Chapter Four

Modernity and Metaphysics
Introduction
We are now approaching the crux of our argument. We began this work by proposing to investigate sociologically Heidegger’s claim that metaphysics or ontotheology is somehow behind the horrors of the modern era –that the drive to rise rationally to a first principle in terms of which the universe can be explained and human action ordered is, in fact simply the intellectual side of the drive towards total control which defines modernity. We have seen that this is not an adequate description of the rational metaphysics which emerged in the axial age and which dominated the long middle ages, the Silk Road Era, which was the great age of metaphysics. On the contrary, metaphysics emerged out of a movement of religious rationalization and democratization and was associated with a growing concern about the injustices associated with the emergence of petty commodity production. During the Silk Road Era philosophers engaged oppressive social structures in a number of ways –by withdrawing and forming monastic communities, by penetrating and trying to gain hegemony over the state. At no point, however, did they attempt anything remotely resembling a strategy of total control. Indeed, none of the principal metaphysical schools we have analyzing would have sanctioned such a thing or even believed it to be possible. There was a growing consensus, to be sure, that human beings and indeed everything existing, precisely because it shares in Being (or in the tathagatagarbha, Brahman, or the T’ai Chi, was ordered to the first principle, and in that broad sense shared a common end. But this implied a respect for beings, not a warrant to organize and direct their development. Integral to what we have called an analogical metaphysics is the recognition of a first principle which, while rationally knowable, is beyond our comprehension and thus beyond our control and of the fact that everything existing shares in that principle and is thus equally beyond our control.
During the modern era we will see something very different. As we analyze the emergence of modern civilization and look at the social basis and political valence of metaphysics during the modern era we will be able to see, quite clearly, the logic behind Heidegger’s thesis. What passes for metaphysics in the modern era, both theistic and atheistic, (or what replaces metaphysics as the architectonic discipline in the ideological field) does indeed serve to ground larger ideological structures which legitimate polities of total or near total control. 
In analyzing this dynamic we will identify two distinct traditions or trajectories. On the one hand, the Augustinian Reaction continued, leading in the Reformation to the emergence of a full developed and internally consistent spirituality of authority and submission grounded in a univocal metaphysics. This metaphysics was, as we have seen, both a reflex and a form of legitimation for the emerging modern nation states. Parallel developments took place in those absolutist states which remained Catholic as well as outside of Christendom in Dar-al-Islam, India, and China. But the Augustinian Reaction, in condemning Aristotelian physics, with its focus on teleological explanation, which was seen to limit divine sovereignty, also set in motion a process which issued ultimately in the Scientific Revolution.  And in the context of a univocal metaphysics in which God is simply the infinite, this opened up an exciting new possibility: transcending finitude, and thus achieving divinity, by means of scientific and technological progress. In the process, metaphysics is gradually displaced by “science,” and specifically by mathematical physics, as the architectonic discipline and philosophy relegated to a disciplinary role, exposing as “misunderstandings” the questions which modern science cannot answer. But as we will see, there is indeed a metaphysics implicit here, univocal and centered on power, and it does indeed legitimate a strategy of total technological control.
On the other hand, the interests represented by the Averroist or Radical Aristotelian Counter-Reaction did not disappear. While Latin Averroism gradually died out as leading philosophical trend, many of its concerns were translated into the Neo-Platonizing Humanism of the Renaissance. And we will show that there was, in fact, a direct line between the Jewish Aristotelianism of Moshe ben Maimon and the rationalism Benedict Spinoza, who conserves and advances the concerns of this trend in a new ideological context. Initially, in the early modern era, this trend tended simply to counterpoise to the Augustinian spirituality of authority and submission one of meaning and human self-cultivation without clearly defining the relationship between human self-cultivation and humanity’s ultimate spiritual aims. Later, however, this trend was joined to the democratic and socialist revolutionary movements, leading to the emergence of a new ideal centered on transcending contingency (and thus achieving a kind of divinity) by means of political action, a tendency we will call immanentism. We see this expressed clearly in Hegel, for whom the French Revolution represents a watershed by means of which Sprit becomes fully conscious of itself and Reason is embodied in the concrete order of the State. We see it in Marx (his atheism notwithstanding), for whom communism is not only the “solution to the riddle of history” but also the “resolution of the contradiction between existence and essence (Marx 1844/1978)” and we see it in Lukacs for whom the proletariat is the “unique subject-object” of the historical process (Lukacs 1921/1971). 
Far from representing an aspiration to total control, this tradition understands itself as moving humanity at long last from the realm of necessity to that of freedom. But as we will see, there are internal contradictions in the project which make it unworkable. The kind of politics which allows humanity, through the medium of the state or the party, to become the subject of human history –much less of the whole cosmohistorical evolutionary process— turns out to be incompatible with rational autonomy. 

These various strains of modernism are carried by various types of intellectuals. There is, first of all, a new clerical intelligentsia allied with the absolutist states which is the agent of the Augustinian reaction and which persists into the modern era. There are, also, however, various secular intelligentsias which emerge. There is, first of all, the scientific-technical intelligentsia, which responds to the Augustinian reaction by retreating into mathematical formalization only to emerge in the era of high modernity as a key participant in both capitalist and socialist civilization building and legitimation strategies. Second, there is a secular humanistic intelligentsia which traces its roots back to the Radical Aristotelians and  which stages what amounts to a counter-Augustinian reaction and becomes the principal carrier ideologies of immanent divinity. Unlike the scientific-technical intelligentsia, which is content to occupy a privileged role in class coalitions led by other groups, the secular humanistic intelligentsia actually mounts a bid for power at the head of a coalition including various elements in the petty bourgeoisie, the proletariat, and the peasantry. In the process a division emerges between the humanistic intelligentsia proper and the political-organizational intelligentsia which emerges from it and which is uncomfortable, as we will see, with the claims made by the humanists for philosophy and thus for their own leadership. What attempts have been made to thematize and defend the ideal of the rational, autonomous human subject have largely been the work of humanistic intellectuals after their break with the political-organizational intellectuals leading the socialist movements, but before their final and radical disillusionment.
 
Late modern and postmodern critiques of high modernism are, by contrast, rooted ultimately in the failure of the modern project to realize its aims. This has given rise to a number of tendencies which, however, share convergent concerns with the relationship between knowledge and power: Neo-Augustinians concerned with the impact modernity on spirituality, dialecticians disillusioned by the authoritarianism of actually existing socialism, Romantics, vitalists, and Neo-Pagans concerned with the impact of modern technological discipline on the will to life and the will to power, and Jews working out of rabbinic and Kabalistic traditions anxious to explain modern totalitarianism generally and the Holocaust in particular. The result is a postmodern ideological field with three poles: one Neo-Augustinian and focused on a restored spirituality of authority and submission, one critical and deconstructionist and focused on exposing ideological strategies for power, and the third vitalist and focused on releasing life from the constraints of modern technological and bureaucratic discipline.  In between lies an emerging postmodern center represented by John Caputo’s “weak theology” and the late Derrida’s “acts of religion,” focused on a spirituality of difference and respect for the Other.
We will argue that all of these postmodern trends fundamentally misunderstand the problem with modernity. It is not metaphysics as such which is the problem, but modern metaphysics which is either univocal and attempts divinization by means of total technological control, or endows innerworldly civilizational progress generally, and the political in particular, with a burden it cannot bear: that of elevating humanity to the status of Subject or Necessary Being. 
Arguing these theses will require that we address some of the most profound and contested questions regarding the history of the modern era: Why and how did Europe, which in 1000 was a global backwater and in 1500 was still well behind China and Dar-al Islam, manage to become globally hegemonic?  What can this process tell us about the development of capitalism and the emergence of the modern civilizational ideal? And what, precisely, is that ideal? Is capitalism really an optimum system for resource allocation or was Marx correct in arguing that it contains irresolvable internal contradictions? Was socialism a mistake, as the neoliberals argue (Hayek 1988), was it the solution to the contradictions of capitalism as Marxists claim, or was it something else, more complex and ambiguous? And where do we stand now, after the crisis of socialism and the apparent global victory of capitalism? What is the significance of our postmodernity? Are we at the end of history? On the verge of a great clash of civilizations? Or do need other categories if we are to understand the present period. 
We will begin by analyzing the origins of modernity and the basis for European global hegemony, and will situate early modern metaphysics in this context. We will also consider the social basis and political valence of some nonmodern alternatives during this period, e.g. the Second Scholasticism which flourished in Southern Europe, Neoconfucian orthodoxy  in China, Vedanta in India, and the theosophical tendencies which became prominent in Dar-al-Islam. From there we will go on to examine the two conflicting tendencies of high modernity, distinguishing between the Anglo-American and statist roads to modernization and state formation and the resulting divergence between the antimetaphysical tendency of most Anglo-American philosophy and the totalizing metaphysics of modern dialectics. This will be the occasion for an in-depth look at where dialectical materialism and other variants of modern dialectics stand with respect to the larger tradition. We will conclude with a look at the crisis of modernity, which we argue goes back to at least 1850, and analyze the social basis and political valence of the critique of metaphysics from Kierkegaard and Nietzsche through Heidegger, Levinas, and the postmodernists. 
Early Modernity

The Origins of Modernity and the Rise of European Hegemony
The State of the Question
There are, broadly speaking, four principal theories which attempt to explain why Europe, which in 1500 was still well behind China and Dar-al-Islam both technologically and economically, was able to become, shortly after 1800, a global hegemon and, together with its offspring, the United States of America, to dominate the planet for over 200 years:

1. the interpretive sociological developmentalist theory, which traces its origins to Weber, and which ascribes the rise of Europe to cultural changes, and specifically to a new attitude towards work which derived ultimately from the Calvinist reformation,

2. the classical historical materialist theory, which attributes the rise of Europe to technological breakthroughs, which in turn led to the economic, political, and cultural changes associated with capitalist development, which in turn necessitated the colonization of Asia, Africa, and Latin America and the emergence of structures which held back their development,

3. dependency theory, which modified the original historical materialist position to stress the role of the European conquests in the primitive accumulation of capital, and

4. the ecological-demographic thesis advanced by Elvin (1973) and Lee (1986) and modified by Frank (1998), which attributes Europe’s (temporary) surge ahead of Asia to ecological and demographic conditions which favored investment in labor saving technology.
Developmentalists argue that capitalist modernization was the product of a new attitude towards work which originated in the Calvinist reformation. The Calvinist doctrine of predestination, according to Weber, created profound anxiety for believers, who wanted desperately to be able to think about themselves as among the elect. Hard work and a judicious stewardship of resources were regarded as signs of election, something which encouraged the habits essential to the accumulation of capital. Other analysts in this tradition, such as Ho Ping-ti,  have argued, conversely, that there were powerful cultural forces in places like China which militated against capitalist industrialization: a focus on scholarship rather than business and on philosophy rather than science and technology, the absence of primogeniture and an ethic which required that resources be shared across broad family networks, and the excessive role of the state in regulating the economy, granting profitable and safe monopolies, etc.

Clearly Weber captures something distinctive about the modern –and especially the Calvinist—ethos. His explanatory strategy is, however, only one layer deep: he fails to explain where Calvinism came from. And there are powerful reasons to believe that Calvinism itself was a reflex of underlying economic and political processes. The correlation between Calvinism and capitalist development is not, furthermore, nearly as tight as Weber argues, something which has required the development of “epicycles” to explain, for example, Japanese industrialization. And many of the practices which Ho Ping-ti identifies as holding back development in China, such as the sale of offices and the granting of monopolies, were, in fact, quite common in Europe. 

According to the classical historical materialist approach, European dominance is first and foremost the result of distinctive technological developments –the technical division of labor and later the steam engine-- which vastly increased productivity and which in turn broke the old feudal restrictions on production and ushered in the capitalist system. Marx and Engels themselves (Marx and Engels 1848/1978) are a bit ambiguous in places as to just how this worked. The Manifesto, for example, suggests that the European “discovery” of the Americas and improved sea routes to Asia played a critical role by expanding markets, but that it was above all the “cheap prices” of European commodities produced by the new industrial system which break down all “Chinese walls.”  Colonization and primitive accumulation are not even mentioned. Capital suggests otherwise, acknowledging the necessity of primitive accumulation and the role of colonialism in that process, without, however, modifying the overall character of the theory. 

This theory fails to actually answer the question posed –namely why Europe underwent an industrial revolution and other, previously more advanced regions of the world did not. To suggest that the expanded markets made accessible by African and American gold and silver by the development of improved sea routes to Asia catalyzed development simply will not do. Asia already enjoyed access to an enormous world market. The truth is that Marx simply took European superiority for granted. The reasons for the rise of Europe did not become a real topic of investigation for Marxists until much later.
Dependency theory represented, in this sense, a real step forward, in that it acknowledged Chinese and Islamic superiority prior to 1800 and took the rise of Europe as something to be explained. The focus on the role of the conquests in the primitive accumulation of capital is clearly essential to any understanding of how European industrialization was possible. Even so, it leaves critical questions unanswered. First, it fails to explain why the Europeans conquered the planet when they did. Second, it fails to explain why the Chinese and the Moslems, who certainly had the capital necessary to industrialize, even with out (further) conquests, did not do so.
Ecological-demographic theories focus on explaining just that phenomenon. China and India, it is argued, had lush environments which, with wet rice agriculture, made it possible to produce up to four crops per year and thus to support a large population with relatively little labor, something which led to low wages. Europe, on the other hand, had a relatively thin population and even with vastly improved medieval agricultural techniques could generate only one crop of grain per year, something which kept wages high. At the same time, Europe had relatively abundant coal and metal ores, something which China and India did not. The resulting complex of incentives made it worthwhile for the Europeans to invest in labor saving devices, while in India or China it made more sense just to continue using abundant low wage labor. 
Like dependency theory, this approach clearly makes a contribution to the problem. Together they represent the most complete explanation advanced to date. There are, however, remaining gaps in the theory. First, like dependency theory, it does not explain why the Europeans moved to conquer the planet. Second, it is by no means clear that the industrial revolution can be characterized as simply “investing in labor saving devices.” On the contrary, industrialization represents an entirely new way of relating to the physical, biological, and social universe, and is bound up with a whole complex of economic, political, and cultural changes which it certainly helped to shape but on which it also depended. More is at issue here than the rise of a new global hegemon. We are looking at the emergence of an entirely new civilization.
What follows is an attempt to answer these questions. 

A Civilizational Approach
We have already noted in the previous chapter the role of the new wave of conquests which began in the eleventh century in catalyzing the Augustinian reaction and the emergence of a univocal metaphysics  --and the role of that univocal metaphysics in catalyzing the Averroist counter-reaction which led ultimately to the emergence of modern dialectics. What we will do now will be to set that process in a larger context and show how it can be used to explain the global crisis of the civilization of the Silk Road Era and the emergence of modernity.

The Germanic migrations which brought medieval Europe into being were part of a much larger movement of peoples which must be seen to include, in addition to the Germans, the Arabs, the Turks, and the Mongols at the very least. It may also have included the Athabascan peoples who, during this same period, harassed the advanced civilization of the Anasazi in the Red Rock valley. These migrations may well have been motivated in part by ecological and demographic pressures, but we do not need to postulate such pressures in order to explain them. Rather we are looking at peoples who were still wholly or partly nomadic and who lived by stockbreeding and raiding moving to gain access to the riches of the developed civilizations of the Mediterranean Basin, Mesopotamia, Persia, India, China, and Southeast Asia. Like many such conquerors they were at least partly absorbed and acculturated by those they conquered, but they also altered profoundly the course of civilizational development. Partly this was simply the result of the shocks they imposed. Rome never fully recovered from the Germanic invasions, nor did the Celtic fringes of Northwestern Europe. The same may be said for Mesopotamia in the wake of the Mongol invasions. Ultimately, though, these invaders, precisely to the extent that they were not merely destructive, seeded a new cultural pattern deeply at odds with the Silk Road traditions. Specifically, they re-asserted, in societies increasingly dominated by merchants and scholars, the role of coercive military power. This was especially true in two places. Europe generally, and Norman England in particular, gave birth to a new ideal of sovereignty deeply in conflict with the natural law polity favored by papalists and Radical Aristotelians alike. The Turks, meanwhile, put an effective end to the Islamic quest for a political system which vested effective power in the hands of the legitimate successors to prophet and forced Dar-al-Islam to accept the reality of military dictatorship. We have already seen that in both cases the effect was to support those elements in the Christian and Islamic traditions which favored a univocal metaphysics and a theology centered on the idea of divine sovereignty. 
This said, we must still explain why it was Europe, and not the Ottoman Turks, who managed to achieve global hegemony, or at least pioneer the new cultural pattern. A number of factors were at work here. First, the forces for global conquest were stronger in Europe than they were in China or Dar-al-Islam. Once the Turks had taken control of the Islamic world and of India –and the Mongols of China-- they had, in effect, access to the most powerful economic engines on the planet. This was not true of Germanic Europe, which remained, at best, a promising backwater. The gradual “Reconquista” of Iberia had given the Germans access to one of Islam’s civilizational centers, but the real prizes were further east.  European social structure, furthermore, and especially the institution of primogeniture, meant that younger sons of the aristocracy were often left landless. During the early middle ages, when much of Europe was still being cleared and put under cultivation, this was less of a problem. Younger sons of the nobility could expect to serve a period as “knights bachelor,” but would eventually be granted land as it was cleared or conquered. But after about 1100, most of the arable land in Europe was already subject to feudal claims. Groups of armed young men accumulated in the castles of the elite with little prospect for land or marriage. The crusades and the Reconquista represent an attempt, on the part of the European ruling classes, to find a solution to this problem. 
This situation was only complicated by the Black Death, which cost Europe roughly 1/3 of its population during the fourteenth century. On the one hand, the Black Death strengthened enormously the hand of the working classes, creating labor shortages and increasing the pressures to search out labor saving devices. On the other hand, resolution of the crisis took vastly different forms in different parts of Europe. In Northern and Central Italy and the Low Countries, the peasants were effectively emancipated from feudal burdens. Some began producing wine and oil for the market; others took jobs in the flourishing woolen mills of the cities. The result was a period of prosperity based on  large scale handicrafts production which provided the economic and social basis for the cultural movement we call the Renaissance. In England, on the other hand, an early victory by the peasants was met with effective countermeasures by the landowners, who began clearing the land of the peasants and replacing them with sheep, forcing millions into the cities where they provided the reserve army which made industrialization possible. In Northern Spain the peasants formed an alliance with the monarchy in its struggle against the military orders and benefited from land reform which bound it to the monarchy and Church for centuries. In the South (the Algarve, Andalusia, and the Two Sicilies) as well as the region East of the Elbe the peasants were put down and a long seigniorial reaction followed (Anderson 1974a). 
It was in this context that a new civilizational ideal was born. In a very real sense the whole wave of Germanic conquests reaching back to Roman times had tended to undercut the integration of Europe into the Silk Road networks and to reassert the primacy of military might. This is, as we have seen, what created the social basis for the Augustinian trend within the Christian tradition, which remained a significant current throughout the middle ages. It is just that throughout most of the medieval period the Latin and Celtic patterns remained stronger than the Germanic and tended to absorb and overcome it. After about 1250 the balance shifted, and a new ideal of sovereignty emerged. Initially this was  just a matter of state formation. When the Normans succeeded in conquering the Britain, they brought a compact and cohesive land mass together under the suerzerainity of a single king for the first time. They eliminated the older Saxon ruling class and began chipping away at the autonomy of their own aristocracy. Something similar happened a little bit later in Spain. The French and German monarchies were less successful –the French in part because they based their authority on a defense of the papacy and the Germans because they were locked in a long frontal confrontation with it, but the underlying drive remained the same.

The gradual emergence of sovereign states had, in turn, a profound impact in the ideological arena. Partly this effect was spontaneous. Living under a sovereign king, people began to think of god in much the same way. Europe, which had long been only superficially Christianized and related to God only through the medium of the Blessed Virgin and locally important saints found itself gradually beginning to understand cults such as that of Christ the King. But part of the change was conscious. As we saw in the last chapter, the emerging monarchies mounted a frontal assault on analogical metaphysics and natural law ethics, which tended to constrain their autonomy by subjecting them to the authority of clerics who claimed to be privileged interpreters of natural law. Intellectuals, as we have suggested above, responded in two ways: either by retreating in to mathematical formalization, a process which led to the scientific revolution, or by emancipating itself from the clergy entirely and elaborating a secular humanistic ideology which increasingly treated humanity itself as the center, or at least the cutting edge, of the universe.
Meanwhile, another dynamic was at work –a dynamic which was distinct from but which at once benefited from and encouraged the development of sovereign nation states: the gradual emergence of capitalism or of a generalized commodity production. This process had its roots, to be sure, in the flourishing of crafts production in the high middle ages and in the incorporation of Europe into the Silk Road networks as an exported of dyed wool cloth. Those who made a fortune in trade eventually turned to banking, creating concentrations of capital which could be used to finance larger enterprises, while the emancipation of the peasantry provided, in many places, a pool of free labor which could be employed in those enterprises.

