as a whole a credible model of spiritual excellence, which is inevitably pit against worldly engagement and civilization building. Communist parties, on the other hand, have been world transforming but have denied humanity’s transcendental vocation and often failed to cultivate intellectual and moral excellence among their members. And of course the ideal of immanentist self-divinization which defines the communist ideal is part of what this work is rejecting. 

Universities represent a rather different problem altogether. They are not, strictly speaking, political theological organizations –tertiary social actors which aim at conserving or transforming a civilizational ideal— but rather institutions of civil society, and more specifically collections of guilds some of which historically cultivated disciplines which by their very nature (philosophy, theology, and to a lesser extent politics and law) conserved and/or transformed civilizational ideals. From the very beginning the university was always in danger of treating the special rights of the professoriate (those associated with academic freedom) as ends, rather than as means to even higher goods essential to the human civilizational project. And universities have, as we have seen, largely fallen from their historic vocation and become specialized research and training institutions serving the needs of global Capital. At the same time, universities do offer something which neither the religious order nor the communist party ever had: a culture of ideological pluralism and debate. 

As we rebuild the sapiential intelligentsia we will need to find new forms of political theological organization appropriate to the next steps in the human civilizational project. It is not possible to specify in advance what such forms of organization will look like, but only to identify some broad characteristics. They will, first of all, recognize humanity’s ordering towards transcendental ends, though they may understand those ends very differently. Second, they will recognize the contributions of both humanity’s ancient spiritual traditions (pre- and post-axial) and of modernity (both modern science and modern critical humanistic scholarship) and will, therefore, be located and act not so much within particular wisdom traditions as in relation to all of them, even when they advocate a specific political-theological position. Third, they will join goals of spiritual perfection and civilizational building, of personal regeneration and revolutionary transformation (though perhaps in varying measures). At least some will attempt to show what it means to seek perfection while living in the world, and will thus include not only as full members but among their highest level leaders individuals who are married as well as those who are single or celibate. While passionately advocating for their own perspectives, they will avoid political monopolism and hegemonism. Finally, they will conserve the best traditions of both religious orders and the communist movement: conscientious study, service to the common good, a careful balancing of unity and principle, close ties to the people, and the practice of criticism and self-criticism. 

Where will these organizations come from? Some may emerge out of the adaptation to traditional religious orders or (less likely) communist or paracommunist organizations. Something like the Turkish based Gulen movement, for example, seems to be moving in this direction, though it is still far from having all of the characteristics identified above. Others will develop out of research, education, and organizing institutes which also become real religious communities. This is the hope for our own organization, Seeking Wisdom. 

The members of these organizations must, we should note, not merely claim to be humanity’s intellectual and moral, and therefore spiritual leaders. They must actually be so. This means that the minimum point of entry must be a demonstrated ability to make and evaluate arguments regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and to make their principles and values effective in the public arena. They must also soon learn to teach others to do so –to function as effective teachers and organizers. The highest level leaders must actually contribute to humanity’s ongoing deliberation regarding fundamental questions and/or be authentic institution builders. Members must also have a real commitment to ongoing spiritual development and follow a spiritual path which they have chosen thoughtfully and on basis of both rational conviction and a developing understanding of their own distinctive strengths, weaknesses and spiritual needs. 

This does not, by the way, mean that members of our political theological organizations must hold university degrees. We must aim to revive the tradition of autodidact working class intellectuals and draw from the ranks of community based liberal arts programs as well as those of college and university graduates. And we must always respond with reverence when we find in our midst a true tzadik or bodhisattva, who may or may not have any formal education, but nonetheless demonstrates a heroic level of wisdom and justice.
Together, these organizations will define the true universitas of the new era, partly displacing existing universities from their position of global intellectual leadership and partly challenging them to rediscover their deeper calling. This is critically important. The new generation of political-theological organizations which we envision must scrupulously avoid the sectarian competition which characterized both traditional religious orders and, especially, the communist movement. On the contrary, they must model a form of engagement which is at once principled and passionate but also respectful of the many ways of wisdom. And, above all, they must avoid the illusion that by establishing hegemony and “organizing and directing the cosmohistorical evolutionary process” they can somehow find a shortcut to transcendence. 
What about engaging and transforming the institutions of civil society? Formally this means a strategic alliance with procivilizational elements in the bourgeoisie and the traditional religious hierarchies, since it is they who currently control these institutions. This alliance is strategic because we share with these sectors an interest in conserving the integrity of the ecosystem, the social fabric, and humanity’s civilizational traditions, including both the authentic contributions of positivistic and humanistic modernity and those of pre-axial and post-axial traditions, and in furthering civilizational progress and spiritual development, even if we are guided by different civilizational ideals. The difficulty of course, is that different elements in the bourgeoisie and religious hierarchies often support different aspects of this agenda. While both are increasingly clear on the need to confront the ecological crisis, the progressive sectors of the bourgeoisie (information, high technology, and allied finance) are more clearly committed to investing resources in developing human capacities (research, education, etc.), and generally respect and defend the value of an open, and pluralistic (if not always engaged) civil society. The religious hierarchies and, to a lesser extent the conservative sectors of the bourgeoisie understand the need to conserve the integrity of social fabric and provide support for conserving older civilizational traditions. In generally alliances with the former will be easier than with the latter, but in places where conservative sectors of the bourgeoisie are trying to transform themselves from an extractive to a knowledge based economy (e.g. the United Arab Emirates), or in situations where religious hierarchies have joined to their concern for the integrity of the social fabric and the conservation of meaning a passion for social justice and a willingness to challenge the market allocation of resources new and interesting strategic options open up. Our watchword must be careful analysis of the local situation and the changing balance of forces and the flexibility to pursue different alliances in different places, or even in the same place simultaneously. 

