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      Introduction

      
         
         R. J. Snell and Steven F. McGuire

         
         
         
      

      
      There are few concepts that could rival nature’s claim to be the central concern of
         philosophical inquiry. As Leo Strauss writes in Natural Right and History, “Philosophy as distinguished from myth came into being when nature was discovered,
         or the first philosopher was the first man who discovered nature. The whole history
         of philosophy is nothing but the record of the ever repeated attempts to grasp fully
         what was implied in that crucial discovery which was made by some Greek twenty-six
         hundred years ago or before.”[1]   Nature, once distinguished from and juxtaposed to convention, has served as the
         conceptual vehicle for the philosophical quest to understand and articulate how things
         really are and how they ought to be—a quest which has always been tied to inquiry
         into the nature and purpose of human life. Thus, from the classical discovery of right
         by nature to the medieval development of natural law to the modern articulation of
         natural rights, the concept of nature has been used to represent the standard for
         human conduct.
      

      
      Nature in this sense appears to have lost its hold on the contemporary imagination,
         however. Appeals to it as a basis for ethical and political judgment ring hollow in
         the ears of our contemporaries. Even some of those who might otherwise be sympathetic
         to the tradition of natural law recognize its rhetorical ineffectiveness.[2]   Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, for example, has suggested that the natural law is an
         “instrument [that] has become blunt,”[3]   by which he means that the language of natural law has lost its appeal in contemporary
         moral and political discourse because it rests on a conception of nature no longer
         prevailing in the minds of modern men and women. Our world is shaped by thinkers who
         did not (and do not) find in nature the same limits and purposes of human life as
         their ancient and medieval predecessors. Instead of symbolizing the rationality, constancy,
         and goodness of the world, nature has become a meaningless mechanism, a blind evolutionary
         process, an almost blank slate on which we can build any sort of world we desire,
         or even an obstacle to subjugate. Even evolutionary psychologists, who want to recall
         our attention to human nature, insist that we are ultimately free to decide which
         characteristics of our nature to accept or reject.[4]   In sum, we live in a time in which increasing numbers of our fellow citizens no
         longer recognize nature as a reasonable limit and guide to human action.
      

      
      The consequences of such views are manifest in any number of social, political, and
         economic realities. There is, for instance, the increasing threat of technological
         progress separated from moral and political deliberation, especially in the fields
         of biotechnology and artificial intelligence, which increasingly challenges our ability
         to define human nature. The same instrumental logic of progress without regard for
         the natural human good too often pushes our economic systems in directions destructive
         of the common good and encourages reckless treatment of the environment. Another consequence
         is the ongoing revolution in our sexual mores, which is driven by a desire to liberate
         individuals from traditional views on sex, sexual identity, and marriage that have
         contributed to order and liberty throughout the history of Western civilization. Moreover,
         enduring social and political problems such as poverty, crime, drug use, war, and
         threats to security are treated as engineering problems that can and should be solved
         once and for all. All of these trends are made possible, at least in part, because
         nature is no longer recognized as a goal or limit but, rather, a starting point for
         (or obstacle to) human endeavors.
      

      
      But why did the older conceptions of nature give way to the new?[5]   Did developments in philosophy or theology render them impossible or obsolete?
         Were they superseded by discoveries in the natural sciences? Perhaps they were never
         as secure or complete as the tradition took them to be? Or is the transition a result
         of intellectual error or willful revolt against ancient wisdom? Is a rearticulation
         of premodern ideas (or perhaps a reconciliation or reconstitution on modern terms)
         desirable and/or possible in a secular age? The chapters in this volume, which were
         written for a conference organized by the Agora Institute for Civic Virtue and the
         Common Good in Philadelphia in April 2015,[6]   reflect on these and other questions as they investigate the modern understanding
         of nature and seek to understand its origins as well as how it differs from its ancient
         and medieval predecessors. Our endeavor is motivated by the question of whether the
         insights of natural law (or right by nature or natural rights) can or should still
         be incorporated into contemporary discourse, but the chapters focus on the meaning
         of nature itself—how and why it has changed, whether anything good has come of the
         change, and whether the good in the ancient and medieval traditions can or should
         be recovered. It is our hope that these chapters will shed light on the deeper historical,
         philosophical, and theological sources of contemporary debates about the meaning of
         nature and our relationship to it.
      

      
      The first two chapters treat Eric Voegelin’s analysis of the concept of nature. First,
         Barry Cooper’s chapter examines Voegelin’s treatment of human nature in Aristotle.
         He focuses in particular on Voegelin’s attention to the continuity between the philosophical
         idea of right by nature and previous experiences of transcendent order in pre-philosophical
         Greek sources. Cooper notes how this leads Voegelin to add to Aristotle’s claims that
         man is by nature a political and rational animal that he is also an historical animal
         in that his experiences and symbolizations of order take place within history. This
         allows us to account for the continuity between various conceptions of order and also
         illustrates the importance of attending to nature as experience and symbol rather
         than merely as a concept. Agreeing with Cooper’s analysis of Voegelin, Thomas W. Smith
         reflects on the issue of mediation between human beings and the divine. After offering
         a brief account of how Aquinas and medieval Christianity approached the need to link
         the human and the divine, he suggests that the modern world suffers from a loss of
         mediation. He then argues that a return to premodern conceptions of nature might be
         misguided if we do not develop forms of mediation that can bridge the gap between
         the human and the divine in a way the fits within the modern context. 
      

      
      In a complementary chapter, Glenn Hughes also examines Voegelin’s treatment of nature
         but draws our attention to the importance of what Voegelin referred to as “the primary
         experience of the cosmos.” Hughes argues that it is important to remember that symbols
         such as nature, human nature, and human dignity emerge in the context of the ongoing
         experience of reality as a whole that includes the divine ground. To forget this point
         leads to erroneous, reductionist accounts of nature and human nature that leave out
         the essential point that these concepts are defined in relation to (and not without
         reference to) the divine. Finally, he suggests that the idea of human dignity, so
         important in the modern age, cannot be defended without reference to human participation
         in the divine, which is the basis for its recognition. In her response, Melissa Moschella
         places Voegelin’s approach in dialogue with that of the new natural law and sees room
         for much agreement between the two approaches. She resists, however, Voegelin’s insistence
         on including an account of the human relationship to the divine in his account of
         human nature and human dignity. While not disagreeing with the substance of Hughes’s
         account of human nature, she argues that human nature and human dignity can be understood
         on purely rational grounds, an important point especially in a secular culture such
         as our own.
      

      
      The next two chapters explore the continuing relevance of Aristotle’s political philosophy
         in the modern age. Jeremy Seth Geddert challenges the prevalent interpretation of
         Grotius as a fundamentally modern thinker by arguing that many of Grotius’s views
         remain indebted to Aristotle and premodern Christianity. Looking at Grotius’s conception
         of nature in particular, he details how Grotius is in fact indebted to the premodern
         tradition, especially Aristotle, even though there are elements of his thought that
         anticipate modern ideas as found in thinkers such as Thomas Hobbes. In particular,
         he argues that for Grotius, like Aristotle, the human being is naturally rational,
         social, and prudential. He then discusses Grotius’s accounts of history and natural
         rights, suggesting that he might provide an avenue for regaining a richer understanding
         of nature within a modern context. Jesse Covington finds merit in Geddert’s account
         of Grotius but wonders whether Grotius might be farther along the path to modernity
         than Geddert’s argument suggests. He also asks whether a return to “untranslated”
         premodern Christian thinkers like Augustine who attend to the subjective and particular
         might be a valuable way to respond to a postmodern culture that has brought the modern
         quest for objectivity and universality into question.
      

      
      For his part, James R. Stoner Jr. discusses whether central elements of Aristotle’s
         conception of nature—his teleology and his four causes—are in fact compatible with
         modern physics and then turns his attention to political science, showing how our
         differing conceptions of nature affect our ethical and political lives. Stoner concludes
         by suggesting that American political culture is open to a recovery of Aristotle because
         it has relied on the tradition of nature to ground its political culture. Christopher
         O. Tollefsen is supportive of the effort to revive Aristotelian categories in science,
         using biology and embryology as an example that highlights the ongoing relevance of
         Aristotle’s categories. He questions, however, what it would mean to reorient the
         social sciences by returning to Aristotle, arguing in line with John Finnis that this
         should not mean returning to nature first but, rather, the standpoint of the practically
         reasonable agent.
      

      
      The chapters by Susan Meld Shell and Charles T. Rubin discuss modern authors who attempted
         to leave older conceptions of nature behind. Together these chapters delve into a
         line of thinking in Modernity that seems to be fundamentally at odds with the older
         tradition. Shell explores Rousseau’s effort to move beyond Hobbes’s and Locke’s accounts
         of the state of nature without returning to the traditional Aristotelian conception.
         She details how Rousseau attempts to replace both materialist atheism and traditional
         religion with a new account of human existence grounded in a natural sentiment of
         existence and freedom. Geoffrey M. Vaughan, in his response, elaborates on the distinction
         between reason and reasoning in Rousseau and then draws our attention to some of the
         questions that emerge from Shell’s analysis: What precisely is reason in Rousseau’s
         account and what is its relationship to sentiment? And is the solitary Rousseau of
         his later works a development of, or a break with, his earlier work?
      

      
      Charles T. Rubin, pointing to the popular influence of H. G. Wells, examines his reflections
         on nature, history, and progress. He shows how Wells turn to progress rather than
         nature as an ethical standard because he sees nature as something to be improved upon
         or overcome; nature even needs to be combated insofaras the process of evolution might
         actually threaten human existence. But, despite his turn to progress, Rubin explains
         that Wells offers no utopian vision, seeing only endless series of progressions. In
         response, Amy Gilbert Richards develops the insight that Wells’s scientific view of
         nature and his vision of endless progress undermine the nature of narrative and the
         contribution of literature to our understanding of human nature. She suggests that
         this is because Wells’s position undermines the value of particularity in favor of
         pure universality. 
      

      
      Stephen M. Fields, S.J., and Randall S. Rosenberg both attend to the
 development of modern secularism and what it means for our attempts to understand
         nature. Fields offers an analysis of Louis Dupré’s account of modernity. First, he
         traces the roots of the modern recognition of individual creativity and autonomy to
         the adoption of the agent intellect in Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas, rather
         than simply to the fourteenth-century humanists. Second, he argues that Dupré undervalues
         the potential for institutional religion to contribute to the recovery of the link
         between nature and grace. Finally, Fields questions the degree to which Dupré’s account
         emphasizes the historicity of ideas at the expense of transcendent truth. Anna Bonta
         Moreland focuses on Fields’s first two critiques, arguing with regard to the first
         that Aquinas’s epistemology does not countenance a break between nature and grace,
         and in response to the second, that, while she shares Fields’s stress on the importance
         of institutionalized religion, private religious experience is in fact the beginning
         of a recovery of transcendence in our age. 
      

      
      Finally, Randall S. Rosenberg examines the development of Bernard Lonergan’s account
         of the “natural desire for God” and asks how this account might speak to our secular
         age. He details in particular how Lonergan continues to insist on the usefulness of
         nature as a philosophical category through his transition from his early work on human
         nature to his later focus on subjectivity. Turning to Charles Taylor’s work on secularism,
         Rosenberg suggests that Lonergan’s work provides a helpful way for thinking about
         maintaining authentic existence, including the natural question of God, in a secular
         age. Responding, Gregory R. Beabout sympathizes with Rosenberg’s reliance on Lonergan
         and Taylor to address the question of transcendence in a secular age but also suggests
         that Lonergan’s account of Aquinas might miss the degree to which the latter’s philosophy
         actually does or at least can recognize the activity of the subject in the desire
         for God. He thus suggests that, while Lonergan’s move toward subjectivity might open
         a path for transcendence in modernity, it is also possible that an analysis of subjectivity,
         including the question of God, can move us back toward Aquinas’s scholastic account
         of human nature.
      

      
      A common theme that arises in the chapters that follow is that the modern world has
         separated what nature once held together. The modern conception of nature is no longer
         connected to our experiences of transcendent truth, and it is no longer clear what
         can hold immanence and transcendence together in the modern world. What were previously
         distinctions—sacred and secular, faith and reason, subject and object, grace and nature—have
         become in modernity oppositions that cannot be reconciled. The fact that all of these
         other topics arise in a discussion of nature indicates its centrality to the issues
         that confront our time. The chapters in this volume, we hope, go some of the way toward
         recognizing what is at stake in the changing meaning of nature and what we might do
         about it.
      

      
      Notes
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      Voegelin’s Analysis of
 Human Nature in Aristotle
      

      
         
         Barry Cooper

         
         
         
      

      
      Eric Voegelin’s analysis of Aristotle’s understanding of human nature varied over
         the years both in emphasis and in interpretation. In Race and State (1933), he focused on the connection between Aristotle and Max Scheler, who was a
         major influence on Voegelin during his formative years. Like Scheler,
      

      
      
         Aristotle developed a system of animate nature and arranged the functions of the soul—from
            bottom to top—from the nourishing soul, in which the plants share, through the sensitive
            soul, which is inherent to animals, to the thinking soul, which is unique to human
            nature. The thinking soul, or reason, is not mingled with the body as are the lower
            soul functions; it has no sensory constitution, no bodily organs like the other faculties,
            and it is real only by way of its own activities [und ist nur wirklich in den Acten ihrer Tätigkeit selbst].[1]   
         

         
      

      By distinguishing several functions of the soul and by dividing the human soul into
         active and passive elements, the one imperishable, the other transient, Aristotle
         (like Scheler) had to postulate an “intermediate link” (Zwischenglied) to connect them. The point of such mediating terminology, Voegelin said, was not
         to create epistemological puzzles but to express some fundamental experiences. Specifically,
         they preserved the autonomy of the parts they united so that the reality of spirit
         (Geistwirklichkeit) was both acknowledged and uncaused by the natural order. In addition, this terminology
         maintained the possibility of experiencing the inorganic and vital order without reference
         to the intellect. In Voegelin’s summary of Aristotle this was what he meant by indicating
         that, although reason has no “bodily organs,” it nevertheless is real because of its
         own (thinking) activities.
      

      
      In 1933 Voegelin also argued that the problem of human nature was a constant subject-matter
         for philosophical reflection “because the fundamental experiences that drive us on
         to speculation are always the same.” In this respect, contemporary philosophical anthropology
         is in the same situation
 as Aristotle. Not only is the problem of human being constant, the forms through
         which thought moves are limited “so that the same types of problems and solutions
         must always recur” and lead eventually “to mental situations that cannot be resolved”
         but merely indicated or pointed out. Hence the inevitability of ambiguous “intermediate
         links.” One way or another, Voegelin said, “the fundamental experiences . . . belong
         in part to the domain of human existence as such and in part they are experiences
         of conditions in inorganic, vegetable and animal nature, which are placed in a comparative
         relation with our experience of human existence.”[2]    No philosophical anthropology can ignore the inorganic, organic, and animate dimensions
         of human existence, however sharply they may be distinguished or however ambiguously
         they may be integrated.
      

      
      This problem, which is hardly discussed in political science, is nevertheless important
         because, as Voegelin said, the “focal point of political science” is philosophical
         anthropology, which “corresponds to the first chapter of The Nichomachean Ethics.”[3]    If Voegelin’s supporting argument is correct, then Aristotle, no less than contemporary
         political science, must begin from “the myth-forming imagination of earlier times.”[4]    Voegelin’s analysis of Aristotle promised to illuminate both Aristotle and modern
         political science.
      

      
      There are three major sources in Voegelin’s Collected Works devoted to discussions of Aristotle: (1) Order and History; (2) Anamnesis; and (3) his 1974 essay: “Reason: the Classic Experience.” The analysis in Order and History is divided further. The initial discussions in volumes two and three, first published
         in 1957, exist in continuity with the conventional approach Voegelin developed in
         his History of Political Ideas and in his earlier work; the discussion in volume four, The Ecumenic Age, published the same year as the “Reason” essay, reflects Voegelin’s later thinking.
      

      
      The Prelude

      
       “The myth-forming imagination of earlier times”[5]    inherited by both Plato and Aristotle was initially developed by Homer, Hesiod,
         and the dramatic poets, whom Voegelin called “prophetic singers who experienced man
         in his immediacy under the gods.” They made articulate the gulf between divine wisdom
         and human misery by appealing to the psyche of every individual singly. Gods and humans
         were actors within an overarching cosmic context, but humans nevertheless had the
         capacity to place themselves “before the gods forever by action that entered the stream
         of Memory through the song of their prophets.”[6]    When these human acts were transfigured by the poet’s song, they came to constitute
         the past of the society within which the poet sung. That is, Homer, the Achaean bard,
         by giving voice to the disorders expressed in the Iliad, thereby transcended the occasion that inspired his poetry, namely mute suffering.
         The transfiguration of mute suffering into song endowed it with meaning that, eventually,
         Voegelin argued, was again transfigured into philosophy.
      

      
      This is, obviously, not the whole story of how to understand Homer, to say nothing
         of philosophy. To simplify greatly, by Voegelin’s interpretation, Homer understood
         there was evil in the world that was not simply a consequence of individual stupidity
         or malevolence. He traced the problem of disorder to its ultimate source, the council
         of the gods, “and that is as far as the Iliad goes.” The gods were not self-contained entities that behave rather disgracefully
         and so receive a Homeric rebuke but “power complexes in the order of being that also
         embraces man.” Accordingly, insight regarding the gods would entail insight regarding
         humans. It was not therefore morality that was at issue but the structure of reality
         as ordered and disordered. Considered ontologically, gods and men “are not fixed entities
         but more or less clearly discerned forces in an order that embraces them both. The
         primary experience is that of an order of being that permeates man and transcends
         him.”[7]    In addition, Voegelin argued, Homer created a human present under the monarchically
         organized Olympians and with it a heroic past and a future that could survive in his
         song.
      

      
      Voegelin traced the process of differentiation through Hesiod, the “pre-Socratic”
         philosophers, poets and “historians,” Herodotus and Thucydides, to Plato. For both
         “historical” writers, necessity led only to the bleakness of disorder. In Voegelin’s
         words, Thucydides “created the empirical science of the lethal disease of order; Plato
         created the other half of politics, the empirical science of order.”[8]    In his symbol of the philosopher-king, Plato evoked the image of a new order not
         simply so that philosophers would not be murdered but also because of what Voegelin
         called Platonic patriotism. His “empirical science of order” was developed in part
         at least in response to the catastrophe that befell Athens described by Thucydides.[9]    By comparison, Aristotle was far less engaged in the drama of Athenian history
         or the fate of Socrates. In this respect he achieved greater clarity regarding human
         being but at the cost of dramatic or existential intensity.
      

      
      For both Plato and Aristotle, however, by Voegelin’s interpretation, philosophy was
         more than an intellectual exercise: “it was a symbolic form that expressed definite
         experiences of order in opposition to the polis.”[10]    That is, the personal order of the philosopher’s soul in its orientation toward
         the “Ground of Being” developed independently of political and sacerdotal institutions,
         though the philosophers remained citizens, polites. It is for this reason, Voegelin argued, that to a considerable degree Hellenic philosophy
         became the articulation of a “true political order” both within and in opposition to the order of the polis rather than, say,
         a new priesthood or other sacerdotal organization. Notwithstanding the contemporaneous
         existence of various Orphic and orgiastic cults, the continuity of political symbolism,
         Voegelin said, was evident in the “transitional” or “pre-philosophic” texts of the
         poets as well as in Plato and Aristotle whose reflections on the true polis or the
         beautiful polis led to the conclusion that no such polis could be found on earth.
         That is, the symbol of the true or beautiful polis became “transparent” for the polis-transcendent
         (and, indeed, the cosmic-transcendent) Ground of Being.
      

      
      Notwithstanding Plato’s evocation of a philosopher king or Aristotle’s argument that
         a human being could actualize the highest excellence, what he called the bios theoretikos, only as a citizen of a polis, Voegelin was not particularly interested in any “theory
         of the polis” developed by them.[11]    Granted, then, that the Hellenic differentiation of human existence was tightly
         bound to the culture and symbolism of the polis, it was for Voegelin more important
         that “philosophy as a symbolic form is distinguished from myth and history by its
         reflective self-consciousness.”[12]   
      

      
      Human Excellence

      
      Leo Strauss once observed that Aristotle, not Plato or Socrates, was the founder of
         political science “as one discipline,” by no means the highest, but nevertheless one
         among many. The difference between Aristotle and his predecessors, Strauss said, can
         be illustrated by comparing the relationship of Plato’s Republic to its dramatic sequel, the Timaeus, with Aristotle’s Politics to his reflections on the cosmos in the Physics or On the Heavens. “Aristotle’s cosmology,” Strauss said, “as distinct from Plato’s, is unqualifiedly
         separable from the quest for the best political order.”[13]    We may wish to qualify this assertion in one way or another, but at first blush
         it certainly looks true enough.
      

      
      In volume three of Order and History, Voegelin addressed the same issue in light of Aristotle’s biography. He entered
         the Academy when he was about seventeen. The school had been operating for two decades;
         Socrates had been dead thirty years and Plato was over sixty. His “Socratic work,”
         including the Republic, was part of the curriculum. Aristotle had absorbed the Socratic tradition that philosophy
         was a way of life but also took part in discussion of the results that, Voegelin said,
         “had produced doctrinal symbols for its expression.”[14]    These “topics,” such as the immortality of the soul or the nature of the God,
         could be submitted to critical analysis as a series of problems or a subject-matter
         to be examined as discrete intellectual or religious, mathematical or astronomical
         questions.
      

      
      By Voegelin’s interpretation, Aristotle transformed the Platonic experience of transcendence,
         which was richly expressed in myth, by a process Voegelin initially called “an intellectual
         thinning-out”[15]    or “intellectualization”[16]    of Platonic analogical mythic symbols. Less metaphorically, Aristotle was said
         by Voegelin to have transformed the “symbols developed for the purpose of articulating
         the philosopher’s experiences into topics of speculation.”[17]    For Plato, an awareness of a new age of philosophers expressed in the philosopher’s
         myth was coming into being; for Aristotle, the epoch had fully come into view and
         could be discussed like any other historical event. For Plato, the crisis of the Athenian
         polis was almost all-encompassing. Political misery was also a stifling of spiritual
         life, and the death of Socrates was paradigmatic. Voegelin summarized Plato’s political
         attitude as being one of “theocratic compactness.”[18]   
      

      
      In contrast, for Aristotle the structure of politics had changed because of Plato’s
         achievement as a philosopher. The end of the myth of the polis, which Plato announced
         in the Gorgias, where Socrates declared he was the only statesman in Athens,[19]    was for Aristotle also a new beginning insofar as, for him, the political, spiritual,
         and intellectual or noetic areas of life had become more clearly distinguished than
         they had been for Plato.
      

      
      The succession of philosophical generations and the “intellectual thinning out” indicated
         for Voegelin a major and historically recurring problem: when symbols have been torn
         from their experiential context and treated as if they were concepts referring to
         the phenomena of sense experience, the reason was to be sought in the philosopher’s
         attention to particular problems that caused him to lose sight—or rather, to neglect
         the experience—of the order of being or of the structure of reality.
      

      
      The “intellectual thinning-out” discerned by Voegelin might be understood as a distortion
         or even a “re-compactness” of the Platonic philosophical symbols. For several reasons,
         this would be a mistake. First, Aristotle conducted his criticism of Plato in philosophical
         language and philosophical categories, which is suggestive but hardly decisive since
         anyone can dogmatically adopt a “philosophical position” and criticize other “positions”
         till the cows come home without thereby coming into contact with philosophical experiences.
         But we shall see there is more to Aristotle’s criticism of Plato than eristics. Moreover,
         there is the problem Voegelin identified as Plato’s “theocratic compactness.” That
         is, the notion of a spiritually renovated polis or even more of a spiritually renovated
         Hellenic empire that integrated cosmology and politics, or the Timaeus and the Republic, as Strauss said, still seemed to Plato to be remotely or perhaps symbolically possible.
         For Aristotle, Plato’s vision was a thing of the past. Despite his misgivings about
         his star pupil Alexander treating Asiatics as if they were Greeks, and despite his
         elaborate “theory of the polis,” Aristotle was fully aware that the era of the polis
         was over. Finally, we should note (rather summarily at this point, to be sure) the
         effort to “re-compact” a more differentiated experience and symbolization is impossible;
         the attempt to do so, therefore, is properly called a perversion of the original experience
         and symbolization.
      

      
      The contrast between the two philosophers can be brought out clearly by considering
         one of Aristotle’s criticisms of Plato. In the Politics,[20]    Aristotle objected to the size of the polis advanced by Plato in the Laws.[21]    It is too big, he said; it would need to include as large a territory as was found
         in Babylon if it were to support 5,000 warriors along with their women and servants.
         Plato’s number in the Laws was 5,040; it was chosen for its astrological or zodiacal properties as a reflection
         of the mythic numerical structure of the cosmos.[22]    Indeed, it exemplified Strauss’s point regarding Plato’s integration of cosmic
         and political order. However that may be, by rounding off a cosmological symbol, 5,040,
         into an approximate population statistic, 5,000, Aristotle destroyed the meaning Plato
         playfully sought to convey.
      

      
      At the center of Plato’s consciousness of epoch was his effort at spiritual renovation;
         at the center of Aristotle’s was not this act of creative will but an analysis of
         the distinct realities that Plato managed to hold together within this “theocratically
         compact” vision. Aristotle’s consideration of the distinct aspects or constituent
         elements of Plato’s vision was not a failure on his part so much as a new and contemplative
         attitude developed toward a society that remained in crisis but, for Aristotle, was
         beyond saving.[23]    Plato’s Idea may have failed to find an embodiment, but his vision of reality
         could still serve (as in fact it did for Aristotle) as a standard by which existing
         political orders may be classified, judged, and therapeutically influenced.
      

      
      This “intellectualized” version of Plato’s myth of the philosopher served as the basis
         for Aristotle’s philosophical anthropology beginning, as Voegelin noted, with the
         first book of the Nichomachean Ethics. The purpose of Book I of the Ethics was to indicate the true nature of human being so that one might discover the highest
         good, which we usually call happiness, eudaimonia.[24] Much as Socrates explored the question of what eudaimonia consisted, so Aristotle examined the three principle opinions: enjoyment or pleasure;
         honour and politics; or a theoretical life, a life of contemplation, the bios theoretikos.[25] Aristotle argued that the contemplative life was best on the basis of his analysis
         of the pysche and its excellences. This argument, which is akin to one made in defense
         of Socratic philosophy by John Stuart Mill,[26]    was not entirely convincing so Aristotle added that discussion of such matters
         was properly conducted only among spoudaioi, a term that is usually translated as “good men” or “decent men,” but according to
         Voegelin “serious or weighty men” is preferable.[27]    Those reflections of Aristotle, Voegelin said, “are perhaps the most important
         contribution to the epistemology of ethics and politics that has ever been made.”[28]    At the same time it is important to remember that he undertook his discussion
         of the virtues or excellences, aretai, independent of their pragmatic actualization precisely because of the failure of
         Plato’s “theocratic” efforts.
      

      
      That the highest happiness or fullest eudaimonia is achieved in the bios theoretikos is the central proposition of Aristotle’s philosophical anthropology. Theoretical
         activity, contemplation, brings the greatest happiness because contemplation is the
         highest thing humans can do; it is the highest thing humans can do because it is undertaken
         by the highest part of the psyche, the intellect, nous. The nous, moreover, is the most divine (to theiotaton) part of human being; its activity is thus the most divine activity and the accompanying
         happiness the most divine happiness.[29]    Finally, the nature of man is most fully actualized among spoudaioi, who cultivate the bios theoretikos.
      

      
      Let us conclude this section by recounting the “inventory,” as Voegelin called it,
         of problems brought into focus by Aristotle.[30]    Just as Hesiod reflected on the achievement of Homer, so Aristotle’s speculation
         “starts from the Platonic anthropological principle,” namely that politics is the
         field within which human nature is actualized. To understand the regime, the politeia, which is the Greek title of Plato’s  Republic, we must understand the nature of the human being that forms it and, should we have
         an understanding of the fullest actualization of human nature, which we have, following
         Aristotle, called the bios theoretikos enacted by spoudaioi, then we can develop rationally defensible critical standards to judge the effectiveness
         of any given polis for the fullest actualization of human nature.
      

      
      In the Republic we can see the amalgamation of the Hellenic tradition of a founder or lawgiver (nomothetes) with the order of the philosopher’s soul to create the good or the beautiful polis.
         In the later work by Plato, the Laws for example, “the living presence of the philosopher-king” was replaced by “symbolic
         institutions.” In the Ethics and the Politics “the process of dissociation continued.” Plato was for Aristotle a “religious founder,
         marking an epoch in the spiritual history of mankind. Philosophical anthropology developed
         into an autonomous discipline serving as the basis for a general theory of action.”[31]    The bios theoretikos, in turn, pointed to a spiritual community beyond the historical communities constituted
         by existing poleis, and the “nomothetic” science presented in the Politics became a practical craft designed to reduce the danger of revolution and civil war.
      

      
      Just as in the Republic, the polis en logois existed nowhere on earth, but “perhaps” only as a pattern in heaven,[32]    so too there remained a tension between Aristotle’s theory of human nature culminating
         in the bios theoretikos and the nomothetic science of politics developed on the basis of a realistic acknowledgment
         that the full actualization of human nature was an achievement of the few, perhaps
         the very few. The last chapter of volume three of Order and History contained Voegelin’s reflections on this tension.
      

      
      Aristotle and, let us say for the sake of the argument, every philosopher, knows that
         eudaimonia consists in the practice of the bios theoretikos, not merely as a conclusion to an argument or a scientific proposition but experientially
         or existentially. Awareness of this truth, which is to say, philosophical self-consciousness,
         “creates a new type of man among others.” Indeed, the analysis of human nature as
         undertaken by Aristotle reveals it to be a potentiality that, over the course of a
         lifetime, is more or less actualized. And even those who are unable or unwilling to
         actualize their potential are still human beings. “The fulfillment of human nature,”
         Voegelin wrote, “emerges against the background of the mystery of its failure.”[33]   
      

      
      The implications are not particularly edifying. On the one hand, the task of a nomothetic
         political science was quite clearly not to attempt to transform all the defective
         regimes discussed at such length in the Politics into the best regime. That option would entail only disorder, civil war, and revolution,
         and was practically guaranteed to make matters worse. The “perverted” regimes, as
         Aristotle called them,[34]    were simply to be accepted, and nomethetics aimed only to minimize their evil.
         But, Voegelin objected, if the philosopher’s best polis remained a standard and nomothetics
         aimed only at making the perverted poleis endurable, the whole enterprise “will arouse
         misgivings. . . .  And we begin to wonder about the wisdom of a study that apparently
         can do no more than ruffle the ruling groups of all existing poleis by telling them
         that their order is perverse.”[35]    In short, why bother? Or, more elegantly, if all the bios theoretikos and nomothetics can do is respect the existence of the non-contemplative humans and
         their perverse regimes, this looked like a “serious impasse, both practically and
         theoretically.”[36]   
      

      
      As formulated by Aristotle, it may be impossible to move beyond this impasse or aporia. But one can be clear about what the problem is. Voegelin named it here the “historicity
         of Truth.” The Truth of philosophical life experienced by Socrates in opposition to
         the polis was dramatically analyzed by Plato. “The cathartic experience of Thanatos
         [death] and the enthusiastic experience of Eros [love] open the soul toward transcendent
         reality; and they become effective in that re-ordering of the soul that Plato symbolized
         through Dike [justice].”[37]    Such symbols refer not to a collection of propositions about worldly phenomena
         but express “an orienting force in the soul about which we can speak only in analogical
         symbols.”[38]   
      

      
      This experience of truth that orients the psyche is not a collection of propositions
         about worldly phenomena and so cannot be an object of cognition in the manner of worldly
         phenomena. So, then, how can one describe it? Such experiences were central to Voegelin’s
         political science in his later work; on this occasion his formulation was both terse
         and, following his remark about Aristotle, was “intellectualized.”
      

      
      The truth that orients the psyche is, Voegelin said, necessarily world-transcendent
         because: (1) it is a real experience, but (2) it is not experienced as cognition of
         a worldly phenomenon. “It is eternal, out-of-time; it is not co-temporal with the
         experiencing soul.”[39]    When such experiences of Truth, world-transcendent truth, occurred to Socrates,
         Plato, or, as we shall see in the next section, to Aristotle, we may say that “eternity
         enters time. . . . ‘Truth’ becomes ‘historical.’”[40]    Voegelin immediately added that this did not mean simply that such experiences
         were the privileges of a select few, whom we designate “philosophers,” nor that they
         took place as events at certain historical dates. It meant that one symbolic order,
         in this instance that of the poets and the polis, had been replaced by another that
         was more adequate or more “differentiated.” That this process took place in a historical
         sequence—from Homer to the philosophers—is what Voegelin meant by “the historicity
         of Truth,” namely “that transcendental reality, precisely because it is not an object
         of world-immanent knowledge, has a history of experience and symbolization.”[41]   
      

      
      This history takes place, so to speak, in the human psyche insofar as humans, all
         humans, understand themselves not simply as worldly phenomena or worldly events, but
         as being “oriented,” as Voegelin indicated, by something experienced as being beyond
         or above the things of the world. In Aristotle’s account, the intellect, the nous, as noted above, was the most divine part of human being; the actualization of this
         most divine part, moreover, was called by him immortalizing (athanatizein)[42]    and was expressed as an active verb. In short, the experiences of transcendence
         in Aristotle have transformed the “language of philosophical anthropology” into the
         “language of religious symbolism.”[43]    In this context, Voegelin saw in Aristotle’s understanding of the immortalizing
         philosopher and the perverted actual poleis a “prefiguration” of the “differentiation
         that later will develop into the temporal and spiritual order of a Christian society.”[44]   
      

      
      Nature

      
      The second extended treatment of Aristotle by Voegelin was in Anamnesis, which, as the editor of the definitive English version, David Walsh, said, was “a
         pivotal work within Voegelin’s intellectual odyssey.”[45]    The two empirical studies of immediate interest are “Natural Right in Political
         Theory” (1963) and “What is Nature?” (1965), both of which dealt with “the Aristotlean
         problems of a consciousness of the ground.”
      

      
      The first of these “studies on classical politics”[46]    was reprinted in Anamnesis not under its original title, as given above, but as “Right by Nature.”[47]    The chapter begins with a disarmingly simple statement: “In classical philosophy
         ‘right by nature’ was a symbol, with the help of which the philosopher interpreted
         his noetic experience of right human action.”[48]    Regarding this symbol, namely Aristotle’s physei dikaion, attention to the context where it originated, the Nichomachean Ethics,[49]    revealed that it had nothing to do with the modern notion of “natural law” in
         the sense of “a body of norms claiming to possess eternal and immutable validity.”[50]    “Natural law” in that sense was what Voegelin (following Aristotle) called a “topic”
         or topos, a way of thinking and arguing that had as its purpose the prohibition of questions
         that eventually engaged with experiences of transcendence.[51]   
      

      
      Since justice cannot be defined dogmatically, the purpose of Voegelin’s analysis of
         right by nature was “to probe the background of the topos of dogmatic philosophizing
         and to reconstitute the symbol of noetic exegesis.” Aristotle’s term was especially
         apt for such an analysis because “it is the first of its kind” so that Aristotle must
         have had a pretty clear idea why he wanted to use the term. In other words, it was
         a symbol that expressed a particular human experience, in this case, Aristotle’s.
         Moreover, Aristotle explicitly indicated that, rather than being a “natural law” that
         is the same always and everywhere, physei dikaion is at the same time everywhere and always changeable, kineton mentoi pan.[52]    The obvious question is: “how can this be?” or: “how can the same term refer to
         a reality that is both universal and contingent?” Voegelin’s answer required a detailed
         exegesis of Aristotle’s text.
      