These developments by themselves would not, however, have produced a structure radically different from what we see in China in the same period: large scale handicrafts production carried out by a still skilled but increasingly proletarianized labor force in workshops which approach the scale, but not the productivity, of the modern factory. The full development of modern industry required, on the one hand, a vastly larger pool of capital, something which was acquired largely by means of conquest. The Crusades and the Reconquista represent simply the first stages in this process, which was then extended to Africa, the Americas, and eventually to Asia. This process would bear fruit only in the eighteenth century.
It was these two dynamics –the emergence of sovereign nation-states and the development of generalized commodity production which were, in turn, responsible for the two great cultural developments which ushered in the modern world: the Reformation and the Scientific Revolution. The Reformation was, ultimately, simply an extension of the Augustinian reaction which began in the mid-thirteenth century. The Scientific Revolution was the result of a more complex process but can also trace its lineage to this same point of origin. Repression of Aristotelian science encouraged a shift from teleological explanation, which was regarded as theologically suspect, to mathematical model-building, and set in motion a flourishing of mathematical physics which ultimately bore fruit in the work of Kepler, Galileo, and Newton. 
In both cases the impact of the underlying political economic dynamics are readily apparent. On the one hand, in a market society, people experience the world as a system of only externally related atoms –just precisely the universe of early modern mathematical physics. The ruthless competition which emerged as the guild system declined encouraged a perception of human nature as irreducibly selfish, while the inscrutable workings of the marketplace, which rewarded many a mediocre slacker and punished many who were talented and hard working made people feel that they were at the mercy of forces beyond their control and created a basis in experience for the idea of God as an arbitrary divine sovereign who rewards people on some basis other than their works  --i.e. the God of Luther and Calvin. The larger context of the absolutist state, meanwhile meant that the interactions between individuals unfolded in the context of a fixed frame of reference established outside the market. This is the fixed frame of Newtonian physics, in which space and time are absolute, a kind of stage on which physical interactions take place.  Indeed, just as in developing capitalism commodities retained relatively stable values, because market forces had not yet been fully unleashed, so too, in Newtonian physics the basic physical determinations of bodies –extension and mass, for example—are fixed and are not affected by their interactions with other bodies.
It is only one step from this point to the claim that if we understand the laws which govern the world we can, in effect, bring that world under our own rational control, putting ourselves in the place of God or at least making us his rational agents. Early modernity tends to stop just short of taking that step, leaving the sovereign (divine and human) in place and simply trying to understand and observe his laws.
Within this broader context of early modernity, the social forces which created and sustained the Averroist counter-reaction persist as a kind of under-current. On the one hand, the artisan-mercantile enclaves of Northern and Central Italy and the Low Countries created a context in which civilizational progress (which had been at the center of the Averroist program) could flourish without coming into conflict with either the Church or the emerging absolutist states. In the Protestant countries many thinkers tried to “read” the Reformation in a humanistic way as opening up the way towards Enlightenment. And something like a more traditional Averroist persisted in the Jewish communities which had fled al-Andalus after the Reconquista, constituting a kind of internal opposition to the whole trend towards a univocal metaphysics and a spirituality of authority and submission. 
Metaphysics in the Early Modern Era
A Univocal Metaphysics
What impact did this all have on the development of rational metaphysics? And what was the political valence of the metaphysics which developed? 

We should note, first of all, the well documented philosophical roots of the Reformation in the philosophy of John Dun Scotus and William of Occam. Scotus’ understanding of God as the infinite laid the groundwork for the emergence of a coherent doctrine of divine sovereignty among the Reformers. Luther, meanwhile, was profoundly influenced by the nominalism of William of Occam, which had the effect of making it impossible to rise rationally to a first principle in terms of which the universe can be explained and human action ordered –and thus setting the stage of Luther’s claim that religious knowledge comes only from the scriptures, and thus for the displacement of metaphysics from its place as an architectonic discipline with regulating functions even with respect to theology  (McGrath 1987, White 1994). 

The most direct philosophical heirs of this nominalist trend are the empiricists, who join the philosophical concerns of the Reformation with those of the Scientific Revolution. Empiricism represents, by its very nature, a step away from metaphysics. This is because, by limiting what we can know to possible objects of sensation we push God into the realm of the unknowable, if not the nonexistent.

This said, both moderate and radical empiricists in the early modern era managed to sustain a metaphysics of sorts. The most common approach among the moderates was the use of the argument by design and more specifically the eutaxiological argument which begins with the observation that things in the universe are well ordered and from the fact that in our experience generally is regarded as the product of rational design or conscious intention. The universe, therefore, must have an intelligent designer who endowed it with its magnificent, mathematically elegant structure and who brought into being the many things we see in nature which are clearly ordered to a purpose. This is the approach of John Locke and of William Paley, whose Natural Theology was long a required text in British universities. This approach draws out the metaphysical implications of Newtonian physics and, like the rationalist metaphysics of the same period, makes the line between creator and creature essentially quantitative. 

Another approach entirely is represented by the radical empiricism or subjective idealism of George Berkeley (Berkeley 1710). Berkeley saw himself as vindicating religion against the attacks of the materialists. Berkeley says that we know nothing except what we experience. But experience occurs inside, not outside the mind. This led him to the conclusion that ‘to be is to be perceived.’ But what does this do to things which are not currently perceived --to the famous tree which falls in the forest with no one to hear it? Berkeley must resort to the idea of an Ultimate Observer --God-- who guarantees the possible objects of sensation by perceiving them when we are not. Variations on this theme have been developed in the present period by information theoretical ‘physical idealists’ such as Frank Tipler, who attempt to resolve the dilemmas of quantum cosmology by reference to an ultimate observer.

From here, a divine command theory follows necessarily. Indeed, in so far as everything is an idea in the mind of God, everything is, in effect, a result of divine action. Similar ideas can be found in Jonathan Edwards and other New Divinity men anxious to find a philosophical foundation for Reformed Theology. Not only is the Good a result of divine decree, but so is our response to it, for which we are nonetheless morally responsible because it is also what we will (Edwards 1754/1957-1989). 

Ultimately, however, empiricism began to undercut metaphysics. We see this, for example, with the radical empiricism of David Hume (Hume 1777/1886). Humeans generally begin by granting that we can perceive ‘facts’ and ‘events.’ But since such things as ‘structures’ and ‘causal relationships’ are not direct observables, they deny their objectivity. All we are really seeing is a ‘constant conjunction’ of phenomena. Assuming that all knowledge derives ultimately from the senses (and thus ruling out the ontological argument), and in the absence of an authentic doctrine of causality, it becomes quite impossible to argue for the existence of God. Indeed, the whole notion of truth and value becomes radically relativized. Some ways of organizing our experience are better than others only because they lead to practices which work. Ideas which work survive; those which don’t die out. Survival value is not, however, the same thing as truth value. 

Morality is, from this point of view, simply a way of talking about what pleases us. This notion can be developed in a number of different ways. Hume himself, and many thinkers of similar temperament, argued for the existence of a sort of moral sensibility which led us to take pleasure in benevolent conduct. It is actions which are pleasing to this sort of preference in particular which we call moral. Later Humeans, such as F. A. Hayek (Hayek 1988), argue that there is a sort of natural selection for social practices which have survival value. It is these practices which are conserved and become part of a moral tradition. Religion, similarly, if it has a place at all, is simply a collection of practices with demonstrated survival value. 

The traces of the Augustinian Reaction can, however, also be found in most forms of Enlightenment rationalism, both directly and by way of an attempt to apply to philosophy the mathematically formalizing methods of the Scientific Revolution. Descartes, for example, begins at exactly the same point as Augustine, with an immanent critique of skepticism which, with some generosity, we might say he “borrowed” from the troubled African saint. Modern rationalism, however, has tended to pull away from the illumination theory advocated by Augustine (the idea that rational knowledge is the product of the illumination of our intellects by God’s) in favor of an attempt to ground knowledge on what it claims are analytically self-evident first principles from which rational deductions can then be made. Thus Descartes, after proving his own existence and that of God, argues that a perfect being would not have created us with faulty senses, thus grounding the validity of sense data and evading the necessity of an appeal to divine illumination. 
A word is in order regarding Descartes’ concept of God. God, for Descartes, is defined simply as “a perfect being.” We should note that the specification of God as a being rather than as Being as such already marks this metaphysics as univocal. This is further reflected in Descartes’ use of the ontological argument which, as we have demonstrated elsewhere, is essentially convertible with Zorn’s Lemma (Mansueto 2002). According to Descartes we know that God exists because God is perfect and perfection includes existence. This is essentially the same thing as saying that any partially ordered set (i.e. any set with elements which are “greater than,” “less than,” or “equal to” others has a maximal element. Not only can this latter proposition not be demonstrated (Geroch 1985); it makes the difference between us and God essentially quantitative. 
It is easy to see how such a metaphysics could lead both to an ethics and spirituality of submission and to the later “high modern” aspiration for human beings to actually become God. Like Duns Scotus, Descartes argues that morality is ultimately dependent on the divine will (Descartes 1641/1998). God could have created a universe governed by moral norms different from those which govern ours. That God created a universe ordered to the virtue and happiness of human beings is a result of a free act of grace. This virtue and happiness is furthered by means of knowledge of God, of the soul, and of the physical universe. Knowledge of God is knowledge of the principle which creates and governs all things. Knowledge of the soul is knowledge of our capacity to transcend the material world. Knowledge of the physical universe allows us to manipulate and control the world for our own benefit, while teaching us subordination to the divinely sanctioned laws by which it is governed. Similar reasoning can be found (in radicalized form) in Malebranche (Malebranche 1674/1980, 1684/1977, 1687/1980) and (in somewhat moderated form) in Rosmini (Rosmini 1841/1993). It should not surprise us to discover that Descartes was favored over Thomas in seminaries which operated under the de facto control of the French absolutist state, which was anxious to protect is autonomy from Rome (Thibault 1971). Descartes’ divine sovereign looks far more like a heavenly monarch than like a spiritual father dedicated to the development of his children. What is demanded by his ethics is, quite simply, submission to the will of God on no ground other than its infinite power. That this power may endow us with certain rights, or manifest itself in a loving manner, does not alter the underlying dynamic which is, in the final analysis, every bit as relativistic as the most extreme postmodernism. And it is far from clear why command by a powerful being, even a singularly powerful being, makes something obligatory. By this reasoning what Hitler commanded would at least have been more obligatory than the silent pleas of his victims. 

Similar, if more moderate tendencies are evident in Leibniz. Leibniz argues that the universe is composed of distinct monads, some rational and some not, which are maintained in a pre-existent harmony by the coordinating activity of God, who is at once the author and sovereign monarch of the universe. The Good consists first and foremost in this harmony, which produces pleasure for all rational creatures, and right action is action which is in accord with and helps to promote it. Humanity seems to play a critical role for Leibniz in God’s plan for the perfection of the universe. We thus find here a more dynamic conception of both the universe and of humanity than we saw in Descartes. Indeed, Leibniz clearly aims at rebuilding something like the old Aristotelian teleology on the foundation of the new mathematical physics. This physics does not, however, allow such a conclusion. Rather than an organic conception of the universe as growing naturally towards God, Leibniz gives us a universe of monads directed externally by God towards a perfection in which they remain always and forever subjects. Leibniz is careful to avoid making explicit the voluntarist implications of his approach, but they are inevitable. Indeed, it is not difficult to see in Leibniz an implicit justification for royal regulatory power during the era of emerging capitalism (Leibniz 1714/1991). 
Early Modern Dialectics
As we noted above, the concerns of the Averroist counter-reaction were, in significant measure, driven underground by the ascendancy of Augustinian philosophy and theology in the late Middle Ages. Latin Averroism persisted as an independent philosophical trend only at the University of Padova, in the work of thinkers such as Cesare Cremonini. But many of its broader themes were taken up by the Renaissance humanists. This is true first of all with respect to method. Like ibn Rusd, the humanists of the Renaissance devoted themselves to careful textual scholarship, and developed an “originalist” hermeneutic” which privileged the author’s meaning over that of commentators. On the one hand, this tended to diminish the importance of ibn Rusd himself, and of the other Islamic and Jewish Aristotelians, as a source for understanding Aristotle. But it represented the first step towards the development of the historical-critical method which has dominated religious studies in the modern era and which has certainly favored rationalizing interpretations with a broadly Averroist flavor. 
But the substantive concerns of the Averroists also found expression, albeit in a very different philosophical vernacular, within the context of Renaissance humanism. Specifically, Renaissance philosophers such as Pico della Mirandola and Giordano Bruno, translated the Averroist focus on human self-cultivation and civilizational progress into the language the Neo-Platonic revival. This represents, in many ways a development parallel to the reorientation of scientific activity towards mathematical formalization following the Condemnations of 1270 and 1277 which set the stage, as we have argued, for the Scientific Revolution. 
This survival of Averroist concerns was made possible, in large part, due to the unusual cluster of social conditions which existed in Renaissance Italy. The stalemate between the Papacy and the Empire had created a context in which networks of autonomous city states could develop governed largely by powerful merchants and bankers but sometimes with significant participation of the artisan class. These cities were inserted into the Silk Road trade networks in a fairly privileged way. The papacy maintained its legitimacy in this context in large part by positioning itself as a patron of human self-cultivation and civilizational progress (especially when viewed against background the darker visions of Luther and Calvin). Renaissance humanism, furthermore, unlike Latin Averroism, did not propose a globally rationalizing hermeneutic which called into question the legitimacy of the Church or reduce it to a mechanism for social control in system in which philosophers were the sole legitimate rulers. Even so, those Renaissance humanists who pressed Averroist themes most consistently –e.g. Giordano Bruno—did not fare well in spite of the support of powerful secular patrons.
The most direct line between Radical Aristotelianism and modern dialectics, however, by-passes Christian philosophy entirely. Idit Dobbs Weinstein (Dobbs Weinstein forthcoming a, b) has traced out the lineage linking Spinoza to the Radical Aristotelians by way of Gersonides.  Yirmiyahu Yovel (Yovel 2001), for his part, has stressed the converso milieu as the context which nurtured this tradition. It is not hard to see how the cross fertilization of Jewish inner-worldliness and the Christian focus on divinization would trace a pathway from ibn Rusd through Spinoza to Hegel and beyond. 

It is, furthermore, clear that Spinoza, despite his fascination with the results of the scientific revolution, had deep roots in the medieval Aristotelian and specifically Averroist tradition Spinoza frames the question of God not quantitatively, as perfect being, in the manner of Descartes, but rather qualitatively, in terms of the problem of substance, which for Spinoza is that which can exist on its own –i.e. Necessary Being. At the same time, he makes a very subtle move which opens up the way for a modernist transformation of the Aristotelian tradition. Human beings are but modes of this one substance, the product of intersecting networks of relationships. Our only hope for beatitude consists in identification with the whole, i.e. with God. This can be read in the manner of a very sober philosophical spirituality in the manner of Maimonides or ibn Rusd, for whom human beings found fulfillment in identification with the Agent Intellect, simply adapted to the realities of a post-Copernican cosmology, in the context of which the idea of the Agent Intellect no longer made much literal sense. But it can also be read as a challenge: to develop to or at least towards the point at which we are in fact identical with the single substance. 

What happens, in effect, is that for both an inner core of Radical Aristotelians (many of them Jews, moriscos or conversos operating in the shadows of a world in which they are no longer intellectually at home) and a broader periphery of thinkers working in other traditions (e.g. the Neo-Platonism which became prominent during the Renaissance) the developments of the late medieval and early modern era –the scientific revolution and later the democratic revolutions-- are read as actually raising humanity to the a higher ontological level. At first this is simply a new spin on the old Radical Aristotelian soteriology, which terminates (when we understand fully how the sublunar realm works) in identity with the Agent Intellect. But ultimately it pointed, by way of Spinoza’s more ambiguous doctrine of the intellectual identification with Nature = Substance = God, toward the Hegelian doctrine of innerworldly divinization. 
Let us see how this transformation plays itself out in Spinoza’s metaphysics. Spinoza begins with a number of definitions and axioms and --skipping over the cogito entirely-- proceeds through analysis of the idea of substance (something which can be conceived in and through itself, independently of any other conception) to a proof of the existence of God and of the identity between God and the universe. All particular systems are simply modifications of God; thought and extension are those two of the infinite divine attributes of which we are able to conceive (Spinoza 1675/1955).  This is, in effect, an attempt to draw out fully the implications of the Avicennist and Thomistic distinction between Necessary and Possible Being for the Aristotelian concept of substance. Ultimately only Necessary Being –i.e. God—exists in and through itself.

How do we know that ‘substance’ exists at all? In one place (Proposition VII of Part One of the Ethics) Spinoza seems to depart from the Aristotelian tradition, which argues from existence and motion and presents instead an analytic argument which reflects the spirit of modern rationalism: --that existence belongs to the notion of substance. Later, however, in Part Two, Proposition XVIII, he acknowledges that we know that something exists because our bodies are modified in certain ways by other bodies. Our knowledge of the universe, in other words, derives from sensation of finite particulars, from which we infer the existence of God. 

Though Spinoza sometimes uses mathematical language which conceals this fact, his metaphysics is analogical –i.e. the distinction between substance and modes, or God and universe is qualitative and turns on the attribute of necessity. 
Spinoza’s Ethics is first and foremost an ethics of seeking Being:. 

To act absolutely in obedience to virtue is in us the same thing as to act, to live, or preserve one’s being (these terms are identical in meaning) in accordance with the dictates of reason on the basis of seeking what is useful to one’s self (Spinoza. Ethics, Part IV, Proposition XXIV)

Lest we read this as a kind of hedonism or ethics of power, we should note that the highest expression of this drive is the intellectual love of God. 

The highest endeavor of the mind, and the highest virtue, is to understand things by virtue of the third kind of knowledge (Spinoza. Ethics, Part V, Proposition XXV). 

By the “third kind of knowledge” Spinoza means an intellectual intuition in which we grasp the very essence of God. 

The intellectual love of the mind toward God is that very love of God whereby god loves himself … (Spinoza. Ethics, Part V, Proposition XXXVI). 

This is, of course, very close –at least in the language used-- to the Thomistic concept of connatural knowledge of God. But for Spinoza this is possible on the base of natural reason alone.  We will see that this sets the stage of a distinctive strategy for innerworldly divinization –one which bears fruit, ultimately in the modern communist movement.
A Note on Reactionary and Conservative Metaphysics
We have already noted that there were parts of Europe which underwent only some of the changes associated with the early modern era –they developed modern sovereign state structures, but neither emancipated nor liquidated their peasantries and they did not undergo capitalist development. This was true especially in the regions which, in the period after the Black Death and the peasant revolts of the late fourteenth century, underwent a seigniorial reaction: the Algarve and Andalusia, and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, which after having been conquered by the Normans eventually landed in the hands of the Spanish, which held it as a nominal papal fief, as well as the whole region East of the Elbe. Whatever progressive potential there had been in Northern Spain was, meanwhile, undercut by the expulsion of the Jews and then of the Moors, which effectively exported the country’s wool textile industry and most of its bourgeoisie to the Ottoman Empire.
It was in these regions above all that we see the flourishing of the Second Scholasticism and more specifically of the Neo-Thomism of thinkers such as Cajetan, John of St. Thomas, Banez, Suarez, Molina, etc. This Second Thomism had a social basis quite different from the first. The work of Thomas himself represented an organic expression of the most advanced tendencies in high medieval Europe. Specifically, his thematization of Being as such reflects the growing weight within the social structure of human creativity, as represented not only by the intelligentsia but also by the artisan class. The political valence of Thomism, furthermore, reflected this. Thomas was almost certainly the first thinker in the dialectical tradition to affirm that since political authority rests on the exercise of the intellect and since every human being has an intellect, political authority derives ultimately from the people –even if the people may choose to delegate all or some of that authority to those who are especial wise and prudent and just. Thomas is a papalist only in the sense of upholding the role of the papacy as guardian of natural law. Political authority in and of itself is autonomous and needs no ecclesiastical sanction. 
The Second Thomism emerges out of a very different situation. On the one hand, Portugal, Spain, and the Two Sicilies were as advanced as any part of Europe in the area of state formation. These new states did, furthermore, already enjoy very substantial autonomy from the papacy. Spain had special privileges which it had acquired during the Reconquista and had its own Inquisition, which was both more brutal and more effective than anything the papacy could have devised. Indeed, by the middle of the sixteenth century the papacy had been reduced to a dependency of the remaining Catholic great powers in the struggle against the Reformation. It was above all in the economic realm that these regions were beginning to lag behind. Spain completed the Reconquista by expelling first its Jewish and later its Moorish population and in the process essentially exported its wool textile industry and much of its bourgeoisie and intelligentsia to the Ottoman Empire. This move affected the Two Sicilies as well, if less completely and effectively. Land reform in the North, meanwhile, and seigniorial reaction in the South kept the peasantry on the land and undercut the development of a proletariat. The gold and silver which Spain and Portugal extracted from their new colonies, as well as the revenues from emerging plantation agriculture were simply expended on luxury consumption, and especially on manufactured goods from Northern Europe, where the capital was actually accumulated. In the South just as much as in the Protestant North, however, the Church gradually lost is autonomy and the means were much the same: the secularization and capitalization of church lands, the suppression of monasteries, the gradual erosion of ecclesiastical immunities and exemptions, of the right of sanctuary, etc (Chadwick 1981).
In this context, Second Thomism functioned not as an organic expression of the underlying creativity of a rising civilization, but rather as a defensive form of legitimation for the Catholic monarchies and their papal allies. The result was a series of subtle changes in core doctrine. This is most apparent in the Jesuit Thomism of a thinker like Suarez, who all but abandons the Thomistic doctrine of Esse and opts for what looks suspiciously like a univocal metaphysics. He also introduced into Thomism an essentially Augustinian doctrine of the will (Treolar 387). The Dominican Thomists remained more nearly faithful to Thomas, but even their work reflects a very substantial admixture of Augustinianism, especially in their more negative anthropology and their more mechanical defense of ecclesiastical authority.
This transformation of Thomism from a creative and critical theology into a means of legitimation for conservative monarchic states is not too different from the fate of dao xue under the Yuan and Ming Dynasties, or later on in Korea or Japan. These states all served as bulwarks of meaning and order in a world which seemed to be tumbling out of control. But in the process of trying to conserve meaning they ceded more ground than they realized to their adversaries and the systems they upheld were subtly transformed in ways which gave far more scope to the role of brute power and under that of wisdom and creativity. 

