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Chapter Five

The Principles of Cosmohistorical Law
We have shown in the forgoing chapters that it is in fact possible to ascend dialectically to a first principle of explanation in terms of which the universe can be, albeit imperfectly, comprehended. We have also seen that in so far as this first principle, Being itself, is convertible with the transcendental principles of value—the Beautiful, the True, the Good, and the One, all of which are just different inflections of the concept of organization—it is also a first principle of action, the criterion by which our actions should be ordered and our institutions structured. We need now to draw out in greater detail the concrete implications of this conclusion. Clearly it is impossible to elaborate a complete ethical theory in this context. Our aim, rather, will be to sketch out what kind of ethics our approach enables us to generate, and to show why it is superior to the principal alternatives.

A note is in order before we begin regarding method. Just as the sciences played a role in our ascent to first principles, so too will they play a role in our descent to concrete moral norms and ethical imperatives. More specifically, the special sciences and particularly the social sciences will tell us just how to implement effectively the most general provisions of cosmohistorical law, so that its imperatives may be realized and we may draw ever closer to the Good. This means, of course, that aside from its most general provisions (which themselves are still susceptible to further conceptual refinement) the norms we set forth here remain subject to ongoing revision as our understanding of the human psyche and human society develop. At the same time, this does not mean that the norms in question are deprived of all moral force. On the contrary, we are under an obligation to act in accord with our best understanding of what is right at the moment, while remaining open to ongoing exploration and challenge in the future.

We begin with a brief consideration of the most general provisions of cosmohistorical law and then turn to a more detailed consideration of the nature of human excellence or virtue and of the just society.

Cosmohistorical Law

A law is a rule governing the action of a system. We have, in the course of our investigation, identified just such a rule: the tendency for all systems to move from lower to higher levels of organization, thus realizing their latent potential. This movement is grounded in a logical structure which makes radical disorganization logically contradictory and thus impossible. Disorganization is non-being; thus organization accumulates over time. Actual organization, however, emerges through a process of symmetry breaking. Quantitative changes accumulate until they give rise to qualitative difference. Qualitative differences give rise to complex interactions which render existing structures unstable, which in turn give rise to new structures and new interactions. As layer upon layer of qualitatively different forms of interaction become superimposed one on the other, systems become more highly organized and more highly organizing: that is, they order an increasingly diverse range of elements (subsystems) to an increasingly unified end or purpose: organization itself, which we have established as the organizing principle of the universe. The process as a whole is driven by a transcendental teleological attractor which we have shown to be Being itself. This drive toward ever-higher levels of organization is nothing less than the fundamental principle of cosmohistorical law.

But is it really possible to derive from this descriptive law a prescriptive principle by which we are obliged to order our actions? We would like to suggest that it is. We have, first of all, shown that what develops in the course of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process is good—in fact is the Good, already implicit in the finite and imperfect forms of organization which make up the material universe. Second, we have also shown that the cosmohistorical evolutionary process is, in a very real sense, a response to an imperative or command, namely that of the Good which draws all things to itself. This imperative is not, to be sure, in any sense arbitrary. God cannot do other than lure us to grow and develop, because it is in the perfection of the divine nature to do so. This does not, however, make the divine decree any less a decree or any less irresistible. Finally, we have also seen that the drive toward the development of increasingly complex forms of organization is such that it cannot ultimately be resisted. On the contrary, structures which, even if they were once progressive, become an obstacle to further development, are eventually swept away by as the underlying dynamism of matter responding to the lure of God’s incredible Beauty, which allows nothing to rest content in its imperfection, but which stirs in all things a restless desire for the infinite. 

This does not, to be sure, mean that finite systems cannot resist the lure of the Good in the short run. On the contrary, each system cooperates or resists the drive toward development in ways appropriate to its own nature. Minerals, having only the capacity to retain their form, cooperate and resist in the single act of being what they are. Biological systems cooperate by individual growth and species-evolution, and resist when they fail to realize their latent potential due to poor genetic endowment or environmental considerations, or (at the level of populations) block up niches needed for new and more sophisticated life-forms. Sapient systems, such as human beings and human societies, pursue the Good to the extent of our knowledge of it, and thus choose greater or lesser goods as the case may be, sometimes advancing and sometimes holding back the cosmohistorical evolutionary process. Even when we know a higher good, we may choose a lesser good due to overwhelming passion or the force of habit. These individual acts (which are, in the case of intelligent systems, choices), however, bring consequences, the cumulative effect of which is to bring about change in and through the free acts and choices of the systems in question. We may choose a lesser good, but when we do we eventually discover that it is unsatisfying and may even be unviable and are thus not only lured but also disciplined to serve God. 

This said, we are now in a position to state in general imperative form the fundamental principle of cosmohistorical law: 

Act in such way as to promote the emergence of ever more complex forms of organization. 

It should be noted that our formulation has all the advantages of traditional natural law formulations, but overcomes the disadvantages. It provides a clear, well, defined, substantive definition of the Good—organization—which is specific enough to offer guidance in decision making but broad enough both to comprehend an authentic diversity of goods and to leave room for the discovery or development of new goods. It overcomes any danger of stasis, the criticism most often brought against natural law theories, because the principle itself is one of growth and development.

What, concretely, does this mean for human beings and human societies? Clearly our first and ordinary obligation is to promote the development of our own specifically human capacities, individual and collective, since it is through these that we add to the organization of the universe as a whole. At the same time we have certainly discovered over the past 200 years that there are ways of developing human capacities which undermine the capacities of other species and which may, in the long run, degrade the overall level of organization of the universe. We have also learned that some forms of development also profoundly undermine the social fabric.  We thus suggest the formulation:

Act in such a way as to promote the development of human capacities, individual and collective, while conserving the integrity of the ecosystem and the social fabric. 

What the law specifies is, first of all, the nature of right action. Right action is nothing other than action in accord with the principle of cosmohistorical law—that is, action which, given the constraints imposed by the existing level of development of the system in question, best promotes the development of complex organization. Any action falling short of this optimum for any reason whatsoever is wrong. In so far as the content of cosmohistorical law is given by the nature of the process by which complex organization emerges, the various elements or moments of right action (the types or forms of right) are themselves given by this process.

1. In so far as the emergence of complex organization presupposes an underlying order, right is the right of public order.

2. In so far as complex organization emerges through a process of qualitative differentiation, symmetry breaking and instability, and the formation of higher syntheses, right is the right of subsidiarity, which guarantees the space necessary for the emergence of entirely new forms of organization.

3. In so far as complex organization involves an ordering to higher goods, right is the right of hierarchy, which insures that all lower forms of organization are ordered to higher ones.

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

In order for the emergence of complex organization to be possible, there must be some regular pattern or structure of social interactions which provides individuals and organizations with a greater or lesser space in which they can predict the overall action of the social system. Without this, effective action becomes impossible and no new organization can emerge. Concretely, the principle of public order requires that persons (individuals and organizations) act in accord with custom, with rules, regulations and procedures, and with positive law, unless some higher principle requires them to do otherwise. We are thus under an obligation to use a language which others can understand in our communications, to drive on the right side of the road (unless we are in England, in which case we must drive on the left)  . . . and in general comply with the ordinary and established way of doing things. 

At the same time, we have seen that organization emerges through qualitative differentiation, which leads to symmetry breaking, instability, and new forms of interaction. This means that the structure of any given system must not be so rigid as the prevent differentiation, symmetry breaking, instability, etc. It is the rigidity of certain kinds of structure which binds systems in the current state and leads to stagnation. Thus the ionic bonds that constitute certain salts—e.g. NaCl—are so rigid that it is difficult for these salts to dissolve and recombine in more interesting and complex ways. The covalent bonds which constitute certain organic compounds on the other hand are weaker but also more flexible and thus give more scope for the emergence of complex organization. 

This same principle applies within social systems. Structures must not be so rigid as to prevent innovation or so brittle that every innovation constitutes a threat to global public order. In so far as social systems are constituted by intelligent organisms, it is especially important to safeguard the possibility of the emergence of new forms of organization which no single member of the system, individual or organization has thus far envisioned, no matter how advanced they may be by comparison with other members of the system. Thus the importance of the principle of subsidiarity: Particular systems have the right to develop, exercise, and reap the rewards of their own capacities, unless and until such development, exercise, and/or enjoyment violates cosmohistorical law—that is, fails to best promote the development of complex organization. 

It is possible to derive from the principle of subsidiarity a number of particular provisions, which we can do no more than mention here, in order to show how our approach theorizes the problem of freedom so dear to liberal theory, without absolutizing it. 

1) The principle of subsidiarity implies that all systems have a right and obligation to conserve the integrity of their existing organization, which is the precondition for the emergence of all higher forms. This means they have a right to protection against murder and against the destruction of the general conditions of life—that is, a stable ecosystem in which biological functions can be carried out. This right is, however, not purely negative. Systems also have a positive claim on the resources they need in order to survive, a claim which is not mitigated by failure at one or another point to use those resources productively. To deprive someone of the resources they need to survive is tantamount to murder. This means that all social systems must provide their members with basic subsistence guarantees. For those able to work this means subsistence land rights or guaranteed employment at a living wage, that is, a wage sufficient to provide for training the children at the same level as the parents, without leaving them with a debt burden, etc. For those unable to work—for whatever reason—it means guarantees for food, housing, clothing, medical care, education, social contact, etc., equivalent to that provided by a living wage.

2) The principle of subsidiarity implies that all social systems (individuals and collectives) have the right to active participation in the cosmohistorical evolutionary process. On the one hand, all intelligent organisms and organizations enjoy a right to the free exercise of the intellect and will, and freedom from unnecessary restrictions on activities rooted in the exercise of the intellect and will. This means that there should be no unnecessary restrictions on invention, economic initiative, assembly and political organization, the expression of ideas and desires, etc. On the other hand, all intelligent organisms and organizations have a positive claim on the resources they need in order to grow and develop and thus make a positive contribution to the cosmohistorical civilizational project. This means, first of all, a right to the kind of intact social fabric which is necessary for the cultivation of human social capacities. There is an old African proverb which says, “It takes a whole village to raise a child.” One might add that it takes a network of villages to raise a teacher, and networks upon networks to raise a philosopher. Intellect and will develop across a complex network of social relationships, apart from which we are inevitably crippled and fail to make a full and complete contribution to the cosmos. It also means that all intelligent organisms and organizations have a legitimate claim to retain part of the social surplus they produce, and to allocate it as they see fit, so long as it promotes their development or that of another. 

3) All intelligent systems have a right to the free pursuit of the Good itself, as they understand it. On the one hand, individuals and organizations have a right to freedom from unnecessary restrictions on religious organization, expression, etc. They also have a right to the institutional conditions of religious development. This means the leisure to celebrate holy days, to set aside periods for retreat and meditation, etc. It also means a right of access to a local religious community which can actively promote spiritual growth and development—something which in turn presupposes the allocation of resources to this community, etc. On the other hand, no one can be forced to participate in religious activities which do not speak to him/her of the Good. 

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

The principle of subsidiarity, because it concerns the conditions for further development, and not merely the conservation of existing organization, takes precedence over the right of public order. At the same time, it must be clear that the principle is not absolute. Subsidiary rights may and must be violated if doing so best serves the development of the cosmos as a whole. This is the significance of the principle of hierarchy. The universe realized as an organized system is ordered to a final cause, which we have identified as “Being as such,” the fully realized capacity to generate an actual infinity of different forms of organization. Movement toward this final cause consists in nothing more or less than increased organizing capacity, so that higher order systems express the underlying organizing principle of the universe (organization as such) more adequately than lower order systems. Higher order systems, in other words, are more creative, powerful, knowing, loving, etc. than lower order systems. The existence of different levels of development does not, to be sure, constitute a total order by inclusion. Higher order systems do not necessarily possess all the capacities of lower order systems. One need only put an unarmed philosopher on the savanna with a pride of hungry lions to discover that. There are also systems which are simply different, but at roughly equal levels of development. Even these systems, however, are organized into collectivities (ecosystems, societies, etc.) which taken together embrace a far wider range of capacities than any of their members—and in this case there may well be a total order by inclusion. By hierarchy we mean nothing other than this diversity in kind and level of development, coupled with a grouping into collectivities and an ordering to final cause. 

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

Now, in so far as the fundamental principle of cosmohistorical law requires the development of all systems from lower to higher levels or organization, it also requires that all acts be ordered to the highest purposes possible—that is, the highest purposes consistent with their current level of development. Concretely we can draw a number of specific principles from this.