      
      He began by summarizing a set of distinctions from the Politics:[53]    (1) justice (dikaiosyne) is a politikon, which Ernest Barker translated as something that “belongs to the polis”;[54]    (2) for dike (justice) is the order (taxis) of the political community (politike koinonia);[55]    and (3) dike is the determination (krisis) of what is dikaion (just, right).[56]    Despite Voegelin’s misreading of dikaion for dike in line 37, it seems tolerably clear that “Aristotle wanted to establish an essential
         connection between the polis and questions of justice and of what is right.”[57]   
      

      
      A similar argument can also be found in the Ethics. Because justice is properly speaking political, it pertains to nonpolitical domestic
         relations only as a “resemblance” or “analogue” (homoion).[58]    Political (not domestic) right is the focus of Aristotle’s analysis, but politikon dikaion, as distinct from the domestic analogues that are qualified as despotikon, which pertains to the relation of masters and slaves; or as patrikon, which pertains to fathers and children; or finally as oikonomikon which pertains to husband and wife, is also divided into what is by nature (physikon) and what is by convention (nomikon), the latter being concerned with such peripheral matters as whether speed limits
         are posted in miles or kilometers per hour or whether gas is sold in gallons or liters.
         Only the physikon dikaion “is concerned with essentials.”[59]   
      

      
      Aristotle then restated the problem: physikon dikaion has the same validity everywhere and does not depend on our opinions. Of course,
         some people think that justice is simply nomikon (conventional) because, unlike fire that burns the same here and in Persia, justice
         seems to be changeable. But this observation would not apply to the gods; and even
         if it were true that what is just changes among humans, it is still true that there
         is a physikon dikaion. Indeed, Aristotle said, it is “easy to see” what is by nature just and what is unjust
         even though they are not absolute, or invariate, much as the right hand is “naturally”
         stronger than the left, though it is possible to become ambidextrous.[60]   
      

      
      Voegelin clarified this observation by arguing that Aristotle used the word nature
         and natural in different ways, but he did not clearly distinguish his meanings. What
         “is valid everywhere,” Voegelin said, referred to the “divine substance” of justice;
         what is changeable refers to “its realization in a concrete situation.”[61]    In the passage that followed Aristotle explained that conventions, nomika, are based on utility (miles and gallons or kilometers and liters) which is also
         true for the dikaia, the legislation or judicial decisions, that are human (anthropina) rather than natural (physika) because regimes (politeiai) are not everywhere the same even though there is only one politeia that is by nature (kata physin), namely the best (ariste).[62]    Now, the actual content of the best regime was described in books seven and eight
         of the Politics so that the question of the physei dikaion referred to the fundamental question in Aristotle’s political science, the question
         of right order in the political community, not a series of correct propositions.[63]   
      

      
      In short, physei dikaion exists in the concrete experience of a human being who understands “what is right”
         (and what is right is the same always and everywhere), and it exists in this particular human being under these particular circumstances (hekasta), which means “what is right” is actualized in a changeable and different way all
         the time. “What we have here,” Voegelin said, “is an existential tension that cannot
         be resolved theoretically but only in the practice of the man who experiences it.”[64]    In order to mediate between what is always and everywhere right and the actual
         circumstances of a here and now required what Voegelin called an “existential strength”
         (einer existentiellen Kraft), faculty, or capability that Aristotle called phronesis, conventionally translated as prudence or good sense.
      

      
      Voegelin stressed, first, the concrete particularity of the experience and its actualization
         in prudent action, which in turn is always changeable (kineton). Thus do the problems surrounding phronesis parallel those between the right and the actual order of the polis. And just as the
         best polis is rare, so too is the human being who actualizes phronesis, whom Voegelin had already identified as the spoudaios, a person able to see the truth in concrete circumstances (hekasta) and not simply come to a correct decision on the basis of commonsense because such
         a person is open to the full range of reality including divine reality. This openness,
         furthermore, Voegelin characterized as an “event” rather than a proposition that enables
         the prudent spoudaios to speak about the right order of human being.[65]    Such a person, in other words, not only acts rightly but can speak rightly about
         his right action. The spoudaios therefore appears to be another “intermediate link” between what is contingent and
         what is universal.
      

      
      The second study of classical politics “complements” the analysis of “Right by Nature”
         because it is necessary to have clarity about the meaning of “Nature” if it is to
         legitimate the “Right” just discussed.[66]    Unfortunately, neither Aristotle’s text nor the secondary analyses of it are especially
         clear. There is, of course, broad textual evidence to indicate Aristotle “expected
         to be understood when he spoke about nature.” For Voegelin it was clear from the context
         within which the term appeared that it referred “to constant structures in the movement
         of being, comprising gods and men, organic and inorganic matter—in other words, to
         something like a constitution of being.”[67]    This is all very well, but terms such as “constitution of being” (Seinsverfassung) are hardly self-explanatory either.
      

      
      Voegelin first looked to the “philosophical dictionary” in Book Five (Delta) of the
         Metaphysics, which turned out to be conceptually clear but still a “disappointment” because “if
         we mean by nature the constants of the order of being, the nature of man and society
         obviously comprises much more than a complex determined by the form-matter schema.”[68]    Specifically, the notion of form does not take into account the “constants of
         motion” or change (Bewegungskonstanten). This problem looks like a repetition of the impasse that arose with the dogmatization
         of physei dikaion into a permanent, stable natural law.[69]   
      

      
      On the grounds that Aristotle expected to be understood when he spoke about nature,
         Voegelin then looked to the first discussion of the nature of things, peri tes   physeos, in the “historical survey” in the first book of the Metaphysics. Thales was the first to raise the question of nature, physis, and he declared water to be the arche, the origin, of all, to pan.[70]    Before him the poets gave the same answer in the myth of Oceanus and Tethys, which
         Aristotle called “theologizing,” a term first used by Plato.[71]    Voegelin concluded that the older form of accounting for the nature of things,
         which we would call mythology, was followed by philosophizing, but that, insofar as
         both were enquiries into the nature of things, they were simply different “configurations”
         regarding the “question of the Ground of Being.” Moreover, when Voegelin compared
         the Ionic philosophical accounts provided by Aristotle with the Egyptian cosmogonic
         myths, the parallels were obvious. The myths of Re or Atum, Khnum, Amon, and Ptah
         centered on the cults that flourished at Heliopolis, Elephantine, Thebes, and Memphis
         corresponded to the Ionic archai of fire, water, air, and earth.
      

      
      The Egyptian cosmogonic myths, Voegelin said, “arose from the primary experience of
         the cosmos” whereas the philosophical variants excluded the polytheistic gods. Accordingly,
         philosophy dissociated the order of things from the divine order, though the relationship
         between the two remained hazy. The problems that arose in the wake of this “dissociation”
         fell into three “complexes,” a term Voegelin used with increasing frequency in his
         later work. First is the connection of philosophy to cosmogonic myths and its separation
         from them; second is the relationship of the divine to the non-divine things; and
         third, the relationship of human being to the divine and to the order of things.
      

      
      The first “complex” is relatively simple. Much as Hesiod reflected on the Homeric
         myths, so the Ionians borrowed from the cosmogonic myth the form of a story or narrative
         about events in the cosmos. This fundamental experience of the nature of being as
         coming-to-be or genesis, Voegelin called the primary experience of the cosmos. The
         change made by the Ionians was to posit an arche that was no longer one of the gods but that, standing at the beginning of the coming-to-be,
         took the place of a cosmogonic god who gave impetus to a chain of events that ended
         up with the events experienced here and now. Accordingly, the form of the myth as
         a story was imposed on the Ionian notion of being the character of coming-to-be. But
         once the investigation of being had begun, the investigator experienced not just the
         flow of genesis but patterns that recur and endure, in the phases of the moon, for
         example, or the movement of the night sky. Obviously, these phenomena have long been
         observed. But the achievement of the Ionians, and then Aristotle, in this context,
         was to understand these phenomena and their coming-to-be as “transparent” for a mode
         of being that was not simply genesis, which is to say one could “see through” the
         phenomena to apprehend a non-generated pattern.[72]    From such experiences came speculation about being as eternal and unchanging that
         then could be reinforced by the experience of a vision of a beyond that was beyond
         even unchanging being. This “beyond of being,” sometimes simply symbolized as “the
         Beyond” or epekeina in Plato’s terminology, is what Voegelin meant by the Ground of Being.[73]   
      

      
       Following this first dissociation of the order of being from narrative of the cosmogonic
         gods, the second “complex” came into focus. Looking ahead we encounter the option
         of an unmythical god as the origin of being. This god would “relieve” the elements—earth,
         air, fire, and water—of the responsibility of assuming the role of arche. It was initially expressed in the symbols of Parmenides, who recognized a divine
         Beyond in comparison to which the world of coming-to-be was “immanent” in the sense
         of existing on “this” side of God. Once the experience of the separation of immanent
         and transcendent had received approximately adequate language to express the experience,
         “there is no more need for the divine to release being mythically and genetically
         into its becoming.” Instead, the divine assumed the position of a “transcendent-creative
         demiurge.”[74]   
      

      
      The new intellectual clarity regarding the structure of being engendered new problems
         of interpretation inasmuch as “the divine” and “the worldly” are not “things that
         lie on this side or that side of a spatial dividing line.” The reality Voegelin identified
         as the primary experience of the cosmos was not obliterated or eclipsed simply because
         the experience of the structure of reality was expressed or symbolized in more adequate
         language: even today the sun comes up in the east every morning. Rather, the aforementioned
         clarity brings new interpretive problems with it. Specifically, the terms immanence
         and transcendence are merely “indices” that point to the dissociation or differentiation
         achieved by the experience of transcendence. Being, therefore is symbolized as “a
         network of ordered relationships” that had previously been a datum of the primary
         experience of the cosmos. In other words, the dissociation of the primary experience
         of the cosmos (initially expressed in cosmogonic myths) does not dissolve the bond
         or “network” between God and the world, which is still the cosmos characterized by
         various rhythms but now experienced in terms of the aforementioned indices.[75]   
      

      
      The third “complex” of problems emergent from the experience of the structure of being
         concerned the relationship of the newly differentiated immanent-transcendent order
         and the human being cognizant of it. The logical options included the possibility
         that the order of being was unintelligible or that humans might simply and arbitrarily
         impose their own notions on chaos and call it order. However, the literary evidence
         indicated “a remarkable conformity between the order of thought and the order of being”
         (eine bemerkenswerte Übereinstimmung von Denk- und Seinsordnung).[76]    The reason, very simply, was that the original undifferentiated experience, the
         aforementioned primary experience of the cosmos, never was lost. Human beings remained
         “consubstantial with the things of their surroundings” and understood their place
         in the cosmos as one of participation and partnership.
      

      
      What began with the Ionian dissociation of the cosmos was completed by the separation
         of the cosmos into partners, a world of more or less autonomous things, and a divine
         Ground of Being beyond the world. Between the two was to be found human being, the
         locus where the dissociation took place and where the respective indices, God and
         world, nevertheless encountered one another in the manifold of experiences expressed
         directly by terms such as hope, love, turning-around, turning-toward, and so on.
      

      
      Voegelin then provided a summary of his analysis of the question, “what is nature?”
         When the question of the “autonomous nature of the existing things of the world” has
         been differentiated in human consciousness, “the question of the nature of God also
         arises without whom, understood as transcending the world, there could not be any
         world of things this side of God, endowed with autonomous natures.”[77]    On the contrary, prior to the dissociation there is only the primary experience
         of the cosmos undifferentiated and consubstantial. Moreover, such experience contained
         no differentiated problem of human being either. That is, there is no being who experiences
         herself as the one who experiences order and so is concerned with its truth and thus
         with the truth of human nature. “This ontological complex makes sense only as a whole.
         Philosophizing becomes senseless if it isolates one of its components without regard
         for the others.”[78]    That is why several elements or “indices,” namely divine, worldly, and human being,
         express in principle “the indivisibility of the ontological complex” that is not to
         be butchered into several autonomous disjecta membra.[79]    Voegelin summarized the problem as follows:
      

      
      
         The differentiating achievement of the experience of being rests precisely on gaining
            clarity about the attunement of the reality of the order of being with the truth of knowledge, of einai [being] with noein [thinking], of the divine creation of the order of being with human participation
            in it through a knowing ordering of man’s own being. The ordering of man and society
            through right action is a part of the ordering that governs the cosmos throughout.[80]   
         

         
      

      The spoudaios, as noted, is the creator of ethics because, precisely, of his attunement with the
         divine Ground of Being.[81]   
      

      
      Voegelin’s argument and interpretation of Aristotle cleared up a number of problems
         that have persisted to this day and that might suitably be
 mentioned by way of conclusion. First of all, the differentiation of the “this-side-of-the-divine,”
         which we call the world or the world of existent things,
 removes the question of the arche from consideration. If nevertheless we persist in asking about the origin of the
         world in the sense of a beginning in time, we have already introduced a hypostatization
         of the order of being into an existing thing, the world. That is, “we have forgotten
         that there is no ‘being’ and ‘world,’ but that being and world are ordering relationships
         pertaining to the cosmos in which we are living, now as before.” This is because the
         whole question of arche makes sense not in terms of philosophical differentiation but in terms of the pre-philosophic
         primary experience of the cosmos.[82]   
      

      
      A second matter clarified by Voegelin’s analysis was the matter of equivalence or
         of the similarity in meaning of distinct symbolic “configurations.” In the sphere
         of myth, Voegelin said, the question of the world and being
      

      
      
         takes on the form of cosmogonic speculation, in the symbolism of revelation it figures
            as the divine creation out of nothing; in philosophy, as the question of the ground
            of being of the world. What is newly differentiated in philosophizing is the concomitant
            experience of man as the entity who experiences the order of being and his own order
            as something in attunement with it.[83]   
         

         
      

      In short, the question of the beginning, the arche, is reformulated by philosophy into a concern with the integration of human being
         into the divine order of being by attunement of the “most divine” part of humans,
         their reason, with the divine Reason.
      

      
      Reason

      
      Voegelin’s 1977 essay “Reason: The Classic Experience” was essentially an elaboration
         of the third “complex” identified above. He began by making a few preliminary points.
         First, although Reason, Nous, is a constituent of human being, its discovery by Plato and Aristotle to be the
         source of order in the human psyche and “its differentiation and articulation through
         language symbols, is an historical event.”[84]    Indeed, Voegelin said, “the discovery of Reason divided history into a Before
         and After” not in any apocalyptic sense but as a consciousness of a new and meaningful
         epoch within history. Notwithstanding the significance of this discovery and its differentiation
         from the primary experience of the cosmos, and precisely because Reason had always
         been a constituent of humanity, its presence, whether differentiated or not, “had
         not prevented the order of society from falling into the disorder that they [the philosophers]
         resisted.”[85]    In other words, individual philosophical acts of resistance to disorder was one
         thing; establishing a well-ordered regime was quite another.
      

      
      Balancing the moment of resistance, Voegelin introduced another image, “luminosity.”
         As a general metaphor, we say something is luminous when it is illuminated from within
         rather than lit from the outside. In the context of human being, we can say that consciousness
         can be intentional and “light up” the phenomena of the world by directing itself toward
         an object or phenomenon or it can be “luminous” as the meditative awareness or “apperception”
         (as distinct from intentional perception) that consciousness participates in reality
         and is reflectively aware of its participation. As we quoted Voegelin in the last
         section, it is an internal clarity regarding the attunement of being and thinking.
         The two terms, luminosity and consciousness of epoch, reinforce one another insofar
         as once one is conscious of Reason, or, historically speaking “once man’s humanity
         had become luminous for its order,” there could be no going back; “one could not return
         from this meaningful advance of insight to less differentiated modes of experience
         and symbolization” for the self-evident reason that the luminosity of human existence
         was experienced as true and that the concern for human beings to live in truth became
         significant, even pressing.[86]    To the extent that humans are yet concerned with living in truth, they still live
         in the epoch opened by the discovery and articulation of Nous.
      

      
      Starting from the resistance to disorder, of which the analysis of physei dikaion is an example, the philosophers—specifically, Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle—experienced
         directly a “force” that enabled them to resist, which they called Nous, Reason. Indeed, Aristotle summarily characterized human being as a living being
         possessing nous, a zoon noun echon or a zoon noetikon. Voegelin expanded this well-known “personal” description from the Ethics to include the characterization of human being from the Politics as a zoon politikon and invented an entirely new term, zoon historikon, to characterize the “historicity” of human being. Reason in human being therefore
         has three dimensions: personal, political, and historical. Voegelin called this ensemble
         the “specific nature” of human being. In addition, however, “man is not a disembodied
         psyche ordered by Reason. Through his body he participates in organic reality, both
         animal and vegetative, as well as in the realm of matter; and in his psyche he experiences
         not only the noetic movement toward order but also the pull of the passions.”[87]    This is, of course, Aristotle’s familiar description of human being as a syntheton  or “synthetic” being to which Voegelin added that this “synthetic” nature added
         to human specificity allows for the characterization of human being as “integral.”
      

      
      This “integral” nature of human being is comprised of the noetic psyche with the three
         dimensions of personal, political, and historical order along with the reality of
         human participation in the hierarchy of being from the “most divine” part of the soul,
         the Nous, down to matter. Such a multifaceted understanding of human being constituted Voegelin’s
         modification of the analysis, in the Ethics and Politics chiefly, of what Aristotle called peri ta anthropina, the study of things pertaining to our humanity.[88]   
      

      
      The reality experienced by philosophers is of existence in a “state of unrest” or
         “precariousness.” It is not so much a question of fear, which is shared with animals,
         at least with respect to specific fear-inducing situations, but an awareness that
         humans are not self-created, autonomous beings that carry the origin and meaning of
         existence within themselves. This precariousness exists within the limits of birth
         and death as biological realities, but also as mysteries, which the realities of birth
         and death are not for animals. Humans raise questions about the meaning of it all,
         including birth and death; to use the classical formula, they wonder about the ultimate Ground or cause or foundation of all reality, including themselves.
         Human beings are not therefore just living beings, animals, but animals who raise
         questions about the questionable status of being human. If this is true of human being
         as such, it is true for human beings at all times, notwithstanding the discovery by
         the philosophers at a specific time that a questioning consciousness is a constituent
         of all humanity and not just of themselves. In keeping with the previous usage, which
         admittedly has not been thoroughly analyzed, we can call the discovery of Nous the achievement of a more differentiated mode of consciousness.
      

      
      In Plato’s Theatetus one can still sense the “shock of the transition” from pre-philosophical to noetic
         consciousness.[89]    Here Socrates says that “philosophy has no other beginning” than wonder, thaumazein. A generation later, with Aristotle, the shock has apparently worn off, and he opened
         the Metaphysics with the statement “all human beings (anthropoi) desire to know”;[90]    we should stress: all human beings, not just philosophers, where “all human beings”
         meant not a head count but that the philosopher’s response of the Theatetus has become representative of humanity.
      

      
      Second, Aristotle reiterated Plato’s point that through wonder human beings first
         began to philosophize as they do today. Initially they would wonder at obvious perplexities,
         such as changes in the moon and the sun and then about greater things such as the
         stars and about the genesis of all things (tou pantos). When one wonders, one does so because of the indubitable experience of ignorance
         and “unrest” with respect to it. Occasionally this experience of ignorance is “luminous”
         enough to be understood in consciousness as reflecting a more profound ignorance regarding
         the meaning of existence.
      

      
      Some people, Aristotle continued, express this experience of ignorance and an unrest
         that seeks to understand both the experience of ignorance and that of which the ignorant
         one is ignorant in terms of myth. Accordingly, he said, “the philomythos is in a sense a philosophos because myths are comprised of wonders.”[91]    In a sense the philomythos is also not a philosophos because the language used in philosophy to express the experience of wonder is more
         “coherent.”[92]    The question of coherence or, more broadly, of differentiation and compactness
         of experience and symbolization, does not affect the identity of the structure of
         our integral humanity.
      

      
      It does affect, however, the validity of the more compact or less coherent symbols
         of the myth once it is recognized that the experiential source of the validity of
         the symbols originates in the psyche. Under these latter conditions, the human being
         who asks questions about the meaning of existence, its source, and the Divine Ground
         about which the human being realizes the questions are asked, this human being will
         “merge in the experience of questioning as a divine-human encounter and reemerge as
         the participants in the encounter that has the luminosity and structure of consciousness.”
         In other words, for the philosopher the act of questioning unrest or searching for
         the meaning of existence (or the divine Ground of Being) contains already a kind of
         answer because the human being “is moved to his search of the ground by the Divine
         Ground of which he is in search.” In short, “the ground is not a spatially distant
         thing but a divine presence that becomes manifest in the experience of unrest and
         the desire to know.”[93]   
      

      
      The implications of such an understanding of philosophy are significant. First, philosophy
         is not a set of ideas or opinions mysteriously dispensed to some somewhat otherworldly
         human being who decides to call himself a philosopher. Rather philosophy is both an
         active and responsive pursuit of the experience of questioning unrest and wonder to
         the divine source that initially aroused the wonder in a psyche that was passive.
         Paradoxically, philosophical experience is both active as a search and passive as
         a response to a source beyond the activity of the psyche. Moreover, the psyche becomes
         aware of itself, or “luminous,” to use Voegelin’s image, as an active movement toward
         the Ground that is experienced passively in the psyche as its mover.
      

      
      The Ground can be apprehended or apperceived “by the meditative ascent through the
         via negativa.” As we noted above, the Ground is not to be found among worldly phenomena and not to be found among the purposes of hedonistic or even political action but “lies beyond
         this world” of phenomena and purposes.[94]    Put another way, human being is ignorant but not entirely ignorant since we are
         aware of our ignorance; but neither are we ever entirely self-conscious. This movement
         back and forth between the things of the world and their source or meaning, which
         Voegelin called the divine-human encounter, constitutes a “unit of meaning” that Voegelin
         called “man’s tension toward the Divine Ground of existence.”[95]    To summarize: if we begin in wonder, confusion, and ignorance, we also and thereby
         begin a quest for understanding or knowledge. This movement beyond sheer wonder is
         guided by human awareness that we exist from a Ground that is not ourselves, which
         is the first step in our discovery of the intelligibility of reality.[96]   
      

      
      Voegelin then discussed the various pathologies of the psyche, particularly as described
         by the Stoics and especially by Cicero. They are, to be sure, amusing because they
         look so contemporary. The reason, of course, is that they all stem from the refusal
         of the psyche to be open to the questioning searching or to allow itself to be attracted
         beyond the things and activities of the world. The consequence, to use the Stoic symbol,
         is alienation from reality and anxiety about it, a kind of self-induced ignorance
         that refuses to follow the direction evoked by the divine presence already present
         in the initial unrest of wonder. The unrest is still present in the psyche but, without
         direction, grows disoriented in various and predictable ways.[97]   
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      The development of noetic consciousness in the psyche, particularly in Aristotle’s
         philosophy, articulates the full range of human nature. It is an event in history,
         not an idea or the start of a tradition. The language symbols Aristotle developed
         are true in the sense “that they intelligibly articulate the experience of existential
         unrest in the process of becoming cognitively luminous.”[98]    This effort was preceded by the poets and their myth, as the poets were preceded
         by others unknown to us who nevertheless were also engaged in efforts to symbolize
         our humanity in quest of its relation to the Divine Ground. Philosophy is distinct
         in being first to articulate the structure of the quest itself beginning with the
         questioning unrest, followed by the discovery of the divine Nous as the mover of the questioner, the experience of the discovery of participation in
         the quest and of becoming cognitively aware of, or “luminous” for, the meaning of
         the psychic movement between the phenomena of the world and their meaning.
      

      
      These insights concerning reason were gained by the philosophical resistance to the
         personal and social disorder of the day and to which we must add the disorders today
         regarding the meaning of history. The achievement of the philosophical understanding
         of human nature was not a prophylactic against personal, social, or historical disorder
         regarding the structure of reality but a new “level of critical consciousness concerning
         the order of existence.”[99]    Hence the awareness of epoch noted above.
      

      
      Toward the end of his life Aristotle is supposed to have said, “The more solitary
         I become the more I become a lover of myths” (philomythoteros).[100]    Thus the philosopher’s fundamental experience never moves entirely beyond the
         myth-forming experiences of earlier times.
      

      
      Notes
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      Response to Barry Cooper

      
         
         Thomas W. Smith

         
         
         
      

      
      Professor Cooper’s chapter provides an excellent starting point for a book devoted
         to ancient and modern conceptions of nature. I have nothing to criticize or to add.
         Rather, I will try to advance our discussion of the themes of the book by sketching
         a very brief account of the way a recovery of human nature might proceed through a
         renewed sense of mediation.
      

      
      Voegelin on Aristotle:
 Mediation and Human Nature
      

      
      Eric Voegelin believes that the concepts, symbols, and questions arising out of philosophy
         must be referred to the experience of the philosopher who develops them. So philosophy
         for Voegelin is not simply a matter of sorting through problems of logical consistency,
         or comparing the merits of certain philosophical accounts to others. Rather, the person
         who interprets a great philosopher must engage in acts of sympathetic imagination
         to enter the experience of the thinker in question. Further, adequate interpretation
         not only proceeds on the basis of this sympathetic participation in a field of experience
         that Voegelin thinks is permanent and permanently available. It moves out from there
         to examine the relationship of the symbolization to its originating experience, interpreting
         symbols and concepts not as objects of speculation, but rather as referents that point
         back to the experience they seek to mediate.[1]     So what experience does Voegelin see at the heart of Aristotle’s concept of nature?
      

      
      In Voegelin’s terms, classical Greek philosophers discovered a world-transcendent
         reality, differentiated out of a cosmological experience in which gods and mortals
         were partners in an order of being that encompassed both.[2]   With the discovery that the divine is “beyond being in dignity and power,”[3]   the basis for social order is no longer located in a cosmos full of gods, but rather
         lies within the philosopher’s soul, formed in relation to this Ground. Voegelin thinks
         that once divine transcendence is discovered the ancient Greek philosophers developed
         a symbolization that tried to relate human being to this transcendent reality. A central
         difficulty becomes conceptualizing the relationship between the changing circumstances
         of human life and the variability of right human action—which concerns what Aristotle
         calls the ultimate particular[4]—and an unchanging, transcendent ground. For Voegelin, Aristotle addresses this challenge
         by employing the term “human nature.” The Greek term for nature (phusis) implies growth and maturation of an organism in line with the arc of the structure
         of development it somehow carries within itself.[5]   In Aristotle’s view, human beings have a kind of composite nature, in which our
         natural biological needs and drives (for food, shelter, sex, for example) are met
         not simply instinctually, but rather by actualizing our capacity for logos. In Voegelin’s interpretation, phronesis, insofar as it is the full flowering of this capacity, is the divine becoming manifest
         when the person of mature character (spoudaios) acts well.[6]   As Professor Cooper points out, in Voegelin’s interpretation the phronimos is a kind of mediator or go-between for divine reality.[7]  
      

      
      Aristotle thinks human beings are naturally political because he thinks that the activities
         of citizenship are the sine qua non for certain critically important dimensions of human nature to become actualized—public
         participation in common deliberation and action are an intrinsic part of the human
         good. This claim about the limited but intrinsic good of public action provides a
         lodestar for political reflection in the history of the West.
      

      
      Aquinas: Human Nature as Participation in Mediating Communions

      
      With revelation, the problem of human nature in relation to the divine shifts.[8]   For Aquinas, revelation was necessary because human beings are ordered to an end
         that exceeds the capacities of our nature to attain.[9]   With this claim of the creature’s utter dependence on God for its origin and end
         comes at least two potential separations. First, there is a potential separation between
         two of the deepest longings of human nature. On the one hand, the Aristotelian point
         remains that it is intrinsically good for human beings to engage in a life of public
         action, building up the human community through our efforts in the world. On the other
         hand, the Christian revelation invites us into an abundant life beyond the confines
         of the world. The relationship of these two longings is further complicated by claims
         of the Church. Christians claim that God remains with and guides the Church. It is
         His vehicle in history to spread the Gospel by being a sacrament of mediation between
         God and humankind.[10]   Philosophy locates the basis of social order in the philosopher’s soul. Christianity
         confronts political life with an organized community whose relationship with Christ
         reveals something essential about the human person in a way that provides the simplest
         among us with access to a wisdom that claims to be able to judge the rulers of the
         world. The complication is that while the salvation the Church seeks to mediate is
         not of this world, it must be worked out in this world. So if the Church is going
         to be a bridge over the abyss between humankind and God, it must be able to guide
         and direct the lives of its members in some comprehensive way—economically, politically,
         socially, personally—because every dimension of each human life is involved in salvation.
         So while the Church insists it is indifferent about the best regime, in practice it
         reserves to itself a kind of theocratic oversight of every sphere of human life.[11]   In sum, the Church’s mission tends to exacerbate the tension between the two deepest
         longings of the human heart. At some point, reasonable citizens—even devout Christians—will
         complain that the Church is stepping outside the boundaries of its competence in trying
         to guide spiritually this or that complex human phenomenon. In these cases, the longing
         for salvation and the longing for political action will be in tension. This is to
         say nothing of the powerful strain of modern political thought—exemplified in Machiavelli’s
         Prince, for instance—that complains that the longing for eternity enervates the longing
         for active engagement in the affairs of the world.
      

      
      This first potential separation is a subset of a larger potential separation: that
         of God from the world. The Christian (or Jewish or Muslim) conception of creation
         is not an assertion about an event that happened a long time ago. Neither is it directed
         primarily against the claims of atheism (viz., the universe was created purposefully by a God who exists and so is not random
         chaos or a product of necessity). Rather, the claim about creation seeks to address
         the questions raised by the experience of contingency. In confronting any particular
         reality, I can say, “That need not exist.” Since I can say that of every discrete
         reality in the world, by extension I can say it about the universe in toto. This experience of radical contingency provokes the questions: “Why is there something;
         why not nothing?” and “Why is that something the way it is, why not different?”[12]   The doctrine of creation is a way of responding to these questions, orienting the
         believer existentially to a range of realities that have their being only because
         they remain radically dependent on a Creator, calling them into being out of sheer
         gift for no other reason than that creatures may experience God’s own delight.[13]   The teaching about creation provides resources for the cultivation of the believer’s
         spiritual disposition: On the one hand, she should gratefully delight in these created
         goods because they are from God. On the other, she must neither cling to them possessively
         nor worship them because they cannot satisfy the infinite desires of her heart.
      

      
      The doctrine of creation raises at least three questions: 1. The Theodicy Question
         (How to account for the reality of evil in a world made by a good God?) 2. The Ontological
         Question (What integrity do individual existents have?) 3. The Freedom Question (If
         God’s providence is the cause of every contingent event, how am I free?). These are
         approached differently by what might be characterized as partisans of the world and
         partisans of God. For partisans of the world, the emphasis falls on insisting on the
         integrity and autonomy of natural realities apart from God, human beings included.
         Partisans of the world defend its “natural integrity,” as it were, against the seeming
         encroachment of God’s providence. For partisans of God, the emphasis falls on defending
         the transcendence and freedom of God against the world’s apparent integrity and autonomy.
         A natural tendency of the latter will be in the direction of an iconoclasm that is
         always suspicious of idolatry. One way the debate over the implications of creation
         was joined was precisely over the reception of Aristotle into Jewish, Christian, and
         Muslim communities in the Middle Ages—including his conception of nature.[14]  
      

      
      One might say that the medieval Christian world at its best refused to render these
         potential separations actual and accomplished this by consistently invoking sacramental
         mediation. According to this notion, God and the world are not in competition. Creation
         and God do not exist over and against each other, competing for freedom, being, integrity,
         resources, or attention. Rather, the created universe is an ongoing manifestation
         of the unutterable mystery of divine presence, which indwells in every created reality
         precisely out of its transcendence. For instance, the Church presented her communion
         and its sacraments and saints—with their relics and pilgrimages and devotions—as so
         many bridges over the abyss between humankind and God.
      

      
      In a like way one cannot understand a thinker like Thomas Aquinas unless one grasps
         that mediation is a hidden key that unlocks the features of his thought that seek
         to hold together potential separations in productive tension—Aquinas always distinguishes
         to unite. Specifically, Aquinas conceptualizes the divine governance of the universe
         in terms of a series of analogous communions that participate in providential care
         according to their different modes of existence. While plants and animals participate
         in God’s plan through natural growth and instinct, human beings participate in a self-aware
         manner through reason, as a rational subject would participate in the legislation
         of the lawgiver by directing the particulars of her life in accord with his rule.[15]   This wildly creative conceptualization of human nature belonging to and caring
         for a series of nested communions—religious, familial, political—that participate
         in the divine lawgiver’s providential reason allowed Aquinas to hold in tension potential
         separations that otherwise might spin away from each other. In particular, they allow
         him to preserve what the partisans of God and the partisans of the world each seek
         to defend. God is symbolized in a way that protects his unutterable transcendence
         and his freedom to providentially care for his creation. In turn, each created reality
         is conceived of as having a natural integrity of its own—an integrity that participates
         in divine providence more fully to the extent to which it becomes more itself.[16]  
      

      
      In turn, because of Aquinas’s sense of mediation, he is able to hold together what
         I have called the potential separation in the human soul. He conceptualizes the desire
         for active engagement in public affairs as the desire for active service to a series
         of analogous communions that are a foretaste of the communion of saints. For him human
         polities properly aim at a common good that is not a mere sum of individual goods
         even though they should include and affirm them. The goal of genuine politics is integral
         to human flourishing. Thomas calls this end conversatio: to have conversation, communion, and convivial exchange in every dimension of human
         life, including mutual help in intellectual, moral, and spiritual development.[17]   In sum, Aquinas’s notion of human nature as a sharing in divine providence through
         participation in mediating and analogous communions unites the soul’s dual desires
         for active engagement in the public affairs of the world on the one hand and for the
         felicity of eternity on the other.
      

      
      The Rejection of Mediation and Its Consequences

      
      At this point I will paint with an even broader brush, offering some suggestions about
         human nature’s contemporary predicament and how the way forward may need to go through
         a recovery of mediation. The Reformation rejected the mediation of the Church. For
         instance, Luther held that the believer is saved by the Word of God by faith alone,
         which is produced by a grace that gives each Christian the liberty of kings and priests.[18]   In general, the rejection of mediation threatens to render actual the potential
         separations that come into play once God’s transcendence is revealed. And it does
         so in both directions: first, in terms of the human soul’s longings for public activity
         in this life and for felicity in the next; and second, in terms of the separation
         of God from creation. Consider this sentence from Marcel Gauchet: “The Reformation
         brought the beginnings of an appropriate awareness of divine otherness and its consequences,
         whereby whole sections of social practice were informed and wrought by the dynamics
         of terrestrial appropriation demanded by a separated god.”[19]  
      

      
      The mediating medieval institutions, rituals, practices, and sympathies that held
         together these potential separations in tension broke apart at the advent of the modern
         age. Liberal democracy was born out of revulsion with the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century-wars
         fought over the resulting religious differences and the violent intolerant uremic
         poison Christian communities surrendered to.[20]   The solution for proto-liberals like Hobbes was to seek a new kind of unity by
         resolving these differences through the application of state power in a way that generated
         trust and mutual consent. The result brought back religious unity to individual Christian
         nations for a time under the principle cuius regio, eius religio—until they moved beyond the notion of Christian nationhood in favor of a secular
         self-understanding.
      