This “conservative” metaphysics must, however, be distinguished sharply from the “reactionary” metaphysics of traditionalist thinkers such as de Maistre and de Bonald, who wrote during the eighteenth century. If the Second Thomism represents the need of the monarchies of Southern Europe to lean on the papacy for legitimation, and thus to at least claim to rule on the basis of natural law criteria, traditionalism represents just precisely an effort to emancipate the monarchies from such constraints. 
Traditionalism emerged as a response to the rationalism of the Enlightenment. Against the claim of Descartes and his followers to derive all knowledge from analytically self-evident first principles, the traditionalists insisted that human knowledge was a social product, based on concepts embedded in language, which constitute a sort of primitive revelation shared by all human beings. This understanding of human civilization as the product of divine revelation extended to social institutions –including the economic privileges of the feudal or ex-feudal “nobility” and (not always consistently) the authority of both the absolutist monarchies which emerged at the end of the middle ages and the popes. The effect was to put the kings and the warlord “aristocracy” on a par with the clergy as agents of God. This was the ideology par excellence of the Restoration regimes which put themselves forward as defenders of the Church and especially of the popes, but did so only at a price. Specifically, they claimed for kings not only the direct mandate from God which the Imperialist philosophers of the middle ages had claimed for the Holy Roman Emperor, but also a radical permanence which those philosophers had not. The fact that the papacy was itself regarded as an institution established by divine revelation notwithstanding, this made traditionalism an unattractive option for the papacy, which had always claimed the right to depose unjust rulers, but it nonetheless had significant influence and probably a majority of the bishops present at the first Vatican Council had some traditionalist sympathies (Heyer 1969, Thibault 1972, Chadwick 1981). The doctrine of papal infallibility proclaimed by the Council can be read either as an attempt to construct a papal absolutism along traditionalist lines as a bulwark for the ancien regime (which is probably how most of its supporters understood it) or as an attempt on the part of the papacy to assert its authority vis-à-vis the traditionalists, which is how Pio IX understood it.
 Ultimately, however, the Council condemned the principal traditionalist thesis –fideism—which holds that knowledge of God is possible only on the basis of faith (Vatican I 1990). 
Another way of understanding the difference between the conservative metaphysics of the Neo-Thomists and the reactionary metaphysics of the traditionalists is by looking at the implications of these metaphysical doctrines for the modern ideal of the rationally autonomous individual. Even as Thomism was pressed into service as an instrument against Protestant and liberal dissent, it could not help but defend the priority of conscience, arguing not that Catholics were obliged to simply submit to the magisterium, but rather that they had an obligation to inform their consciences by listening openly and respectfully to the teachings of their bishops. If this is something short of a full embrace of the ideal of rational autonomy, it is certainly not incompatible with it. Indeed, one might argue (as we will in a later section) that Thomism provided a more adequate ground for this ideal than modernist metaphysics. This is because the analogical metaphysics of Esse locates the autonomy of the individual at the ontological level, and defines humanity as the capacity to rise rationally to knowledge of first principles –something which makes it possible for human beings to order themselves to the first principle  without submission of the intellect or the will. Indeed, such ordering is the natural expression of the immanent teleology of the human will itself which seeks ever fuller participation in the Being in which it already enjoys a created share. Traditionalist metaphysics, on the other hand, is the metaphysics of power and submission par excellence and seeks not merely to correct the individualism of the Enlightenment ideal, but rather rejects that ideal as such, arguing that social order is possible only on the basis of submission.
High Modernity
Civilizational Patterns
Early modernity represents just the first stage in the development of a new civilizational ideal. The full development of that ideal involves movement from a spirituality of authority and submission to a sovereign God to one of human self-divinization. The high modern ideal is, furthermore, understood in two very different ways. On the one hand the univocal metaphysics emerging out of the Augustinian Reaction and the Scientific Revolution, in which God is understood as the Infinite, gives birth to the notion that human beings might achieve what amounts to divinity by means of scientific and technological progress. On the other hand, the analogical metaphysics sustained by modern dialectics led ultimately to the hope that humanity, by becoming the Subject of human history, might overcome contingency and realize the freedom appropriate to Necessary Being.

In tracing out the development of these two variations of the high modern ideal we will begin by analyzing the common features of high modernity: industrialism, the commodification of labor power, the modern democratic state, and secularization. We will then examine why each variant prevailed when and where it did and what impact it had on human development and civilizational progress. 
Common Structures
Industrial production has traditionally been defined as the application of non-human energy sources to the production process, coupled with a rationally developed social and technical division of labor which makes possible the mass production first of consumer goods, and later of the capital goods (the machines) which are used to produce those consumer goods.  This definition does provide a more or less adequate empirical marker by which we can differentiate industrial from preindustrial production.  But in order to grasp the concept of industry, we need to analyze the actual process of industrial production in the context of its impact on the qualitative complexity of the ecosystem. 
Industry proceeds by breaking down the organization of both the natural and the social factors of production in order to release the energy which they contain, and then harnesses that energy to reorganize matter into more complex forms to serve human purposes.  Industrial generation of energy, for example, breaks down the chemical (electromagnetic) bonds of various fossil fuels, or the nuclear bonds of certain heavy metals and uses the resulting heat either directly to drive machinery, or to produce steam, and eventually electricity, which in turn drives machinery. These machines then combine various elements mechanically, chemically, or biologically to produce complex structures which serve human purposes.  Similarly, industry breaks down pre-existing social organisms (family, clan, village), and harnesses the social capacities of the individuals through a complex social and technical division of labor, enabling them to create products more complex than any individual worker could alone. 

This is in sharp distinction to the “hortic” modes of production which preceded the modern era, in which human beings tapped into and encouraged (which is the etymological meaning of hortic) the already existing dynamics of development and simply encouraged them. Thus the seed grows naturally when placed into the ground; it grows better when watered and weeded and manured. Medieval alchemy, whether based on Aristotelian, Taoist, or Ayurvedic categories represented the highest development of this hortic technological regime, in that it proposed to tap into the creative dynamic present in nature in such a way as to produce results which in some way exceeded the purely natural, accelerating the cosmohistorical evolutionary process. Even so, it still depended on dynamics already at work in nature.  Industry, on the other hand, presupposes dead or at least inert matter, and imposes order from the outside, using purely mechanical means. 
There are several distinct stages in the development of industrial production. These stages are defined by progress in the development of new energy sources and in the organization of labor power.  Let us consider each of these dimensions separately.  The development of energy sources is fundamentally a matter of harnessing the four fundamental forces of the universe.  The first steps in this process were taken prior to the industrial revolution: the discovery of air, water, and animal power, which, in effect, harness thermodynamic gradients, the force of gravity, and the complex organic capacities of other mammals to perform useful labor. With the scientific revolution, however, it became possible for humanity to begin to harness the electromagnetic force, at first indirectly through the oxidation of various compounds to produce heat and drive steam and internal combustion engines, and later directly with the development of the electric motor.  Finally, during the middle of the last century, we learned how to harness (albeit only very imperfectly) the strong and weak nuclear forces.  The logical conclusion of the replacement of human by nonhuman energy sources is, of course, the elimination of direct manual labor, or at least routine and uncreative direct manual labor, altogether through automation.  
The organization of labor power has also proceeded through various stages.  The first of these--the social division of labor or the development of specialists in various crafts--was largely completed within most advanced tributary social formations.  The second stage consists in dividing the production of a particular object into a constantly increasing number of more or less routine tasks, which can be performed by relatively unskilled (and therefore relatively cheap) labor.  This is what we call the technical division of labor.  Integral to this stage is division between the mental and manual dimensions of the production process.  One worker or team of workers (initially the inventor or entrepreneur, later a team of salaried engineers) designs the object and the production process; another team actually executes the process.  Third, the individual tasks involved in production are subjected to detailed analysis (time motion studies, etc.) and the whole complex of bodily movements of the worker are subjected to a scientifically developed discipline designed to increase the efficiency of the production process, transforming the worker, in effect, into simply one part of a larger machine --and not, by any means, its most intelligent part.  
Industry involves the vast majority of the population in the civilizational project in a way which was not previously possible.  Much, though not all, of the industrial working class is involved in producing machines, building structures, etc., which become a semipermanent part of the human environment, and which contribute not simply to the reproduction of humanity, but to its actual development.  And the high level of productivity characteristic of industry makes it possible to release an increasingly large part of the population from direct production altogether.  
At the same time, industrial uses of energy and natural resources run up inevitably against certain definite ecological limits.  It is not at all clear that industry really increases the overall complexity of the ecosystem, and if it does, there seems to be a real point of diminishing returns. There are, furthermore, serious limits to the ability of industrial production to tap fully the self-organizing potential inherent in matter itself. Rather than catalyzing the development of complexity which already exists in matter (physical, chemical, biological, social), industry breaks matter down into its component parts and reorganizes it in a way that serves human purposes.  For the most part, it uses only the raw energy stored in material structures, not the organizing dynamic which created those structures.  This is most apparent in the way industry uses human beings: i.e. as batteries. Industrial strategies for increasing productivity reduce the vast majority of workers (including, increasingly, intellectual workers) to mere cogs in a wheel, simply moving physical, chemical, biological (or, in the case of intellectual workers) social matter from one place to another.  Industry has no way to tap into the skill or creativity of workers, and no way to recover the waste that derives from all of the potential Mozarts and Einsteins who have passed their lives painting tail fins for Cadillac.  Both of these limits are rooted in the "exploitative" character of industrial production, an exploitation which is prior to the marketplace or any other means of surplus extraction.  In this sense, it is necessary to regard industrialization as at best a very ambiguous step forward in the antientropic vocation of the social form of matter –and at worst as a tragic detour.
Industrialization by its very nature presupposed the commodification of labor. Nearly all earlier ways of organizing labor left the worker in charge of the labor process and determined the division of the value added on an essentially political and cultural basis: the exploiter could take whatever he could force the worker to give him while maintaining sufficient legitimacy to prevent rebellion. Slavery afforded the master greater control over the labor process, but left him burdened with surplus labor during downturns in demand and with unproductive laborers who he was, under most systems, obliged to support, at least after a fashion, during old age.
Capitalism overcomes all these problems. The commodification of labor means that its price, like that of all other commodities, fluctuates around its value, which is determined by the average socially necessary labor time required for its (re)production (and for the production of the inputs necessary for its production). The capitalist pays the worker the value of his labor power and owns the product of the labor performed, which includes the surplus the worker is able to produce above and beyond what he needs to reimburse the capitalist for his wages. The market at once disciplines the capitalist to pay the worker what is necessary for his reproduction and “disciplines” the worker to consume no more than is strictly necessary, making the whole social surplus product available for reinvestment. The development of capital markets, meanwhile, disciplines the capitalist to actually reinvest the surplus he captures, rather than simply consuming it in the form of luxuries. Capitalists who fail to make rational investments will, quite simply, be driven out of business. The emergence of fully developed capital markets is, however, a phenomenon of what we will call late modernity and is completed only at the end of the twentieth century with the development of information technology which makes possible the instantaneous reallocation of capital.
In this context, the debate between capitalism and socialism takes on a very different character. Early arguments for capitalism –or for free markets, since that is the way in which the arguments were cast— began from the premise that the aim of political economy is to maximize the generation of wealth. Wealth is produced by labor and labor can produce only when it is set into motion by capital. The wealth of a country will thus be determined by its capital supply. Now the capital supply cannot be increased by regulation, because investors will naturally choose the most profitable allocation of their resources possible. Regulation could at best match this, and is thus pointless (Smith 1776).
Marx’s critique of capitalism is first and foremost a response to this claim that the market is an optimal economic regulator. An early form of this critique centered on the problem of underconsumption. As industrialization advances the value of labor power declines since it takes less labor to produce the goods and services which workers need to reproduce themselves. This means declining wages and ultimately results in insufficient effective demand. Workers cannot buy what they produce and the result is an ever deepening cycle of crises (Marx and Engels 1848/1978). Later versions of the critique focused instead on the tendency of the rate of profit to fall as the economy became more technologically advanced. Value is produced by living labor. As more and more of the input into production takes the form of technologically sophisticated machinery, the rate of profit declines, leading to a tendency for capital to be redeployed to lower wage, lower technology activities in which the rate of profit is higher (Marx 1967/1978). 

Socialism, understood as a real historical social structure rather than as the ideal of a social movement, never really transcended –indeed it never really made an effort to transcend— the commodification of labor. What it did, rather, was to replace the capital markets with the state as the principal resource allocator while reducing market discipline on labor by political means and for political reasons.  In the classical Marxist vision this would lead complete the transition to a fully rational model of resource allocation and unleash a rapid development in the productive forces which would, in relatively short order, lead to the  mechanization of essentially all noncreative labor. 

The democratic revolutions must be understood in the context of the defining technological and economic features of modernity. It is not so much democracy as the modern sovereign nation state which is essential to realization of the modern ideal. The modern sovereign nation state provides a unified national market in which mass production can develop, as well as the complex monetary and legal framework which capitalism requires. Where necessary the modern state can drive industrialization by means of state expenditures, generally on arms. 

Democratic revolutions have engaged modernity in two very distinct ways. Where absolutist monarchies had build effective modern states and were leading the process of industrialization and capitalist development democracy was primarily a means of resisting modernity and limiting sovereignty. Where, on the other hand, absolutist monarchies were unable to successfully modernize, democratic revolutions became the principal agents of modernization. As we will see below, this was one of the principal factors determining which variant of the high modern ideal became dominant in a particular country.
Secularization, similarly, is a nearly universal characteristic of modern civilization, but like democracy its meaning is hotly contested. High modernity is secularization in the sense that the aim of deification, which earlier civilizations sought to realize by primarily spiritual means, and often only beyond this world, modernity seeks to realize by material means, in this world, by means of civilizational progress of some kind. This does not, however, mean that modernity, even high modernity, is characterized by a decline of religious interest or even of traditional religious belief and practice. On the one hand, high modernity is itself a kind of secret religion –rather two secret religions. On the other hand, traditional religion survives, in varying measures, in modern societies, as a form of refuge from or resistance to high modern ideals which have never been entirely accepted by the people. 
Like democracy, furthermore, the degree and form of secularization within modern societies depends in large measure on the process of modernization itself. Where traditional religious structures were able to adapt to the demands of modernity militant secularism has been rare, but where religious institutions have actively resisted modernity it has been far more common. 
Divergent Pathways of Modernization
All this suggests that we need to look very closely at the different ways in which societies have embraced and attempted to realize the high modern ideal. Here we find two divergent pathways, with a number of tributary routes and detours around and between them. The development of capitalism in England and North America proceeded along what, from a global perspective, must be regarded as very unusual lines. Throughout most parts of Europe the peasant revolts of the late tributary period were put down, and a long period of feudal reaction ensued.  Much the same was true throughout most of Asia, Africa, and the Americas, where European conquerors put down local revolts and strengthened indigenous tributary structures as a mechanism of surplus extraction and social control (Anderson 1974a).  In England, on the other hand, the peasant revolts, particularly the revolt of 1381, led to a partial victory, and by the end of the fourteenth century, the peasants had succeeded in eliminating most strictly feudal obligations, and in significantly increasing their total share of the social product. In response to this situation landowners began a long struggle to rationalize agricultural production. Many converted from grain production, which was relatively labor intensive, to wool production, which required fewer hands.  Others began to implement new and more sophisticated techniques for cultivating grain. Implementation of these techniques required a smaller and more disciplined work force, with the result that in grain growing areas as well peasants were run off their land.  Over a period which lasted nearly four hundred years the greater part of the English peasantry was gradually driven from the land, and transformed into a massive agricultural and industrial proletariat.  

When the English conquered North America, they continued this process.  The indigenous peoples of the continent actively resisted the imposition of forced labor, and so they were driven off their land, pressed westward, and eventually exterminated, opening up the continent to capitalist development. In the Southern part of the continent they imported African slaves.  The northern part of the continent, on the other hand, served as an outlet for English, and later European peasants, displaced by the penetration of capitalist relations into the countryside.  

The result was the famous "triangle trade," a powerful engine for the primitive accumulation of capital.  English traders captured or purchased slaves from Africa, which they sold to the sugar, tobacco, and later the cotton planters of the Caribbean basin.  These planters in turn sold them agricultural raw materials, which the traders then carried to the industrial centers of England, or later the American northeast.  The finished goods --rum, tobacco products, textiles-- as well as guns and other manufactured goods were then resold to African slave traders or Caribbean planters.  Grain farmers in New England, and later in the Northwest Territories, kept workers and slaves alike supplied with cheap food, and provided a secondary but growing market for manufactured goods.  Capital was accumulated primarily by the industrialists, plantation agriculture being resistant to rationalization, and the planter culture oriented towards high levels of luxury consumption.  

It is in the context of this distinctively Anglo-American experience that liberal theorists are most likely to look for evidence to support their claim that capitalism was a spontaneous development. And it is true that the Anglo-American road created a powerful constituency for liberal economic policies and for a liberal understanding of democracy.  England, as the global hegemon, was the principal advocate of free trade in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century. In England, furthermore, the monarchy had been largely successful in building a modern sovereign nation state. Building on the early advantage of the Norman Conquest, the English monarchy successfully won autonomy from Rome, built an independent gentry which served, at least initially, as its social base, and subjected the entire territory to a common system of laws and courts, a common system of taxation, etc. The democratic revolutions in England always sought to resist or at least limit this dynamic. It was the Norman barons who led the resistance to absolutism, winning the Magna Carta in 1215; other social classes gradually demanded the same rights –i.e. the same protections against the exercise of royal sovereignty—as the barons had won for themselves. Popular participation in the affairs of state came about indirectly, as first the lords, then the gentry, and eventually the bourgeoisie and working classes demanded protection from the single most important exercise of royal sovereignty –taxation— without their consent. Once the Commons had established control over taxation, of course, it had effectively gained control over the state apparatus. It was the "progressive gentry" of England during the later seventeenth and eighteenth century who provided the principal constituency for liberal theories, such as that of Locke, who argued that the state existed only to protect the "natural rights" of life, liberty, and property, and that a right to property emerged spontaneously when human beings mixed their labor (or that of agricultural laborers or African slaves under their direction) with the land.  

The United States followed a similar pathway, though Northern industrialists, facing stiff competition from England, were less inclined to support free trade than their English counterparts. It was the planter elites of Virginia, the Carolinas, and Georgia who provided the single most consistent constituency for limited government during the first century of U.S. independence, arguing for low levels of taxation and state expenditure, low tariffs, and a minimum of state regulation of the economy.  The United States also inherited the liberal understanding of democracy, and radicalized it in the context of its successful struggle for independence from the British Crown. In both contexts it was able to survive in large part because it served as a means of defending vigorous, developing capitalist economies from the encroachment of the state, and led to the development of state structures which bring together the principal interests (mostly, but not exclusively capitalist) which must be accommodated in managing a modern capitalist economy. 
Elsewhere in Europe the peasant uprisings of the late feudal period ended in defeat and were followed by a long period of feudal reaction.  When commercial agriculture finally began to develop it took a very different form.  In France for example, commercial agriculture was centered in the production of wine for export; in Eastern Europe it was centered on the production of grain to feed the workers of the emerging industrial region along the Rhine (Moore 1966: 48-54, 435). In this context, the industrial bourgeoisie remained very weak: dependent on state subsidies and state monopolies and focused on the production of arms and luxuries (Moore 1966: 56-57). Asia, Africa, and Latin America suffered an even more extreme reaction, with local tributary structures strengthened so as to facilitate these regions into agro-export platforms. 
Within this context two distinct alternatives were available. Where the state rationalized itself and became an engine of modernization (Prussia, Japan) democracy came late, and only as a result of defeat in the Second World War. Where it did not (France, Russia, and much of the Third World) we see the emergence of a revolutionary democratic and even socialist path to modernity (Moore 1966: 57-58).  Here an intelligentsia deeply formed by the tradition of modern dialectics was able to focus popular resistance to modernization on capitalism, and to cast themselves in the role of the organizers and directors of human history. In this context, democracy means popular sovereignty, not the defense of traditional or natural rights. 

These divergent pathways of modernization essentially define the different meanings of secularization within the modern world. By the time of the Reformation and Counter-Reformation the Christian churches were largely dependent on the emerging monarchic states. Where these states were able to modernize themselves they protected their churches but in the process discredited them, so that religious dynamism became focused outside the established churches. This dissent flourished largely in places where liberal democratic revolutions had successfully limited sovereignty: England, but especially the United States. Indeed, a proposal to appoint an Anglican Bishop for the colonies was one of the principal motives for the American Revolution, one often neglected by secularizing historians (Heimart 1966). In countries which followed the revolutionary democratic or socialist roads to modernity, on the other hand, modernization came to be associated with a militant secularism which confined traditional religion to the private sphere, or else attempted to repress it altogether. This dynamic was avoided only in parts of Asia, Africa, and Latin America where local religious traditions allied themselves with struggles for national liberation.
High Modern Metaphysics
The divergent pathways of modernization, in defining the meaning of secularism, also determined which of the two variants of the high modern ideal became dominant, with profound implications for the fate of metaphysics. In sectors and regions in which the Anglo-American (i.e. liberal, “spontaneous”) pattern of capitalist development predominated, or which looked to these sectors or regions for leadership, rational metaphysics tended to decline as the leading role in civilization building was taken by an alliance between the bourgeoisie and the scientific-technical intelligentsia.  This was partly a spontaneous development. In a society which lacks a conscious, rational center it becomes increasingly difficult for people to think a transcendent first principle, whether in univocal or analogical terms. The spontaneous metaphysics of a pure market society is univocal and atheistic. It is the universe of atomistic materialism which is ordered but not organized (i.e. lawlike but not purposeful) and in which individuals who understand the operation of the laws of nature can use them to their own advantage. This will be especially true where the state serves only to maintain the formal conditions for the operation of the marketplace, and does not intervene directly in outcomes, and where the Church has been tamed by the state, as is the case in most developed Protestant polities.
 Partly, though, the eclipse of metaphysics is the result of conscious policy. In the absence of a rational metaphysics there is no way to ground a moral critique of the market order. Capitalists who do not need the state will generally favor intellectual currents which thus leave them free from moral scrutiny, a preference which is expressed increasingly in the nineteenth century. Philosophical critiques of metaphysics in these regions serve to “make the world safe for capitalism.”
Elsewhere, where the state became the engine of modernization, we see a very different pattern. Here the leading role is undertaken by the intelligentsia itself, though as we will see sharp tensions emerge between the political-organizational, humanistic, and technical fractions of this “new class.” Rational metaphysics of some kind remains necessary in order to legitimate the role of conscious rational leadership and to ground the moral norms which guide the allocation of resources. In so far as this metaphysics attempts to theorize the modern project, it tends to put humanity at the very center, explicitly or implicitly divinizing humanity or some element there in as the unique subject-object of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process. At the same time, the state –or the revolutionary party which controls the state— itself resists being held accountable for its decisions and advances increasingly radical claims to an ideological monopoly. This sets up a profound ambiguity regarding the whole enterprise of metaphysics, which often continues to be practiced under some other name, as the church/state struggles of early modernity are replayed inside the state or state-party apparatus itself. 
In what follows we will analyze these two very different patterns and ask to what extent they suggest that rational metaphysics can actually be blamed for modern nihilism and state terror. But before we can do this we must look in some depth at the thinker who stands at the turning point between early and high modern philosophy and whose work has been interpreted in very different ways by the positivistic and dialectical traditions. 