1) Higher order activities always have a superior claim on resources than lower order activities. It is thus necessary for there to be some mechanism for centralizing resources and allocating them to such activities, which will always transcend the knowledge and interests of the vast majority of the population. This superior claim on resources we call the right of dominion. This does not mean that those engaged in higher order activities therefore have a superior claim on resources for consumption. On the contrary, there is a presumption that the intellectually and morally most advanced sectors of the population will also be the most temperate, and will exercise due care not to impose any unnecessary burden on the majority. The principle of subsidiarity, furthermore, guarantees that the right of dominion does not endow any person or institution with a monopoly claim on resources.

2) Superior knowledge in the arts and sciences, and especially superior wisdom, takes precedence over the unformed opinion of the vast majority. Specifically, those with superior knowledge have a right to teach and be heard; the vast majority have an obligation to listen carefully and consider their teachings. This principle we call the right of magisterium. Once again, the right of magisterium does not endow any person or institution with a monopoly on teaching authority, but rather provides a general criterion by which claims to teach must be adjudicated. Nor does is it given anyone a claim on the intellectual assent of others, something which can be freely given only on the basis of rational persuasion. 

3) Higher goods always have a superior claim on our affections than lesser goods. There must, therefore, be some mechanism for turning our affections to these higher ends, and thus ordering our actions rightly. Partly this is done through teaching, which informs the intellect of higher goods so that the appetites naturally turn toward them. But other things affect us besides the intellect. The senses act directly on the sensual appetites, which are also formed by long habituation. Those who are more developed morally have the right and obligation to lead others to moral excellence both by external discipline and by presenting to the senses images of higher goods which may only later be comprehended (e.g. liturgy, etc.). This is the right of sanctification. This right, like all forms of hierarchical right, is limited in that it does not confer a monopoly of priestly or pastoral authority on any person or institution. Rather, it obliges everyone to participate in those rituals which actually help them to develop, and to accept the discipline of their superiors, while leaving them radically free to decide just what helps them and just who is their superior.

Human Excellence

The action of any system is the exercise of one of its powers and thus a realization of once of its latent potentials. The repeated performance of actions leads to the development of what we call habits—a more or less stable disposition to a certain type of action. Now habits may be good or bad. By a good habit we mean a more or less stable disposition to right action—that is, action which promotes the development of complex organization. By a bad habit we mean a more or less stable disposition to wrong action. We should note from the outset that it is impossible in principle for any habit to be wholly bad, in that all habits involve a disposition to action and thus to the realization of some latent potential. We call a habit operative if it is regularly exercised. Good operative habits we call virtues, or excellence, and bad operative habits vices or sin.
The purpose, end, and term of right action is the cultivation of virtue, that is, the development of our distinctly human capacities, as well of course as the capacities which we share with the other higher animals, and thus the promotion, within the human domain, of complex organization. This is an important point. Often virtue is conceived as the ability to do what is right, and this is, of course, also true, but it can lead to a serious deformation of the moral life if we focus too much on right action and not enough on the problem of human development. We act rightly in order to develop and help others develop, not the other way around. This provides a larger context for moral decision-making which guarantees that the principles of cosmohistorical law will always be understood as an imperfect attempt to formalize a complex dynamic, and not as dogmatic rules which must be followed regardless of context or consequence. 

Strictly speaking there are virtues and vices of every capacity possessed by a system. One might, therefore, speak of the virtue of someone’s bones or muscle or of a vice in their right foot. Here, however, we are interested primarily in those virtues and vices peculiar to sapient organisms. This means virtues and vices of the rational soul—intellect and will—and of the sensitive soul in so far as these affect our capacity for right action. 

Intellectual Virtue

Intellectual virtue consists in an operative habit that disposes the intellect toward knowledge of universals. Now the various forms of intellectual virtue are divided according to the object and form of knowledge involved. Traditionally two types of intellectual virtue have been distinguished, the practical and the theoretical. The virtues of the theoretical intellect include:

i) understanding, or excellence in grasping first principles,

ii) science, or excellence in explaining, and

iii) wisdom, excellence in rising rationally to first principles. 

The virtues of the practical intellect include:

i) 
or art—excellence in making things, and 

ii) 
or prudence, excellence in knowing the means to the ends of human life.

We consider each of these virtues briefly in turn. 

The Virtues of the Theoretical Intellect

There are, fundamentally, three distinct operations of the intellect: apprehension, inference, and judgment. Thus, once we have abstracted from the images we garner from the senses certain intelligible universals (apprehension), we can reason formally from one universal to another (inference), until we arrive at a principle in terms of which the initial experience can be explained (judgment). Excellence in the act of apprehension has traditionally been called the virtue of understanding. Someone who possesses this virtue is able to scan the external or internal environment and generate a more or less continuous stream of insights, so that they see patterns which others recognize only after they have been pointed out to them. Science, however, requires more than insight; it requires the ability to reason correctly from one concept to another until one has arrived at a principle in terms of which our experiences can be explained. Each special science constitutes its own virtue. Someone who has the virtue of chemistry, in other words, will not necessarily be good at explaining the mating behavior of rabbits or the economic contradictions of capitalism. Wisdom, like the special sciences, reasons by inference from things which we know to higher principles in terms of which what is known can be explained. But in the case of wisdom the starting point is the results of the special sciences, e.g. the discovery of cosmological fine-tuning, and the term is the first principle, Being as such, in terms of which alone the universe can be explained. Because it comes after and depends on the results of the sciences, wisdom is often called “metaphysics.” Once wisdom has arrived at this principle it can in turn be used—as we are now in the course of demonstrating—to order action. Wisdom is thus the architectonic virtue; without wisdom it is impossible to know the Good and thus to order our actions and grow in virtue.
 

The Virtues of the Practical Intellect

Once we have concluded to, or in any case been informed of the End of human life, and understand the way in which various different systems develop toward that end, we can then exercise our calling as creators of new, ever more complex forms of organization. Art or is this capacity to grasp the latent potential of matter, and to develop that potential—to transform the matter at hand into something more complex and more highly integrated—that is, to contribute to its level of organization. This does not necessarily presuppose a scientific understanding of the form of matter in question. Some arts are based on science, others rely simply on an empirical lore which has not yet advanced to explanation. More important, however, is the ability to project outward from a knowledge of the latent potential to the possible transformation of the matter into something more highly organized. 

Generally speaking, the arts are divided according to what they make. The instrumental arts or technologies contribute to the development of organized complexity by producing something which is useful—either goods for direct consumption, or tools which expand human productive capacity. The fine arts produce things which are ends in themselves (thus the name) and which, therefore, generally in virtue of their beauty, make present to the senses (including the internal sense of the imagination) the End or which draws all things to itself. The liberal arts are the arts which make us free, precisely because they involve excellence in making and evaluating arguments. It is only by means of excellence in making and evaluating arguments that we are liberated from slavery to either our own passions and prejudices or the direction of others. Prudence, finally, which is excellence in knowing the means to the End of human life, produces right action. It may do this directly, by selecting correctly the action which best promotes the development of complex organization, or indirectly, by building and exercising the power which is necessary to promote the development of complex organization. The first sort of prudence we call personal or monastic, the second is political, pastoral, or magisterial depending on the sphere in which it is exercised. 

Cultivation of the intellectual virtues is essential to the full development of human capacities. Prudence alone, however, is essential to right action. It is quite possible to know what the Good is connaturally, by habituation, without having made any progress in the theoretical virtues at all. But everyone is faced with the task of deciding how to implement the principles of cosmohistorical law in particular situations, and this always requires prudential judgment. A defect of prudence thus always leads eventually to moral degeneration.

The Moral Virtues

We have already seen in the first chapter that the same complex neural networks which allow us to form and store images of the outside world and to relate these images to each other also connect these images indissolubly with various body states, so that we never perceive or imagine or know without also feeling. Indeed, it is precisely this connection between the neural representation of a situation in the outside world and our own body states which enables us to act on what we know and thus survive and prosper. These body states which, under the influence of an image or idea, impel us to act in various ways we call the appetites. Appetites which respond to images we call sensual; those which respond to ideas we call intellectual. The activations of the sensual appetites are called passions, the activation of the intellectual appetite will.
 Those passions which lead us to seek goods and avoid evils which are close at hand we call concupiscible; those which impel us to struggle for or against goods and evils which are somehow difficult to obtain or avoid we call irascible. The concupiscible passions include desire and aversion, love and hate, joy and sadness; the irascible passions courage and fear, hope and despair, and anger. Since the object of the intellect is universal, there is only one act of the intellectual appetite, that is, only one will (Thomas Summa Theologiae 1.78-83, Daly 1984).

Moral virtue is, purely and simply, excellence in the appetites. This means, first of all, that the appetites effectively order us to seek those things which promote the development of complex organization, and to avoid things which hold back such development. Second, it means that we seek and avoid things in just the proper proportions. Food is good; too much of it is dangerous to our health and a distraction from higher pursuits. Anger is a necessary response to present evils which fuels resistance, but an excess of anger can lead to wanton violence. Ordering our appetites to the right ends is first and foremost a matter of intellectual formation. If the argument in the forgoing chapters has demonstrated anything it is that all things are ordered to the Good and seek it in the forms under which they know it. When the will or the passions are presented with a good, they thus naturally seek it. The most important part of any moral education is thus presenting the individual with ever-higher goods so that her sights are lifted gradually toward the End that draws all things to itself. At the same time, the appetites are authentic capacities in their own right, and not merely reflexes of the imagination and the intellect. They tend naturally to fall into fixed patterns based on what they are accustomed to, which we call habit, and must, therefore, be exercised. Anyone who has attempted to reduce consumption of some food on a physician’s advice knows this all too well. Moral education thus also involves external discipline, including especially the support of a community dedicated to excellence. These two aspects of moral education are, furthermore, integrally related to each other. As we noted in the first chapter, it is the preconceptual, experiential knowledge which we have of definite structures by participating in them which illuminates the images we garner from experience and which thus allow us to abstract their intelligible essence. Thus, in a certain sense, we cannot know anything which we have not done. Being formed morally to participate in a definite sort of society thus also makes us capable of the forms of knowledge which that society cultivates. 

It is not possible to discuss even the principal moral virtues in detail in this context. Here we provide only some brief definitions. 

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

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

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

While the intemperance of luxury is not, strictly speaking, a matter of sheer quantity, it is wrong to say that it is simply a matter of attitude. The fact of the matter is that good things are difficult to acquire, and if one has many of them one is probably spending too much time working to get them and not enough on other things—a sure sign of disordered appetites. It is also intemperate to desire more than enough of something when others have none. 

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

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

The second of the moral virtues is fortitude, or excellence in the exercise of the irascible appetite. The irascible appetite, we have noted, is an expression of the drive of matter toward higher levels of organization under conditions in which that aim is difficult to achieve, or is threatened by danger and disintegration. Under these circumstances we react with hope that our difficult struggle will succeed, fear that it will not, anger at the forces which hold us back or threaten our very survival—and despair when those forces seem finally to have won the day. Fortitude involves an exercise of these passions in such a way that we are, as it were, strengthened for battle, without thereby becoming foolhardy, rash, or wantonly violent. 

In just what does the right ordering of the irascible faculty consist? First, it must be noted, that just as temperance does not involve a diminishment of our sensual desires, fortitude does not involve any lessening or diminishment of our hope, or fear, or anger. On the contrary, in order to be excellent in this arena, we must have a keenly developed capacity for these passions, able to feel with full intensity the surge of hope at new possibilities, the fear which grips us when we and those we care for are in danger, and the anger which rises up whenever we confront injustice. This means not losing touch with what we personally have at stake in the struggle for higher goods, and more generally with the material basis of that struggle. Creating a just social order means more resources to invest in the things that really matter. It means that we can eat, and make love and write, and have children. The market system means that we have to sell my labor power to some moneymaking devil who will take my precious time and force me to produce junk so that he can buy a BMW. It also means not being afraid to personalize. Anger, as a sensual passion, is directed first and foremost only at sensibles, not at intelligibles. It is not, strictly speaking possible to be angry at the marketplace, or even at the bourgeoisie, but only at actual people. Capitalists are sinful and it is right for us to be angry at them.

But the right ordering of these passions means that they must serve our work, and fill higher order appetites. Hope in the good things which a just society will bring must form the basis for an active willing of social justice itself, which is an intelligible and not a sensible good. This means, in effect, that hope and fear and anger must not become ends in themselves, or means to actions which do not serve the struggle, but must always orient us toward effective action on behalf of the good. There is no virtue in being angry at my boss if that anger simply serves to make me bitter, or leads to rash and foolish action that accomplishes nothing. This does not mean that in order for there to be virtue, my anger must be informed by a higher appetite—though this certainly increases my virtue. It is only necessary that it spark me to act effectively for the good. 

