Chapter Five

Between Cathedrals and Starships
In the forgoing chapters we have shown that the principal alternative analyses of the current situation (and the larger social-theoretical and political theological perspectives in which they are embedded) are inadequate. We are not approaching an end of history in which the modern project will be finally and definitively realized in either a neoliberal or a socialist technological utopia. Nor is a clash of civilizations immanent. We do not need to live without a civilizational ideal, nor is the contemporary revival of religion simply a form of resistance to the enclosure of the sacred, the defense of an older and truer way of life. We are, rather, in the early stages of a civilizational crisis in which the various forms of the modern civilizational ideal are increasingly called into question, without anything to replace them. This civilizational crisis has been catalyzed by the deepening degradation of the ecosystem by modern industry and by the fact that neither capitalism nor socialism has shown itself capable of realizing the modern ideal, but its roots are, ultimately, much deeper. They lie in bad metaphysics. Humanity cannot escape finitude and contingency by means of innerworldly activity, be it scientific and technological progress or a revolutionary political practice guided by philosophical wisdom. Indeed, our finitude and contingency are permanent and ineradicable. This does not mean that seeking divinization is inherently wrong. On the contrary, it defines our humanity. But such divinization as is open to us depends on the spiritual discipline to learn from inherent contradictions and limitations of all human attempts at God and to be stretched by our failures as much as by our successes, both towards full humanity and beyond. 


This said, we have also seen that the early stages of this crisis are unfolding in a political context which is still dominated by distinctly modern struggles –and especially by the struggle between those who have found a way to profit from the global market and those who have not. The first have, for the most part, rallied to defense of modernity, capitalist or socialist. The latter have gravitated either towards fundamentalisms which, we have shown, represent a return to early modern spiritualities of authority and submission, or towards a populist socialism which seeks withdrawal from the global market and an equality achieved by redistribution rather than growth. In between, those who find prosperity, but no real opportunity for leadership, in the global market, gravitate towards a postmodern rejection of the need for any civilizational ideal whatsoever. 
Just how this crisis will play itself out remains unclear. The hegemonic position of global capital, the various fractions of which constitute the principal base of support for neoliberal high modernism and neoconservative and fundamentalist theomachies, is overwhelming. At the same time, we noted, deeply rooted social forces are working favor of an emerging party of meaning and of hope. On the one hand, the building ecological crisis, which has its roots in high modernism, means that a long term victory for high modernism is ruled out. On the other hand, human beings of all social classes, but especially the working classes, refusing to be turned into batteries, continue to engage in creative activity and spiritual self-cultivation. In the process they have created a rich networks of organizations –what has come to be called civil society—which continues the work of civilizational building in the midst of the current civilizational crisis. Of particular import, from our perspective, is the growing demand on the part of the people for sapiential literacy –for the ability to make and evaluate arguments regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value—and thus to decide independently where they stand on these questions. 
Given this balance of forces, it is unclear whether or not the next steps in the human civilizational project will involve a transition by reform, revolution, or decadence, or a complete civilizational collapse. 
In this chapter we will analyze just how best to tap into the latent potential represented by the civilizational and spiritual ferment which is taking place in the midst of the current civilizational crisis. We will begin by arguing that we need to re-engage the main stream of the human civilizational project –and more specifically the Axial Age project. This will allow us to discern clearly what can and should be conserved from modernity and what should not. We will then draw out the structural implications of our vision. What kind of technological, economic, political, and cultural forms are necessary if humanity is to continue to grow and develop? Finally, we will look at what sort of strategy is adequate to the task of building these structures. 
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Re-Engaging the Axial Age Project
At the outset of this work we set forth the basic philosophical and theological parameters within which it has been undertaken. At the philosophical level we affirmed a moderate realism enriched by the contributions of neuropsychology, cognitive development theory, and the sociology of knowledge, a teleological cosmology which takes the results of modern science as something which still need to be explained and which point toward a universe which is ultimately meaningful and ordered to a transcendental end, a dialectical metaphysics of Esse enriched by dialogue with the results of modern science and humanity’s diverse wisdom traditions, and a radically historicized natural law ethics. At the political-theological level, we argued that humanity and human civilization are defined by a drive towards divinization, a drive which, while frustrated in each and every specific instance, nonetheless, precisely through this frustration, stretches us towards and beyond full humanity. 
These philosophical and theological foundations in turn grounded a revision of dialectical social theory to take into account the ordering of humanity to transcendental ends and a reading of the human civilizational project which follows from this theory. Specifically we have argued that while 
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the pre-axial and modern metacivilizational projects have proven themselves unworkable, the Axial Age tradition has not yet exhausted its potential, and indeed represents the main stream of the human civilizational project. Our principal task in the present period is to re-engage this stream and resituate within it the genuine contributions of modernity which are worth conserving, while carrying the project to a qualitatively high stage. 
What does this mean? If we look at the larger Axial Age project, it is possible to identify two distinct stages of development, as well as a third incipient stage the unfolding of which was aborted in the late middle ages. There is, first of all, the Axial Age itself, which was characterized by localized or regional breakthroughs which took place in isolation from each other: the Zhou revolution, Upanishadic Hinduism, Jainism and Buddhism in India, the emergence of Israel, and the emergence of Greek philosophy. At this stage of development, while there is an attempt a religious democratization, religious rationalization remains an elite phenomenon. The masses gain access to the cult through mystery religions or remythologized popularizations. Axial Age traditions, furthermore, remain largely marginal to the public arena. Second, there is the great Silk Road Era (200 BCE-1800 CE), during which we see a series of partial dialogues between the various axial civilizations: China with India, India with Islam, and Islam with Christendom. The development of universities and other comparable institutions extends rationalization to a broader elite which then attempts to hegemonize the great empires which, however, remain the principal political-economic institutions during this era. Finally, during the high middle ages we see an incipient movement towards full globalization, as Christendom entered into direct contact with China and India and all of the empires began explorations which would eventually have led them to the Americas. The spread of literacy reaches a critical mass and broad layers of the population (though still far from a majority) begin to demand full participation in the public arena. This is the dynamic which was cut short by the Mongol, Turkic and Norman conquests and which survived, but only distorted form, in humanistic modernity. It is also the dynamic which we must re-engage in the present period. 
Another way of getting at this matter is to note that both preaxial and modern civilizations regard meaning as unproblematic. In preaxial societies meaning is embodied in a shared mythos which has not yet been questioned. In modern societies, it is taken for granted that reason can resolve all questions of meaning definitively. In this latter regard, Charles Taylor, as we have noted, profoundly misunderstands the modernist dynamic. The Axial Age metacivilizational project is defined by both the recognition that meaning has become problematic and the conviction that this problematization enriches, rather than circumscribing, our search for meaning, which now gradually penetrates the entire population. It is ordered toward the creation of a public arena which is neither sacral and confessional nor secular, but which is constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value, with space for both those who find meaning and those who do not. And it insists that all activity, even the mundane activity of production, has spiritual significance, while rejecting the one-dimensional modernist spirituality of innerworldly progress. 
It is the vocation of the present period to make the axial dialogue global, and to engage the whole people in deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value and in work which is creative and meaningful in the light of whatever principles they rationally embrace. This means, first of all, bringing all of the various axial traditions: Taoism and dao xue, Hinduism, Jaina, and Buddhism, Judaism, Christianity, Islam, and the dialectical tradition into dialogue with each other. It means extending what we call sapiential literacy –the ability to make and evaluate arguments regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and thus to participate in public deliberation around ends to the entire population. It means developing a new political economy which cultivates creativity and autonomy in service to the common good. And it means retheorizing and reconfiguring the way in which we produce as an alchemical cultivation of the properties latent in matter, physical, biological, and social, rather than as a means of building God or consuming finite resources for our own pleasure.
Just what sort of civilizational ideal will emerge out of this process remains to be seen. Civilizational ideals are not, after all. simply written. It is, however, possible to make an informed conjecture. Imagine a global dialogue between the great axial age traditions and the principal variants of modernity. And imagine that the participants in that dialogue want to conserve the achievements of modernity while rejecting its key metaphysical error: the univocity of being. Now there have, historically, been two very different ways of rejecting metaphysical univocity: the analogical metaphysics of Esse which developed in Christendom and Dar-al-Islam, and which, as we have seen, had correlates in India and China, and the analogical metaphysics of pattica samupadda which developed in the Buddhist World. The first metaphysics is analogical in the sense that the phenomenal world of contingent beings is regarded as participating in, but only participating in the Necessary Being which grounds the system as a whole. The second metaphysics is analogical in the sense that because everything depends on everything else, nothing exists Necessarily in the sense of the Avicennist or Thomistic Esse, but participates in the interconnected totality (what the Hua-yen call the “jewel net of Indra”) in much the same way that contingent beings participate in Esse as such in a Thomistic metaphysics. 