      
      Yet the kind of unity at which Western liberal democracies now aim is bought about
         at the paradoxical price of creating further separations. First of all, thinking about
         politics from within their perspective entails a primordial separation of social life
         from the divine: political thinking must proceed “exclusively in human terms, without
         appeal to divine revelation.”[21]   Of course, compared to an alternative of civil strife and violence, this makes
         perfect sense. Yet from another perspective, this basic separation of God from public
         life refuses in principle to integrate what we have called the two deepest longings
         of human nature: the soul of the believer is split into public citizen versus private pilgrim.[22]   Further, unlike for Aristotle, in liberal democracy politics is not the field of
         activity on which human nature works out an important aspect of its potential for
         flourishing. Rather, politics is consistently interpreted as a kind of neutral power
         that provides the mechanism by which the problem of human nature is overcome. Specifically,
         early liberal theory interpreted humanity’s natural state as a collection of individuals
         with potentially opposed interests who must somehow be unified through the action
         of the sovereign. Yet as Tocqueville noted, the opportunities for citizenship—understood
         as active direction of a community’s affairs—become severely attenuated in liberal
         democracies that now interpret human nature in terms of an individualist withdrawal
         from public life. For Tocqueville, individuals are ersatz citizens who have withdrawn
         from the common thing, confining their lives to tightly circumscribed social circles
         that include only family and close friends. At the heart of modern liberal democracy
         is a paradoxical drive toward both statism and individualism, neither of which is
         a political form in Aristotle’s or Aquinas’s robust senses. In sum, as it seeks to
         unify a collection of atomistic individuals the modern democratic nation represses
         the two deepest desires of the human heart:
      

      
      
         The modern State thus rests on the repression, in any case the frustration, of the
            two most powerful human affects: on the one hand the passionate interest in this world
            as expressed in active participation in the common thing, and on the other the passionate
            interest in the eternal and infinite as expressed in the postulation of another world
            and participation in a community of faith. As I have said, with these two fundamental
            movements repressed or frustrated, the soul no longer recognizes itself, and thus
            observers conclude that we have entered a postcivic as well as post-Christian era.[23]  
         

         
      

      The lives of individuals in modern democracies are splintered into unrelated compartments
         that they are not permitted to integrate. Consequently, they experience alienation
         and frustration amid security, individual freedom, and plenty.[24]   In addition, liberal democracies seek unity of purpose by pursuing apparently neutral
         means that can be put to any private use by citizens: security, freedom of choice,
         and economic prosperity. But these depend on a perpetual struggle against nature on
         the part of modern science and technology. So liberal democracy splinters and truncates
         human nature and then pits it against nature in turn.
      

      
      For these reasons, returning to ancient or medieval conceptions of nature is impossible
         to conceive without widespread and revolutionary—and possibly violent—changes to our
         political and economic order. For that reason alone we should tread very lightly around
         the possibility of such a return, however attractive it might initially appear. And
         to make matters worse, increasingly we are witnessing the reactions of fanatical partisans
         of God who believe that conceiving human life as a system of intentional separations
         is diabolical.
      

      
      Pundits tell us that the Islamic world needs a new Reformation. Traditionalists tell
         us that the West needs to return to an older conception of nature to reimpose limits
         on human conduct, particularly in the face of a posthuman future. Progressives and
         libertarians tell us that we need to redouble our efforts to ensure the liberating
         future of our way of life through modern science, economic growth, and the advance
         of equality and individual freedom. Could it be that each of these in different ways
         implicitly rejects mediation and so already inhabits the system of separation that
         is at the heart of our dilemma? If so, their remedies for our predicament will create
         more of the same.
      

      
      So perhaps recovering a capacious sense of human nature should proceed by recovering—not
         only an Aristotelian or Thomistic notion of human nature—but also the sense of mediation
         that is present in each thinker. This might help us bring together what has been divided—what
         keeps us alienated from our own deepest longings—as we struggle to enact with moderation
         and mutual care the consequences of the separations we are living with.
      

      
      Notes
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      The basis of this chapter is a conviction that philosophical thought about the categories
         of both nature and human nature must be informed by a proper appreciation of what Eric Voegelin calls “the primary
         experience of the cosmos,” an appreciation that entails remembering that the natural
         world and human beings never cease to be participants in a unified, consubstantial
         wholeness of reality that includes the divine ground of reality.[1] Failure to give due attention to the primary experience of the cosmos—the experience
         of the cosmic ontological indivisibility that remains the condition for all understanding
         of both the order of the natural world and the meaning of human existence—is an analytical
         oversight of the first importance and has led to numerous philosophical blunders.
         It will be the purpose here to throw some light on these problems by considering how
         ideas of nature, human nature, and, briefly, human dignity, cannot be adequately understood
         without appreciating how the meaning of each of them has emerged from, and remains
         permanently rooted in, the primal experience of a divine-worldly cosmos.
      

      
      The Primary Experience of the Cosmos

      
      In early cultures throughout the world, up to the first millennium BCE—when crucial
         discoveries regarding the transcendent character of divine reality occurred in China,
         India, ancient Israel, and Greece—the whole of reality was experienced as an interwoven
         unity of “things” that included the divine sources of power and order. Our ancestors’
         consciousness that experienced reality in this manner has been designated by various
         terms: mythopoeic, magical, pre-philosophical, primitive, and so forth. Eric Voegelin,
         with others, prefers to call it “cosmological consciousness,” since to us its most
         vivid trait is that it experiences all reality as the “compact” unity of the cosmos, with the latter not yet “dissociated” into segregated orders of being within reality.[2] This primary experience of the cosmos is of a primal “togetherness and one-in-anotherness”:
         that is, all aspects of being are experienced with such intimacy that the “separateness of substances” later conceptually attributed to such distinguishable ontological orders as divine
         being, the natural world, social reality, and the individual person is overriden by
         a sense of their underlying consubstantiality. Thus, when we imaginatively enter the outlook of cosmological consciousness we find
         ourselves moving
      

      
      
         in a charmed community where everything that meets us has force and will and feelings,
            where animals and plants can be men and gods, where men can be divine and gods are
            kings, where the feathery morning sky is the falcon Horus and the Sun and Moon are
            his eyes, where the underground sameness of being is a conductor for magic currents
            of good and evil force . . . [,] where things are the same and not the same, and can
            change into each other.[3] 
         

         
      

      The principal symbolic vehicle through which such consciousness expresses its experience
         of the order of reality is the cosmological myth, which accounts for how things are
         by describing or evoking the mutual involvement and interpenetrability of gods, the
         natural world, and humans.
      

      
      It required the “breaking” of the cosmological myth for what we now call nature and human nature to be released into conceptual autonomy, allowing them to be regarded and investigated
         as intelligible structures no longer immediately imbued with the power and mystery
         of sacred “force and will and feelings.” In Voegelin’s language, the four basic “partners”
         in the primordial “community of being”—God, world, society, and the individual—had
         to be conceptually and imaginatively differentiated from each other.[4] And this is what begins (or dramatically advances) with varying degrees of sophistication
         or completeness, and relying upon varyingly useful inherited or adapted linguistic
         symbols, in the civilizations of China, India, ancient Israel, and Greece during the
         first millennium BCE.
      

      
      As a prelude to a more detailed consideration of the conceptually differentiated categories
         of nature and human nature, we will begin by examining the preliminary differentiation that allowed these categories
         to come into focus in the first place: the differentiation of world-immanent being
         from world-transcendent God.
      

      
      The Initial Differentiation:
 Immanence and Transcendence
      

      
      The elemental differentiation that breaks the authority of the cosmological myth is
         the imaginative and conceptual separation of world and divinity. As Voegelin describes
         this differentiation [as occurring in the Greek philosophical context]:
      

      
      
         [It] dissolves the image of reality produced by the primary cosmic experience. A de-divinized
            world takes the place of a cosmos full of gods, and correlatively, the divine is concentrated
            into a world-transcendent ground of being. . . . “[I]mmanent” and “transcendent” are
            the spatio-metaphorical indices attributed to realms of reality that have become,
            respectively, the world of things in space and time, and the divine being of the ground
            beyond space and time.[5] 
         

         
      

      Without this primal differentiation, there could be no study or examination of the
         natural world, or of individual human nature, or of social organizations, understood
         as conceptually autonomous orders of being; the “removal” of divine power and will
         from the immanent order of reality into transcendence allows the world and its creatures
         to be investigated “on their own terms” (i.e., in terms of their intrinsic structural
         and developmental intelligibilities). As Bernard Lonergan writes, this is “the predominant differentiation of consciousness” in the history of humankind—“predominant” both
         in terms of its influence on later peoples’ envisionings of the structure of reality
         and in terms of its logical and psychological priority in relation to other differentiations.[6] 
      

      
      It must be remembered, though, that the conceptual autonomy accorded the dedivinized
         world of space and time through this differentiation is a “relative autonomy.”[7] The differentiation of transcendence does not dissolve the intimate relationship
         between the order of things in the world and the divine ordering presence that has
         both created and sustains them. There is a permanent imaginal danger that inheres
         in the notion of transcendence, which is that the “beyondness” of the divine will
         be taken to refer to some kind of spatial separation or absence: world “here,” God
         “out there.” Lonergan tries to indicate and mitigate this danger and its impact by
         referring to transcendence as a “realm of meaning,” a realm that, while distinguishable from other realms of meaning, is not to be
         conceived as an elsewhere, or as an entity disconnected from the world.[8] Voegelin returns continually to this same point, cognizant as he is of the enormity
         of the blunder entailed in forgetting that reality is always a worldly divine order—a
         cosmos. “Things existing in this world,” he writes, “have, in addition to the order
         of their autonomous existence and of their relations to one another, also a dimension
         of order in relation to the divine, nonworldly ground of being. There are no things that are merely immanent.”[9] What this last sentence means is that the term immanence is only meaningful in relation to the term transcendence. The two terms have no meaning apart from their intelligibility as linked “indices”
         in the explanatory differentiation of the primary experience of reality in its wholeness;
         the terms are “exegetic, not descriptive” in their function and so must “never be
         used in isolation” from each other. Thus to speak, for example, of “immanent man,
         or of an immanent world, or of an immanentist conception of the world, or something
         like that, is pure nonsense. . . . If there is no transcendence, nothing is immanent
         either; you have simply confused philosophy.”[10] 
      

      
      And much confused philosophy of this sort there indeed is. One can pinpoint one of
         its sources, Voegelin points out, in the philosophical failure to understand that
         the concept of “being” did not originate in Greek philosophical interpretations of
         the world from which divinity had been eliminated. The term “being,” properly understood in light of its experiential origin, carries
         with it as a sort of conceptual background or substrate experiences of the unified
         wholeness of reality (the cosmos) upon which all differentiations of distinct orders
         or realms within reality are based. The foundational philosophical “experience of being,” as Voegelin carefully explains, is the experience
         of reality that discovers that “being” can be employed as a “common denominator” for
         both the world of things and their divine source or origin. Thus “[t]he experience of being differentiates the
         order of things (a) into their autonomy, (b) in their relation to one another, and
         (c) in their relation to their origin. This experience discovers the order of the cosmos.”[11] There is no authentic or accurate philosophical vision of, or investigation into,
         “being” per se that is not an account of the order of the cosmos as a whole; and any
         philosophical analysis involving any of the “partners” in the community of being,
         or of relationships between them, that attempts to address the comprehensive context
         of significance within which its subject is situated undermines and deforms itself
         if all the partners in the primordial community are not recognized. For our purposes,
         this means that any philosophy of nature or human nature that ignores the full field
         of reality known in the primary experience of the cosmos is in principle a distorted
         or deformed analysis.
      

      
      With this in mind, let us turn to post-cosmological experiences and modes of investigating
         the natural world.
      

      
      Knowing Nature: Common Sense and Science

      
      Once the “natural world” has been released into conceptual autonomy, it can be encountered
         and understood, as Bernard Lonergan explains, in two fundamentally distinct ways.
         The first of these may be described as the everyday secular manner of relating to
         the world: solving practical tasks, understanding how to use and appreciate natural
         and human-made objects, engaging in personal relations and social involvements, seeking
         entertainment and enjoyment, and, overarchingly, attempting to shape a successful
         and dignified performance in the drama of living. Lonergan calls this mode of relating
         to the world “common sense” and the meanings that are its concern the “realm of common
         sense.” This is the realm of meaning to which our familiar, everyday language refers
         and constitutes the world as known by the farmer, the poet, the businessman, the politician.
         The realm of common sense, writes Lonergan,
      

      
      
         is the realm of persons and things in their relations to us. It is the visible universe peopled by relatives, friends, acquaintances, fellow
            citizens, and the rest of humanity. We come to know it . . . by a self-correcting
            process of learning, in which insights gradually accumulate, coalesce, qualify and
            correct one another, until a point is reached where we are able to meet situations
            as they arise, size them up by adding a few more insights to the acquired store, and
            so deal with them in an appropriate fashion. Of the objects in this realm we speak
            in everyday language, in which words have the function . . . of completing [our focusing
            on things], of crystallizing our attitudes, expectations, intentions, of guiding all
            our actions.[12] 
         

         
      

      In the post-cosmological dispensation, the realm of persons and things “in their relations
         to us” is the world shorn of any sense of divine identity with things and persons; objects can be successfully understood, and pragmatic action
         successfully engaged in, without taking into account their relationship to ultimate
         divine meaning.[13] 
      

      
      But there is another manner of approaching the meanings that make up the immanent
         universe. In the exploration of the differentiated world of finite being, there arises
         a desire to understand things more rigorously, more systematically, than in terms
         of how they appear to our shifting perceptions, or of how they aesthetically delight
         us, or of how they satisfy our practical needs and desires. In human knowing there
         arises what Lonergan calls a “systematic exigence,” a demand of the inquiring mind
         to understand what is invariable about things, to understand things in terms of what they are in themselves. This is the mode of inquiry and understanding the ancient Greeks called theoria, and from it has arisen what we generally call science.[14] 
      

      
      The key distinguishing feature of scientific understanding is that it offers systematic explanations of objects in the world in terms of their intrinsic properties, their inherent developmental
         structures, and “the relations constituted by their uniform interactions with one
         another.”[15] Such explanations necessarily move beyond meanings based on sense-based perceptions
         and commonsense descriptions. To explain things in terms of intrinsic properties and
         uniform interactions requires insights different from those of common sense, insights
         that open up a new, abstract field that constitutes a distinct realm of meaning and
         requires special technical languages corresponding to the intelligibilities of the
         various explanatory sciences. “Objects” as explained by science belong to the same
         finite universe as the objects known by common sense; but the objects are now defined
         “by their internal relations, their congruences, and differences, the functions they
         fulfil in their interactions.” Theoretical language explains these in a language not
         understood by the mind uneducated in theoretical modes of insight. “Mass, temperature,
         the electromagnetic field are not objects in the world of common sense,” Lonergan
         writes.[16] They are meanings that pertain to the world of common sense, and their consistency and utility is verified through
         appeal to experiments carried out by common sense; but as scientific terms, their meanings can be understood only through
         comprehending their functions with related terms in essentially abstract, and often
         highly abstruse, systems of theoretical explanation.
      

      
      The idea and practice of science, however, itself develops, in that it advances historically
         in two distinct stages or phases. The first stage is the Greek conception of classical
         science, which aims at an ideal of knowing what is invariably true about natural phenomena,
         based on causal explanations conceived as necessary and universal. Its goal is essentially
         static: to obtain certain knowledge of what is necessarily so. In its second phase, however, the modern scientific ideal transforms explanatory
         theory into the much more dynamic, effective sciences with which we are familiar:
         where the contingent and particular, as well as the necessary and universal, are taken
         into account; where differences, variations, developments, and breakdowns are included
         in the relevant data; and where the ideal is a never-ending search to determine the
         terms and intelligible relations that explain all the objects and events in the finite universe, a search now understood as a process
         that attains, not necessary truth, but only better and better approximations toward the truth in the form of verified hypotheses always open to revision.[17] 
      

      
      In both phases of its development, then, science apprehends objects “not in their
         commonsense relations to us, but in their verifiable relations to one another.” But
         in modern science “the sciences have become ongoing processes” which in their development have worked out respective methods for advances and applications
         in each field—mechanical, physical, chemical, biological, and so on—based on an experiential
         appeal to all available data.[18] In this way they have produced the pure and applied sciences and consequent technologies
         that have transformed the modern world with dizzying rapidity. And the astonishing
         explanatory power and technologically creative capacity of this modern form of science
         have led many to come to view it as the only approach to “nature” that reveals what
         is true and real about the spatiotemporal world, with commonsense understandings of nature often demoted
         to the status of insignificant “subjective” ideas, or even to the status of “illusion.”
      

      
      Our concern, however, is with the fact that any post-cosmological mode of understanding of the natural world—commonsensical or scientific—can
         ignore or forget that nature is part of a cosmos, a divine-worldly whole, due to the
         conceptual “removal” of divine being to the invisible, intangible, non-observable
         realm of transcendence. Fascinated involvement in knowledge of the conceptually differentiated
         “immanent world” can lead to an eclipse of the participation of both nature and human
         knowing in a divine ground—to an ignoring, that is, of the primary experience of the
         cosmos and a philosophically indefensible abandonment of what Voegelin calls the “principle
         of the indivisibility of the ontological context.”[19] 
      

      
      The Differentiation of the Individual:
 Human Nature
      

      
      In the original Greek philosophical differentiating experiences, the discovery of
         transcendence not only liberates the natural world to be known by secular common sense
         and to be investigated and explained by science; it also focuses attention on the
         human consciousness that does the discovering, the knowing, the explaining. Gradually,
         in Greek lyric poetry and drama, in early history writing and early philosophy, we
         can recognize the “discovery of the mind” taking place that becomes the basis for
         increasingly differentiated analyses of the interiority of the individual.[20] Those analyses flow forward in two distinct streams.
      

      
      On the one hand, they take the form of commonsense discoveries and descriptions that discern and bring to light with ever-greater incisiveness
         the nature and workings of consciousness. We can follow this stream from Plato through
         Augustine, Descartes, Pascal, Kierkegaard, and on up to twentieth-century philosophers
         such as Buber and Levinas—not to mention the vast contributions of poets, playwrights,
         novelists, and other writers.[21] 
      

      
      On the other hand, science emerges to attempt to provide a systematic analysis of the person. So, as Lonergan
         describes, in Aristotle “there exists a systematic account of the soul, its potencies,
         habits, operations, and their objects,” a theoretical account that will be “complemented
         by the fuller theory of Aquinas.” But this is still a “science of the human” in the
         classical mode of theory: it is “conceived in static fashion” as systematic and certain knowledge
         of necessary and unvarying truths about all human persons, applicable to any person
         as such, abstracting from the concrete particularities, contingencies, developments,
         disruptions, peculiarities, historical varieties of conditioning circumstances, and
         self-constituting choices that make persons what they concretely are.[22] It is the modern “turn to the subject,” associated with Descartes, Kant’s epistemological
         revolution, Hegel’s analysis of the subject, Kierkegaard’s investigation of the self-constituting
         self, and phenomenological and existentialist clarifications of intentionality and
         freedom, that makes possible the development of a systematic, explanatory account
         of “human interiority” in its full developmental and concrete complexity, an account
         such as that found in Lonergan’s examination of human consciousness as offered in
         his two major works, Insight[23]  and Method in Theology. Lonergan avers, however, that an adequate, post-classical explanatory exposition
         of “the human subject” such as his own is not properly labeled “science” or “theory”—since
         its topic of investigation is the very operations and acts, norms and potentials,
         of the subjectivity that produces the “outer realms” of both common sense and theory. Such exposition, he writes, opens
         up a new “realm of meaning” distinct from the three realms of common sense, theory,
         and transcendence. It is the “realm of interiority,” verified always and only through
         an adequate self-appropriation of one’s own subjectivity, any successful account of
         which “by the proximity of the evidence differs from all other expression.”[24] 
      

      
      We have been discussing human nature in terms of the historical development of commonsense-,
         scientific/metaphysical-, and “interiority”-based investigations into the “individual”
         as a partner in being. Before looking at how “human nature” throughout this developing
         understanding should always be regarded, first and foremost, as the partner in being in whom the differentiations take place that reveal the order of the cosmos, let us consider some of the ways in which “human nature” can be conceived when both
         the primary experience of the cosmos and the differentiated realm of transcendence
         are ignored.
      

      
      Forgetfulness of the primary experience together with the eclipse of transcendence
         render up an idea of “human nature” as a purely immanent mode of being—an idea that,
         as Voegelin remarks, is philosophical nonsense, but which has nevertheless been promoted
         by philosophers, scientists, and people of “common sense” from classical Greek times
         to the present. Its form is already heralded in Protagoras’s assertion that “Of all
         things the measure is man, of the being that they are, of the not being that they
         are not.”[25] But it is in the wake of modern science’s tremendous success in explaining the processes,
         and in technologically exploiting the powers, of the natural world that immanentist
         visions of human nature become intensely alluring and convincing. For example, Enlightenment
         enthusiasm at the prospect of the natural sciences offering a complete causal explanation
         of human being and behavior produces the unsophisticated but popular scientistic immanentism
         of the type represented by La Mettrie’s 1748 work L’homme Machine (Man a Machine). This scientistic trend—where we find, as Lonergan notes, “zealous practitioners
         of scientific method in the human field [ruling] out of court a major portion of the
         data” on human nature (i.e., the data of consciousness which includes freedom, self-determination, and experiences of transcendence)—continues
         into present times, as exemplified by the acclaimed evolutionary biologist E. O. Wilson’s
         remark that the “central idea” of his integrative world view of “consilience” is “that
         all tangible phenomena, from the birth of the stars to the workings of social institutions, are based on material processes and are ultimately reducible . . . to the laws of
         physics.”[26] Perhaps the most popular contemporary scientistic trend is to envision human beings
         as merely supremely sophisticated computers.
      

      
      Immanentist conceptions of human nature that reduce individuals to “things” of a purely
         physical character, fully explainable (at least potentially) by the methods of the
         natural sciences, are not the only immanentist reductions on hand. Sociological reductions
         are also possible when, in a cultural context in which individual participation in
         transcendent divine being has effectively been eclipsed, the “partner in being” identified
         by Voegelin as society absorbs the meaning of individual existence into itself. Individual thought and action
         is then interpreted as essentially the product of social forces and influences, and
         the worth of the person identified with her capacity to contribute to the survival
         and functions of social existence. An extreme example of such immanentist sociological
         reduction was manifested in Bolshevik ideology, where the purpose and value of each
         person was consistently viewed and judged in terms of contributions to the creation
         of communist society. Notions of individual conscience and personal responsibility
         grounded in spiritual discernment were derided as manifestations of “bourgeois” selfishness.[27] In short, recognition of the individual as a differentiated, sacred, and primary
         partner in the community of being was ideologically eclipsed along with God; and human
         nature became solely a function of social being, which itself was to be explained, finally, in terms of physical nature. Thus individuals were reductively dissolved into a reality comprised of only two
         of the four basic partners in the community of the cosmos.
      

      
      Finally, it is possible to honor individual existence as a conceptually autonomous
         order but still to conceive both reality as a whole and human nature as merely immanent,
         so that the individual to be investigated is—however psychologically complex—no more
         than a worldly thing among worldly things. Then the person is “no longer a partner”
         in the divine-worldly cosmos, as Voegelin notes, but only a “cognizing subject” whose
         essence, or nature, is to be known through understanding 1) how experiences of conscious
         thought and feeling are established upon, and influenced by, the biological organism
         supporting it, and 2) how cognizing takes place, how dependable it is, and how and
         to what degree it is influenced by nonrational and subconscious emotions, impulses,
         desires, and so on.[28] But a major problem for immanentist interpreters of human being always remains, due
         to the fact that the elimination of its divine origin creates the difficulty of determining
         what the “ground” of human conscious existence is. In one essay, Voegelin lists what
         might be called a trajectory of decline during modern centuries regarding answers
         to this question, answers based on the assumption that some aspect of “an immanent
         reason of man [is] the ultimate ground,” since nothing “higher” than human nature
         is to be affirmed within reality. In this trajectory, Voegelin explains, “[t]he meaning
         of reason” devolves from economic motives, to the striving for power, to survival
         of the fittest, to libidinous urges, to finally—in National Socialist ideology—a meaning
         of human nature reduced to an “intellectual makeup” determined by biological “race”
         or skin pigmentation. Immanentist interpretations of human nature have thus in modern
         times ranged over “every possible locale where one could misplace the ground” of its
         meaning, in forgetful or defiant rejection of the divine partner in being.[29] 
      

      
      Such “misplacement” continues in much of contemporary intellectual life because immanentist
         anthropologies are closely associated, for many, with ideas of civilizational progress
         and enlightened values—causes for which include the impact on modern imagination of
         scientific and technological achievement; a desire for control and predictability;
         a resistance to uncertainty and mystery; and a linking of the notion of transcendence
         with oppressive systems of thought and repressive institutional power. But such anthropologies
         always remain deformations of human nature, entailing distorted interpretations of
         the reality of personal consciousness, because they ignore the fullness of reality
         in which human beings participate. They ignore the transcendent being that is the
         true ground of consciousness, the divine partner whose transcendent character is discovered
         by and within consciousness in the course of its recognition of its own “nature” as co-constituted
         by the transcendent reality in which it participates.
      

      
      Leaving behind, then, the idea of a “purely immanent” human nature for the philosophical
         nonsense it is, let us consider human nature from a perspective that takes into account
         the primary experience of the cosmos.
      

      
      When the cosmos of the primary experience is differentiated into the “relatively autonomous”
         ontological orders of its four basic partners, this dissociation takes place through
         the partners undergoing a conceptual differentiation in human consciousness. Thus the differentiation of the individual person, as one autonomous order within
         reality whose “nature” comes into question in its own right, begins with the recognition
         of “man as the being in whom the dissociation [between God and world] takes place”—which
         means that consciousness is recognized in the differentiating process to have the
         structure of an “openness toward transcendental reality” and to be the “meeting-place”
         between world-immanent and transcendent being.[30] Voegelin explains the problem this raises in understanding human nature:
      

      
      
         [W]herever God and world are separated by the experience of being, the problem of
            man in turn comes up, as who experiences the order of being, and therewith experiences
            himself to be who experiences it: the problem of man, who with the experience of himself
            as being the experiencer of order comes upon the knowing truth of his own order, and therefore of his nature.[31] 
         

         
      

      The “problem of man” is that the primal differentiation, involving the philosophical
         discovery of transcendence, reveals “human nature” to be the locus where immanent
         and transcendent being emerge into the clarity of their distinction through their
         mutual presence in human consciousness—so that “the nature of man itself as an object
         of metaphysical inquiry [can never be] altogether a world-immanent object,” since
         the “formation of the soul through invading transcendence is part of that ‘nature’
         . . .”.[32] This is the problem that Voegelin explores throughout his later writings as the problem
         of understanding human nature as an “In-Between” of immanence and transcendence, a
         divine-human In-Between, where “God and world encounter each other.”[33] Human nature is thus understood to be the “site” in reality where human appreciation
         of its participation in the cosmos is differentiated into knowledge of 1) the transcendence
         of the divine ground of the order of being; 2) itself as the locus of the differentiation
         of the partners in the community of being; and 3) its responsibility to remain in
         openness to the divine source of order so as to use its knowledge of itself and the
         order of reality to act rightly.
      

      
      No later refinements in anthropology annul this first principle of understanding human
         nature, however profoundly they explain the complexities of physical, chemical, biological,
         psychological, cognitional, linguistic, social, and cultural structures that constitute
         human being. Whatever its multitudes of conditioning elements, human nature remains
         preeminently defined by its being a participatory “In-Between” where immanence and
         transcendence consciously meet and interpenetrate.
      

      
      Given this fact, what would the foundational elements of a sound philosophy of human nature look like? Since an account of something’s
         “nature” by definition entails an explanation of the constants belonging to it, manifested under all historical circumstances and in every individual
         case, a proper philosophical anthropology will elucidate those constants of human
         nature that are most elemental and most important to keep in mind when considering
         the development and achievements of human beings in history. Drawing on the philosophies
         of both Voegelin and Lonergan, let us offer a brief account of some elemental constants.
      

      
      First, what is constant about human nature at all times is the character of human
         consciousness as a distinctive mode of participation in reality: it is the relatively
         autonomous “being” within reality that 1) knows of itself as existing, 2) wonders
         about its existence, and 3) seeks and feels itself drawn to learn about the structures
         of things within reality and the ultimate purpose of its existence. Because this conscious
         seeking and being drawn constitute the essential determining feature of human nature,
         Voegelin describes human consciousness as a tension, and because it is a participation in reality, as a participatory tension.[34] 
      

      
      A second constant is that this tension of consciousness is always aware of the ground of being. It is always aware that it is not its own cause; and so, at the core of human nature
         there is the concernful question about the divine ground of reality. Because of this
         question, every human remains constituted by nature as a “tension toward the ground.”[35] 
      

      
      A third constant pertains to meaning as the object of human searching. As humans, we seek insight into particulars concerning the order of reality, including
         the ground of reality, and the means toward our personal and communal fulfillment.
         Thus consciousness unfolds—driven by the search for the meanings, causes, and values
         that make up the order of reality—from cosmological common sense through all the differentiated
         understandings from which arise the complex worlds of social life, institutions, technologies,
         and cultures.
      

      
      And a fourth constant is awareness of the cosmos to which human nature belongs. As the human search has advanced in its differentiating
         course, the understood structures in the order of reality have multiplied, and the
         understood relations between them have become more complex, but the cosmos for all
         that does not disintegrate. It remains present to consciousness as the encompassing
         wholeness of reality within which all meanings are understood, the constant “background”
         against which all differentiations of, and within, orders of being take place.
      

      
      Now, with regard to how the participatory tension of human consciousness operates in its search for meaning, Lonergan has provided an explanatory account of the constants of cognitional process which nicely complements Voegelin’s philosophical anthropology. In the briefest summary:
         Lonergan explains that human thinking always and everywhere consists of a normative
         pattern of related and recurrent operations, which proceed from questioning the meaning of experiences of data (both of sense and of consciousness), through the understanding of data in insights that grasp intelligibilities, through further questioning that
         leads to the verification of the truth of one’s insights in judgments of fact based on the sufficiency of supporting evidence, to yet further questioning that
         leads to judgments of value (again based on sufficient evidence) as one deliberates about one’s options for acting, and finally to decisions to act. Lonergan explains that there is a constancy, an “immutable ultimacy,” in
         this recurrent dynamic structure of cognitional process that can be affirmed by any
         knower through 1) carefully attending to the thinking process in oneself and 2) recognizing
         that any attempt to revise this explanatory account must employ the same operations
         in the same structured sequence in order to attempt the revision.[36] Thus one can affirm a “constant, human nature” in the dynamic operations of interiority
         through which human beings build their ever-more complex and differentiated “worlds
         of meaning”—although, acknowledging the essential historicity of human existence,
         the functioning of those operations are to be regarded and analyzed concretely as
         continually subject to aberrations, biases, breakdowns, and all the consequences of
         the misuses of human freedom.[37] 
      

      
      Human nature, in sum, is the “structure of the human spirit” as it operates and develops
         in history, through the more and less normative employment of its innate, invariant
         pattern of cognitional operations, with consciousness always carrying with it “an
         awareness of the cosmos,” the reality in which it is situated, whose divine ground
         is explicitly discovered by way of consciousness’s differentiation of the “realm of
         transcendence.”[38] 
      

      
      Human Dignity

      
      Now, the foregoing insights into human nature regarded in light of the primary experience
         of the cosmos have implications for appreciating the concept of inherent human dignity,
         an idea that has come to serve a crucial role in much contemporary human rights discourse
         and theory. The concept of inherent human dignity is attended by a number of philosophical
         difficulties and challenges, including controversy regarding its precise meaning and
         even denials of its validity. We will restrict our comments to only one facet of this
         complex topic: the fact that the idea of an inherent human dignity becomes indefensible
         when it is unmoored from recognition of the transcendent being in which every human
         nature participates, a recognition grounded in the primary experience of the cosmos.
      

      
      Starting with and following from the UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights, ratified in 1948, the many charters, conventions, and constitutions defending and
         promoting human rights have increasingly tended to include language explaining that
         the “equal and inalienable rights” of all persons derive from “the inherent dignity”
         of all human beings.[39] “Inherent dignity” here refers to the special worth intrinsic to human beings due
         to the distinctive qualities belonging to human nature, qualities such as reason,
         freedom, creativity, and the capacity for self-determination—qualities that require
         specific opportunities and protections to actualize themselves. It is crucial to the
         argument of human rights proponents that persons are endowed with rights not because
         of some social contract, nor from any pragmatic considerations, but because of an
         innate dignity or value from which rights logically proceed.
      

      
      Two elements of this argument are particularly suggestive with regard to our concerns.
         The first is the affirmation of a human nature that everywhere and always enjoys the
         characteristics of an “inherent dignity” and thus “inalienable rights”—a nature that
         is, therefore, not subject to the differences and transiencies of worldly conditions.
         The second element is the special value denoted by the term “human dignity.” This
         is a value that, as Kant famously explained, must be regarded as an “unconditioned
         and incomparable worth,” an infinite worth, that, as he put it, deserves our “reverence.”[40] Let us consider three implications of these affirmations.
      

      
      First, if the givenness of human dignity presupposes a human nature that transcends
         all differences of biology, locality, culture, and history, as well as the transiencies
         and perishability that condition worldly existence, then that nature’s givenness must be grounded ontologically in a reality not intrinsically conditioned by the
         shifting particularities of space and time—that is, human nature must be rooted in,
         and continually participate in, transcendent meaning or being. Another way to put
         this is to say that human nature must be grounded in an “absolute” (not contingent)
         reality. Only this presumption allows one to grant inherent human dignity the status
         of an absolute truth—a truth that admits of no exceptions and no perishability—and to embrace that truth
         as a permanent basis for affirming universal and inalienable human rights. Inherent
         human dignity, one could say, must be “imparted to the human being” by the transcendent ground of existence for it to lie “beyond
         the possibility of any revocation by merely human means.”[41] 
      

      
      A related point crucial to recognize here is that this affirmation that human nature
         is grounded in a transcendent reality has its roots not just in procedures of logic,
         or speculative deduction, but arises from the experience of transcendent reality in human consciousness, an experience that is universally
         human despite the fact that it is not universally attended to, acknowledged, or accepted.
         As human beings we have, as Václav Havel once put it, an “experience of something which transcends us” which allows us to rationally argue that “respect
         for human rights . . . is actually a political expression of moral obligations anchored
         in [a] general human experience of the absolute.”[42] And this “general experience of the absolute” of Havel’s is precisely what is given in the primary experience of the cosmos. Adequate philosophical reflection reveals that what allows us even to grasp the
         meaning of such concepts as the absolute and transcendence is the fact that human consciousness is, as Voegelin puts it, a “movement of participation”
         in a cosmos whose divine ground is understood—through the primal differentiation within
         consciousness—to transcend the spatiotemporal universe.[43] 
      

      
      Second, the notion of the infinite value of every person that informs the contemporary
         ideas of inherent dignity and rights reflects the originating Western differentiation
         of human nature as a participation in transcendent value—the value of divine Nous in the Greek philosophical conception, and the value of
         God in the Judeo-Christian conception. Thus the argument that there is a basic “unconditional”
         respect owed to every person by virtue of his inherent human dignity—regardless of
         the kind of “conditional” respect he might deserve as a result of dignified living
         or accomplishments—derives from the fact that human existence is, properly understood,
         transparent for the divine transcendent value that grounds that existence.
      