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

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

The third and final of the principal moral virtues is that of justice. By justice considered as a virtue (as opposed to justice considered as the right organization of human society) we mean the fully developed capacity of the human person to act fully in accord with cosmohistorical law: that is, the ability to always and everywhere act in such a manner as to best promote the movement of the cosmos toward ever higher degrees of organization. Justice therefore requires,

a) knowledge of both the nature of organization and of how to promote it, and thus some measure of art or prudence, and either a wisdom or direction from someone wise, and

b) a right ordering of the affections, so that our love of both pleasure and struggle incline us to act in such a way as to promote the movement of the cosmos toward higher degrees of organization, and so that neither becomes an end itself.

Justice is often characterized as dutiful action or action in accord with law in contrast to action which is compassionate or merciful. The difficulty with this formulation is that it fails to comprehend either the complex, nuanced subtlety of cosmohistorical law or the law-like character of authentic mercy and compassion. Consider the case of someone convicted of committing a murder. What cosmohistorical law requires is that we compel the murderer to repair the damage he has done both to human life and to the law itself—and, of course, if he is not disposed to repent of his crime and make reparations, that we use the coercive power of the state both to protect the public from any further crimes he might commit and to apply pressure to him to induce repentance. This is not contrary to mercy or compassion, because the actions involved are directed at his good, as well as that of the community. Indeed, we cannot enforce the law without compassion. If, in anger, we order the man executed then he cannot repair the damage he has done and the community is deprived of his labor. And we cannot really choose appropriate forms of discipline, designed to induce repentance, unless we can get inside the man’s head and feel his passions. By the same token, if we merely release a dangerous criminal onto the streets out of supposed compassion for him or his loved ones, then we are hardly showing compassion for his past or future victims.

Similarly, suppose that we are in charge of an enterprise and am called on to decide how much of the value added will be reinvested and how much will be divided among the various workers, as well as how the amount to be divided will be allocated. It might appear that cosmohistorical law requires that we reinvest as much as possible, driving the workers consumption down as far as possible, and that it is only compassion for the situation of the workers and their families which would motivate me to augment their shares. But this is not true, for what the law requires is that we promote the development of higher order organization in general—and not only the growth of my enterprise. And while development can only be served to a limited extent through the productive consumption of individual families, there are some kinds of development which can only be fostered in this way. If we don’t provide my workers with adequate resources they will be unable to spend time with their families, or to engage in non-work related education, political, and religious activities which are necessary for the common good. If, on the other hand, we divide up the whole value added among the workers, and reinvest nothing, then we are hardly showing compassion, for in the long run my enterprise will fall behind technologically, it will fail to make an adequate contribution to the common good, and the workers will be unable to fulfill their vocation as workers. Similarly, while justice forbids me from using my role as a leader to pay myself a larger share of the value added, it may require allocation of differing amounts to workers with different needs.

The just person is one for whom decisions like these come easily—who does not feel swayed either by softness or by excessive anger, but rather for whom, as soon as prudence presents the best course, the decision is made, and there is no desire to act contrary to the dictates of reason. For the just person, all deliberation is purely intellectual; there is no tug of the passions, but rather a firm delight in action in accord with cosmohistorical law.

There are, to be sure, moral virtues other than these. These three are, however, along with prudence, called the principal or cardinal virtues, because taken together they orient action toward the good; someone who possesses these virtues will be a morally excellent person who will consistently act in accord with cosmohistorical law and who will contribute, to the full extent of his or her intellectual ability, to the self-organizing activity of the cosmos. 

Social Justice

The cultivation of virtue presupposes a society which can promote the full development of human capacities. Such a society, being organized in accord with cosmohistorical law, we call just. Concretely this means:

a) the production of excellent human beings through the socialization process—a process carried out by the family and the village or neighborhood community and thus requiring the right ordering of the marriage bond, relations between parents and children, and relations between persons in the local community,

b) the organization of the production process, the centralization and allocation of resources for production, and the research process in such a way as to best promote the development of productivity, power, and knowledge, and

c) the establishment of public authorities who can effectively direct human society toward its proper End. 

The Family, the Clan, and the Village or Neighborhood Community

The purpose of the family consists, first and foremost, in the full development of its members—not only the children, but also the marriage partners. This means that the organization of the family is not, by any stretch of the imagination, a purely private matter. On the one hand, under the principle of subsidiarity, the family has an immediate presumptive right to govern its own internal affairs in accord with the general principles of cosmohistorical law. At the same time, in so far as human civilization requires –indeed consists in—the cultivation of excellent human beings, and in so far as it is the family, among other institutions, which carries out this task, the family is a public institution and the public authorities have a hierarchic right and responsibility to insure both that family life in general is organized in such a way as to promote the development of human social capacities, and to intervene where necessary in the life of individual families in order to resolve difficulties which cannot be resolved internally. 

Let us examine each of the specific relationships which constitute the family in some detail.

The foundation of the family is the marriage bond. This bond is, by its very nature, a life partnership between two individuals who, on the basis of a demonstrated capacity for collaboration commit themselves to mutual support and criticism directed at enhancing each other’s capacity to participate in the self-organizing activity of the universe. The foundation of marriage can only be a demonstrated capacity to promote each other’s development and to collaborate in a common work. Love, both in the sense of enjoying the beauty, truth, and goodness of the other, and in the sense of an interest in fostering the development of the other, is a necessary foundation for the establishment of the marriage bond. Mutual sexual attraction is an ordinary component of this love in so far as it may motivate responsiveness to each others’ criticisms as well as mutual collaboration, but it is neither absolutely necessary nor by itself sufficient. It is, however, necessary for both partners to take joy in each other, if for no other reason than the fact that this alone will enable the partners to be mutually supportive without feeling the support they give the other as a burden or a strain. Far more important is love of benevolence—an active interest in promoting the development of the other. The marriage partner is not something we consume, but rather someone we help to create. It must be understood, of course, that the development in question is a natural expression of the person’s latent potential, and not something imposed on them from the outside.

Love is not, however, by itself an adequate foundation for a life partnership. We may love a person dearly, but not be able to build a common life with them or contribute optimally to their development. It is thus furthermore necessary that the marriage partners be compatible, or to be more precise, that they be complementary. This does not mean that they must be alike or even similar—two people who are very much alike will be unlikely to challenge each other. It does mean that their similarities and differences must be structured in such a way that neither partner has qualities which the other cannot endure, that there be enough common ground that not every issue is a matter of contention or negotiation, and that for the most part the partners find their differences attractive and intriguing, something which stretches them, rather than merely annoying.

Finally, it is necessary that the two partners share a common vision and thus a common sense of purpose, and that even where they have somewhat different vocations, each both understands and appreciates the other’s sufficiently well to serve as a source of support and criticism. For the marriage is never an end itself, but a means to a higher good—the development of the partners, the realization of the particular vocations, and in many, though not all cases, the bearing and rearing of children. Persons who have not yet developed to the point that they have a clearly defined vision of the good and a sense of their own vocation are not yet capable of marriage and their bonds cannot be recognized as marriages by the public authorities—though they need not, of course, be repressed. 

The marriage bond itself is something which the two partners create over a period of time, by gradually sharing more and more of each others lives, carefully testing out each new step in order to determine whether relating to each other in this way helps or hinders their development and serves or undermines the common good. The full establishment of a marriage bond involves sexual intimacy, the establishment of a common household in which the work of the household is shared equitably and efficiently and the resources of the household are held fully in common, the demonstrated ability of both partners to exercise leadership and to respect the leadership exercised by the other, and the establishment of a vigorous intellectual and emotional exchange in which both ideas and passions are shared, analyzed, etc. and which both partners experience as an enormous contribution to each others’ development. 

Any bond having these characteristics is a marriage under cosmohistorical law. As should be clear from the foregoing, there is nothing in natural law which requires that the two partners be of the opposite sex and/or gender. The role of the public authorities is not to establish or dissolve, but rather to recognize publicly the existence or dissolution of marriage bonds. It should be noted, however, that marriage has both political-economic and fundamentally spiritual dimensions. On the one hand, it concerns the cultivation of human excellence, something which will be understood in somewhat different ways by different spiritual communities. These aspects of marriage can only be regulated by those communities, to which individuals voluntarily adhere. At the same time, there are aspects of marriage, such as claims on economic benefits due to spouses, the joint ownership of property, and the custody of children, which cannot help but come to the attention of the civil authorities. It is only these latter aspects of marriage which can properly be recognized or regulated by the civil authorities. In this sense what the civil authorities recognize or regulate can never be anything more than a civil union. Recognition of the spiritual bond of marriage is a matter for such religious authorities as the individuals in question recognize. 

The end, or  of the marriage bond is the good which is done by the parties to the marriage. This may include, but is not limited to, the bearing and/or rearing of children. As important as their mutual support and development is, any marriage which is not ordered to something outside and beyond itself will soon begin to stagnate. It will become a “haven in a heartless world” (Lasch 1977) rather than a crucible of authentic virtue. The partners to the marriage must therefore constantly order their relations with each other to their larger common work and individual vocations, seeing to it that they constantly augment each other’s capacity for creativity, power, knowledge and love, and that these increased capacities are reflected in real results.

We have said that a marriage is, by nature, a life partnership. Two people who are authentically contributing to each others development and who actively contribute to each others work will very likely grow in ways which augment, rather than undermine their complementarily. Marriage bonds, therefore, are ordinarily dissolved only by death. Most so-called divorces (indeed most so called marriages which “last”) end relationships which were not marriages at all but simple cohabitation agreements. The proper public judgment in such cases is not divorce but rather annulment. There may, however, be cases in which two individuals have such unusual trajectories of development that they contribute to each others growth for an extended period, long enough to appear at least to constitute an authentic marriage, but then begin to develop different needs, grow apart etc. It is only in such cases that we can speak of the dissolution of an actual marriage bond, and not of a simple error in judgment as to the existence of marriage in the first place.

The end of marriage is the creativity and productivity of the partners. While this creative activity may take an infinite variety of forms, it is immediately the child. The bearing and rearing of children is the simplest expression of the capacity of loving collaboration between two people to bear fruit in the emergence of new creative organizing capacity. A complete discussion of the problem of childrearing would require that we enter into the ongoing debate on the nature of the socialization process. For now we merely state our views which, we believe, follow from the larger cosmology outlined in earlier chapters. Human beings become social not through repression and sublimation of pre-existing erotic and aggressive drives, but rather through increasingly complex interactions with both other human beings and the natural world so that their latent capacity for creativity, power, knowledge and love is nurtured, drawn out, and constantly challenged to operate at increasingly complex levels. This process is not, to be sure, free of all tension or negativity. The partial, implicit totality which the child is from the very moment of its birth is constantly confronted by other wholes with ideas and interests different from his/her own. The child may respond to these encounters either by dominating these others (an unlikely outcome) or by submitting to the will of stronger parents, siblings etc. In either case development is cut short, because neither party really grows. Or the child may begin a complex process of negotiation and accommodation, compromising at first simply in order to meet its own, pre-existing aims, but gradually coming to appreciate the aims of others as ends in their own right so that his/her own vision and interests are expanded. 

This understanding of the socialization process has profound implications for the way in which we understand the correct relationship between parents and children. On the one hand it is vitally important that the parents not regard the child either as a blank slate wholly lacking in latent capacities, or, as Freud would have it, as a kind of wild animal driven by passions which cannot, by themselves, serve as the basis for civilized life. On the contrary, the parents must recognize in the child latent potential for complex organizing activity. Their task is to grasp, and help to cultivate, potential which is already there, not to write civilization onto a blank disk or to repress and sublimate violent passions. At the same time, the parents must recognize that human social capacities develop only in interaction with other people—and develop best in interactions in which the relatively narrow perspectives of the child are constantly challenged, contradictions exposed, and a new, higher synthesis developed. Because of this, mere “permissiveness” is no more conducive to the child’s growth than repression. What is required is a kind of direction which is respectful of the child’s developing humanity and cognizant of the specific, unique capacities, and the specific unique path of development which make this child a unique participant in the social form of matter, and capable of unique contributions to the human civilizational project. Parents have a responsibility to the larger community to structure the child’s interactions in such a way as to best develop his unique latent potential, and not merely some generalized ability to “be productive and get along with others.”