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

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

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


















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

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




















ne of the most profound dimensions of the current civilizational crisis is the contradiction between industrial technology and the integrity of the ecosystem. This should have come as no surprise. Industry is based, as we have noted above, on breaking down existing forms of organization to release energy and do work. The result will, therefore, almost inevitably be resource depletion as we use up first fossil fuels and then fissionable fuels (what Buckminster Fuller called our planetary trust fund) and global warming and pollution as the waste products accumulate and undermine the integrity of the ecosystem. 
This developing ecological crisis has given rise to a number or responses, many of which are merely reformist (Baxter 1974) –suggesting better regulation of industrial technologies— and others which can only be called antihuman. “Deep ecologists” for example, call for reducing the human population planet to essentially Paleolithic levels, on the premise that the planet cannot sustain a higher human population without inevitable damage to its overall ecological viability (Naess 1989). Reformist proposals of the first sort, while they may help stave off crisis until more profound solutions can be developed, fail to address the underlying problem; “deep ecology,” on the other hand, is based on an incorrect understanding of all life as essentially equal, a position which is inconsistent in privileging life, but not its more complex and creative forms, and is static, privileging one stage in the evolution of ecosystems over all others. 
There is, however, an alternative: a return to an alchemical techne, one which cultivates the existing potentials in matter rather that dissolving them to release their energy. 





We are not, to be sure, advocating a revival of the specific theories and techniques of medieval alchemy, any more than we argue for a restoration of the specifics of Aristotelian physics. Above and beyond the changes in cosmography which have taken place in the past several hundred years, which we regard as basically valid, humanity has discovered that growth and development takes place in the system as a whole, and not just in individual organisms. Thermodynamics, complex systems theory, evolutionary biology, and dialectical sociology have all, also, pointed to the critical role of chaos, struggle, and disintegration in the evolutionary process. This changes somewhat the way in which we understand the aim of cultivation and alchemical transformation. Rather than seeking a “philosopher’s stone” which can confer on all things the incorruptibility of the divine, we seek rather to help each system not only realize its latent potential, but also --perhaps through a process which involves considerable struggle and even death-- to transcend the limits of its essence is and to become something new and still more beautiful. 

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

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

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

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

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


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

This need not –indeed must not—entail a derogation of spiritual authority. On the contrary, it demands that spiritual leaders function at a fundamentally higher level of sophistication. It also means that if they can meet this challenge, their influence will, as we suggested in the previous section, expand very significantly. But it does mean that they must actually have something to offer. They must actually lead rather than simple demanding deference.
If these conditions are met –if we can cultivate real sapiential literacy among ever broader sectors of the population, and if we can identify and train spiritual leaders who can lead a literate laos, we will soon find people turning away from movements which offer cheap grace and cheap wisdom, and gravitating instead to those institutions which are most demanding but which because of this have the most to offer them. It is just precisely such institutions, I would like to suggest, which will lead the coming transition. 
A Strategy for Civilizational Renewal
Strategic Paradigms
The Principal Alternatives

Each of the principal political-theological and social-theoretical perspectives we analyzed in the first chapter of this book implies its own distinctive strategic paradigm. Positivistic high modernism stresses the role of the underlying process of modernization generally and of scientific, technological, and economic development in particular. The role of political action is simply to remove structural obstacles to this process. In its neoliberal variant, according to which the underlying civilization building process is essentially spontaneous, this means careful negotiation to remove obstacles to trade and to the flow of labor and capital across borders. This may occasionally require the exertion of political or even military pressure, but the great campaigns are, from this perspective, new large scale investments, and victories are measured in terms of growth in Gross Global Product, not in cities taken or governments held. Neoliberals differ among themselves regarding the role of the state in creating capacity, with radicals such as Hayek (Hayek 1988) arguing for a pure free market strategy, and moderates such as Robert Reich (Reich 1992) arguing for intensive investment in research, development, infrastructure, and education. This is the perspective currently associated with the “end of history” thesis (Fukuyama 1989).
The historical materialist variant of positivistic high modernist strategy differs largely in its conviction that state planning is superior to the market as an engine of growth. The social democratic trend has historically argued that as industrialization proceeds, the working class will grow and eventually come to power by means of electoral struggle, which constitutes the main tactic in a strategy which like neoliberalism actually emphasizes scientific and technological progress (Engels 1880/1940). Those who read Lenin in a scientific high modern vein (most of those in the broader Soviet tradition, including Trotskyists and Bukharinists as well as Stalinists) argue that the socialist transition will not take place spontaneously and that even where the underlying conditions for socialist construction are not yet present, it is preferable for the working class to hold state power so that capitalist development can be guided in ways that best serve the interests of socialist construction and of the modernist project in the long run. Thus the focus on identifying weak states in which global capitalism is holding back and/or distorting development and playing on the resulting combination of antimodernist resistance, especially in the countryside, and the modernizing ambitions of the intelligentsia, to achieve state power. Strategic analysis is fundamentally a matter of defining classes and class fractions with respect to their position in the relations of production and then determining their stand with respect to the principal contradiction of the period and conjuncture. Tactics may very from electoral struggle through insurrection and popular war, depending on the local conditions. This strategy may have suffered a setback with the collapse of the Soviet bloc, but it must be remembered that in its broad outlines at least it still dominates the strategic thinking of the dominant technocratic wing of the Communist Party of China, which leads fully a quarter of humanity. 