      
      Third, without the specifically Judeo-Christian vision of each person’s existence as equal in its participation in a God of absolute love, freedom, and creativity,
         there would never have arisen any notion of the absolute spiritual equality of all human beings; and without this notion there could not have arisen the philosophical and political
         idea of an equal and universal “inherent dignity.” But the Judeo-Christian differentiated vision that substantiates
         such recognition is unintelligible without an understanding of the differentiating
         experiences of transcendence from which this vision emerged; and those experiences
         of transcendence are in turn unintelligible without an acknowledgment of the primary
         experience of the cosmos, the experience within which human consciousness first came,
         and always continues to come, to its knowledge of its participatory relationship to
         the divine ground of being.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      It is understandable and inevitable that most contemporary discourse about nature, human nature, and human dignity occurs without reference to divinely transcendent meaning, since these are all realities
         whose properties can be described and explained in their conceptual autonomy from
         the transcendent ground of being. But any philosophical account of them that treats
         of their deepest or most essential meaning, or attempts to “situate” them in their
         comprehensive ontological or historical context, will be ruinously distorted if the
         primary experience of the divine-worldly cosmos is not taken into account. “Nature,”
         ultimately, must be understood to be a partner in the community of cosmic being, and
         therefore as permeated by, and always pointing toward, the transcendent source of
         its existence; while both “human nature” and “human dignity” will have become mere
         playthings of pseudo-philosophical speculation, subject to all kinds of political
         and cultural manipulation and degradation, if in addressing their essential or ultimate
         meaning their transparency for the transcendent being and value that grounds them
         is ignored or denied. Thus, remembrance of the primary, elemental experience of the
         cosmos is a prerequisite for a sound philosophical recognition of what human beings
         are, and for understanding what the emergence of human beings “out of” nature means,
         given their ontological status as the loci where the finite world consciously discovers
         its origin in and participatory relationship to—and normatively seeks to secure attunement
         with—the transcendent ground of reality.
      

      
      Notes
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      Response to Glenn Hughes

      
         
         Melissa Moschella

         
         
         
      

      
      Drawing primarily on the work of Eric Voegelin, Glenn Hughes argues that nature, including
         human nature as the basis for human dignity, cannot be properly understood in isolation
         from the primary experience of the cosmos as a unified and ordered whole with a divine
         ground. As I am not an expert on Voegelin’s thought, in these comments I will not
         venture to evaluate the accuracy of Hughes’s interpretation of Voegelin’s thought
         or its implications. Rather, my aim in these comments is twofold: first, to engage
         in a work of translation, suggesting some possible equivalencies or at least similarities
         between core Voegelinian concepts and central concepts in the Aristotelian-Thomistic
         tradition; second, to raise questions about the core theses of the chapter regarding
         human nature and the basis for human dignity.
      

      
      Aristotelian-Thomistic Translations
 of Voegelinian Concepts
      

      
      A theme that runs throughout Hughes’s chapter is that human beings are unique because
         we are both immanent and transcendent, “a participatory ‘In-Between’ where immanence
         and transcendence consciously meet and interpenetrate.”[1]   We are immanent because of our materiality, and yet not trapped within the material
         realm because of our rationality, which transcends that realm and makes us open to
         the divine. These insights relate closely to several aspects of anthropology and ethics
         within the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition. First, according to this tradition, human
         beings are not bound to the immanent realm because our rationality enables us to act
         with genuine freedom, to be uncaused causes of our actions. Unlike purely material
         beings, our actions are not reducible to physical and/or biochemical chains of causality
         like the movements of billiard balls. Rather, our rationality enables us to act on
         the basis of our grasp of a certain value or state of affairs as good and intelligibly choiceworthy, and thus to initiate a new, uncaused chain of actions on that basis. This capacity to be an uncaused cause is, as Christopher
         Tollefsen and Robert George have pointed out, a God-like capacity, the sort of capacity
         typically attributed to divinity, although the human ability to be an uncaused cause
         is limited to the realm of action, whereas the uncaused causality of the divine extends to the realm of being.[2]   Nonetheless, the human capacity to be the uncaused cause of actions corresponds
         well, in philosophical terms, with the traditional Judeo-Christian idea of humans
         as made in the “image and likeness of God,”[3]   which in turn seems to parallel the Voegelinian idea of human nature as an In-Between
         of immanence and transcendence which is open to and in tension toward the divine source.
      

      
      Further, many contemporary natural law theorists hold that among the values that our
         reason can grasp as choiceworthy is the value of coming to understand and be in harmony
         with the transcendent source of existence and meaning—that is, God. Some contemporary
         natural law theorists, such as Germain Grisez, Joseph Boyle, John Finnis, and others
         refer to this value as “religion,” the basic form of human well-being which corresponds
         to our natural openness to and ability to recognize the existence of such a transcendent
         being.[4]   Voegelin’s more historical/phenomenological approach echoes this appreciation of
         religion, so understood, as a universal human good that can be grasped as such even
         in the absence of supernatural revelation. In his chapter, Hughes speaks of human
         beings’ “responsibility to remain in openness to the divine source of order so as
         to use its knowledge of itself and the order of reality to act rightly.”[5]   Further, according to Hughes one of the constant features of human nature on Voegelin’s
         account is that it involves a “participatory tension,” a tension toward the ultimate
         meaning of existence and the transcendent ground of that meaning and of one’s own
         existence.[6]   Hughes explains that the “experience of transcendent reality in human consciousness . . . is universally human despite
         the fact that it is not universally attended to, acknowledged, or accepted.”[7]   While the natural law theorists referred to above would not use the word “experience,”
         Hughes’s claim about the universality of the pull toward the transcendent fits well
         with the natural law claim that practical reason naturally grasps harmony with and
         understanding of the divine as something choiceworthy unless blinded by sub-rational
         motivations. This also parallels Thomas Aquinas’s claim that, as an aspect of synderesis, or the first principle of practical reason, we have a “natural inclination to know
         the truth about God.”[8]  
      

      
      Relatedly, a number of other claims that Voegelin makes about human consciousness
         seem conceptually similar to Aquinas’s first principles of theoretical and practical
         reason. Depending on one’s interpretation, Voegelin’s “primary experience of the cosmos”
         could be understood as relating to the centrality of the analogy of being in Aristotelian-Thomistic
         metaphysics, and to Aquinas’s idea that “being” is the first notion that we apprehend,
         and “is included in all things whatsoever a man apprehends.”[9]   Compare these claims to Hughes’s explanation of the primary experience of the cosmos:
         “the foundational philosophical ‘experience of being’ . . . is the experience of reality that discovers that ‘being’ can be employed as a ‘common
         denominator’ for both the world of things and their divine source or origin.”[10]   Of course, neither Aristotle nor Aquinas would speak, as Hughes does, about the
         “consubstantial wholeness of reality that includes the divine ground of reality,”[11]   but it seems that in this phrase Hughes is not using the term “consubstantial”
         literally. If all that Hughes means is to emphasize, as he says later, that the immanent
         world has only a relative autonomy from the transcendent,[12]   then this way of thinking parallels the Thomistic claim that the world is metaphysically
         dependent on God for its existence and under the governance of divine providence.[13]  
      

      
      These are just a few examples which indicate that, if properly interpreted, there
         is much in Hughes’s chapter and in the thought of Voegelin more generally that a philosopher
         within the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition can accept. Specifically with regard to
         human nature, there is certainly clear common ground in the rejection of reductionist
         anthropologies like those found in Marxism, Nazism, biological determinism, Freudianism,
         and other modern and postmodern ideologies. There would also, I think, be broad agreement
         that these ideologies offer a distorted overall vision of reality in part because,
         as Hughes puts it, they “ignore the transcendent being that is the true ground of
         consciousness.”[14]  
      

      
      Yet it is less clear, at least to me, that an explicit acknowledgment of the divine ground of our existence is necessary for a true (albeit
         partial) understanding of human nature and appreciation of human dignity. Rather,
         might it not be the case that recognition of the transcendence of human reason over
         the material world is itself sufficient to show the falseness of these reductionist
         ideologies and to ground human dignity? Of course, a full explanation for the metaphysical
         ground of our existence and our rational capacities would require acknowledgment of
         their divine source, but it seems possible nonetheless to recognize the existence
         of those capacities and the special dignity they entail even without explicit recognition
         of their divine ground. This, at any rate, is what I argue in the next section.
      

      
       

      Can We Defend Human Dignity without Explicitly Acknowledging the Divine Ground?

      
      To illustrate the possibility of defending human dignity without explicit acknowledgment
         of the divine ground of that dignity, I present the account offered by Patrick Lee
         and Robert George in Body-Self Dualism in Contemporary Ethics and Politics. Lee and George argue that all human beings have a basic or fundamental dignity—the
         type of dignity that gives human beings a special moral status and grounds fundamental
         rights like the right to life—because human beings have a rational nature, characterized by capacities for conceptual thought and free choice. Human beings
         have a capacity not only for acts of sensation, perception, or imagination, but also
         for conceptual thought or understanding. Through our senses we can grasp individual,
         particular material things and their qualities and quantities, but in conceptual thought
         we can grasp universals, natures shared in common by many things, or abstract concepts
         like freedom, equality, and justice that do not correspond to any specific material
         being. As Aristotle explained, humans have the ability not only “to know water (by
         sensing or perceiving this water), but to know what it is to be water.”[15]   The objects of our sensory powers are always concrete particulars, limited and
         conditioned by space and time, but the objects of our intellect are universal and
         transcend the limitations of space and time.
      

      
      This capacity for conceptual thought is a feature of human beings that “radically
         distinguishes them from other animals.”[16]   Further, this capacity, which entails the ability to transcend the spatiotemporal
         present and “reflect back upon themselves and their place in reality” is “at the root
         of most of the other distinguishing features of human beings,” including “syntactical
         language, art, architecture, variety in social groupings and in other customs, burying
         the dead, making tools, religion, fear of death, . . . free choice and morality.”[17]   As discussed above, our rational capacities enable us to make genuinely free choices,
         that is, “choices that are not determined by the events that preceded [them], but
         [are] determined by the person making the choice in the very act of choosing.”[18]   This is why only humans, unlike other animals, are held morally accountable for
         their actions.
      

      
      It is important to emphasize that what grounds human dignity on Lee and George’s account
         is not the immediately exercisable capacity for conceptual thought and free choice, but rather having a rational nature—that is, being the type of entity that possesses rational capacities. For if dignity were grounded on an accidental
         attribute (like immediately exercisable rational capacities), which comes in varying
         degrees, then individuals would have varying degrees of dignity depending on how much
         of that attribute they possess. The only way to avoid this problem is to make the
         criterion for dignity a property that does not vary in degree—that is, the possession
         of nature, rather than the possession of any accidental property or set of properties.[19]  
      

      
      Why is it that the possession of a rational nature implies that humans have intrinsic
         dignity and therefore must be respected as ends in themselves, individuals with full
         moral worth and bearers of rights? Lee and George answer this question by explaining
         that, through reason, we grasp certain goods—goods like life, knowledge, and friendship—as
         ends in themselves, intrinsically choiceworthy and not merely as means to some further
         good. To apprehend these goods as worthy of pursuit is at the same time to apprehend
         them as objectively fulfilling for us and everyone like us, because of the type of
         being that we are. Thus it is not only that I grasp life or friendship as inherently
         good for me, but as inherently good—and thus as to-be-promoted-and-protected—for all beings like
         me.
      

      
      In what way must beings be like me in order to make their fulfillments as inherently choiceworthy as my own? As Lee
         and George point out, the answer to this question is not as immediately obvious as
         is our grasp of the choiceworthiness of the basic forms of human well-being like knowledge
         and friendship. However, upon reflection it becomes clear that “the relevant likeness
         (to me) is that others too rationally shape their lives, or have the potentiality
         of doing so.”[20]   Being a rational agent—unlike similarities based on age, gender, race, nationality,
         and so forth—is relevant because “it is an object’s being worthy of rational pursuit that I apprehend and that makes it an ultimate reason for action, an intrinsic
         good.”[21]   Lee and George argue, further, that the basic goods are not just objects of individual
         pursuit, but objects of action in communion with others, and that this communion is
         itself a fundamental aspect of human well-being. Since “I can act in communion—real
         communion—only with beings with a rational nature,” then “the basic goods are not
         just goods for me, but goods for me and all those with whom it is possible (in principle,
         at least) rationally to cooperate.”[22]   Finally, Lee and George appeal to consistency. They argue that my rational pursuit
         of my good entails “a demand on my part that others respect my good.”[23]   It would be inconsistent, and therefore unreasonable, not to respect the good of
         other rational agents whose rational pursuit of their good entails the same demand
         of me.
      

      
      I have outlined Lee and George’s argument in some detail in order to show that they
         offer a rigorous and (in my opinion) sound account of human dignity and of the transcendence
         of human nature without any advertence to a larger vision of the cosmos or to the
         divine ground of our rational capacities. Hughes believes that it is necessary to
         recognize the existence of an absolute reality, “a reality not intrinsically conditioned
         by the shifting particularities of space and time” in order to ground human dignity
         in a way that “admits of no exceptions and no perishability.”[24]   Yet Lee and George’s account seems to provide evidence to the contrary. It is true,
         of course, that in the absence of a transcendent, noncontingent ontological foundation,
         there would be no stable, intelligible natures and therefore no stable human nature.
         Yet reflection on human experience and on the capacities typical of our species throughout
         the past few millennia seems in itself sufficient to support the conclusion that,
         despite individual, historical, and cultural variations, there is a stable human nature
         characterized, as Aristotle put it, by our unified rationality and animality.
      

      
      It also seems to me that Hughes overstates his case when he claims that “the idea
         of an inherent human dignity becomes indefensible when it is unmoored from recognition
         of the transcendent being in which every human nature participates, a recognition
         grounded in the primary experience of the cosmos.”[25]   Hughes is right to assert that human beings would not have the nature and capacities
         that we have if we did not participate in the divine source of that nature and those
         capacities in just the way that we do. A complete understanding of the origin and
         destiny of human beings would, indeed, require recognition of our existential dependence
         on and ordering to the divine ground of our being.[26]   Yet, a partial understanding that does not explicitly advert to the divine ground
         of human nature can nonetheless be true (albeit incomplete) and also sufficient for
         a defense of human dignity.
      

      
      In fact, it is unclear how explicit, reason-based recognition of the divine ground
         of our existence strengthens our case for inherent human dignity. Plato and Aristotle
         understood humans as in some sense participating in the divine but did not have a
         clear sense of the inherent dignity of all human beings. Judeo-Christian revelation—with its understanding of humans not only as uniquely made in the image and likeness
         of God, but also as called to share in the divine life through grace—played a crucial
         role historically in sparking awareness and acceptance of the idea that all human
         beings have inherent worth. A mere philosophical understanding of participation in
         the divine, however, is not sufficient to ground human dignity, since there always
         remains the question of whether or not all human beings participate in the divine and whether or not they all do so equally.
         Further, human beings are not unique in their radical metaphysical dependence on God—we
         share this characteristic with all creatures, including nonrational ones. The crucial
         point in defending human dignity, therefore, is to show that human beings’ mode of participating in the divine is unique, different in kind and not only in degree
         from the way in which other material beings participate in the divine being as the
         source of their existence. And since our understanding of what an entity is (and therefore
         of its mode of participation in the divine) follows from our reflection on that entity’s
         capacities, what we need is precisely the sort of argument made by Lee and George—an
         argument that shows, by reflection on human capacities, that human beings are beings
         of a rational type. In other words, what differentiates human beings from other animals is our God-like
         capacity to be an uncaused cause, though only at the level of our actions. So is it
         not the possession of this basic natural capacity—which is manifest to us in so many
         ways and is clearly a quality common to our natural type—that grounds and makes defensible
         our claims about inherent human dignity?
      

      
      It is also true, of course, that the rational nature which marks out human beings
         as having inherent dignity is, to put it in Hughes’s words, “transparent for the divine transcendence that grounds that existence.”[27]   Recognition of human beings’ God-like capacities, would, for the clear-headed,
         open, and unbiased reasoner, lead naturally to at least an implicit recognition of
         the transcendent divine ground of those capacities. Thus the view I defend here is
         not radically different from at or odds with the one Hughes proposes. There is, indeed,
         a deep connection between our understanding of human dignity and our appreciation
         of its divine ground. Yet what is inseparable in reality—human nature and its divine
         ground—is separable in the order of discovery, and an acknowledgment of this noetic separability
         is important, not only for argumentative clarity, but also for entering into fruitful
         dialogue with a secularized culture.
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      Cicero writes in de Finibus that “nature never forgets its own primary properties.” This leads him to inquire,
         “then how comes it that human nature alone abandons man?”[1]    If Hugo Grotius were alive today, he might wonder the same thing. Grotius’s language
         of nature remains surprisingly enduring in contemporary discourse. Yet most students
         of political thought seem to have forgotten the man. This inattention is a notable
         change from the seventeenth through nineteenth centuries, during which one contemporary
         described Grotius as “the greatest universal scholar since Aristotle.”[2]    Grotius’s fame began in 1598, when King Henry IV of France pronounced the fifteen-year-old
         prodigy as “the miracle of Holland.” By his early twenties he became the Pensionary
         of Rotterdam, and by his early thirties he penned major works of history, literature,
         political philosophy, and theology. After imprisonment for his ideas, and daring escape
         from prison in a chest of books, he spent the rest of his life in exile—first under
         a pension from King Henry’s successor, then as Swedish ambassador to France. During
         this exile, he wrote his masterpiece, de Jure Belli ac Pacis (DJB), or The [Natural] Right of War and Peace—the first major work of international law. This work would remain almost continuously
         in print for the next two centuries. After Grotius’s death, Samuel von Pufendorf would
         come to hold the chair in the “law of nature and nations”—a subject that Grotius was
         thought to have created. Rousseau would regularly use Grotius as a foil, describing
         him as a “dishonest child”; Kant would more politely criticize him as a “tiresome
         comforter.” More positively, the American founders would read and recommend Grotius,
         citing him multiple times in the Federalist Papers.[3]   
      

      
      After a century and a half of neglect, scholars are increasingly seeking to restore
         Grotius’s great legacy today. However, the content of that rediscovered reputation
         is remarkably contested. Is he a modern figure or a pre-modern one? Jean Barbeyrac,
         the translator of an influential 1724 edition of DJB, would portray Grotius as a great innovator: the first to “break the ice” after “the
         long dark medieval winter.”[4]    Giambattista Vico would even consider Grotius to be one of the four “authors of
         history,” following in the lineage of such modern trailblazers as Machiavelli and
         Bacon by introducing the methods of hypothesis and empirical verification into the
         historical-social sciences.[5]    Yet a recent translator, Oliver O’Donovan, sees Grotius instead as the last representative
         of a premodern conception of nature: “the last great figure in whose thought a unity
         of theology, law, philology, and history is effective.”[6]   
      

      
      Grotius’s chronology does little to settle the question, as he stands at the crossroads
         of the medieval and the modern. He was a contemporary of both Descartes and Hobbes,
         and lived in the Paris whose Mersenne circle included both of those figures. Grotius’s
         final decade saw the groundbreaking—and fundamentally modern—publications of Descartes’s
         Discourse on Method and Hobbes’s de Cive. Yet Grotius himself would be unable to recall a brief meeting with Descartes early
         in Descartes’s career, and his private letters express his disagreement with Hobbes’s
         basic presuppositions in de Cive. Nor does Grotius’s approach to international relations offer much help in clarifying
         the ambiguity. His world was that of the Thirty Years’ War, in which the pluralism
         of Europe was becoming an accepted fact of life. Grotius’s DJB anticipates the state sovereignty that would be enshrined in the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia
         that concluded the war, and offers much guidance on a secular basis acceptable outside
         Christendom. Yet Grotius would nonetheless advocate for such decidedly premodern concepts
         as punitive war, humanitarian intervention, and restraints based on religion.
      

      
      Perhaps the most promising way to settle the question is to explore Grotius’s conception
         of nature. Some observers portray Grotius as the first modern natural law thinker,
         or even the first to develop a modern natural rights theory. One representative (and
         influential) figure is Richard Tuck, who attempts to show the similarities between
         Grotius and Hobbes. In doing so, he positions Grotius as a progenitor of modern thought
         and as accomplishing a fundamental break with the ancient approach to nature. Indeed,
         Tuck locates his treatment of Grotius in the Cambridge History of Medieval Thought under the heading “The End of Aristotelianism.”[7]   
      

      
      Tuck’s argument for Grotius’s essentially modern concept of nature has at least four
         elements. First, he sees in Grotius a preoccupation with skepticism and an unwillingness
         to take for granted a natural moral order, which distinguishes Grotius from medieval
         writers.[8]    In the third paragraph of DJB, Grotius admits that some see “good” as a name rather than a reality. He proceeds
         to outline Carneades’s argument on behalf of this premise, and then argues against
         it.[9]    In doing so, Tuck argues that Grotius has already moved the ground of the argument
         from that of natural law to that of skepticism. Rather than taking a natural right
         foundation for granted, he attempts to convince the skeptics on their own terms.[10]    He is not content to defend natural right on the authority of history and tradition,
         but rather undertakes to prove it as if from the ground up. In this way, Tuck argues
         that he prefigures Descartes and Hobbes’s distinctly modern method of reasoning that
         begins from the individual rather than from authority.
      

      
      Second, Tuck sees a further rejection of authority in Grotius’s approach to Aristotle,
         the great philosopher of nature and touchstone of premodern political thought. Inasmuch
         as medieval thinkers ever set out to combat skepticism, they would do so by using
         the arguments of Aristotle. In contrast, Grotius remarks in his Prolegomena to DJB that Aristotle’s preeminence has been turned into a tyranny, such that truth is nowhere
         “more repressed than by Aristotle’s name.” Rather than using Aristotle as an antidote
         to skepticism, Grotius apparently targets Aristotle for criticism in the same fashion
         as Carneades (if perhaps for different reasons).[11]    In this reading, Grotius softens the ground for Hobbes’s all-out attack on Aristotle.[12]   
      

      
      In keeping with this approach of conceding ground to skeptics, Tuck thirdly argues
         that Grotius’s defense of natural law is rather skeletal. Grotius reduces the thick
         conception of traditional medieval natural law to a minimalism more defensible to
         skeptics. In particular, Tuck sees in him a defense of natural law only on the basis
         of self-interest. He cites a passage from Grotius’s early de Jure Praedae stating that “[T]he first principle of the natural order . . . is the love whose
         primary force and action are toward oneself.” Altruism is reducible to self-interest.[13]    This would prefigure Hobbes’s contractarian political theory, one grounded on
         enlightened self-interest rather than natural human sociability.
      

      
      Fourthly, Tuck understands Grotius to base this limited natural law on a modern basis
         of a priori rationalism. De Jure Praedae begins with a series of nine fundamental rules and thirteen associated laws. Tuck
         infers a Grotian intention to introduce a mathematical model into the human sciences—a
         distinctly modern methodology.[14]    He compares it to Leviathan, which begins with the basic right of nature and proceeds to deduce nineteen subsequent
         laws of nature.[15]   
      

      
      Tuck does not put forward the fifth—and best-known—argument for Grotius’s break with
         medieval world, but his reasoning is consistent with it. This is Grotius’s (in)famous
         “impious hypothesis.” After outlining his basic elements of justice, Grotius adds
         the following note: “what we have been saying would have a degree of validity even
         if we should concede that which cannot be conceded without the utmost wickedness,
         that there is no God, or that the affairs of men are of no concern to Him.”[16]    In granting to atheists the ability to know natural law, some see Grotius as consigning
         to irrelevance the knowledge of God for the study of the human world. He appears to
         reduce political philosophy to deist or atheist premises—supposedly a clear break
         with the classical tradition.
      

      
      These arguments all suggest that the ambiguity around Grotius’s historical legacy
         can be solved by reference to his treatment of nature. Tuck thus uncovers a herald
         of modernity whose concept of nature is not a rich teleological conception of human
         flourishing but a thin rationalistic baseline of behavior. I would like to agree with
         the first premise about the importance of nature in Grotius; an examination of the
         concept helps to clarify the ambiguity around his legacy. However, I would like to
         take issue with the second. A closer look at Grotius’s concept of nature actually
         reveals a thinker seeking to preserve a rich classical heritage in a modern world.
         The language may be new, but the concepts are not. Grotius is best understood not
         as a proto-Hobbesian enemy of Aristotle, but a translator of Aristotle in the idiom
         of modernity.
      

      
      Questioning the “Grotius as Modern” Narrative

      
      Tuck is an erudite scholar, and all of the elements in this portrait of Grotius have
         a superficial plausibility. Before suggesting an alternative reading, it is necessary
         to engage with this portrait on its own terms. One basic and fundamental concern arises
         from Tuck’s methodology, which prioritizes de Jure Praedae. Tuck portrays this work as paradigmatic and downplays de Jure Belli with the assertion that “the basic arguments . . . are presented unchanged, and indeed
         greatly clarified.”[17]    Yet there are significant differences between the two. In de Jure Praedae, Grotius follows a voluntarist approach, which can perhaps be seen to prefigure Hobbes,
         and even the later post-metaphysical modern thought of Hume and Kant. Yet in de Jure Belli, Grotius clearly states that his natural laws are inherent in the nature of the universe,
         rather than deriving from the will of God. (If nothing else, his “impious hypothesis”
         makes this crystal clear.) If the truth of Grotius’s argument is not dependent on
         God’s action in the world (or even his mere existence), it seems clear that Grotius
         has fully repudiated the voluntarism of his earlier work. Defenders of scholasticism
         frequently point to the voluntarism of Scotus and Ockham as bringing about the end
         of naturalism. If this is indeed the relevant cleavage, Grotius appears to stand firmly
         with the Aristotelians. 
      

      
      Indeed, if there is a fundamental shift from the 1604 de Jure Praedae to the 1625 de Jure Belli, it seems reasonable to suggest that de Jure Praedae was the anomaly. Already in the 1611 Meletius, Grotius begins to move away from his early voluntaristic position. What is more,
         Grotius wrote de Jure Praedae at the ripe old age of twenty-one, an age at which few figures are well-established
         in their philosophical and theological foundations. While Grotius was undeniably a
         child prodigy, it seems rather a stretch to suggest that he plateaued after his early
         twenties. Furthermore, unlike the rest of Grotius’s vast corpus (including seventeen
         volumes of correspondence), all but one chapter of de Jure Praedae remained unpublished until discovered in 1868. Tuck’s careful attention to de Jure Praedae has unearthed many insights into the work itself, but his attribution of its centrality
         to Grotius’s thought is open to serious question.
      

      
      This casts doubt on Tuck’s first premise that Grotius is preoccupied with skepticism.
         If Grotius’s main focus is to combat skepticism, his engagement with Carneades is
         rather weak sauce. He spends a scant few paragraphs dealing with skepticism, and never
         again refers to the subject in the remaining several hundred pages of de Jure Belli. Convinced skeptics would surely remain unmoved. Rather, Grotius’s principal targets
         appear to be those who take up arms in defense of dogmatic minutiae, and his theological
         works show little concern for the need to prove the existence of natural right from
         the ground up.[18]    Ancient skepticism was indeed reemerging as a threat in the early seventeenth
         century, but Grotius did not seem to feel much of a need to prove it wrong. This seems
         to follow his medieval predecessors rather than to depart from them.
      

      
      This cursory attention to skepticism also undermines Tuck’s fourth proposition that
         Grotius is operating on the ground of the skeptics, or building an argument on a priori reason rather than traditional authority. In the very first paragraph of de Jure Belli, Grotius in fact sets out a tripartite epistemology, in which reason is supplemented
         both by revelation and history. He almost immediately employs this threefold approach
         to justify natural Right. Reason, as Plato has shown, demonstrates that justice brings
         peace of conscience,[19]   while injustice causes torments and anguish to the tyrannical soul. Revelation,
         which Grotius judges the most important of the three justifications, informs us that
         God eternally punishes injustice and rewards justice. Finally, history approves of
         justice and condemns injustice by “the common agreement of good men.”[20]    Elsewhere, Grotius will deepen this account of history as a source of knowledge,
         arguing that the content of revelation is known through sacred history.
      

      
      In fact, de Jure Belli is littered with references to classical sources, and its Index of Authors Cited
         comes to a full forty pages. Grotius makes over a hundred citations each of Augustine,
         the Bible, Chrysostom, Cicero, Justinian, Livy, Plutarch, Seneca, and even the Aristotle
         whose authority Grotius is allegedly attempting to undermine. In fact, if one looks
         immediately prior to the quote Tuck uses as evidence of Grotius’s anti-Aristotelianism
         (his second argument), one finds the statement, “Among the philosophers Aristotle
         deservedly holds the foremost place.” Soon after, Grotius states that “Our purpose
         is to make much account of Aristotle.”[21]    Indeed, he begins his discussion of many legal and political concepts with Aristotle,
         and in fact translates the entirety of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics V.8 in the midst of his own discussion of guilt and injury. This approach of heavy
         citation is consistent with his emphasis on history as a source of knowledge, as well
         as with his emphasis on incorporating and building off of those who have gone before.[22]   
      

      
      It is not even clear that Grotius breaks with the medieval tradition to create a proto-Hobbesian
         minimalist natural law, pace Tuck’s fourth argument. Some identify in Grotius a modern innovation that considers
         parts of the Decalogue as only divine law and not part of the natural law. However,
         this interpretation was not original to Grotius; over three hundred years earlier,
         Scotus had made a similar argument. Furthermore, Grotius’s DJB applies the principles of natural law to innumerable potential situations of international
         practice in much the same way as did the scholastics to the moral life. Grotius’s
         recognition that not all truths of Christian revelation are accessible to natural
         reason is hardly new or radical. If he is an innovator, it is in his attempt to extend
         the reach of classical natural law outside the confines of the political community,
         not to limit it.
      

      
       Finally, Grotius’s use of the “impious hypothesis” is arguably less impious than
         it appears. For one thing, Grotius immediately emphasizes the purely counterfactual
         nature of the hypothesis. Employing his aforementioned tripartite epistemology, he
         promptly defends God’s existence by reference to natural reason, divine miracles,
         and unbroken human tradition.[23]    More importantly, even his hypothetical may be less impious than it appears. He
         may be proposing a materialistic world with no God whatsoever, or a cosmos with a
         prime mover, or in fact a deistic universe in which “the affairs of men are of no
         concern to [God].” Should he mean one of the latter two options, this statement would
         be no more controversial than the naturalistic metaphysics of Aristotle himself, which
         were in fact embraced by scholastic thinkers as a way to counter the proto-modern
         voluntarism of their (impious?) adversaries.[24]    Even if one remains unconvinced of Grotius’s piety, one must at least acknowledge
         that this “impious” claim far precedes Grotius. It traces its lineage back to the
         fourteenth century in Gregory of Rimini and Gabriel Biel, and even the neo-Scholastic
         Suarez made a similar assertion.[25]    Thus, the mere presence of the “impious hypothesis” is insufficient evidence on
         which to judge Grotius an essential modern, let alone an enemy of the premodern tradition.
      

      
      Grotius’s Human Nature as Non-Reductionistic

      
      These arguments suggest that Grotius does not comfortably fit the portrait of “modern
         revolutionary.” However, they do not yet demonstrate the substantive classical continuity
         of his approach to nature. A closer look at Grotius’s foundations helps to fill in
         the positive elements of the picture. However, his understanding of human nature,
         like many concepts in his writing, is not straightforward and accessible. As one commentator
         notes, in some places Grotius seems to say one thing, in other places another. For
         instance, in some passages Grotius refers to man’s self-seeking nature. Certainly
         these passages do not escape the notice of observers such as Tuck. Yet in other places
         Grotius speaks of altruism. This has led some to conclude that Grotius is simply inconsistent
         in his portrait of human nature.[26]    
      

      
      Yet perhaps it is more plausible to interpret Grotius’s apparent contradictions as
         a consistent belief that human nature is not monistic. To draw a parallel, Plato’s
         typology of souls shows that human nature can be focused on reason, honor, or the
         passions. Yet the simultaneous existence of tyrants and philosophers does not mean
         that Plato’s understanding of human nature is inconsistent. This pluralistic (or at
         least non-monistic) view of the human soul can be more concretely inferred from Grotius’s
         view that it is better to enter into civil society, even though man is social and
         can already punish wrongdoing in the “state of nature” (a term Grotius never uses).
         He justifies the institution of third-party judges by reference to the fact that individuals
         “too often have their own interests in view.”[27]    This indicates that individuals sometimes act according to justice and sometimes
         according to self-interest. Thus, there must be at least two parts of the soul—the
         justice-oriented part and the self-interested part—which are in tension with each
         other. Furthermore, there must also be times when the just part of the soul is victorious
         and the individual consequently acts in an altruistic manner.
      

      
      This non-reductionistic conception of the soul is also evident in Grotius’s statement
         that “man is, to be sure, an animal, but an animal of a superior kind, much farther
         removed from all other animals than the different kinds of animals are from one another.”[28]    Man shares some characteristics with animals, and some men (particularly children)
         may share many of these characteristics. However, man also possesses a unique capacity
         of discursive reason, allowing him to develop his capacity for practical wisdom. If
         a man chooses to correctly orient his will, he may become a “mature man,”[29]    which brings to mind Aristotle’s conception of the spoudaios. Such wisdom cannot be characteristic of mere animals. Nor is it the automatic possession
         of all men, as Hobbes seemed to view all human abilities.[30]    Rather, it must be developed through uniquely human skill and experience.[31]    This process of movement toward what seems to be a human telos implies the concepts of potentiality and actuality, which again bears an Aristotelian
         imprint.
      

      
      This multifaceted conception of the soul points toward a classical inspiration. Many
         modern thinkers such as Hobbes, Marx, and contemporary advocates of homo economicus attempt to create a science of man by eliminating all but one variable. Man’s behavior
         can be predicted by reference to single-cause explanations such as fear of violent
         death, class struggle, or desire for economic gain. Each of these three modern positions
         suggests a monistic view of the soul. In contrast, Grotius’s pluralistic conception
         of the soul leaves room for a will whose actions can never be predicted with certitude.
      