The end of parenthood is the relatively autonomous creative activity of the children. The parents exist for the children, and ultimately for the community which the children will serve, not the children for the parents. Unlike the marriage bond, which is by nature a life partnership, the relationship between parents and children involves a progressive letting go. This is not to say that there are no enduring responsibilities, either on the part of the parents, or, as the parents age, on the part of the children toward the parents. On the one hand, the parents have a general responsibility not to spend the whole patrimony of the family, leaving the children with nothing but their labor power—or, what is more important in complex industrial societies, each generation has a responsibility not to use the power which it generally wields during late middle age to squander the ecological and economic endowment of the community on wasteful luxury consumption. Parents also have an enduring responsibility to play an active role in the lives of their grandchildren, providing a sense of intergenerational continuity, and helping their grandchildren to have a broader vision of the human civilizational project than the parents alone could provide. The children, on the other hand, are the ordinary caretakers of their parents in old age, and while they may rightly demand assistance from the community in carrying out this responsibility, especially when it requires resources beyond their means, they may not simply abandon their parents to die in poverty and isolation. 

Still, unlike other relationships, parenthood is characterized by a process of dissolution which is a constitutive dimension of the relationship itself. In recognizing their children’s independence, in appreciating them for their own unique contributions to human society, and not for carrying on the parents’ genetic or social endowment, the parents realize the productive and other and future oriented character of human sociality in general. Relationships are not something we consume, they are something we cultivate. We raise children not for ourselves, but for the community as a whole.

In this sense, the end of parenthood is the free community of persons engaged in creative labor which always and only adds to the organization of the universe, thereby gradually bringing into being, helping humanity along on its long march toward God. The relationships among the various members of this community are, like the relationship between the partners in the marriage bond, fundamentally relations of mutual support and collaboration in a common work of with the one difference, that while the marriage bond is an all-sided collaboration which touches every aspect of life, the partnerships between the various members of the local community are partial, touching only certain areas of common interest, and often cross-cutting.

In its most immediate form these relationships are kinship relations, that is,, relations between brothers and sisters, and more generally between members of the same clan, or whatever analogous form of organization the society in question supports. In communitarian societies members of a clan make a unique common contribution to the life of the community—performing certain specific forms of labor, providing leaders to fill specific offices in the community, sponsoring or even carrying out certain religious rituals, etc. In more complex societies the contributions of a specific clan become more general and abstract. Each extended family network has its own traditions, its own specific place in the community, etc. Members of the clan collaborate with each other in these common enterprises, conserving and passing on a collective identity which, even if (as in more complex societies) it is only a small part of who they are and what they do, nonetheless represents a specific way of being human, a specific way of participating in the self-organizing activity of the cosmos. 

Care must be taken that these family traditions not place undue constraints or burdens on individuals whose specific talents and interests may lie in areas that are unusual for members of their families, while at the same time carefully conserving, in so far as it is possible, the complex texture of distinct clan and extended family traditions which adds considerably to the complexity of community organization.

Intra-clan relations pass necessarily over into friendships between members of different clans. Where clan relationships are immediate and given, independent of the specific talents and interests of the individuals involved, inter-clan friendships are in fact based on these specific differences. Two people become friends because they have similar talents and interests—both enjoy a common trade or profession, both enjoy the same sports, both enjoy discussing the same problems or issues. Friendship in this sense is not based on identity of ideas or desires, but it does presuppose a kind of spontaneous compatibility which allows the friends to work together around common projects without constant tension, and without recourse to some public authority to negotiate their differences. 

It is the network of spontaneous friendships within a community which allows the emergence of a diversity of different enterprises—productive, political, artistic, scientific, philosophical, and religious—and thus for the internal differentiation of the community and the emergence of a wealth of new interests and capacities. Friendship allows people to come together to do things which they could not do alone—and to do this without having to develop a comprehensive life partnership which requires all-sided compatibility and a permanent commitment to support and challenge each other. It allows us to develop parts of our personality which might otherwise lie dormant, and thus to make contributions to the community which otherwise go unmade.

Even so, friendship is not by itself a fully adequate basis for community life. We form friendships only with those we like—or with whom, at the very least, we like to spend time doing certain specific things—and with whom we share common talents, interests, etc. Human civilization, on the other hand, requires the full range of human capacities and interests—even those which, by their very nature, make it logically impossible for individuals to spontaneously like each other. Thus the importance of the village community, and of its analog in the urban neighborhood. Community relationships require, in a way lower order relations do not, a capacity to transcend not only specific familial consumption interests, narrow family traditions, etc., but also specific individual interests in order to create a larger totality—the first fully public form of organization known to humanity. Where members of the clan cooperate because they share common traditions, and friends collaborate because they share common interests, members of the village community or urban neighborhood collaborate precisely because they have different talents and different interests which, taken together, constitute a larger totality which is more productive, more powerful, which knows more and loves more than can any particular clan on its own. 

It is this experience of participation in the village community or urban neighborhood, of being a member of a particular family and clan with its own traditions, and a particular person with his/her own distinct interests and talents, and, at the same time, of being, precisely because of these differences, a logically necessary part of a larger whole, which provides humanity with the basis in experience for grasping the universe as an organized, and thus internally differentiated totality. Membership in the village community or urban neighborhood requires individuals to work with people they may not like, in order to accomplish things in which they may have no immediate interest, and thereby come to realize that precisely because they are unique individuals they are at the same time merely part of a whole larger than themselves, which they may not fully understand or appreciate, but which nonetheless knows and appreciates them precisely because it requires their labor and collaboration. Gradually, as a result of this collaboration, the individual develops an appreciation of the internal logic of the community as a higher order system independent of its members, and the community comes to understand better and better the specific contributions of the individual member, thereby building up its own capacity for creativity, power, knowledge, and love.

It may seem rather odd to have considered not only kinship relations, but also friendship and the incipiently political relations of the village or neighborhood community under the heading of the family. But when we consider the concept of the family, we will see that this is not the case. The end of the family is the creation of creative, powerful, wise, and loving human beings. This means bringing into being not merely a kin group, which, with all its virtues, is not really a full human community, but also the network of friends and the integrated totality of the village and neighborhood community. In this sense the community is the truth of the family, the idea of which already presupposes, at least implicitly, these more complex forms of organization. 

It is, furthermore, impossible to produce creative, powerful, wise, and loving human beings apart from the larger community structures we have analyzed. Thus the old African proverb: “It takes the whole village to raise a child.” This is true not only because parents need the support and sometimes the critical interventions of the larger community in order to do their job effectively, but because the process of development cannot be completed in the context of a nuclear family unit or even a clan. The incipiently political interactions of the village or neighborhood community are absolutely essential to the full development of human virtue and even the best parents cannot substitute for what their children can learn from these kinds of interactions, especially as they enter adolescence. 

Political Economy

The end of the family and the village/neighborhood community is the production of creative, powerful, wise and loving human beings who, through the exercise of these capacities, can then contribute to the progress of human civilization and the cosmohistorical evolutionary process. We need now to define more precisely the principles of cosmohistorical law which govern the exercise of these capacities.

The Production Process

Marx wrote that human beings “may be distinguished from animals by consciousness, by religion, or anything else you like. They themselves begin to distinguish themselves from animals as soon as they begin to produce their means of subsistence  . . . (Marx 1846/1978: 150). Where other animals merely reproduce their own organization in that of their offspring, an organization which is modified only through the gradual process of biological evolution, human beings daily create new and more complex forms of organization out of the material of all-ready existing physical, biological, and social systems. This is our specifically human vocation. It is what we contribute to the universe.

There has been considerable debate in recent years between advocates of continued economic growth, whether on an “industrial” or “postindustrial” model, and advocates of a “biocentric” ethic which stresses instead the need to conserve the integrity of the ecosystem. The need for continued growth has been argued on both neoliberal and dialectical materialist grounds. Neoliberals regard continued growth as a means of realizing the subjective interests of individual consumers, whose preferences constitute the only basis for value in the neoliberal system. Conservation of wilderness, wildlife, clean air and water, and energy sources are regarded simply as alternative consumer preferences, and as such are automatically factored into the equilibrium equations which govern the operation of the marketplace. People choose to buy so many automobiles, so much mass transit, and so many acres of pristine wetlands (Baxter 1974). Dialectical materialists, on the other hand, have historically argued for growth as an expression of the “antientropic vocation of the social form of matter (Sevastyanov et al 1979).” Human labor not only adds something to the cosmos; it is in fact the source and origin of meaning, and acts against a countervailing trend toward randomness and discrimination. Conservation of the integrity of the ecosystem can, to be sure, be argued on these grounds, but only as a means of securing the conditions for sustained growth.

Biocentric approaches to the problem of ecosystem integrity, on the other hand, stress not only the fact that the ecosystem—indeed the cosmos—is a unified totality, but also the equality of all elements within this whole, so that the loss or degradation of any element undermines both the diversity and the harmony of the whole (Devall and Sessions 1985).

Both approaches turn out on a cursory examination to be not only inadequate, but also in fact curiously unreflective and self-contradictory. On the one hand authentic “growth” can only mean augmenting the overall level of organization of the ecosystem. If we simply export complex organization from one system to another—say from carbon based living systems to silicon and steel based machines—then we have actually added nothing. On the contrary, it is entirely possible that by depleting energy reserves, polluting the environment, destroying habitats, and exterminating valuable species we are in fact degrading the level of organization of the system as a whole—even if we are at the same time inventing and building at a frenzied pace. 

At the same time, biocentric approaches fail to comprehend the dynamic, self-organizing nature of both the ecosystem and the larger universe of which it is a part. The ecosystem itself is constantly undergoing reorganization and driving toward higher levels of organization, even before the advent of the social form of matter. Ecosystem integrity is a value, but principally as a condition for ecosystem development. Cosmos, furthermore, is constantly generating new forms of organization, each of which is more complex and more highly integrated, and therefore more valuable than that which preceded it. The social form of matter is one such form of organization, and as valuable as living systems are, they are pale and meager things when compared to even the simplest human communities. Both the nature of the system as a whole (as something which tends toward higher levels of organization) and the hierarchical ordering of different forms of organization are missed by simple-minded biocentric approaches to ecological ethics. And yet, biocentrists do privilege a particular level of organization—living matter—over the simply inorganic or the “parasitic” social forms.

The norm which governs production is, therefore, as follows: the social form of matter should structure its productive activities in such a way as to not only conserve the integrity of the ecosystem and the universe generally, but also contribute to its evolution toward higher levels of organization. This means prosecuting vigorously the struggle to build up the material resources and technological capabilities necessary for the progress of human civilization, while seeing to it that we do not, in the process, degrade the complexity of the subsocial systems which constitute our physical, chemical, and biological endowment. 

This way of approaching the problem has definite implications regarding the ethical status of the various technological regimes. It is possible to distinguish between two ways of producing, each of which can be implemented at different technological levels. The first, which we call “hortic,” “alchemical,” or “catalytic,” taps into renewable energy sources and organizing processes already at work in the ecosystem, “encouraging”
 them more or less vigorously, by concentrating existing free energy, developing nutrients, supplying catalysts, or grasping and releasing organizational potential latent in the matter being worked, much as a woodcarver releases an image latent in the form of the wood itself, or a synergetic engineer uses “nature’s own coordinate systems (Fuller 1975-1979. 1981, 1992)” to build structures which are energy efficient and enclose the largest possible area using the fewest possible raw materials. Of the historical technological regimes that have developed on this planet the horticultural mode falls clearly within this category, as do many forms of intensive and specialized agriculture, the artisan and alchemical technologies of the Middle Ages, and the sort of technologies pioneered by Buckminster Fuller. The second sequence, which we call analytic, produces by breaking down existing complex organization in order to release energy, which is in turn used to break down other forms of complex organization and then reorganize them in accord with a preconceived plan that has little or nothing to do with the latent self-organizing potential of the matter in question. This sequence includes extensive agricultural, industrial, and “infocatallaxic” modes which have dominated our planet since roughly 3000 BCE.

Clearly, now, while cosmohistorical progress is possible along both sequences, the first is more nearly in accord with the principles of cosmohistorical law. This is because the disintegration of complex organization in order to release energy and raw material opens up the possibility of far greater ecological degradation than simply tapping into renewable energy sources and natural self-organizing processes. Justice thus requires, other things being equal, that societies which have evolved along the second sequence try to rejoin the first. 

