Chapter Five

Towards a New Dialectical Metaphysics
Introduction
In the preceding chapters we have demonstrated that rational metaphysics, far from being responsible for modern nihilism and state terror is, in fact, a necessary precondition for a just social order, in that it grounds claims regarding justice and thus makes rational discourse in the public arena possible. It is rational metaphysics which at once opens up for public participation the discourse around first principles which was originally the preserve of hereditary priesthoods, while holding accountable before the court of natural law the activities of the public authorities and the operation of the market order. A question remains, however: Which Metaphysics?  

There are, broadly speaking, two dimensions to this problem. There are, first of all, a number of “half-steps” back towards metaphysics which have gained currency in recent years. These can, broadly speaking, be divided between those which attempt to reinstate a religious metaphysics, such as the Radical Orthodoxy of John Milbank and his associates or the Reformed Liberalism of Franklin Gamwell and emerging tendencies in the dialectical tradition, such as the work of Badiou and Bhaskar, which claim to break explicitly with postmodernism while explicitly rejecting a metaphysics of Esse or presence. Before we proceed to a make a proposal of our own, we need to show why these alternatives are inadequate. 

Once this is done, we will argue, there remain two sharply divergent alternatives: the metaphysics of Esse which emerged out of the Socratic tradition and its interaction with the Semitic prophetic tradition and the metaphysics of pattica samupada advanced by the Buddhists. The reason for this is simple. Once we have rejected the univocal metaphysics which emerged out of the Asharite and Augustinian traditions, and which is encoded in the ontological argument for the existence of God, we are left with a metaphysics proceeds along the lines of Thomas’ first three ways: i.e. either by causation or by the distinction between necessary and contingent being. And ultimately these three ways are one: what must be explained by causation is contingent being. Either we can conclude to a first principle which, unlike all of the phenomena of the empirical world, is its own cause, and thus the power of Being as such, or not. If we can, we have a metaphysics of Esse; if we cannot, we have a metaphysics of dependent origination. 
This said, I would like to argue that there is more room for rapprochement between these two perspectives than might at first meet the eye. On the one hand, the development of mathematical physics has tended to gradually erode if not the concept of Being then at least the concept of essence which was traditionally associated with it. It is more and more difficult to claim that the things we encounter in the empirical world have a substantial form which gives them being and which makes them radically different from accidents such as “red” or “tasty” which exist only in other things. Rather, mathematical physics points to a radically relational universe in which the empirical properties of things are determined by an underlying but by no means substantial or unchanging structure. While these underlying structures may not be subject to the sort of global technical manipulation to which modern civilization has aspired, they are, nonetheless, undergoing constant evolutionary transformation according to an internal logic which we are still very far from comprehending.  
At the same time, we saw that the larger trend in the development of Buddhist metaphysics was away from a focus on radical emptiness or sunyata towards the idea of some sort of underlying first principle such as the tathagatagarbha which is obscured by the illusion of self or inherent existence but which is nonetheless real and the ground of the empirical personality and indeed the whole empirical universe. We also showed that to the extent that Buddhist metaphysical systems adhered to the idea of emptiness or sunyata they had great difficulty explaining why the empirical universe appears at all –i.e. why there is a falling away from the intrinsic enlightenment of the tathagatagarbha.
This chapter which will suggest a synthesis which leans rather unabashedly in the direction of the metaphysics of Esse but which learns nonetheless profoundly from Buddhism. Specifically, the metaphysics of dependent origination will be adopted, with some modifications, as a theory of contingent being. The principal modification will be in recognizing in contingent being an evolutionary drive towards Being as such. As contingent beings move up the dialectical scale, however, they gradually discover that Being is not so much having as it is giving and creating. Thus the profound convergence between the Buddhist ideal of the bodhisattva  and the Jewish, Christian, and Islamic concept of the tzadik or saint, the metaphysical differences notwithstanding. The concept of Esse will, furthermore, be analyzed in a way which emphasizes its generativity as opposed to its impassibility. The result we be a metaphysics of Esse  which is radically historicized and profoundly dynamic and which will ground an ethics and spirituality focused on meaning, creativity, and self-cultivation at both the individual and civilizational level.
We will begin by analyzing the current situation and situating the enterprise of rational metaphysics politically in the context of that situation. We will then explain why the principal contemporary alternatives to our position are inadequate and will summarize briefly arguments made in previous works regarding the possibility of knowing first principles and regarding the foundations of metaphysics in philosophical cosmology. From there we will elaborate the synthesis we have outlined above, drawing out the implications for our understanding of human nature and the human civilizational project. 

An Era of Civilizational Crisis
The Dominant Paradigms

Geopolitical analysis in recent years has been dominated by two conflicting readings of the underlying dynamics of the world in period after the collapse of the Soviet bloc. According to the first, advanced in 1989 by Francis Fukuyama, the crisis of socialism represents the definitive victory of capitalism, democracy, and secularism, and the end of the age of global ideological conflict –the end, in fact of “history” as we know it. Any remaining conflicts, such as the intense ethnoreligious conflict in the Balkans which dominated the 1990s or the still more intense conflict with Islamic fundamentalism which has come to dominate the present decade are nothing more than rear guard actions and while they may require “mopping up operations,” they do not represent a fundamental threat to the way of life represented pre-eminently by the United States. The alternative theory, advanced in 1993 by Samuel Huntington, argues instead that we face a “Clash of Civilizations” rooted in fundamentally different approaches to the most fundamental questions of meaning and value, a conflict which at present which pits “the West” against “the rest,” and especially against Dar–al Islam and what he regards as the Confucian civilization of East Asia.

A similar pair of paradigms has, over the course of the past decade, come to be used in analyzing US domestic politics as well. The first paradigm, which reflects assumptions similar to the “end of history thesis” and which enjoyed popularity during roughly the same period, might be referred to technocratic paradigm. It was summed up accurately by the 1992 Democratic Party slogan: “it’s the economy stupid.” According to this view, elections are fundamentally about economics –not so much in the Marxist sense of being about class struggle, but in the neoliberal sense of being about the stewardship of the economy. Incumbents will be evaluated based first and foremost on their handling of the economy; challengers will have to show that they can do better in this arena. The opposing scenario, which dominated most analysis of the November 2004 US General Election, is generally referred as the “culture wars” paradigm and puts “blue states” against “red states” and “seculars” against conservative religious voters. 

I would like to suggest that both pairs of paradigms are fundamentally mistaken and misunderstand both the complex cultural dynamics of the present period, domestically and globally, and the way in which these dynamics articulate and impinge on economic contradictions. More specifically, I will argue that what we are entering the early stages of a civilizational crisis in which the secret religion of high modernity –the ideal of divinization by means of innerworldly civilizational progress-- has been called into question, but nothing else has as yet emerged to replace it. 

First, however, let me explain why the dominant paradigms are inadequate. The “end of history” thesis is the weaker of the two. This view is essentially just a restatement of the principal claims of modernist social theory: that as humanity matures and understands better how the world works it will give up its religious illusions and instead focus on scientific and technical control of the physical, biological, and social environment. It differs from earlier variants of the thesis simply in regarding as “religious” certain nontheistic modern ideologies such as Marxism, which regard matter rather than “spirit” as the first principle, but are no less metaphysical as a result. As such it shares the all problems of modern social theory. On the one hand it fails to recognize the accumulating contradictions of the modern project: a building ecological crisis, the failure of both capitalist and socialism to deliver on the modern ideal, the disintegration of the social fabric, a loss of a sense of meaning and value, etc. On the other hand, it also ignores the persistence of both religion generally and of religious conflicts in particular. One need only consider the prominent role of popular religious ideologies in the mass movements for socialism and national liberation throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries or the persistence of religious belief and practice in what is arguably the very homeland of modernity –the United States of America-- a phenomenon which continues to drive political discourse here. The ethnoreligious conflicts in the Balkans and Islamic fundamentalism are but recent examples of a long series of phenomena which modernist social theory cannot really accommodate.
This does not, however, mean, that what we are facing is a “clash of civilizations” in the sense understood by Samuel Huntington –much less his looser interpreters in the neoconservative camp. First, the whole idea of a “Western Civilization” stretching from Ancient Israel and Ancient Greece up through the present is highly problematic. Even if one allows that a diverse complex of cultural traditions, mostly Indo-European and Semitic, flowed together to form an at least partially unified civilization during the middle ages, this cultural sphere must be understood to include both Christendom and Dar-al-Islam as well as a distinct Jewish minority culture. And modernity was constituted first and foremost by a rupture with this civilizational complex, which had been unified by a common Aristotelian philosophical language in which disputed questions of meaning and value were hashed out. Neither modern Europe and North America, nor the modern Islamic world can really be regarded as faithful to this heritage. Second, the thesis fails to even describe correctly, much less really explain, the main lines of global conflict in the present period. The Jews and Christians who are most committed to sustained conflict with Dar-al-Islam are not, for example, secularized liberal interpreters of their tradition, but fundamentalists who actually agree with the fundamentalist Muslims with whom they are at war on a broad range of cultural questions, from the proper approach to the interpretation of the sacred scriptures (literal inerrancy) through the nature of God (absolutely transcendent and sovereign) to church/state relations and the role of women in society. At even a rudimentary level of abstraction, in other words, this supposed clash of civilizations turns into a cultural convergence among groups who are, nonetheless, really and truly in conflict with each other on the geopolitical stage. East Asia, meanwhile, has embraced capitalism in a way which is hardly coherent with a traditional Confucian worldview and must be read either as representing a rupture towards modernity or a mobilization of other elements in their cultural heritage –e.g. a longstanding mercantile tradition and a statist authoritarianism associated more closely with Buddhism and Legalism respectively than with anything even remotely resembling a Confucian ru xue. 
Finally, both the end of history thesis and the clash of civilizations thesis miss the emergence of an increasingly powerful third force which is present in the cultural dynamics of the present period: a pluralistic, tolerant, and eclectic spiritual culture characterized by dialogue and seeking rather than dogmatism and certainty. This third force had its antecedents in the powerful religious movements for social justice which characterized the postwar period: the movements around Gandhi in India and Buddhadasa in Thailand, Buddhist Socialism in Burma, certain strains of Islamic socialism, the civil rights movement in the United States, and liberation theology in Latin America and other parts of the Third World. While, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, these trends became less attached to the ideals of historic socialism, anyone familiar with the left today knows that, at least at the grass roots, it remains very largely a religious movement. Even such “moral issues” as gay marriage do not pit “seculars” against “religious” so much as people with conflicting religious commitments against each other. We must remember that the conflict over gay marriage, at least in the US, was a conflict within the churches before it became a conflict within the state. Many gay couples are deeply religious and seek formal recognition not only of various legal rights but also of the sacred character of the bond which unites them. 

An Alternative Framework

In view of these criticisms, I would like to suggest an alternative analysis of the current situation and of the role of religion therein. Modern social theory, whether capitalist or socialist in its leanings, has tended to negate the role of both properly material factors outside human control –the ecosystem— and of transcendental principles in shaping human action and human social life, and has focused instead on things subject to human control: technology, economics, politics, and sometimes culture (though not the principles about which cultures speak). Historical materialism treats the ecosystem as essentially raw material and ideas as merely a superstructure which can serve to legitimate or contest the existing order. Weberian interpretive sociology, on the other had, seems to talk a lot about ideas but ultimately treats them as tools in an ongoing power struggle a kind of “war of the gods” as Weber put it in Science as a Vocation. 
In order to understand the current situation, we need a more subtle theory which, without negating structural factors (technology, economics, politics, culture) takes seriously both the fact that human beings pursue transcendental aims, aims which are understood differently by different cultures (Being, Sunyata, Progress, etc.) and that they do so under definite material conditions –in a definite ecosystem, with particular technologies at their disposal, etc. Human civilizations, in other words, pursue transcendental aims which they understand in a particular way (what we will call their civilizational ideal). They do this using definite structures (capitalism, socialism) and under definite material conditions. 