      
      Grotius’s Human Nature as Rational

      
      Grotius develops this idea of natural human reason more concretely when he suggests
         that reason ought to control man’s self-interested passions.[32]    He writes that animals have a sort of nature which allows them to “secure advantage
         for themselves.” However, man has a moral faculty, which leads a man to refrain from
         harming others, even when it causes him a disadvantage.[33]    Thus, reason is not merely a calculating tool used to procure the “predetermined”
         end of advantage. Rather, reason itself can discern a good that transcends advantage.
         He states that man’s nature is to “follow the direction of a well-tempered judgement,
         being neither led astray by fear or the allurement of immediate pleasure, not carried
         away by rash impulse.”[34]    The concept of a rational will which can deliberate on moral ends further emphasizes
         Grotius’s Aristotelian heritage and his opposition to Hobbes. Hobbes argues that reason
         is simply a calculative function, in service to man’s passions. As Alasdair MacIntyre
         has argued, the move from a rational will which could deliberate on moral ends toward
         a calculative reason that could only determine means to ends is a defining feature
         of modernity.[35]   
      

      
      This difference is evident in Grotius’s and Hobbes’s treatment of specific behaviors.
         Grotius accepts Aristotle’s understanding that fear of pain is incontinence, and that
         men have a moral responsibility not to succumb to it.[36]    For this reason, although a promise made under fear is binding, the one who caused
         the fear is under a moral obligation to release the promisor.[37]    In contrast, Hobbes argues that man naturally fears violent death. Men can thus
         have no obligation to overcome this passion, but rather should calculate how political
         institutions can be structured to prevent its negative external effects. The same
         difference applies to vainglory, which Grotius sees as symptomatic of moral weakness,
         implying that it must be overcome by moral effort.[38]    In contrast, Hobbes sees vainglory as a constant and permanent striving of man,
         to be subdued only by the coercive force of the Leviathan. Even in regard to man’s
         desires themselves, Grotius refers to Aristotle’s distinction between natural desires
         and unnatural ones.[39]    Once again, in reductive scientific fashion, Hobbes sees only natural desires.
         Some observers may read that Grotius sees man as an animal, or as having passions,
         and conclude that he must be similar to Hobbes. However, for Grotius, the animalistic
         passions are not the whole of man. To assert that man is an animal is insufficient evidence of modern materialism;
         one would have to further assert that man is only an animal. Grotius clearly espouses the former.
      

      
      Grotius’s Human Nature as Social

      
      The idea that man is capable of acting altruistically and out of motives other than
         fear is crucial to Grotius’s understanding of human nature as inherently sociable.
         In this regard, one of the most important statements in the entire de Jure Belli is Grotius’s assertion, contrary to Carneades, that “the very nature of man, which
         even if we had no lack of anything, would lead us into the mutual relations of society.”[40]    Human nature—man in the state of nature—is inherently social.
      

      
      The importance of this statement can be seen by contrasting it with Hobbesian man.
         Hobbes holds that individuals are motivated by acquisitiveness, diffidence, and vainglory.
         However, the resulting goods are external goods, which is to say that they are limited.
         Thus, their possession is relative; if every person has societal glory or honor, no
         person has it. Because everyone desires these zero-sum goods, the world is characterized
         by scarcity and competition. There cannot be friendship, only mastery. As Hobbes says,
         “every man has a right . . . to one another’s body”—and he is hardly referring to
         Plato’s utopian community of wives and children.[41]    Society arises precisely because we lack things: specifically, basic security
         of body. Even physical external goods (those corresponding to the body rather than
         the passions), while perhaps not entirely zero-sum, are necessarily limited and subject
         to scarcity. 
      

      
      In contrast, Grotius states that man would enter society even if he had no lack of
         anything, including security of person. Even if everyone possessed all the external,
         physical goods they could want, they would still want intangible goods—specifically,
         social existence. Men desire not only physical goods but friendship. Friendship is
         an internal, intrinsic good, corresponding to the part of man’s nature which transcends
         either (self-interested) physical existence or the (self-interested) desire for mastery
         of others. As an internal and nonrelative good, it cannot be described as zero-sum,
         and thus is not diminished by being shared.[42]    This likely explains Grotius’s assertion that the state with justice is more fortunate
         than the state with arms.[43]    Hobbes would surely disagree.
      

      
      The related concept of a social and political realm, characterized by other-oriented
         friendship, has some roots in Aristotle. However, the Christian view of self-giving
         love further develops the concept of friendship as an internal good not subject to
         scarcity or zero-sum status. In fact, it is precisely in such sharing that one receives.
         Although de Jure Belli is not a treatise on friendship, Grotius’s reference to friendship indicates that
         he is firmly in the Aristotelian-Christian camp. As he says, “We are drawn to friendship
         spontaneously and by our own nature . . . charity often advises me to put the good
         of many above my own good.”[44]    
      

      
      Grotius’s Natural Reason as Prudential

      
      Just as Grotius’s concept of human nature draws on the ancient model, so does his
         understanding of natural reason. He begins his theory of knowledge by asking the question
         of how one can discern the law of nature. He lists two possible approaches. One is
         through a posteriori reason, which gathers evidence of those principles common to all nations—or at least
         all civilized nations. The other is a priori reason, producing conclusions to which any rational person must assent upon demonstration.
         Such knowledge is akin to mathematical proofs “which are at once recognized and admitted.”[45]   
      

      
      At first glance, these approaches may appear similar to those of Hobbes and Locke,
         who argue that nature can only be known through the senses and that the rules of logic
         then guide the mind in synthesizing this sense-data. Hobbes, in particular, equated
         reason with mathematical calculation, and one might be inclined to see in Grotius’s
         reference to mathematics a latent Hobbesian position. Yet for Grotius, a priori reasoning is not the only way to determine the (obviously moral) laws of nature. More
         importantly, however, he cites Aristotle on the matter: “certainty is not to be found
         in moral questions in the same degree as in mathematical science.”[46]    This explains his earlier statement that a not-entirely-universal acceptance of
         a particular notion does not jeopardize its status as true. He points out that honey
         does not cease to be sweet simply because a sick man is unable to perceive its sweetness.[47]    This is a contrast to Hobbes, who repeatedly discerns universal laws of nature
         in what he self-consciously considers a purely deductive fashion.
      

      
      Furthermore, Grotius goes on to refer to the fact that moral life often involves determining
         a mean—one that is prudential rather than mathematical.[48]    Grotius thus acknowledges a difference between natural law reasoning and good
         judgment.[49]    The latter is a foreign concept to Hobbes, whose Leviathan has no prudence, only
         volitional law. Grotius’s emphasis on prudence, the fundamental political virtue of
         Aristotle, is another indicator of a classical understanding of politics, one which
         holds that a good state arises only through virtuous character. This stands in contrast
         to a modern scientific view of politics suggesting that proper institutional design
         and law is sufficient. Not surprisingly, Grotius uses the term “science” less than
         a dozen times in his work. In contrast, Hobbes makes it clear that he is applying
         the methods of modern political science, of which he is the founder.[50]    It is worth noting that in his theory of knowledge, Grotius does not deny the
         existence of faculties, such as a priori reason, employed by moderns like Hobbes and Locke. However, he does not view the
         use of these faculties as exclusive of all others. This refusal to take a reductionistic
         approach to reason echoes his aforementioned multifaceted conception of human nature.
      

      
      Grotius and History

      
      Grotius’s a posteriori reason further illuminates a source of knowledge outside the a priori reason often attributed to him as evidence of his essential modernity: that of history.
         His aforementioned tripartite epistemology identifies history as an important source
         of natural Right. However, it also serves as an organizing principle for the third
         book of DJB. Here Grotius devotes one chapter to enumerating the restraints of reason on carrying
         out war. He then proceeds to add a hefty six more exploring the restraints arising
         from historical tacit agreement. This suggests that the counsel of nature is most
         fully manifested in the historically evolved practices or agreements of man’s free
         will.[51]    Throughout DJB, Grotius provides a detailed treatment of international custom (jus gentium) as morally binding on nations.[52]    By using historical examples and citations, he attempts to demonstrate the congruence
         of many positive laws with natural law.[53]    Grotius in fact criticizes writers of his own day for having neglected to supply
         illustrations from history and endeavors to correct this oversight.[54]   
      

      
      Some might argue that this focus on history opens up history as an independent agent
         with a logic of its own. This might be seen to relativize truth or even to suggest
         an achievable end of history that inevitably precipitates millenarian violence. Strauss’s
         Natural Right and History famously suggests history as a modern force opposed to classical natural right, and
         Voegelin repeatedly warns against immanentizing the eschaton. On the contrary, however,
         I would suggest that Grotius’s approach to history is not so much modern (let alone
         eschatological) as it is Christian. The ancient Greek conception of history is cyclical;
         Plato expects the ideal city to decline simply because the seasonal patterns of growth
         and decay flow inexorably from the nature of things. To this cyclical view Augustine
         counterposes a linear theology of history, one that points to a release from inevitable
         decline at the end of time. On this foundation of possible progress the church then
         builds the idea of development of doctrine; Christians are better off knowing that
         Christ is one person with two natures. Even more central to Christianity, however,
         is the fact that the birth, death, and resurrection of Christ are moments in human
         history without which, as St. Paul says, “faith is in vain.”[55]    To be a Christian is to assent to a truth unavailable during earlier periods of
         history. What is more, Christ does not give a new Ten Commandments but instead speaks
         in parables. The spirit of the law cannot be propounded in formulations; it must be
         illustrated in narratives. In this way, Christ points to the limits of the Hebraic
         law; for instance, in the act of healing a man on the Sabbath, he shows that its spirit
         supersedes its letter. (St. Paul will further deemphasize the law; it can convict
         but cannot justify.)[56]    Because God reveals himself most fully through the person of Christ, one can only
         come to know the heights of divinity through the historical record of his actions—most
         notably his passion and death.
      

      
      Indeed, Grotius’s oeuvre is self-consciously Christian. In addition to his counsels
         of Christian virtue in de Jure Belli, he also wrote several theo-political and theological treatises, one of which put
         forward a theory of Christ’s Atonement still current in the Methodist Church. Grotius
         also wrote a work of Christian apologetics that would be published over a hundred
         times in a dozen languages. Finally, he devoted his last decade to a massive two-million-word
         commentary on the Bible that particularly seeks to illuminate the historical circumstances
         that surround the words of Scripture.[57]    For instance, when Christ says that he has come not to oppose but to fulfill the
         law, Grotius points out that Christ is referring both to the Hebraic civil law and
         the law of God and that Christ fulfills the law not only through his doctrine but
         through his example.[58]   
      

      
      Moreover, this Christian emphasis on fulfilling rather than overthrowing the Hebraic
         law might just as well apply to the ancient conception of natural Right as residing
         in the character of the philosopher. Plato illustrates this conception in his Statesman by outlining the sixfold typology of regimes more commonly associated with Aristotle’s
         Politics. He then adds a seventh type, that of statesmanship, which is characterized not by
         law but by the art of ruling. Here the statesman acts as a sort of “living law.”[59]    This shows that the depersonalized law is one step removed from (and thus ontologically
         dependent on) the personal art of ruling, just as dianoia depends on a higher nous. Aristotle also illustrates this conception with his idea of the spoudaios, who must discern the good in particular situations, but cannot make universal prescriptions
         of his actions. For this reason, Strauss himself writes that Aristotle’s concept of
         natural Right resides more in concrete decisions than in general propositions.[60]    Hence, in order to learn practical wisdom, one must observe the spoudaios. Without direct personal access to Plato’s statesman or Aristotle’s spoudaios, one must rely on historical accounts. This substantiates history as revealing nature
         rather than sweeping it away. In this way, Grotius’s approach to history as a source
         of knowledge is not a modern proto-Hegelian stance but a Christian incorporation of
         the insights of ancient natural Right.
      

      
      Grotius and Subjective Natural Rights

      
      Grotius’s emphasis on history continues when he seeks to justify the existence and
         origins of private property. Here he proceeds in much the same way as had Pope John
         XXII in the Franciscan property dispute that Brian Tierney identifies as the origin
         of natural rights.[61]    Grotius does not provide a theological Filmerian argument that property was present
         from the very beginnings of man and passed down from Adam. Neither does he propose
         a proto-Lockean argument that property ownership is inherent in work of one’s hands.
         Rather, he draws on history and prudence. At some early point in history, humanity
         prudentially determined that the institution of private property could enable man
         to more fully live out his rational and social existence. This collective reasoning
         was manifested in the consent of men to these arrangements.[62]    This is consistent with Grotius’s conception that rational natural law may usefully
         be supplemented by practical judgment. Humans are free to make behavior-limiting contracts
         that go beyond the duties imposed by natural law.
      

      
      However, this introduction of subjective natural rights to property has led some observers
         to argue that Grotius is fundamentally modern. After all, if one has a right to property,
         one can then do with that property what one will; the possession in no way depends
         on a teleological account of the proper role of property in human flourishing. Indeed,
         any subjective right confers an absolute sphere of freedom on its holder, connoting
         a realm of individual sovereignty. In other words, subjective natural rights seem
         to give the holder the freedom to act against an overarching standard known to classical
         philosophy as natural Right. Is this not good evidence that Grotius is finally a modern?
         Why allow individuals the right to ignore the higher ends of human existence?
      

      
      I would suggest that the answer to these questions draws on the same logic as does
         Grotius’s emphasis on history, again rooted more in Christianity than in modernity.
         The ancient concept of nature certainly points toward an overarching standard of rightness.
         However, it lacks a deep concept of conscience. Indeed, classical philosophy generally
         assumes that the problem of politics is ignorance; if people know the truth (or are
         governed by philosopher-kings who do), they will act virtuously. However, Christianity
         develops the idea of the individual will and the possibility of its weakness. As St.
         Paul writes in the Epistle to the Romans, “for what I would, that do I not; but what
         I hate, that do I.”[63]     To this idea of individual conscience Christianity adds the idea of individual
         salvation. No longer is eternity available through a national covenant with God (as
         in the Hebrew world) or through the moral education of philosophical governors (as
         in Platonic philosophy). Rather, Christ announces that “the Kingdom of God is within
         you.” [64]    
      

      
      For this reason, one’s character when carrying out an act is more important than the
         act itself. It is now better to do the wrong thing for the right reason than vice
         versa. Indeed, orthodox Christianity is reluctant to condemn all those outside the
         church. Despite their ignorance of Christianity, their intentions—known only to God—may
         yet be justified. Christianity thus introduces the concept of invincible ignorance—a
         concept incompatible with the strict nature of pre-Christian reason. (To use an analogue
         from physical nature, the natural law of gravity makes no exception for skydivers
         who earnestly seek to open their unknowingly defective parachutes.)
      

      
      The implication of this emphasis on intention is that true virtue cannot be coerced;
         the Christian cannot force the cavedweller to turn around. Rather, virtue must be
         freely chosen. Christian grace does not compel; it can only sweetly inspire. Hence,
         Christianity grants to humanity the freedom to act against God and nature, and to
         refuse grace. By granting this right, one can be sure that any subsequent good act
         is freely chosen and thus genuinely (and not only apparently) virtuous. In this way,
         one might argue that subjective natural rights actually deepen natural Right. Natural
         rights need not oppose natural Right, because one can very well exercise his individual
         natural right according to the higher standard. However, such exercise is more praiseworthy
         when one had the right to do otherwise.
      

      
       Moreover, the concept of natural rights may in fact awaken a sense of ownership in
         the agent who holds a right. If one is now saved as an individual soul rather than
         as a member of a chosen nation, one cannot shift the responsibility onto others and
         hope to free-ride to salvation. Nor can one blame the shackles of circumstance; if
         one is now only accountable for his response to the light he has been shown, the absence
         of a Socratic guide toward the sun is no excuse for inaction. This emphasis on personal
         responsibility further accounts for Grotius’s belief that self-interest and charity
         simultaneously coexist in human nature. The former is, in fact, the gift of a provident
         God, because one’s self-interest requires cooperation with others, thus leading one
         to take on freely chosen responsibilities.[65]    Much like Tocqueville’s concept of “interest rightly understood,” one’s own right
         may lead to an enlargement of one’s sense of responsibility. The extrinsic incentive
         may gradually lead to the development of intrinsic (and thus genuinely virtuous) motives.
      

      
      For this reason, medieval theorists had argued that individual rights and the common
         good are complementary rather than conflicting aspects of the human condition. Because
         Grotius’s philosophy leaves room for intrinsic, incorporeal goods, he continues in
         this tradition. Once again, commentators might focus on the appearance of “self-interested”
         Grotius and read in him a proto-Hobbesian conception of man. But because Grotius has
         a non-reductionistic concept of human nature, man is self-interested while also being
         more than merely self-interested.[66]    In other words, individual rights do confer an absolute modern liberty to reject
         the teleology of ancient natural Right. However, Grotius introduces them not to allow
         an escape from natural Right but in the hopes of making the instantiation of natural
         Right a more fully praiseworthy choice. He may thus help to enlarge the possibilities
         of human action in the hopes that it will lead the person toward an end that transcends
         humanity.
      

      
      Natural Rights and History:
 Grotius’s Modern Translation
      

      
      Has nature lost its appeal in the modern world? The word “teleology” would fail a
         first round of political focus groups, and even the mere language of virtue tends
         to arouse mental images of Saudi morality police. Yet the prevalence of human rights
         discourse around the globe suggests that the implicit concept of natural rights retains
         wide currency. If they do not mandate a movement toward the fullness of human flourishing,
         they do prevent the worst abuses against humanity. Individual natural rights are thus
         unlikely to recede anytime soon, and despite the occasionally absurd inflation of
         rights claims, even most critics of rights would be sorry to see them disappear. In
         this way, Grotius may offer a way to maintain some link to the ancient understanding
         of nature in a pluralistic modern world that resists legal mandates based on comprehensive
         doctrines.
      

      
      Nonetheless, if rights are here to stay for the foreseeable future, there are surely
         better and worse ways to conceive of them. The task is to emphasize that rights are
         a beginning, not an end. Grotius does precisely this. By conferring a sphere of individual
         sovereignty on the right holder, Grotius conceptualizes rights as protecting the freedom
         to make a truly virtuous choice. Rights are grounded on a rich conception of the subject
         amenable to contemporary discourse. Yet while Grotius’s natural rights can be promulgated
         on a nonteleological basis, they ultimately point toward a vision of human flourishing.
         The careful reader will find that Grotius’s concept of subjectivity is ultimately
         rooted in an older Christian development of the ancient emphasis on virtue as residing
         in the soul.
      

      
      The same is true of the political language of history. Few today would respond to
         a political discourse that rejects the several past centuries as a grand mistake.
         Grotius’s concept of history allows for the possibility of progress and thus avoids
         the kind of fatalism or even cynicism that consciously propagates self-defeating practices
         from a belief that decline is inevitable. Likewise, a belief in the relevance of particular
         historical circumstances allows for legitimate diversity among societies, combating
         an unsophisticated application of nature as a one-size-fits-all proposition.
      

      
      Yet Grotius sees history not as an autonomous force, but rather as the locus in which
         nature is revealed. His Aristotelian concept of nature implicitly justifies history
         as the realm in which the virtues of natural Right are instantiated and thus known.
         This allows for a culturally sensitive understanding of nature that nonetheless rejects
         cultural relativism. Furthermore, his Christian development of history makes him fully
         aware of the reality of sin and the impossibility of perfection in secular history.
         Progress is anything but guaranteed or linear. This guards against ideologies that
         would promise a utopia at the cost of trampling the human dignity of enemies of the
         revolution.
      

      
      In this way, the ambiguity of Grotius’s legacy, following from his situation at the
         crossroads between the ancient and modern world, may allow him to maintain one foot
         in each. His modern idiom of natural rights and history offers a (perhaps compact)
         entry point to nature. However, his ancient conception of man as fundamentally rational
         and social bids the right holder to exercise his liberty in a way that points to a
         higher conception of human existence rather than permitting him to ignore it. Thus,
         the rearticulation of a Grotian approach to nature (and its implicit classical-Christian
         foundations) may offer a realistic way to enrich contemporary political discourse.
         If the modern world generally has ears to hear talk of nature in only one language,
         Grotius may be a valuable translator.
      

      
      Notes
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      Response to Jeremy Geddert

      
         
         Jesse Covington

         
         
         
      

      
      In response to the question of whether Hugo Grotius may best be understood as a late
         Aristotelian or an early modern, Jeremy Geddert offers a strong and lucid defense
         of Grotius’s fundamentally premodern commitments. Geddert takes on the likes of Richard
         Tuck, showing the limits of readings of Grotius as a modern akin to Hobbes. Geddert
         shows how Grotius’s multifaceted accounts of reason, human nature, natural law, history,
         and natural right reflect more Aristotelian and even Christian commitments. The result
         is a forceful argument that, among other things, fruitfully highlights distinctions
         that characterize the transition from premodernity to modernity, particularly as regards
         the concept of “nature.” With respect to how best to locate Grotius within this transition,
         Geddert casts Grotius as a helpful “translator” of the classical, premodern tradition
         into a more modern context.
      

      
      In the brief comments that follow I will focus on several of what I take to be fruitful
         areas for further inquiry, by which Geddert’s project—and Grotius’s—might be constructively
         engaged, especially as regards the contemporary status of the natural law tradition.
         I offer these observations and questions without pretense of expertise in Grotius’s
         thought (which I do not have), but rather as an interested newcomer to these discussions.
         Instead of an either/or approach to Grotius’s modernity, my comments assume a more
         spatial notion of the intersection at which Geddert describes him. Thus I am interested in
         several continua upon which Grotius may be located, rather than bright lines of demarcation
         with Grotius standing either on one side or the other.[1]   Geddert is particularly helpful in charting the points on this map, distinguishing
         premodernity from modernity in a number of important respects. In several places I
         explore whether Grotius may be slightly further along the continua in question than
         Geddert indicates, but not clearly in ways that fundamentally challenge Geddert’s
         argument. Cast in Geddert’s terms, I suggest that Grotius’s translation of premodernity
         may involve some interpretive choices shaped by modernity. Moreover, I point to recent
         critiques of modernity and their implications for natural law discourse in the contemporary
         context. In hopes of further reflection, I ask whether “untranslated” premodern thinkers
         might offer unique promise for understanding how natural law changed with modernity
         and for informing current conversations.
      

      
      Human Nature as Rational, Social, and Moral

      
      Rationality and sociability are central to distinguishing Grotius’s understanding
         of human nature from that of Hobbes. Against those who read Grotius as fundamentally
         modern, making self-interest primary in his account of human nature and ethics, Geddert
         instead describes Grotius as having a “pluralistic” rather than “monistic” account
         of human nature. By this Geddert means that both self-interest and a moral, social
         nature are involved.[2]   He concludes that “for Grotius, the animalistic passions are not the whole of man.”[3]   Key to Geddert’s distinction here is a teleological aspect of Grotius’s thought, whereby human nature can rightly be described in terms
         of “potentiality and actuality,” admitting of aspirational features more than just
         predictive ones.[4]   A possible source of confusion suggests itself here, however. Both in humans’ rationality
         and their sociability, rightly conceived self-interest seems to operate in close parallel
         to Grotius’s account of a natural human telos. Indeed, this parallel leaves open to speculation how necessary the latter (humans’
         rational and social nature) are to Grotius’s conclusions and how independently the
         former (human interests and needs) might be in their normal operation. I will briefly
         explore these in turn.
      

      
      Geddert contrasts Grotius’s treatment of humans’ “rational will which could deliberate
         on moral ends” with the more Hobbesian “calculative reason that could only determine
         means to ends.”[5]   In its rational capacity, Grotius distinguishes human nature from that of beasts
         in part based on humans’ “capacity for grasping and acting on general precepts.”[6]   This ability to apprehend principles and then act according to them is linked to
         what might be called rational foresight: reasoning about the potential effects of particular actions. Grotius continues:
      

      
      
         It is not only the capacity for society, which we have discussed, that distinguishes
            human beings from other animals, but the capacity to exercise judgment, not least
            in calculating future as well as present joys and harms and the courses of action
            likely to lead to either. To use one’s human intelligence in such matters, to act
            upon a well-formed judgment, without the distorting influence of fear or some immediately
            attractive pleasure and without being swept away by sudden impulse, is considered
            appropriate to human nature. Correspondingly, action inconsistent with such judgment
            is considered “contrary to natural Right”—which means, the Right of human nature.[7]  
         

         
      

      It is unsurprising that some thinkers see connections between Grotius’s account of
         rational judgment and Hobbes’s description of human reason in Leviathan. Both involve the ability to consider the potential effects of causes and to distill
         general principles about these predictions.[8]   Moreover, Grotius produces a list of moral rules that parallels Hobbes’s “true
         and only morall philosophy” of rightly calculated self-interest.[9]   Geddert points to Grotius’s departures from a full Hobbesian view, citing his claims
         about courage, vainglory, and a distinction between natural and unnatural desires.[10]   Granting this, the overlap between the two might prompt further inquiry about the
         extent to which Grotius’s departures produce substantive divergence from the conclusions
         of rational self-interest, rightly understood.
      

      
      Likewise, we might fruitfully probe the extent to which self-interest and sociability
         operate in tandem for Grotius. Geddert highlights how Grotius (following Aristotle)
         links humans’ capacity for altruism and moral behavior to their social nature.[11]   Grotius clearly states this: “the generalization that every animal is solely inclined
         to pursue its individual interest, cannot bear scrutiny.”[12]   Instead, humans have “a highly developed need for society,” which Grotius elaborates
         as an “instinct characteristic of the human intelligence.”[13]   Human sociability has direct bearing on natural right: the “social instinct . .
         . is the source of a right in the technical sense of the term.”[14]   Human nature, Grotius insists—and Geddert emphasizes—“would incline us to one another’s
         society even if we had no needs at all.”[15]   Thus, Grotius certainly resists reducing natural right to self-interest.[16]   Still, Grotius describes humans as deeply needy creatures and relates these needs
         to their sociability. In his words, “natural right is helped out by the fact of interest
         (utilitas), for the author of our nature made us one-by-one and weak, with many things wanting
         for a proper life, to induce us the more to cultivate society.”[17]   While natural right is analytically distinct from self-interest, we might explore
         the extent to which this distinction affects human behavior—that is, how natural right
         might guide self-interest as regards sociability.
      

      
      So then, as regards humans’ social nature, what Geddert calls a “pluralistic” conception
         might be termed “dual,” insofar as natural right deriving from humans’ social nature
         on the one hand parallels self-interest (need) guided by rational foresight on the
         other. While fully consistent with Geddert’s argument, this parallel may help to explain
         some of the confusion about Grotius’s location relative to modernity. As with Grotius’s
         “impious hypothesis” that “right” would remain even if God did not exist, we might
         probe further: what would be lost for Grotius if human nature (sociability) did not exist? Even granting, as Geddert argues, that something would be lost, we might reasonably ask “how much?” If the answer proves “not very
         much,” this might suggest that Grotius stands a step or two down the pathway toward more modern and self-interested conceptions of rights. In short, we might further
         explore the value added by nature-based sources of right, as they stand independent
         of rational self-interest. Geddert’s suggestion of friendship[18]   seems a promising starting point here, as does inquiry about the source of natural
         law’s obligatory character.[19]  
      

      
      Geddert’s treatment of subjective natural rights is worth noting here. Grotius is
         widely credited with developing the concept of “subjective right”—referring to “a
         right or capacity possessed by the agent,” as distinguished from prior conceptions
         of rights as more abstract and general.[20]   Despite Grotius’s emphasis on humans as social beings, his increasingly subjective
         account of rights emphasizes individuals in a new way. As Geddert notes, some readers
         see in this the seeds of later contractual accounts of political liberalism, where
         rights—like commodities—can be traded for other goods like peace and security.[21]   In contrast, Geddert sees more Christianity here than modernity—particularly as
         regards the roles of individual conscience, will, and salvation.[22] Thus for Geddert, Grotius’s subjective right may help to make “the instantiation
         of natural Right a more fully praiseworthy [individual] choice,” rather than describe
         an autonomous “proto-Hobbesian . . . man.”[23]  
      

      
      This account of Christian internality, volition, and individuality might be fruitfully
         put into dialogue with Aristotle and Augustine (among others) to further draw out
         what is modern, what is premodern, and what is Christian in Grotius. With Aristotle,
         we might explore this account of Grotius in relation to Aristotle’s pre-Christian
         account of virtuous acts’ internal, chosen dimensions, in tandem with the limited
         role of coercion for which Geddert accounts.[24]   Likewise with Augustine, we may inquire about the extent to which Christian innovations
         on antiquity may be cast in terms of individual salvation and free, voluntary choice. In the event that modernity has also exerted shaping influence on related aspects
         of Christianity, further inquiry could assist in clarifying the extent and limits
         of this impact. Perhaps most centrally for Geddert’s chapter, we might probe how Grotius
         relates the external to the internal in performing virtuous acts. Geddert states that
         in Christianity, “one’s character when carrying out an act is more important than
         the act itself.”[25]   We might ask: Does Grotius’s Christianity have the effect of decreasing the relative
         import of acts of virtue? Particularly to the extent that Grotius is an Aristotelian—who sees humans
         as rationally oriented to perform certain acts befitting their nature—lessening the
         import of such acts would constitute a significant shift.
      

      
      On Knowledge, Authority, and Religion

      
      Geddert offers a helpful account of where to locate Grotius in terms of appropriating
         knowledge. In contrast to modernity’s individualism, skepticism about authority, and
         reliance on a priori reason,[26]   Geddert describes Grotius as deeply reliant on authority, clearly distinguishing
         him from modern authors like Hobbes who seek to build an entire philosophical system
         “from the ground up.”[27]   Geddert highlights the roles of revelation and especially history for Grotius,
         pointing out that de Jure Belli “is littered with references to classical sources, and its Index of Authors cited
         comes to a full forty pages.”[28]   Grotius is clearly far from ignoring key authorities in the intellectual history
         that precedes him.
      

      
      Acknowledging that Grotius eschews an exclusively a priori approach to knowledge, his use of authority proves complex. For instance, Grotius’s
         reliance on authority has been found to vary by subject, being more pronounced in
         his accounts of politics than in his treatment of law, where Grotius’s own analysis
         proves “exceedingly elaborate and detailed” rather than reliant on authority.[29]   Even where he does cite many authorities, their role is not altogether clear, as
         Oliver and Joan O’Donovan highlight: “[Grotius’s] page is crowded with quotations.
         . . . Only on closer examination do we find that they are quite careless, and often
         do not support the case that Grotius himself intends to make. . . . To discover his
         own views we must isolate the terse dialectical argument, which develops a complex
         position . . . economically.”[30]   The O’Donovans suggest that Grotius’s use of historical authority in part reflects
         his ability to speak the intellectual language of his day, even when his own views
         depart from the authorities he cites and he prefers the conclusions of his own reasoning.
         Clearly Grotius’s inclusion of many sources formally contrasts with Hobbes, as Geddert
         notes, but the extent to which this demonstrates reliance on them—particularly in his treatment of law—may warrant further exploration.
      

      
      Related to this, some of Grotius’s comments about authority—particularly religious
         authority—suggest an approach to knowledge that may edge slightly toward modernity.
         (Here, I refer to the individual human standing as arbiter of truth, seen as objective,
         and taking nothing for granted.)[31]   For instance, following on the heels of his “impious hypothesis”—which Geddert
         rightly notes is explicitly counterfactual for Grotius, limiting its impiety—Grotius
         defends the reliability of scripture’s witness. He states that scripture is supported
         by: “rational reflection and unbroken tradition . . . which is then confirmed by a
         range of arguments and by miracles attested in every period of history.” He goes on
         to cite Christian belief as “based on proofs of unquestionable reliability.”[32]   While acknowledging the import of tradition (he is not a modern!), Grotius seems
         to suggest that assent to tradition is rooted in rational assessment. And while a posteriori knowledge confirms a priori knowledge, there are indications that a priori reasoning may be more certain for Grotius.[33]  
      

      
      Indeed, on occasion Grotius evokes strains of an Averroistic relation of reason and
         revelation: “God gave new prominence to these principles, too, in publishing laws,
         aiding those especially whose intellectual powers were less adept at reasoning.”[34]   At least as regards different ways in which right can be known, reason and revelation
         agree such that the latter may serve as a shortcut to the conclusions of the former.
         While by no means a uniquely modern approach, this does suggest a departure from the
         distinctively Christian epistemology of parts of late antiquity and the medieval period
         (St. Augustine and St. Anselm, for instance).[35]  
      

      
      As Geddert notes, Grotius remains a far cry from Hobbes in his extensive use of historical
         sources and his openness to a posteriori knowledge, giving him commonalities with the Aristotelian tradition. The questions
         raised here simply suggest the potential for further exploration of how Grotius might
         give some degree of preference to a priori knowledge. Moreover, they probe how Grotius might be distinguished from other deeply
         religious thinkers within the ancient and medieval contexts—especially those for whom
         trusted authority clearly precedes and then shapes understanding. With an eye toward
         how premodern conceptions of nature might bear fruit in contemporary discourse, this
         second point warrants some explanation.
      

      
      St. Augustine (among others) clearly expects divergence or “antithesis” in epistemology
         and ethics; believers and nonbelievers will approach both truth and goodness differently.
         He is adamant that faith precedes, rather than follows, true understanding or knowledge. At the outset of de Libero Arbitrio Augustine emphasizes: “Unless you believe, you will not understand”—a theme that
         runs throughout his writing.[36]   Indeed, one’s subjective relation to God remains a defining aspect of appropriating
         knowledge for Augustine, particularly insofar as he describes truth as personal, not
         simply objective: “the truth is God himself.”[37]   In keeping with Geddert’s account of Christian history emphasizing the particular and narratival in considering law,[38]   Augustine highlights that this is also personal and relational. Bearing on considerations of natural law, Augustine’s approach to moral knowledge
         follows suit: virtue includes the subjective orientation of the actor, such that virtue
         is only properly virtue when directed by love of God (a claim related to Geddert’s account of Christian
         virtue and subjective right).[39]   Pagan virtue may thus be formally identical to true virtue, yet it remains subjectively and teleologically misdirected
         such that it must be counted as vice.[40]   For Augustine, epistemic and moral commonality is thus both inescapably real (all humans live in the same created order) and deeply limited (the two cities interpret that created order quite differently and have varying motivations
         for acting in it).[41]  
      

      
      In contrast to these limits, modernity held out the promise of more objective, deductive,
         and shareable metaphysical and moral claims. Yet contemporary thinkers as diverse
         as Alasdair MacIntyre and John Rawls highlight the limits of modernity’s ability to
         deliver on this promise. As Rawls puts it in Political Liberalism, “A modern democratic society is characterized not simply by a pluralism of comprehensive
         religious, philosophical, and moral doctrines but by a pluralism of incompatible yet reasonable comprehensive doctrines.”[42]   Significantly for Rawls (among others), this divergence cannot be overcome but
         must rather be accepted as a given—precluding admission of a natural moral law to
         political reasoning. While reaching different conclusions, MacIntyre also stresses
         the realities of incommensurability between competing philosophical visions in Whose Justice? Which Rationality?[43]   While MacIntyre does not make this divergence as absolute as does Rawls, he nevertheless
         limits the reach of sharable natural law reasoning.[44]  
      

      
      In the context of contemporary political liberalism, where the objective, individual
         certainties of modernity are at times given up for lost, revisiting the natural law
         tradition seems a worthy alternative to relying on will or force. To the extent that
         postmodernity emphasizes subjectivity and incommensurability over and against the
         perceived failures of modern objectivity, the perspectival sensitivity of premodern Christians like Augustine (and perhaps some interpretations of Aquinas) may offer
         more helpful inroads—both rhetorically and substantively—for retrieving conceptions
         of nature and natural law that can account for and speak into recent critiques of
         modernity. Put starkly, I wonder whether translation of the premodern to the modern
         may obscure aspects of its relevance to the postmodern. It seems possible that articulations
         of natural law from within the “untranslated,” premodern, Christian tradition may
         aid in applying the commonalities of natural law in ways that account for the subjectivity
         and teleological divergence that post-modernity recognizes.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      In sum, Geddert has offered us an instructive defense of Grotius’s place in the Aristotelian
         and Christian traditions. Counting myself as a grateful learner from Geddert’s work
         here, the aim of my reflections has been to suggest potential routes for further inquiry,
         continuing the conversation into which he has spoken. My thoughts here might best
         be summarized in terms of two main questions:
      

      
      
         	
            
            Accepting that Grotius stands within the Aristotelian tradition, to what extent does
               his “translation” of this tradition involve subtle changes to it that move toward
               or facilitate more modern conclusions? In particular, does his dual conception of
               the grounding for natural right on interest and human nature create greater potential
               for a free-standing, interest-based rationale?
            