The end of production is value, that is, the creation of organized complexity. The term “value,” used here in its economic sense, is simply a special case of the general concept of value which we defined in previous chapters. If value is organization, then clearly our theory of value will be determined by our theory of organization. We have already criticized the subjectivist information-theoretical concept of organization, according to which organization is simply quantity of information stored in a system, or, what is the same thing, its “negative entropy.” We have pointed out that this understanding of organization fails to account for the fact that the most highly organized systems accessible to empirical observation—human beings, human societies—are in fact intermediate in entropy between highly ordered crystals and amorphous gases. The economic specification of the information-content theory of value is the price theory, according to which the marketplace functions as an information processing system, centralizing and processing information regarding people’s interests (demand) and capacities (supply) and reporting the results back in terms of commodity prices, which then allocate land, labor and capital in such a way as to maximize aggregate individual consumer satisfaction. This understanding of value takes no account of the impact of various activities on the development of human social capacities or on the evolution of the cosmos toward increasingly complex levels of organization. 

In place of the information-theoretical or negentropic approaches, Charles Bennet proposes instead to define organization as logical depth, “the work required to derive a” message “from a hypothetical cause involving no unnecessary ad hoc assumptions,” or “the time required to compute this message from” its “minimal description.” This definition bears an interesting resemblance to the Marxist labor theory of value, according to which the value of a commodity is equal to the average socially necessary labor time necessary to produce it (Marx 1849/1978: 203-217). 

This approach is rather more adequate from our standpoint. The quantity of average socially necessary labor time contained in a commodity is, in fact, nothing more or less than a quantitative expression of the level of organization of the system in question. This is because what productive labor does is to organize; the more highly organized a system the more labor power it is likely to embody.

Even so, the labor time theory has definite limitations. The most fundamental of these is an implicit tendency to regard all organization, and thus all value, as purely and simply a human product—the result of human ordering activity in an otherwise chaotic world. This is, of course, a consequence of the ontological atheism of the dialectical materialist tradition. Practically speaking, this means that the labor theory of value is unable to comprehend the value already embodied in ecosystem inputs to the production process—inputs which are inaccurately dismissed as mere “raw materials,” when they are, in fact, the product of billions of years of cosmic self-organizing activity. This in turn opens the door to rapacious industrialization strategies which degrade, rather than augment, the complexity of the ecosystem. The labor time theory is not, furthermore, precisely because of its quantitative character, really able to comprehend qualitative differences in levels of organization—a problem which is already apparent in the internal ambiguities and contradictions of Marx’s treatment of the transition from absolute to relative surplus value in the first volume of Capital. More highly organized systems, whether or not they are the product of human labor power, may be able to organize more, with less labor, than less highly organized systems, a problem which introduces enormous difficulties into the calculation of value. 

Value realized as organization is simply system structured for On the quantitative side, value is thus augmented by both the number and diversity of the relations contained in the system, on the one hand, and by the level of integration on the other hand—that is, the degree to which these various relations are ordered to a single end (or to intermediate ends which are themselves ordered to a single end), so that the system, while approaching infinite diversity, is nonetheless perfectly one. On the qualitative side the scale of value is simply the dialectical scale, the hierarchy of physical, chemical, biological, social, and supersocial forms of organization each of which is able to order a greater diversity of relations ever more perfectly to a single end.

This formulation of the concept of value allows us to state the rule governing production in a more rigorous way: production must be organized in such a manner as to best promote the accumulation of value. When value is understood as organization, it includes the integrity of the ecosystem as well as the progress of human civilization and, within the context of human civilizational progress, the cultivation of human capacities as well as and even more importantly than the production of things.

The Centralization and Allocation of Resources for Production

The question, of course, is just what sort of economic structure best promotes this end. In order to answer this question we need to begin with some definitions. Necessary labor is that labor which must be performed in order to maintain the system at its existing level of organization
 Surplus labor is labor which permits the system to develop to higher levels of organization. Destructive consumption is consumption which actively undermines system integrity—generally through warfare, or by directly undermining ecological harmony, organic or psychological health, etc. Luxury consumption is consumption above and beyond that necessary to maintain system integrity that does not help the system in question to develop toward higher levels of organization. Productive consumption is consumption which contributes either to maintaining system integrity or to supporting growth and development. Productive consumption thus includes 

a) ecosystem resources allowed to lie fallow in order to conserve ecosystem integrity as well as social resources granted time for rest, recreation, etc.,

b) maintenance and depreciation expenditures on technical inputs, as well as necessary or “wage” consumption, including not only food, shelter, housing, and health care, but those education expenditures which are necessary to raise the next generation to the level of skill already achieved by the present generation, and

c) investment in the arts, sciences, and wisdoms which extend human capacities beyond their current level of development or which share existing capacities more widely.

The norm governing the production process already includes, at least implicitly, the norms governing the economic structure of the social form of matter. If production is to be structured in such a manner as to best accumulate value—that is, to conserve the integrity of the ecosystem while promoting the progress of human civilization and of cosmopoesis generally—then destructive and luxury consumption must be held to a minimum, or if possible abolished entirely, and all resources allocated to productive consumption. Indeed, destructive and luxury consumption are crimes under cosmohistorical law and must be treated as such. It is, furthermore, necessary to balance the resources allocated to the various forms of productive consumption in such a manner that the largest share of resources possible is allocated to investment without compromising the integrity of the ecosystem or the social fabric, including the psychological well being of ordinary workers. 

This norm is simply the expression at the economic level of the general principle of subsidiarity and hierarchy. On the one hand, there is a presumption that control of the production process, including the disposition of the surplus, should be in the hands of the smallest production units capable of carrying out the production process in question, and of accepting responsibility for the integrity of ecosystem, technical, and social systems affected by that process. This helps to insure that the imperatives of system integrity are taken care of first, since the direct producers depend on both reliable ecosystem inputs and on each other for their survival. The minimum unit capable of functioning in this way varies from one social formation to another. In hunter-gatherer societies it may be the band, but in most cases it will be a unit no smaller than the village community or even the commune including several villages, depending on the nature of the ecosystem and the production techniques. In technologically complex societies the minimum production unit may be much larger. 

At the same time, the society as a whole, and indeed cosmos herself, have a hierarchic right to a share of the surplus product to be invested in projects which are beyond the scope of the individual village or enterprise, and to intervene in the way the production units themselves dispose of their own share of the surplus when this is necessary for the progress of human civilization—when for example, social progress requires individuals to be trained in new arts or new sciences in which members of minimum production units have no interest, or of which they are as yet entirely unaware. 

It goes without saying that extraction of surplus for higher order projects must be carried out in such a way as to prevent the siphoning off of resources for luxury consumption. But there are other constraints on the way surplus is extracted as well. The means of extraction must be neither coercive nor mystifying. Extraction must be based either on the conscious support of the people for the projects to which the resources are allocated, or, if the projects are so advanced as to transcend their rational capacities, then on a rationally grounded respect for the judgment of the extracting authority. Extraction must, furthermore, be carried out in such a way as to deepen public support and understanding of the projects in question. 

Generally speaking this means that decisions leading to extraction of surplus for investment must involve broad based participation in decision making, significant education around the value of the projects in question, and, when the project cannot be comprehended by the vast majority, dramatic or liturgical events which will convey to them a partial, participated, and symbolic knowledge of the process to which they are contributing. 

The norms governing the centralization and allocation or resources for production have definite implications regarding the ethical status of various economic structures. On the one hand, our approach rules out structures which make it impossible to centralize resources for investment: that is, hypothetical or actual populisms which allocate all surplus to recreation. It also rules out structures which either involve necessarily, or permit accidentally, the emergence of unproductive claims on income: the tributary mode and capitalism, in its agrarian, industrial, and infocatallaxic forms. 

On the other hand these norms do not specify one particular structure which alone is just. Rather, the structure required depends on the level of technological development. In horticultural societies, generally speaking, communitarian structures, in which the principal resource, land, is controlled by the village community and is reallocated periodically in order to maintain rough equality, and in which noncoercive surplus extraction is carried out by religious leaders, leads to the most rapid development, something which is amply illustrated by the data on technological progress during the period between 7000 BCE and 3000 BCE, when structures of this sort were dominant (Childe 1851, Lenski 1982, Lerner 1991). Later, as both population and surplus grow, some mechanism is needed to centralize surplus across many villages, in order to support the construction of irrigation systems which allow expansion into drier regions, and to support the development of centers of study where the most advanced members of each community can come together to engage in advanced research. It is also necessary to provide for adequate defense against the predation of developing tributary states. Where centralization of surplus is noncoercive, e.g. through public liturgies, and does not mystify, we call the resulting system archaic, because it orders the population to a single end or We have only scant evidence for such archaic formations—Cattal Huyuk and Chaco are possible candidates. 

Once different communities begin to develop specialized technologies however, a new problem arises—that of trade. Initially this begins innocently enough, as communities exchange goods and services which they can produce better and more cheaply than others. Eventually, however, the result is the development of petty commodity production, with all of the disintegrating effects on the social fabric which we have noted above. This, in turn, requires the development of regulative mechanisms which cover the entire territory of the market, which allow trade where it actually serves the common good, but which can ensure that market norms yield to the imperatives of authentic human development. We have already seen in the previous chapter that this is just precisely the economic function which the more progressive Silk Road states carried out, under the influence of intellectuals formed by axial age ideologies.

The really important question, however, is just what structure or structures are best adapted to promote development in our society, which has been on the capitalist road for so long. The presumption, of course, has long been that the only transitional path is that represented by historic socialism—a notion bolstered by Marx’s sometimes insightful but also sometimes narrow-minded critiques of other socialisms. What Marx contributed to the theory of the transition was the recognition that any movement beyond the market order could not simply be the product of wishful thinking, but rather had to be rooted in the capacities and aspirations of real social forces the development of which was being held back by the market order. Where he erred was in assuming that it is only the proletariat which opposes the market order—a position which he himself came to question later in life as he studied the situation of the Russian peasantry and the revolutionary potential of the Russian mir more carefully. A century and half after the Communist Manifesto it should be apparent that broad sectors of the peasantry and petty bourgeoisie, as well as much of the intelligentsia, also find that the market order holds back their development. This suggests that there are diverse forms of transition open to us, corresponding to the rich diversity of forces which make up the potential opposition to capitalism. 

The transition to a postmarket economy involves two main tasks. First, we need to break the nexus between work and wages, which is the material basis for consumerism, and provide the whole people with the basic tools they need in order to grow and develop as human beings. On the one hand, this means guaranteeing to every one the basic conditions of life, while requiring from everyone a contribution to the common work of humanity. The easiest way to do this in the short run is by gradually increasing the social wage in the form of free health care and public transportation, and subsidies for housing, food, clothing, and other necessities, while at the same time establishing quasi-mandatory work programs, public liturgies which require all to contribute at the highest level of which they are capable to the common good. Parents (or others) caring full time for children would be credited for full time skilled labor. On the other hand, it means investing vastly more resources in education and training. While some of this training should, no doubt, be in the instrumental arts, in order to enable people to contribute to society the necessary means of human life and human development, as well as to provide support for those who find their vocation in one of these arts, the most important sort of education is in the fine and liberal arts, the sciences, and in philosophy. The reason for this should be clear from the argument of this book. The market order, because it dissolves village communities and urban neighborhoods, undermines the conditions for the development of a connatural knowledge of the Good. The via dialectica, first charted by Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle, and further explored by Hegel, Marx, and Engels, is rapidly becoming the only way to ascend to knowledge of the Good, and thus to live a good life. The fine and liberal arts and the sciences each in their own way contribute to preparing students for this ascent: by presenting various visions of the Truth under forms accessible to the senses and the imagination, by training the intellect to make and evaluate arguments, and by penetrating the mysteries of the universe and pointing the mind toward the principle in terms of which alone it can be explained. At the center of any transitional strategy, therefore, should be free education in the fine and liberal arts, the sciences, and philosophy which would allow everyone to obtain the equivalent of the “liberal arts” part of Bachelor of Arts degree, even if their particular vocation is in one of the instrumental arts which is traditionally and more effectively learned outside the University.
 

These reforms would remove the disintegrating pressure of the marketplace on families and communities, by permitting people to opt to care for their children rather than selling their labor power, while creating a powerful upward pressure on wages which will in turn create an incentive for automating those jobs which essentially no one wants to perform. Necessary but routine labor which cannot be automated can be performed through mandatory service programs—a corvée. Most important, these reforms will begin to awaken the dormant creativity and initiative of the working class, and create a basis in experience for understanding that work is our highest vocation—that we consume in order to work, to add something to the universe, and not the other way around. Clearly the most straightforward way to carry out these changes is through the state apparatus. But if the balance of social forces compels us to weather a transition through decadence and renewal, then one of our main tasks will be to build up collectives or communities in the space opened up by the disintegration of the market order which uphold the principle of a strict separation between work and wages or subsistence needs. 