The humanistic variant of modernism, on the other hand, has generally stressed the cultivation of rational autonomy and the construction of a collective Subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process, whether that is the State, as for Hegel, or the party as for Marx, Lenin, and their interpreters. The critical difference between liberal and socialist humanisms lies, on the one hand, in the recognition by the latter of the alienating impact of general commodity production, which undercuts the formation of rational autonomy and, on the other hand, a clearer definition of what rational autonomy entails –i.e. understanding “the conditions, line of march, and ultimate general result” (Marx 1848/1978) of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process, and thus a tendency to increasingly restrict full participation in that autonomy to a revolutionary elite: i.e. the Communist Party. Liberal humanisms have emphasized the wide diffusion of liberal arts education and the cultivation of active civic engagement; socialist humanisms have coupled party building with various mechanisms for linking the party to “the masses” who are not expected to fully understand either what socialism is really about or why it is necessary. The classic expression of this strategy is Lenin’s, who argued for both the creation of a vanguard party (Lenin 1905/1971) and for engaging the masses through what he called “transitional demands,” (Lenin 1920/1971) i.e. demands which are accessible to the masses (e.g. “land, bread, and peace” or in later variants, national liberation and land reform) but which the bourgeoisie,  cannot deliver, either because it is too weak in its relations with colonial powers and landed elites or because it has developed in a distorted way due the country’s particular pathway of capitalist development. 

The interpretive sociological approach to grand strategy is based on the conviction that human social existence is fundamentally a struggle for power, between competing civilizational ideals. This is, essentially, the strategy of the neoconservatives and fundamentalist “clash of civilizations” theorists in both the West and Dar-al-Islam. According to this view, civilizational ideals are held largely on nonrational grounds and even when regarded as in some sense true, double as ways of legitimating power. Ideological and political military struggle dominate. Economic development is important first and foremost because it serves as the basis for projecting military power and demonstrating the viability of ideals. Whether political-military or ideological struggle is more important depends largely on the strategic position of the political actor in question. Thus the Bush government has committed the United States increasingly to a strategy centered on holding militarily regions deemed strategically vital (especially those with vital petroleum resources), while actively promoting the “American Way of Life” not, as in past administrations, in the form of consumerist capitalism, but as a conscious ideology designed to counter fundamentalist Islam. Efforts to build local economies, to strengthen civil society and democratic institutions, and to understand and engage local cultures, while they have become increasingly important –consider, for example, the new counterinsurgency strategy developed by General David Petraeus or the Human Terrain System pioneered by the Office of Foreign Military Studies at the US Army’s Training and Doctrine Command (Kipp et al 2006)— largely support an effort to take and hold terrain militarily. Those without the ability to project military power on a global scale concentrate instead on the ideological struggle. This is vitally important to our understanding of Fundamentalist Islam and other antisystemic movements. While it is “terrorism” and popular guerilla war which attracts the media attention, most of these movements concentrate their efforts on promoting their ideologies through networks of schools and community organizations, using military action in a supporting role. 
Populism, finally, grounds its strategy in the transformative power of collective effervescence to generate both new ideals and the solidarity necessary to sustain struggle on their behalf. Classic Russian populism for, example, tapped into the solidarities of the traditional mir, or village community to create a basis in experience for socialism. More recent populisms have tapped into popular religious ideologies in order to resist the penetration of capitalist relations of production and the “enclosure of the sacred (Milbank 2006a).” 

Each of these paradigms functions as a kind of pole between which actual strategies are located. There is, for example, a spectrum of opinion between neoliberal triumphalism and neoconservative theomachy, as there is between positivistic and humanistic socialism. Humanistic socialism, furthermore, over the course of the twentieth century, tapped increasingly into populist dynamics, using “linking ideologies” such as liberation theology to join peasants and recently proletarianized workers to the socialist project (Gramsci 1949c; Portelli 1974, 1975; Laclau 1977; Lancaster 1988).  Maoism, finally, stands somewhere between humanistic socialism, poor peasant populism, and a left postmodernism which treats politics as a contest between ideals.  It tends to cut ideological struggle loose from its moorings in underlying social processes, so that politics drives ontology rather than ontology politics, and taps into the collective ferment and traditions of the peasant masses not so much to legitimate a stable party structure led by humanistic intellectuals as to call into permanently and continually into question all authorities –and their metaphysical grounds—including that of the party. 

Ripening Being
Our analysis has already shown why all of these approaches, though they capture part of the truth, are ultimately inadequate. To be sure, we not only recognize but insist on the dynamic and limiting role of the material base (both the ecosystem and the economy) and its role in defining primary social actors. And it should be clear by now that we regard struggle around fundamental questions of meaning and value (ideological struggle) the very substance of politics. We regard the struggle for rational autonomy as an enduring contribution of the axial revolution, and recognize the role of collective effervescence in catalyzing the emergence of new ideals and the solidarity to sustain them. But unlike all of the principal alternative theories, modern and postmodern, we regard the human civilizational project as a whole (technology, economic, politics, and culture) as really ordered to transcendental ends –i.e. as a participation in Esse as such. Economic development and class struggles in other words, while certainly bearing substantially on technological development and power relations, are also fundamentally about Being. And because production is an intellectual act they are always ideological struggles from the very beginning. Struggles between civilizational ideals, on the other hand, precisely because they are struggles between different ways of Being, are also struggles about ways of producing, ways of organizing resources, and ways of building and exercising power. And because they are struggles about the nature of a common reality, they are very far from being incommensurable or held only on the basis of irrational conviction. Claims about Being (including claims which claim to be beyond Being) are subject to rational adjudication, both through rational dialectics and through the practical dialectic which unfolds as individuals, communities, peoples, and civilizations try to live them out.  Collective effervescence, finally, does not so much generate ideals as catalyze new insights into Being, showing to those who experience it something which, however partial, is also real.
This has already been reflected in the strategic analysis which we set forth in the previous chapter. Rather than 
simply identifying potentials for or obstacles to material progress or real or potential ideological power blocs or defining social classes and class fractions in terms of their position in the relations of production or in terms of their potential participation in power blocs we have identified potential pathways and obstacles to human development, understood as an ordering to transcendental ends, and theorized political and ideological struggles as an ongoing deliberation regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value which, if never resolved, actually generates real insights.

What this means is that while we retain key elements from earlier strategic paradigms, these elements take on a radically new significance in the context of our larger political-theological and social-theoretical perspective. For example, we retain from the humanistic socialist/populist axis, out the self-criticism of which our own perspective has emerged, a commitment both to cultivating conscious leadership (what we have called tertiary social actors or political-theological organizations) and to tapping into the wisdom embodied in the popular religious traditions of the people, especially those who have resisted the “enclosure of the sacred.” But in the context of our theory the political theological organization is no longer the collective Subject of the cosmohistorical evolutionary process and a mechanism for self-divinization, but rather simply a higher expression of the teaching, governing, and sanctifying office which has been carried out by most religious institutions throughout history –an expression which has assimilated the fruits historical criticism and critical rationality, including the contributions of modern social theory— but which does not aim to displace or hegemonize traditional religious institutions or achieve a unitary monopolistic status. Similarly, we regard the wisdom embodied in popular religious traditions as real wisdom and valuable as such and not merely because it provides a means of linking peasants and other preliterate and semiliterate populations to the project of the humanistic intelligentsia. 
The same is true of the way we regard scientific-technological progress and political-theological struggle. Both are a real part of civilizational progress. But scientific and technological progress are not a means of divinization, but rather a participation in Being, and thus in the creative life of God which are to be valued but not idolized. And we must look critically at technologies and the forms of economic development associate with them to ensure that they conserve the integrity of the ecosystem and the social fabric and actually promote human development. This means that they cannot be regarded as spontaneous drivers of civilizational progress, the obstacles to which need only be removed. Rather, this Earth is our garden, and we must tend it, encouraging complexity and innovation while ensuring that they remain ordered to transcendental ends.