            
         

         
         	
            Is it possible that untranslated, early Christian articulations of the natural law
               tradition (like that of St. Augustine) might offer unique potential for revitalizing
               natural law discourse in the postmodern context, particularly given their sensitivity
               to subjectivity?
            

            
         

         
      

      
      In conversations about natural law, natural right, and the transition from premodernity
         to modernity, Grotius is clearly a neglected voice. Geddert’s chapter offers a strong
         and salutary step in rectifying this and in illuminating Grotius’ substantial contributions.
      

      
      Notes
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      At the risk of beginning by seeming to neglect the first rule of thought, I will say
         that few statements are at once more true and more false than Friedrich Nietzsche’s
         observation in part 1 of Beyond Good and Evil that “It is perhaps just dawning on five or six minds that physics, too, is only
         an interpretation and exegesis of the world, . . . and not a world-explanation.”[1]   It is true that this thought was only beginning to emerge with Nietzsche, and also
         that its emergence would be the dawn of a new way of thinking, a confident humanism
         that would dismiss science as mere technique unworthy of a man of serious creative
         genius and certainly no closer to the truth about things that matter than any other
         interpretation. Among the sciences, psychology might still have commanded twentieth-century
         humanists’ attention, but only in the work of someone like Sigmund Freud, who looks
         from the vantage of the twenty-first century more like a systematizer of poetic insight
         than like a serious scientist. Philosophers and historians of science, meanwhile,
         grew fascinated by the social dimension of scientific achievement, stressing not the
         growth of knowledge in itself but the communities that defined it and encouraged it.[2]   The evident harm that modern technology has wrought—from nuclear war to the threat
         of environmental catastrophe—became a tenet of much humanist interpretation, and Nietzsche’s
         adage consoles its adherents with assurance that their rival’s knowledge has ultimately
         no firmer basis than their own.
      

      
      But contra Nietzsche, there is little evidence that physicists have come to think
         of their science as interpretation rather than explanation, nor that they think they
         are explaining anything other than the real world. While post-Nietzschean developments
         in physics—from Einstein’s theory of relativity to quantum mechanics to Lemaitre’s
         theory of the “big bang”—sometimes seem counterintuitive even to their discoverers,
         they have been substantiated by experimental evidence gathered from advanced measurement
         tools. The explanations they offer typically take mathematical form, to be sure, but
         only on the supposition that mathematics, too, is “only an interpretation” could Nietzsche’s
         claim about physics be anything other than false. Nor is technology so easily dismissed
         in its positive significance for human life as it was in the middle of the last century.
         Leaving aside medical improvements, which are genuine and real even if they do not
         always outpace the progress of disease, the omnipresence of powerful computing technology
         and global connectedness through the Internet makes recently developed technology
         a daily companion to most people around the world who live in other than primitive
         conditions and serves as an obvious catalysts for economic and social change worldwide.
         While the jury may still be out on whether this has on balance been for better or
         worse—it is hard to imagine contemporary Islamic terrorism having arisen without social
         media, if we are to believe recent reports[3]—it is undeniable that daily familiarity with technology and technological change
         has contributed to the growing prestige of science as an authority in the modern world,
         perhaps even as the dominant authority. Humanists on the whole settle for being thought
         “creative,” and computers for the moment seem to facilitate such purported creativity;
         or they boast about being “critical,” as if this makes them like scientists. One way
         or the other, scientists themselves are ceded the claim to know.
      

      
      We social scientists, of course, are caught in the middle between what were once called,
         Nietzsche-like, “two cultures.”[4]   On the one hand, the allure of the scientific method often seems overwhelming:
         The application of mathematical rigor to data gathered from experiments or analyzed
         in statistically adequate “natural experiments” uncovers patterns that confirm or
         belie ordinary expectations, and from this it is anticipated that a body of knowledge
         will accumulate. Besides, methodological rigor allows objective judgment of scientific
         expertise apart from political bias, otherwise so pervasive in the study of society
         or simply of human beings. To the objection that physics studies things that are caused,
         while the social sciences study human beings who act for reasons, the reply is that
         physicists themselves do not usually make assumptions or really even care about the
         nature or essences of things they study, rather just look for mathematical relationships,
         so why can social scientists not do the same?
      

      
      On the other hand, social and political life usually has a practical and even urgent
         need for knowledge and so does not have time to wait until all the results are in
         or until social science finds its Newton or Einstein. In fact, social science has
         a long-standing tradition not only of sometimes getting things utterly wrong, but
         also of not foreseeing major social changes or even social catastrophes. Moreover,
         social science is constantly made aware of the ethical questions involved both in
         studying social phenomena and in putting even its tentative findings to use. Of course
         questions of ethics arise in the work of physicists and natural scientists, too, from
         time to time, but except perhaps in the case of neuroscience and medicine, they are
         extrinsic to the object studied. In social science, not only do ethical questions
         lie behind the structure of the objects studied, but human beings are reflexive,[5]   liable to change their behavior according to how it is understood, or if you wish,
         interpreted. In science, knowledge of nature does not change nature, but it does permit
         the manipulation of nature by human beings. If the application of the scientific method
         to human society yields knowledge, why should we not expect the same? With the question
         of who knows what and then who manipulates whom, we can see the problem—and enter
         as well a circle of infinite regress.
      

      
      Recovering Aristotelian Science

      
      Suppose, however, not only that Nietzsche was wrong about physics being an interpretation
         rather than an explanation, but that modern physicists are wrong to think that mathematical
         explanations are adequate as an account of nature, or adequate in the sense of being
         all that the human mind can offer as knowledge. Suppose instead that, not the details
         of Aristotelian physics, but the basic concepts and categories of Aristotelian science
         remain valid and basic to our knowledge of the world, and moreover that the discoveries
         of modern physics can be formulated in Aristotelian terms. I am not asking you to
         imagine a hypothetical situation. Rather, the project is actually under way, by a
         team under the direction of physicist Anthony Rizzi, issuing thus far in two physics
         textbooks, one on mechanics, the other on electromagnetism, with a third volume on
         quantum mechanics in preparation.[6]   I am not a physicist and not asking you to become one to follow my argument, but
         I do think that a revival of Aristotle’s categories and causes—not as interpretation
         of the world, but as the genuinely scientific way of knowing—should have a revolutionary
         effect on social science, not by undercutting its genuine findings, perhaps for example
         in economics, but by reauthorizing inquiry into questions that cannot be answered
         by quantification and into causes beyond the material and efficient. Put more simply,
         what Aristotle sought and what Rizzi and his team are recovering is explanation of
         the world in a way that elaborates upon, but does not abandon, common sense.
      

      
      In physics, that means beginning with knowledge of the real existence of things, the
         distinction between actuality and potential, the distinction between substance and
         accident, the categories of accident—quantity, quality, relation, action, reception,
         place, orientation, environment, and time—and the causes: material, formal, efficient,
         and final.[7]   Modern science has made its spectacular progress in part by abstracting from many
         of these things, hence using mathematics to describe their properties and the relations
         among them; Rizzi painstakingly restores the realities abstracted from and at every
         step reminds his readers when they are dealing with abstracted quantities and empiriometric
         findings rather than with actual things. The two great discoveries of modern science,
         unknown to Aristotle or misunderstood by him, are (1) impetus, “the power activated
         in a body that moves it at a constant speed in a particular linear direction,” a discovery
         of medieval physics and the basis of the famous laws of Galileo and Newton; and (2)
         plana, Rizzi’s bold coinage to replace the confused mental notion of vacuum or space,
         a Latin translation of “field” that indicates a physical substance that is receptive
         to a gravitational field, an electrical field, a magnetic field, and so forth.[8]   Einstein’s reconceptualization of the universe as finite is perhaps captured by
         the idea of plana and confirms the Aristotelian intuition that the universe is a whole,
         although the theory of the spheres has been exploded.
      

      
      Rizzi’s formulation of these discoveries is itself revolutionary. The medieval grasp
         of impetus was still confused, and the discoveries of modern science were hidden by
         its equational structure. As Rizzi explains, the two defining points of the modern
         scientific method are that it:
      

      
      
         	
            
            looks at the world in terms of quantity (both directly and analogically) by making
               measurements (comparisons) that give numbers, and
            

            
         

         
         	
            uses symbols along with a logical system of principles and rules to make theories
               that can predict what numbers you will measure in an experiment. It does this by making
               use of equations.[9]  
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Common sense may be the beginning of science, but is not its completion. As Rizzi
         points out, common sense needs to be made precise before it can become science, and
         then it must be developed by the modern scientific method. Still, scientists begin
         with a rigorous analysis of what we know through the senses. Common sense makes mistakes—like
         geocentrism or the theory of the spheres—if it jumps too quickly from common observation
         to explanation. Science knows better and has been able to establish heliocentricity
         and an expansive universe as matters now of common opinion on the basis of its authority,
         though hardly any of us are able to adduce the proofs ourselves.[10]  
      

      
      What, then, is the meaning for social science of such a reorientation? In the sketch
         that follows, I will begin to explore this question by considering briefly the reliance
         on natural science in the political writings of Aristotle, concluding with a few remarks
         about Aquinas, Hobbes, and American constitutionalism. To begin with common sense
         in the study of politics is to begin with friend and enemy, war and peace, duty and
         honor, liberty and empire, law and justice, government and consent, wealth and poverty,
         and many other things evident in the chronicle of political experience since the ancient
         world. It is characteristic of modern politics to think some of these might be abolished—for
         example, war, imperialism, and poverty—and the appeal in such cases has usually been
         to scientific advance, although to date the hope has been more evident than the achievement,
         to put it charitably. Still, the effort shows that the question whether politics can
         be said to be natural and thus whether politics changes with advances in our understanding
         of nature is a question with political as well as scientific import. I do not think
         political science will succeed empiriometrically in predicting the course of politics,
         since human beings are rational, not only material, but I do think that how we understand
         nature and human nature has important implications for political life.
      

      
      Nature in Aristotle’s Politics

      
      Aristotle begins his Metaphysics by stating, “All men by nature desire to know,”[11]   and his account of science growing out of common sense is consistent with this
         observation. He begins his Politics in a more guarded way, not with the heights of human nature or with science, but
         rather by distinguishing the political community from other communities and political
         rule from kingship, household management, and the mastery of slaves. Immediately after
         introducing this theme, he turns to nature (physis) to expound it, making in the course of his exposition several comments that appear
         to refer to his scientific method more generally. He begins: “Now in these matters
         as elsewhere it is by looking at how things develop naturally from the beginning that
         one may best study them.”[12]   There follows a discussion of first the household, itself made of the conjunction
         of the male and female, “not from intentional choice but—as is also the case with
         the other animals and plants—from a natural striving to leave behind another that
         is like oneself,” and “the naturally ruling and ruled, on account of preservation,”
         namely master and slave; then quickly the village or neighborhood, “an extension of
         the household”; and then the city (polis), which already “reaches a level of full self-sufficiency.” Of the city he writes,
         “while coming into being for the sake of living, it exists for the sake of living
         well,” leading to his famous conclusion:
      

      
      
         Every city, therefore, exists by nature, if such also are the first communities. For
            the city is their end, and nature is an end: what each thing is—for example, a human
            being, a horse, or a household—when its coming into being is complete is, we assert,
            the nature of that thing. Again, that for the sake of which a thing exists, or the
            end, is what is best; and self-sufficiency is an end and what is best. From these
            things it is evident, then, that the city belongs among the things that exist by nature,
            and that man is by nature a political animal. . . . For, as we assert, nature does
            nothing in vain; and man alone among the animals has speech . . . [which] serves to
            reveal the advantageous and the harmful, and hence also the just and the unjust. For
            it is peculiar to man as compared to the other animals that he alone has a perception
            of good and bad and just and unjust and the other things of the sort; and community
            in these things is what makes a household and a city. The city is thus prior by nature
            to the household and to each of us. For the whole must of necessity be prior to the
            part. . . . Accordingly, there is in everyone by nature an impulse toward this sort
            of community.[13]  
         

         
      

      Unpacking this famous passage would probably merit a chapter of its own and perhaps
         a whole volume, so let me limit myself to a few observations. First, nature is found
         in the coming-into-being of a thing, in its growth and development. Second, nature
         is found in its end, what it develops into. These might sound like opposites, but
         they are as consistent as acorn and oak; how can one make sense of the growth or development
         of a thing if one does not know what it is growing or developing into, and how can
         one recognize something as natural if one cannot account for its coming-to-be? Third,
         the natural end is good, or the greatest good, the best. It is not that natural development
         always leads to natural perfection—as though, I am tempted to say, nature always unfolded
         with the necessity of a piece by Bach or Mozart. Nature does not always achieve what
         it wishes, Aristotle explains, but, he adds, in a passage later used as an epigram
         by Rousseau, “It is in things whose condition is according to nature that one ought
         to investigate what is by nature, not in things that are defective.”[14]   Knowing nature, then, requires recognizing when things are in a good condition
         according to nature; it is not enough to watch them grow and see what they happen
         to become, for they might become defective, that is, nature might fall short of its
         end. Nor does it undercut the acorn’s potential to note that only a few acorns from
         any oak tree are likely to grow to be trees themselves.
      

      
      If being defective or going to waste or other use are ways a thing can become non-natural,
         another way is by law or convention (nomos), or as Aristotle immediately adds, by force. Although of course from a practical
         perspective there is nothing surprising about linking law and force, it is a curious
         juxtaposition nonetheless, for Aristotle had signaled the rational element in law
         by defining man’s political nature in terms of speech. The context is the critique
         of slavery, in particular the charge that it is not by nature but by law or force.[15]   Although the discussion is intricate, Aristotle appears to conclude that those
         men who differ as much from men able to rule themselves as bodies differ from souls
         are naturally slaves; the initial doubt he expresses as to whether any are such—after
         all, all living men have souls—seems resolved by his saying “he is a slave by nature
         who is capable of belonging to another,” by which he seems to mean one lacking in
         spiritedness, who could be content serving another and could allow to develop “even
         friendship of slave and master for one another.”[16]   Nature distinguishes a ruling and a ruled principle in all things, he writes, but
         human nature is complex enough that who rules and who is ruled is not transparent.
         Concerning the primordial relation in the household, man and woman, he writes “the
         relation of male to female is by nature a relation of superior to inferior and ruler
         to ruled,” but later in book one he is more ambiguous: Reiterating that “the male,
         unless constituted in some respect contrary to nature, is by nature more expert at
         leading than the female,” he nevertheless says that the husband rules the wife “politically,”
         that is, as equal over equal, except that in the household, unlike in politics, there
         is no taking turns. When he writes that, unlike the slave, the woman “has [the deliberative
         element] but it lacks authority,” it is thus not entirely clear whether that means
         necessarily and by nature, or only because men do not allow women their turn.[17]   By the way, since slaves, lacking deliberation, are ruled despotically, and children,
         whose deliberative faculty is incomplete, are ruled in a kingly fashion, Aristotle
         finds in the household by the end of book one the distinction between kinds of rule
         that he promises at the beginning.
      

      
      Between the discussion of slavery and the discussion of the family in book one is
         an extensive discussion of economics, that is, of household management and the art
         of acquisition. Here Aristotle seems concerned to emphasize two principles: first,
         that acquisition is for the sake of use, so that there is a natural limit on acquisitiveness;
         and second, that acquisition of things that can be used is natural—and hence he treats
         as natural the ways of life that yield such things, listing herding, farming, brigandage(!),
         fishing, and hunting—and that exchange of such goods acquired is not unnatural, but
         that money, which arose “reasonably enough” by compact among men, nevertheless “seems
         to be something nonsensical and to exist altogether by convention, and in no way by
         nature,” since by itself it can satisfy no human need.[18]   Making a profit through the trade and even more so through loaning money at interest
         is for Aristotle unnatural, since it treats a means as an end, but he acknowledges
         that “if we look at what actually occurs we see that . . . all who engage in money-making
         increase their money without limit,” either because “they are serious about living,
         but not about living well,” or because they think that the good life consists in gratification
         and thus in excess.[19]   But no sooner has he seemed to condemn as unnatural the more civilized ways of
         making wealth than he turns to discuss expertise in business and its various forms,
         explaining that there can be a liberal study of these matters, though anchored in
         experience, and then praising the philosopher Thales for a monopoly scheme which yielded
         him a windfall, “thus showing how easy it is for philosophers to become wealthy if
         they so wish, but it is not this they are serious about,” and recommending the practice
         to help finance the city.[20]   As Socrates’s city in book two of the Republic needs first to go to war to rise above the satisfactions of brute nature, so Aristotle’s
         seems to have to go beyond natural acquisition, even to engage in forms of business
         he calls unnatural, to be able to serve as a home for philosophy, which only in passing
         is noted, together with politics, as man’s higher end.
      

      
      In book one of the Politics, then, nature in Aristotle has a sort of ambivalence. On the one hand, it explains
         the beginning and the end of human association, which arises out of the natural impulses
         that lead to the household and which culminates in the city, a community that is self-sufficient.
         On the other hand, from its first foundation, through its success in securing material
         supplies, to the ordering of the household and perhaps all its institutions, the city
         depends on human invention and human agreement, on things that are in that sense not
         natural but artificial. Perhaps it is more accurate to say that for Aristotle, human
         conventions are on the one hand the opposite of nature, the result of human reasoning
         and deliberation, but are on the other hand indicated by nature, since human beings
         cannot achieve their fulfillment in the city without them. By nature the wise have
         the right to rule, but in practice human wisdom is usually incomplete and at any rate
         shared among many minds, so that politics depends on consent as well as wisdom, even
         though consent ought to be accorded to wisdom and so needs to be given wisely. I single
         out wisdom, but Aristotle often speaks more generally of virtue, and his hints at
         human obstreperousness and the love of honor suggest that in asserting the right to
         rule as well as in demanding the right to consent, human spiritedness is in play.
         Aristotle writes in the Ethics that men deliberate about means, not about ends;[21]   nature supplies the end of the city, which can be known as a matter of science,
         but men choose the laws and conventions that lead to that end, and political science,
         as a practical science, needs to know something about these, too.
      

      
      In the books that follow, Aristotle’s emphasis is less on nature—at least after the
         critique in book two of Plato’s Republic for its unnatural abolition of the family—and more on the forms that humans invent,
         particularly on forms of government or regimes (politeiai). Nature of course is present in the background here, too; it seems to be natural
         to distinguish regimes according to the number of their rulers and whether or not
         they rule for the common good, and every regime seems to have a natural end at which
         it aims, whether virtue, freedom, wealth, or power. But there is, Aristotle explains,
         no commensurability among these human goods,[22]   so there is no algorithm that establishes a natural solution to the problem of
         rule. Rather, every regime depends on conventions, upon various institutions that
         define the duties of its various classes of citizens and the offices they fill or
         take turns filling. The city exists by nature, but actual regimes, the forms that
         cities take, exist by convention, it seems.
      

      
      Or is there by nature a best regime? Aristotle raises that question in books seven
         and eight and answers, first, that the best form of city depends on the best way of
         life for man; and second, that this appears to be, not hunting or farming or piracy
         or fishing or herding, the natural ways of life early in book one, but philosophy,
         an activity Aristotle now describes as godlike, a true self-sufficiency. The best
         city is devoted to its own activity, not to the conquest of others—throughout the
         Politics Aristotle relentlessly criticizes cities like Sparta that aim only at war—though
         he hardly seems to mean that the city is made up only of philosophers. It seems, rather,
         that its self-sufficiency, namely in the activity of the whole of human virtue, is
         on analogy to that of philosophers, who on the one hand need the protection of the
         city but who on the other model a way of life above politics and thus would willingly
         take turns ruling if forced to rule in the first place, something a man wholly devoted
         to politics would be loath to do. The remaining concerns of books seven and eight
         deal largely with nature, or the optimum nature for a city: the right location and
         climate, the right stock of people, the way to arrange marriages and births, the way
         to educate the young, particularly in music. Its end is the natural end of human happiness,
         achieved by “the actualization and complete practice of virtue.”[23]  
      

      
      Actually, although the musical aristocracy may be the best regime simply, it is not
         the only “best regime” in the Politics. At the beginning of book four, Aristotle writes that political science, like athletic
         training, needs to perform four tasks: determine what regime is best simply, what
         is best in what circumstances, what is best upon a presupposition, and what is best
         in most cases.[24]   The answer to the last appears to be the polity—the regime that takes the generic
         name, politeia, described variously as rule by many for the common good, rule by the middle class,
         or a mixed regime in which democrats and oligarchs are balanced. In many ways the
         polity appears to be the most artificial regime, since it requires a careful design
         of institutions—mixing, for example, the use of election and lot in the choice of
         officials, carefully specifying the property qualifications for each office and the
         procedures for voting—to make sure that neither the rich nor the poor predominate,
         as tends to happen. Still, it is the most practicable of the good regimes, for the
         kind of virtue it requires—military courage and law-abidingness—is the most readily
         available and in that sense the most natural. It seems also to be the most stable
         regime, and insofar as Aristotle thinks every change in the laws is harmful because
         it diminishes habitual obedience to law,[25]   there is much to be said in favor of stability. Virtues are habits, after all,
         and habits are a kind of second nature.
      

      
      If my preliminary remarks about Aristotelian science were correct and if the city
         exists by nature, then Aristotle’s account of the city ought to reflect his categories
         and exhibit his causes. The importance of quantity is clear, especially in book seven: The city cannot be too large, either in population
         or in territory, for citizens need to know one another’s character—not just what we
         call their public “image”—if they are to merit rule by their virtue and to aim at
         virtue as their end. The city as a whole ought to be “surveyable,” Aristotle writes,
         using the same term here that he does in his Poetics when speaking about the unity of a plot.[26]   As others have pointed out, though he is aware of the existence of barbarian tribes
         and established empires, he ignores them in the Politics, treating the polis, however small, as complete. The quality of a city is given by its regime and simultaneously by the quality of the citizens
         who inhabit it. Its relation, action, and reception are probably best defined not as relations with other cities—unlike modern political
         science, Aristotle has very little to say about what we call international affairs—but
         as relations among the parts of the city, particularly the relations between the citizen
         class and the economic classes, or in the case of men who play both roles, between
         the political and the economic elements of the city, on the one hand, and on the other
         the relation of the city to philosophy, barely hinted at but hardly less important
         on that account. Any actual city’s place matters, an obvious point, it might seem, though one largely absent from recent political
         science, which speaks for example of democratization as though it is everywhere possible.
         So does its orientation (abroad to the sea, or at home on land), and its environment. Any actual city has a beginning in time and seeks to endure. As to the causes, they are straightforward: its material cause
         is the human or citizen population, its formal cause is the regime, its efficient
         cause is its founder or lawmaker, and its final cause is the common good. An Aristotelian
         city is a whole, and it teaches men to see their lives as a whole, guiding them through
         its laws to the activities that will form their character and thereby ensure their
         happiness. Because human beings by nature have speech, they can think and speak about
         what is good for them and just, and they do this together with one another—or rather,
         they can if a city is well-ordered, not dominated by a single master who rules them
         despotically or even by a king who treats them as children, incapable of knowing,
         choosing, and acting upon what is good.
      

      
      Thomases Aquinas, Hobbes, and Jefferson

      
      Aristotle’s focus on the city as the natural political form, and the city at rest,
         might seem, at least by analogy, related not only to the surviving core of his scientific
         method but also to his errors: that motion on earth has its end in rest, that the
         heavens move in spheres, perfectly, in contrast to activity on earth. Do the great
         discoveries of medieval and modern science—in the first place, the discovery of impetus,
         and in the second, of the nature of the “heavens” as governed by the same “laws” as
         earth and as constituting a whole of which the earth is a mere part, not a center—require
         a rethinking of political science away from its Aristotelian form? In conclusion,
         I will briefly consider three possibilities.
      

      
      Thomas Aquinas wrote as a theologian, not a political scientist, but he wrote influentially
         about political things—particularly about law—and moreover, while generally citing
         Aristotle as “The Philosopher” par excellence and following his ethics and politics,
         he understood the discovery of impetus and must have considered its meaning for Aristotle’s
         authority more generally. Rather than suppose that the differences between Aristotle’s
         and Thomas’s approaches to ethics and politics result from his understanding of the
         new physics, it might be more accurate to suppose that both physics and ethics are
         clarified by his theology, both natural and revealed. Aristotle had thought the universe
         was eternal and thus his god was a part of it; Aquinas knows the universe to be created,
         and that not only reveals God’s transcendence but enables a new attitude toward physical
         nature, now supposed subject to man’s experiment and his discovery of intelligent
         design. The discovery of impetus is perfectly consistent with this way of thinking:
         not the divine motion of the spheres but God’s eternal law and his imparting motion
         at creation sets the universe to work. Turning to the ethical, Aquinas’s doctrine
         of natural law reiterates the Aristotelian distinction between natural ends and humanly
         chosen means, clarifying the structure of human choice as a participation in God’s
         providence.[27]   Moreover, his recognition of a supernatural end for man as well as a natural end
         adds the Church above the city, or splits the city into Church and state. (He also
         denies that slavery is natural, though he acknowledges it has been necessary in some
         societies, just as Aristotle had considered money to be.)[28]  Aquinas still writes that man is a part of the city in the Aristotelian sense, but
         the city is no longer self-sufficient regarding human virtue and human happiness.
         To risk an analogy, its impetus is no longer bound by a surveyable sphere.
      

      
      Although Aquinas does not emphasize his differences with Aristotle, they are significant,
         particularly on the question of the value of the individual person. Aquinas seems
         clearly to follow Aristotle in seeing the city as natural and thus in seeing the individual
         as naturally part of a larger whole; this is critical, for example, for his justification
         of war and capital punishment.[29]   At the same time, he is much clearer than Aristotle about the limits of such participation.
         Not only does he follow Augustine in declaring that an unjust law is not binding—though
         quickly qualifying his statement with political concerns, requiring assessment of
         the harm done by disobedience and its tendency to mislead others[30]—but he allows an absolute right to withhold obedience not only to orders that require
         one to betray one’s faith, but also to commands that violate the integrity of the
         body: “since by nature all men are equal, he is not bound to obey another man in matters
         touching the nature of the body, for instance in those relating to the support of
         his body or the begetting of his children.”[31]   It might be too much to trace to this passage the origin of the doctrine of natural
         rights, since Aquinas does not use that term, but it gives credence to the claim that
         modern natural rights emerge from medieval Christianity.[32]   Likewise, Aquinas’s discussion of conscience (synderesis) seems to follow the Christian tradition and go beyond Aristotle in stressing the
         “first practical principles” known habitually by a virtuous man and applied through
         individual decision, and of course the accountability of conscience to God goes beyond
         anything Aristotle imagines.
      

      
      Thomas Hobbes rejects Aquinas and for the most part Aristotle, aiming specifically
         at a new science of politics that is consistent with the new natural science as he
         understands it. On the one hand, he explicitly makes impetus the beginning of his
         theory, first as the motion of sense and imagination, then as the motion of human
         passion, considered as the human heart’s response to outside stimulus.[33]   On the other hand, he adopts the emerging penchant of modern science toward abstraction,
         rejecting Aristotle’s categories and causes and building instead a logical structure
         based on a few principles imposed on the world rather than discovered in it.[34]   The centrality of the individual and his absolute natural right to preserve himself
         is his theory’s supposition, both politically and scientifically, with natural law
         now derivative from this and contingent on circumstances; the sovereign that is Hobbes’s
         conclusion is as self-consciously arbitrary in his power as the individuals who are
         his starting point are in their desires and fears. The state for Hobbes, in marked
         contrast to Aristotle, is artificial rather than natural; “nature . . . dissociate[s],”
         he writes and thinks he proves by the experience of civil war.[35]   The political science he initiates moves away from nature as a point of reference,
         even as a beginning much less as an end. One sees this also in the work of John Locke,
         who follows Hobbes’s outline while hiding the radical character of even his own teaching;
         when discussing property, for example, in the famous chapter in his Second Treatise, the contribution of nature progressively shrinks while that of human ingenuity progressively
         grows, even though Locke treats property resulting from one’s labor as a natural right.[36]  
      

      
      In a letter written toward the end of his life, Thomas Jefferson famously attributed
         the authority of the Declaration of Independence to “the harmonizing sentiments of
         the day, whether expressed in conversation, in letters, printed essays, or in the
         elementary books of public right, as Aristotle, Cicero, Locke, Sidney, etc.”[37]   He does not cite Hobbes, the radical monarchist, or Thomas Aquinas—though in another
         letter he blasts “monkish ignorance and superstition”—but the letter nevertheless
         offers a clue to the American founding, compounded further by the references to human
         nature in The Federalist Papers, written in defense of the drafted Constitution. Although they drew particularly
         on the language of Locke when justifying revolution, on the whole the American founders
         saw their work as at once derivative of a long and great tradition and attentive to
         recent scientific developments. The tradition appears in the common-law language of
         their legal instruments and in their adoption and adaptation of long-established English
         constitutional practices and political concerns. Their interest in science appears
         textually in the copyright and patent clause of the Constitution, where literary and
         scientific innovation is designated for reward, but it also permeates the document,
         which is not only organized around the principle of the separation of powers, critical
         to the new political science of the day,[38]   but also in the Constitution’s provision for its own amendment and its eschewal
         of intellectual orthodoxy, in the prohibition of religious tests, for example, in
         the minimalism of its qualifications for office, and in the guarantee of religious
         liberty and freedom of speech and press in the First Amendment. The founders have
         been criticized—most notably by Woodrow Wilson—for building on a science that would
         soon be superseded, but I think rather that they cautiously distinguished their choices
         from any particular scientific theory while opening their regime to the light of genuine
         progress.[39]   While American openness to discovery and innovation has occasionally left us vulnerable
         to forms of utopianism—consider, for example, the Kellogg-Briand Treaty of 1928—it
         also leaves us open to an Aristotelian revival, that is, a revival of the core of
         Aristotelian science, not exploded doctrines of motion and rest or of natural slavery.
         Because of the Declaration and the Constitution, Americans accept the idea that nature
         can serve as a guide to politics. And what nature is and how it is to be understood
         are quite properly not settled politically, except provisionally. In the long run,
         they are dependent on scientific and philosophical development, which is to say, on
         our efforts to get at the truth.
      

      
      Notes
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      Response to James Stoner Jr.

      
         
         Christopher O. Tollefsen

         
         
         
      

      
      James Stoner offers us a chapter with two parts: in the first, he discusses the efforts
         of Anthony Rizzi to revive the categories of Aristotelian natural philosophy as an
         adequate framework for understanding the advances of contemporary physics—a more adequate
         framework than that offered by physics itself with its narrow focus on mathematical
         abstraction. In the second half of the chapter, Stoner asks “What, then, is the meaning
         for social science of such reorientation?” and he addresses this question by considering
         “the reliance on natural science in the political writings of Aristotle.” Both the
         first and the second parts of the discussion acknowledge that the inquiries in question
         begin, to some degree, in common sense, but that they must critically transcend and
         correct their origins without entirely abandoning them.
      

      
      I have a lot of sympathy with the first part of the chapter, and will begin with some
         remarks on the Aristotelian project as I see it being carried out in a different scientific
         domain, viz., biology. I have less sympathy—not zero, but less—with the second part; I suppose
         this will not surprise folks familiar with some of the New/Old Natural Law dialectic.
         My brief comments will respectively attempt to articulate these two different reactions.
      

      
      Aristotelian Natural Philosophy

      
      As Stoner notes, not the details but the basic concepts are what is on the table for
         a revival of Aristotelian natural philosophy. Those concepts include the distinctions
         between actuality and potentiality, and between substance and accident; Aristotle’s
         categorical distinction between kinds of accident, namely quantity, quality, relation,
         action, reception, place, orientation, environment, and time; and the four causes,
         material, formal, efficient, and final. I cannot speak to Rizzi’s work, which I have
         heard of but cannot assess, but let me say just a bit about how I see Aristotle’s
         continuing relevance in the domain of biology. My knowledge of this field is achieved
         entirely in the process of investigation into embryological development as studied
         in embryology and developmental biology, but I think we see in those fields some characteristic
         aspects of the discipline at large.
      

      
      It is not uncommon to characterize biology as being about “life.” But, as I’ve noted
         elsewhere,
      

      
      
         the biological sciences are not concerned simply with “life”—they are concerned with
            living things, and the identification of some things as living (a) is necessary for
            framing such a question as that about the nature of “life”; and (b) requires the ability
            and willingness to see the activities of certain clusters of matter and energy in
            a particular way, viz., as agents of a particular sort, agents of processes that are
            end-directed.[1] 
         

         
      

      And so I think a concept central to the biological sciences, indispensable, really,
         is that of the organism.
      

      
      Now organisms are wholes of a certain sort, identified on the basis of behavior that
         is end-directed, and achieved by the functional integration of parts, where that integration
         is achieved and explained only by reference to the whole itself, and not as a merely
         accidental aggregation of spatially proximate entities. Maintaining this insight into
         what biology studies—organisms, understood as wholes that are prior to their parts—has
         been responsible for some key insights into embryological development, and waffling
         on this insight has threatened biologists with error.
      

      
      Jason Scott Robert puts the point in terms of what he calls the “primacy of the embryo.”
         Biologists do tend to acknowledge that primacy, but sometimes go on as a matter of
         methodological simplification to treat the genome as the most important reality to
         be understood in understanding development. Such an abstraction diminishes our understanding
         of the embryo’s development, which, in fact, includes much that goes beyond the genome.
         As Robert puts it, “epigenetic events are developmental interactions within the whole
         cell-organism in its developmental context, between any and all such features as cytoplasmic
         structures, DNA sequences, mRNA, histone and nonhistone proteins, enzymes, hormones,
         positional information, parental effects, temperature cues, and metabolites.”[2] But the contribution of all these features of an embryo’s life is overlooked if we
         focus exclusively on the genome.
      