This framework allows us to distinguish between three very different types of crisis: a crisis of regime, a structural crisis and a civilizational crisis. The first sort of crisis occurs when a long established way of managing a given society no longer allows people to realize their aspirations, but where the contradictions are not so profound as to require a change in social structure. The economic crisis of the 1930s and the advent of the New Deal and European social democracy would be an example of such a crisis, as would the end of that regime and its replacement by neoliberalism between 1973 and 1989. A structural crisis occurs when it is no longer possible for a society to pursue its civilizational ideal within the context of the existing structure. The option for socialism in countries which were experiencing difficulty modernizing under capitalism, and the transition back when they had exhausted the limits of statist accumulation strategies, represent responses to crises of this sort. 
A civilizational crisis, on the other hand, takes place when, generally after a succession of structural crises, people actually lose faith in a civilizational ideal and stop pursuing it. Such a civilizational crisis seems to have occurred at the end of the Bronze Age, at which point humanity seems to have lost faith in the god-kings who were the principal focal points for surplus centralization and civilizational development and in some cases --Israel and China-- seem actually to have overthrown them. The crisis of Roman Civilization shows how a structural crisis can lead ultimately to civilizational transformation. The Roman Empire ran into a structural crisis because its basic strategy –using the surplus generated by chattel slavery to buy into the Silk Road trade network— ran into insuperable limits. Logistic and ecological factors made further expansion impossible, bringing an end to the wars of conquest which provided a steady supply of slaves. The empire was forced to settle slaves on the land with families (so they could reproduce and ensure a steady supply of labor) and to bind hitherto free tenants to their farms, while drastically increasing the burdens of taxation and civic service on the middle and upper middle strata. This undermined the radical distinction between free citizens and slaves which had been central to the whole fabric and self-understanding of Hellenistic-Roman Civilization. Christianity assisted with this transition because (at least in the forms in which it was adopted) it at once legitimated the continued existence of class differences, making it palatable to the ruling classes, but also insisted on the underlying humanity of the slaves and coloni, disciplining the ruling classes and forcing them to stop working their slaves to death and thus undercutting the long-term supply of labor. All were, furthermore, engaged by an ethos of “service” which legitimated both what was left of the empire in the East and the emerging feudal order in the West. Ultimately, however, the adoption of Christianity ordered Europe towards a radically different civilizational ideal, one which was no longer recognizably “Roman.” Structural crises can, in other words, but need not, lead to civilizational crises.

It is just such a civilizational crisis which, I would like to argue, we are beginning to face, and which is a key to understanding the complex cultural dynamics of the present period. The collapse of socialism represented not the triumph of the positivistic variant of the modern ideal and of capitalism as a strategy for realizing it, but rather the collapse of the dialectical variant of that ideal in a context in which the positivistic variant had already been abandoned by the majority of humanity long ago. The deepest cultural cleavages on the planet are between those who continue to embrace variants of the high modern ideal (neoliberals and neosocialists), those who are attempting to reinstate an early modern ideal (most fundamentalists, who are Augustinian or Asharite restorationists), deconstructionist postmodernists who regard modernity as the last ideal, after which there will be no others, and an emerging “fifth force”: those who are engaged in an open, pluralistic and tolerant search for a new ideal which is both more respectful of the material conditions under which we live (i.e. the ecosystem) and which, without negating the real possibilities of scientific and technological progress, orders humanity to a higher spiritual end. It is this latter group which represents the new and true opposition –the party of meaning and hope in a world which at present knows little of either.
Given this analysis, it should be clearer now why we believe rational metaphysics not only can, but must have a future. Rational metaphysics represents a sharp alternative to both the vain pretensions of the high modernist intelligentsia, which claimed that either science and technology or dialectics and revolutionary politics would liberate humanity from finitude and contingency, and its principal competitors: early modern fundamentalists who preach submission to a sovereign God and postmodern nihilists who argue that freedom can be bought only at the cost of meaning. Rational metaphysics offers us a way to reground a meaning and  a hope which at once includes but also transcends the human civilizational project and which conserves –indeed regrounds-- the autonomy of the human subject while situating that subject in the context of a larger framework of meaning. 
This said, we need to address directly the political valence of any possible revitalized rational metaphysics. We demonstrated in the last chapter the peculiar irony in the humanistic intelligentsia’s bid for power. In order to ground its claims for autonomy from the clergy, that intelligentsia elaborated an ideology which vested ultimate meaning in the human civilizational project itself, and pitted this meaning sharply against any transcendent human destiny. The result, however, was to elevate the authority of the actual civilization builders –scientists and engineers and political organizers-- above their own, to transform themselves into, in effect, legitimators of a new secularist clergy and a new aristocracy.
The sort of rational metaphysics we are suggesting has a very different political valence. On the one hand, it safeguards the leading role of the philosopher and theologian. By suggesting that human beings participate in but are not identical with the creative power of God, we preserve a role for those who keep those who humanity ordered to that higher end, without in any way demeaning those whose work consists in creating. At the same time, what the philosopher excels in is not something radically different from what every human being does. As Antonio Gramsci pointed out, everyone is an intellectual, everyone a philosopher. The philosopher leads the community in reflecting on fundamental questions of meaning and value and guards the sanctity of natural law against the usurpations of tyrants and mobs. But it is the people as a whole who actually do the reflecting and who bear ordinary responsibility for interpreting and implementing natural law. In this sense, the rational metaphysics we are proposing is more compatible with democracy than modernist univocity and immanentism or rejections of metaphysics which vest unique authority in specialized knowledge. 
The State of the Question
Rational metaphysics, it seems, is making a modest comeback. This change of fortune is due to a complex conjunction of factors. On the one hand, with the collapse of the high modern ideal, humanity is engaged in a new search for meaning. On the other hand, as John Milbank puts it “Since 9/11 we have been confronted with the apparent displacement of ideological terror by religious terror, whether perpetrated by small groups or by nation states (Milbank 2006b).” This has begun to call into question the explicitly antimetaphysical spirituality which emerged out of the disintegration of deconstructionist postmodernism. Even secular thinkers such as Alain Badiou have begun to question the antimetaphysical tenor of philosophy in the past century, arguing that it creates space for religious fanaticism (Badiou 1988, 2005). 

This said, the space being accorded a rational metaphysics is very limited indeed. What is very emphatically not granted, by either the dialectical left or the Radical Orthodox right, is the full autonomy and indeed primacy which metaphysics enjoyed in premodern philosophy. For Milbank and Radical Orthodoxy, an authentic metaphysics is possible only as a reflection on faith, and is complete only in theology. As Milbank puts it “the destiny of metaphysics without theology is to be reduced to speculative materialism (Milbank 2006b).” For Badiou (Badiou 1988, 2006), it is not really metaphysics at all, but rather mathematics which constitutes the first philosophy, and which tells us what is really real; metaphysics merely validates that mathematics can actually do this, and thus re-grounds what amounts to a modest nuancing of the modern scientific worldview.
There are far too many philosophical tendencies which in one degree or another re-engage metaphysics for us to consider them all here. Rather we will consider four: two which attempt to reinstate a secular and two which attempt to reinstate a religious metaphysics.

Restoring Modern Dialectics
The crisis of socialism presented the dialectical tradition with a fundamental challenge. Humanistic and structural dialecticians alike regarded the Soviet Union with some disdain and assumed that its collapse would yield a more authentic socialism, even if they understood this differently as one which affirmed the rational autonomy of the human subject and recognized the liberal and democratic rights that go along with it or as one which returned to the revolutionary ideal of creating a classless and communal society. When instead the crisis led to capitalist restoration, and dissident socialists on both the right and left were marginalized, it catalyzed a fundamental rethinking on the part of partisans of dialectical materialism.  What, specifically, in the dialectical tradition had led to the deformations of the socialist project, not only in the Soviet Union but elsewhere? Was it possible to affirm enough of the historic claims of the dialectical tradition regarding the objectivity of knowledge and values to reground that project while avoiding the errors which had led to totalitarian deformations?

Most attempts to answer this question from within the dialectical tradition have shared a common point of departure: a sharp rejection of the “metaphysics of presence” –i.e. the appeal to some higher principle, whether transcendent or immanent (God, History), which in turn grounds the moral claims of socialism— and which is shared by both premodern and high modern philosophy. We will see that this approach is ultimately unviable, because apart from such a principle there simply isn’t any way to ground substantive moral claims of the kind which socialism makes in contesting the market allocation of resources. 

Critical Dialectical Realism 
Roy Bhaskar (Bhaskar 1989, 1993) is, to be sure, well aware of just precisely this problem, and  has been one of the most vocal critics of the philosophical foundations of neoliberalism. Bhaskar begins by mounting a systematic critique of positivist epistemology and metaphysics. He makes what amounts to a transcendental argument for the reality of those objects of scientific knowledge historically affirmed by the dialectical tradition, but denied by the positivists (“society,” “social structures”). Specifically, he argues that structures are, in fact the condition of possibility of the “facts” and “events” to which Humeans would reduce reality (Bhaskar 1989: 62-65). He does not, however, then argue for an ascent through knowledge of these structures to a positive doctrine of Being. On the contrary, he argues that the difficulty with all hitherto existing dialectics, including those of Hegel and, to some extent Marx, has been an insistence on the positivity of Being --i.e. on the priority of Being over Non-Being. Even where the category of contradiction is introduced as a determination of being itself, as it is in Hegel and Marx, the priority of the positive leads inevitably to closure of the cosmohistorical process and the collapse of Being into an undifferentiated expressive unity. In the case of Hegel, because of his idealism and spiritual monism, this lead to a reconciliation with the status quo of a still semifeudal Germany. In the case of Marx it led to the claim that history terminates (or, what is the same thing, that prehistory terminates and history begins) with the achievement of communism, a doctrine which was easily mobilized by the Stalinist state to close-off further progress not only beyond, but actually towards communism. Bhaskar proposes instead to give priority to the category of absence which he claims is the condition for the possibility of physical systems of any kind, being implied by spatio-temporal extension, physical interaction, and thus motion, and which is the driving force of human society from the demanding cry of an infant distressed at the absence of the mother, through the most sophisticated demand for the “absenting of constraints on the absenting of constraints” and thus for the full development of human capacities (Bhaskar 1993). 

Bhaskar gives this notion of “absenting constraints” concrete content through his proposal for an “explanatory-critical social science.” He begins by pointing out that the subject matter of the social sciences includes not just social objects, but also beliefs about those objects. Some of those beliefs, he argues, are false, and if one can explain the falsity then, other things being equal, one can move to “a negative evaluation of the explanans and a positive evaluation of any action rationally designed to absent it (Bhaskar 1993: 261-262).” 

What Bhaskar is doing here, of course, is to make explicit and rigorous the ethics which is implicit (and not always consistent) in Marx’s social scientific and ideological-critical work, while extending it beyond the scope of Marx’s specific analyses, which were confined to a study of the capitalist system. Thus Marx’s critique of political economy, as a critique of beliefs about capitalism, not only shows those beliefs to be flawed, but shows them to be rooted in the capitalist order itself, of which it is an ideological reflex. The critique of political economy thus becomes a critique of capitalism and a mandate for social transformation. Similarly, he suggests, critiques of sexist and racist ideology imply critiques of women’s oppression and imperialism, and provide a mandate for emancipation.

Bhaskar’s approach is, to be sure, a real step up from neoliberalism. Grounded in a solid epistemological realism, it provides a basis for distinguishing between true and false and from there going on to criticize structures which give rise to false judgments and thus stand in the way of effective action on behalf of human development. Bhaskar’s position is, furthermore, self-correcting. He is able to do for aspects of Marx’s theory, and certain claims of later Marxists, what Marx himself did for bourgeois political economy, thus limiting the tendency toward dogmatism and ideological legitimation of structures which once promoted social progress but which may have outlived their usefulness. 

Implicit in Bhaskar’s ethics, however, is the assumption that effective action on behalf of human development is somehow a moral imperative. But this, precisely, is to assume what must be demonstrated. Bhaskar does take some tentative steps towards showing that human beings have a drive towards such development, arguing that the drive towards universal human autonomy is implicit in the infant’s “primal scream (Bhaskar 1993: 264)” and that it becomes explicit through hard experience of what Freud called the “reality principle,” which teaches us the extent to which and the real conditions under which our desires can actually be realized. What this does not do, however, is to tell us just what a fully developed human being is. Indeed, Bhaskar seems to remain scrupulously agnostic on this question. He gives us no basis, for example, on which to prefer investment in liberal arts education over the production of luxury automobiles except, perhaps, the claim that the latter is not sustainable or doesn’t work in the long run due to economic or ecological limitations. But this is quite different from showing that the former is intrinsically preferable. Desire remains the watchword of Bhaskar’s ethics, standing in for the absent Good, just as absence stands in for Being itself.

The symptom which allows us to diagnose Bhaskar’s disorder is an ambiguity in his language. While he often uses the language of human development or human flourishing, in his more rigorous formulations he always reverts to the term “autonomy” or “freedom.” And it is indeed this latter value to which his argument actually concludes. Bhaskar abbreviates his ascent to first principles intentionally, precisely because a more substantive doctrine of the Good would undermine his ultimately libertarian agenda. His whole enterprise, in fact, can be read as an attempt to show that contrary to the claims of Hayek and his camp, the market order neither advances human freedom nor promotes the long-term survival of the species. Neither, in other words, answers the primal scream schooled by the reality principle. 
This approach reflects, fundamentally, the vantage point of the humanistic intelligentsia in the present period, for whom capitalism generally and neoliberalism have proven themselves ultimately inadequate, but who are hesitant about any restored metaphysics which might ground a critique of their own practice –which might, even noncoercively, call into question their exercise of their freedom. In the process, though, they accept the principles fixed by the bourgeoisie –freedom and survival value-- and agree to contest capitalism on its own terrain. 