The Kantian Watershed
There are many ways to understand the significance of Kant. From a purely philosophical standpoint he represents a very natural response to the philosophical impasse which had been reached by the end of the eighteenth century. Ultimately neither rationalist nor empiricist approaches to philosophy proved convincing. Having to prove the existence of God in order to validate the reliability of sensation seems to violate the principle of economy, while the empiricist insistence on beginning with sensation turns out yield conclusions no less exotic than those of the rationalists. By the end of the eighteenth century science, ethics, and religion all seemed to be in jeopardy. Kant’s aim was to reground them. That he concluded this was impossible from the standpoint of pure or theoretical reason is merely a step in the development of modern dialectics, which turned instead to practical reason and ultimately to revolutionary practice to overcome the limits of pure theory. 
But today Kant’s philosophy is rarely invoked as a way of grounding science, ethics, or religion, but rather as a demonstration that rational metaphysics, whether  in the older sense in which it had been practiced by the scholastics or early moderns, or in the sense in which it was revived by Hegel is, quite simply, impossible. 
Kant’s argument is simple. He begins by making a distinction between two types of judgments: analytic and synthetic. In analytic propositions the predicate is already contained in the subject; analysis merely draws it out. 

All triangles have three sides.

Synthetic propositions, on the other hand, join ideas which were previously separate. 

The chair is red.

Prior to Kant, it was taken for granted that analytic arguments are a priori, and that synthetic arguments are a posteriori. The judgment that all triangles have three sides requires no observation; we conclude directly from the definition. The judgment that the chair is red, on the other hand, is possible only after we have observed the chair and determined its color. What Kant proposes is that there is another sort of synthetic argument, the synthetic a priori, which provides the solution to his problem. Synthetic a priori judgments join two ideas prior to any observation, by showing that they are the condition of any possible experience. Kant claims that we make this kind of judgment all the time in mathematics. The idea of ‘7’ is not, he claims, contained in the ideas of ‘3’ and ‘4’, nor is the idea ‘shortest distance between two points’ (which is quantitative) contained in the idea ‘straight line’ (which is qualitative). The same is true of physics. The conservation of matter for example involves not an analysis but rather a synthesis of ideas. But in none of these cases are the judgments based on observation. We make the judgment prior to any observation whatsoever. 

What Kant concludes from this is that knowledge is not so much a matter of conforming our minds to objects as it is of conforming objects to our minds. He did not mean by this that the object is created by the mind, and therefore exists only within it, but rather that we know the object only as it is structured for us by the operation of the intellect. What the mind does is to take the manifold data of experience and impose on it a unified structure which makes thought possible. The forms of intuition, space and time, structure our actual sensory experience; the categories of the understanding --quantity, quality, relation and mode-- structure the way we relate experiences to each other and form them into a unified whole. 

What this does for Kant is to establish a sort of foundation for mathematics and science. Universal and necessary knowledge is possible in these disciplines because everyone organizes and unifies the given data of the senses in the same way. The same is not, however, true for metaphysics. Because the intellect unifies rather than abstracting, we cannot conclude to anything supersensible. Concepts such as the self, the cosmos and God, which Kant calls the transcendental ideals, reflect nothing more than the drive of the intellect to unify our experience perfectly. These ideas do not, however, correspond to any possible object of experience and we thus have no basis on which to claim that they correspond to anything outside the mind. Indeed, when we try to treat the transcendental ideas as if they were objects of experience, reason runs into contradictions or antinomies from which it cannot extricate itself. Thus the interminable debates regarding freedom and necessity, the finitude or infinity of the universe and its infinite divisibility or reducibility to simple parts (atoms), and the existence or nonexistence of God. 

It is on this basis that Kant rejects the historic arguments for the existence of God. The ontological proof he rejects out of hand. Being, he points out, is not a real predicate which can be deduced by analysis of some other predicate, such as ‘than which nothing greater can be thought’ or ‘perfect.’ We know something actually exists only by observation. But he goes on to reject the cosmological and teleological arguments as well. The cosmological argument, he points out, turns on extending the category of causality, by which the understanding orders sensible experience, to the supersensible realm --a move he claims is illegitimate. Similarly, the teleological argument argues from the presence of cosmic order to the notion of an orderer who is, however, beyond any possible experience. 

Unable to conclude to a first principle, Kant had to seek some other way in which to ground ethical judgments. Here, too, Kant turned to a priori reason. Like science, ethics is grounded in the a priori structure of human reason. Just as the mind unifies experience under the forms of the intuition and the certain definite categories of the understanding, so it seeks to unify our action under a single, internally consistent and universal principle, the categorical imperative: ‘Act only on that maxim whereby you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law.’ From here, Kant goes on to argue that in order to follow this principle through consistently, we must assume (though we cannot prove) freedom of the will, immortality and the existence of God.

In itself, Kant’s philosophy represents an attempt from within the dialectical tradition to realize the ideal of rational autonomy and democratic citizenship within the context of a capitalist social order. It also demonstrates clearly the impossibility of this project. In the absence of a rational metaphysics in the traditional sense it becomes impossible to make substantive judgments regarding questions of meaning and value and thus. Ethics becomes purely formal. This meets very precisely the ideological needs of the  rising bourgeoisie. A formal ethics can ground such principles as property, contract, etc., but provides no basis on which to challenge the market allocation of resources. Religion, meanwhile is respected but pushed to the background. There is no room here for interventions into the market order on the basis of revealed wisdom, but also no basis for the sort of radical secularism which attempts to replaced God with humanity in the sense of investing humanity with fully divine prerogatives. 
From here, two options were left open: a radical rejection of the whole enterprise of metaphysics, even in the very limited way in which Kant tried to practice it and an attempt to work through the contradictions which Kant discovered in pure or theoretical reason by developing a fuller and more complete account of practical reason and the revolutionary political practice it grounds. 

Positivism and the Analytic Tradition
The catalog of high modern schools which took the first path, and rejected the whole enterprise of rational metaphysics, understood very broadly as an attempt to resolve fundamental questions of meaning and value on the basis of reason alone, is quite long and we cannot possibly address them all here. Perhaps the most straightforward way of showing how this trend developed is to begin with Kant’s claim that Being is not a proper predicate. This claim does two things. First, from a purely methodological standpoint, it points towards the focus on logical and linguistic analysis which has dominated high modern philosophy in the English speaking world. Second, at the substantive level, it points towards the claim, formulated most clearly by Alfred Ayer (Ayer 1936), that most of the claims of what had hitherto passed for philosophy are meaningless. 

Where logical positivism in the tradition of Ayer differs from Kant is in its rejection of the synthetic a priori. Ayer, for example, restricts meaningful sentences to those which are purely analytic (the realm of pure mathematics) and those which describe a verifiable empirical reality (the realm of the sciences). The role of philosophy, in this context, is not so much to engage questions of meaning and value as it is to exclude them from deliberation as meaningless and not subject to rational resolution. 
Later analytic philosophy, following Wittgenstein and other opted for a somewhat broader understanding of what is meaningful, allowing the existence of different types of “language games” including, even religious language. Their legitimation of these differing forms of language, however, presupposes their exclusion from accountability before any higher rational criteria of the sort which philosophy generally, and metaphysics in particular, has generally upheld. Religious belief, in other words, might be reasonable, but not on the basis of evidence or argument, but rather because it is, as Alvin Plantinga has argued, “properly basic” in the same way as our belief that Friday follows Thursday (Plantinga 1983). This radically undercuts the authority of philosophy with respect to both ordinary discourse and the sciences.
High modernity in the positivistic tradition has, for the most part, pretended to have “gotten over” humanity’s concern with fundamental questions such as “what, if anything, does it all mean?”  But this is mere pretence. The capitalist high modernity which gave birth to positivism is, as we have argued above, every bit as much oriented towards the end of divinization as any other human society. It just pursues it differently, by means of scientific and technological progress. This is what we have called “the secret religion of high modernity.” 
From time to time this secret has gotten out. When it does, it usually takes the form of more or less explicit and transparent attempts to replace metaphysics or theology with modern mathematical physics, and to resolve questions of meaning “scientifically.” Perhaps the most striking example of this phenomenon in recent years is the vast literature regarding Anthropic Cosmology (Barrow and Tipler 1986) and especially Frank Tipler’s Physics of Immortality.  It is worth looking at Tipler’s approach in some depth, because it gives us a window on how a certain sector of capitalist high modernity engages the questions formerly dealt with by metaphysics. 
Tipler takes as his starting point a high-technology variant of Berkeley's subjective idealism.  The universe is a vast information processing system.  Matter is the "hardware" component of the system, the laws of nature the "software."  Drawing on the information theory developed by Shannon and Weaver (1949), Tipler argues that the organization of a system is its negative entropy, or the quantity of information encoded within it.  "Life" is simply information encoded in such a way that it is conserved by natural selection.  A system is intelligent if it meets the "Turing test," i.e. if a human operator interrogating it cannot distinguish its responses from those of a human being (Turing 1950).  The mathematical physical reductionism of Tipler’s model should be apparent

What is distinctive, about Tipler, however, is his technological triumphalism, which promises eternal life on a technological basis. Intelligent life continues forever, her argues, if
1. information processing continues indefinitely along at least one worldline γ all the way to the future c-boundary of the universe; that is, until the end of time.

2. the amount of information processed between now and this future c-boundary is infinite in the region of spacetime with which the worldline γ can communicate; that is the region inside the past light cone of γ.

3. the amount of information stored at any given time τ within this region diverges to infinity as τ approaches its future limit (this future limit of τ is finite in a closed universe, but infinite in an open one, if τ is measured in what physicists call "proper time") (Tipler 1994: 132-133).

The first condition simply states that there must be one cosmic history in which information processing continues forever.  The second condition states that it must be possible for the results of all information processing to be communicated to world-line γ.  This means that the universe must be free of "event horizons," i.e. regions with which an observer on world line γ cannot communicate.  It also means that since an infinite amount of information is processed along this world line, an observer on this line will experience what amounts subjectively to eternal life.  The third condition avoids the problem of an eternal return, i.e. an endless repetition of events as memory becomes saturated and new experience thus impossible.

Tipler then goes on to describe the physical conditions under which "eternal life" is possible.  In accord with the as yet incompletely unified state of physics, he presents separate "classical" or "global general relativistic" and "quantum mechanical" theories.  We take his "classical" theory first.  Information processing is constrained by the first and second laws of thermodynamics.  Specifically, the storage and processing of information requires the expenditure of energy, the amount required being inversely proportional to the temperature.

... it is possible to process and store an infinite amount of information between now and the final state of the universe only if the time integral of P/T is infinite, where P is the power used in the computation and T is the temperature (Tipler 1994: 135).

Eternal life thus becomes essentially a problem of finding an adequate energy source.  Tipler proposes finding this source in the "gravitational shear" created as the universe collapses at different rates in different directions.  This imposes a very specific set of constraints on the process of cosmic evolution.  Only a very special type of universe, the so-called "Taub" universe, named after mathematician Abraham Taub, collapses in just precisely the way required.  And even most Taub universes tend to "right" themselves, returning to more nearly spherical form.  For information processing to continue forever, life must gain control of the entire universe, and force it to continue its Taub collapse in the same direction far longer than it would spontaneously (Tipler 1994: 137).  Thus the requirement that intelligent life gain control of the universe as a whole, and control the rate and direction of its collapse, so as to create the enormous energies necessary to guarantee eternal life. 

Meeting the second and third conditions outlined above requires, furthermore, that the universe be closed, because "open universes expand so fast in the far future that it becomes impossible for structures to form of sufficiently larger and larger size to store a diverging amount of information (1994: 140)."  It also requires that "the future c-boundary of the universe consist of a single point ... the Omega Point (1994: 142)." Finally, in order to meet information storage requirements, "the density of particles must diverge to infinity as the energy goes to infinity, but nevertheless this density of states must diverge no faster than the cube of the energy (1994: 146)."  Tipler identifies, in addition to these requirements, which he calls "weakly testable," a variety of other predictions which can be used to test his theory, including the requirement that the mass of the top quark be 185 +/- 20 GeV and that the mass of the Higgs boson must be 220 +/- 20GeV (1994: 146).  Fermilab recently measured the top quark at just a little bit below this mass.
In order to understand Tipler's Quantum Omega Point Theory, it is necessary to understand some of the internal contradictions of current quantum cosmology.  In general relativity the spatial metric h and the nongravitational fields F are taken as given on the underlying three-dimensional manifold S. Cosmologists then attempt to find a four-dimensional manifold M with a Lorentz metric g (the gravitational field) and nongravitational fields F such that M contains S as a submanifold, g restricted to S is the metric h, and K is the extrinsic curvature of S, or, to put the matter differently, K says how quickly h is changing along the fourth, "temporal" dimension (1994: 162).  In quantum cosmology, on the other hand, the universe is represented by a wave function Ψ(h,F,S), which determines the values of h and F on S (1994: 174-175).  One feature of the system, however, remains arbitrary: the selection of the fixed three-dimensional manifold S. Hartle and Hawking have proposed to eliminate this contingency  by allowing the wave function to be a function of any three-dimensional manifold.  According to this view, the domain of Ψ includes all possible values of h, F, and S (1994: 178). The Hartle-Hawking formulation, however, still requires h to be spacelike on all three-dimensional manifolds S.  This restriction brings the formulation into conflict with  classical general relativity, which does not distinguish so sharply between space and time. 
Tipler points out, however, that the requirement that h be spacelike derives from a subjectivist interpretation of quantum mechanics, which interprets the wave function as a probability amplitude at a given time.  This, obviously, requires times to be sharply distinguished from space.  Tipler, however, favors a Many-Worlds interpretation of quantum mechanics, according to which all possible values of the wave function exist mathematically, and all those which permit the existence of observers exist physically.  This removes the need to distinguish between space and time, and thus the requirement that h be always spacelike.  Tipler proposes instead to allow the domain of the  wave function to include all four-dimensional manifolds which permit a Lorentz metric g.  All such manifolds permit what is known as a foliation.  They can, that is, be represented as a "stack" of three-dimensional manifolds S(t), each representing the topology of a possible universe at a different moment of time. Each foliation will have a metric h, which need not be space like, as well as nongravitational fields, induced by the enveloping spacetimes (M,g).  Any (h,F,S) which cannot be represented this way has Ψ=0; it does not exist. Similarly, there will be many spacetimes which permit the same (h,F,S).  Some of these may have a future c-boundary which is a single point --the Omega Point (1994: 174-181).  Thus the "Omega Point Boundary condition on the universal wave function:

The wave function of the universe is that wave function for which all phase paths terminate in a (future) Omega Point, with life continuing into the future forever along every phase path in which it evolves all the way to the Omega Point (1994: 181).

Now, the Four-Manifold Non-Classification Theorem states that there does not exist any algorithm which can list or classify all compact four-dimensional topological or differentiable manifolds without boundary, nor is it possible to tell if any two given manifolds are the same or different  (1994: 190).  This means that it is impossible to derive the system as a whole from any one of its elements --a situation which, following William James, Tipler identifies with radical, ontological indeterminism (1994: 187).  This means that the existence of life and intelligence, and the decision on the part of intelligent life to guide the universe towards Omega, is in fact logically and ontologically prior the universal wave function itself (1994: 183): "The wave function is generated by the self-consistency requirement that the laws of physics and the decisions of the living agents acting in the universe force the universe to evolve into the Omega Point (1994: 203)."  Indeed, in so far as the equations of both general relativity and quantum mechanics are reversible, there is no scientific reason to assume that causality runs only in one direction:  from the past, through the present, into the future.  It might just as well be seen as running from the future, through the present, into the past.  From this point of view it is God, the Omega Point, which, existing necessarily, brings the entire universe into existence and draws it to himself.

At the instant the Omega point is reached, life will have gained control of all matter and forces not only in a single universe, but in all universes whose existence is logically possible; life will have spread into all  spatial regions in all universes which could logically exist, and will have stored an infinite amount of information, including all bits of knowledge which it is logically possible to know.  And this is the end (Barrow and Tipler 1986: 677).

The question arises, quite naturally, just how we are to reach Omega.  The key link between actually existing carbon based life, and this nonmolecular intelligent living system is a "race" of intelligent, self-reproducing, interstellar probes (the so-called von Neumann probes). Tipler proposes launching a series of such interstellar probes in the expectation that as they evolve they will grasp the conditions for the long term survival of intelligent life in the cosmos, and eventually reorganize the universe on a cosmic scale in order to bring into being the nonmolecular life form(s) which can survive into the final stages of cosmic evolution.
Such probes would, of course, be extremely expensive.  It thus becomes necessary to identify an optimum path of economic development.  It is interesting to note that both Barrow and Tipler make extensive reference to the neoliberal economist F.A. Hayek in their work.   Hayek, like Barrow and Tipler, identifies complex organization with negative entropy, or with the quantity of information which a system can encode.  An economy is simply an information processing system.  No centralized planning agency or redistributional structure can grasp the complexity of a highly interdependent, rapidly developing human system, and any attempt on the part of such agencies to plan the society will inevitably result in a loss of complexity and will hold back growth and development.

Certainly nobody has yet succeeded in deliberately arranging all the activities that go on in a complex society.  If anyone did ever succeed in fully organizing such a society, it would no longer make use of many minds, but would be altogether dependent on one mind; it would certainly not be very complex but extremely primitive --and so would soon be the mind whose knowledge and will determined everything.  The facts which could enter into the design of such an order could be only those which were known and digested by this mind; and as only he could decide on action and thus gain experience, there would be none of that interplay of many minds in which alone mind can grow (Hayek 1973: 49).

What Hayek calls the "extended order" of the marketplace, on the other hand, is uniquely capable of accessing, processing, and communicating vast quantities of information.

Much of the particular information which any individual possesses can be used only to the extent to which he himself can use it in his own decisions.  Nobody can communicate to another all that he knows, because much of the information he can make use of he himself will elicit only in the process of making plans for action.  Such information will be evoked as he works upon the particular task he has undertaken in the conditions in which he finds himself, such  as the relative scarcity of various materials to which he has access.  Only thus can the individual find out what to look for, and what helps him to do this in the market is the responses others make to what they find in their own environments (Hayek 1988: 77).                                                                                

Information-gathering institutions such as the market enable us to use such dispersed and unsurveyable knowledge to form super-individual patterns.  After institutions and traditions based on such patterns evolved it was no longer necessary for people to strive for agreement on a unitary purpose (as in a small band), for widely dispersed knowledge and skills could now readily be brought into play for diverse ends (Hayek 1988: 15).

The market thus takes on for Hayek what he acknowledges to be a transcendent character, organizing interactions of a scale beyond the capacity of any single mind or organization --beyond even the mind of God.

There is no ready English or even German word that precisely characterizes an extended order, or how its way of functioning contrasts with the rationalists requirements.  The only appropriate word, `transcendent,' has been so misused that I hesitate to use it.  In its literal meaning, however, it does concern that which far surpasses the reach of our understanding, wishes and purposes, and our sense perceptions, and that which incorporates and generates knowledge which no individual brain, or any single organization, could possess or invent.  This is conspicuously so in its religious meaning, as we see, for example, in the Lord's Prayer, where it is asked that "thy will [i.e. not mine] be done on earth as it is in heaven ..." But a more purely transcendent ordering, which also happens to be a purely naturalistic ordering (not derived from any supernatural power), as for example in evolution, abandons the animism still present in religion; the idea that a single brain or will (as for example that of an omniscient God) could control and order (Hayek 1988: 72-73).                                                                           

Barrow and Tipler draw on Hayek's reasoning to argue that in a market system the technological and economic development necessary to support the construction of interstellar von Neumann probes will take place spontaneously.  They argue that insofar as 

the economic system is wholly concerned with generating and transferring information ... the government should not interfere with the operation of the economic system ... if it is argued ... that the growth of scientific knowledge is maximized by information generation and flow being unimpeded by government intervention, does it not follow that the growth of economic services would be maximized if unimpeded by government intervention?  (Barrow and Tipler 1986: 173)

Indeed, they argue that if the operation of the marketplace is left to run its course, the cost of energy and raw materials relative to wages will decline to the point that humanity will become capable not only of interstellar travel, but ultimately of reorganizing the structure of the cosmos on a macroscale --developments which are both critical for their meliorist physical eschatology.  

... the price of raw materials and energy have, on the long term average, been decreasing exponentially over the past two centuries ...  (Barrow and Tipler 1986: 172).

The sort of interstellar probes which Barrow and Tipler believe are necessary in order to secure the destiny of intelligent life in the cosmos would currently cost between $3x1010 and $2x1014, depending on their speed.

These costs ... seem quite large to us, but there is evidence that they could not seem large to a member of a civilization greatly in advance of ours ... the cost relative to wages of raw materials, including fuel, has been dropping exponentially with a time constant of 50 years for the past 150 years.  If we assume this trend continues for the next 400 years ... then to an inhabitant of our own civilization at this future date, the cost of a low velocity probe would be as difficult to raise as 10 million dollars today, and the cost of a high-velocity probe would be as difficult to raise as 70 billion dollars today.  The former cost is easily within the ability of ... at least 100,000 Americans ... and the Space Telescope project budget exceeds $109.  If the cost trend continues for the next 800 years, then the cost of a $3x1010  probe would be as difficult to raise as $4000 today.  An interstellar probe would appear to cost as much then as a home computer does now ...  In such a society, someone  would almost certainly build and launch a probe (Barrow and Tipler 1986: 583).  