      
      Without spending too much time making the point, I would say here that this approach
         that I have been discussing, which sees organisms as primary, which sees the action
         of their parts as both holistic and as teleologically oriented, is Aristotelian in
         nature. And it is Aristotelian not merely in its emphasis on substances that have
         ontological priority to their parts, and indeed are responsible for the development
         and growth of those parts in ways that serve the biological needs of the whole; it
         is also Aristotelian in what it is seeking in its investigation of biological individuals.
         As Michael Thompson writes,
      

      
      
         suppose we are dissecting a living frog and . . . I ask, “What’s going on? What’s
            the point? Why?” If I am satisfied with the response, “It’s the heart, of course,
            and by so beating it circulates the blood,” then, after all, I think, it was not the
            individual movements here and now that interested me. I was not so much pointing into
            the individual, as pointing into its form.[3] 
         

         
      

      Biological inquiry is into form or, equivalently, into the species life of the individuals in question. That is, indeed, what makes it science, and not merely
         experience. What is the alternative? Largely, I believe, an approach to organisms
         that attempts to understand them entirely as aggregates of smaller moving pieces not
         essentially connected to one another, and indeed, only pragmatically identified as
         going together. For proponents of such an approach, there is nothing ontologically
         interesting or different in an embryo as opposed to a somatic cell: there is merely
         a difference of some proteins. And there are no real dividing lines in biology, only
         those that we impose on the terrain ourselves.
      

      
      So, to sum up: “More Aristotle in science!” That is a slogan I can get behind.

      
      The Social Sciences

      
      But I am more skeptical when we get to the human sciences, those sciences that take,
         not the human organism, but the human being, as their object, whether singly or in
         groups. The descriptive social sciences have a methodological difficulty, one that
         I think is apparent in a particular movement of thought that Stoner articulates in
         his chapter. I will try to articulate the line of thought, then the difficulty, then
         the solution, which is clarified in the work of John Finnis.
      

      
      What does it mean to put a study of nature at the ground of your study of the political?
         Stoner quotes Aristotle: “in these matters as elsewhere it is by looking at how things
         develop naturally from the beginning that one may best study them.”[4] But also, one must study something in its end, in that toward which it is tending,
         in order to apprehend its nature.
      

      
      So Stoner, following Aristotle, tracks the emergence of social reality beginning with
         the household, to the village, and then to the city. In the long passage from Aristotle
         that he quotes, Aristotle identifies the city as (1) existing by nature; (2) what
         is best; and (3) what is “prior by nature to the household and to each of us. For
         the whole must of necessity be prior to the part.”[5] 
      

      
      But there is a problem, for, as Stoner notes, “Nature does not always achieve what
         it wishes.” Social reality can be defective, just as lions, dogs, and turtles can
         be. So we must look “to things whose condition is according to nature . . . not .
         . . things that are defective.”[6] 
      

      
      How does one make this determination, though, the determination that this outcome
         constitutes the proper functioning and flourishing of a natural whole, whereas that
         constitutes its defective unfolding? In other organisms, I suggest, we may be guided
         in this determination in two ways. One is that what is natural is what emerges, not
         with rigid necessity, but ut in pluribus, for the most part. At the most general level, reproduction, for example, is part
         of the species life of all mammals; not every mammal reproduces, but it happens for
         the most part, and we are entitled thus to see it as natural.
      

      
      Even this judgment, however, is, I think, guided by a different set of considerations.
         Beyond what happens for the most part, our judgments of what is natural for animals
         is guided by our judgment, or judgments, of: what is good for them, what conduces
         to their flourishing as animals of the kinds they are. But how do we make these judgments?
      

      
      I suggest that to a certain extent we make them by analogy to or extension of our
         understanding of what contributes to our own lives. We know what human health is and
         judge analogous conditions in lions as good for them; we know that our ability to
         get what we need for survival, reproduction, and coexistence with conspecifics is
         good for us, and we judge analogous conditions good in other animals, subject to our
         awareness that those goods manifest themselves in contexts and forms that are sometimes
         very different from those in which we flourish. That is to say, there is, in our understanding
         of what it means for an animal to be nondefective, a kind of primacy of the human.
         Understanding ourselves is thus essential to understanding what is good in the rest
         of nature.
      

      
      But neither of these moves is available in thinking about human social reality. Consider
         the first: the city that is self-sufficient, guided by the wise and virtuous, not
         rapacious and greedy, and perhaps even in some sense contemplative, or suited for
         contemplation, is not something that emerges from households and villages usually
         and for the most part; it is rare, and rarer than the emergence, socially, of slavery,
         extermination of enemies, scapegoating, prostitution, and piracy. Why think that these
         latter features of our social world are defects?
      

      
      Well, we might say, they are contrary to our flourishing, here taking up the line
         that I suggested for our thinking about animals. And so they are. But that approach
         is not possible for ourselves on this Aristotelian view at this juncture, because
         we are supposed to understand our flourishing from an investigation of nature; yet
         it is just here that nature seems unable to give us independent purchase on what contributes
         to our flourishing.
      

      
      At this point, a contrast between two approaches well known in natural law ethics
         finds a parallel in a contrast between two approaches to the social sciences. In ethics,
         the new natural law theory is well known for denying that ought can be derived from
         is, moral norms known on the basis of a study of human nature, and so on. Rather,
         practical reason—reason oriented toward action—grasps as to-be-done and pursued certain
         goods that are basic and constitutive aspects of human flourishing. These goods provide
         the foundational structure for our practical agency by providing us with reasons for
         action.[7] 
      

      
      But now consider the following quotation from John Finnis, which summarizes our difficulty
         over the social sciences:
      

      
      
         A social science . . . seeks to describe, analyse, and explain some object or subject
            matter. This object is constituted by human actions, practices, habits, dispositions,
            and by human discourse. The actions, practices, etc. are certainly influenced by the
            “natural” causes properly investigated by the methods of the natural science, including
            a part of the science of psychology. But the actions, practices, etc. can be fully
            understood only by understanding their point, that is to say their objective, their
            value, their significance or importance, as conceived by the people who performed
            them, engaged in them, etc. And these conceptions of point, value, significance, and
            importance will be reflected in the discourse of those same people, in the conceptual
            distinctions they draw and fail or refuse to draw. Moreover, these actions, practices,
            etc. and correspondingly these concepts, vary greatly from one time and place to other
            times and places. How, then, is there to be a general descriptive theory of these varying particulars?[8] 
         

         
      

      Finnis’s answer is at least well known in the field of analytic jurisprudence: settling
         upon which concepts are salient and worth investigating requires seeing the point
         of the actions, practices, and so forth that we are investigating to the agents engaged
         in them; but as these agents are variably situated and of differing degrees of intelligent
         investment in those actions and practices, we must adopt the standpoint of a practically
         reasonable agent, and indeed of the most practically reasonable agent. Descriptive
         social science thus has at its foundations normative identification of its concepts.[9] This is how we can discriminate between, for example, legitimate punishment on the
         one hand, and the extermination of enemies and scapegoating of losers on the other;
         between marriage and family as foundational for society on the one hand, and prostitution
         as a parasitic deviation from the norms that should govern love and romance on the
         other; and between the state, acting under constitutional authority in a regime governed
         by laws and not men on the one hand, and a petty tyranny, dedicated to putting down
         dissent while lining the pockets of the rulers on the other. In each of these contrasting
         pairs, it is the former concepts that are, or should be, central to the social sciences,
         even in their primarily descriptive and explanatory modes; and calling the realities
         picked out by the first of each pair of descriptions “natural” should not obscure
         from us that “natural” here means “reasonable: in line with the demands of human fulfillment
         as grounded in basic human goods.”[10] 
      

      
      So I agree with Stoner’s claim that the social sciences are in need of a reorientation,
         and I agree too that the reorientation is in some broad sense Aristotelian, and certainly
         Thomistic. But I suggest further that our understanding of what it means for an approach
         to be Aristotelian, and especially Thomistic, is itself in need of reorientation,
         away from the idea that, at least epistemologically, nature comes first. What comes
         first must be practical reason’s orientation, from the agent’s practical standpoint,
         to human goods, and to guiding choice reasonably in light of integral human fulfillment
         offered by those goods. This is critical not only to the lives of practical agents,
         but to the discipline of political science as well.
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      More than any thinker preceding him, Rousseau placed human freedom at the center of
         his concerns. Freedom is in the first instance the active principle that we feel within
         ourselves in sensing our own existence. All of Rousseau’s moral and political projects
         can be profitably read as so many experiments in recovering this primal natural sentiment
         within the social setting that continually places it in jeopardy. Among all of these,
         moral conscience occupies a central place, by providing a universal standard by which
         more partial, purely local solutions can be measured. It is here, if anywhere, that
         the fateful falling away from primal self-love or amour de soi to amour propre, or self-love in relation to others, is to be rectified, at least within society.
      

      
      Rousseau accepted Hobbes’s assumption that men are naturally a-social, and that they
         are driven by self-love. At the same time, he rejected Hobbes’s conclusion that the
         natural human condition was one of conflict and war. In seeking to return to the state
         of nature, Hobbes, in Rousseau’s view, had failed to arrive there, mistakenly attributing
         to man’s primary constitution a mutual hostility that was in fact the product of society.[1]   Natural man, at least in his most primitive state, he argued, would have needed
         little and would have desired no more than he could provide for on his own. Lacking
         both language and foresight he would have had little fear of death, and except for
         the occasional sexual encounter had virtually no dealings with his fellows. Far from
         being “nasty, brutish and short,” man’s “solitary” life would not even have been “poor,”
         if poverty is taken to imply unhappiness.[2]  
      

      
       Man, in the view of thinkers such as Hobbes and Locke, is distinguished from other
         animals (who are also driven to preserve themselves) not by a reason whose highest
         activity is contemplation, but rather by a certain “freedom” to defer present for
         the sake of future gratification (to borrow Locke’s language),[3]   and thus to use reason to secure himself. Rousseau countered by observing the inherent
         ambiguity—not to say irrationality—of reason thus construed;[4]   he questioned whether in thus striving to secure himself man had not given up more
         than he gained, substituting for the primitive contentment that was his natural birthright
         the pursuit of an illusory good that was in fact accompanied by his real and growing
         misery.
      

      
      In thus questioning the “goodness” of reason so understood, that is, as the servant
         of desire for comfort and security, and hence its “naturalness,” Rousseau did not
         return to the traditional understanding, which he rejected no less than Hobbes and
         Locke. Instead, he sought to reorient the mind by directing it toward a freedom more
         primary, and unambiguously desirable, than that connected with the pursuit of an imaginary
         idea of happiness. In place of the single drive for self-preservation he distinguished
         a primary passion of self-love (amour de soi) and accompanying sentiment of one’s existence, prior to reason itself, and a secondary
         and derivative self-love that involves comparison with others (amour propre).
      

      
      The sentiment of existence is not only inherently sweet; it is also expressive of
         a primary, natural spontaneity whose enjoyment requires nothing further. Amour propre,
         on the other hand, which is aroused under conditions of social dependence, is rooted
         in the human tendency to love those whom we think wish to help us and to hate those
         whom we think wish to harm us.[5]   In its distorted or “enflamed” form, amour propre leads us to demand that others
         prefer us to themselves, a desire that is impossible to satisfy and that gives rise
         to all the miseries and vices of society that Hobbes blamed on human nature proper.
      

      
      A final preliminary point bears noting. The “goodness” of nature, for Rousseau, refers
         mainly to the goodness of our beginnings rather than to any natural “end” or “perfection”
         to which human nature, on an older view, was thought to point. Though man is “perfectible,”
         how far that perfection can reach remains unknown or indeterminate.[6]  
      

      
      The meaning of “perfectablility,” a term evidently coined by Rousseau himself, remains
         contentious among scholars. Some associate it with an “almost infinite malleability”
         or changeability;[7]  while others see it as a sign of an underlying continuity with “neo-Platonism.”[8]   Still others (including Kant) have treated it as an invitation to free self-completion,
         or to return to natural plenitude in a way that engages all the faculties, which in
         the rude state of nature remain merely latent. However one understands the term, it
         seems undeniable that Rousseau took his primary bearings, not from a presumed knowledge
         of man’s highest nature (as with Aristotle), but the sentiment of existence, along
         with certain formal and dynamic principles of order to which that sentiment lends
         access.[9]  
      

      
      The term “sentiment of existence” owes something to the usage of Pascal and Malebranche,
         for whom it represents the direct activity of God upon or within the human soul. More
         metaphysically modest, or skeptical, than his predecessors, Rousseau leaves open the
         question as to the ultimate source of this sentiment. Indeed, a key practical advantage
         of his account is its apparent compatibility with a variety of metaphysical systems.[10]   What distinguishes sentiment in Rousseau’s sense from merely passive sense or sensitivity
         is the peculiar sort of activity (or living force) and related principle of individuation,
         to which it bears immediate witness. An organized body is a peculiar sort of “whole,”
         whose parts or members come together (convener)[11]   in such a way that they serve as one another’s ends and means (as Kant will later
         put it).[12]   Where Hobbes had treated “active” and “passive” power as reciprocal expressions,
         both implicated on the same level in the communication of motion from one body (the
         active power) to another (the passive power), Rousseau’s “sentiment of existence”
         bears witness to activity of another, higher order: a principle of organic individuation
         and related power of self-affection. In man at least, this activity at some point
         becomes self-aware. This life force opens up, in turn, the possibility of a new way
         of thinking about the relation between (human) freedom and the laws of nature, a possibility
         that was unavailable to Hobbes, who denied freedom (in any ordinary moral sense) in
         order to make room for a “science” based upon universal laws of motion. For Rousseau
         (as for Spinoza and Leibniz before him) “activity” implies a spontaneity missing from
         “action” as understood by Hobbes, a spontaneity that is compatible with the laws of motion without being reducible to them. Organized, sentient bodies are not only dependent on the beings around them,
         but also active in themselves. Their normal condition is thus contentment rather than
         disquiet or uneasiness, which is only intermittent or accidental. The sentiment of
         existence bears witness to a kind of spontaneous inward activity and is accompanied
         by a related “joy” that supplements the passive feelings that signal an organic being’s
         dependence on forces external itself. Living entails an active joy beyond the fleeting
         pleasures that accompany the satisfaction of our bodily needs. That active pleasure makes life worth living, despite the fact that our passive pains outnumber
         our passive pleasures (as Locke and Maupertuis had shown)—worth living, that is to
         say, for human beings whose natural development is not accidentally cut short or misdirected.
         On the one hand, the disposition to and emergence of (in man at least) the sentiment
         of one’s own existence (as in the “idea, or better, sentiment, of moi”) reflects a potentially higher state of organization than that exemplified by simpler
         forms of life; on the other, it also opens up the possibility of new, potentially
         deforming, complications.
      

      
      The Idea of “a General Society of the Human Race”

      
      The idea of an organic whole implicit in the sentiment of existence also provides
         Rousseau with his primary model of the “true” social body.[13]   A particularly revealing example of such a model occurs in the “Geneva Manuscript”
         where it serves as a corrective to the claim of Diderot (following Pufendorf) that
         there is a “general society of the human race” to whose moral authority one can rationally
         appeal.[14]   Rousseau states in reply:
      

      
      
         The word “human race” [genre humain] offers the mind [esprit] nothing but a purely collective idea which does not suppose any real union among
            the individuals that constitute it; add, if you like, this supposition: conceive the
            human species as a moral person having, along with a common sentiment of existence,
            which gives it individuality and constitutes it as one, a universal turning wheel
            [mobile] that makes each part act for an end that is general and relative to all. Let us
            conceive that this common sentiment is that of humanity and that the natural law is
            the active principle of the entire machine. Then let us observe what results from
            the constitution of man in his relations with his like; and, altogether contrary to
            what we have supposed, we will find that the progress of society, in awakening personal
            interest, stifles humanity in the hearts, and that notions of [the] natural law, which
            one would have rather to call the law of reason, only begin to develop themselves
            when the anterior development of the passions render all its precepts impotent. By
            this one sees that the presumed social treaty [traitte] dictated by nature is a true chimera; since the conditions for [those notions] are
            always unknown or impracticable and one must necessarily either be ignorant of them
            or violate them.[15]  
         

         
      

      Diderot’s notion of a general society of mankind is a “true chimera,” because the
         reason necessary to apprehend its laws could not develop in society without the prior
         destruction of the sentiments needed for their execution. Diderot cannot adequately
         respond to the “violent reasoner” (whom Diderot loosely models on Rousseau himself),
         who has neither a rational nor sentimental motive to be just.
      

      
      But Rousseau does not leave matters here. If such a “general society” were actually
         to exist, he goes on to say, “somewhere other than in the systems of the philosophers”:
      

      
      
         it would be . . . a moral being that had qualities proper and distinct from that of
            the particular beings that constituted it, a little like chemical compositions that
            have properties that they in no way take from any of the mixtures that compose them.
            There would be a universal language that nature would teach all men, and that would
            be the first instrument of their mutual communication: there would be a sort of common
            sensorium that would serve for the correspondence of all the parts; the public good
            or harm would not only be the sum of particular goods and harms as in a simple aggregation,
            but would reside in a liaison that united them, It would be greater than that sum,
            and far from the public felicity being established from the happiness of the particulars,
            it would be this that was the source.[16]  
         

         
      

      Were it to exist, in other words, such a society would resemble those chemical compounds
         whose effects differ in kind from the effects of their components taken in isolation.
         If such a social organism could indeed be formed, it would involve a comparable transformation
         of the effects of the self-love we naturally owe ourselves without attempting, per impossibile, to change its fundamental constitution. In order to teach a “violent reasoner” what
         “interest [he has] in being just” one should not try to deny self-love; instead, on
         the basis of “new associations” to correct the defect of the old, one should teach
         him “to enlarge upon his being and his felicity by sharing them with others”:
      

      
      
         Let him see in a better constitution of things the value [prix] of good actions, and the punishment of bad ones, and the sweet harmony of justice
            and happiness. Let us enlighten his reason with new insights and his heart with new
            feelings. . . . And if my zeal does not blind me . . . let us not doubt that, given
            a strong soul and an upright mind [sens doit], reason that [would?] lead [or led?] this enemy of the human race astray would lead
            him back to humanity.[17]  
         

         
      

      Rousseau here sketches out, in a few brief strokes, the series of experiments he will
         perform on a larger canvas in Emile, which traces Emile’s journey from the uncorrupted self-love of early childhood to
         a devotion to justice that coincides with his maturity, in an effort to show how far
         one might go in reconciling “man” and “citizen.”
      

      
      Emile: Rousseau’s Moral Laboratory
      

      
      In Emile (1763), or “on Education,” Rousseau undertakes to show what the social “chemistry”
         alluded to in the above passage might accomplish under ideal conditions consistent
         with the human condition broadly understood. To the extent that that experiment succeeds,
         Rousseau will have shown that the contradictions to which modern men especially are
         prone are surmountable in principle, at least for an individual who is carefully raised.
         Such an individual would be at once a “man of nature” and the virtual citizen of a
         universal republic, existing only in speech, whose laws “are written in the depth
         of the heart by conscience and reason.”[18]   To the extent that this effort falls short, it will at least show the limit beyond
         which human nature cannot go. Either way, unlike Diderot’s “true chimera,” Rousseau’s
         fiction is a useful one, because it lays down a mark that can be productively approximated
         as circumstances permit rather than eliciting futile and ultimately self-destructive
         expectations that exacerbate those contradictions rather than alleviating or otherwise
         resolving them.
      

      
      Emile rewrites the history of human decline, by reversing or otherwise reordering the fateful
         steps by which the “golden age” that Rousseau elsewhere calls “the happiest and best”
         for man[19]   was lost. Emile’s “romance,” as Rousseau puts it, “ought to have been the history
         of [our] species.”[20]  
      

      
      Under the most primitive conditions, under which each could satisfy his own needs,
         men had more reason to pity others (on the few occasions it was warranted) than to
         harm them. As conditions changed, and men grew more dependent on one another for the
         satisfaction of their needs, they began to seek the esteem of others—at first with
         compensating new delights (including ideas of merit and beauty)—but culminating in
         the desire, fatal to that primitive contentment, that others love us more than they
         love themselves. And it is this desire, amour propre in its simplest form, that is
         responsible on Rousseau’s account for all mankind’s subsequent unhappiness and wickedness.
      

      
       But amour propre—or positional self-love—has its positive uses, above all in relation
         to morality. The educator’s task is not to stifle it, but to hold it back until Emile’s
         mind and body are sufficiently developed for him to join the moral order without giving
         up his native strength and self-sufficiency.
      

      
      In the Discourse on Inequality, this moment coincides with the so-called “golden age,”[21]   in which sexual preference, ideas of merit and beauty, and violence and vengeance
         appear almost simultaneously:
      

      
      
         [Men and women] grow accustomed to . . . make comparisons; imperceptibly they acquire
            ideas of merit and of beauty which produce sentiments of preference. . . . Everyone
            began to look at everyone else and to wish to be looked at himself and public esteem
            acquired a price. . . . From these first preferences arose vanity and contempt on
            the one hand, shame and envy on the other; and the fermentation caused by these new
            leavens eventually produced the compounds fatal to happiness and innocence.[22]  
         

         
      

      Recapitulating and drawing on the “fermentation” that characterized the “youth of
         the species,” books four and five improve upon the golden age, rendering a formerly
         “cruel and malignant” amour propre “humane and gentle”[23]   and retailing the moral chemistry that would be required to transform self-love
         without undermining or otherwise betraying its primary tendency.[24]   The wicked man, who is “delighted that everyone act justly with the exception of
         himself,” has instrumental reason on his side, Rousseau writes in words echoing the
         Geneva Manuscript:
      

      
      
         [Nevertheless,] when the strength of an expansive soul makes me identify myself with
            my fellow, and I feel that I am, so to speak, in him, it is in order not to suffer
            that I do not want him to suffer. I am interested in him for love of myself and the
            reason for the [Golden Rule] is in nature itself, which inspires in me the desire
            of my wellbeing in whatever place I sense my existence. . . . Love of men derived
            from love of self is the principle of human justice.[25]  
         

         
      

      The steps by which this transformation comes about are left obscure, however, at crucial
         points, it being not Rousseau’s business, as he notes, to “produce treatises on metaphysics
         and morals.” Instead, he merely “marks out the order and the progress of our sentiments”
         in “relation to our constitution,” leaving it to others “to perhaps demonstrate” what he only “indicates.”[26]

      
      Rousseau’s reticence is nowhere more striking than when it becomes time, finally,
         to deal with the religious education through which Emile is at last to find “his true
         interest in being good,” all previous efforts in this direction being, as it would
         appear, merely provisional. Instead, he recounts his own youthful encounter with an
         obscure Savoyard priest whose earlier disgrace had precipitated a crisis of faith,
         yielding a new religion of “sincerity” based on the authority of conscience, or the
         “inner sentiment”: “There is in the depths of souls . . . an innate principle of justice
         and virtue according to which, in spite of our own maxims, we judge our actions and
         those of others as good or bad. It is to this principle that I give the name of conscience.”
      

      
      The “acts” of conscience are not judgments but “sentiments” on which judgment should
         be based:
      

      
      
         To exist, for us, is to sense; our sensibility is incontestably anterior to our intelligence,
            and we had sentiments before we had ideas. Whatever the cause of our being, it has
            provided for our preservation by giving us sentiments suitable [convenable] to our nature. . . . These sentiments . . . are the love of self, the fear of pain,
            the horror of death, the desire for wellbeing. But if, as cannot be doubted, man is
            naturally sociable, or at least made to become so, he can be so only by means of other
            innate sentiments relative to his species; for if we consider only physical need,
            it ought certainly to disperse men rather than bringing them together. It is from
            the moral system formed by this double relation to oneself and to one’s fellows that
            the impulse of conscience is born.[27]  
         

         
      

      That moral sentiment, in the Vicar’s view, is the expression of a “higher” self-love,
         or amour de soi, as distinguished from the lower self-love associated with our attachment
         to the body and its pleasures, from which death promises to free us. In support of
         this view he adopts three “articles of faith” endorsed by sentiment and not opposed
         by reason: namely 1) that a will moves the universe and animates nature; 2) that this
         will is intelligent and good, and 3) that man is free and animated by an immaterial
         substance.[28]  
      

      
      Rousseau’s Ambiguous Dualism

      
      Amour de soi, on this account, is a complex sentiment, divided between a spiritual
         self and one rooted in the body. It may be rash, however, to assume that the Vicar’s
         speech is a completely accurate representation of Rousseau’s own deepest thoughts.[29]   The Vicar’s dualism is partly rooted in his own abiding sense of moral failure,[30]   leading to a longing on his part to be freed from the temptations of the body.[31]   Rousseau’s own position on the tension between conscience and self-love seems considerably
         more nuanced, especially when he is speaking in his own name.[32]   An unpublished “Fragment on Freedom”[33]   reinforces that suggestion:
      

      
      
         I have no idea if the acts of my will are in my own power or if they follow an outside
            impetus, and I care very little about knowing that, since this knowledge could not
            influence my behavior in this life, and if there is another life, as I believe, I
            am convinced that the same means by which I can create my current happiness must also
            earn my immortal felicity.
         

         
      

      This thought is partly echoed in Rousseau’s later description of Emile’s own ascent
         from a goodness grounded in self-love to moral virtue proper, without passing through
         the purgatory of self-reproach to which the Vicar seems to be condemned. Having found
         it “simple” to “rise from the study of nature to the quest for its author,” the tutor
         finds new ways of speaking to Emile’s still innocent heart.
      

      
      
         It is only then that he finds his true interest in being good, in doing good far from
            the sight of men and being forced by the laws, in being just between God and himself,
            in fulfilling his duty, even at the expense of his life, and in carrying virtue in
            his heart. He does this not only for the love of order, to which each of us always
            prefers love of self, but for love of the author of his being—a love which is confounded
            with the same love of self—in order to enjoy at last that durable happiness which
            the repose of a good conscience and the contemplation of this supreme being promise
            him in the other life after he has spent this one well. Abandon this, and I no longer
            see anything but injustice, hypocrisy among men. Private interest, which in case of
            conflict necessarily prevails over everything, teaches everyone to adorn vice with
            the mask of virtue. Let all other men do what is good for me at their expense; let
            everything be related to me alone; let all mankind, if need be, die in suffering and
            poverty to spare me a moment of pain or hunger. This is the inner language of every
            unbeliever who reasons.[34]  
         

         
      

      If conscience, in other words, is an “expanded” version of amour de soi, moral virtue
         requires amour propre, of which it is a peculiarly benign modification. Man’s natural
         “goodness” suffices to secure a feeling of “humanity”; the latter also enlists our
         desire to “count” for something, both to ourselves and in the eyes of a just God.
         The heart that can bear witness to its own virtue before God no longer seeks to satisfy
         its need for “recognition” at the expense of others. At the same time, without a belief
         in a just God, and an afterlife in which virtue is rewarded, virtue, as Rousseau puts
         it, “seems impossible.”[35]  
      

      
      The education of Emile not only represents Rousseau’s most explicit and complete response
         to the Christian dogma of original sin; it is also his most extended answer to the
         violent reasoner as described in the Geneva Manuscript. Emile’s heart has opened him to “raptures” of which the violent reasoner knows nothing.
         And Emile’s amour propre, trained only to take satisfaction in esteem that is truly
         merited, not only leads him to esteem himself without seeking it from other men, but
         rewards him with the promise of enduring happiness, rather than, as with corrupted
         souls, tormenting both himself and others. His morally tempered heart is open to the
         joys of love and friendship without relinquishing its native independence from the
         opinions and esteem of others. Accepting no authority external to itself, it treats
         others as it would be treated, and thereby instantiates, without compulsion, the basic
         moral teachings of the Gospel.
      

      
      But the tutor’s effort to restrain Emile’s temperament and arouse his reason so that
         man might “as much a possible always be one,”[36]   suggests that his success, in this regard, remains imperfect. Emile, too, is a
         divided being, albeit one in which the “gap” between his physical and moral nature
         has been narrowed to the greatest possible extent.[37]  
      

      
      It is thus especially striking that Rousseau ends book four by briefly leaving Emile
         aside, to provide a sketch of his own moral taste, one that is surprisingly Epicurean
         in tone. If Rousseau himself had the means to live as he pleases, he reports:
      

      
      
         The only bond of my associations would be mutual attachment, agreement of taste, suitableness
            [convenance] of characters. I would give myself over to them as a man and not as one of the rich.
            I would never permit their charms to be poisoned by my interest. If my opulence had
            left me some humanity, I would extend my services and my benefactions at a distance,
            but I would want to have society around me, not a court; friends, and not protégés.
            I would not be the patron of my guests; I would be their host. This independence and
            equality would permit my relationships to have all the candor of benevolence; and
            where neither duty nor interest entered in any way, pleasure and friendship would
            alone make the law.[38]  
         

         
      

      Nor is this all:

      
      
         Each of us, openly preferring himself to everyone else, would find it good that all
            the others similarly preferred themselves to him. From this cordial and moderate familiarity
            there would arise—without coarseness, without falseness, and without constraint—a
            playful conflict a hundred times more charming than politeness and more likely to
            bind together our hearts.[39]  
         

         
      

      This alternative answer to the violent reasoner—one that places fewer strains upon
         man’s natural “wholeness” than that suggested by the examples of the Vicar or (even)
         Emile—will reemerge in Rousseau’s final work, the Reveries of a Solitary Walker, in which he lays aside the moral hopes and related indignation that had previously
         disturbed his happiness. On this alternative view, the most “natural” life—or the
         one that best rises to the challenge of the human situation—lies not in moral virtue,
         or the reconstitution of society, but reflection and reverie undertaken in solitude.[40]  
      

      
      That “trans-moral” perspective is already anticipated in Rousseau’s earlier Moral Letters, which presents the moral life less as an end in itself than as a stepping stone
         toward the higher goal of securing human happiness through self-awareness.[41]  
      

      
      In the same work, Rousseau draws a striking distinction between reason and mere reasoning:

      
      
         The art of reasoning [raissonner] is not reason at all; often it is its abuse. Reason [Raison] is the faculty of ordering all the faculties of our soul suitably [convenablement] to the nature of things and their relations with us. Reasoning [raisonnement] is the art of comparing known truths in order to compose from them other truths
            that one did not know and which this art makes us discover. But it does not at all
            teach us to know these primitive truths which serve as elements of all the others,
            and if we put in their place our opinions, our passions, and our prejudices, far from
            enlightening us it blinds us.[42]  
         

         
      

      “Reason,” as distinguished from “reasoning,” one might tentatively conclude, is the
         intellectual faculty that Rousseau’s moral philosophy especially seeks to engage.
         But the character of reason is not spelled out explicitly, either in the Moral Letters or elsewhere in the published writings.
      

      
      Rousseau’s moral philosophy offers a perplexing mixture of seemingly contradictory
         assertions, expressed with a rhetorical force and poetic charm that is unequalled
         among modern moral philosophers. He sought to replace the two chief moral intellectual
         rivals of his time—materialist atheism and traditional religious orthodoxy—with a
         new moral and religious teaching that took its primary bearings from man’s natural
         state of freedom. The effect, he hoped, would be both more humanly satisfying than
         the former and less sanguinary and intolerant than the latter. Not surprisingly, he
         left behind a complex and in many ways divided philosophic legacy, which inspired
         such diverse figures as Kant, Hegel, Nietzsche, and more recently, John Rawls and
         Jürgen Habermas. On the one hand, his analysis and alternative solutions to the problem
         of amour propre anticipated both the Kantian principle of autonomy and the Hegelian
         “dialectic of recognition” and accompanying philosophy of history. The unreservedly
         egalitarian orientation of most contemporary moral theory, including its attachment
         to the idea of (equal) human dignity, owes a significant intellectual debt to this
         aspect of Rousseau’s moral thought. On the other hand, Rousseau’s late writings suggest
         that an alternative philosophic trajectory, devoted to a solitary quest for happiness
         through self-knowledge, may represent his deepest thoughts.
      

      
      Notes
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      Response to Susan Meld Shell

      
         
         Geoffrey M. Vaughan

         
         
         
      

      
      Jean-Jacques Rousseau marks one of the most important turning points in the history
         of political thought. He was the last of the state of nature theorists and the first
         of the moral as opposed to political philosophers; he was the inspiration for Romanticism
         as well as the two great philosophical system-builders of the modern world, Kant and
         Hegel; his imagination marks him as one of the greatest writers in the philosophical
         tradition, perhaps the last to merit consideration for his prose. And, as Susan Shell
         explains in her chapter, no other author so thoroughly explored what she calls the
         “primal natural sentiment” of freedom as did Rousseau. My comments will attend to
         this particular sentiment and to sentiments in general as a means of addressing the
         themes of this project sponsored by the Agora Institute.
      

      
      Reasoning

      
      Rousseau is one of those figures in the history of philosophy who divides readers,
         and especially scholars, not only on what he wrote but on whether his work really
         rises to the level of philosophy.[1]   According to some, his work may be moving (or not) and contain arresting images,
         even be the basis for a proper philosopher, such as Kant, but it does not count as
         philosophy. Anyone looking for a tight logical argument, constructed with the intention
         of commanding assent from an attentive reader, will not find it in Rousseau’s work.
         As Shell quotes from Emile, “I am reminded that my business here is not producing treatises on metaphysics and
         morals or courses of study of any kind. . . . Others will perhaps demonstrate what
         I only indicate here.”[2]   “Indicate” may be too much of an understatement, but this reticence to lay out
         an argument is one of the strengths of his work.
      

      
      Rousseau’s critique of argumentation arises from his concern, his observation, of
         just how easily we can be diverted when thinking too much. Shell draws our attention
         to an important distinction he drew in his Moral Letters between reason and reasoning:
      

      
      
         The art of reasoning is not reason at all; often it is its abuse. Reason [raison] is the faculty of ordering all the faculties of our soul suitably to the nature
            of things and their relations with us. Reasoning [raissonner] is the art of comparing known truths in order to compose from them other truths
            that one did not know and which this art makes us discover.[3]  
         

         
      

      Reasoning, as described here, is the kind of philosophical argumentation that begins
         with sound premises and moves to counterintuitive—we might dare to say even unnatural—conclusions.
         Eric Voegelin, cited elsewhere in this volume by Barry Cooper, seems to be making
         a similar point when he wrote: “Truth is not a body of propositions about a world-immanent
         object; it is the world-transcendent summum bonum, experienced as an orienting force in the soul, about which we can speak only in
         analogical symbols.”[4]   At the other end of the spectrum, not only is reasoning less accessible than its
         practitioners think; it can seem entirely disconnected from the lives of the rest
         of us.[5]  
      

      
      Moreover, although science and technology have proven to be a powerful tool, reasoning
         does not always aim straight. The following paragraph in Moral Letters confirms this:
      

      
      
         In the chain of reasonings that serves to form a system the same proposition will
            return a hundred times with almost insensible differences that will escape the philosopher’s
            mind. So often multiplied, these differences will finally modify the proposition to
            the point of changing it completely without him noticing it.
         

         
      

      Subsequent reasoning by others merely takes one further and further away from the
         initial insight and leads to the general confusion that is, as he notes, the history
         of philosophy. A case in point would be Rousseau’s legacy which, as Shell notes,[6]   includes not only Kant, Hegel, and the Romantics, but also Nietzsche, Rawls, and
         Habermas. This is hardly a unified school of thought.
      