This said, we should note that Bhaskar does not actually ground the values of freedom and autonomy, but rather simply presupposes them as a criterion of judgment. It is not at all clear from his argument why freedom is important, or indeed the most important value. The result is a certain arbitrariness in his argument. 
Even so, might not Bhaskar win on bourgeois terrain? Not with the weapons currently at his disposal. The judgment of the peoples of the former Soviet bloc against socialism was first and foremost a judgment against the fact that it did not allow them to freely pursue their own self-interests, which they had come to understand in narrowly consumerist terms. The judgment against the new market order is, rather a judgment against the failure of the market to support certain higher-order aspirations which were well-funded under socialism --the desire to dance, to paint, to teach, or to engage in research. While these aspirations can be recast in terms of freedom, it remains necessary to show that the freedoms or aspirations which socialism makes possible or fulfills are higher than those made possible or fulfilled by capitalism. And for this we need a principle of value higher than freedom. 

Dialectical Formalism
Our second dialectical alternative takes a very different approach to transcending postmodernism. Alain Badiou looks not to an immanent critique of Hegelian and Marxist dialectics, but rather to the epistemic ideal of modernity itself –mathematics—to re-ground a the objectivity of knowledge, a doctrine of the subject, and a sort of ethics. Specifically, Badiou argues that mathematics –and more specifically set theory—is ontology. This immediately generates severe constraints on what kind of metaphysics is possible. On the one hand, the Russell paradox and the axiom of foundation imply that a set can neither contain nor belong to itself.  This means that there is no “set of all sets,” whether under we call that set Nature, History, or God, but only what Badiou calls “multiplicities.” On the other hand, precisely because of this, sets are defined disjunctively and in relation to one another. This means that they are defined by something outside themselves and thus indiscernible by ontology. This void is the site of what Badiou calls the “event.” 
Badiou identifies four distinct types of events: art, science, politics, and love. In each case, the event involves naming the indiscernible and thus the term in terms of which all sets are defined. The event is, in effect, a kind of ontological revolution. The subject is constituted in and through this process, by the naming of and fidelity to the event (Badiou 1988/2006). 

It is only when we reach this point that the relationship between Badiou and his mentor Sartre becomes apparent. As for Sartre (Sartre 1973) , Badiou understands human beings as constituted by the desire to be God, and as fully human only when they are engaged in metaphysical revolution. 
Badiou’s political roots are in the Maoist tradition and his philosophy is, in a very real sense, the first fully developed and explicit philosophical groundwork for what is often called “Western Maoism.” As we noted in the previous chapter, Third World Maoism represented a complex coalition between marginalized humanistic intellectuals anxious to make their mark by breaking with every tradition and poor peasants who regarded civilization itself as an unwarranted burden. Western Maoism severs these humanistic intellectuals from their peasant base, creating a politics in which revolution becomes, in effect, an end in itself, the process by which the subject effaced by capitalist high modernity is reconstituted. 

Like most philosophical products of the New Left, however, Badiou’s philosophy is not simply wrong; it is founded on a fundamental misunderstanding. We have already shown that attempts to demonstrate the existence of God within the context of a purely formal reason –i.e. the ontological argument —inevitably fail for the simple reason that they are based on bad mathematics. Thus the ontological argument –the claim that God exists because “that than which nothing greater can be thought” would not meet the terms of its definition if it didn’t exist, is convertible with Zorn’s Lemma, which claims that a partial ordered set with an upper bound must have a maximal element. This lemma, while intuitively obvious, cannot be proven. Badiou, similarly, sets up a set theoretical definition of and argument for the existence of God which he then knocks down. But this argument is based on a confusion between the numerical and the transcendental One. The numerical One –the One which can be defined set theoretically—is simply a function of the ordering of sets by inclusion, and has none of the properties historically associated with the divine. The transcendental One, on the other hand, is One in the sense of being integral: it cannot be divided without ceasing to exist, and is thus convertible with Being. It cannot be defined set-theoretically. The “god” whose existence Badiou disproves, in other words is not God at all, but merely a number. 
Some thinkers have charged that Badiou arbitrarily excludes the religious from his typology of events (Dews 2004, Zupanic 2004).  Might not God be defined here, outside ontology, as the “event of events” (Dews 2004)?  But such complaints misunderstand Badiou, whose atheism is, ultimately, not of the intellect but rather of the will. 
Both dialectical critical realism and the dialectical formalism of Badiou are, we should note, still “late modern” or “postmodern” in the sense that they deny the existence of a first principle, understood as either the Infinite or as Esse, which is prior to or immanent in the universe. They simply return to the agon from which deconstructionist postmodernists had retired. In the case of Bhaskar, this agon is still the struggle for liberation and justice. It is just that it its inadequately grounded. But for Badiou it is an authentic theomachy or struggle among the gods or would be gods. In this sense, he reaches back behind the deconstructionists and Heidegger to Nietzsche, and makes (almost) explicit what Nietzsche did not: that the will to power is the will to the divine. 
This makes the political valence of Badiou’s work profoundly ambiguous. His option for an emancipatory politics is, in the end worse than arbitrary. It is a function of the fact that he, and the humanistic intelligentsia to whom he appeals, stand outside the current bloc in power and outside the ontology they have defined. But if the motivation behind politics is the self-constitution of the subject through an act of ontological revolution, it is unclear why such a revolution might not be carried out, as it was for Heidegger, by and on behalf of a fascist movement. Third World Maoism was held back from this danger by its peasant base; Western Maoism is not. It is in the end an ideology of pure terror, the nightmare nihilism against which Dostoevsky warned us in The Possessed. 
The New Religious Metaphysics
What this means, of course, is that any metaphysics which is going to transcend both modernity and postmodernity –which is going to ground judgments regarding meaning and value without reverting to godbuilding or immanentism—will have to be religious in the sense of recognizing a reality or process which, while present in contingent being, also transcends it. 

Attempts at such a metaphysics are still rare. Here we consider two of the most important: Franklin Gamwell’s Reformed Liberalism and John Milbank’s Radical Orthodoxy. 
Reformed Liberalism
Gamwell’s position is, in many ways, close to our own, precisely because he argues for both a teleological approach to ethics and for the necessity of grounding ethics in a theistic metaphysics. His metaphysics itself, however, is quite different, and we need to consider its merits.

Gamwell approaches the problem of metaphysics from within the transcendental tradition which traces its lineage to Kant. By a transcendental approach to metaphysics, we mean any approach which argues by means of an analysis of the conditions or presuppositions of human subjectivity. Thus Kant, for example, argued that human subjectivity was inconceivable apart from what he called the “forms of intuition” –space and time—and the “categories of the understanding” –quality, quantity, relation, and mode. Kant, however, regarded the idea of God, along with the ideas of the self and the world as what he called transcendental ideals –ideas we naturally use to organize our experience of the world, but which are not actually preconditions of any possible experience. For this reason he ruled out rational metaphysics in the traditional sense of the word.

Transcendental theism accepts Kant’s basic approach, but argues against him that the idea of God is, in fact, a precondition of or implicit in all acts of human subjectivity. There are many different types of transcendental theism. The most important is undoubtedly the Transcendental Thomism represented by Karl Rahner and Bernard Lonergan. According to Rahner for example every existential judgment we make –every judgment that some particular thing exists, contains a “nonthematic preapprehension” of Esse as such and thus of God (Rahner 1957). Lonergan (Lonergan 1957), similarly, argues that God as Being is the object of our constitutively human unrestricted desire to know. 

Gamwell, while he occasionally makes gestures in the direction of the ontological argument and Thomas’ third way (Gamwell 1990: 165-168, 176-178), is actually closer to Kant than most transcendental theists, in that he looks for the foundation of his argument in an analysis of practical reason. He begins from the fact that every human choice, simply because it involves a judgment of better or worse, makes implicit reference to some “comprehensive variable in accord with which all actualities may be compared (Gamwell 1990: 168),” or some principle against which their relative worth can be measured (Gamwell 2000: 13-58). Such a comprehensive variable, in turn, “implies a comprehensive actuality of which all other things are parts (Gamwell 1990: 168).” Following Hartshorne (Hartshorne 1949) he calls this actuality the “divine relativity” a term which, he shows, is convertible with creativity (Gamwell 1990: 169, 178ff, 2000: 122-131, 139-149).

Where Gamwell differs from the Transcendental Thomists is in his characterization of the nature of God. While his argument closely tracks Thomas’ fourth way and while he makes some reference to the Thomistic principle of the convertibility of the transcendentals, he rejects the idea that God is outside of space and time on the grounds that this is a purely negative determination and thus not, strictly speaking, comprehensible (Gamwell 1990: 175-176, 2000: 107-122). For Gamwell, as for Hartshorne, God is the supremely temporal individual. 

On the basis of this metaphysics, Gamwell is able to derive a well-defined moral imperative: act in such a way as to promote the divine good, understood as maximum future creativity. He follows the Platonic and Aristotelian tradition in tracing wrong action to the limited character of human knowledge, which means that lesser goods are sometimes known more vividly than higher goods, but he rejects the Aristotelian identification of virtue and happiness, arguing that there may well be a contradiction between our own future creativity and that of others and ultimately the maximal future creativity of the universe (Gamwell 2000: 59-104, 131-139).

There are a number of difficulties with this approach. First, transcendental arguments for the existence of God are not really decisive. The fact that the idea of God (whether understood as the Thomistic Esse or as Hartshorne’s divine creativity) is in fact a condition of any possible knowledge or subjectivity and is implicit in each and every human choice, does not necessarily imply that God in fact exists. Rather, knowledge, choice, or other observable attributes of subjectivity may themselves be illusions. Second, attempts to rise to the idea of God in a way which, like the transcendental argument, evade rather than passing through cosmology, are inevitably religiously unsatisfying and lead to otherworldliness of a sort which leaves them open to the critiques of Feuerbach, Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud (Mansueto 2005). Third, in spite of its otherworldliness, the transcendental approach fails to challenge fundamentally what is arguably one of the principal characteristics of modernity: the notion that human subjectivity is the proper point of departure for all philosophical reflection. By taking subjectivity as its starting point, transcendental theism (classical or neoclassical) implicitly imports into its system the whole complex of principles and values which constitute modern liberalism. To put this another way, by using subjectivity as the foundation for theology and ethics, transcendental theism rules out in advance the possibility that subjectivity might be called into question, while at the same time leaving it radically ungrounded.
 
Finally, Gamwell’s concept of God as “supremely temporal” reflects a similar failure to subject modernity to serious criticism. Gamwell’s failure to engage the issue of analogical predication means that he not only fails to understand what is meant by the claim that God is eternal, but also and more seriously that he (perhaps accidentally) falls into the trap of a univocal metaphysics. This is reflected above all in his claim that virtue and happiness are not the same in human beings. This is because a univocal metaphysics implies, more or less necessarily, a “zero-sum” view of the world in which the maximal future creativity of one person or system may detract from that of others or even of God. It is just precisely this zero-sum worldview which is shared by both the liberal and the Augustinian traditions which are constitutive of modernity. As we will see, if God, and thus “Being” or “creativity,” is understood analogically, then the moral imperative is not so much to maximize creativity or Being (our own or others) but rather to maximize our participation in an indivisible and uncreated power of creativity of Being. Our own authentic participation in this power is never in contradiction with the similar power of others nor does it take away from the Power of God who draws all things to Herself. There is thus no possible contradiction between the Good and our own happiness properly understood.
This brings us to the problem of the social basis and political valence of ‘transcendental’ theism. What this trend does is to recognize the fundamental necessity of an ontological ground to any coherent science, ethics or religion --and thus to the full development of human capacities. They argue further that, contra Kant, God is a condition for any possible experience and for any act of human choice, and not merely, as Kant claimed, a moral postulate. But they fail to transcend the realm of the subject which is first and foremost the realm of the marketplace and the bourgeoisie.
 It is little wonder that at the political level the resulting theologies tend, on the one hand, to legitimate action to restrict and modify the operation of market forces in accord with general moral principles without, however, advocating a real break with the market order. For this reason it is legitimate to speak of ‘liberal’ Protestantism and ‘liberal’ Catholicism. Put differently, transcendental theism makes room for God in bourgeois society, on the condition that God not call the basic structure of that society into question. This is reflected in Gamwell’s political theory, which opens up the possibility of democratically-directed state intervention in the market, but which also makes agnosticism about fundamental questions of value the cornerstone of the political order, providing effective constitutional protection for bourgeois right. 
Radical Orthodoxy
Radical Orthodoxy is, first and foremost, an attempt to respond from within the Christian tradition to the critique of “ontotheology” mounted by Heidegger and his followers. In his early work, Milbank largely accepts the Heideggerian critique and argues, in effect, that the whole dialectical tradition as ultimately grounded in an ontology of violence in which will is pitted against will. This is illustrated for him not only in modern theories of class struggle, but also in the older dialectical ethics of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. Even Plato’s ideal state, he claims, is an “armed camp,” and Aristotle’s whole concept of virtue is really just transformation of a fundamentally military ethic of heroism. Indeed, Aristotle counsels his students to be haughty to those beneath them in station and to make sure that others depend on them (Milbank 1991).