Tipler's cosmology even has theological implications.  Despite his frequent references to Aristotle and Aquinas, and his effort to show the compatibility of his theory with most of the principal religious traditions, these implications tend very clearly towards Calvinist Christianity.  This is because of the centrality of what he calls "agent determinism."  Realization of the Omega Point is, in one sense, inevitable; it is required by the very existence of the universe itself.  But it presupposes the subordination of the interests of individual carbon-based organisms to a larger cosmic plan which involves the displacement of carbon based by machine, and eventually by nonmolecular intelligence. And in so far as this transition is best carried out through the unimpeded operation of rationally inscrutable market forces, it requires the submission of individual carbon based organisms to cosmic imperatives which they cannot understand, with which, at the very least, they cannot fully identify.  Eternal life, furthermore, is not something the soul achieves, by becoming actually capable of infinite self-organizing activity, but rather something bestowed on it by the nearly omnipotent and omniscient beings near Omega, simply because it is in their self-interest.  Tipler makes a game-theoretical argument (1994: 245-259) that these beings will resurrect us, and will bestow eternal life upon us, and that this will be a life of potentially infinite richness and joy --but ultimately the decision is theirs.  We have here, in effect, an anthropic cosmological argument not only for neoliberal economics but for a peculiar, high tech, Calvinism.
What are we to make of all this?

We have published detailed critiques of Tipler's science elsewhere (Mansueto 1995, 2002b, 2005). From the standpoint of this work his project is interesting precisely because it shows that high modernity, and especially the high modern project of (in this case quite literally) universal technological control is in fact in no way dependent on anything like a traditional rational metaphysics. And indeed, it is due to his innocence of such metaphysics that Tipler is unable to understand the distinction between his Omega Point and the God of historical Judaism, Christianity, and Islam or why his vision, which is certainly intended to be hopeful is nothing short of terrifying to most readers.

What Tipler proposes to build is, in effect, the God of univocal metaphysics: a being like us, but infinite in knowledge and power. This is quite different from Esse as such, which is in a qualitatively different way than we are, and which is defined not by sovereignty but rather by creativity. 
This difference may, perhaps, be better illustrated at the imaginative level. The God of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, the God understood by analogical metaphysics as Esse as such, appears to the prophet Elijah, for example, not in wind, earthquake or fire, but rather in a gentle nurturing breeze (1 Kings 19:11). Attempts to illustrate something like Tipler’s strategy of technological god building, on the other hand, have yielded such images as that of the Borg Collective in the Star Trek universe, which assimilates cultures and annihilates all difference, The Matrix, or the Replicators in Stargate SG-1, who consume everything around them in order to replicated and eventually take over the universe –i.e. exactly the economy of salvation which Tipler proposes for us. 
High modernity, in other words, is quite possible without metaphysics. Indeed, in its capitalist form it works as hard as possible to drive metaphysics from the scene, declaring it not merely impossible but actually meaningless. In its place it proposes to solve all questions of meaning and value by means of mathematical physics. And the result of this antimetaphysical strategy of technological godbuilding is just precisely the nightmare of universal technological domination which the postmodernists attribute to metaphysics. 
High Modern Dialectics
There was, however, another way to read Kant –i.e. not as finally ruling out engagement with or even resolution of  fundamental questions of meaning and value but, rather, as displacing that engagement from the realm of pure to that of practical reason, and from the realm of contemplation to that of action. This is, in effect, a radicalization of the dynamic already at work in the Averroist counter-reaction and Renaissance humanism, which focused humanity’s attention on the task of civilizational progress as opposed to the pursuit of the beatific vision. Here the analogical metaphysics of the dialectical tradition is saved, but with the –extraordinary--  difference that the qualitative difference between contingent and necessary Being is overcome by means of revolutionary practice, which elevates humanity to the status of conscious subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process and confers on it what amounts to a divine status. 
It is, of course, above all in Hegel that we find this agenda stated most clearly. Philosophically, Hegel represents an attempt to answer Kant's critique of pure reason by arguing --as Thomas had more than five centuries earlier-- that there is a form of reason higher than the Kantian Verstand, what Hegel called Vernunft (Hegel 1830/1971) and what the scholastic tradition knew as the separatio (Aquinas. In Boethius De Trinitate).  This higher form of reason goes beyond a formal description of the laws relating phenomena to each other --beyond even an analysis of underlying structures-- to grasp the organizing principle of things and thus the reason for their existence. Hegel's rediscovery of this sort of reason (which, with an arrogance typical of the modern world he took as an original discovery) enabled him to reconstruct rational metaphysics and, drawing on the extraordinary experience of the democratic revolutions to enrich the cosmic teleology on which it had been based with a grasp of historical teleology and the ultimate meaningfulness of the human civilizational project. He even begins a critique of the market order which, he argues, must be regulated and its contradictions ameliorated. 

Many commentators have seen in Hegel’s Philosophy of Right a profound accommodation with the Prussian state and even with the semifeudal aristocracy and Evangelical (Lutheran) Christianity. Bhaskar, (Bhaskar 1993) for example, argues that after an early infatuation with the democratic revolutions, Hegel resigned himself to the status quo and became a de facto apologist for Prussian absolutism, mapping out a strategy by means of which it might hegemonize the revolutionary intelligentsia.  This verdict is not, however, really fair. His own pretensions to the contrary, Hegel was, after all, finite and a person of his time. The wave of democratic revolutions which began in France in 1789 crested and receded early in his career and the next wave did not come until after his death. It was already becoming clear that the new world which these revolutions had ushered in was far from perfect --something which Hegel acknowledged implicitly in his critique of the limitations of the market order. It would be more accurate to say that Hegel sought an accommodation with the Prussian monarchy in order to leverage influence for the intelligentsia, which he called the universal class. Despairing of establishing the intelligentsia as the ruling class, he opted, in other words for a classic Confucian solution. Hegel’s position with respect to religion, furthermore, was hardly fideistic or irrationalist. On the contrary he reproduces within a Protestant context what amounts to a moderate (Arab) Averroist position on the religious question, apparently without even being aware of it.  Religion is, for Hegel, simply an imaginative statement of truths grasped more completely and more profoundly by philosophy and above all by his own system.  

Hegel’s standpoint was, in any case, fundamentally unstable. Hegelianism soon disintegrated into right and left wings.  The right wing did devote itself to polemics on behalf of the Prussian state (Lukacs 1953/1980). The left wing, on the other hand  cultivated the revolutionary insight that human beings create their own institutions and ideas to mount an increasingly revolutionary critique of religion, the state, and eventually the market order. 

The challenge, of course, was to find a strategy by means of which the secular humanistic intelligentsia could actually come to power. By the middle of the nineteenth century the answer was becoming clear: the intelligentsia could rule only in alliance with the working classes, and above all with the emerging proletariat, the size and potential power of which was rapidly increasing as Europe industrialized and which seemed to have nothing to bind it to the old order. Thus Marx’s claim that “philosophy is the head of the revolution and the proletariat is its heart (Marx 1843/1978: 65).” 

That the aims of communism are every bit as metaphysical as they are economic or political is apparent from Marx’s formulation in the Paris Manuscripts, where he calls it : 

… the definitive solution of the contradiction between man and nature and between man and man, the true solution of the contradiction between existence and essence, between objectification and self-realization, between freedom and necessity, between the individual and the species. Communism is the solution to the riddle of history and knows itself to be that solution (Marx 1844/1978: 84).

Understood in the context of the larger history of the dialectical tradition, and the claims of Althusser (Althusser 1965/1977, 1968/1970) and his followers notwithstanding, there is no contradiction between this metaphysical and “humanistic” concern for transcending contingency and the focus in Marx’s later works with the development of the productive forces. Like ibn Rush and Levi ben Gerson (and like Hegel) Marx regarded all knowledge and all mastery as contributing to a human self-realization which, even though the religious language has dropped away, still amounts to a kind of divinization. Indeed, communism can realize its metaphysical aims only if humanity masters cosmic history as well as its own. 

This is the interest expressed in Engels’ Dialectics of Nature (Engels 1880/1940), which is nothing if not an attempt to argue for the ultimate meaningfulness of the universe and thus to supply dialectical materialism with a more adequate cosmological foundation --a foundation which is "metaphysical" in the sense of being a universal explanatory deductive theory.. Specifically, he argues that matter has within itself a principle of motion which leads to the development of ever more complex forms of organization. This motion is governed by the "three laws of the dialectic:"  

1) Quantitative changes in material systems eventually develop to the point where they lead to qualitative difference, and thus new forms of organization.

2) This process is driven by internal contradictions, such as those which Marx discovered between the forces and relations of production but which, not confined to the social form of matter, characterize physical and biological systems as well.

3) The contradictory character of material systems notwithstanding, the drive is always towards a higher synthesis, the "negation of the negation" of which Hegel had spoken, so that not only human history but the whole cosmic evolutionary process has a definite upward direction.
By understanding these laws human beings can become the real subjects of the whole cosmohistorical evolutionary process. Indeed, we are that process become conscious of itself.
This ideal, unfortunately, began to fall apart very early on. This is because it was always internally contradictory. First, the development of science in the nineteenth century did not sustain Engel’s teleological cosmology. Engels' vision foundered on the emerging pessimism of nineteenth century science, something which was reflected most immediately in the somber predictions of cosmic heat death after the discovery of the Second Law of Thermodynamics. Second, the communist movement never really mounted a critique of industrialism or developed a strategy for transcending the commodification of labor. On the contrary, it actively celebrated the first and promoted the second by means of forced collectivizations and other policies which stripped peasants and artisans of direct control over the means of production. This is because both were necessary to the realization of the high modern ideal of mastery over nature. Only industrial production and the wage relation could generate and capture the enormous surplus necessary if humanity was to develop technologically to the point that became the subject rather than a mere product of cosmic evolution. But this meant that far from cultivating rational autonomy and creativity among the working classes, actually existing socialism was every bit as alienating as capitalism. Third, the kind of world-transforming politics which was implicit in the communist ideal was never really compatible with participatory democracy. This is already apparent in Marx himself: it is philosophy, not the proletariat, which is the head of the revolution and thus the subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process. But this contradiction is reproduced, as it were, at a higher level, within the revolutionary intelligentsia which, if it is to be effective and not disintegrate into a bohemian subculture of warring ideological sects must be disciplined into a compact vanguard, as Lenin suggested (Lenin 1905/1971). And yet the effect of this is to strip of even most of the revolutionary intelligentsia of its role in organizing and directing human history. Indeed, the tendency has been towards the sometimes visionary but almost always brutal dictatorship of a single great leader, who becomes the real subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process, a god-emperor of a sort that would have made the Pharaohs envious, or else bureaucratic management by a collective of colorless technocrats. Finally, at the ideological level, modern dialectics suffers from a failure to complete its own metaphysics. We have already noted above that from the nineteenth century on modern science failed to sustain the teleological cosmology which dialectical materialism required. This was a problem not only from the standpoint of the aim of technological mastery, but also from the standpoint of intellectual coherence. A universe which, according to the very science which is to be the means of our mastery, ends inevitably in cosmic heat death or an endless frigid expansion, or a “big crunch” does not really permit human self-divinization. This, in turn, creates a legitimation problem, because it undercuts the rationale for the sacrifices demanded by industrialization, the commodification of labor, and revolutionary discipline. 
It is as if high modern dialectics was born crippled and already out of time. 
We will explore the contradictions of actually existing socialism later in this chapter, as part of our analysis of late or “post” modernity and of the current situation. For now we need to ask how what we have said thus far about high modern dialectics bears on the principal question of this work.  We should note, first of all, that it is only with regard to the tradition of modern dialectics which we have been tracing from the Averroist Counter-Reaction up through Hegel, Marx, Engels, and their interpreters that the claims of Heidegger and the postmodernists regarding “metaphysics” really make any sense at all. Modern dialectics is the only totalizing metaphysics which can reasonably be connected with modern nihilism and state terror. The political-theological critique of metaphysics is actually a form of disguised anticommunism. But we have already demonstrated that there is nothing in metaphysics as such, or in the larger dialectical tradition which leads to nihilism or state terror. Quite the contrary, we have shown that the analogical metaphysics of Esse and its analogues in other civilizational traditions have a long history of grounding efforts to advance human development and civilizational progress. It is, rather, specifically, the innerworldly strategy of divinization which, as in the case of positivistic modernity, leads to totalitarianism, albeit for slightly different reasons. Positivistic modernity seeks an unworthy goal –infinite power. Modern dialectics seeks a worthy goal by impossible and contradictory means. 

This, in turn, raises an important question: why conceal a critique of communism in a broadside critique of rational metaphysics? The answer is actually rather simple. There is nothing in the contradictions which we noted in the communist project which condemns the broader aim of transcending the market order. On the contrary, this aspiration was shared by the larger dialectical tradition which, as we have seen, came into being as part of an effort to reground a discourse around justice in the context of emerging petty commodity production, and which pursued the aim of either containing or transcending the market order without investing that aim with divinizing significance for over two millennia. It is, rather, the demand that in so doing we also transcend contingency, and that we thus gain total mastery over nature and history, which points towards a totalitarian practice. And yet it is just precisely the communist critique of the market order which Heidegger and the postmodernists seek to undermine. And there is no better way to undermine that critique than to disarm it metaphysically by undercutting the metaphysical framework in the context alone of which substantive judgments of value make sense. 
We will analyze the social basis and political valence of postmodernism in the next section. For how, however, we need to look at least briefly at the actual record of high modern dialectics as an ideological architectonic. 

In tracing the subsequent development of high modern dialectics, it is necessary to distinguish between the three geopolitical domains in which it has exercised influence: the Soviet bloc, the European (and to a far lesser extent North American) workers movements, and the national liberation movements of the Third World. It is also possible to identify trends within each of these domains between trend which interpret the dialectic in ways which emphasize one or another of Engels three laws. There are, in other words, dialecticians who see change primarily in terms of a gradual accumulation of forces, those who see change in terms of ongoing struggle and contradiction, and those who see change teleologically, as the working out of an immanent drive towards higher forms of organization. 

From the standpoint of the analysis set forth here, it is hardly surprising that the Soviet tradition should have been more friendly to Engels' dialectics of nature than the European.  The attempt to find a cosmological ground for socialism and indeed a pull towards metaphysics makes sense in the context of a successful revolutionary struggle which provides a basis in experience for hope in the ultimate meaningfulness of the universe. This pull towards a resurgence of metaphysics has come from widely diverse directions within the Soviet tradition, including both the "tektology" of Bogdanov (Bogdanov 1928)
 and his followers, which pretended to be a "universal science of organization" which replaced philosophy once and for all, but which, as a universal causal theory which claims to explain the universe and order action, qualifies as metaphysical from the standpoint of the political-theological critique, and the "dialectics" of Deborin and the "Menshevizing idealists," which represents a return, through Hegel, to positions not unlike those of the Arab and Latin Averroists (Wetter 1958, Joravsky 1961, Dahm 1988). Bogdanov in particular was associated politically with the “god-builders” Lunacharsky and Gorky, who argued that socialism, by expanding human creative potential to infinity, would eventually bring God into being, though he himself did not use that language.
We must note, however, that the pull back towards metaphysics was sharply resisted by elements within the Communist Party, and that the ensuing conflict had a very specific political content.  Both the "tektological" and the dialectical trends were based in the Communist Academy and the Institute of Red Professors, institutional predecessors of the Institute of Philosophy of the Soviet Academy of Sciences. Lenin, in spite of his emphasis on ideological discipline within the party, seemed willing to tolerate and even encourage a quasi-independent philosophical leadership based in these institutions --and this in spite of the fact that Bogdanov had been Lenin's chief competitor for leadership within the Bolshevik party during its early years, and Deborin a former Menshevik who joined the Communist Party only late in life. After Lenin's death, however, both trends were attacked for, among other things, conciliating religion, and for failing to "integrate theory and practice," or, as the Maoists would later say, to "put politics in command." Under the leadership of Deborin's former student Mitin, "dialectical materialism" was retheorized in such a way as to give priority to the principle of contradiction, rather than that of "the negation of the negation," as had been the case for both Bogdanov and Deborin, and ideological leadership was transferred to the Central Committee, with the Communist Academy and the Institute of Red Professors, now merged into the Academy of Sciences, reduced to the status of a support staff. 

At issue here is a concern on the part of the party apparatus that both the resurgent metaphysical tendencies represented by Bogdanov and Deborin (which certainly differed very profoundly from each other), and the existence of a philosophical authority independent of the party, would ultimately constrain their political autonomy. Here the metaphysicians are cast in the role of a new clergy, with the party defending the autonomy of the lay sphere –or rather the sovereignty of the party and its General Secretary. The new theorization of dialectical materialism, in a way which gives priority to the principle of contradiction, had the effect of making organization and meaning purely and simply a product of power (here human rather than divine). 

But the tektologists and the “Menshevizing idealists” both had a very serious problem. Their metaphysics really didn’t allow for the existence of an autonomous philosophical authority –a philosophical “church” in tension with the political “state.” If humanity is not merely a participant  in God’s creative power but is, rather, God himself, if we have not simple a created or emergent share in Being as such, but actually are or are becoming that power, then philosophy plays a secondary and subaltern role. It is scientific and technological progress and political organizing, not the dialectical ascent, which divinizes humanity. In the immanentist metaphysics of high modernity it is indeed the General Secretary, not the philosopher in the narrower sense, who is dominus et deus. 

Given this situation, it should come as no surprise that the crisis of high modernity and the crisis of socialism so nearly coincided with each other. There were, to be sure, elements in Europe which rejected socialism and adopted a late or postmodern standpoint as early as the middle of the nineteenth century. We shall have more to say about them shortly.  And the crisis of socialism was, to be sure, long and drawn out. As early as the late 1920s many in the Bolshevik camp were beginning to question the ability of the party-state to carry out its divinizing mission. By the time Stalin’s crimes were revealed in the 1950s, it was difficult indeed to be a true believer. But it was not until the actual collapse of the Soviet bloc in the years between 1989 and 1991 that the fate of high modernism was finally sealed.
The reason for this crisis has already been identified. Actually existing socialism, like all historic forms, has both civilizationally progressive potential and potent internal contradictions. Socialism proved an effective way of industrializing countries which lacked colonies which could contribute to the primitive accumulation of capital. Strict restrictions on luxury consumption made it possible to simultaneously superexploit large sections of the population and to improve living standards in relatively short order, before the decade or so of superexploitation became a real legitimation problem. Socialism also made it possible to centralize resources for “big projects” such as space exploration and the creation of a world-class artistic, scientific, and cultural establishment. 

So long as industrialization contributed to a rising standard of living, the party was able to maintain its legitimacy. Beginning in the 1950s, however, the party and the people began to part ways. Stalin’s strategy called for investing most of the social surplus in civilization building activities such as the arts, science, and culture and in increasing leisure time so that ordinary workers could gradually become participants in that civilizational building project, little by little fulfilling Marx’s dream of a society in which everyone could be creative. Proletarianization, however, tends to strip people of their creativity and transform them into passive consumers. What the people wanted was to consume on a scale comparable to Europe or the United States. People had rising incomes, more leisure, and growing ruble bank accounts –but nothing to spend their money on. The result was a gradual decline in labor discipline and growth in productivity, a trend which became critical some time in the mid to late 1970s. Increasingly the party was seen as supporting only itself and a small elite of the culturally creative. When an attempt was made resolve the crisis by imposing market norms and opening up the political system in order to allow more accountability, the people rebelled and the system collapsed. 
In Europe, on the other hand, socialism was stillborn. More favorable economic conditions made it possible for the bourgeoisie to meet the demands put forward by the workers movement, undercutting the revolutionary impulse and defeating the strategy of the intelligentsia, which had been to leverage a proletarian revolution into a strategy for power. 

In this context the principle of contradiction never completely overshadowed the other principles of the dialectic.  Social democrats emphasized the slow, quantitative accumulation of forces in the hope that this would eventually lead to qualitative change. This trend reflected a kind of merging between the perspectives of the technical and humanistic intelligentsia. A diverse cluster of thinkers including Lukacs and the Frankfort School emphasized the search for wholeness and a higher synthesis --what Lukacs called "the standpoint of totality (Lukacs 1922/1971)." Only the Gramscian trend emphasized concrete political analysis, something which focused them on the identification of political contradictions. What all these trends had in common, however, was a rejection of the dialectics of nature and a tendency to transform Marxism into a purely sociological theory or into a philosophical anthropology ungrounded by any metaphysics.  

This is, once again, hardly surprising given the situation of the left in Europe. Cosmological pessimism retained its hold over the defeated workers movements. But in Europe as in the Soviet Union, the conscious political strategies of the bourgeoisie also played a role. Even as Stalin and Mitin moved to constrain the resurgence of metaphysics in the Soviet Union, European Marxists rejected Soviet "diamat" and the dialectics of nature, which remained an integral part of Soviet doctrine even after Mitin, in large part because it seemed to chain them to a larger cosmohistorical process --and a central political authority legitimated by that process-- which constrained their autonomy. The humanistic socialist defense of the rational subject, in other words, came at the expense of the ultimate meaningfulness of the universe. In spite of their frequent invocations of Hegel, humanistic socialists were actually closer to Kant, affirming an ungrounded ideal of humanity –understood as rational subject-- as the creator of meaning an otherwise meaningless universe. 
Eventually, of course, the European left recognized this. The response, however, was not a turn towards metaphysics in search of a ground (and this in spite of the powerful opening by and to the Catholic Church during the 1960s and 1970s) but rather the "Althusserian reaction" which, even more so than Mitin's diamat gave priority to the principle of contradiction, and rejected the search for meaning and direction in even the limited arena of human history –and the ideal of the rational subject-- in favor of concrete political analysis of "complex structured totalities."  Marxism was reduced to an analytic tool for the workers movement, in a desperate last effort to find a strategy for power. By the 1960s and 1970s, however, when this trend emerged it was already too late. Most humanistic intellectuals had already abandoned the modernist ideal.
Marxism in the Third World represents a more complex problem, and which reflects the situation of late modernity. Before we turn, therefore, to Third World Marxism, we must look at the conditions of late modernity itself. 
Late Modernity

Social Structure

Contradictions of the Modern Project

What we are calling late modernity is, in effect, what happened to modern civilization as it became increasingly obvious that its ideal was unlikely to be realized. Late modernity thus includes both explicit rejections of the modern ideal as either unworkable or unworthy (what eventually became known as postmodernism) and adaptations of this ideal to changed conditions.
We have already suggested in  the preceding section some of the contradictions of the modern ideal in both its positivistic and dialectical variants. Here we will merely restate these for clarity  and then proceed to outline the complex process by which the modern project disintegrated.