Second, we need to find ways to centralize resources for human development—not only for the increased social wage proposed above, but also to support further development of the arts, sciences, and wisdoms. In this regard it must be said that bureaucratic centralization through taxation, or through revenue generated by state enterprises, has not yet expended its progressive potential. On the contrary, this is the only way we know to carry out very large projects: high speed rail, astronautics, etc., and it may be the only way to finance projects which generate little or no direct revenue: health care or education in poor communities. This is essentially the historic socialist option. There are, however, other ways to insure that the social surplus product is used in a way which promotes the development of human social capacities. One of the simplest is already in use: the corporate charter. We currently require that nonprofit corporations use their resources in a way which serves the “exempt” purpose of the organization. There is no reason why for-profit charters could not (under the pressure of the victorious working classes) gradually be rewritten to contain similar requirements. This means, of course, understanding that the mission of a corporation is to produce some useful good or service, not to make profits for stockholders. The result would be a gradual phasing out of dividend payments, reduction of executive salaries, etc., and ultimately the end of the financial markets and the market in capital generally. Banks would be transformed into something more like private foundations. This does not mean, however, that the corporations would fall under state control. Rather, they would be governed as nonprofit corporations are currently governed, with significant leeway as to the way in which they allocate their resources, as well as the right to form strategic alliances, etc. Private stockholding would essentially disappear, and corporations would be owned and controlled by their workers, subject to the regulations specified above. A limited number of “shares” might be allocated to hospitals, school systems, universities, research institutes, religious communities, and other organizations which help conserve ecosystem integrity and promote human development, in order to support work which does not itself generate revenue. We call this the “social charter” system. 

In some regions and some sectors of the economy (or in the event of a transition by decadence and renewal, rather than by revolution) still less centralized options exist. Neocommunitarian and neomonastic forms (with or without fully communal living) may be attractive options under certain conditions: a highly productive, intensive agrarian, handicrafts (including “custom high technology crafts”), and/or service economy (e.g. a residential school) coupled with an intact village or intentional community. The aim here is not complete autarchy. The community provides goods or services to the larger economy, and its charter forbids luxury consumption. It may even pay a tax in cash or kind. And in order to develop, the community would undoubtedly need goods and services from the outside. But because it approaches self-sufficiency, it retains an even greater autonomy in decisions about resource allocation than state or corporate systems, albeit on a much smaller scale. 

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

The Public Authorities

The centralization and allocation of resources for production already implies the exercise of public authority. It is only with the collaboration of the direct producers that it becomes possible to extract a portion of the social surplus product, centralize it, and allocate it to creating new infrastructure, and to developing new capacities. And securing this collaboration involves the exercise of conscious leadership on the part of the most advanced elements in human society. 

And yet the doctrine we have been elaborating points to a radically different approach to the exercise of leadership than most current political theory. Specifically, cosmohistorical law theory rejects fundamentally the whole concept of sovereignty as it has been developed by modern political theory (Maritain 1951) –that is, the idea that there is something that stands outside and above society and legislates for it, whether that be a king, “the people,” or a revolutionary party. Indeed, even the cosmos as a whole has no sovereign of this sort. The eternal law is the divine nature, not the manifestation of an arbitrary divine will. Human law is simply an interpretation of cosmohistorical law, and is valid only to the extent that it represents a correct interpretation. 

But if the exercise of public authority does not consist in legislation, then in what does it consist? The answer is not far to seek. The public authorities must, first of all, interpret cosmohistorical law, make determinations regarding its correct application, instruct the people in this law, and intervene to establish the structures necessary to insure that the cosmohistorical law is fulfilled. This primary exercise of public authority resides in the magisterium, or the teaching authority, which leads the people in their reflection regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and in the implications for the way in which they approach these questions for their individual and common life.  Second, because human action is shaped not just by the intellect but also by habit and by the passions, we need leaders who can form the community morally by appeal to the passions and by helping the people to cultivate good habits. This second dimension of the exercise of public authority resides in the sanctifying or priestly office. Finally, the public authorities must organize and direct the centralization and allocation of resources necessary in order to carry out cosmohistorical law, forming such alliances and fighting such battles as are necessary in order to see to it that cosmos continues to grow and develop. This third dimension of the exercise of public authority resides in the political authorities. Let us examine each of these offices in more detail.

The Magisterium

We have already demonstrated that political questions are, by their very nature, moral questions, and bear on the right ordering of individuals and communities to their proper ends. This means that the exercise of political prudence is subject by its very nature to a proper understanding of those ends, and thus to the pursuit of wisdom. Now every human being, in virtue of possessing an intellect, participates in the pursuit of wisdom and thus has a legitimate claim to participate in the interpretation of cosmohistorical law. At the same time, as with any other discipline, there are those who excel at the pursuit of wisdom, and it is these who, in virtue of the leading role of the pursuit of wisdom in the human civilizational project, constitute the overall leadership of humanity as such. Broadly speaking, these leaders fall into two groups. There are, first of all, those who, in addition to a connatural knowledge of the first principle based on habitual moral or spiritual excellence,
 excel at an acquired wisdom –philosophy, theology, or the myths and legends of a people who have remained outside the market order and who thus did not experience the axial age transition. Teachers of this first sort are generally organized in faculties of philosophy and theology or comparable sorts of schools either attached to or independent of various religious traditions. Together with those who practice auxiliary disciplines essential to the pursuit of knowledge (the liberal arts, the sciences, and the hermeneutic disciplines) they constitute the universitas studiorum. Second, there are those whose knowledge of first principles is purely connatural, but who possesses connatural knowledge in such a degree that they habitually demonstrate excellent judgment regarding first principles and teach either didactically or by example. These teachers are named differently by humanity’s various wisdom traditions: saint, tzadik, bodhisattva, etc. and generally lead informally, by means of the example they set and in virtue of their excellence in making concrete judgments. Those of either category whose insights regarding first principles, whether communicated imaginatively or conceptually, so transcend those already achieved that they are not subject to rational demonstration, may be regarded as prophets. 

Now there are three dimensions to the exercise of the magisterium. The first of these is the work of seeking wisdom itself. Here philosophy enjoys the assistance of the special sciences—mathematics, physics, chemistry, biology, and sociology—which gradually build up knowledge of the structure of the various forms of matter. It is a synoptic view of the results of these sciences which is the ordinary, though not the only, path to the philosopher’s vision of the cosmohistorical whole. But the philosopher does not merely synthesize the results of these sciences. Rather s/he looks behind their special theories to the first principles of cosmohistorical organization, and beyond them to the principles of value—the beautiful, the true, the good and the one—which guide the evolution of the cosmos and which draw all things to themselves.

The second task in the exercise of the magisterium is that of teaching: of forming the people generally, and especially their leaders, in a way which catalyzes a burning desire to know and serve the truth, and which gives them the tools necessary to grow in wisdom, and to use their knowledge to advance the human civilizational project and the cosmohistorical evolutionary process in general. The educational system as a whole, not only but especially the universities, must be led by authentic teachers of wisdom, and it must prepare students, through the disciplines of the fine and liberal arts and the special sciences, to engage in authentic philosophical reflection. This is necessary not only for those who are themselves called to be teachers of wisdom (always only a small minority) but for priests and pastors, political leaders, and ordinary workers as well, so that they are at once able and disposed to hear and respond to the leadership of the philosopher, and also able to make independent and informed judgments regarding what philosophical counsel to accept, and what to reject.

This brings us to the third and final task of the magisterium: critical and visionary intervention into the political life of the community, in order to insure that human society continues to grow and develop. Authentic wisdom confers on those who seek Her a tremendous authority. It is the lover of wisdom who best comprehends the and of human civilization, and who is thus in the best position to chart the next steps in the human civilizational project. Or, to use the poetically powerful (but dangerously imprecise) language of prophecy, the lover of wisdom speaks the word of God, dbr äåäé (YHWH), the very word of Being itself. Because of this s/he stands over priests and kings like a great giant, founding and demolishing religious movements which priests only perpetuate, seating and unseating kings as if they were mere castellans and war dukes of the Great Queen and the High King whose name may not be spoken. 

There are of course false teachers, and even the greatest have but a very limited grasp of the truth. Indeed, Plato and Aristotle, authentic servants of Wisdom though they were, showed dangerous signs of misogyny and racism. This is why the teacher of wisdom does not have the authority or the power to compel, but only to know the truth and to teach and persuade, so that no partial truth ever gains final hegemony over humanity. The teacher of wisdom who is also priest or “king” (and such exist) holds his or her priesthood or kingship in virtue of having mastered those separate disciplines—in virtue of an ability to embody the sacred and make the community whole or the ability to build and exercise power—and not in virtue of having mastered wisdom alone. As a result of course, much profound philosophic truth goes unheeded. 

The calling, work, and authority of the prophet is similar to that of other teachers of wisdom with the single difference that the truth which the prophet grasps is higher, but also less susceptible to rational demonstration. As a result, the prophet’s authority to teach exceeds, but his/her right to exercise coercion falls short of, that of the ordinary teacher of wisdom. Thus, the philosopher is obliged to listen to the prophet’s claims which, if authentic, command obedience. But where the philosopher may legitimately find a pupil wanting, and thus refuse to admit her to the rights and privileges which attend a particular academic degree, and thus indirectly determine, for example, who is able to hold certain positions of public trust, the prophet may say only that her listeners have failed to hear. The prophet, like the philosopher, but even more powerfully is called to found and extinguish political communities and religious movements.

This day I give you authority over nations and kingdoms,

to uproot and pull down,

to destroy and to demolish,

to build and to plant. (Jeremiah 1:10)

But even more so than the philosopher, he must be prepared for the possibility that his word will not be heeded, and may rely only on the cosmohistorical process itself for vindication. Every prophet worth his or her salt aspires to the calling of a Jeremiah, but must also be willing to accept that of Isaiah.

I heard äåäé (YHWH) saying “Whom shall I send?”  . . . I said “Here I am! Send me.” He replied: “Go tell this to the people:

You will listen but you will not understand,

You will look but you will not see,

This people’s wits are dulled; they have stopped their ears and shut their eyes  . . . (Isaiah 6: 8-10).

The calling of this sort of prophet or philosopher is both more common, and less happy, than that of a Jeremiah. As Karl Morrison put it,

His words are not prophecy for him or for his people, but for the future which will understand them  . . . he carries the expectation, the hope, only, of fulfillment. As far as he can see, God has deceived him, made him suffer  . . . The true content of the promise will be shown only through time, as a flowering almond, or an olive, awakes, blossoms, and bears fruit. (Morrison 1975: 158).

The Priestly Office

The second dimension of the exercise of public authority resides in the office of priest and pastor. The priest is first and foremost s/he who makes the holy or the sacred present to the people in and through the various forms of matter.
 Matter, after all is merely the potential for organization; the priest makes the realized form of this potential shine through the limited forms of the present level of organization. This is the true significance of myth and ritual, of the system of religious representations and of the cult, of “doctrine” and “sacrament.” This task of mediation is especially important for those who have not been trained to grasp the whole through the discipline of philosophy; for them it is their only means of access to some vision of the whole. But it is necessary for all of us who, after all, live and move in the realm of the potential and material and not in the realm of pure spirit—that is, of fully realized capacity for organization. 

The discipline of the priest does not, however, stop with the performance of ritual functions. On the contrary, the more powerful expressions of the priesthood concern action in relation to the social form of matter: the work of teaching and of promoting the full development of individuals and communities.

The work of teaching is something which the priest and pastor share with the prophet and philosopher. Where the prophet or philosopher is concerned first and foremost with catalyzing a naked confrontation with the truth in all its austere beauty, the priest or pastor is concerned more with catalyzing growth and development among the members of his or her community. 

Above and beyond the work of teaching, however, is that of spiritual discipline. It is the priest, first and foremost, who bears the task of helping individuals to realize their latent potential, to become virtuous human beings capable of participating fully in the self-organizing activity of the cosmos—of making the particular an ever more adequate expression of the whole of which it is a part. This means not only healing
 the broken but also helping the strong to grow in ways that their limited minds could never have imagined. 

The human person, of course, develops only in community. And thus the highest expression of the priestly office is that of pastor—the one who builds and preserves community and thus creates and sustains the context in which alone human virtue can thrive. And here too the priest makes the sacred or the holy present under the form of the material and particular, for what is the community but the microcosm which creates the basis in experience for comprehending the universe as an organized, meaningful totality.