Finally, political-theological struggle–struggle around competing civilizational ideals and the variants of those ideals— is constitutive of the postaxial social order we envision. But this struggle must be treated as a real deliberation and our interlocutors as human beings with honestly (if not always rationally) held convictions from whom we can learn even when we continue to disagree. History, in other words, is not a theomachy, but rather a gran disputa, and we must engage it strategically as such, framing questions and listening as well proposing answers. 

The overall impact of this retheorization of grand strategy is nothing less than a break with modern politics, whether conservative or revolutionary, and a return, albeit on a more conscious basis, to a strategic paradigm more familiar during the great Silk Road Era, in which religious elites, often organized in orders or schools,  made a conscious effort to promote their vision and transform society both through scholarship, teaching, and public debate and through engaging existing institutions (including the dominant political and religious authorities) and building new ones, political, economic, and technological as well as religious, without aiming for or expecting to achieve anything like hegemony. 

Just what would such a strategy look like in the present period? Let’s see. 
Operational Imperatives
Given what we have said about the current strategic position of the party of meaning and hope, we face two principal strategic challenges in the present period. We must, first of all re-constitute the core disciplines of human civilization –those which order a civilization towards transcendental ends, which we call the sapiential disciplines, and rebuild the sapiential institutions and sapiential intelligentsia which cultivate them. More specifically, we need to build, out of the many institutions of civil society currently engaged in the work of civilization building political-theological organizations which can exercise conscious leadership in the next steps in the human civilizational project. Second, these organizations must then both engage existing institutions and build new ones –institutions which foster a spirituality of meaning and self cultivation, a new public arena constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value and a political economy which is not only in harmony with the ecosystem and with humanity’s fundamentally creative nature, but which actually taps into and cultivates the latent potentials of both.

Re-constituting the Sapiential Disciplines, the Sapiential Intelligentsia, and the Sapiential Institutions
Fundamental to changing the terms of public discourse is the task of reconstituting the disciplines, institutions, and intelligentsia which lead public discourse. We have already noted that modernity largely destroyed the sapiential disciplines, institutions, and intelligentsia of the Silk Road Era. Philosophy, which had hitherto functioned as a unified and unifying architectonic discipline, which included and built on the sciences and which regulated theological discourse, found itself under attack by theologians for whom analogical metaphysics represented an assault on their new ideal of the sovereignty of God. The hermeneutic disciplines, formerly an auxiliary to theology concerned with the interpretation of sacred texts, contributing to but not determining theological judgment, became, in the context of Reformation Christianity (and Asharite Islam), essentially the whole of a theology which understood itself as, purely and simply, interpreting the revealed word of God. Those who rejected this theology took refuge in the interpretation of the texts of earlier and other civilizations, now misunderstood as “secular.” These two developments together constituted something called “the humanities,” a science of meanings which can be rationally investigated and interpreted, but embraced, if at all, only on nonrational grounds. The sciences, meanwhile, abandoned teleological explanation, which had served as a propadeutic to rational metaphysics, in favor of mathematical formalization, which was the precondition for understanding how the universe worked and thus bringing it under rational human control. Philosophy was reduced to what Roy Bhaskar has called “underlaboring” (Bhaskar 1989, 1993) for other disciplines: investigating the conditions of their possibility, clarifying linguistic confusions, etc. Authentically and organically premodern religious traditions, meanwhile, tended for the most part to regard the extension of modern education as a threat, and turned inward, relying for support on largely preliterate, premodern constituencies. With the exception of a few dissenters operating on the margins of traditional religious institutions (Thomism) or the socialist and communist movements (critical theory) humanity was left without intellectuals capable of leading reflection around fundamental questions of meaning and value.
Our task with respect to this situation is complex and multidimensional. On the one hand, we need to reconstitute philosophy and theology as architectonic disciplines which rationally investigate fundamental questions of meaning and value, drawing on the results of the sciences and the hermeneutic disciplines, but subjecting those results to the scrutiny of a higher rationality –i.e. precisely a rationality focused on questions of ends and purposes. This new philosophy and theology cannot, however, operate any longer within the context of a localized civilizational tradition or even in the context of dialogue with neighboring civilizations. They must, rather, be authentically global in character, with Thomists, as we suggested above, engaging critiques advanced by Hua yen Buddhists and practitioners of Advaita Vedanta answering the objections of practitioners of dao xue and Hanafi fiqh. 
But there is more at stake hear that simply restoring the status of philosophy and theology as intellectual disciplines. We must heal the wounds created by the Augustinian Reaction and the Averroist Counter-Reaction, which gave birth to the Protestant and humanistic modern ideals respectively and thus lead to the marginalization of philosophy and theology in the first place. This means restoring the mutual respect which dialectics on the one hand and supra-rational wisdoms on the other hand owe to each other. No spiritual claim can be legitimate if it contradicts human reason, but there are truths which transcend rational demonstration and when reason denies this it either forgoes the possibility of divinization, which is our true end, or else falls into the trap of delusional, purely inner-worldly strategies for transcending contingency, strategies which always lead to disappointment. 
Reconstituting the sapiential disciplines means reconstituting the sapiential institutions and intelligentsia. Historically, the highest levels of the sapiential intelligentsia have been organized by three principal types of institutions: the monastery or religious order, the university, and the communist party. All three offer useful models but all three also suffer from serious defects. Monasteries and religious orders have recognized the ordering of humanity to transcendental ends and understood correctly their own identity as communities of those seeking perfection. There has been a tendency, however, greater in the case of monastic than of mendicant communities, towards withdrawal from rather than transformation of society. The celibate character of most such communities, in particular, means that they have not been able to offer the people as a whole a credible model of spiritual excellence, which is inevitably pit against worldly engagement and civilization building. Communist parties, on the other hand, have been world transforming but have denied humanity’s transcendental vocation and often failed to cultivate intellectual and moral excellence among their members. And of course the ideal of immanentist self-divinization which defines the communist ideal is part of what this work is rejecting. 