Against this ontology of violence, Milbank proposes an ontology of peace, the carrier of which is the Christian Church which, following Augustine, he calls the “Other City,” founded on different loves. Milbank argues that when we recognize Being as difference, we learn a nonpossessive love which at once cancels and preserves the distance between persons. This is the creative love of God, who brings into Being creatures different from Himself and authentically free, and who calls us to love each other in the same way. There is, Milbank argues, no way to ground this ontology dialectically; indeed to try to do so is to yield to the very ontology of violence which seeks truth through struggle and contradiction. 

Gradually, Milbank has pulled back from this position, and granted greater space for metaphysics. Even in Theology and Social Theory we find the seeds of an alternative critique of philosophical modernity, one which locates its point of origin not in Plato and Aristotle, or even in the Latin middle ages generally, but rather in John Duns Scotus, whose doctrine of the univocity of Being laid the groundwork for both the Reformation and secular modernity. As we have noted, this doctrine makes the difference between God and human beings quantitative rather than qualitative. On the one hand this approach grounds divine authority in power rather than love; on the other hand it opens up the possibility, which defines humanity—that human beings, by building power (through, for example, scientific and technological progress)  might be able to transcend  finitude and achieve divinity. 

In a recent paper (Milbank 2006b) Milbank further develops this thesis, dating the “ontotheological lapse” clearly to around 1300. 
During the course of the Middle Ages however, beginning back in the 12thC but then dominantly from 1300 onwards, most theologians indeed lapsed into ‘onto-theology’ by making being the prime object of metaphysics and God in some sense an object of study within the field of being. Rather like modern analytic philosophers, they tended to regard being as a surd propertyless transcendental presupposition of all of reality, such that being as such had and required no cause. Only finite being as created required a cause. Of course infinite being as uncreated did not require a cause and this might be seen (as by Scotus) as the most primary and paradigmatic instance of being, but the further and subtle point being made here is that for the dominant later medieval viewpoint it was also true that ‘transcendental being’ in itself, neutral as between infinite and finite, did not require a cause. So God created all finite ‘thereness’, but there was a kind of residue of ‘thereness’ which God did not create and which even his own infinite existence in some sense presupposed. This was primarily a logical presupposition, but also one given a certain ontological valency to the extent that infinite and finite started to be seen as both ‘equally’ and univocally existing: that is to say as both occupying a ‘transcendental’ space of being that exceeds the space of formal logic. It was rather (in Scotus, who is the clearest here), a ‘formal’ space, hovering between the sheerly real and the merely logically modal (meaning here the modus in which we must perforce conceive things).

It was especially in terms of this new concept of the transcendentality of being that metaphysics became independent of theology and transcendentally prior to it, in the course of a long process that culminated with Suarez in the early 17thC (Milbank 2006b).

Following Benedict XVI, furthermore, Milbank attributes this ontotheological lapse to the growing influence of Islam which, together with Judaism, because of the primacy which they both give to the law over the image as disclosing the divine, he deems resistant to an analogical metaphysics of participation. Thomas, along with Nicholas Cusanus and a few others, are deemed uniquely resistant to this lapse.

What Milbank proposes instead of an independent metaphysics is not entirely clear. He does not, for example, define specifically the boundary between philosophy and theology, but rather gives examples: Augustine, of course, and Bonaventure and Thomas. He also speaks well of traditions which recognize essentially no boundary at all between these two disciplines, and in which dialectical ascent merges seamlessly into mystical speculation: Sufism, Mystical Judaism, and (with some misunderstanding and oversimplification, I think), Hinduism and Buddhism. 
I would like to suggest that Milbank’s approach to the problem of ontotheology is flawed, both in its historical analysis and in its treatment of substantive philosophical and theological issues.

First, as we have already suggested, his understanding of this history of metaphysics reflects fundamental confusions. He seems, on the one hand, to want to keep the Heideggerian critique of ontotheology (which has gradually shaded into a critique of an autonomous rational metaphysics) while at the same time recovering Thomas, and perhaps Plato and Aristotle as well.  And he associates the birth of ontotheology with Islam (and by extension, though less explicitly, the medieval Jewish subculture within Dar-al-Islam). Let us look at each of these problems in turn.

It is, first of all, quite impossible to reject ontotheology, in the sense that Heidegger and his followers understood the term, and still have Thomas. By ontotheology Heidegger meant a rational ascent to first principles in terms of which the universe can be understood and human action ordered –a unitary explanatory deductive system which used Being to explain the world and then derived from this explanation certain ethical, political, and even soteriological conclusions. This, precisely, is the enterprise which Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle begin, as an attempt to reground meaning and value in response to the sophistic critique. And it is the enterprise which the fusion of dialectical philosophy with prophetic religion, beginning with Philo of Alexandria and culminating in the work of Thomas, completes (Mansueto 2005). It does this by identifying the God of Abraham, Jesus, and Mohammed, the God whose name is YHWH (the causative form of the verb “to be”) with the Platonic Good and the Aristotelian Unmoved Mover. This metaphysics remains autonomous, in spite of its obvious dependence on the historic engagement with Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, because it upheld the capacity of human reason to rise to the first principle, understood as Esse (Thomas) or Necessary Being (for Ibn Sina), prior to and apart from revelation.

Where the Heideggerians go wrong is in regarding this “ontotheology” as the philosophical foundation for modern nihilism and state terror. As we have seen, the record of rational metaphysics in the premodern world is one of holding the great empires accountable to higher standards of justice, containing exploitation and encouraging the investment of surplus in activities which promote human development, but without attempting utopia. Modernity derives, rather, (and thus far the later Milbank is correct) from the turn towards a univocal or immanentist metaphysics. Classic “ontotheology,” Jewish, Christian, and Islamic, concludes to a first principle that is understood first and foremost as necessary, as opposed to contingent being. It is Esse as opposed to ens  commune, From this point of view, every thing in the universe seeks and participates in Being, in proportion to its nature: minerals by conserving form, plants by nutrition growth and reproduction, animals by sensation and locomotion, and human beings by the exercise of the intellect and will, which allow us to actually create. But the ontological boundary between God and universe is impermeable. One cannot, simply by extending one’s capacities, become God. With a univocal metaphysics, on the other hand, the difference between God and universe is merely quantitative. It is that between infinite and finite. Initially this takes the form of spiritualities of authority and submission, which diminish humanity’s role in the face of an arbitrary divine sovereign, heavenly reflex of the emerging absolutist monarchies. Eventually, however, the idea develops that human beings can, by means of scientific understanding and technological manipulation, gain control of the universe and develop potentially infinite powers –actually becoming God.  Immanentism, by the same token, posits the possibility of humanity rising to divinity by means of a revolutionary transformation which makes it the real subject of nature and history.
The Heideggerian misunderstanding of the relationship between ontotheology and modernity is not, furthermore, simply an intellectual error. It has a definite social basis and political valence. As Georg Lukacs has pointed out (Lukacs 1953/1980) it forms an integral part of an indirect apologetic for capitalism. Specifically, in attacking ontotheology as a “road-builder’s ideology, Heidegger attacks the ontological primacy of labor and of human creativity, something which Marx carried over, if perhaps in distorted
 form, from the earlier dialectical tradition. Heidegger’s “mistake” is also organically anti-Latin and anti-Semitic –something which should not surprise us given his Nazi sympathies. 

Milbank, by failing to fully unravel this knot, becomes complicit in Heidegger’s errors, and he does so in a way which has particularly dangerous consequences in the current situation: by means of a kind of soft endorsement of Benedict XVI’s anti-Semitism and anti-Islamicism. It is certainly true that much modern Islam, especially of the Wahabi variety, reflects a univocal metaphysics. It is a mistake, however, to regard the turn towards a univocal metaphysics as a product of Islamic influence on the West in the high middle ages. Rather, the turn towards a univocal doctrine of Being was something that happened within both Christendom and Dar-al-Islam, probably as a reflex of the emergence of absolutist political structures and market economies. The analogical metaphysics of thinkers like Moshe ben Maimon, ibn Sina, and Thomas Aquinas, grounded a rich and complex natural law ethics. If every thing seeks Being in proportion to its nature, then the moral imperative consists in cultivating those capacities which enable us to be and to be most fully. A just society is one which cultivates these capacities. Neither absolute monarchs nor the emerging bourgeoisie wanted to be held accountable before the court of this often demanding natural law and thus favored theologies which reduced law to a matter of divine command and restricted the capacity of philosophers and the religious authorities to argue that their actions were unjust on the basis of reason alone. In Islam, this process is reflected in the rise of Asharism –of which al-Ghazali, who Milbank favors, was a moderate advocate. The great Islamic Aristotelians, however –and most especially ibn Sina, whose Danish defines God as Necessary Being, and who is usually misread in the West by philosophers and theologians who rely too heavily on Etienne Gilson, were clearly advocates of an analogical metaphysics. In Christendom, the rise of a univocal doctrine of Being was associated with the Augustinian reaction which gained force in the 1270s with the condemnations of Averroism by Peter Tempier. Scotus certainly carries this doctrine to new extremes, but earlier Augustinians, such as Anselm (who defined God in quantitative terms as “that than which nothing greater can be thought,”) also upheld a univocal metaphysics. 
What difference to these errors in historical analysis make at the substantive philosophical and theological level?  First, they blind Milbank to the fact that only an autonomous metaphysics can defend effectively against both atheistic nihilism and religious fanaticism. The reasons for this are rather starkly simple, and may not appeal to those inclined to accept only arguments which require great subtlety to comprehend, but they are valid nonetheless. On the one hand, only an autonomous metaphysics, which begins with the facts of ordinary experience and/or the results of the special sciences can convince skeptics of the reasonableness of belief and the possibility of revelation. Milbank’s claim that such an autonomous metaphysics can, furthermore, ground only a bare procedural liberalism, which formally excludes religion from the public arena but leaves what he calls “plural fideism” to compete without any basis for adjudicating their competing claims, is simply not fair. As we have already suggested, the autonomous metaphysics of thinkers such as ibn Sina, Moshe ben Maimon, and Thomas Aquinas grounded a rich and complex natural law theory, which both acknowledges and respects a realm of revealed truth which (being indemonstrable) cannot be made the object of compulsion and provides a set of universal principles governing the way people from competing traditions engage each other in the public arena. It is possible, for example, to argue on the basis of natural law, not only for certain liberal rights, or for the full equality of men and women (based on the fact that both share common intellectual capacities) but also for public policies which restrict exploitation and encourage investment in activities which promote human development, while at the same time recognizing that many questions (e.g. the Incarnation, and any imperatives regarding spiritual development which flow from the Incarnation) transcend rational demonstration and cannot be made the object of public policy. Indeed, it would not be too much to say that a autonomous rational metaphysics of Esse grounds a public arena constituted by dialogue around fundamental questions of meaning and value. 

Second, Milbank’s attack on the autonomy of metaphysics is also an attack on the autonomy of theology as an intellectual discipline. This is apparent from his tendency to blur the boundary between theology and speculative mysticism of the sort represented by Russian Orthodox sophiology, the kaballah, and the illuminist or israqi school in Islam. This is dangerous because theology has a definite social function within the community of the Church. Just as philosophy governs the shared space of civil society, a space in which authority rests on arguments accessible to anyone capable of reason, theology governs the shared public space of the Church, in which authority rests on arguments accessible to reason as it has been completed and extended by a body of revealed wisdom regarding the extent and status of which members of the community more or less agree. Mystical union may well represent a higher wisdom still, but it is nondiscursive and thus cannot be shared and public and thus cannot form the basis for the exercise of authority in foro externo. Speculative mysticism of the sort represented by Russian sophiology, kaballah, and the israqi school of Islam blur these lines, making discursive, cognitive claims on the basis of fundamentally private experiences. 