Substantively, engaging and transforming the institutions of civil society means:

1. Promoting socially responsible investment and social entrepreneurship, while strengthening trade unions, peasant leagues, and other organizations which make “low end” ecologically and economically exploitative strategies less attractive to Capital.

2. Active engagement in the public arena, including

2.1. participation in electoral politics, supporting or forming alliances with the parties most aligned with (and most likely to advance) the principles of strategic alliance outlined above, 

2.2. extra-electoral participation in public life through lobbying, direct action, etc., to advance the same ends.

2.3. working to reshape public debate and create a public arena constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value by helping value based organizations become effective in the public arena through formats such as interfaith congregation based organizing and by creating public fora in which debate around public policy is explicitly linked to deliberation around the fundamental philosophical and theological questions which lie behind those debates,

3. Working within the institutions of civil society to transform them in a way which reflects our emerging civilizational ideal. This means:

3.1. Working to transform schools and universities so that they make an authentic liberal arts education –one which cultivates free human beings and citizens capable of making and evaluating arguments regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and public policy-- accessible to everyone, 

3.2. Working to transform religious institutions so that they can creatively and effectively meet the spiritual needs of a sapientially literate laity in a postcritical globalized civilization, accepting the authentic contributions of modern science and critical humanistic scholarship as well as the fact and the value of engagement with spiritual questions in a way which is not only respectful of but actually draws on the wisdom of humanity’s diverse civilizational traditions.

Rebuilding civil society, on the other hand, means building new institutions which link our emerging political theological organizations to the working classes in a way which effectively engages them in the work of civilization building. This is important even in the event of a transition by reform, because it is what will give us a mass base of support and thus sufficient weight within the procivilizational alliance advance our emerging civilizational ideal. In the event of a transition through revolution, decadence, or civilizational collapse it will give us the nucleus of a new society. Here there several distinct forms of activity stand out:

1. We need to build our own enterprises and our own economic base of ecologically sound enterprises which engage ordinary workers in creative labor which provides economic self-sufficiency and sufficient leisure to permit civic participation and intellectual, moral, and spiritual self-cultivation. The range of economic activities is potentially limitless, but might usefully be divided between traditional agricultural and craft activities which provide new opportunities to create and capture value in the global economy and emerging high technology activities to which our political-theological organizations can bring a distinct new emphasis. Examples of the first might include fair trade coffee, tea, and herb production, ethnobotanicals, or organic truck gardening near major urban centers to supply high end culinary markets. Examples of the second might include software and game development which services humanistic and social science academic markets or which tells traditional and emerging stories embodying our civilizational ideal in new ways. In between lie the construction and culinary fields to which many immigrant workers bring extraordinary skills. 

2. We need to create a public arena constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value. This means creating places where people from diverse traditions can meet and engage each other around fundamental questions and public policy debates and simply as well as the social space for such deliberation to take place. As we noted in the foregoing analysis, there is significant diversity around the planet with respect to the openness, pluralism, and engagement which characterizes civil society. This is shaped by everything from legal frameworks and political culture through ethnoreligious demographics and urban structure and religious monumentalization. As we are engaging the diverse spaces which already exist we need to create new ones which are characterized by the highest possible degrees of openness, pluralism, and engagement, and populate them with organizations which provide the people with the ability to engage in real deliberation around fundamental questions.  Such spaces will be easiest to create in places with a legal framework which protects free expression and with high degrees of ethnoreligious diversity, but even in these settings there remains the difficult work of catalyzing real engagement –an issue we will look at in the next section, which addresses tactics. For now it will suffice to say that we need to create physical spaces where people can come together face to space as well as virtual spaces where they can meet across significant distances. Those spaces need to be structured in a way which promotes dialogue, deliberation, and debate, and be dominated by symbols which mediate our emerging civilizational ideal. It also means actually organizing deliberation through individual relational meetings, grassroots programs in the liberal arts and interreligious and intercultural dialogues, and linking this deliberation to action both within and outside existing political structures. 