Universities represent a rather different problem altogether. They are not, strictly speaking, political theological organizations –tertiary social actors which aim at conserving or transforming a civilizational ideal— but rather institutions of civil society, and more specifically collections of guilds some of which historically cultivated disciplines which by their very nature (philosophy, theology, and to a lesser extent politics and law) conserved and/or transformed civilizational ideals. From the very beginning the university was always in danger of treating the special rights of the professoriate (those associated with academic freedom) as ends, rather than as means to even higher goods essential to the human civilizational project. And universities have, as we have seen, largely fallen from their historic vocation and become specialized research and training institutions serving the needs of global Capital. At the same time, universities do offer something which neither the religious order nor the communist party ever had: a culture of ideological pluralism and debate. 
As we rebuild the sapiential intelligentsia we will need to find new forms of political theological organization appropriate to the next steps in the human civilizational project. It is not possible to specify in advance what such forms of organization will look like, but only to identify some broad characteristics. They will, first of all, recognize humanity’s ordering towards transcendental ends, though they may understand those ends very differently. Second, they will recognize the contributions of both humanity’s ancient spiritual traditions (pre- and post-axial) and of modernity (both modern science and modern critical humanistic scholarship) and will, therefore, be located and act not so much within particular wisdom traditions as in relation to all of them, even when they advocate a specific political-theological position. Third, they will join goals of spiritual perfection and civilizational building, of personal regeneration and revolutionary transformation (though perhaps in varying measures). At least some will attempt to show what it means to seek perfection while living in the world, and will thus include not only as full members but among their highest level leaders individuals who are married as well as those who are single or celibate. While passionately advocating for their own perspectives, they will avoid political monopolism and hegemonism. Finally, they will conserve the best traditions of both religious orders and the communist movement: conscientious study, service to the common good, a careful balancing of unity and principle, close ties to the people, and the practice of criticism and self-criticism. 
Where will these organizations come from? Some may emerge out of the adaptation to traditional religious orders or (less likely) communist or paracommunist organizations. Something like the Turkish based Gulen movement, for example, seems to be moving in this direction, though it is still far from having all of the characteristics identified above. Others will develop out of research, education, and organizing institutes which also become real religious communities. This is the hope for our own organization, Seeking Wisdom. 
The members of these organizations must, we should note, not merely claim to be humanity’s intellectual and moral, and therefore spiritual leaders. They must actually be so. This means that the minimum point of entry must be a demonstrated ability to make and evaluate arguments regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and to make their principles and values effective in the public arena.
 They must also soon learn to teach others to do so –to function as effective teachers and organizers. The highest level leaders must actually contribute to humanity’s ongoing deliberation regarding fundamental questions and/or be authentic institution builders. Members must also have a real commitment to ongoing spiritual development and follow a spiritual path which they have chosen thoughtfully and on basis of both rational conviction and a developing understanding of their own distinctive strengths, weaknesses and spiritual needs. 
Together, these organizations will define the true universitas of the new era, partly displacing existing universities from their position of global intellectual leadership and partly challenging them to rediscover their deeper calling. This is critically important. The new generation of political-theological organizations which we envision must scrupulously avoid the sectarian competition which characterized both traditional religious orders and, especially, the communist movement. On the contrary, they must model a form of engagement which is at once principled and passionate but also respectful of the many ways of wisdom. And, above all, they must avoid the illusion that by establishing hegemony and “organizing and directing the cosmohistorical evolutionary process” they can somehow find a shortcut to transcendence. 
Engaging and Rebuilding Civil Society
Partly because our strategic estimate is uncertain –we cannot tell whether or not a transition by reform is still possible— and partly because our public credibility depends on an willingness to work for reform even when it seems difficult and unlikely, we must pursue what have traditionally been called “dual tactics” at once engaging and transforming the existing institutions of civil society and rebuilding civil society where and as it decays and collapses. This term is somewhat misleading because the imperatives in question are not tactical but rather operational –they don’t bear on how are forces are arrayed on the field of battle or on specific methods of struggle, but rather on our principal campaigns in the theatre of civil society.  
In the present period engaging and transforming the institutions of civil society means, fundamentally, a strategic alliance with procivilizational elements in the bourgeoisie and the traditional religious hierarchies, since it is they who currently control these institutions. This alliance is strategic because we share with these sectors an interest in conserving the integrity of the ecosystem, the social fabric, and humanity’s civilizational traditions, including both the authentic contributions of positivistic and humanistic modernity and those of pre-axial and post-axial traditions, and in furthering civilizational progress and spiritual development, even if we are guided by different civilizational ideals. The difficulty of course, is that different elements in the bourgeoisie and religious hierarchies often support different aspects of this agenda. While both are increasingly clear on the need to confront the ecological crisis, the progressive sectors of the bourgeoisie (information, high technology, and allied finance) are more clearly committed to investing resources in developing human capacities (research, education, etc.), and generally respect and defend the value of an open, and pluralistic (if not always engaged) civil society. The religious hierarchies and, to a lesser extent the conservative sectors of the bourgeoisie understand the need to conserve the integrity of social fabric and provide support for conserving older civilizational traditions. In generally alliances with the former will be easier than with the latter, but in places where conservative sectors of the bourgeoisie are trying to transform themselves from an extractive to a knowledge based economy (e.g. the United Arab Emirates), or in situations where religious hierarchies have joined to their concern for the integrity of the social fabric and the conservation of meaning a passion for social justice and a willingness to challenge the market allocation of resources new and interesting strategic options open up. Our watchword must be careful analysis of the local situation and the changing balance of forces and the flexibility to pursue different alliances in different places, or even in the same place simultaneously. 
Substantively, engaging and transforming the institutions of civil society means:

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

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

2.2. extra-electoral participation in public life through lobbying, direct action, etc., to advance the same ends.
2.3. working to reshape public debate and create a public arena constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value by helping value based organizations become effective in the public arena through formats such as interfaith congregation based organizing and by creating public fora in which debate around public policy is explicitly linked to deliberation around the fundamental philosophical and theological questions which lie behind those debates,
3. Working within the institutions of civil society to transform them in a way which reflects our emerging civilizational ideal. This means:

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

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

Rebuilding civil society, on the other hand, means building new institutions which link our emerging political theological organizations to the working classes in a way which effectively engages them in the work of civilization building. This is important even in the event of a transition by reform, because it is what will give us a mass base of support and thus sufficient weight within the procivilizational alliance advance our emerging civilizational ideal. In the event of a transition through revolution, decadence, or civilizational collapse it will give us the nucleus of a new society. Here there several distinct forms of activity stand out:
We need to build our own enterprises and our own economic base of ecologically sound enterprises which engage ordinary workers in creative labor which provides economic self-sufficiency and sufficient leisure to permit civic participation and intellectual, moral, and spiritual self-cultivation. The range of economic activities is potentially limitless, but might usefully be divided between traditional agricultural and craft activities which provide new opportunities to create and capture value in the global economy and emerging high technology activities to which our political-theological organizations can bring a distinct new emphasis. Examples of the first might include fair trade coffee, tea, and herb production, ethnobotanicals, or organic truck gardening near major urban centers to supply high end culinary markets. Examples of the second might include software and game development which services humanistic and social science academic markets or which tells traditional and emerging stories embodying our civilizational ideal in new ways. In between lie the construction and culinary fields to which many immigrant workers bring extraordinary skills. 
We need to create a public arena constituted by deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value. This means creating places where people from diverse traditions can meet and engage each other around fundamental questions and public policy debates and simply as well as the social space for such deliberation to take place. As we noted in the foregoing analysis, there is significant diversity around the planet with respect to the openness, pluralism, and engagement which characterizes civil society. This is shaped by everything from legal frameworks and political culture through ethnoreligious demographics and urban structure and religious monumentalization. As we are engaging the diverse spaces which already exist we need to create new ones which are characterized by the highest possible degrees of openness, pluralism, and engagement, and populate them with organizations which provide the people with the ability to engage in real deliberation around fundamental questions.  Such spaces will be easiest to create in places with a legal framework which protects free expression and with high degrees of ethnoreligious diversity, but even in these settings there remains the difficult work of catalyzing real engagement –an issue we will look at in the next section, which addresses tactics. For now it will suffice to say that we need to create physical spaces where people can come together face to space as well as virtual spaces where they can meet across significant distances. Those spaces need to be structured in a way which promotes dialogue, deliberation, and debate, and be dominated by symbols which mediate our emerging civilizational ideal. It also means actually organizing deliberation through individual relational meetings, grassroots programs in the liberal arts and interreligious and intercultural dialogues, and linking this deliberation to action both within and outside existing political structures. 
We need to build religious congregations of a new kind which are adapted to a sapientially literate and globalized laity or at least to a laity evolving in this direction.  We have noted before both that the people increasingly aspire to sapiential literacy, to making informed, independent decisions regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value and that they address these questions in a way which engages not only their “native” spiritual tradition, but others as well. Congregations rooted in particular traditions will not disappear, both because large sections of the people have not undergone such a transformation and because many who have find their spiritual path and spiritual home within the disciplines of a traditional religious community. But ever broader sections of the population seek a community in which they can study and fashion a spiritual path which draws on the wisdom of more than one tradition. On the one hand these communities will be more intellectually focused than earlier types of congregations. On the other hand, people will demand from them what they have always demanded of local shrines and congregations:  devotional space, public liturgy, rites of passage, etc. 
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Tactics
The question, for course, is just how one goes about carrying out these tasks. In a certain sense, this is a question which cannot be answered meaningfully in a book which hopes to provide direction on a global scale. Circumstances vary, requiring vastly different approaches. In what follows, however, I offer some basic tactical principles and techniques, centered around one of the fundamental practices of axial civilizations: dialectics, and show how this practice can help build the network of relationships we need in order to carry out the tasks identified above.  Specifically, I want to argue that the practice of dialectics, while not the only weapon in our tactical arsenal, should be the principal tactic in all of the tasks we have identified: building political theological organizations capable of leading the next steps in the human civilizational project and engaging and rebuilding civil society.  I also want to show how the practice of dialectics, which during the modern era came to divide the revolutionary intelligentsia from the workers and peasants it organized, can become a means of authentic engagement. 
Socratic Dialogue

Let us begin by exploring dialectics as practiced by the founder of the discipline: Socrates. There are many places where we can watch Socrates in action, but none is more fruitful for our purposes than the opening passages of the Republic. 

Plato opens the Republic with a scene which situates the dialogue in its concrete political context. Socrates is returning from the feast of the Goddess Bendis, a Thracian huntress deity associated with a women’s revolt at Lemnos which left all of the men on the island dead, at Piraeus. This is a suggestive reference to the cult of the Magna Mater with which Socratic philosophy has a profound affinity. It also suggests that far from eschewing engagement with religion, the dialectic in fact begins with popular religion –i.e. with the ways in which ordinary people are engaging fundamental questions of meaning and value. He is detained by a group of rich young men who insist that he accompany them home (a reference to the arbitrary power of the rich in Athenian society and to the precarious position of the philosopher in the bourgeois city). Once there he engages his host, a rich man of the older generation, and several of the young men who had detained him in a debate regarding the nature of justice. He disposes handily of the traditional view, represented by his host Cephalus, that justice is merely a matter of paying one's debts, a view which reflects the mores of a society in which market relations have begun to emerge but have not yet eroded traditional norms of reciprocity. Socrates rejects this position, showing that it fails to address the vitally important question of what people actually ought to have. Thus, it is hardly just to give a mad man a weapon, even if it was borrowed from him before he went mad and would ordinarily have been returned as a matter of course (Plato. Republic 327a 331d). 

This insistence on a substantive ethics already challenges existing norms. Socrates then goes on to answer three positions which were quite common in Athens at the time. First, he addresses the predominant view among the wealthy Athenians of his day: the idea that justice means helping your friends and hurting your enemies. The difficulty with this is that the worst thing you can do to someone is to make them a worse human being, in which case they would undoubtedly do even more harm to you than they had done before. He then turns to the radical sophistic position --that justice is just the will of the stronger, or that conversely, injustice is more profitable than justice. This view he undermines by showing that the stronger do not always not what is in their best interest, and by showing that justice is an art, and that like all the other arts it is devoted not to its own good but to promoting some end outside itself. Finally, Plato addresses the moderate sophistic view, that justice is merely a (necessary) social convention (Plato. Republic 331e-354c). This position he addresses at much greater length by engaging his interlocutors in an analysis of just what sort of conventions our laws they would establish for a city were they to found one. In the process they discover than they cannot frame laws without reference to some higher principle, some substantive doctrine of the Good in terms of which they evaluate proposed legislation –an argument which absorbs the next several books of the Republic. 

At each stage of the argument Socrates uses three specific tactics. First, he begins with people where they are –with their actually existing beliefs and values. Philosophy does not “enter” the city, as if from above, but emerges from within it. Second, he asks what organizers call agitational questions –questions which stir up thought, even at the cost of seeming a bit odd or a bit irritating. Indeed, he all but tells Cephalus that he is on death’s door! Third, he reinterprets what his interlocutors say in a way which helps them to see it in a new light. He is not concerned with teaching a doctrine but with cultivating the capacity of his interlocutors to achieve wisdom themselves. 

Dialectics in Practice

The question, of course, is how one engages in Socratic dialogue –how one practices dialectics—in a fragmented late modern society in which deliberation around fundamental questions of meaning and value has been pushed out of the public arena. I would like to suggest that Socrates’ starting points remain valid. First, human beings possess, indeed are defined by, their intellect, and this universally shared intellectual capacity extends beyond instrumental reason (techne or phronesis) to reasoning around fundamental questions of meaning and value (sophia). We are, in other words, not just homo faber but first and foremost homo sapiens. Second, meaning emerges through dialogue, either direct or indirect, spontaneous or conscious. The meanings we spontaneously find in things are challenged and deepened in our encounters with others, who draw out implications (sometimes implications we would rather avoid) or point out contradictions, and push us towards a higher synthesis. This latter process is, quite simply, the dialectic, and everyone practices it, though most do so without realizing it and generally do not do it very well.
This said, there is clearly something more to the practice of dialectics than the spontaneous process of ordinary conversation. Nor can we simply set up a soap box in some dusty inner city square, or accost people in that late modern agora, the shopping mall. We must find ways to engage in intentional conversations which catalyze reflection –and action—around fundamental questions. It is here that I would like to call attention to three practices which, each in its own way, make the dialectic conscious and use it to engage and cultivate the capacities of the people. 
The first practice to which I would like to call attention is that of oral history and in-depth interview research. Ordinarily understood as a qualitative research method rather than as a political practice, the in-depth interview explores a question and attempts to sustain a thesis (generally one involving the meanings which the subjects attach to their experience) by engaging ordinary people in a lengthy, open-ended, but nonetheless directed conversation. Among the most important examples of such research in recent years, we would include Robert Bellah’s Habits of the Heart and The Good Society (Bellah et al 1985, 1991).