For the positivistic variant of the modern ideal the contradictions are fundamentally scientific and technological. Modern science and technology, for all their achievements, not only has not but cannot deliver us from finitude. 

The limits of modern science and technology were already becoming apparent to some thinkers by the end of the eighteenth century. The first difficulty which came to light was demographic. Thomas Malthus, using reasoning which remains both influential and controversial to this day, claimed in 1798 that the planet would soon face unavoidable population pressures. This was because population grows geometrically and food production arithmetically. Efforts to ameliorate the situation of the poor, would, furthermore, only exacerbate the problem by allowing people who might otherwise have starved to survive and reproduce, leading eventually to a situation in which humanity exceeded the planet’s carrying capacity. While many argued, and still argue, that Malthus’ claims fail to taken into account the contribution of new technology, the actual experience of China and India in particular suggests that he was at least partly correct.
The limitation which Malthus identified was, in a certain sense, only a special case of the still broader limitation embodied in the Second Law of Thermodynamics –a result which, whatever one’s position on the specifics of Malthus’ argument and conclusions, suggests that there are limits to what industrial technology can do for us. Efforts to improve the heat engine, which was the driving force behind industrial production and thus humanity’s campaign for mastery over nature, soon led to the conclusion that a perfect heat engine, one which recycles all of its energy and thus needs only a finite amount of fuel to do an infinite amount of work, was impossible. Stated more generally, the Second Law of Thermodynamics holds that in closed systems heat dissipates or, to put the matter somewhat differently, closed systems tend towards entropy or disorder. In so far as current thinking held that the universe itself was such a closed system, the implications were especially somber. Not only does humanity face real limits to technological progress, but the universe itself is headed for a thermodynamic heat death. This result was problematic both for “early modern” natural theologies which argued for the existence of God based on the good order of the universe, and secular humanists who had displaced hopes of individual immortality onto an future of infinite civilizational progress.
Other scientific results also raised questions about the high modern ideal of unlimited progress. Attempts to bridge the theoretical gap between classical physics, which analyzed the movements of individual particles and the new discipline of thermodynamics, which analyzed aggregate properties like heat, temperature, pressure, and entropy, led to the conclusion that, over an infinite period of time a closed system will return an infinite number of times to any arbitrary initial state. This result, known as the Poincaré Recurrence Theorem, seriously undercut the idea of infinite linear progress and reappeared in philosophical form in Nietzsche’s doctrine of the eternal return.
Even Darwinian evolutionary theory, which seemed to be all about progress, had ambivalent implications. Thus Darwin’s claim that evolution occurred through random variation and natural selection, while it allowed for at least local evolutionary progress, made progress the result not of conscious rational planning and cooperation but rather of spontaneous and rather ruthless natural forces. And in so far as the “value” implicit in Darwinian theory is survival and reproduction rather than complexity, it is possible to read the theory has having nothing to do with progress after all. Organisms evolve to fill niches and while some (such as human beings) do this by developing complex new capacities, the most successful (e.g. the insects) do it by sheer reproductive exuberance. 
This situation was not, furthermore, remedied by the development in the twentieth century of relativity and quantum mechanics. On the one hand, from a purely scientific perspective these theories are mutually incompatible, based on fundamentally different mathematical infrastructures. Relativity assumes that reality is continuous; quantum theory that it is discrete. Relativity treats time as simply an additional dimension of a complex four-dimensional manifold; quantum theory retains the “classical” model of particles travelling through space “over” time. On the other hand, these theories have, for the most part, tended to produce very pessimistic cosmologies, predicting either that the universe will eventually collapse in a “big crunch” or, as is more common recently, that it will expand endlessly, with matter become more and more evenly distributed and complex organization rarer and rarer. While there certainly are scientists who have “kept the faith” with the secret religion of high modernity, as we saw in our consideration of Tipler in the previous section, this has become less and less common. Mature scientific rationality is increasingly associated with an abandonment of hope in redemption of any kind, material or spiritual. It has, in other words, become postmodern. 
If these contradictions within the positivist variant of the high modern project never quite became fully explicit, this is because the opposing, dialectical tradition instead focused attention on the structural contradictions of the capitalist system which, for nearly 150 years, became the a kind of lightening rod, attracting what was ultimately, at a deeper level, resistance to modernity as such. 

We have already discussed the internal contradictions of capitalism which Marx identified: tendencies towards underconsumption and towards a declining rate of profit and thus disinvestment in just precisely the technologically most advanced sectors of the economy. The political-economic problems were, however, even deeper than Marx had realized. Capitalism, it turned out, had a way of coping with the underconsumption and with the tendency of the rate of profit to fall as the economy became technologically more advanced. By gaining hegemony over Asia, Africa, and the Americas, Europeans were able first to secure markets for goods they could not sell at home and then, as the rate of profit began to decline, to export capital to low wage, low technology enclaves abroad. Rather than investing in steel mills, machine tools and railroads, in other words, capitalist in the late nineteenth century were investing in banana plantations. It is this phenomenon which Lenin called “imperialism.” In reality empire building had always been part of the capitalist enterprise, as it was of many other earlier social structures. But Europeans during the early nineteenth century had regarded their own era as that of the nation state, and even many Marxists did not expect capitalism to lead to a rebirth of empire. Instead, by the end of the nineteenth century, the great capitalist powers were engaged in a struggle to divide up among themselves not only Asia, Africa, and Latin America, but also the less developed (Celtic, Slavic, and Latin) fringes of Europe itself. 
The result was a sharp polarization of the planet. Much of Europe, North America, and Japan had access to the imperialist superprofits necessary to ameliorate the internal contradictions of capitalism and make concessions to the working class sufficient to blunt the socialist challenge. Asia, Africa, and Latin America, on the other hand, descended ever deeper into poverty, as foreign investment distorted their economies, displacing subsistence with plantation agriculture  and focusing development on low wage, low technology activities. In between were a group of “weak links” in the imperialist chain which either broke with capitalism altogether (Russia) or militarized their societies in order to gain or keep the colonies they needed to resolve the internal contradictions of capitalism (the fascist states, especially Germany, Italy, Japan, Spain, and Portugal). 

This phenomenon was accompanied by radical changes in the internal organization of capitalist economies. Lenin’s Imperialism captured only part of the phenomenon: the concentration of capital and the merging of banking and industrial capital into what he called “finance capital,” coupled with the emergence of large international monopolistic groupings. What was happening was, more precisely, the gradual emergence of authentic capital markets. While many enterprises well into the nineteenth century, including the most important, were privately held, the massive undertakings made technological possible by the second industrial revolution required more capital than even the wealthiest individuals could accumulate. Increasingly the publicly held corporation, with shares traded on the stock markets, became the norm. This led to the emergence of a large class of investors who were not directly involved in the management of their corporations and to the reduction of entrepreneurs and managers to subaltern strata dependent on rentiers and on the capital markets. 

The political implications of these developments were two-fold. First, the enormous concentrations of wealth that they implied seriously undercut the whole democratic project. Universal suffrage no longer meant universal participation –even indirect-- in governance. The vast sums of wealth mobilized by large capitalist groupings gave them effective control over the state, except where the working classes were able to respond with equally vast mass organizations. But effective political action required an almost military degree of discipline. The members of mass working class organizations were either passive supporters who were mobilized on election day or else cadre who followed to directives of a small number leaders. The old autodidact tradition of the skilled trades which had played such a role in both the democratic revolutions and the early stages of the socialist movement began to gradually die. Second, the nation state itself gradually began to lose its significance as a form of political organization. This pattern became fully apparent only in the second half of the twentieth century, and is still far from complete, but it presented a still greater challenge for those who still upheld the democratic ideal: how to have real participatory democracy in a globalized civilization dominated by large corporations and/or mass movements?
The contradictions of modern science and technological which undermined the positivistic variant of the high modern ideal also affected modern dialectics. Becoming the subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process, after all, presupposed scientific and technological mastery of nature every bit as much as the achieving infinite power. For the dialectical tradition, however, these contradictions were set within a context which was determined by the dynamics of revolutionary practice. We have already noted above that there was, from the very beginning, a real tension between rational autonomy and democratic participation, on the one hand, and the kind of world-transforming politics to which modern dialectics aspired. This contradiction was, furthermore, reproduced in the economic realm. To the extent that modern dialectics aspired to organize and direct not just human but cosmic history it became wedded to an industrialism which degraded and dehumanized workers and stripped them of even the ordinary subjecthood and personhood enjoyed by peasants and artisans in earlier societies. But if it abandoned its cosmic aims –as it was increasingly forced to do anyway, as modern science yielded increasingly pessimistic results, it ceased to offer real redemption. It remained humanistic but became postmodern. 
The Unfolding Crisis of Modernity
The contradictions inherent in the modern project have unfolded over a very protracted period which, as we have already suggested, reaches back to the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth century. It is, however, possible to identify several discrete stages in this crisis.

First, beginning in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, we see an early recognition of the profound tension between the dialectical ideal of rational autonomy on the one hand and the realities of industrialization and revolutionary politics on the other hand. Industrialization, as we noted, instrumentalized human beings in the name of a future in which everyone would be liberated from toil in order to engage in creative work and to participate fully in the life of the city. Revolutionary politics require that principled difference be submerged in favor organizational discipline and effective mass action. First the Terror and then the dictatorship of Napoleon established a pattern which has been re-enacted with more or less rigor by essentially every modern revolution since then: attempts to reorganize human society in such a way as to liberate humanity from the bonds of necessity disintegrate ineluctably into terror and repression and yield not utopias of creativity and participation but rather dictatorships which retreat from repression only in ultimately compromising with the very traditional institutions (private enterprise, the church) which they sought to overthrow. And what is more, this revolutionary repression is directed first and foremost at the revolutionary intelligentsia itself, whose exercise of rational autonomy comes almost by necessity into contradiction with revolutionary raison d’état. 
The first symptoms of this crisis appear in the arts. Theodor Adorno, for example, argued that the abandonment of the sonata-allegro form
, which he reads as the musical trace of the ideal of the self-unfolding of a rational, autonomous subject, in Beethoven’s late style, in favor of the external form of the Catholic mass or the more static theme and variations, reflects a double disillusionment, first with the Revolution, as a result of its termination in Napoleon’s dictatorship, and second with the Restoration which followed his defeat (Subotnik 1976). Lukacs has made a similar point about the modern novel, which reflects the struggles of the critical modern subject in a world in which meaning has become radically problematic (Lukacs 1916/1974). But the whole of the Romantic movement with its celebration of the passions over the intellect and its furtive glances backwards towards the middle ages can be regarded as a sign that the modern ideal was already in trouble as early as 1815.

The philosophy of Hegel and Marx represents, in many ways, an attempt to come to terms with these first signs of crisis, either by reconciling reason to reality or reality to reason. Soon, however, even deeper contradictions began to emerge. We have already noted that Capital responded to its own internal contradictions by seeking colonies from which it could extract superprofits to compensate for the declining rate of profit in high technology sectors at home. This in turn led to the division of the world by competing imperial powers and to “a long war” for global domination which the United States finally won only in 1989. 
Integral to this war was the emergence of fascism as political and ideological movement and strategy. Fascism was, at the political-economic level, an adaptation on the part of those more or less industrially developed capitalist countries (Germany, Italy, Japan) which lacked colonies from which they could extract the surplus necessary to ameliorate contradictions back at home. These countries needed to mobilize and militarize their populations in an effort to conquer colonial empires which England, France, and Great Britain had simply occupied. In this sense, fascism was a political strategy fully in the modern tradition.

At the political-ideological level, on the other hand, fascism tapped into the growing disenchantment with modernity which had been growing ever since the late eighteenth century. Romantic themes of land, people, blood, nation, and even religion were woven into a complex discourse mobilize peasants, workers, and the especially dispossessed petty bourgeoisie in a struggle for empire designed to save the very modern order they believed themselves to be rejecting. Meanwhile, at a psychological level, fascist ideologies spoke to deeply felt anxieties generated, in part, by the failure of modern philosophy, positivistic or dialectical, to adequately address fundamental questions of meaning and value (Gramsci 1948, Laclau 1974, Fromm 1941). 
What is less widely acknowledged, but hardly cause for surprise, is the fact that a similar dynamic operated within the anti-colonial and anti-imperialist movements in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. From a purely ethical standpoint, to be sure, the situation of these movements is quite different. It is one thing to mobilize the people to build an empire and quite another to mobilize them to resist one or to recover from the damage empire has done. But the method of mobilization bears a frightening resemblance to that employed by fascism: national, popular, and religious themes which tap into a deep seated resistance to modernity and the disruption of traditional ways of life serve to motivate struggles against imperial powers and to discipline the population for the long years of sacrifice which follow.  At the same time, with a very few exceptions, the aim remains modernization (industrialization, the commodification of labor, a modern sovereign state, and the displacement of traditional religious leaders by a modern intelligentsia).  One thinks here of the various Third World Socialisms (Arab/Islamic, African, Buddhist) which emerged in the postwar period as well as the implementation of dialectical materialism in the Third World. 
Ultimately the displacement of popular resistance from modernity to capitalism began to unravel. Partly this was due to the internal contradictions of the socialist project itself. Where capitalism is characterized by tendencies towards underconsumption and decapitalization of high technology sectors, socialism is characterized by what has come to be known as a “scissors crisis.”  This term derives from the agrarian struggles of the 1920s in which Soviet peasants, enjoying the results of land reform and lacking outlets for their increased incomes, reduced production to subsistence levels, nearly starving the cities and creating the pretext for the forced collectivization which followed (Bettelheim 1976). More generally, a scissors crisis occurs when a socialist economy, following its internal logic, both substantially frees workers and enterprises from market pressures and invests surplus rationally in civilization building activities. Workers and enterprises do not need to produce in order to survive, and have no outlets for their increased incomes, and so reduce their activity or investment levels, resulting in economic stagnation.  Thus the slow collapse of the Soviet system; thus the ability of the Chinese to avoid a similar collapse only by fully exposing workers to global market pressures and entering the world market as a low-wage entrepot –i.e. just specifically the fate socialism was to help them escape. 
More broadly, however, the crisis of socialism is the crisis of the modern project itself. Nearly everywhere mass socialist movements reflected an alliance between an intelligentsia driven by the dialectical variant of the high modern ideal of divinization by means of innerworldly civilizational progress and peasants, artisans, and workers whose resistance to capitalism was really a resistance to modernity, at least as it actually developed.  In Europe –and to a lesser extent in the United States—this alliance was able to force a “social democratic” accommodation within a still basically capitalist modernity which allowed the working classes to share in many of the benefits of modernity while protecting them from many of its contradictions –an accommodation which is now beginning to break down under the pressures of globalization. In the Soviet bloc and those parts of the Third World which followed an essentially Soviet model of socialist construction the alliance brought to power regimes which modernized rapidly, resulting in higher standards of living during the first generation, but also led to the scissors crisis noted above. As socialist economies began to stagnate after the late 1970s and the aspirations of the postrevolutionary generation for higher levels of private consumption came into conflict with socialist goals of civilizational progress, support for these regimes waned rapidly. Finally, in some parts of the Third World, usually where a strong peasant base dominated the revolutionary alliance, the aim of modernization was abandoned entirely –e.g. China during the Cultural Revolution and Cambodia under the Khmer Rouge, but also the Tanzania of Julius Nyere and Burma before the coup of the early 1960s. These regimes all lacked a credible alternative to the modern ideal. At their best they traded inequality for a shared poverty; at their worst they became frankly anticivilizational. 
Metaphysics and Late Modernity

The implications of these developments for the whole project of rational metaphysics were, of course devastating. If the Silk Road Era was the Great Age of Metaphysics, Late Modernity is the Great Age of Anti-Metaphysics. In this section we will first sketch out the complex lineage of this antimetaphysical trend. We will then specify what we call the “postmodern spectrum” of philosophical tendencies which extend from the radically secular project of the (early) deconstructionists through the “weak theological” center occupied by the late Derrida and Caputo up to such openly theological thinkers as Jean Luc Marion, specifying the social basis and political valence of each position in turn. We will conclude by considering briefly movements which rejected the antimetaphysical turn of late modernity such as Neo-Thomism before moving to address the current situation for philosophy in the next chapter. 

Lineages of Postmodernism
There are, broadly speaking two separate streams, each with its own tributaries, which have flowed into what has come to be known as postmodernism. On the one hand, with the eclipse of the positivistic and dialectical variants of the high modern ideal older and deeper currents in the Germanic culture which lies behind the modern West have resurfaced. Within this broad stream we can distinguish a religious current –essentially the Augustinian tradition—and a current which, while not secular in the modern sense, has little use for piety as it has come to be understood in the postaxial religious traditions. It might be best to call this the warlord tradition. Nietzsche, of course, is its greatest exponent. On the other hand, the dialectical tradition itself underwent a profound transformation under the conditions of late modernity which increasingly emphasized the negative, critical dimension of dialectics at the expense of the synthetic, metaphysical dimension. This stream includes much critical theory after Lukacs, including most of the humanistic “Frankfort” School and the structuralist/poststructuralist Althusserian school, as well as older dialectical currents such as Kaballah that flowed underground as it were, through the period of modernist ascendancy, only to resurface in the work of deconstructionists such as Derrida. 
It is difficult to pinpoint precisely the point at which Augustinianism ceases to be “early modern” and becomes “postmodern,” but if we define as postmodern any thought which aims the main blow at (and thus presupposes) high modern rather than medieval metaphysics, then the first major postmodern Augustinian is without question Kierkegaard (Kierkegaard 1840/1941). Where earlier Augustinians simply restricted the scope of human reason, Kierkegaard actually argues that the via dialectica is itself a path to perdition.  For Kierkegaard the very attempt to construct a system excludes the possibility of discovering God, because in rendering the universe intelligible it rules out in advance the encounter with another free personality --human or divine. God is known only in the radical inwardness of human subjectivity, only after we have despaired of the effort to comprehend and organize the world on the basis of some principle accessible to reason. 

The warlord tradition, on the other hand, is represented first and foremost by Nietzsche (Nietzsche 1889/1968).  At first no two figures could seem more different: the radical Christian and the prophet of the anti-Christ. And certainly their reasons for rejecting metaphysics are nothing if not diametrically opposed. Kierkegaard (who continues in the tradition of the Augustinian reaction) rejects metaphysics as a manifestation of human pride and the will to power; Nietzsche rejects it precisely because it represents a retreat from the raw struggle for power which, in his mind, is the only real principle which governs the universe --an attempt on the part of the weak-spirited to hide from “the world as it is” in the name of “the world as it should be,” a search for some pre-existing pattern of organization on which to depend rather than a bold struggle to organize the universe ourselves, as best we can, in full knowledge that our efforts will, in time, be swept away.

What is rejected by Kierkegaard and Nietzsche both is the presence of a meaning immanent in human activity and in the universe generally which, however, points beyond itself to an intrinsically meaningful ground. Both ultimately regard meaning as a function of power.  For Kierkegaard this power is always and only the power of God before which the only proper human response is one of radical submission.  Nietzsche, on the other hand, scorns such submission and counsels us to join the eternal struggle in which meanings are created and destroyed. 

These two strains flow together in the work of Martin Heidegger, where we find the first really complete and rigorous statement of the political-theological critique of metaphysics.  We have already stated the main elements of this critique above. Here we merely summarize. 

Heidegger's work is notoriously complex and obscure and has been buried in layer upon layer of commentary, so that it becomes difficult to say anything about him without risking exposure for some scholarly faux pas. This complex of defensive ramparts, however, in fact conceals a cluster of relatively simple claims. Heidegger's early critique of metaphysics, set forth in Problems of Phenomenology (Heidegger 1927) and Being and Time (1928) focuses on the failure of thinkers, beginning with Plato, to grasp the distinction between Being and beings, and instead attempts to theorize Being as the beingness of beings --i.e. it thinks Being in entitative terms.  Where the pre-Socratics, according to Heidegger, were able to think the self-manifestation of Being, something he associates with the term physis or nature, Plato and Aristotle increasingly use the language of morphe (form) and energeia (actuality). Form, and especially the Good or the "form of forms" is, for Plato, what really is and that in terms of which this world of appearance must be explained and judged.  Aristotle goes even further down this road, arguing that it is form which actualizes matter, bringing things into being. Rather than simply allowing Being to manifest itself, to present itself as a question, it is reduced to something other than Being, something which can be comprehended --and once comprehended, used to ground our own process of making, our own process of bringing into being.  Indeed, as Heidegger points out, the very notion of morphe derives from the language of the craftsman: it is the look or appearance given to something by its producer.  Energeia, similarly, is rendered in German as Wirklicheit, from the root for work.  Metaphysics thus grounds technology, and the larger technological mode of relating to the world.