There is an underlying tension between the office of priest and that of prophet or philosopher. The bold confrontation with the naked power of the truth, which is the foundation of the prophetic or philosophic discipline is often disruptive of priestly and pastoral routine. The prophet or philosopher is often called upon to demystify myths and rituals which no longer adequately express the truth, or to unseat priests and pastors who no longer make the sacred really present among the people. In this sense the prophet or philosopher exercises authority over the priest, whose vision is always more limited and bound by tradition. And yet the prophet is also human, and may have his or her own need for priestly mediation. 

The Political Authorities

The third dimension of public authority resides in the office which the ancients called kingship. It is the discipline of political leadership—the discipline of building and exercising power. This discipline has three distinct dimensions. The first dimension—and the one which constitutes the simplest form of the exercise of political authority—is that of organizer or entrepreneur.
 It is the organizer/entrepreneur who centralizes and allocates the resources necessary for the community to reproduce and more especially to develop, and who organizes, develops, and deploys the people necessary to carry out the tasks of research, development, production, etc. Partly this discipline depends on knowledge of the research and production processes, but more especially it depends on the ability to grasp and tap into the diverse interests of the people, to help them see that they will benefit in the long run from the surplus labor, the savings or taxation, and the investment which the organizer demands of them, and the ability to combine people of diverse interests and abilities into work groups which accomplish more together than all could working separately. It also involves the ability to think strategically: to identify those activities which will most contribute to the development of the community or organization, and the larger systems of which it is a part. 

This does not mean, to be sure, that political leadership by nature entails direct command and control of the economic activities of a community. On the contrary the principle of subsidiarity applies here above all. Decentralization of economic decision making contributes both to diversity and innovation, on the one hand, and to the development of the workers and lower level leaders who gain experience in leadership in the process. But production ultimately serves a purpose higher than individual consumption or even the collective consumption of the community as a whole. It serves the process of civilization building, and ultimately the self-organizing activity of the cosmos. All work, in this sense, is liturgy. There must, therefore be some person or group of persons, who have a vision of larger interests served by the community or organization, and who organize and direct its activities in accord with those interests, insuring that sufficient resources are centralized for investment in expensive research and development efforts, and that sufficient resources are retained by workers to guarantee the integrity of their families, while working to limit wasteful luxury consumption, etc.

The second dimension of political leadership is perhaps best called diplomatic. Diplomacy is above all the ability to negotiate with other organizations and other communities which have interests which at once overlap with and differ from one’s own—to build alliances both strategic and tactical and thus to make possible endeavors which are beyond the capacity of one community or one people, one organization or one corporation. Effective diplomacy requires, in addition to the skills of the organizer which we have already analyzed, the ability to apply pressure without alienating potential allies, and to yield without sacrificing essential interests. There are, to be sure, great diplomats who are but poor organizers, better able to work out alliances between ancient foes than they are to secure support for their own vision among their own people.

The final dimension of political leadership is that of military command—a necessity imposed upon us by the fact that, as one of the great revolutionary generals of our time put it,

 . . .someone invented slavery,

took up his weapon

and left someone else hungry and cold,

and our brothers and sisters,

our parents and children,

began to die. (Morales-Aviles in Aldaraca et al 1980).

Often the obstacles to social progress—to the continuing drive of the cosmos toward ever-greater beauty—can be removed by diplomacy. Sometimes they cannot. Thus the necessity of armed struggle, of legitimate insurrection, a right which has been exercised by the working communities of this planet ever since Israel took up arms against the warlords of Canaan (Gottwald 1979)—and perhaps before.

When conditions exist which require armed struggle, the political-military leader or “king” as s/he was once called, is endowed, as no other leader ever is, with the authority to command: to order those people and resources necessary to carry the day for the cause of justice, limited only by the principles of cosmohistorical law which govern the just initiation and conduct of war. This authority, however, is limited to times of war, and to matters bearing directly on the conduct of war, and does not extend to the tasks of social reconstruction faced by a people after a successful revolutionary or defensive struggle. 

It is confusion regarding this question which has contributed so much to the corruption of great revolutionary movements not only in our own time, but in ancient times as well. It was, after all, too great a regard for the military prowess or self-sacrificing heroism of liberating warriors which led salvation religions such as Christianity and Islam to absorb much of the cult of the warlord god, ba’al, which their parent religion, Judaism, originally arose to contest. In Christianity, of course, it is the priestly cognate of the warlord cult—the cult of the dying and rising god
—which prevailed, while in some fundamentalist forms of Islam warfare itself, in the form of jihad, has become the principal means of realizing the will of God.
 And it may be that it was this same excessive regard for the political-military dimensions of the revolutionary task which led Israel to conceive the divine exclusively under the form of a patriarchal warrior God, liberator though he might be: el yahwi sabaoth yisrael—god who brings forth the armies of Israel—and to ban once and for all the cult of the Magna Mater, font of so much wisdom.

In our own time, this problem has grown ever more serious. As market relations penetrate every sphere of human activity, undermining the social fabric which is the basis in experience for our knowledge, people have lost sight of the cosmic order which is the ultimate ground of all legitimate revolutionary authority. Revolutionary movements have emerged which, like socialism, attempt to ground meaningful organization, and thus their own authority, exclusively in human labor and human organizing capacity. Such movements understand revolutionary leadership in narrowly political terms, denying both the cosmic order which is the ultimate source of their authority, and the prophetic-philosophical and priestly disciplines which mediate that authority. 

Not surprisingly, this seriously undermined the transformative power of socialism, which had, after all, correctly grasped the limitations of the market system and was at least searching for a superior alternative. Without any means of understanding or ordering itself to the first principle, the socialist movement, with its mass base among the trade unions, became mired in economic struggles to realize the purely individual, consumer interests of the workers. Organizers who saw the only ground of organization in human labor power were powerless to break this stalemate. 

Lenin (Lenin 1902/1929) saw clearly that the working class, mired as it was in a day-to-day struggle for survival, and caught in the web of market relations, would never develop beyond trade union consciousness to authentic communism. His solution, however, was to transform socialism from a political-economic into a political-military movement, attempting to ground the socialist project on the essentially military authority of the democratic centralist revolutionary party. Only members of the party needed to comprehend the “line of march, conditions, and ultimate general result” of the struggle. The rest could be won over by an appeal to more immediate trade union or democratic demands. 

But this only compounded the problem. On the one hand, it further exacerbated the tendency to regard socialism as something imposed on the universe from the outside, rather than something which expresses, as it actually does, the inner nature of the cosmic order itself. However, it was not merely human labor, something creative and deeply rooted in the self-organizing activity of the cosmos, but the political-military struggle, which is destructive even where it is legitimate and necessary, which became the ground of the socialist state power. Second, it left the work of socialist reconstruction to the task of men (and women, but mostly men) who were essentially generals, and unfit to carry out this sort of task. 

The lesson should be clear. In so far as the authority to reorganize society is an expression of imperatives rooted in the very order of the cosmos itself, the political leadership must be subject to the magisterium and to the priestly-pastoral offices which mediate that authority: the teacher of wisdom by grasping the ordering of the cosmos to the first principle and setting forth its imperatives for the present period, the priest-pastor by making the first principle visible to the untrained eyes of the people, and by making the people themselves, individually and collectively, an embodiment of that order. 

Indeed, revolutionary political leadership, understood as political leadership directed at reorganizing society in order to unleash new organizing capacity and thus augment humanity’s level of participation in the self-organizing activity of the cosmos, cannot be exercised except with the aid of the prophet and priest. It is only the prophet who bears the vision of the future and only the priest who can make that vision real and present to the people and cultivate in them an interest, however limited and incipient, in serving that vision. And unless the people are willing, moved by a vision of the incredible beauty of the cosmos they serve, the revolutionary political leader will always and everywhere be hated as a tyrant.

The Relations Between the Various Offices and the Role of Popular Political Participation

It remains for us to specify just how the exercise of these three offices are to be organized—how each is to be constituted and how they are to relate to each other. We need also to specify how the conscious leadership exercised by each of these offices is to relate to the various forms of popular political participation. 

The exercise of acquired wisdom and the authority which it entails belongs to those who have mastered the wisdom traditions in question, be they mythic, philosophical, or theological. Each community has its own criteria for ascertaining who is an authentic teacher of wisdom and these differences must be respected in the public arena. Universities –the setting in which masters of wisdom from different traditions most frequently come together—are not so much communities of scholars as communities of communities of scholars which must extend their rights and privileges to what will inevitably be a heterogeneous group of teachers, so long as they are willing to assume the minimum responsibilities associated with participation in a pluralistic public arena.  In order to exercise the teaching office free from coercion, members of universities must be free from civil jurisdiction, a privilege which, however, requires that they also maintain the very highest intellectual and moral standards. Members of universities must be intellectual and moral heroes who set an example of intellectual brilliance and single-minded service to the common good that inspires the rest of the society and does not make their privileges a cause of resentment. Those who do not meet these standards are in fact no longer members of the university and their loss of status must be recognized by the university. Should the university fail to do so the people are, however, entitled to act on the basis of their own judgment in order to protect themselves . 

The connatural wisdom of saints, tzadikim, and bodhisattvas, in so far as it occurs spontaneously and often remains intentionally hidden, cannot be the subject of a similar public organization or regulation. But the good judgment of the unlettered tzadik has as much authority as that of a university professor —indeed more when the judgment is superior, and leaders of this sort must be sought out and invited into the public arena. 

In a pluralistic society it is not enough for masters of wisdom to teach their own people. Their judgments inevitably bear on the good of the community as a whole. The fundamentally noncoercive character of the magisterium, on the other hand, renders inappropriate any simple struggle for hegemony. Rather, masters from different traditions must come together to lead what amounts to a public dialogue regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value. They must also come together to exercise collectively and in a way which is respectful of their differences with each other the vital function which has traditionally been accorded to the most senior teachers in religiously less pluralistic societies: that of serving as guardians of cosmohistorical law, up to and including declaring invalid positive laws which are contrary to justice and of deposing rulers (individual or collective) who become oppressive.  In this sense, the masters of wisdom, both acquired and connatural, ordinary and extraordinary or prophetic, constitute a sort of natural law senate which, without forcing on the people decisions they are unready to make, attempts to lead the public debate and which protects the people from would be oppressors. 

This council, like the magisterium itself, exists prior to, outside of, and above any positive constitution. No positive law can define the ideological boundaries of the council. All those trends which contribute significantly to humanity’s ongoing dialogue regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value must be included. 

Priestly authorities are established in different ways by different traditions. In some cases they seem to have emerged spontaneously; in other cases they are established by a prophet who founds a particular religious community. In any case, each community retains the right to determine for itself who and who is not a priest. No religious community or its priesthood may, however, legitimately interfere with the emergence of new religious communities or the constitution of new priesthoods. The same is true of the political authorities. As is the case with the magisterium, the free exercise of priestly authority requires freedom from civil jurisdiction. Such freedom is, however, similarly conditioned on maintaining a high intellectual and moral standard. Those who fail to meet such standards are no longer priests and their loss of status must be recognized by their religious communities. If the community fails to do this, then the people are entitled to act on their own judgment in order to protect themselves. 

Political authority, finally, emerges on the basis of actual organizing activity –that is, political leaders are those who actually build and exercise power. When the people come together for a particular purpose, either spontaneously (as in some village communities) or under the leadership of an organizer or entrepreneur (as in the case of a guild or corporation), the bodies they establish –provided they serve the common good—have their own legitimacy and have the right to govern themselves in accord with the principles of cosmohistorical law. They also have the right to come together to form larger associations (cities and other political communities) and to form such representative bodies as are necessary to organize their collaboration and common life. In order to do this they need no recognition from the magisterium or the priestly authorities, or from any higher legal body of their own creation, though they may choose to establish such mechanisms for recognizing who is and who is not a public organization in service to the common good. They must, at the minimum, establish sufficient structures to provide for the establishment of relations with other organizations and for regulating the use of force in accord with the principles of cosmohistorical law. 

Participation in the deliberations of such organizations is fundamental to the full development of human capacities. Politics is a school not only of prudence, but in so far as communities must make decisions regarding what is good as well as how to pursue it, of wisdom as well. Broad popular political participation is thus not only a means to the creation of a just society, it is itself an essential characteristic of such a society and one of the principal ends of human life. 