3. We need to build religious congregations of a new kind which are adapted to a sapientially literate and globalized laity or at least to a laity evolving in this direction.  We have noted before both that the people increasingly aspire to sapiential literacy, to making informed, independent decisions regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and that they address these questions in a way which engages not only their “native” spiritual tradition, but others as well. Congregations rooted in particular traditions will not disappear, both because large sections of the people have not undergone such a transformation and because many who have find their spiritual path and spiritual home within the disciplines of a traditional religious community. But ever broader sections of the population seek a community in which they can study and fashion a spiritual path which draws on the wisdom of more than one tradition. On the one hand these communities will be more intellectually focused than earlier types of congregations. On the other hand, people will demand from them what they have always demanded of local shrines and congregations:  devotional space, public liturgy, rites of passage, etc. 

This is, in many ways, a modest agenda by comparison with that advanced by modern strategic theories, evolutionary and revolutionary. This is not because we are less hopeful, but rather because our hope is both greater and different. We understand that humanity’s destiny is not a counterfeit divinization by means of scientific and technological progress or revolutionary practice, but rather a endless journey into a divine the depth and beauty of which we cannot even begin to fathom. There is no “definitive solution to the riddle of history,”  much less an “end of history,” but this does not mean that there is no progress or that history is simply an endless “clash of civilizations,” but rather that progress is infinite if also uneven and that, to paraphrase Sandinista leader Ricardo Morales Aviles, while history has only one meaning and one direction, there are always new swords and new ways of holding our heads high. 
There can be no doubt that we live in dark times.  But those of us who belong to the party of meaning and of hope  –which is the only true party of humanity— know that this darkness cannot last forever. The long winter of capitalism and modernity is coming to an end. Socialism was a late winter thaw which at once gave us a respite and taught us the difference between mitigating contradictions and actually resolving them. Now, beyond the present storm, we can see the first signs of spring. 

� This frankly Aristotelian approach is the result of a dual effort to address developments in the sciences which point towards the need to reintegrate teleological thinking into scientific explanation, an argument which I make in outline form in Knowing God: Restoring Reason in an Age of Doubt (Mansueto 2002), and will I make at much greater length in its sequel, Knowing God: The Ultimate Meaningfulness of the Universe, and an effort to reintegrate both ecological and spiritual considerations into dialectical and historical materialism which, when these are factored back in, is Aristotelian.


� These distinctions derive from Louis Althusser and his followers (Althusser and Balibar 1968/1970), but have been modified to reflect the larger approach to social theory outlined above. 


� This term was first suggested by Samir Amin (Amin 1979/1980) to characterize the transition from tributary to capitalist forms in Europe and to suggest a possible pathway towards the future in a world in which revolutionary movements had been largely defeated.


� A worker is simply someone who engages in productive labor, i.e. labor which contributes in some way, directly or indirectly, to the development of human capacities or to raising the overall level of organization in the universe. This, fundamentally, is what makes workers progressive. It is also, true, as Marx pointed out, that the way in which producers are inserted into the relations of production may affect their political behavior.  Thus, the petty bourgeoisie, which properly consists only of those who have sufficient capital, whether in a small business or in some professional skill, that they can insure that neither they nor their descendants need work for anyone else, will likely feel the oppressive character of the market order less intensely than those who have been entirely proletarianized, and may be more likely to seek solutions to social problems within the market order. In practice, however, this matters only in the final instance, when no other factors are in play. Petty bourgeoisies and peasantries struggling to defend their position against the penetration of market forces are often far more anticapitalist than proletariats which have accepted their lot. It is only rentiers who do nothing to contribute to humanity or the universe who stand entirely outside the potential constituency for a postmarket society. 





� There is, of course, a sense in which everyone participates in searching out the Truth and, by engaging in productive labor, participates in revealing the holiness latent in all things, by raising the level of organization of the matter on which they work. This is why Gramsci was able to say that in a sense every human being is an intellectual, and why it is quite proper to speak of a “priesthood of the whole people,” or at least a priesthood of all producers. Research, and especially philosophical research, however, is a specific calling which requires specific talent and training, as is the “ministerial priesthood” of those who devote their lives to helping others realizing their latent potential for spirituality. This is even more true of the prophetic office, which can be discharged only by those whose own intellectual and moral development has carried them beyond the merely human and, in the supernaturally just act, are able to apprehend truths which transcend what the human intellect alone can achieve.





�Revise, focusing on analogical metaphysics, but integrating other concerns. Define new civilizational ideal as centered on ripening being based on an understanding of its distinctive forms. Drawing on old introduction, link to both the Silk Road (cathedrals) and Modernity (starships). 


�Revise: New civilization will be the first global civilization. State positively what each specific tradition can contribute, (perhaps under Silk Road rubric). 


�Insert here a discussion of the fact that civilizational ideals to not dictate social structures, but they do constrain them and define terms of the structural debate within a civilization. Give a conjecture regarding the nature of the debate: spirituality/civilization building; conscious leadership/democratic participation; hierarchy/subsidiarity. 


�Insert here a discussion of the likely dynamics of debate: e.g. between the metaphysics of esse and the Buddhist concept of pattica sammupada, and use Hindu concept of legitimate aims to define a pluralistic spirituality.


�


�Condense or cut entirely: this is redundant and must be presented as at most a summary of the earlier argument.


�Revise: Throughout this section focus on options and likely tensions rather than on a "platform."
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