Finally, and most seriously, Milbank’s historical errors lead him into what can only be called a soft anti-Semitism, denying the compatibility of a spirituality centered on fulfillment of the Law (such as we have seen in Judaism and Islam) with an analogical metaphysics of participation and associating it instead with the univocal metaphysics which (we agree) tends to promote state terror.  Here I quote Milbank at some length:
… Judaism and still more Islam tend to be suspicious of the capacity of image to disclose God, whereas they both consider law to be supremely disclosive of God. But Christianity is somewhat suspicious of law as the prime disclosure of God (Paul declared that it is ‘preceded’ by faith) and testifies that one supreme image (Christ) fully manifests God, such that all other images are in some degree sanctified.

Now law prescribes in advance. While it would be utterly crass to say that premodern law wholly favoured possibility over actuality (since it relied greatly upon precedent, narrative and legal fiction) nonetheless law as a category in general does so more than image as a category in general. The primacy of image also entails the primacy of actuality (this realised picture beyond any pre-given formula rather than another), whereas any shift towards making law and will the most central considerations will tend also to favour the priority of the possible.

… to deny the primacy of the actual is to deny the primacy of the image and the exceeding of the law by the incarnate Christ. (Milbank 2006a)

What Milbank is missing here is the long tradition, reaching back to the prophets, and extending into Christianity as well as Judaism and Islam, which identifies doing justice and knowing God. Thus when the prophets speak of da’ath ‘elohim (knowledge of God) they are not speaking of something theoretical, but rather an experiential and nonconceptual knowledge which we gain in actually realizing the divine will. 

Hear the word of YHWH, O Israel;

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

There is no faith or mutual trust,

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

oaths are imposed and broken, they kill and rob;

there is nothing but adultery and license,

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

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

whose justice dawns like morning light, 

and its dawning is as sure as the sunrise.

It will come to us like a shower,

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

Da’ath ‘elohim was rooted for Israel in the revolutionary struggle which brought it into being as a people –a struggle against the warlords of Canaan and their Egyptian overlords, which led eventually to the establishment of new kind of society characterized by at least a rough social justice (Gottwald 1979). At first Israel understood its god in this context –as el yahwi saboth ysirael, El who brings into being the armies of Israel. Gradually, however, by living in a just society which promoted human creativity, this understanding deepened, and Israel began to understand that its revolutionary warrior God brought into being not only the armies of Israel, but in fact the cosmos as a whole, and did so in a single unified movement, so that creation and redemption were not radically distinguished. And in this insight Israel achieves an insight into the divine nature --that is, Being Itself. Thus the name ‘YHWH’ is the causative form of the Hebrew verb ‘to be.’ In this sense one could argue, using the language of later dialectics, that the judgment of justice and thus of the Good led ineluctably to the judgment of Being with which it is convertible. This is true in spite of the fact that Israel remained skeptical about elaborate cognitive claims regarding God, rejecting not only representations of the divine nature, but even pronunciation of the divine name outside of the most solemn context of the cult. 

This knowledge rooted in the just act came, in the context of the Catholic tradition, to be understood to represent a real participation in the life of God (and thus something which can be understood only on the basis of an analogical metaphysics). This understanding was based on the Aristotelian concepts of connatural knowledge and intentional being. According to Aristotle, “like knows like.” Thomas in particular developed this idea into a complex doctrine of connatural knowledge –the sort of knowledge we have of cold, for example, by being cold –or of justice, by being just, which is quite different from the knowledge we have of “cold” from thermodynamic theory or of “justice” from a theoretical ethics.  Also according to Aristotle, when we know something, our intellect takes on its form, and we become that thing, if only in a limited intentional way. Thus when we know God, either theoretically or connaturally (by engaging in “Godly” or right action) we experience some measure of divinization. 

Different degrees of justice, and thus of knowledge, furthermore, represent different degrees of participation in the life of God. The ordinary knowledge we have of God through an autonomous metaphysics is only of God in relation to the universe, not of God in Herself. We know God in the mirror of natural beauty, not as Beauty itself, as a principle which helps us to explain the universe, not as the Truth itself, as our supreme good and not as the Good itself. And the divine Esse and unity seem merely requirements of logic, themselves forever shrouded in darkness. Because of this our natural love of God is, in a certain sense, love of God as a means. We love God because She is our creator, the principle of our existence and the condition for the full development and exercise of our capacities. This kind of love is not to be disparaged. It is not sinful or even selfish. It is, on the contrary right and just --the part of justice which Thomas calls the virtue of religion. But it is not love of God for Her own sake, and it will not satisfy us. This is because, however noble the human condition, it is ordered to higher ends and those who love it as the highest good will inevitably be frustrated when they learn, as we all inevitably do, that the universe is not in fact structured to serve us. Only a knowledge of God in Her essence, and love which loves the highest Good for its own sake will leave us at peace with a universe which is ordered to that Good and with our place therein. 

We achieve this supernatural knowledge and this supernatural love precisely by running up against the limits of natural knowledge and natural love.  Consider, for example, the case of Israel.  At first the people are struggling merely for their own liberation and their own justice. On the basis of this struggle they develop a new understanding of God –first as el yahwi sabaoth yisrael, and eventually as YHWH, the causative power of Being as such. Gradually, however, it becomes clear that liberation and justice are not the final  that the universe is not built around the human person or human civilization –even the just person or the justice society. No sooner had the people of Israel recognized the hand of God in their amazing victories over enemies which far outmatched them in terms of military might, than that hand was withdrawn, or extended in ways that seemed directed to some end other than their own temporal well-being. It is at this point that one realizes that the struggle isn’t about me, that it isn’t even about us, if indeed it is about anything at all, and that any attempt to name what it is about, while necessary and even, within limits, satisfying, risks limiting its scope in a way which will inevitably lead to idolatry and disappointment. The struggle is about this great Unnameable-Bringing-Into-Being which we experience in being called each and every day to become more than we are and which we learn to discover as much in the disappointments as in the successes, as these point us towards an ever deeper appreciation of divine nature. This gradual revelation of the divine nature through struggle and contradiction is what Juan de la Cruz called the dark night of the soul. 

If Judaism and Islam have been more reluctant than Christianity to see in the fulfillment of the law a real participation in the life of God, this is not because such an understanding of the Law is impossible, or because these traditions are wed ineluctably to the univocal metaphysics which lies at the root of modern nihilism and state terror, but rather because of their caution about the idea of divinization as such, which seem to them to violate the strictures against idolatry or shirk (the crime of associating something with God). Thus Jewish and Islamic Aristotelians regarded the very pinnacle of human spiritual achievement as the identification with the Agent Intellect achieved by the greatest of the prophets: Moses, Jesus, and Mohammed (Nasr 1964: 43-44), rather than as a beatific intentional union with God of the sort theorized by Thomas and represented imaginatively by Dante.

On the other hand, Judaism and Islam have historically been more optimistic than Christianity about the possibility of realizing the Law, and thus creating a just social order. In the case of rabbinic Judaism this optimism was balanced by the fact that Jews have rarely had the political power to govern themselves in accord with the Law, much less to engage in a process of global social transformation. Islam, on the other hand, is constituted by the principle of al-amr bi’l-ma`ruf wa`nahy `an al-munkar: commanding right and forbidding wrong. The result is a tendency in Islamic Aristotelianism generally, and in Averroism in particular, to regard the human civilizational project as the principal field of spiritual progress, while remaining circumspect about the possibilities for the individual. 

Rather than administering to Judaism and Islam what amounts (for all its grounding in a philosophical discourse about possibility and actuality) a standard Christian (especially Protestant) scolding for their “legalism,” we ought to be engaging in a dialogue which, while acknowledging and engaging differences, also allows the possibility of a higher synthesis. Such an extended Convivencia might open up the prospect of a civilizational progress completed in full and complete enjoyment of God: the very divinization of humanity. Such a synthesis already has precedent in the poetry of Dante Alighieri. Trained in and deeply attracted to Radical (Islamic) Aristotelianism, Dante sought a middle position between the party in whose philosophy he had been nurtured and the teachings of St. Thomas. Dante (Alighieri. De Monarchia), who had been influenced by the Latin Averroists but rejected metaphysical monopsychism, stressed that it took humanity as a whole, collectively, to realize the full potential of the human intellect. He thus implicitly recognized knowledge as a social reality which develops over time and which is bound up both with the structures which organize human civilizations and with the larger struggle for a just social order which makes possible the full development of human capacities (Gilson 1968: 167). It was the function of the Empire to guarantee the conditions for human development and civilizational progress. At the same time, he upheld the possibilities of a higher knowledge and a higher love –indeed a higher destiny and a higher civilization— to which humanity was called by the “love which moved the sun and all the other stars.” Setting out on the path of self-cultivation and civilizational progress we found ourselves called to transcend the limits of the natural and challenged to become more than we are  --more than human. This is symbolized in Dante’s ascent into the heavens accompanied by Beatrice, lured by physical beauty to pursue a beauty which transcends even the intellect.

What is the social basis and political valence of Milbank’s position? It represents, I would like to suggest, a distinctively European response to the current situation. Europe has been postmodern, in the sense of continuing to live the modern ideal without actually believing in it, since at least the end of the Second World War. This was a profoundly secular postmodernity, in that even the innerworldly, secret religion of high modernity had been largely abandoned. It was made tolerable by the extraordinarily high quality of life which Europeans secured for themselves by integrating a high end export economy with social democratic reforms which guaranteed not only basic necessities, but access to education and cultured leisure to the entire population.

As European social democracy has begun to erode under pressure from the global market, Europeans have become increasingly dissatisfied with this settlement –a tendency which is evident in the turn of even radical deconstructionists such as Derrida to a sort of religion. At the same time, Europe is deeply threatened –in a way the United States, for example, is not—by its growing internal diversity, and specifically by its growing Islamic population. The United States, after all, is a country of immigrants, and while more radically disestablishmentarian than most European states, it is far less secular. “America,” much as it may struggle with this can and will redefine itself by its pluralism; Europe cannot. Thus the search for a European identity, a search in which a renewed Catholicity is an obvious option. 

This is, however, only a part of the identity of even the oldest Old Europe: the countries which once comprised the Holy Roman Empire and the Papal States. It will never be a credible identity for Milbank’s own Protestant Great Britain.  And it would be a very bad way to define the identity, and with a very different political valence than I think Milbank intends, for a still deeply Arabized and Islamicized al-Andalus and Two Sicilies,
 as well as for every part of Europe which ever persecuted its Jews (and is there one which did not?). It is certainly not a solution for the Balkans or Turkey –or the world.

A Revitalized Dialectical Metaphysics 
We are now in a position to lay out our own alternative. We remind readers that the epistemological and cosmological foundations of this metaphysics have already been set out in earlier works (Mansueto 2002b, 2005). Here we focus specifically on core metaphysical issues and on showing how our approach addresses answers the political theological critique. 
Being as Organization

We have already advanced and briefly argued for the claim that, once modernist univocity and immanentism are set aside, there are, broadly speaking, two metaphysical alternatives: a metaphysics of Esse or of Being as such and a metaphysics of pattica sammupada or dependent origination. This claim is further sustained by recent developments in the sciences (Bohm 1980, Gal-Or 1986, Prigogine et al 1977, 1979, 1984, 1989, Lerner 1991, Sheldrake 1981Margulis and Fester 1991), the philosophical significance of which we and others have analyzed elsewhere (Harris 1965, 1991, 1992; Mansueto 2005). Specifically, these results point to the relational and the teleological character of the universe. A radically relational cosmology, such as that advocated by David Bohm seem to provide warrant for the metaphysics of pattica sammupada developed by the Buddhists. Indeed, the debate between the more realist interpretations of quantum mechanics, the subjectivist Copenhagen interpretation, and anthropic interpretations can be seen as a kind of unconscious replay of the debates between the Madhyamika school, the Yogacara School, and some of the more synthetic schools which developed in China and Tibet. Scientific results which point to an underlying teleological dynamic, on the other hand, seem to provide support for the metaphysics of the unmoved mover developed by Aristotle and his followers (or, what is really the same thing, the Confucian metaphysics of the Great Ultimate). The first approach accepts the infinite regress of causes which to the Aristotelians seems so abhorrent and a conclusion that, because everything is ultimately dependent on everything else, nothing has inherent existence in the sense which ibn Sina and Thomas, for example, assign to God. The second approach, rejecting such a regress, argues for a first principle which is its own ground, a project which is completed in the identification by ibn Sina and Thomas of the Aristotelian unmoved mover with the God revealed in Exodus. These are, taken at face value, two incompatible doctrines which cannot and ought not to be harmonized. 