Later (Heidegger 1941) Heidegger modified both his historical analysis and his philosophical position.  Increasingly identifying ancient Greek and German romantic thought, he claimed to hear in Plato and Aristotle echoes of the earlier Greek aletheia or unconcealment of Being and located the crystallization of metaphysics in the "translation" of Greek thought into Latin, the language of road builders and empire makers, a crystallization which is completed in the Middle Ages when Being is identified with the supreme maker, the Christian Creator God.  This process culminates, of course, in Thomas, who is the supreme philosopher of the "ontotheologic," the universal causal-explanatory system in which Being is simply an instrument for explaining and ultimately manipulating entities.  Modern metaphysical theories, such as those of Descartes and Hegel --or for that matter Marx-- differ only in giving human rather than divine subjectivity or labor pride of place.  Nietzsche's claim that the world is just the "will to power" is simply the culmination of this long metaphysical tradition, and offers just one more formulation of the first principle. 

Being, for the later Heidegger, manifests itself in a people only through the voice of the few who help it to discover its "god," a sort of mythos under which Being is revealed.

... the essence of the people is its "voice."  This voice does not, however, speak in a so-called immediate flood of the common, natural, undistorted and uneducated "person."  The voice speaks seldom and only in the few, if it can be brought to sound ...  (Heidegger >1934/1989: 319)

A Volk is only a Volk if it receives its history through the discovery of its god, through the god, which through history compels it in a direction and so places it back in being.  Only then does it avoid the danger of turning only on its own axis ... (Heidegger >1934/1989: 398-399).

In this regard Heidegger remains close to Kierkegaard, seeing humanity as a passive instrument of Being rather than an active creator of meaning. After the "turn" in his thought, however, Heidegger also becomes more interested in analyzing the historical process by which Being is unconcealed --or by which it "withdraws" leaving the world subject to techne and to the will to power-- than he is in the existential analysis of Dasein (human being or literally "being-there") as an opening to Being. While the historical process is treated here simply as a product of Being's unconcealments and withdrawals, the effect is, nonetheless, to reinstate the Nietzschean focus on the nexus between power and meaning, while endowing this nexus with an ontological legitimation which makes the forcible irruption of meaning in history no longer the product of finite human organizing activity, but rather an epiphany of Being itself.  
The political valence of Heidegger’s synthesis of the Augustinian and warlord traditions remains a subject of considerable controversy, largely because many of his ideas have been taken up by the postmodern thinkers who understand themselves as part of a New Left. This controversy is, however, not really justified. Whatever nuances continued research may add to judgments regarding Heidegger’s personal responsibility and guilt for his association with the NAZI Party, it should be apparent that his philosophy is organically fascist. This is true in the technical sense that it provides a philosophical framework in which the fascist strategy of tapping into premodern ideological currents to legitimate the mobilization and militarization of the population in serve to a project of empire building makes sense. Specifically, the notion of the historical destiny of the people as an unconcealment of Being, by Being, accessible only through a kind of foundational mythos and not subject to rational criticism and comprehension, provides a possible grounding for the NAZI project, even if it is not the grounding which the NAZI Party, much to Heidegger’s disappointment, ultimately chose. 
After its first complete formulation in the work of Heidegger, the political-theological critique of metaphysics developed in a number of apparently very different directions. Levinas (Levinas 1965) argued that Heidegger's continued use of the language of Being perpetuated the effacement of the Other in the interests of power and domination which had characterized the whole Greek philosophical tradition, which he refers to as "ontology" and advocates a new "metaphysics" rooted in confrontation with the radically Other, the victim, in which alone we can discover --but never conceptually possess--  God.  This line of reasoning has been taken up by Latin American liberationists, explicitly by Miranda (Miranda 1972, 1973) and Dussel (Dussel 1998), and more loosely and eclectically by others, for whom the encounter with the poor and oppressed becomes the unique privileged hermeneutic key for reading the scriptures --and reality in general.

The "democrat" Hannah Arendt does not frame her argument in terms of a critique of metaphysics, but the link to the thought of her fascist lover (Heidegger) is readily apparent. At the very core of Arendt's political theory is a sharp distinction between labor, work and action.  By labor she means the physical, biological, and economic processes which are necessary to sustain life.  Labor leaves nothing behind except life itself, and perhaps the freedom of another (the master) to engage in work or action.   By work she means the process of producing objects which possess some permanence, serve some purpose beyond themselves, and which are executed in accord with some pre‑conceived plan.  Work is an intrinsically teleological process.  By action she means the disclosure of the subject in relationship with other subjects --a process which unlike labor or work directly presupposes the presence of others, which, consequently has a characteristic frailty, and the outcome of which is always uncertain (Ardent 1958). Arendt criticizes the entire tradition of Western political philosophy from Plato though Marx, which, she says, understands politics as a form of fabrication or work rather than as the quintessential form of action.  

Plato and Aristotle elevated lawmaking and city building to the highest rank in political life ... because they wished to turn against politics and against action.  To them, legislating and the execution of decisions by vote are the most legitimate political activities  because in them men "act like craftsmen:" the results of their action is a tangible product,  and its process has a clearly recognizable end.  This is no longer, or rather, not yet action (praxis) properly speaking, but making (poesis) which they prefer because of its greater  reliability.  It is as though they had said that if men only renounce their capacity for  action, with its futility, boundlessness, and uncertainty of outcome, there could be a  remedy for the frailty of human affairs (195).

The tradition which Arendt criticizes, of course, reaches its consummation, in the work of Marx, for whom the transformation of the working class from mere makers of physical objects, into the conscious makers of history, constitutes the highest possible level of human development.   

The link between making and metaphysics is located for Arendt as for Heidegger in the Platonic doctrine of forms or ideas, though Arendt focuses on the term eidos rather than morphe. She notes that according to Aristotle, Plato himself was the one to introduce this term into philosophical usage and that Plato (Republic X) explicitly uses an analogy with craftsmanship to explain the doctrine. 

Is there any difference between the critiques of metaphysics advanced by Heidegger and Arendt? Absolutely. For Heidegger the critique of metaphysics makes way for the disclosure of Being, something which he makes quite clear takes place first and foremost in the historical destiny of peoples.  This is especially true after the "turn" in his thinking, when he becomes less and less concerned with the existential analysis of Dasein and more and more concerned with the historical conditions for a new unconcealment of Being.  For Arendt, on the other hand, the critique of metaphysics clears the way for a disclosure of the subject in action, to other like subjects, from whom there is some possibility of recognition. Thus the pull in Arendt's theory towards a broadly "democratic" politics.  Note, however, that both share a common rejection of work, and of the historical movements which have regarded work or creativity as a privileged opening to understanding Being itself: i.e. Catholicism and dialectical materialism. We should note as well that Arendt's "democratic" politics is fully as elitist as Heidegger's fascism: it is only those who have been freed from the necessity of labor and from the obsession with work who are really capable of public life.

Deconstructionist postmodernism (Derrida 1967/1978) can be understood as standing within this same tradition.  In  “Violence and Metaphysics,” for example Derrida develops his position dialectically, accepting the Heideggerian critique of all earlier metaphysics and Levinas' critique of Heidegger.  But he then goes on to point out that Levinas, as well, is unable to escape the "violence" of metaphysics.  In finding God in the face of the Other, do we not efface the differance and specificity of the Other as surely as if the Other (and his suffering) were reduced to a necessary expression of the divine first principle, an object of divine providence, of a vanishing moment of the human historical process? What Derrida suggests is that violence is unavoidable: there is no escape. The best that we can do is to unmask the violence embedded in our own discourse and that of others in an effort to contain the damage. 

But it is also possible to read deconstructionism as the product of a protracted disintegration of high modern dialectics from within. Here the critical events are fascism, Stalinism, the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the Sino-Soviet split, and the advent of new communisms in the Third World, and most especially of Maoism. 
Fascism represented a fundamental challenge for Marxism generally, but this was especially true for humanistic Marxism in the tradition of Lukacs, for whom the proletariat enjoyed an epistemologically and ontologically privileged position. The task of explaining how and why millions of workers were hegemonized by fascism proved daunting. Lukacs’ own Assault on Reason (Lukacs 1953/1980) provides a powerful critique of what we have called the Augustinian and warlord traditions in German philosophy, and does so within a still broadly high modern framework, but it does not address directly the question of the hegemonization of the proletariat.

It was above all an engagement with that question which pushed much of the Frankfort School towards growing pessimism. Erich Fromm (Fromm 1941) is really the only thinker in this tradition who advances a theory which focuses on the contradictions of capitalism. According to Fromm, while capitalism liberated humanity from millennia of external constraint, it failed to give most people the tools they needed in order to realize their latent potential for wisdom, creativity, and relationality and left them at the mercy of forces beyond their control. The result was the emergence of a “sado-masochistic” personality structure which seeks meaning and belonging by means of submission to an external authority. 

This theory was powerful enough to explain not only fascism, but also Stalinism, and, with some revisions (Fromm 1947) the conformism which Fromm saw in liberal democratic societies during the postwar period, while still suggesting that a humanistic socialism would be able to transcend these contradictions and unleash the full development of human capacities. But it did not take into account the fact that many of the factors leading to alienation –industrial production, bureaucracy, the triumph of instrumental reason—were characteristic of actually existing socialism as well as of capitalism, a point emphasized by the later Frankfort School, including Horkheimer, Adorno, and Marcuse, something which made the hope of “true socialism” seem more and more Utopian. 
Meanwhile, humanistic Marxism itself came under attack from a new quarter. When Khrushchev finally acknowledged Stalin’s crimes publically at the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in 1956 and committed the party to reform, he also broke sharply with what many regarded as fundamental principles of the communist tradition. On the economic front he moved to give enterprise managers far more authority and to partially restore the operation of market forces, and on the political front broke with the Leninist principles of the dictatorship of the proletariat and of anti-imperialist struggle, declaring that the CPSU would henceforth be a “party of the whole people” and Soviet Union a “state of the whole people” which would pursue the goal of communism through peace cooperation and peaceful competition with the West, in the hopes of achieving a peaceful transition both there and in the Third World. Louis Althusser (Althusser 1965/1977, 1967/1970, 1966-1969/1971) linked this new political line with the humanistic Marxist tradition with its emphasis on “expressive totalities” and argued that it led to a fundamental departure from the historic aims of the communist movement. In its place he argued for a new “structural” Marxism which treated human societies as “complex structured totalities” which could be analyzed only through empirical social scientific investigation, effectively purging the last residues of metaphysics from dialectical materialism. Critics from within the Soviet bloc, on the other hand (Konrad and Szelenyi 1967), while recognizing the self-conscious dissent of humanistic Marxism from the policies of the Soviet bloc states, argued that these “teleological intellectuals,” with their focus on transcending market norms, constituted a kind of strategic reserve for Stalinist restorationism. The first trend gravitated increasingly towards Maoism and other Third World Marxisms; the latter ultimately offered support, however critical, to the developments which led eventually to a capitalist restoration in the Soviet Bloc. 
These Third World Marxisms themselves reflected two tendencies which, while not absolutely incompatible, were fundamentally in tension with each other. On the one hand, they upheld, against Soviet Marxism after 1956, the aim of achieving not just socialism (a society in which the state has replaced the market as  the principal resource allocator) but communism, a society which is classless and communal and in which all social contradictions have been radically transcended. Also against the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, they upheld the necessity of armed struggle and of continuing class struggle after the revolution if the bourgeoisie was to be definitively defeated. The purest expression of this tendency was undoubtedly Maoism, which gave it a rigorous philosophical formulation. For Mao, dialectics is defined by the principle of contradiction. Both the role of the quantitative accumulation of forces and the goal of achieving a higher synthesis are eclipsed by a focus on identifying and "playing" the principal contradiction during any period or conjunction.  Reality is essentially a complex of contradictions, and politics the science of contradiction. 
In terms of political analysis, this focus allowed Mao and his followers to perceive clearly one of the principal dangers of the whole process of socialist construction: the contradiction between socialist property forms and the residues of commodity production, which reproduce bourgeois ideology and consumerist values and can lead to a capitalist restoration --something which did indeed eventually take place in the Soviet Union, even if one is skeptical about the claim that the restoration occurred under Khrushchev rather than Gorbachev. At the same time, the Maoist focus on contradiction tended to obscure the real achievements of the Soviet system in the areas of technological, economic, political, artistic, scientific, and philosophical development --i.e. the enormous contribution of the Soviet system to the human civilizational project, which is after all the whole point of socialism. More broadly, the Maoist focus on the principle of contradiction carries even further than Soviet diamat the transformation of Marxism in a Nietzschean direction --into a theory in which power grounds meaning rather than meaning power. And it is unclear that the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union was a result of tendencies rooted in residual petty commodity production, as Lenin feared and his Maoist interpreters argued (Yao Wen-yuan 1968), as opposed to the privatization of state enterprises based on an at least partially generalized commodity production (the wage relation).
Maoism has, based on its analysis of the "principal contradiction" of the imperialist system, argued that the progressive bloc should be based on alliance between not only the working class and the peasantry, but also the national bourgeoisie, which produces domestically for domestic consumption in the countries of the Third World. This alliance was reflected in the generous terms of compensation for "patriotic" businessmen whose enterprises were nationalized early in the revolution, in the strategy of delinking from the global market coupled with radical land reform and rural demand-led industrialization during the peak years of Maoist dominance, and in the turn towards privatization within the context of a still carefully regulated and protected market economy in the past 20 years.  At the same time Maoism, especially in its leftist forms, has been ruthless in its attacks against the tradition of the old Mandarin intelligentsia, mobilizing a series of campaigns against Confucianism and "self-cultivation" which led eventually to the Cultural Revolution. The bearers of these attacks on the intelligentsia were, however, themselves intellectuals --generally students whose prospects for intellectual employment were poor under the rather spartan Chinese regime-- acting in conjunction with the Red Army, with its poor peasant base, against the principal organization of the secular intelligentsia, i.e. the Communist Party.  As late as the 1970s it would have been easy to regard the political significance of this movement as more or less transparent: an "ultra-left" movement of marginalized intellectuals and poor peasants frustrated by the ability of the socialist system to meet their demands, and determined to break the alliance with the national bourgeoisie and accelerate the pace of socialist transformation. Their defeat could, similarly, have been read as the triumph of national bourgeois elements within the anti-imperialist bloc. This analysis, however, fails to comprehend the real political valence of the Cultural Revolution. By liquidating the older gentry intelligentsia, especially its partially modernized section which was organized in the Communist Party apparatus, the Gang of Four and their allies removed or at least weakened one of the principal obstacles to marketization in China.  They acted, in other words, as agents of the bourgeoisie in its struggle against what Amin calls the "statist" (i.e. civilization building) tendency which gained the upper hand in the USSR. 

This analysis is strengthened if we examine the ideological itinerary of Samir Amin, one of the leading theoreticians of the national liberation movements and one who has historically identified himself with the Maoist trend. Amin contributed significantly to the analysis of unequal development and unequal exchange and has consistently argued, against both the hegemonic neoliberal trend, but also against the dominant tendencies on the left, in favor of a radical delinking from the world market and a broadly Maoist approach to the problems of socialist construction (Amin 1976, 1977, 1978, 1980, 1982, 1985).  While not a philosopher, he has shown increasing interest in recent years in ideological questions.  

In the 1970s Amin was an apologist for the Khmer Rouge; by the early 1980s he was defending Maoism in terms of its contributions to economic growth --i.e. in distinctively "national bourgeois" terms. In  later 1980s he took up the critique of metaphysics, an indirect blow at the religious left, which by that point was practically the only left which remained, in favor of a universal culture based on the struggles of the poor and oppressed. Amin's comments on metaphysics are contained in a short book published in 1988 entitled Eurocentrism (1988/1989).  The book is part of his larger polemic against the dominant social democratic and pro-Soviet "revisionist" tendencies in the international communist movement which, he says, have erred in a number of related ways:

1) stressing the leading role of the development of the productive forces rather than the class struggle in the historical process,

2) focusing on the leadership of the industrial working class rather than on the alliance of the working class and the peasantry, and

3) situating the center of the world revolutionary movement in the advanced capitalist centers (especially Europe) rather than in the national liberation movements of the Third World.

At the same time, with the crisis of socialism and the rise of various nationalist and religious trends with in the national liberation movements, especially in the Islamic world, the critique of Eurocentrism has come increasingly to mean the critique of Marxism, which is increasingly understood as just another European import. Amin’s book is an attempt to reframe the critique of Eurocentrism in a way which does not give aid and comfort to Islamic fundamentalism and which leaves open room for a "truly universal culture" based on the common experience of the revolutionary struggle against imperialism. 

Amin situates "metaphysics" in the context of the emergence of what he calls tributary social formations.  In communal societies, where there was little or no systematic exploitation, the social structure did not require any special legitimation; the religion of communal societies was first and foremost an expression of humanity's dependence on the natural world. As warfare and conquest became strategies for economic growth and development, the need arose to legitimate what would otherwise have been transparently exploitative social relationships.  Furthermore, as empires grew, so too did the need for ideologies which transcended the religious particularism of the individual city or region.  Rational metaphysics, of the kind developed independently in Greece, China, and India and brought to perfection in the various scholasticisms of the long "medieval period," (which begins for Amin with the Hellenistic era and not after the collapse of Rome),  presented the universe as a vast hierarchical system in which all finite systems derive from a supreme first principle  --a sort of abstract, cosmic reflex of the tributary imperial structure itself. It is only the advent of capitalism, in which the relations of exploitation are opaque, which eliminated the need for metaphysical reflection and legitimation.

It is interesting to note that Amin regards Soviet dialectical materialism, and indeed the entire tradition springing from Engels' Dialectics of Nature, as itself quasi-metaphysical.  Indeed in so far as it is both a universal causal theory, and centered on grounding human techne, it would also count as metaphysical from the standpoint of the other thinkers we have been considering, even though it has no recourse to immaterial principles. Elsewhere (Amin 1979/1980, 1981/1982) Amin has argued that the Soviet Union, far from being socialist was in fact a "statist" society, something which he describes in terms which suggest a sort of industrialized version of the tributary state.  And the political expression of Soviet "diamat" is, of course, the "workerism," the privileging of productivity over revolutionary struggle, which is the principal object of Amin's polemics.

In a recent paper which appears in Dialectic, Cosmos, and Society 12 Amin nuances his critique of metaphysics slightly, acknowledging that human beings are "metaphysical animals" which by their very nature pose fundamental questions of meaning and value. At the same time, he develops an even more radical critique of metaphysics as an obstacle to the democratic revolutions. Judaism and Islam, he notes, are both oriented fundamentally towards the establishment of a society in which the divine will is fully accomplished, through the medium of a revealed law. For Judaism the complete realization of this project remains in the future, in the messianic age.  For Islam the messiah has, in a sense, already come, in the form of the Prophet, whose law Islam seeks to extend by conquest or conversion throughout earth. In both cases, however, the ideal remains a society in which the revealed law is actually realized. This has made it difficult for Judaism and Islam to accommodate themselves to democracy, the essence of which for Amin is the right of the people to make their own laws and their own history, without reference to either a revealed or a rational metaphysics. Christianity, on the other hand, while it has often succumbed to the theocratic temptation, has an easier time accommodating itself to democracy because of its insistence that the kingdom of God is not of this world and that the people are free to work out their historical destiny under the guidance of only the broadest moral principles. Metaphysical systems, in other words, in order to be compatible with democracy, must not ground a revealed or natural law which stands in the way of the free legislative activity of the people themselves by setting up principles of which human positive laws are regarded as mere applications. 

Amin’s position has merit as an analysis of the difficulties of democracy in the Islamic world. What it misses, of course, is that any system which leaves moral norms ungrounded and a matter of negotiation will also make it impossible to ground a critique of the market order. Amin seems not to recognize the possibility of democracy understood as a public debate around the interpretation and application of natural law –as a real dialogue around fundamental questions of meaning and value. 
The other tendency in Third World Marxism has been an engagement with or even an embrace of popular religious traditions and other forms of resistance to modernity as a means of mobilizing the people for resistance to Empire. In some cases (Asian/Buddhist, Arab/Islamic, and African Socialism) the contribution of Marxism to the ideological mix has been rather small --little more than a vague impetus towards socialism-- while in other cases (Cuba) it is Marxism rather than the indigenous tradition which has dominated. Perhaps the most important example of this phenomenon, however, is liberation theology. 
It is interesting to note, in this regard, that liberation theology  for the most part eschews the Thomistic dialectics characteristic of earlier Catholic theology in favor of a largely biblicist social ethics.  The appeal here is the authority of revelation even if the scriptures are interpreted according to what Cardinal Ratzinger and the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith call a "rationalist hermeneutic," e.g. some sort of sociological reductionism. Liberation theology for the most part has remained within the framework of a "left-wing Augustinianism" which grounds the preferential option for the poor (not, mind you, the working classes) not on their creative participation in the life of God but rather precisely in their suffering and their poverty which through an intellectual sleight of hand is confused with the voluntary poverty of the religious and taken as a sign of the ordering of the will to God. The struggle within the Catholic Church over liberation theology is really just a struggle within its Augustinian wing between these leftist forces and more traditional Augustinians who insist on an actual scrutiny of the will before rendering judgment on the spiritual state of the individual. It is, in other words, Ratzinger's Bonaventure against Boff's Angelo Clareno. Both parties reject the ultimate meaningfulness of the human civilizational project. Thomas is nowhere to be found.

What liberation theology does is to link the peasant communities, and working class communities which conserve a memory of the village community, and thus a spontaneous ability to understand the universe as ultimately meaningful and ordered to God, to the national liberation movements, via their organic intellectuals, e.g. catechists and other subaltern "pastoral agents." At the same time, the biblicist ethics and the underlying Augustinian theology actually subverts the spontaneous teleology of the indigenous wisdoms in favor of a doctrine which makes meaning and value a function of power: ultimately that of God, and immediately that of the revolutionary commandantes, who play a role in the scheme not unlike that of the Emperor Frederick in radical Joachite doctrine. The people and their “pastoral agents” don't notice that this is happening.  Their most pressing demands are, after all, being prosecuted and their "faith" is being respected. But when the commandantes abandon the people, either after a successful revolution or after a negotiated settlement  the people are ideologically disarmed. Nothing in the liberationist political culture, in either its secular or religious dimensions, allows them to ground specifically anticapitalist demands --the only demands which will really improve their situation in the long run.
 