Like Socratic Dialogue, in-depth interview research presupposes that ordinary people seriously engage fundamental questions of meaning and value. It also presupposes that meaning emerges in dialogue with others. What it does, in effect, is to accelerate the process by which meaning emerges, make it conscious, and direct it by posing a definite set of questions. The interviewer, to be sure, uses a flexible protocol and formulates questions in response to what the subject has to say, always avoiding leading questions. But the very presence of the research question itself shapes the results and creates meaning which would not otherwise of have emerged. 

In-depth interviews are generally recorded, indexed, and transcribed. Usually an analysis accompanies each interview and the archive of interviews is made available to scholars researching similar issues. But the principal investigator or investigators also, usually, produce a monograph based on the study, which makes conscious and explicit the meanings which emerged in the process of the study, while offering further interpretation or explanation.

The key difference between Socratic Dialogue as Socrates practiced it and oral history or in-depth interview research turns on the question of reinterpretation. Humanistic researchers try at all costs to avoid imposing their meanings on those they are studying. And certainly no study would be taken seriously if an interviewer mimicked Socrates’ leading questions. On the other hand the very act of framing and posing a question shapes the way in which an interlocutor interprets his or her experience. Questions are more or less leading; they are never meaning or value neutral. And of course, there are no “pristine” research subjects. The meanings our subjects attach to their experience are in significant measure the result of the conscious or unconscious interventions of others. And we are not outside this system of cultural actors which shape the way they create meaning; rather, we are participants in that system, catalyzing the emergence of yet a new layer of meaning.

It is thus possible to understand oral history or in-depth interview research as a form of Socratic Dialogue. It simply refrains from explicit reinterpretation with the aim of understanding the meanings the subject attaches to his or her experience, and allows the dialogical process itself to carry out the work of deepening reflection. But we would be fooling ourselves (and denying ourselves access to a powerful tool) if we pretended that it is not a transformative practice, both for the individual interviewed and for the community which is the subject of such a study. Both become conscious of their meanings and their history and thus potential political subjects in a way which was not previously possible. Both cultivate the capacity to engage questions of meaning and value and thus the intellectual virtue of wisdom, which is at the center of the spiritual aims of the dialectical tradition. And the process is even more transformative for the interviewer, who overcomes the common assumption that ordinary people don’t think deeply about questions of meaning and value, and who cultivates the capacity both to question and to listen. Participation in this kind of study prepares the ground, as it were, for other practices which demand more and which would be resisted without this preparation. 
From a tactical standpoint, that large scale oral history and in-depth interview projects which engage broad layers of the population in conversation around the way in which they approach fundamental questions of meaning and value should constitute the first step in the organizing process. On the one hand, such research would give us a much better picture of where the people actually are. On the other hand, they would catalyze broad based reflection around fundamental questions of just precisely the kind our strategy demands. Our longer range aim should be nothing less than to engage the whole population in this way. The most interesting and promising subjects can be recruited as interviewers, igniting a process of profound critical reflection on a mass scale. 
The second practice to which I would like to call attention is the individual relational meeting developed by the congregation based organizing movement founded by Saul Alinsky and developed further by such organizations as the Industrial Areas Foundation, the Gamaliel Foundation, and the Pacific Institute for Community Organizing (Wood 2002). This is the principal method used by interfaith community organizations to identify potential leaders, but also serves as the first step in cultivating leadership potential. Interfaith organizers generally begin with clergy, as it is under the leadership of their clergy that most people in our society engage fundamental questions of meaning and value, and it is clergy who can most often point us to those with real leadership potential. 

As taught by the Industrial Areas Foundation, the individual relational meeting involves the following steps:

1) Begin the conversation with something you know or suspect is of interest to the person.

2) Pose an agitational question. By this is meant a question which provokes real thought and reflection. It can be as simple as “Why?” or “What do you mean by?”

3) Get the person’s story. What people have done tells us more about who they are and what they value than what they say. 

4) Probe for more meaning. Use each story as the starting point for deepening the conversation and drawing out new insights and interests. 

5) Reinterpret experience in a way that leads to action. It is at this point that the individual relational meeting differs most clearly from the in-depth interview. Where the humanistic researcher tries to limit the impact of the interview on the subject, the organizer –who aims at action— will question the way someone sees the world, and especially challenge understandings of the world which lead to passivity.

6) Respect the iron rule. Never do something for someone which they can do for themselves. 

An individual relational meeting generally results in a self-interest map of the potential leader. This map is essentially an analysis of the person’s principal interests and relationships and allows the organizer to assess the person’s leadership potential. Potential leaders are generally classified as follows:

· Primary leaders are interested in principles and values (e.g. Judaism, Islam, or Democracy) and build or maintain the institutions (a religious institution or political party) which promote those principles and values.
 They have broad networks which include other primary and secondary leaders. Because of their high level of responsibility, they will generally be cautious about acting, but can bring significant resources to the table when they do act. Those with sufficient philosophical, theological, and political formation will constitute the core of our political theological organizations, though we must remember that there will always be important primary leaders who will choose to remain outside such organizations. That choice, which is essential to the openness and pluralism of the public arena, must be respected.
· Secondary leaders are interested in issues (abortion, world peace) and build social movements (pro-life, antiwar) which address those issues. They have networks of other secondary leaders and of tertiary leaders. Secondary leaders are action oriented, but tend to go through cycles of hyperactivity and burn-out as their movements wax and wane. This can be combated by channeling them into long term engagement with the institutions of civil society, either transforming existing institutions or building new ones which bear on the resolution of the issues important to them. Many evolve in this direction spontaneously, leaving behind protest movement politics for grassroots lobbying and electoral politics or work with nonprofits which development and implement solutions to ecological, economic, political, or cultural problems.  
· Tertiary leaders are interested in concrete problems (a principal who discriminates against Mexican students), and take individual isolated actions (meeting with the principal, participating in a school boycott) to address them. What makes them leaders is the fact that they can turn out significant numbers of people who also care about the problem in question and motivate them to act. 
The individual relational meeting, it should be apparent, is structured in much the same way as the oral history or in-depth interview. The principal difference is that unlike the oral history or in-depth interview there is explicit reinterpretation of the interlocutor’s responses. In this sense, individual relational meetings represent a second step, which should also be implemented on a mass scale, directed at identifying leaders and drawing them into the capacity building activities and the forms of political engagement which are essential to building a new civilization. 
One way to engage the people in conversation and action around fundamental questions of meaning and value is, of course, simply to share with them what we have found in the course of our interviews or individual meetings. This is standard practice in both oral history and community organizing. But such a conversation –and the scope of any action arising from it— will invariably be limited. Another way, however, is to include them in humanity’s ongoing conversation regarding fundamental questions of meaning and value. This, of course, is the traditional task of a liberal arts education. It may be that some of our interlocutors will already have mastered the liberal arts. Many more, however, will not, or will have done so only in a rudimentary and inadequate fashion, either because their educational aims were primarily vocational, or because the institutions they attended (like most) no longer offer such an education. We must make it possible for everyone who is willing and able to cultivate the liberal arts. 
It is at this point that our way of engaging people begins to bear profoundly the mark of our commitment to the axial age ideal. Other political theological trends recruit, train, and deploy. We regard the cultivation of human capacities as a strategic end in itself and as the precondition for the work in which we are inviting people to engage. And so, as we identify potential or emerging leaders we need to engage them in cultivating their ability to make and evaluate arguments around fundamental questions of meaning and value. For some this will mean enrollment in colleges and universities, but for others it will mean community based programs. And our efforts should not be restricted to those with little or no training in the liberal arts. As we noted above, we need to engage pastors, public intellectuals, and organizers in deepening their mastery of the sapiential disciplines as well as of the methods of social analysis and political strategy necessary to effective action in the public arena. And we need to draw scholars into public intellectual leadership, bringing them into dialogue with pastors, public intellectuals, and organizers, so that both learn from each other. It is in this way that we will most profoundly affect existing institutions and build the networks necessary to found new ones.
Whether it takes place within a traditional academic setting or in community based formats, liberal arts education ought, as I have argued elsewhere, to be organized around fundamental questions (Mansueto 2006), with classical and contemporary texts used to illustrate the principal ways in which humanity has answered these questions, and thus as conversation partners for our students. This approach –which is essentially the quaestio method used in medieval universities— has the added advantage of allowing us to include in the conversation sources from all of humanity’s wisdom traditions without forcing students to master an unwieldy list of texts. And, of course, it represents a further extension of the dialectic.