When the principles of hierarchy and subsidiarity are properly understood, there is no conflict between conscious leadership and popular participation. It is the task of the wise to lead ordinarily by teaching, intervening in the deliberations of the community only to correct the worst acts of injustice. The teachers of wisdom are aided in this regard by the priests who make the first principle visible to people in and through the ordinary forms of material existence. The people, for their part, generate their own leaders and make their own decisions, responding to this teaching as they find it convincing. This is in fact the archaic constitution of all human communities, which prevailed before warlords made wisdom yield to force and before the wealthy gained control over popular assemblies: the people govern themselves under the guidance of a council of the wise. No human being can command another except in times of war.  

Cosmic Justice

Up until this point we have considered justice only as it pertains to the social form of matter. But as the realized form of the Good, justice is an attribute of organization as such. A complete doctrine of justice must, therefore, be applicable to all of the various forms of matter, and to the cosmos as a whole. This raises the cluster of questions which have usually been considered under the question of theodicy. How do we account for the appearance of evil, loss, and destruction in the universe which is not simply the product of human wrong, but which results from “acts of God” or “acts of nature”? What about the destruction caused by lower organisms to higher—disease, predation? What about the destruction caused by the failure of living systems to maintain pattern integrity—that is, cancerous growths and genetic disorders? What about the loss caused by the extinction of species? Does God cause or permit injustice? Why? 

This is a less difficult question to answer than it might appear. First, we need to point out that from the standpoint of a dialectical metaphysics, there is no question of God “causing” or “permitting” evil, loss, destruction, etc. An evolutionary ontology regards all forms of organization as attempts at the divine. That some of these forms, at any given point in the space time continuum, reflect a very narrow perspective, and may therefore attack other, even more advanced forms, or that more advanced forms might be unable to maintain pattern integrity over a long period of time, does not reflect on God considered as the  but only on the limitations of the specific form in question. And even then, it does not make the form evil, simply finite and limited. Indeed, we speak of human beings as wrong, criminal, sinful, etc. only to the extent that they fail to live up to their full potential, and not simply because they are finite. 

On the scale of the system as a whole, furthermore, there is no loss, nor is there any action less than optimum. This is because the system as a whole embraces not only the whole of space at any given time, but the whole space-time continuum. From the standpoint of totality, anything that ever existed “always” exists: that is, it forms an integral, necessary, indeed constitutive part of the cosmic whole which experiences itself always simultaneously and without beginning or end. All logically possible forms of organization are actually realized, arranged hierarchically in a dialectical scale of value, in such a way that lesser forms are subordinate to greater without thereby losing the share of Being which is properly their own. 

This approach to cosmohistorical justice is often taken to imply that everything is as it should be, and that nothing, therefore, really matters. This is not strictly speaking true. All is not as it should be here and now, at this one point in the space time continuum, nor can it ever be, because at any one point in space-time, even a point in the far distant future at which cosmohistorical organizing capacity vastly exceeds anything we have yet to develop is still one point, and therefore finite, lacking the fullness of Being as such. From within space-time everything always matters, in that everything always has still unrealized potential (which is, after all, the meaning of matter). Indeed, as realizes its potential and grows in power, what it does is simply to generate ever more potential so that things never stop mattering, but matter more and more. Thus we are always and forever driven to struggle and grow—a drive which does not diminish, but only increases as we become more complex and more highly organized. It is only from the standpoint of the cosmohistorical totality, which is no less a perfect, completed totality for extending infinitely into the future (and the past), that all is as it should be, and nothing matters because all logical possibilities are realized. It is only from the standpoint of totality that there is no loss and no action short of optimum. Every thing we do is part of this whole; everything we fail to do, whether through mere finitude, our lives cut short by disease and death and our capacity constrained by our current level of organization, or through wrong, or crime, or sin, is done by some other system, at some other point in the continuum. We matter, because and to the extent that we can organize, but we do not matter absolutely, nor can our mattering prevent other systems from mattering in a way which makes up for our limitations and completes what we leave undone. 

This said, we can see that there is a certain convergence between the ethics of cultivation that emerges from the metaphysics of esse and the ethics of detachment that emerges from the metaphysics of sunyata. It is not that the fruits of our actions do not matter –they do. But a “right understanding” of the universe, to use the Buddhist phrase, will lead us to put particular things –even objectively very important achievements—into a cosmohistorical perspective in the light of which they are always and only partial expressions of the end we seek, an end which always and only transcends us. They have no inherent existence; they are only attempts at Being, not Being itself. Mindful of this, the wise act in such a way as to cultivate their capacities and those of others, celebrating and enjoying the fruits of their action but also always ready to let go of those fruits when, finite things that they are, they pass on, and to experience that passing as a call to still more profound wisdom. The bright sun of esse yields to the dark night of sunyata in which alone we can see the still greater brilliance of the starry sky.

But already we have passed from ethics to spirituality, and it is spirituality which forms the topic of our next and final chapter. 

Notes

1. This does not of course mean that everyone must have wisdom in order to act rightly or to cultivate the other virtues. Two points are in order here. On the one hand, there are other wisdoms besides the metaphysical wisdom which we are discussing here—specifically the wisdom which comes from habituation to the just act and which, making us connatural with God, allows us to know the first principle in a direct, experiential, and conceptual manner. Suffice it to say that this form of wisdom becomes less and less common as the marketplace dissolves the social fabric and people become habituated not so much to virtue as to vice. Second, it is possible for a social system as a whole to be ordered to the Good if those who lead are themselves wise. This is the point behind Plato’s call for philosopher-kings. On the other hand, the possibilities for growth are infinitely richer the more widely the virtue of wisdom is cultivated—the more closely the society approaches the ideal of a philosophical democracy. 


2. The intellectual appetite, just like the intellect itself, depends in human beings on the nervous system and the body as a whole. Thus, when we will an intelligible good, such as social justice or a happy marriage, we also feel something. This is why Thomas taught that it is impossible to engage in a just act without passion. Where the intellectual appetite differs from the sensual is in its object.


3. Because sexual intercourse is ordered to both reproduction and to helping us connect with other people, it follows that there is no bar to either contraception or homosexual intercourse. 


4. The Latin hortare means to encourage.


5. It should be remembered here that system integrity includes not only the organic, but also the social capacities of the system in question.


6. This includes investment of surplus by the individuals who produced in informal activities which promote their own growth and development—sports, reading, travel, meditation, or even just conversation with their friends. It also includes investment in sufficient sensual pleasures to promote the cultivation of the virtue of temperance as defined above.


7. This is the level of scholarly achievement for which, in any case, the degree of Bachelor of Arts ought to be awarded—something which is reflected in the continued use of the term baccalaureat and bachillerato for the degree offered by lycées and preparatorias in France and in Spanish-speaking countries. The part of university studies which comprises the “major” or “concentration” on the other hand, if it is sufficiently rigorous, makes one a Bachelor (that is, a journeyman) of a particular discipline. We need to get to the point where everyone becomes at least a Bachelor of Arts, even if their particular vocation leads them to become a Bachelor of Carpentry or Tool and Die Making rather than of Economics, Chemistry, or Engineering.


In reality of course, a “journeyman’s knowledge” of the liberal arts is rare even among those who have completed four years of full time higher education, especially in the United States—something which signals the need for a comprehensive reform of the university system. 


8. The theory of knowledge which we explained earlier in this work, and which we developed in much greater length in Knowing God: Restoring Reason in an Age of Doubt (Mansueto 2002b) explains transcendental abstraction –the sort of abstraction necessary to grasp first principles, in terms of the illumination of the images we garner from the senses by participation in the teleological ordering of the universe to its  something which is mediated by right action. It is, from this standpoint, quite impossible for the unjust to excel at philosophy, theology, or other acquired wisdoms. 


9. In this sense the modern separation between philosophy and the special sciences seems to us to be a very serious error. Philosophy has been cut off from the flow of new knowledge about the organization of the universe, while the special sciences have become lost in a plethora of particular theories, and lost sight of the whole. Our goal should be to restore the integral unity of philosophy and the special sciences, so that every scientist aspires, at least, to authentic, philosophical knowledge, and every philosopher learns the disciplines of scientific research which are a valuable preparation for his/her own craft.


10. We should remember that the words mater, “mother,” and materia, “matter,” share a common root. Matter is the complex matrix of potential organization from which all actual forms of organization—even the most complex or “spiritual”—emerge, the Magna Mater from which as an organized totality is born. 


Understanding the priesthood in this way sheds more than a little light on one of the central religious phenomena of our time: the reassertion not only of female religious leadership generally but more specifically of female priestly and pastoral leadership. What we are witnessing is nothing less than a reassertion of an ancient expression of the sacred which has been suppressed ever since the advent of patriarchy, and which was nearly destroyed by the advent of hyperpatriarchal religions such as Protestantism and Islam. we are  referring to the ancient cult of the Magna Mater, which is far older than the cult of God the Father, and which was the mother of the whole philosophic tradition.


The opposition of the Catholic hierarchy to the ordination of women as priests is ultimately rooted in a fear that when women become present to the community as priests that people will find in them the face of the Goddess and that the patriarchal cult of the Christ will be swept away, or at least radically relativized, in the process. And the Catholic hierarchy has more to fear in this regard than the Protestants, for unlike Protestantism, Catholicism has conserved both a high doctrine of the priesthood, as imaging the divine, and at least a residual form of the cult of the Magna Mater under the (admittedly denatured) form of Marian devotion.


Similarly the words holy and whole share a common root. The holy is the whole. In making individuals and community’s whole—in healing fractures and helping them to grow in virtue and power—the priest or pastor at the same time realizes their potential for holiness.


11. The words “health” and “to heal” also share a common root with the words “holy” and “whole.”


12. The Slavic mir and the Hellenic  both mean “village” or “right order for community understood in the sense of the local community or village” as well as “peace” and “universe” or “order.” The local religious community is able to carry out its priestly function only to the extent that it conserves as much as possible the archaic structures of the village community. It is, therefore, above all the neighborhood congregation—parish, synagogue, or temple—and not the sectarian “small community” or “cell,” the diocesan or metropolitan “local church,” or the “gathered congregation” which has these characteristics. This is because it is only the neighborhood congregation which is at once small enough to nourish face-to-face relationships, and large enough—and open enough—to embrace a whole microcosm of relationships and social functions.


13. We use the term “organizer” together with “entrepreneur,” which might seem more appropriate in this context, in order to highlight the real nature of the work in question, and in order to separate the discipline from its current, market-bound context, and highlight its public, eminently political character. 


14. Former U.S. President Jimmy Carter is surely one of these; Mikhail Gorbachev may be another.


15. The rise of warfare caused humanity to see the origins of organization—and thus of the sacred—less in the productive labor of the peasant, priest, or philosopher, and more in the heroism and self-sacrifice of the warrior elite. The gods themselves took on the form of warring kings and their cult increasingly became a cult of blood sacrifice. Christianity, with its cult of the crucified and risen lord, is just a highly sublimated form of this cult. We say that it is a priestly rather than a royal or warlike form because it gives priority to the sacrifice, rather than to the divine monarchy, of the Christ. 


16. Jihad means struggle. The greater jihad is the struggle to realize the will of God in one’s own life; the lesser jihad is the struggle to realize the will of God in society. It is under this latter heading that armed struggle is sometimes invoked as a means. Generally speaking this is constrained by just war considerations not that different from those specified in the Catholic natural law tradition. Certain fundamentalist strains in modern Islam have, however, tended to glorify the early days of the expansion of Islam and have made armed struggle something more than a means of last resort. 


17. Which is precisely what he becomes. A tyrant, after all, is a leader who claims to be the sole ground of his or her own rule, whether because he claims to be the sole representative or even the living presence of the one and only God, or because he claims that there is no God and that his will is the law which governs nature and society. How easily these two seemingly different forms of tyranny—that of the ancient divine monarch and that of the modern secular dictator—merge in a figure like that of the would-be Son of Heaven, Kim Il Sung. 


These strictures against divine monarchy, however, do not mean that all forms of sacral monarchy are idolatrous. A great revolutionary leader does, in a certain limited way, reflect the power of the divine, precisely because s/he helps to create new and more complex forms of organization by breaking the oppressor’s rod, by making alliances with other powers who share an interest in social progress, and by centralizing and allocating the resources necessary to make the prophetic-philosophical vision of the future become a reality. The people will see this in their leaders, and rightly honor it. But the leader must always and only acknowledge the source of his or her authority in Herself, who s/he serves as dux bellorum and minister of finance, and who alone is truly Wise, Truly Holy, and Truly Queen.
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