But matters look rather different if we focus on Thomas rather than Aristotle and the fully developed Mahayana Buddhism of The T’ien Tai or Hua-yen schools rather than the early doctrines of Nagarjuna. From this point of view both doctrines look rather like competing ways of coming to terms with a common reality: the fact that what Thomists call contingent being is always and only dependent on and ordered to something outside itself, and that the ground of things consists not in self-possession but in a radical generativity. Put differently, we might say that being, in the sense of contingent being, means being related, which is essentially the same thing as being dependent, though it puts the matter in a rather more positive light. And once we have recognized this, we also recognize that the Thomistic metaphysics of Esse is quite incompatible with any notion that form or structure gives things being. Rather, each of the various grades of being –mineral, vegetable, animal, rational—and each of the specific forms of these grades of being are merely ways of being related, ways of seeking Being as such.

This leaves, of course, what looks like a more fundamental difference and one not so easily susceptible to resolution, between the Thomistic claim that Being Is, and the Madhyamika claim that nothing has inherent existence – a difference which would seem to entail a whole complex of practical differences, between, for example, an ethics centered on the cultivation of virtue and an ethics of detachment. But here too matters are more complex. In fact the whole Socratic tradition up until ibn Sina was quite reluctant to identify the first principle with Being. Thus Plato speaks of the first principle as “the Good,” which he says is “beyond Being.”  Aristotle, while he sometimes falls into the trap of saying that it is form which gives contingent things their being, does not even really attempt to define the Unmoved Mover. Later Neo-Platonists speak of the first principle as the One, again “beyond being. ” The Christian Neo-Platonist Dionysus the Areopagite went even further, stressing the need to complement the via positiva which ascends to God rationally by means of affirming things of Him, with a via negativa which ascends by means of denying things of God. This reluctance to characterize the first principle as Being may well be the result of the fact that these thinkers all understood being as substance or self-possession and recognized that such a principle could not, in fact, be the source of all that is. Ibn Sina and Thomas, on the other hand, put forward a doctrine which is, in fact, radically different from any notion of Being as substance or self-possession. Esse as such is first and foremost a radical creativity which lives by sharing itself. Thomas’ most common image of God is that of a craftsman. Much the same is true of the image we find of the Buddha in later Mahayana texts, such as the Saddharmapundarika (Lotus) Sutra. Here Buddhas do not pass over into paranirvana or complete extinction, but rather generate Buddhaksetras or Buddha-fields –what amount to entire cosmic regions, the quality of which is dependent on their level of merit they have accumulated. We live in Saha, the Buddha-field of Sakyamuni, which is not an especially pure place, largely due to his limitations by comparison with other Buddhas, such Amitayus. What Buddhas do, according to these later Mahayana schools, is to create and teach, ripening beings who will themselves eventually become creators and teachers  (Williams 1989: 224-225). 

But a Buddha, of course, is not a first principle. One can, however, find hints of something like a doctrine of the first principle as creativity in Nagarjuna himself.

The prajnaparamita
Is a real dharma, not an inverted view …

The Buddhas as well as the Bodhisattvas

Are able to bring benefit to all.

Prajna serves as mother to them.

It is able to give birth to and raise them.

The Buddha serves as father of beings.

Prajna is able to give birth to the Buddha.

This being so, it serves for all

As the grandmother of beings …

The prajnaparamita 
Is comparable to a great fiery blaze.

It cannot be grasped from any of four sides.

There is neither grasping nor not grasping.

All grasping has already been relinquished.

This is what is meant by being ungraspable.

It is ungraspable and yet one grasps it.

It is just this which is meant by “grasping.”

Prajna is characterized by indestructibility.

It goes beyond all words and speech.

Fittingly, it has nothing upon which it depends (Nagarjuna. Treatise on the Great Perfection of Wisdom Sutra). 

It is not surprising that prajnaparamita, personified as a sort of wisdom goddess, became the center of powerful popular cults in Nepal and Kampuchea!

What all this suggests is that there is more common ground between the fully developed forms of these two great metaphysical traditions than has generally been allowed. What follows is an attempt at synthesis which incorporates insights from the Buddhist tradition generally and the Madhyamika tradition in particular –especially a focus on the relational character of Being—into the framework of a dialectical metaphysics of Esse, while building on recent scientific results which point to the relational and teleological character of the universe. 

We consider first the shift from a metaphysics of substance to a metaphysics of relation. It is one of the ironies of history that an economic system marked by the most rapacious egoism should teach us about the radical interdependence of all things, but this, precisely is the great lesson of the capitalist era. Markets emerged spontaneously as a result of the development of new specialized technologies, first in agriculture and later in handicrafts; ancient slavery and later capitalism developed when those who were profiting in the marketplace used coercion to try to liberate themselves from the imperative of serving the Common Good, something which, Marx demonstrated, is quite impossible in the long run. As first goods and services, then labor-power, and finally capital have become commodified, humanity has been forced to recognize the principle (which certainly holds with equal force in nonmarket societies) that everything depends on everything else. Petty commodity production, under which goods and services which would have been produced anyway were brought into relation to each other created the basis in experience for the recognition of the external relatedness of all things --that everything depends on everything else for its behavior. Generalized commodity production, under which market forces determine what commodities are produced, created a basis in experience for the recognition of internal relationality (Harris 1987), the fact that the cosmos is a system not only in the sense that the behavior of its constitutive elements is radically dependent on the behavior of all the other elements in the system, but also in the sense that the essential nature, indeed the very existence, of these elements is determined by their interrelationships with each other, so that they are best conceived not as elements at all, but rather as relations. Being is, at the most fundamental level, a system of relationships, from which it is possible to abstract certain nodes which therefore appear particular, but which exist, and can thus be comprehended, only as part of the general system. 
But recognition of the teleological character of being also undercuts traditional ideas of substance. In seeking Being, we seek to be other than we are. Traditional Aristotelian metaphysics recognized this dynamic but assumed that it was confined within certain limits. Everything seeks being in proportion to its nature. Minerals conserve their form. Plants engage in nutrition, growth, and reproduction. Animals engage in sensation and locomotion. Human beings use intellect and will to create new forms of organization. But it is that essential nature which gives us our being. If an orange or a date palm ceases to be an orange or a date palm it ceases to be. If a donkey or an elephant ceases to be a donkey or an elephant, then it simply ceases to be. 
Both the teleological cosmology we see emerging and the highest spiritual wisdom of both East and West suggest that this may not be true. In a dynamic, evolutionary universe death ceases to be a mere mark of finitude. What is cancelled is also transcended. Death clears the way for new forms of organization, as do civilizational crisis and revolutionary transformation in for the social form of matter. Similarly, Hindu and Buddhist notions of samsara suggest that as the wheel of rebirth turns we become something different than we were –more or less depending on the way we have lived. And the Christian ideal of the beatific vision is definitively not simply a continuation of our current finite existence under more enjoyable circumstances, but rather a real, if accidental (in the philosophical sense) divinization, a transformation which alone makes possible eternal life. 

In this sense, it is the Buddhist metaphysics of pattica samupada which makes the point more clearly. This craving we have to persist in being by holding on to our present form of existence –which is the only existence which is really us—is futile and rooted in a profound illusion. “We” are not anything at all except a specific way of seeking to be ontologically more than we are. And authentic wisdom begins with this realization. 

There is, at the same time something which we seek and which is the ground of all our activity, enlightened or deluded. We have noted above that even the most complex and developed forms of Buddhist metaphysics, such as that of the Hua-yen school, have great difficulty explaining how the “fall” into delusion happened in the first place. This is simply a special case of their larger difficulty in meeting the principle of sufficient reason. Why is there anything rather than nothing, if nothing has inherent existence?

But what if there was no fall into delusion? What if, rather, delusion is simply a lower degree of development from which we gradually emerge, just as, every morning when we wake up, things appear at first one way –fuzzy and difficult to make out— and only gradually present themselves clearly, as our eyes become accustomed to seeing and to light? What if the craving to hold onto finite existence is simply a undeveloped way of seeking Being as such –a something which turns out to be very different from pure self-existence, but which, rather, turns out to be a supremely relational generativity?

It is here that the Western dialectical tradition sees more clearly, but only when we reach ibn Sina and Thomas Aquinas. There is, to be sure, the earlier Platonic idea of the Good which is beyond being –an attempt to convey the idea that the first principle is more than simple self-existence. But it is only in the fusion between dialectics and prophetic religion that humanity realizes that the first principle consists first and foremost in creating and that it is this that we seek, ignorantly, when we crave and take and consume. The Buddhist tradition captures the same idea in the ideal of the Bodhisattva, whose compassion brings into being and nurtures entire worlds. But this does not really rise above the level of image and the underlying concept of Being is not adequately thematized. 
It may seem strange that up until now we have stressed the dialogue between the traditions of India and those of the West, and said relatively little about those of China, and especially the fully developed synthesis represented by dao xue, the so-called Neo-Confucianism of the Sung dynasty. This is not, however, because we think that synthesis unimportant. Rather, in a very real sense, it represents just precisely an early attempt at the doctrine we are now trying to spell out systematically. Dao xue engaged the Buddhist challenge, absorbing much of the subtle metaphysical insights of the Tien tai and Hua yen schools, while reinterpreting them in such a way as to emphasizes creativity and generativity rather than withdrawal. Thus the first principle is both wu chi and t’ai chi. And what this first principles does is to generate –not by external fiat, but rather by acting as a lure. And contingent beings –the myriad things which are generated—themselves gradually give birth to humanity which is perfected by the five virtues which, it turns out, are all about generativity.

Thus a gloss on such classical texts and the Diagram of the Great Ultimate, reworked in the light of the forgoing analysis, might read something like this:
The sage perfects the five virtues.

The five Virtues perfect humanity. 

Humanity perfects the myriad things.

The myriad things perfect the five agents.

The five agents perfect heaven and earth.

Heaven and earth perfect the yin and the yang.

The yang is just motion towards the Great Ultimate.

The yin is just the stillness which lies beyond. 

How can these ideas be pulled together into a systematic metaphysics? The alternative which we propose builds on the insights of Errol Harris (Harris 1965, 1987, 1991, 1992) on the Hegelian side and Georgi Lukacs (Lukacs 1921/1971) and A.M. Deborin and Alexandr Bogdanov (Bogdanov 1928/1980) on the Marxist side, while insisting with traditional Thomism (Garrigou-Lagrange 1938) that the category of finality be given pride of place. Being, I would like to suggest, is organization. Imagine for a minute something which is stripped of all organization: it has no purpose, no structure, and no relation, either internally or externally. Then the thing, quite simply, doesn’t exist. 

In order to illustrate the usefulness of this idea, we begin with some distinctions. First, we should note that both “being” and “organization” are used in a variety of different ways. It is important, on the one hand, to distinguish between mere existence (what Thomas calls possible being and most modern philosophers contingent being) and Esse as such, the actual power of Being, which no finite system has in itself. On the other hand, it is important to distinguish between the various dimensions of the concept of organization: 

a) relation, 

b) form, order or structure, and 

c) purpose, end or telos. 

Drawing on this set of distinctions, we can say that to be in the sense of contingent being is to be related, i.e. to be an element of a larger whole. Any system which has a definite structure, however can be said to have its own distinctive identity, and thus to exist in the much stronger sense of being something of which other things can be predicated. For a system to be organized, however, the structure must be ordered to some end or purpose. “Organization,” finally, may mean

a) being organized, in the sense of being ordered to an end,

b) having the capacity to organize, and thus create, or

c) being the end to which things are ordered, either relatively or absolutely and finally.

With these distinctions in place, it is easy to show the power of our approach. Relationship implies both unity and difference. Being realized as relationship consists neither in simple, undifferentiated unity nor in pure difference. Without difference there is nothing in particular, but only a One which is at the same time Nothing. Without a prior, underlying unity, difference is mere disintegration: the absence of any capacity to connect, to relate, and therefore potentially to act, have properties, etc. Being consists precisely in the capacity to unite things which differ--in the self-differentiating unity which we call "system." The word "system" comes from the Hellenic roots sys- and histanai meaning "to put together." At the very simplest level, therefore, system refers to the radical interconnectedness of all things, an interconnectedness so profound that the existence of the tiniest subsystem abstracted from the whole implies the system in its entirety. The most minute alteration at any point in the system affects the system as a whole. The fact that I am sitting here at my computer, thinking and writing, requires and implies, with iron clad logical necessity, everything else in the universe--not only the existence, but the precise disposition of every particular system along every possible world trajectory in the cosmos, from the most intimate thoughts of a young woman on a corner in Bukhara or Bangkok waiting for her lover to the precise disposition of the atoms and molecules in some remote nebula in a galaxy far too distant for its light to ever reach me during my lifetime. 