***

Our tactical plan, in other words, is centered on a careful, context sensitive practice of dialectics. We begin by asking questions and by listening, catalyzing reflection around fundamental questions of meaning and value, and the ways in which people are engaging those questions under their concrete material conditions. We continue by re-interpreting, challenging people to see their lives and struggles in a broader perspective. From there, individuals can be invited to participate actively in the next steps in the human civilizational project, at a level appropriate to their own calling and their own conditions, engaging the existing institutions of civil society or building new ones. Throughout this process we must put an emphasis on a continued deepening of philosophical and theological reflection, whether it is with workers and peasants in a grassroots liberal arts program or senior leaders in a seminar which challenges them to rethink their most basic commitments or retheorized their practice.
Under no scenario will this be enough. In the case of a transition by reform, the leaders we identify and cultivate will need to be deployed most especially in efforts to engage the existing institutions of civil society, including electoral politics. In the case of a transition by decadence (or complete civilizational collapse), they will need to be deployed primarily in building new institutions as the old ones decay. In the case of a transition by revolution, these tactics will probably be joined by some measure of political-military action, though as we pointed out above, such action can only be tactical. This is because, on the one hand, our strategic aim is not one which can be achieved by means of political military action, which is adapted to struggles for sovereignty rather than to civilizational building and, on the other hand, the weapons of mass destruction controlled by global Capital  would, in any case, render any such strategy impotent. Political military struggle should be primarily defensive, creating the social space for identifying and cultivating leaders and transforming and building institutions, and political military leaders should always remain subordinate to political theological leaders –though it is, of course, possible to be both.









We face a long and difficult transition. Even under the most optimistic scenarios humanity will, during the next one hundred years, face profound ecological disruptions and economic dislocations. The vast majority of the resources on the planet –as well as weapons of mass destruction-- which render traditional revolutionary strategies impotent-- will continue to be in the hands of people who are committed to a dying civilizational ideal or to no ideal at all. And there is a real danger, that with the collapse of socialism, which linked humanistic modernism to movements of resistance to capitalist development, movements of the latter type may take a profoundly anticivilizational turn, something we already saw in the twilight of the socialist era with the Khmer Rouge and Sendero Luminoso, and continue to see with both fundamentalist movements and the plethora of “insurgencies” which fail to rise above the level of tribal warfare or organized crime. At times it will seem like everything has been lost. We must remember, however, that everything that is participates in Being. Everything that is seeks Being, even when it does so in distorted and unproductive ways. In the long run this deeply rooted tendency towards Being will win out. Humans will not live forever under structures that hold back their development. We will not forever consent to be mere batteries. Rather, even if gradually and unevenly and with many reversals, they will find once again that steep and gloriously difficult path which, by means of reason and virtue, leads them towards God. We, who are even now beginning to uncover that path and to resume our ascent, invite you to join us. 


� This does not mean that they must hold university degrees. We must aim to revive the tradition of autodidact working class intellectuals and draw from the ranks of community based liberal arts programs as well as those of college and university graduates. And we must always respond with reverence when we find in our midst a true tzadik or bodhisattva, who may or may not have any formal education, but nonetheless demonstrates a heroic level of wisdom and justice. 


� Consider, for example, the historic weakness of the Dominican order in the Catholic Church, by comparison with the Franciscans, with their mass following among the poor and the Jesuits with their strategic core among the progressive ruling classes. What is the difference? The Franciscans ran missions and later parishes. The Jesuits ran schools for the rank and file of the ruling class and the upwardly mobile and eventually extended their reach into parishes. The Dominicans did neither, focusing on preaching and high level theological centers. It should thus come as no surprise that the Franciscans and Jesuits retain power and the Dominicans have been marginalized. 


� This should not be taken to imply that primary leaders must have a great deal of formal education.   I have known strong primary leaders with little or no formal education, though they were invariably extremely curious, often autodidacts, and “learned” in popular religious traditions even if they had no real engagement with the high tradition. 





�Insert new broader introduction summarizing what has gone before and situating the present chapter in that context. This paragraph should be moved to a discussion of the new civilizational ideal.


�Revise/Expand: Distinguish between civilizational ideal, structure, strategy, organization. Include brief characterization of each: ideal (analogical metaphysics/nurturing or ripening being) ; structure/politics (integrating social conservatism, economic liberalism, communism, nsm); strategy (combat nihilism, build public arena constituted by debate around fqmv), organization (?).


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


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


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


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


�i


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


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


�Revise: Call late modern/postmodern. Include at least some Leninist strategies and the strategy of the populist left under this rubric.


�Revise: Summarize results of previous chapter, noting that principal factor defining core constituency is creativity, coupled with recognition of limitations of modernity. Note regional variations.


�Insert section explaining that 1) the principal contradiction of the present period is nihilism shared by both residual high modernity and late modernity; answer is analogical metaphysics; 2) the principal contradiction the current conjuncture. in the present period is over how to handle emerging crisis of modernity (end of history/clash of civilizations); dialogue around fqmv is answer. 


�Revise: Clarify strategic, operational, and tactical line and sharpen distinction between them. Strategy: Combat nihilism, despair, and injustice; cultivate a new civilizational ideal centered on ripening being. This involves 1) developing the ideal 2) forming human beings and institutions capable of advancing that ideal. Specifically, this means transforming or developing new research, educational, pastoral, and political institutions. Operational: 1) Building research groups around fundamental questions. 2) Revitalizing and Extending the Liberal Arts. 3) Pastoral Leadership which can engage pluralism and literacy. 4) A public arena constituted by dialogue around fqmv. Tactical: Extending the Convivencia
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