In this sense, liberation theology –and the engagement of Third World Marxisms with popular religious traditions generally—represents a phenomenon which, while ethically very different from fascism (because it represents resistance to rather than militarization on behalf of Empire) is strategically very similar, a point which was noted by Ernesto Laclau (not with respect to liberation theology but with respect to populist movements generally in 1974 (Laclau 1974). Indeed, Laclau’s work represents a critical intersection between an evolving European “structural” Marxism and Third World Marxisms engaged with popular religious traditions. Drawing on Gramsci as well as Althusser (or on Gramsci read through an Althusserian lens) Laclau argues the fascism was a strategy for hegemony centered on the appropriation of national, popular, and democratic traditions in order to reinforce capitalism and imperialism. The appropriate strategy for the Left is an appeal to these same traditions on behalf of socialism.
But if such different political forms can be constructed in such similar ways –indeed, if political forms are ultimately constructed, rather than being expressions of an underlying class standpoint, as they were for Lukacs and his interpreters, then Marxist class essentialism has already been abandoned (Laclau and Mouffe 1985). And this, indeed, is the long term tendency of both European structural Marxism and Third World Marxisms generally. Maoism, to be sure, retains the language of class, but is ultimately an open-ended politics without ground and without telos which exploits contradictions for the sake of building power and effecting change. The more populist trend in Third World Marxisms exchanges the language of class for that of “the people” or an “oppressed” which includes the whole Third World, and not only workers and peasants, as well as women, the young, the disabled, etc., etc. for whom a fundamental “option” is made on the grounds of faith –or even groundlessly—rather than on the basis of reason. 
And here, of course, we arrive at deconstruction by an entirely different route. Late modern dialectics, disillusioned by the experience of fascism, Stalinism, and the “revisionist” turn in European and Soviet Marxism, alternately inspired and horrified by Maoism and other Third World revolutionary upheavals, turns in on itself and rejects the foundational claim of modern dialectics: that “philosophy is the head of the revolution and the proletariat its heart,” that by linking itself to the aspirations of the working classes the modern revolutionary intelligentsia can not only realize its millennial dream of a society ruled by philosopher kings, but actually elevate itself to a kind of collective divinity or quasi-divinity, establishing itself as the subject of the cosmohistorical revolutionary project. Chastened, this intelligentsia instead adopts a purely critical posture, and a purely negative dialectics, or what Derrida calls “an Hegelianism without reserve (Derrida 1967/1978),” i.e. one which does not aim at resolving contradiction but only at exposing them. 
At the same time, largely by way of its experience with Third World struggles, late modern dialectics has become as fully engaged with the religious question and the religious tradition as the Augustinian tradition. It is now all but taken for granted that religion represents one of the principal ways in which social contradictions are articulated and engaged and liberatory or emancipatory projects constructed.

If the Germanic Augustinian-warlord lineage of postmodernism represents at the very least a flirtation of intellectuals disillusioned with modernity with the fascist project, then late modern dialectics represents the gradual demobilization of the humanistic intelligentsia which emerged out of the Averroist counter-Reaction of the late medieval era. Stripped of their base in the working classes, they have disavowed any attempt to build a new base –and to ever again speak in the name of or as God-- in return for comfortable sinecures in the academy. They comfort themselves with the thought of their continued critical stance vis-à-vis oppression and injustice, but without either a political base or metaphysical authority their “critique” is impotent. 
The result of these developments has been the emergence of a postmodern spectrum which is defined by a shared rejection of the whole project of rational metaphysics but which is by no means united in its position on the religious question. At one end of this spectrum we find those whose rejection of high modernity has led them to an essentially fideist position, embracing philosophically ungrounded theologies, accepted largely through faith and on the authority of revelation. The clearest example of such theologies are Protestant and Islamic fundamentalisms, which invoke religious traditions which never had much use for reason to begin with and which, internally to their theologies, make truth a function of power, i.e. through the medium of a strong Augustinian/Calvinist or Asharite doctrine of divine sovereignty. These traditions represent the permanent latent danger of a resurgent fascism of fascistic political formations as declining and defeated empires (the United States and Europe, separately or together, but also Dar-al-Islam, which we must remember was an empire, however benign, and still sometimes sees itself as such) struggle to hold on or rebuild. 
At the other end of the spectrum we find those determined to adhere to the original deconstructionist project in its radically secular form, without any “acts of religion” or concessions to theology, however “weak.”  This position is becoming increasingly unpopular at the highest levels of discourse (perhaps simply because it is now old, and no longer provides much of a basis for novelty and invention, and thus for academic careers, but it retains widespread influence among the humanistic intelligentsia, for whom it has developed into what amounts to an alternative reading of modernity. Rather that discovering how the world works, and thus the secret to realizing through innerworldly civilizational progress the ideals which earlier civilizations sought through spiritual discipline, a process in which the critique of religion and analogical metaphysics were necessary but subordinate moments, modernity becomes one long process of critical disillusionment, first with religion, then with metaphysics, and finally with science and with postmetaphysical philosophy, all of which are reduced to language games or discourse communities in which meanings are constructed and deconstructed in what amounts to an endless play of signification. 
The most interesting point in the postmodern spectrum is, however, the middle. This point has always been there, represented by religious thinkers such as Kierkegaard and Levinas, who sought to counter the religious metaphysics of Being and Presence with a spirituality of intersubjective relationship and respect for the Other. In recent years, however, this trend has grown, being joined by Derrida in the years leading up to his death, and by such critical interpreters of the postmodern tradition as John Caputo. Derrida’s “acts of religion,” mount a traditional deconstructionist account of religion as “globolatinity.” 
According to Derrida the “Latin” is the word for the West. The Latin is what overreaches with its sumptuous signatures of power and meaning; it is a perfection of the organizational, a vast economy of coding as well as a “reterritorialized” … system of administration necessary for the expansion of a planetary sociopolitical apparatus …

As in Old Rome, the notion of “religion” functions as an aggregate signifier for the “re-binding” (re-ligio) together of previously profuse and dissociated particularities of faith and devotion with their own indigenous or “territorial” characteristics into a grand ideology of “unity in diversity (Raschke 2005).
At the same time, it joins to this deconstruction of religion an identification of certain religious terms as not simply undeconstructible, but as the undeconstructible. These are justice and the messianicity which invokes justice to deconstruct law and other crystallized forms of injustice. The result is a “messianicity without messianism,” a religion without religion, which attempts to capture the fact that the in present period most effective struggle for justice is religiously motivated, even as religion continues to function as one of the principal structures of oppression. 
Caputo, who is one of Derrida’s principal interpreters, takes a similar approach,  arguing that images of God as omnipotent, omniscient, etc. have served to legitimate oppressive social structures even when they have aimed at legitimating resistance. Instead, he proposes a “weak theology” centered on what he regards as the constitutive element of Christian revelation.
The dangerous memory of the crucified body of Jesus poses a threat to a world organized around the disastrous concept of power, something that is reflected today in the widespread critique of the concept of “sovereignty,” –of the sovereignty of autonomous subjects and the sovereignty of nations powerful enough to get away with acting unilaterally and in their own self-interests. The call that issues from the Cross threats what Derrida calls the “unavowed theologism” of the political concept of sovereignty by returning to its root, to its understanding of God, to its underlying or archi-theology. The crucified body of Jesus proposes not that we keep theology out of politics, but that we think theology otherwise, by way of another paradigm, another theology, requiring us to think of God otherwise, as an unconditional claim or solicitation without power, as a weak force or power of powerlessness, as opposed to the theology of omnipotence which underlies sovereignty (Caputo and Keller 2006).

Caputo’s position illustrates what we have said about postmodernism generally: i.e. that it represents the resignation of the modern humanistic intelligentsia from the struggle for class power, but also from effective struggle on behalf of justice. As Barrington Moore demonstrated nearly a half-century ago in his analysis of the Indian national liberation movement, (Moore 1966), nonviolent struggle and ideologies of the power of powerlessness not only leave the peasantry and the working classes disarmed, they condemn them to the secular violence of gradual modernization, which inevitably claims as many lives, if not more, than the bloodiest of revolutions.
What the late Derrida and Caputo miss, of course, is that it is possible to reject the claims to innerworldly divinization mounted by modern univocal and immanentist metaphysics without abandoning metaphysics –and power—altogether. More specifically, in the context of a traditional analogical metaphysics of Esse, we ground our more claims in an appeal to a power which is absolute, but not our own, and thus render those claims authoritative without becoming authoritarian. 

Just how this works is the topic of the next chapter. Before we proceed, however, we need to address briefly attempts to restore an analogical metaphysics from outside the stream of late modernity and explain why those attempts failed.

Conservative Metaphysics

In our discussion of early modernity we distinguished sharply between the reactionary metaphysics of traditionalist thinkers such as de Maistre and de Bonald and the conservative metaphysics represented by the Second Thomism. This same distinction obtains in late modernity. Indeed, it is marked sharply by the fact that during the crisis of the mid-twentieth century, the Augustinian progenitors such as postmodernism leaned towards or actively supported fascism, while Thomists and representatives of analogous tendencies in other traditions formed part of the Resistance.
The Third Thomism must be understood in the context of the Second. Central to the Church’s strategy (and especially the strategy developed by the Society of Jesus) for coming to terms with the Reformation, and with capitalist modernization generally, was the creation of a powerful papacy, autonomous with respect to the Absolutist States and sovereign, in a way it never had been historically, within the church itself. The idea was, simply, that only a global institution like the papacy could stand up effectively to the Absolutist state and, later on, to global capital. It is this strategic commitment to the papacy that has led the Society of Jesus to submit to the popes even when they have acted against the Society’s interests, as has not infrequently been the case. 

This proved to be a difficult task. The autonomy of the Popes was insured in large part by means of their temporal power over the Papal States. This meant that the Papacy was an Italian state on the modern absolutist model as well as if not more so than a universal ecclesial institution. But the Papacy was, like all of the other Italian states (with the partial exception of Piemonte, which enjoyed a favorable position because of the international balance of power), a dependent state subject to the “protection” of the other Catholic powers. Recovering its prophetic office required the papacy to come to terms not only with modernity in general, but with “the Italian question” in particular. To put matters differently, like the Italic peoples themselves, the papacy had to liberate itself from the political-economic tutelage of the great powers. 

This lead some thinkers –the so-called Neo-Guelphs—to imagine that the papacy might lead the Italian national liberation struggle at the head of a confederation of the already existing Italian states. This strategy suffered from two serious flaws. First, it was incompatible with the prophetic vocation of the papacy, which required it to become less rather than more identified with specifically Italian interests. Second, it failed to take into account the underlying dynamic behind the Risorgimento, which was first and foremost a conquest of the South by the North (Zitara 1971) and of the countryside by the city (Sereni 1968), in the interests of the primitive accumulation of capital and the commodification of social relationships. As elsewhere, these processes proceeded at the expense of the peasantry and at the expense of the Church. For both reasons the Church could not but oppose unification.
 

On the one hand, the Third Thomism offered the papacy a way of recovering its prophetic office even as it was losing the last residue of its temporal power. Thomism had never favored the direct temporal power of the popes, but rather what it called the “indirect power.” Political authority is based on the exercise of reason in interpreting the natural law –something in which every human being can participate, if not in equal degrees. Political authority thus needs no blessing from the Church to be legitimate. What the Church does is, on the one hand, to serve as a channel of the grace which creates in us supernatural capacities –the ability to love God and neighbor for their own sake and not only for what they contribute to our development— and to serve as a guardian of natural law. Thus Thomists historically taught that the pope, or even the local ordinary, could declare particular laws invalid because they violated natural law, and dissolve the bonds between an unjust ruler and his subjects. This is quite different from actually exercising “State power” or using the modern state to enforce religious norms. 

Thomism’s competitors all tended to weaken the distinction between the natural and supernatural in a way which at once undermined the prophetic vocation of the Church and liquidated the distinction between clergy and laity. Traditionalism, for example, regarded all social institutions –including the absolutist monarchies and the economic privileges of the feudal or ex-feudal “nobility”— as the product of a “primitive revelation” which was only very vaguely distinct from the salvific revelation made through the prophets. The effect was to put the kings and the warlord “aristocracy” on a par with the clergy as agents of God. This was the ideology par excellence of the Restoration regimes. Ontologism, on the other hand, by claiming for reason a direct vision of God, seemed to liquidate the role of revelation –and thus of the clergy-- all together. This was the ideology of the Catholic bourgeoisie, anxious free itself and its state from clerical supervision which might get in the way of modernization and capitalist development and to gain within the Church something like the democratic “citizenship” they enjoyed in the state. 

Thomism, in other words, offered something both to those anxious to strengthen the prophetic vocation of the Church and to those anxious to reinforce clerical authority, and did so in a way which, particularly when the doctrine is viewed against the background of its competitors, and particularly in the light of the Jesuit commitment to the papacy as the principal instrument of the Church’s prophetic office, made it difficult to distinguish between these two functions. Like earlier Thomisms, it upheld and, with Rerum Novarum and eventually with the development of Social Catholicism and Christian Democracy began to exercise in an entirely new way, the “indirect authority” of the Pope over political communities. The Popes learned to discipline governments by appealing directly to the people, who in turn bore the responsibility for acting to promote justice. Like the Second Thomism of the Counter-Reformation era, the Third Thomism of the Counter-Risorgimento (and unlike the original Thomism of Thomas himself) was bound up with a strategic decision in favor of the leading role of the papacy and the hierarchy generally as the cutting edge of the struggle against capitalist modernization. This meant that it was deformed philosophically and especially theologically in such a way as to legitimate this option. Specifically, it remained more Augustinian in its anthropology and soteriology, more Christological in its theology, and thus more papalist, clerical, and disciplinarian in its ecclesiology than had been the case with original Thomism, which was closely aligned with democratizing movements such as the mendicant orders and the Beguines. (This is because the doctrinal basis for the authority of the ministerial priesthood is in the sacrificial high priesthood of Jesus himself. In order to guarantee clerical authority, the role of Jesus cannot be nearly so diminished as it was in original Thomism.)

The Third Thomism can claim for itself notable successes. Thomists combined ethical critiques of capitalism which focused on the inability of the market, because of its agnosticism regarding values and  its irreducible individualism to promote the full development of human capacities, with a critique of the whole concept of “sovereignty” shared by capitalists and socialists alike, and defended the principle of subsidiarity against the hegemonic claims of the state, be it liberal or socialist. Social Catholics played an important role in the labor movement, can take credit for the greater protections which artisans, shopkeepers, and peasants enjoy in Europe by comparison with the United States, and played the leading role in the constitution of the first really effective international political authority –the European Union. 

This said, there were also some real failures. The church was slow in supporting the development of Catholic lay movements and Christian Democratic parties, insisted on clerical control of those movements, and always gave first priority to defending clerical interests. The Church’s record during World War II was nothing short of scandalous. It was only after the Second World War that Social Catholicism became politically effective, and even then the promise of a “third way” between capitalism and socialism was never realized, or rather tended to be reduced to a moderate social democracy which friendly to church interests on questions of education and family law. Christian Democratic parties, rather than representing the authentic alternative to both capitalism and socialism which the imagined themselves to be, became instead an instrument of US anticommunist strategy in the postwar period. Within the Church the Thomists did little or nothing to advance the position of women or to come to terms with an increasingly literate laity anxious to participate more actively in the internal life of the Church as well as to engage in the “social apostolate” assigned to them by Neo-Thomistic ecclesiology. 

Ultimately, however, the failure of the Third Thomism was a failure to fully engage modernity. It is one thing to regard modern univocal and immanentist metaphysics as mistaken; it is quite another to understand fully why they emerged in the first place –i.e. as a product of and counter-reaction, respectively to the Augustinian ascendancy. Only once this is understood can the legitimate aspirations of modernity be separated from their  idolatrous deformations and an alternative crafted which, while acknowledging the historic role of the Church as a conservator of the analogical metaphysics of Esse, looks forward rather than backwards and which is prepared to engage all of humanity’s wisdom traditions.

The Third Thomism, in other words, failed because it proposed a revived Christendom (precisely the structure which had given birth to modernity) rather than an extended Convivencia.
Let us turn, now the metaphysics which can ground such a Convivencia and thus help chart the next steps in the human civilizational project. 
� I am thinking here especially of humanistic Marxists such as Lukacs, Fromm, and the Frankfort School.


 �. According to quantum theory, subatomic particles (and by implication the universe, which is composed of such particles) cannot be described in terms of their position and momentum, but only by a wave function which describes the relative probability of various ‘quantum states.’ According to one interpretation (the so-called ‘Copenhagen interpretation’) this wave function is ‘collapsed’ when an observation is made and a definite value given to position, momentum, and so on. The alternate ‘many worlds’ theory suggests that the wave function never collapses and that all possible values are in fact realized, so that the universe branches out into an infinite number of worlds, each corresponding to a specific quantum state of each particle. Tipler synthesizes these two approaches, arguing that all possible values of the quantum wave function describing the universe as a whole exist mathematically, but that only those which permit observers exist physically (the Berkeleyan criterion) and that all those which permit observers evolve necessarily to an ‘Omega point’ which is, in effect, Berkeley’s Ultimate Observer (Barrow and Tipler 1986, Tipler 1994).





� When the Dominican General Guidi offered the council a compromise text which recognized the infallibility of the pope’s dogmatic definitions, rather than of his person, and under the condition that these definitions were consistent with the Catholic tradition, Pio IX responded by saying “La tradizione son’io!” (in Heyer 1963/1969: 191). 


� The United States presents a rather unique situation. There, the individual churches remained autonomous and in many cases were quite powerful, attempting to affect the development of US society in a way which reflected their particular political-theological agendas. The value-neutrality of the public arena was established only gradually, as the proliferation of sects created a situation of stalemate and as the disappointment which followed the failure of Radical Reconstruction after the Civil War pushed American Protestantism in an increasingly otherworldly and premillenial direction. 


�  The placement of Bogdanov within our typology is a somewhat difficult matter. Generally considered part of the “mechanistic” trend, Bogdanov shared with the other mechanists strong roots in positivism and the belief that science had superseded philosophy. And it was largely within mechanistic circles that his systems theory was conserved and developed after his death in 1928. The mechanistic trend generally acknowledged no teleology except a trend towards “stability” which they believed was characteristic of all systems. Bogdanov, on the other hand, clearly had a broader vision which stressed the gradual development of all systems towards ever higher degrees of organization, a claim which was carried further by his God-building comrades who saw the aim of the revolution as extending beyond socialism towards the creation of an infinite and perfect for of organization, i.e. God. It is interesting to see that the tradition of Soviet systems theory has given birth in the post-Soviet era to a new variety of teleological thinking which draws on the complex systems theory of Ilya Prigogine and others (Knyazeva and Kurdyumov 1996 and Knyazeva 1998). 


� I prefer this term to the more common “postmodernity” since it captures the sense in which the culture of this period represents at once a radicalization of certain elements of the modern reality (the groundlessness of principles and values) and a sense that the larger modern project is still dominant, but is declining. 


� Sonata allegro form, characteristic especially of the music of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven, begins with one or two initial themes or musical subjects, which it then modulates to a different key (usually one fifth higher, or in minor key compositions one fourth lower) and then develops extensively, driving towards a recapitulation in which the original subjects are reinstated in the original key but in more complex form. Adorno reads this as a metaphor for the self-unfolding of the rational, autonomous subject, which derives its content from itself and grows in complexity without dependence on anything outside itself. 


�  It is often supposed that this hermeneutic is compatible with or even builds on the sociological reading of the scriptures advanced by Gottwald, Pixley and others, which points out the origins of many strains in the Jewish and Christian traditions in the struggles of oppressed.  Actually, however, the two hermeneutics are quite opposed.  According to the sociological reading proposed by Gottwald, for example, the cult of YHWH emerged not out of some "encounter with the oppressed," but rather out of an encounter by the oppressed with their own historical power, a power which, if we accept the theological reading proposed by Judaism and Christianity, was a real participation in the power of the living God. Gottwald's reading is a reading from the standpoint of the oppressed, or at least one which attempts to recover something of this standpoint; the readings proposed by the Latin American disciples of Levinas are readings from the standpoint of a guilt-ridden elite.


�    It must be noted that there are tendencies which are often grouped together with liberation theology --e.g. the perspective represented by someone like Ernesto Cardenal-- which do not reflect this Augustinian dynamic and which have, in fact, served as centers of resistance to the treason of the commandantes. 	It should also be noted that Cuba represents, both in its fidelity to the socialist project and in its gradual opening to religion, in spite of the fact that popular religious movements played no real role in the genesis of the regime, a real exception to the patterns noted here. 


� Recent “revisionist” approaches to the Risorgimento, while they suggest numerous ways in which the work of Sereni and Zitara might need to be refined, especially by incorporating some consideration of global-economic and geopolitical factors, do not really call into question the main points of their arguments: that both the southern peasantry and the clergy were subjected to brutal repression during the so-called “brigand war” which followed unification, that the tax burden after unification fell heavily on the South while expenditures (except for the costs of repression) were directed primarily to the North, to Tuscany, and the former Legations, that unification undermined what little industry there was in the south (especially silk and sulphur), and that the capitalization of demesne and church lands almost everywhere worked to the advantage of large capitalist landowners and to the disadvantage of the peasantry and the church. 





This is not precisely the “Gramscian” thesis, at least as it has usually been understood. It is not so much that the leaders of the Risorgimento failed to appeal effectively to the peasantry when they could have, or even that because of the underlying social conditions they could not make that sort of appeal, but rather that the Risorgimento project was, fundamentally, one of violence towards the people and their institutions. According to this view fascism is not so much the result of a flawed or incomplete bourgeois revolution, but rather a potential latent in capitalism itself, which is realized under very specific conditions: i.e. in countries which need colonies in order to resolve internal economic contradictions but lack them. Fascism draws on popular, religious, and even democratic traditions in order to mobilize the population and discipline them for imperialist wars of conquest. 





  





PAGE  
197