Some important conclusions follow from this analysis. First, it should be clear that it is not really possible, given our scheme, to conceive of being as substance --as something that exists in itself. Finite systems clearly derive their being from each other; the first principle, on the other hand, while it clearly is the Power of Being, exists precisely in drawing others into being. Because of this both Aristotelian pluralism and Spinozist monism (while each grasping a part of the truth) are fundamentally inadequate. Neither really understands that Being is quite the opposite of self-possession. 

Nor should we really think of being as subject. Subjectivity, as a way of being ordered to others and to the infinite, is incipient and emerging in contingent being, but it hardly makes sense to regard merely physical systems as subjective. But clearly such systems exist and thus share in being. Necessary being, on the other hand, while it can be shown to exercise an unlimited subjectivity and inwardness,
 does not exist in this subjectivity but rather precisely in its creative power, which is always and only directed outward, as the power of teleological attraction. Rising to subjectivity –even becoming the unique subject object of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process, in other words, is not an authentic divinization.
Being realized as relationship, on the other hand, has the merit, first of all, of grasping the interconnectedness of being without negating difference. Indeed, it makes it fully possible for us to meet the objection of existentialists and postmodernists who are concerned that any philosophical doctrine of God --or indeed any other totalizing metanarrative which attempts to describe or explain the universe as a whole-- inevitably submerges difference into identity. And this is, indeed, a danger for both Spinozist and Hegelian monisms. When being is conceived as substance, and we assert (as we must, once we have taken this first step) that there is only one substance, one system which exists in and through itself, and that that is the whole, we are, in effect, saying that particular systems don't exist and that the rich difference which makes life interesting is, in fact, a mere difference of location in a single system --in effect, an illusion. When being is conceived as subject, similarly, one ends up reducing individuals to mere vanishing moments of the One subject, Absolute Spirit, which develops itself and becomes conscious of itself through them --and then casts them aside. Aristotelian pluralism --and more especially Thomism-- avoids this problem only at the price of a certain inconsistency, arguing on the one hand that there are many substances, and that difference is therefore real, while at the same time arguing their dependence on the teleological attraction of the Unmoved Mover (for Aristotle), and on the Single Pure Act of Being which is God (for Aquinas), an argument which is tantamount to admitting that they are not really substances at all. By conceiving being as relationship we unify in a way which not only conserves, but in fact presupposes difference. One cannot, after all, be meaningfully ordered to something, in the sense we have defined it, without being different from it.

At the same time, we avoid the fall into an infinite expanse of difference, without horizon or point of reference, which the "postmodern" philosophy of difference celebrates but which in fact is nothing less than a willful option for death and loss. The difference of being is always and only a difference of relationship, a difference of being ordered to, a difference of sensing and imagining, of knowing and judging, of desiring and hoping and willing, which are never possible for the same, but which nonetheless make difference a principle of unity rather than of division. And this series of differences, even if it is itself infinite in the sense of extending without limit through space and time (and there are good reasons, both scientific and philosophical to believe this) nonetheless terminates in a principle which unifies (because it is the common telos) but does so precisely by creating "infinite diversity in infinite combinations."

Thinking of being as relationship has profound implications for the way which we think about essence. It is no longer possible to understand the universe as a composite of immaterial forms and a passive material substrate, or as a set of interacting atoms which sometimes come together to constitute systems. On the one hand essence, which Aristotle understood as form imposed on passive matter, and in some places as what gives things their being, must be radically retheorized. At the same time, the atomism dominant since the eighteenth century, for which what things are is purely accidental, the product of random interaction and natural selection, must also be rejected. The universe generally, and its various subsystems, appear to us as things possessing various properties. The underlying essence or nature of a system or subsystem, however, (what it is), is determined by its internal and external relationships, of which its appearance is merely the expression. Essence, in other words, is nothing other than structure, both a system's internal structure and its place in the larger structure of the cosmos as a whole, which defines both its own trajectory of development, and its contribution to the development of the cosmos generally. 
Understanding essence in this way allows us at once to acknowledge the relative and partial meaningfulness of the world we know by means of the senses and the lower or analytic intellect, without assigning to it any absolute or autonomous existence. This is what the Hua-yen doctrine of the three natures is intended to capture. The discriminated nature (parikalpita-svabhava) consists in the way things appear to us, i.e. as really existing independent things. The dependent nature (paratantra-svabhava) is the underlying nature of the thing as merely a node in a network of relationships and thus lacking any inherent existence.  Finally, the perfected nature (parinispanna-svabhava) is “the real nature of this object as it is apart from our suppositions. We may say that this is its Suchness (tathata) divorced from concepts superimposed on it … (Cook 1977:57).” But what is Suchness if not Being as such, or at least the share or participation that a thing has in Being?
Now the structures of various subsystems of the cosmos do not merely differ from each other. They are arranged in a kind of hierarchy or dialectical scale. We already know from the results of the special sciences the characteristics of at least several different levels on this scale. Specifically, it is possible to identify physical, biological, and social degrees of organization. Physical systems are not themselves organized in the full sense of possessing differentiated structures of the sort which we find in living organisms which carry out definite functions in the service of some global purpose. They are, however, structured, and in fact structured in just precisely the way necessary to make possible the emergence of complex organization, life, and intelligence. In this sense the physical universe as a whole can be said to be ordered to the higher end of complex organization, life, and intelligence. Even physical laws, such as entropy, which seem to work against the survival of particular complex systems, ultimately serve the cause of progressive cosmohistorical evolution by making room for new forms. Some physical systems are, furthermore, structured in ways which permit them to conserve their form, which constitutes the higher degree of participation in being which Aristotle called the mineral soul. Such systems are also characterized by a chemical holism which means that they have distinctive properties which make them more than the sum of their parts in a way which is not true of mere mechanical ensembles. Biological systems, on the other hand are actually organized, i.e. structured in such a way as to promote an end, namely their own survival and reproduction. In maintaining themselves in hostile environments which would undermine many mineral species, and in reproducing themselves, living organisms achieve a higher degree of participation in being than mere physical or mineral systems. Social systems finally, are not only organized but also have the capacity to organize, i.e. through labor to contribute to the creation of new and more complex forms of organization. 

All of these various and sundry forms of organization are ordered to a common end, namely Being, which, however, they pursue in ways appropriate to their structure and under the form of specific goods which are accessible to them. For mineral species, and indeed physical systems in general, this good is the thermodynamic stability which allows them to persist in being. For living organisms the good is nutrition and reproduction --in the case of animals in the form of food and mates actively pursued and enjoyed. In the case of the social form of matter this good is creativity as such, which is known indirectly in the form of ordinary manual and intellectual labor, and directly when the intellect rises by transcendental abstraction or caritative wisdom to the knowledge of God. 

This approach to understanding being grasps not only internal relationality, but also the real participation of finite systems in the process of cosmogenesis and does so without violating the principle of sufficient reason. Everything, however humble, which participates in Being is, furthermore, itself a participation in the end or telos and thus in a very real sense a natural sacrament in which God is really present, and an authentic way to the divine. In this sense people in tribal and communitarian societies were not wrong to offer worship to animals, plants, and even minerals, even if in the light of philosophy and of the revelation of the divine name YHWH we recognize that what is actually to be worshipped is the power of Being in which these finite systems have a share.

Thus, when we say that “something exists” or that “the universe exists,” we in fact mean that it is a real participation in Being as such, to the knowledge of which we have already risen, if perhaps without fully realizing it, in traveling the road of the special sciences. 

With this said, the outlines of a unified cosmoteleological argument for the existence of God, an argument which simultaneously proves the ultimate meaningfulness of the universe, emerges quite naturally. Not surprisingly, the argument ends up looking quite a bit like a radically historicized version of Aristotle’s argument in Metaphysics 12.7. What a teleological science shows, even in its present undeveloped form, is an ascending scale of progressively higher forms of organization --higher in the sense that they constitute progressively superior forms of organization. Each of these forms of organization is, in a very real sense, a distinct form of the motion of matter, which is only potential being, towards Being as such (a way of putting things which also connects our formulation back to Engels’ language and that of dialectical materialism). Their organization and their motion and their participation in Being are all one and the same. Now in the case of each individual system this organization, motion, and participation in being can be explained proximately in terms of the particular end to which the system is ordered: the possibility of there being any structure at all, varying types and degrees of thermodynamic stability, nutrition, growth and reproduction, sensation and locomotion, or any of the myriad forms of organization which human beings and human societies labor to bring into being. But each of these particular ends or movers must (and in principle can) be explained in terms of further finite ends or movers at which they, in turn, aim. The whole ordered series, however, even if it is infinite in space and time, must itself be explained. There cannot, in other words, be an infinite logical regress even is there is an infinite physical regress and/or progress in space and time. The series and each of its elements can, furthermore be shown to aim, albeit mediately, through the particular finite movers, at a common end which is Esse as such. What each and every form of matter seeks, each in its own way, and except at the highest levels of human development without knowing it, is Being as such. This is the great Unmoved Mover which draws all things to itself. 

When we have risen to this point, it furthermore becomes apparent that not only God, but also the universe itself, exists necessarily. That God exists necessarily is apparent. Being as such has within itself the power to be and thus depends on nothing outside itself for its existence. In this sense a sort of a posteriori version of the ontological argument becomes possible. The universe, as the ascending scale of different forms of organization which moves towards God, is not to be identified with God and is not a “necessary being.” Given that God exists, however, the existence of the universe follows necessarily. This is because it is the attractive power of God which draws the universe into Being. Now God cannot cease to be God, and thus cannot help being attractive and drawing the universe into Being. 

This, in turn, imposes definite constraints on physical cosmology. In order for the universe to exist at all, it must in some sense always exist, because God brings it into being necessarily. This does not necessarily rule out cosmologies which, like the Big Bang, may imply the finitude of the region of space-time which we now identify with the universe, but it does imply that motion towards God is without beginning and without end and is globally, at least over the long run, progressive in character. 
Organization, Teleology, and Value
The analysis we have developed provides us with definite principles of value. If all things seek Being, and if Being is organization, then organization is the principle of value for which we have been searching. Indeed, it is possible to derive a both a qualitative and a quantitative scale of value from this principle. There, are, first of all, qualitative ontological differences between the various grades of being identified above: 

a) being structured in such a way as to make organization possible,

b) having chemical holism and thus the capacity to retain form,

c) having the capacity for nutrition, growth and reproduction,

d) having the capacity for sensation and locomotion,

e) having the capacity for intellectual knowledge and will and thus ability to organize and create,

f) being the End towards which things are ordered.

Within each of these fundamental ontological grades, the value of a system is determined by its level of organization, or its capacity to unite, under a common structure, a complex diversity of elements. The greater the number and diversity of elements united, and the greater the level of unity, the more organized, and thus the more valuable, the system. 
This means that “value” in the ethical sense and value in the economic sense are no different from each other. What human beings do when they labor is to increase the level of organization of their raw material. The “average socially necessary labor time” contained in a product, which both Marx and his classical predecessors regarded as the measure of value, is simply a way of quantifying its level of organization. There are, however, products of nature which are highly organized, and thus exceedingly rare, which possess great value in and of themselves, apart from any human intervention. Our theory, unlike Marx’s, allows us to capture this reality while still recognizing that it is ordinarily human labor which confers economic value on products.
The concept of value takes on various notes in virtue of the principle of the convertibility of the transcendentals –the Beautiful, the True, the Good, and the One-- with Being as such. By convertibility we mean that these terms refer to the same thing as Being, though they add some relation (Thomas, Summa Theologiae, I, 5.1, 9.1, 16.3). Consider, for example, the nature of Beauty. By the beauty of a system, we mean simply its level of organization, understood as the object of (sensory or intellectual) perception. The greater the diversity of the elements organized, and the more perfect the harmony in which they are united, the more beautiful the system. This is true throughout the natural world, from the simple harmonies of the night sky, through the more complex forms of the crystalline structures and living organisms, to the rich, lush diversity of complex ecosystems and human societies. And it is true as well of great works of art, which are nothing if not a complex manifold of relations harmoniously arranged. Thus, we find a landscape, natural or painted, beautiful to the extent that it integrates a diversity of elements into a harmonious and purposeful whole. Not too many people are attracted by scenes of pure, undifferentiated gray. Things of great beauty, have, furthermore, the capacity to harmonize and integrate those that perceive them, and thus draw them closer to God. Thus the centrality of beauty in religious experience, in liturgy and so on. Beauty itself, as Albertus Magnus and Thomas Aquinas taught long ago, is the capacity to bring things into being, and is thus convertible with Being itself, or God (Eco 1970/1988).

Now because Beauty integrates diverse elements into a harmonious whole it also possesses claritas --it constitutes a window on the Truth. When we are in the process of forming an idea, what we see first is a pattern, a harmonious integration of elements in our experience. The truth value of a statement, a concept or theory, is its capacity to organize large quantities of qualitatively diverse, and therefore highly complex experience. The concept or theory in question does this by explaining the experience in terms of a principle or principles. It is necessary in this connection to focus equal attention on the complexity of the experience organized and on the level of organization of the experience in question. Our experience is most highly organized when we identify highly compact ‘organizing principles,’ knowledge of which permits us to derive logically all the rich particularity of the experience on which the principle was based. It is this organizing capacity of theories which leads us to speak analogously of their ‘power.’ The most powerful theories are those which comprehend the widest range of experience in unique compact statements which are themselves pregnant with rich experiential content. The Truth itself is, as we have seen, the infinite, necessary and perfect Being which alone completes our explanation of the universe and which grounds all other partial explanations.
The Good, finally, is an end desired or willed or pursued. It is at once the object of our desire or appetite, whether sensual or intellectual, and the actual capacity to organize, to draw things into being. While everything existing is good, in so far as it is capable both of being ordered to the End and of being an (intermediate) end itself, there is a clearly defined hierarchy of goods, measured by the degree to which the system in question is ordered to God and can itself therefore participate in the divine organizing activity. The Good itself is the infinite, necessary and perfect End which alone has the capacity to draw something out of nothing. 

It is interesting to note the intrusion of quantitative language into our account of the transcendentals. This is unavoidable, but it is a bit deceptive. One may attempt to quantify value, by means of a return from transcendental abstraction to formalism, and this move is often quite useful. We have already seen this in the case of Marx’s labor theory of value. Charles Bennet’s ‘logical depth’ approach to the organization of information systems, which quantifies organization in terms of the number of logical steps necessary to derive a system from its principle (Bennet 1988), is similar in many ways. Other approaches to quantifying organization (and thus value) which focus exclusively on the number of different elements (for example, information content) are more problematic. But no quantification of value actually comprehends the fundamentally teleological character of the concept and thus the radical simplicity of the union effected among the complex elements of organized systems. And no quantification of value can comprehend the fact that the telos, the End itself, far from negating difference when it unites, in fact multiplies it infinitely as it draws ever new and more diverse forms of organization into being. 

This is the significance of the fourth and last transcendental: the transcendental One. While the numerical one derives from difference (as the ‘ratio’ of ‘similar differences’ and ‘different similarities’ which defines the unit of a formal system) and serves as a principle of identity, the transcendental One, in uniting all things to itself, in fact distinguishes them from the infinite sameness of mere possibility and draws them, in all their individual uniqueness, into the divine light of Being itself. It is, in other words, the transcendental principle of difference. 
We are now in a position to derive specifically ethical principles. We should begin by clarifying the nature of the moral question. A certain prejudice has developed in the field of ethics against what, following the analytic philosopher G.E. Moore, is called ‘ethical naturalism,’ and ‘metaphysical ethics,’ which attempt to reduce the good to some single property accessible either to the natural sciences or to metaphysics, or to both. The result is, devotees of this approach argue, a confusion of fact and value, ‘is’ and ‘ought.’ They argue instead that the predicate ‘good’ is simple and unanalysable, and in fact is applied to many different kinds of things. Clearly it is just precisely the kind of approach to ethics which we are proposing which is the intended object of this attack. The criticism, however, is self-contradictory, for it takes as its canon ‘ordinary language,’ the usage of which it claims merely to clarify. But what is this if not to confuse ‘is’ and ‘ought’? The way people use a certain language, in this case English, is without any further justification made into the standard by which ethics is grounded, and so on. 

At the same time, to say that ‘good’ is a simple and unanalysable predicate is to leave ethical judgment ungrounded and to transform it into nothing more than a peculiar use of language. What transcendental abstraction reveals is not a particular class of things or properties which are good, but rather a transcendental property of everything which is, to the extent to which it is. The moral imperative is nothing other than the imperative of Being itself understood as that which is desired and aimed for. The Good is what draws finite systems into being in the first place; finite goods are secondary, intermediate ends which possess a participating power to draw into being. 

Our analysis of the transcendentals allows us, furthermore, to give this principle some very definite content. We have seen that being is organization. Necessary Being is the End which organizes, contingent being is both that which is organized or ‘ordered to’ and that which, in varying degrees, acts as a secondary ordering end. To be good therefore, is at once to be organized and to participate in the divine creative power of organization. Concretely this means a drive upwards along the ontological hierarchy of being, a drive to grow and develop, to evolve, and to bring into being ever more complex and integrated systems. It means the move from the pure potency of nonbeing to the act of existence, the move from physical to biological and from biological to social organization. It means the development of human creative powers and of humanity’s capacity to participate in the self-organizing activity of the universe and thus to share in God’s work of creation. 

The moral imperative or principle of right can, therefore, be stated, in its most abstract and general form, in the following manner: 

Act in such a manner as to promote the self-organizing activity of the universe, that is, to promote the development of ever more complex forms of organization. 

By analyzing the way in which self-organization actually takes place we can, in turn, derive more specific principles of right. In this sense ethics is indeed informed by science not only indirectly, through the mediation of the doctrine of first principles which completes scientific inquiry, but directly, by recourse to investigations which clarify the means to the End. Thus, for example, the fact that organization is indeed a kind of order, and is characterized by at least a relative and temporary stability, allows us to derive the principle of public order:

Act in such a way as to conserve the existing forms of organization unless acting otherwise can reasonably be expected to yield a higher level of organization.

As the same time, however, we know that the universe and its various subsystems grow and development. This means that one form of organization yields to another, something that by its very nature involves qualitative differentiation, symmetry breaking and an element of instability. This means that the structure of any give system ought not to be so rigid as to undermine these processes and the innovation they make possible. One way to insure this is to have multiple and diverse centers of power, each of which seeks the telos in its own way and on its own terms. Thus the principle of subsidiarity:

Power and decision making should be as decentralized as is compatible with the ordering of the system generally to the common good.

This can be understood to apply not only within human societies, but in the relationship between human civilizations and the ecosystems they inhabit, as cautioning, for example, against an “industrial” mentality which seeks not only to cultivate higher forms of organization, but to bring the whole evolutionary process under rational human control.

Finally, we know that organization is an ordering to and is, therefore, fundamentally hierarchical in character. The principle of hierarchy states that:

Lower order activities must serve higher order activities and all must serve the telos.

This is not an argument for unequal access to resources for consumption. On the contrary, it is precisely the ability to use resources productively, to order them to a higher end and thus bring into being new and more complex forms of organization which marks a system as ‘higher order.’ Unproductive consumption (luxury) is a mark of disorganization and disintegration. What it does mean, however, is that the cultivation of sensual goods, while in itself to be recommended, must serve the cultivation of intellectual goods, and the cultivation of lower intellectual goods (e.g. science and technology) the cultivation of higher intellectual goods (e.g. wisdom). 

Being and Samsara

What does this metaphysics imply for the ultimate meaningfulness of individual, finite, contingent existence? We can, on the one hand, offer very little solace for those who remain attached to preserving their current form. But then common sense should have told them that their attachment was hopeless to begin with. This is true even if they hide from the inevitability of death. A child growing and developing ceases to be what it was and becomes something else. Indeed, from a more rigorously analytic standpoint, we die and are reborn in each and every instant. Contingent being withers like the autumn leaves and is no more.
But this is not the whole story. This particular structure, existing at this particular instant, is not our real nature. Rather, to the extent that our individual, contingent existence, has any reality at all, we are simply a particular way of participating in Being and, as we mature and our capacities develop, we become a particular way of Bringing into Being. And our particular way of Bringing into Being is just that –a way, the conditions for the possibility of which do not disappear as we mature, age, and die. Rather, that pattern of action --that karma-- remains as a kind of teleological attractor. And it is not just that –indeed it is emphatically not that “someone else,” an entirely new being separate from us, takes up our way of bringing into being. What makes us who we are is nothing other than that way. Indeed, our memories and our knowledge and all our accumulated virtues are embedded in it. From this point of view, the Buddhist doctrine of rebirth, while perhaps not strictly demonstrable, nonetheless seems entirely credible.
What is different, of course, is that in our view the aim is not release from rebirth, but rather an endless succession of increasingly more capable lives in which we little by little outgrow our grasping and contingency and live to ripen Being. The Bodhisattva path –the way of the saint and the tzadik-- is, in other words, the universal way of humanity and not merely a specialized calling for beings of great compassion. To put the matter differently, finite, contingent beings are not and cannot be saved in their contingency and finitude. There is no way that we can live forever in our present form. We can, however, discover in our finitude the principle and end which we seek and, along an infinite trajectory grow towards that end in a way which conserves and gives meaning to what we were and what we have done while radically transforming it into something infinitely greater.
What this does, of course, is to at once ground and relativize the ideals of the rational, autonomous subject and innerworldly civilizational progress. The cultivation of rational autonomy, of the ability to make independent decisions regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value, and to participate in public deliberations regarding the common good, and to do so on a rational basis, clearly represents an important degree of achievement in our growth towards Being. But it is neither the beginning (in the sense of representing the motive force of a universe which finds its only true meaning in human subjectivity) nor the end, in the sense of representing the highest value. It is, rather, like all else, a stage along the way. 

And what is true of individual beings is also true of civilizations and other higher order communities which are, after all, simply larger networks of relationships. There is no last empire, no solution to the riddle of history. Civilizations will continue to rise and fall, at least until humanity grows to the point where its form of organization has so utterly changed that it no longer makes sense to call it civilization. At no point will we pass through a threshold at which our knowledge effectively relieves us of the burdens of finitude as the modernists imagined. But the achievements of past civilizations will live on in future ones and the human civilizational project, without every redeeming humanity from finitude will open up into something still greater. 

In this sense the postmodernists are quite correct in arguing that both premodern and modern “metanarratives” are corrupted by troubling illusions. There is no way out of contingency and finitude and difference. But this does not imply that there is no meaning. Rather, meaning lies in finitude as we struggle to grow and become, to give and to create, realizing ever more fully a principle which is always and forever beyond our grasp.
Such a metaphysics cannot be attacked as a legitimation for totalitarian rule, literal or figurative. It preserves the best of “premodern” systems, the great metaphysical systems of the Silk Road Era which grounded disciplines of individual spiritual perfection while ordering the human civilizational project to higher ends. It conserves the best of modernity –that dizzying discovery that we humans really are active participants in the cosmohistorical evolutionary process, co-creators with God. But it overcomes the limitations of both. 

I cannot claim to have paved a road to the future. The road, after all, is already there; we have only to find it. Perhaps, however, I have cleared away some of the underbrush that has grown up during this pause in humanity’s long march towards God, revealing a path still dimly lit in the twilight of a dying age and shown that, however difficult that path it constitutes for us an inescapable lure. 
� For a detailed consideration of this problem see Hans Urs von Balthazar’s Love Alone (von Balthazar 1968) or John Milbank’s work (Milbank 1990, 1999). Von Balthazar makes the same criticism, to be sure, of the cosmological approach favored in this work. The criticism applies, however, if and only if the God to which such a cosmological argument points exists in the same way as the world She explains, i.e. if the resulting metaphysics is univocal, and cannot therefore call our assumptions about that world radically into question. This need not be the case. 


� The standpoint of subjectivity is the standpoint of the bourgeoisie because for the bourgeoisie meaning and value are constituted by the individual human subject: they are ultimately grounded in individual preference. 


� I say that Marx’s appropriation of the ontological primacy of creation is distorted because, being an atheist, he does not distinguish between the autonomously creative power which characterizes Esse as such and the participation in that power which we humans enjoy on the basis of our intellect and will.


� I am referring here not to the presence of new immigrants from the Maghreb but rather to the longstanding secularism of these regions which, as I have argued elsewhere, is ultimately an expression of a different, Jewish and Islamic religiosity. See (reference removed to preserve anonymity).


� This can be demonstrated quite easily. Personality or subjectivity consists in the full possession of one’s faculties. This requires intellect. Now intellect consists in taking on the form of the things known, including things which are purely intelligible, such as intelligible essences or even Being itself. But Necessary Being is those forms –it is the form of forms—and thus knows all and is therefore pure subjectivity. To put the matter in an other way, Necessary Being knows things because it creates them and thus has infinite subjectivity.


12 This phrase is put in quotations because it is a favorite slogan of Star Trek fandom. I am unsure of the origin. It does, however, speak of just what sort of popular ontology underlies this uniquely hopeful vision of humanity's future.
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