      
      Indeed, one way to look at Rousseau’s work is to see it as part caution and part genealogy
         of how reason, history, and our own lives all conspire to divert us from a sound development.
         The First and Second Discourses recount our historical diversions from what we should have been. The Social Contract and Emile try to show how things might be otherwise, both for a society and an individual.
         In Emile, after describing the confusion between physical and moral causes that is one of
         the greatest abuses committed by contemporary philosophy, he continues: “Nature’s
         instruction is late and slow; men’s is almost always premature. In the former case
         the senses wake the imagination; in the latter the imagination wakes the senses; it
         gives them a precocious activity which cannot fail to enervate and weaken individuals
         first and in the long run the species itself.”[7]  
      

      
      How should we understand these two processes? First, it should be noted that this
         distinction comes in the context of his reflections on the transition between childhood
         and puberty. This is significant because Rousseau is one of the few modern philosophers
         to give sustained attention to children and childhood. I do not think this can be
         separated from his critique of reasoning. The formation of children is not a straightforward
         process of reasoning. In the immediate context we should consider how, in the natural
         order, the senses will awaken the imagination rather than the other way around, but
         also that it is imagination that is awakened, not reasoning.
      

      
      Reasoning takes us both beyond ourselves and beyond our experiences. In this way it
         is acquired and unnatural; we could say that reasoning is inauthentic. Reasoning is
         also unsettled and in constant motion, even or especially when it does not have any
         right to be. Further on in the Moral Letters, Rousseau writes: “Man’s mind is in a condition to do a great deal but the senses
         furnish him with few materials, and our soul, active in its bonds, prefers to exert
         itself upon the chimeras that are within its reach than to remain idle and without
         movement.”[8]   Reasoning offers its false promise of felicity by providing novelty, new things
         to distract the individual. There is certainly an echo here of his criticisms of the
         sciences and the arts from the First Discourse. We must, therefore, pay attention to the fact that he considered reasoning an art
         and reason a faculty.
      

      
      A clue to disentangling the distinction between reason and reasoning is that the latter
         is not only an art, it is an art of comparison. We might say it is comparable to the
         notion of amour propre. Just as we compare ourselves to others and develop new passions, so we compare truths
         to derive new ones. Both processes take us out of ourselves and away from our fundamental
         experience, what Rousseau calls the sentiment of existence.
      

      
      Sentiment

      
      Rousseau always began from and returned to sentiment. In so doing he raised subjectivity
         to a new level of importance, even beyond that of Descartes. As he wrote in the Moral Letters, “I have already told you, my design is not to reason with you and it is from the
         depths of your heart that I want to draw the only arguments that should convince you.”[9]   In other words, he was avoiding reasoning in favor of a different way to explain
         and convince. He was not seeking to establish a correspondence between his ideas and
         the external world, or even to speculate on how we might find such a correspondence.
         He was critical of the entire endeavor, as we hear again in the same work: “After
         having proceeded through the narrow circle of their vain knowledge it is necessary
         to end where Descartes had begun. I think therefore I exist. That is all we know.”[10]   In the face of such vanity one’s sentiments are as certain as anything else.
      

      
      It is certainty that Rousseau was seeking, not the certainty of Descartes, but a certainty
         that what he produced in Emile (or in a social contract) would not degenerate. Degeneration
         was a constant fear animating his work. In almost every case that he described, the
         initial stage is always the most pure, the one he preferred, the one identified as
         “natural.”[11]   (I am very much taken with the way Shell chooses to use the word “native” at one
         point.) Later stages lead away from that initial purity and will, without the kind
         of constant vigilance described in both On the Social Contract and Emile, quickly degenerate to a condition worse than the original. The converse of man’s
         “perfectibility” is the tendency to become imperfect. Reason is not the solution because
         it is not as formative in this process as are the sentiments. Here is his comment
         on Emile’s discovery of Sophie:
      

      
      
         On this passion, perhaps the only one he will feel intensely [vivement] in his whole life, depends the final form his character is going to take. Once fixed
            by a durable passion, his way of thinking [ses maniers de penser], his sentiments, and his tastes are going to acquire a consistency which will no
            longer permit them to deteriorate.[12]  
         

         
      

      With no prior imaginings, no indication of what it would be like to meet Sophie and
         to experience the passions associated with this discovery, the young man’s sentiments
         are entirely natural, that is, they have retained their original form and have not
         been corrupted. Accordingly, they are also stronger and more durable than those that
         were awakened too soon and, as a result, are disconnected from their true object.
      

      
      Rousseau’s project, then, would seem to be the recovery of an original primitivism,
         and there are certainly strong indications that this is the case. And yet, however
         much it might seem that way, the largest part of his work never advocated an attempt
         to revert to the original conditions of mankind in the state of nature. He praises,
         or rather prizes, those early moments for their clarity rather than their features.
         Anachronistically, one might think of this as a Heideggerian perspective.[13]   We could push it back a little further, a little closer to Rousseau, and look at
         Nietzsche’s Twilight of the Idols:
      

      
      
         Socrates was a misunderstanding; any improvement morality, including Christianity,
            is a misunderstanding. The most blinding daylight; rationality at any price; life,
            bright, cold, cautious, conscious, without instinct, in opposition to the instincts—all
            this was a kind of disease, merely a disease, and by no means a return to “virtue,”
            to “health,” to happiness. To have to fight the instincts—that is the definition of
            decadence: as long as life is ascending, happiness equals instinct.[14]  
         

         
      

      I do not want to turn this into a comparison of Rousseau and Nietzsche or Rousseau
         and Heidegger. Nor can I more than point to Catherine Zuckert’s Postmodern Platos[15]   as a study of how some significant twentieth-century philosophers did exactly this.
         Rather, I wish to emphasize that Rousseau’s return to nature was never a one-way journey.
         He was recovering possibilities, hoping to start our human story all over again or,
         as he put it in The Second Discourse, present history as read in the book of nature.[16]  
      

      
      As Shell points out, Rousseau’s rewriting of our history, history as it ought to have
         been, does not convince even himself. And so instead he ended his literary career
         with what Shell describes as an “alternative view,” one in which “the most ‘natural’
         life—or the one that best rises to the challenge of the human situation—lies not in
         moral virtue, or the reconsideration of society, but reflection and reverie undertaken
         in solitude.”[17]   We can find its most developed expression in Reveries of a Solitary Walker and his letters to Malesherbes, but Shell also points to a remarkable intrusion of
         the idea in Emile, which she describes as being “surprisingly Epicurean in tone.”[18]   I would suggest that his Epicureanism is neither out of place nor surprising; rather,
         it is key to where he succeeds and, ultimately, fails.[19]  
      

      
      I cannot here develop the whole argument about Rousseau’s debt to Epicurus other than
         to point out that the sentiment of existence which so animated his Reveries was a fundamental premise as early as the Second Discourse. Civilized man, he explained, is at the mercy of others because “it is, so to speak,
         from their judgment alone that he draws the sentiment of his own existence.”[20]   Moreover, and to paint with a very large brush, the sentiment of existence is a
         good because it is pleasant. Pleasure, and especially the simple, unadorned pleasures
         of amour de soi which Rousseau identified with natural man are replaced by those we cannot control
         when, as amour propre, we make the impossible demand that others love us more than themselves.[21]   His project, which resulted in solitude, was to find a way to recover the original
         pleasure of our natural sentiments in common with others.
      

      
      As I have already claimed, the power of Rousseau’s writing comes from his direct appeal
         to sentiments rather than to reasoning. And I think it is no mere coincidence that
         the influence and popularity of his works, in his day and subsequently, corresponds
         to their ability to reflect sentiments we share and know well. So, for instance, his
         identification and analysis of amour propre is so arresting because it is so true to life. At the risk of identifying one age
         as more bourgeois than another, our present world of social media is perfectly captured
         by Allan Bloom’s description of the one “who, when dealing with others, thinks only
         of himself, and on the other hand, in his understanding of himself, thinks only of
         others.”[22]   From my experience introducing this idea to students, they get it. They love this
         part of Rousseau because they feel it more than they understand it. What of the “alternative
         view,” that of the solitary walker? Even Rousseau had a hard time sharing this experience.
         Perhaps a solitary experience, by definition, cannot be shared. Or, in the words of
         Eric Voegelin, to attempt is “worse than futile: it is the desecration of a mystery.”[23]  
      

      
      The tone of Reveries of a Solitary Walker is notably less confident and even a little apologetic. Here is the author relating
         one of his most important experiences: “What then was this happiness, and in what
         did its enjoyment consist? I shall let it be guessed at by all the men of this century,
         from the description of the life which I led there.”[24]   The author of the Discourses would not have left so much to chance. Why must he do so? Here is another passage
         from his reveries:
      

      
      
         I rowed into the midst of the lake, when the water was calm; and there, stretching
            myself out at full length in the boat, my eyes turned towards heaven, I let myself
            go and wander about slowly at the will of the water, sometimes during many hours,
            plunged into a thousand confused but delicious reveries, which, without having any
            will-determined object, nor constancy, did not fail to be in my opinion a hundred
            times preferable to all that I have found sweetest in what are called the pleasures
            of life.[25]  
         

         
      

      How easy is it for us to share this experience? We might have felt something like
         it, but few have found a moment like this to be “a hundred times preferable” to all
         other pleasures in life. The problem with Rousseau’s account of this “alternative
         view” is that he has become guilty of reasoning himself into a conclusion that reason rejects. From his earlier perspective this, and anything produced by such reasoning,
         is as much as to quote without irony Chico’s line from Duck Soup (1933): “Who you gonna believe, me or your own eyes?”
      

      
      Chico’s question is a great leveler. It deflates the pretensions of one who claims
         to know more than another or of one who offers an argument someone else cannot understand.
         As the most comical version of an argument from authority, it also fits with Tocqueville’s
         observation that “as citizens become more equal and alike, the penchant of each to
         believe blindly a certain man or class diminishes.”[26]   The critique of reasoning that animates so much of Rousseau’s work prior to his
         Reveries can easily become, or at least sit comfortably beside, democratic egalitarianism.
         This part of his work is particularly suited to a democratic age, and it is no accident
         that among Rousseau’s legacies is what Shell calls an “unreservedly egalitarian orientation”
         in contemporary moral theory.
      

      
      Where does this leave the possibility, the alternative, of the solitary walker? Shell
         concludes her reflections with the tantalizing suggestion that Rousseau’s deepest
         thoughts present “an alternative philosophical trajectory, devoted to a solitary quest
         for happiness through self-knowledge.”[27]   It is in this context that she introduces us to his distinction between reasoning
         and reason that I have relied upon throughout, suggesting that self-knowledge is to
         be found through the latter. Because I agree with her regarding the importance of
         the distinction and thank her for helping us to reflect upon it, I offer three questions
         for further reflection.
      

      
      First, it seems that for Rousseau to remain himself he cannot abandon the place of
         sentiment for reason alone. To put it crudely, to replace Rousseau’s sentimentality
         with reason would make him too much like Kant. But if reason in his precise form must
         still attend closely to the sentiments, especially to the sentiment of existence,
         how do the two relate? What comes to mind is a phrase from one of his heirs. Would
         we be looking at a Rousseauian version of Rawls’ “reflective equilibrium”?
      

      
      Second, if the mature Rousseau thought, in Shell’s words, that the most natural life
         “lies not in moral virtue, or the reconstitution of society, but reflection and reverie
         undertaken in solitude,” what is left to distinguish him from Epicurus? The earlier
         Rousseau—the Rousseau of virtue as seen in The Discourses, The Social Contract, and Emile—was the inspiration for Jacques-Louis David as well as Kant and the other philosophers
         already listed. This later Rousseau is the inspiration for Romanticism, a very different
         legacy. The interesting question, I think, is to what extent Rousseau the solitary
         walker is a development from or break with Rousseau the citizen of Geneva.
      

      
      Finally, there is a great deal more to be said about the second half of Rousseau’s
         distinction between reasoning and reason, the half my remarks have ignored completely.
         If his critique of reasoning [raisonner] is as significant as we both believe, what is this thing called reason [raison] and how would it work differently to order “all the faculties of our soul suitably
         to the nature of things and their relations with us”?
      

      
      Notes
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      Nature, History, and the Problem of Progress in H. G. Wells

      
         
         Charles T. Rubin

         
         
         
      

      
      The introduction to this volume observes that “our world is shaped by thinkers who
         did not (and do not) find in nature the same limits and purposes of human life as
         their ancient and medieval predecessors” and that “as a result, we live in a time
         in which increasing numbers of our fellow citizens no longer recognize nature as a
         reasonable limit and guide to human action.” We are challenged to reflect on “how
         and why the meaning of nature has shifted” and “whether anything good has come of
         the change.”
      

      
      This chapter is built on the assumption that when such intellectual shifts happen
         at the cultural level in question, it is not because many people have been convinced
         by direct contact with the arguments of the relatively few major thinkers to whom
         the change in view might ultimately be traced. Unless we want to argue that the changes
         in worldview under consideration are themselves epiphenomenal, we have to look beyond
         the great philosophers and scientists to find sources of the popular adoption of their
         ideas.
      

      
      During his lifetime, a claim that H. G. Wells was a major force in the popularization
         of a modern conception of nature would have shocked no one. For some fifty years,
         in over one hundred volumes, he advocated such a viewpoint in science fiction, fiction,
         nonfiction, and polemics. On his death in 1946, George Orwell, no great fan of what
         he took to be Wells’s politics, noted that “He was so big a figure, he has played
         so great a part in forming our picture of the world, that in agreeing or disagreeing
         with his ideas we are apt to forget his purely literary achievement.”[1]   And that this assessment was not merely memorial panegyric is indicated by an earlier
         remark of Orwell’s that “thinking people who were born about the beginnings of this
         century are in some sense Wells’s own creation.”[2]   Toward the other end of the political spectrum, Chesterton wrote of Wells as “one
         man of genius we have who is an artist, but who was a man of science,” and “that exceedingly
         clear-sighted man.”[3]   In an essay tellingly titled “The Godfather of American Liberalism,” Fred Siegel
         provides further testimonials to Wells’s influence. Political commentator Walter Lippmann
         wrote that Wells was “one of those ‘invaluable men who happen along occasionally with
         the ability to give hearing to the deaf and sight to the blind.’”[4]   And this sense of Wells’s stature does not come only from the testimony of his
         fellow scribblers. Leo Szilard was heavily influenced by Wells’s grand political vision,[5]   and while the evidence is not so straightforward, I think the same might be said
         of Einstein.[6]  
      

      
      Any claim for Wells’s influence has to deal with the fact that most accounts of his
         thinking point out various ways in which he changed his mind over the years, and/or
         various tensions within his thinking—hardly surprising for one who wrote as much as
         he did for as long as he did. Chesterton assesses these changes of mind generously
         and points the way toward how to deal with them: “The most interesting thing about
         Mr. H. G. Wells is that he is the only one of his many brilliant contemporaries who
         has not stopped growing. One can lie awake at night and hear him grow. Of this growth
         the most evident manifestation is indeed a gradual change of opinions.” In Chesterton’s
         opinion these shifts were not the “leaping from one position to another” that would
         make keeping “periods” distinct vital, but “a quite continuous advance along a quite
         solid road in a quite definable direction,” that direction being an advance “from
         more startling opinions to more humdrum opinions.”[7]   I don’t agree entirely with this characterization of the development in Wells’s
         thinking, but I still think there is a “quite solid road” to be found in his work,
         a consistent backdrop against which his changes of mind take place. That is what I
         seek to outline here. 
      

      
      Jules Verne has been called “the man who invented the future” as one of the founders
         of the genre of science fiction and an anticipator of inventions to come.[8]   Wells has at least as great a claim to this title, and perhaps greater. For he
         invented the future not just by anticipating particular things to come, but by popularizing
         it as an ethical horizon, a public norm upon which judgments in the present and of
         the past are to be made. To put the point in more familiar terms, in Wells we watch
         “nature” being replaced by “progress.” 
      

      
      Evolution and Overcoming Nature

      
      It all begins with evolution. Many authors influenced the young Wells, thinkers as
         diverse as Plato,[9]   Carlyle, and Blake; and (for his political opinions more narrowly conceived) G.
         B. Shaw, Graham Wallas, and Henry George.[10]   But Darwin still stands out. When exactly Wells first encountered Darwin, what
         he read by or about him, and when he first learned of geologic change over very long
         time scales (perhaps from Humboldt’s Cosmos some time after 1879)[11]   does not seem to be known, but once adopted he never seems to have doubted the
         truth of these crucial developments in nineteenth-century scientific materialism.
         Michael Sherborne implies that when Wells finally got the chance for higher education
         in 1884 at age eighteen, the opportunity to study under T. H. Huxley, partisan and
         popularizer of Darwin, was a major factor in his acceptance.[12]   His autobiography has him asking a curate “a string of questions about the bearing
         of Darwinism and geology on biblical history,” also in 1884.[13]   Two years previously he had announced to his pious mother that he was an atheist.[14]  
      

      
      Wells would eventually coauthor two complementary major works that attempted to place
         human history in the context of evolution and what has come to be called “deep time”:
         The Outline of History and The Science of Life. But what engaged his imagination from early on was the question of what evolution,
         whether biological or cosmological, meant for the human future. The best known expression of this early interest is The Time Machine, with its chilling portrait of exploitative class structures enthroned in biology,
         and, in the yet further future, its preview of the fate of Earth, when strange forms
         of life preserve a precarious hold as the sun expands and cools. Less well known is
         the playful essay “The Extinction of Man,” first published in 1894 in the Pall Mall Gazette, then collected in 1897’s Certain Personal Matters.
      

      
      In “The Extinction of Man,” Wells notes that the fossil record indicates that dominant
         species of the past have completely disappeared rather than evolved into new forms.
         He suggests that only our “excessive egoism” would make us think that human beings
         could not ultimately have the same fate: to be destroyed by the rise of a competitor.[15]   Wells suggests four possibilities. Man is only the dominant species on land; even
         though humans may “murder a few million herrings a year as they come in to spawn,
         butcher his fellow air-breather, the whale, or haul now and then an unlucky king-crab
         or strange sea-urchin out of the deep water, in the name of science,” we know very
         little about what goes on under the water.[16]   So might not some novel form of crustacean arise, a truly giant crab, say, that
         will “sweep him and all his little contrivances out of existence, as certainly and
         inevitably as he has swept away auk, bison, and dodo during the last two hundred years”?[17]   Second, Wells paints an amusing portrait of how hostile relations with some very
         large octopus species might develop.[18]   Or (third) what if “the European immigrant, as he sets the balance of life swinging
         in his vigorous manner,” destroyed the population checks on Central African migratory
         ants, against which “no man can stand”?[19]   Finally, he imagines human extinction brought about by disease. Disease organisms
         continue to evolve, and who can say that a particularly virulent disease might not
         even now be in the making. He concludes:
      

      
      
         No; man’s complacent assumption of the future is too confident. We think, because
            things have been easy for mankind as a whole for a generation or so, we are going
            on to perfect comfort and security in the future. We think that we shall always go
            to work at ten and leave off at four, and have dinner at seven for ever and ever.
            But these four suggestions, out of a host of others, must surely do a little against
            this complacency. Even now, for all we can tell, the coming terror may be crouching
            for its spring and the fall of humanity be at hand.[20]   
         

         
      

      Wells seems to adduce a normative sense of nature here. If the Central African ant is set free to extend its colonial
         range by human colonial efforts that disturb the balance of nature, is Wells not suggesting
         a kind of natural justice? And likewise if some denizens of the sea start to maraud
         on land in the way that we, land creatures, have been marauding in the ocean, would
         this not be heedless predators getting their comeuppance? In such passages Wells seems
         to employ nature as a standard in the same way as contemporary environmentalists,
         who like him use it as a way to attack the status quo and the traditions upon which
         it builds. Indeed, the deep embeddedness of environmental concern in the West might
         suggest to some that we have not, after all, done away with nature as a norm. 
      

      
      But appearances can mislead here—in the cases of both Wells and contemporary environmentalism.[21]   Wells certainly believes in and popularizes the idea of a “balance of nature” in
         The Science of Life, and there, as in this early piece, he is quick to show just how and why human efforts
         are likely to disturb this balance in unanticipated and harmful ways. But the key
         point in The Science of Life (cowritten with Julian Huxley and G. P. Wells) is not that humanity should as much
         as possible leave nature in an undisturbed state. It is rather that we need to be
         far more intelligent about disturbing nature, and far more aggressive about how such
         disturbances can be made to serve our long-term interests. As the authors say:
      

      
      
         From the standpoint of biological economics, of which human economics is but a part,
            man’s general problem is this—to make the vital circulation of matter and energy as
            swift, efficient and wasteless as it can be made; and, since we are first and foremost
            a continuing race, to see that we are not achieving an immediate efficiency at the
            expense of later generations.
         

         
         To this end, man with the end of scientific breeding and selection, can produce organisms
            which are quicker and more efficient transformers of matter than anything found in
            nature. . . . Man’s chief need to-day is to look ahead. He must plan his food and
            energy circulation as carefully as a board of directors plans a business. He must
            do it as one community, on a world-wide basis, and as a species on a continuing basis.[22]   
         

         
      

      All this, and much more along the same lines, in a book titled The Science of Life. Wells, showing the way to post-war environmentalists, does his best to give the
         impression of seamless transitions between what natural science tells us about life
         on earth and a political program. 
      

      
      Nature is not a standard for human actions; what exists by nature is a result only
         of “unconscious competition,” whereas our changes to nature result from “human consciousness.”[23]   The failure to use that consciousness to its utmost abilities, the failure to exercise
         foresight and a due regard for future generations, is what becomes morally culpable
         in Wells’s argument. What is good about nature is the opportunity it gives human beings
         to improve upon it. We ought not be complacent about our ability to compete, if this
         essay is any indication; “unconscious competition” with the naturally given will have
         to be replaced by conscious competition. Therefore, gratitude for what we have or
         for what nature provides, which we might otherwise think is the alternative to complacency,
         is not going to be able to drive this transformation; fear is more to the point.[24]   Monster crabs and octopi may not be intended seriously, but insects out of control
         and pandemic disease certainly are and represent the same evolutionary dynamic.
      

      
      Thus, Wells turns the fact of evolution into a challenge to human beings: to avoid
         competitive extinction by, in some fashion, consciously improving on nature. But there
         is another evolutionary possibility. In an earlier 1893 Pall Mall Gazette article that was based on a speech he gave in 1885, Wells actually discussed at some
         length the possibility he dismisses in “The Extinction of Man”: that humanity as we
         know it now will become extinct by evolving into some new species. “Man of the Year
         Million,” also known as “Of a Book Unwritten,” and “The Man of the Future” is presented
         as the speculations of “one Professor Holzkopf, presumably Professor at Weissnichtwo.
         ‘The Necessary Characters of the Man of the Remote Future deduced from the Existing
         Stream of Tendency’ is the title.”[25]   It certainly has elements of parody (e.g., Weissnichtwo is borrowed from Carlyle’s
         parody Sartor Resartus). Yet in introducing the essay Wells also presents a quote, allegedly from Ruskin,
         who “somewhere” said of Darwin, “It is not what man has been, but what he will be,
         that should interest us.” The quote turns Ruskin on his head to make him come very
         close to Wells’s own view.[26]   And indeed the Professor’s book is presented as “unwritten,” as being imagined
         by “the contemplative man in his easy chair.”[27]   Wells distances himself from the product of his imagination even as he acknowledges
         it as the product of his imagination; he can freely speculate with complete deniability.
      

      
      The Professor posits that the direction of human evolution can be seen by looking
         at the capacities that are already becoming more useful and those that are becoming
         less useful. Intelligence is becoming more important, so heads will get very big.
         Raw strength is less of an advantage in the modern world, so much of the body will
         atrophy. The exception will be the hands, as they are so closely linked to intelligence.
         Science will allow us to avoid all the inconveniences of eating; we will absorb our
         nutrition through the skin, with the consequent diminishment of organs hitherto dedicated
         to that purpose. The Professor imagines the result:
      

      
      
         In the centre of this transparent chameleon-tinted dome is a circular white marble
            basin filled with some clear, mobile, amber liquid, and in this plunge and float strange
            beings. Are they birds?
         

         
         They are the descendants of man—at dinner. Watch them as they hop on their hands—a
            method of progression advocated already by Bjornsen—about the pure white marble floor.
            Great hands they have, enormous brains, soft, liquid, soulful eyes. Their whole muscular
            system, their legs, their abdomens, are shrivelled to nothing, a dangling, degraded
            pendant to their minds.[28]   
         

         
      

      After this already rather horrid scene, the man in his easy chair breaks in: “The
         further visions of the Professor are less alluring.”[29]   For over geologic time all other forms of life disappear, the earth cools, and
         the descendants of humanity descend into the bowels of the Earth in order to stay
         warm. “‘We must imagine these creatures,’ says the Professor, ‘in galleries and laboratories
         deep down in the bowels of the earth. . . . The last men have gone even deeper, following
         the diminishing heat of the planet, and vast metallic shafts and ventilators make
         way for the air they need.’”[30]   
      

      
      What exactly is being parodied here? Without the later “The Extinction of Man” we
         would not find it crazy to think that human beings could evolve into a nonhuman species,
         and the contemplative man concludes his reverie by describing his imaginary Professor
         as “reasonable enough, his facts are current science, his methods orderly.”[31]   So the Professor’s views could be Wells’s own—are his own, to the extent that he imagines the man imagining the book. The Professor describes Herbert Spencer’s The Data of Ethics as an “explicit and painfully right book.”[32]   Might Wells have a similar view of Man of the Remote Future? On at least two crucial points this essay and “Extinction of Man” are in complete
         agreement: human beings are not going to be around forever, and it is mere complacency
         to think that “we shall always go to work at ten and leave off at four, and have dinner
         at seven for ever and ever.” In and of itself this point is hardly “startling” (to
         use Chesterton’s word), yet it nicely captures the contempt that Wells would have
         us feel for the “humdrum” in the face of the deep challenge nature presents us with.
         So perhaps what is being parodied in the Professor’s work is his confidence in his
         ability to predict the precise course of human extinction. But that this outcome is the natural turn of events, Wells would
         have us believe, is hardly controversial. If we find either or both of the two visions
         he presents unalluring, our complaint should be made to nature itself.
      

      
      Such a conclusion requires qualification. For Wells’s last men are not simply a result
         of natural processes; they come about because of how human civilization and technology
         shape us. Nature has made us such that it is not nature alone that molds how we live.
         But how far can that insight be taken? How far can “conscious competition” shift natural
         history in the direction of history simply? Can the evolutionary processes which one
         way or another lead us to expect extinction be conquered in the same way that we have
         turned other natural processes to our own ends and purposes? In the 1896 essay, “Human
         Evolution: An Artificial Process,” the answer to that question is yes.
      

      
      Here Wells argues that modern man is physically and psychologically the same as the
         man of the Paleolithic. The slowness of our rate of reproduction when compared with
         other animals has not given enough opportunity for natural selection to take place.
         (In some contrast to the previous two pieces, he does not here think it ever likely
         to have much impact if we take up his challenge). However, we obviously do not live
         under Paleolithic circumstances. The challenge of human civilization has been to find
         ways to use or suppress natural tendencies that were adaptive under very different
         circumstance, and are therefore unsuited to civilized life. “Regard his psychology,
         and particularly his disposition to rages and controversy, his love of hunting and
         violent exercise, and his powerful sexual desires. . . . A decent citizen is always
         controlling and disciplining the impulses of anger, forcing himself to monotonous
         work, and resisting the seductions of the sporting instinct and a wayward imagination.”[33]   So today two “factors” shape human life:
      

      
      
         (1) an inherited factor, the natural man, who is the product of natural selection,
            the culminating ape, and a type of animal more obstinately unchangeable than any other
            living creature and (2) an acquired factor, the artificial man, the highly plastic
            creature of tradition, suggestion, and reasoned thought. . . . And in this view, what
            we call morality becomes the padding of suggested emotional habits necessary to keep
            the round Palaeolithic savage in the square hole of the civilised state. And Sin is
            the conflict between the two factors . . . [34]  
         

         
      

      However, Wells is far from satisfied that this dualistic state of affairs is necessary.
         He concludes: “if what is advanced here is true, in Education lies the possible salvation
         of mankind from misery and sin. We may hope to come out of the valley of Death, become
         emancipated from the Calanistic [a misprint for Calvanistic? Scholars disagree.[35] deity of Natural Selection before the end of the pilgrimage.”[36] He suggests that we do not need to wait for natural evolution to produce “an unstable
         and transitory perfection through innumerable generations of suffering.”[37] Already there are indications that in at least “an amorphous chaotic way” creative
         people in the arts and sciences are steering humanity “against the currents and winds
         of the universe.”[38] It may yet be possible for “men with a trained reason and sounder science” to take
         charge and direct things “far more intelligently, unanimously, and effectively” so
         that “the life of every human being, and, indeed, through man, of every sentient creature
         on earth, may be generally happy.” The key point: “This view, in fact, reconciles
         a scientific faith in evolution with optimism.”[39] 
      

      
      Now, we know already that Wells has doubts about our ability to overcome all the “currents
         and winds of the universe” such that we are emancipated from all selection—unconscious competition will be replaced by conscious competition. And as
         we will see, ultimately Wells will not promise a stable and permanent perfection.
         Yet the educational program that he points to here is really what he devoted his life
         to. In three ways Wells popularized what became the progressive “common sense” about
         nature in the twentieth century.
      

      
      First of all, as we have seen, while Wells would certainly agree that human beings
         can exploit nature in foolish, unproductive, or even self-destructive ways, he need
         not be a defender of the naturally given in all respects—far from it. As noted above,
         we must act “against the currents and winds of the universe.” To the extent natural selection has molded human beings in the past, it has left them with an ability, indeed
         the necessity if we wish to be happy, to replace it with human selection.[40]   Hence Wells was to a greater or lesser degree attracted by eugenics throughout
         his life, with at any given moment a more or less ruthless understanding of how it
         might be implemented.[41]  
      

      
      The role of eugenics as a progressive movement in the twentieth century is now more widely understood than it was one or
         two decades ago but is still subject to misinterpretation. Some continue to think
         that it died as a result of the defeat of National Socialism, but that is not quite
         true. It changed form and came to be implicit, sometimes explicit, in arguments on
         behalf of global birth control for the sake of population control and reduction. It
         can be found not only in this brand of environmentalism, but in advocacy of genetic
         testing and abortion. Finally, there are the eugenic-like arguments of contemporary
         transhumanists, post-humanists, and their ilk.
      

      
      Second, Wells held that successful human overcoming of nature in the name of happiness
         is something that will need to be done by an elite segment of humanity capable of
         conceiving such a rational plan and carrying it out in a more or less systematic way.
         For the first half of the twentieth century, such advocacy of an elite politics was
         found in American Progressivism, in Bolshevism, in National Socialism, in Social Darwinism.
         With the rising tide of egalitarianism in the West it became harder for such an elite
         to be justified except, of course, in revolutionary times with the professed aim of
         creating more egalitarian circumstances. But even so, additional remnants of this
         elitism can be seen among followers of Rand, in technocratic/meritocratic libertarianism,
         in Beltway/limousine liberalism, in certain technocratic strains of environmentalism,
         and again in transhumanism/post-humanism. 
      

      
      Third, this elite effort needed to encompass all mankind. The elite is not tied to
         any nation and indeed identifies itself to itself as an elite by its adoption of a
         global consciousness with expansive concerns (“every sentient creature”).[42]   With any luck at all, Wells thought, global consciousness could be embodied in
         global governance, a system that might one day itself wither away in favor of purely
         administrative units.[43]   While crusading one-worldism may not be as fashionable as it once was, it still
         exists. Nationalism is still today regarded with suspicion in progressive circles,
         and that goes along with a belief in the supposed power of world opinion, with admiration
         of NGOs that adopt a globalist perspective, and with an ongoing quest to advocate
         for policy issues with nominally global implications, or to define policy issues in
         such a way as to push them towards global “solutions.”
      

      
      I do not say that Wells invented any of these core ideas. But he synthesized them,
         and popularized that synthesis, in such a way as to assist in making them sufficiently
         influential that we are still living with them and their consequences today. We have
         seen so far how this synthesis rejects nature as a standard; in good Baconian fashion,
         Wells presents nature as a problem to be solved. But what replaces nature and the
         consequences of that replacement require further investigation. Broadly speaking,
         history replaces nature as a standard in Wells, as nature is progressively overcome,
         or more precisely the idea that history has a trajectory or direction. The existence
         of that trajectory means that primarily it will be our anticipations of the future
         that can provide us with guiding visions of human good and evil. There are deep problems
         with this perspective, and Wells himself had trouble holding it consistently. But
         this understanding of progress itself as normative has been sufficiently powerful
         as to influence how even those who would reject it formulate their enterprise. Hence,
         for example, William F. Buckley’s mission statement for The National Review: “It stands athwart history, yelling Stop, at a time when no one is inclined to do
         so, or to have much patience with those who so urge it.”[44]   Such a statement seems to presuppose precisely the Wellsian view that history might
         be going somewhere.
      

      
      History, Progress or Change?

      
      Wells begins the 1920 edition of The Outline of History: Being a Plain History of Life and Mankind (note, among other things, the definite article) with a clear statement of his intention:
      

      
      
         The need for a common knowledge of the general facts of human history throughout the
            world has become very evident during the tragic happenings of the last few years.
            Swifter means of communication have brought all men closer to one another for good
            or for evil. War becomes a universal disaster, blind and monstrously destructive;
            it bombs the baby in its cradle and sinks the food-ships that cater for the non-combatant
            and the neutral. There can be no peace now, we realize, but a common peace in all
            the world; no prosperity but a general prosperity. But there can be no common peace and prosperity without common historical ideas. Without such ideas to hold them together in harmonious co-operation, with nothing
            but narrow, selfish, and conflicting nationalist traditions, races and peoples are
            bound to drift towards conflict and destruction.
         

         
         Such are the views of history this Outline seeks to realize. It is an attempt to tell how our present state of affairs, this
            distressed and multifarious human life about us, arose in the course of vast ages
            and out of the inanimate clash of matter, and to estimate the quality and amount and
            range of the hopes with which it now faces its destiny.[45]  
         

         
      

      
      Wells is aware that placing human origins and destiny in a cosmological context has
         hitherto been the province of religion and suggests that some such story may be necessary:
         “Without it we are a chaos.”[46]   Hence the book is “one experimental contribution to a great and urgently needed
         educational reformation, which must ultimately restore [emphasis added] universal history, revised, corrected and brought up to date, to
         its proper place and use as the backbone of a general education.”[47]   He only hints in the introduction why he believes those older stories no longer
         serve a useful purpose, although indeed that religious history ought to be treated
         in secular terms is one theme of the book as a whole, perhaps a main point. 
      

      
      For our purpose here it is only necessary to provide a general idea of what this (profusely
         illustrated) history looks like. The first sixty pages cover what was known about
         the origins and development of the Earth and of early forms of life. The next roughly
         one hundred pages cover human evolution and prehistory. When the history as such begins,
         Wells covers a very wide range of cultures and topics; not everything he says might
         pass historical muster today, and indeed early editions contained an ongoing discussion
         among contributors of certain contested issues, in footnotes (not to speak of the
         wrath of Belloc coming from outside the project). The story is told in a clear and
         engaging fashion.
      

      
      The somewhat nuanced case Wells wishes to make for progress suggests how it has gradually
         become possible, although by no means necessary, that certain key human goals, articulated
         as “Mankind is growing up” in “the fifth and fourth centuries B.C. . . . most plainly
         in Judea and in Athens” become ever more widely realized in practice, despite the
         fact that “Blunder follows blunder; promising beginnings end in grotesque disappointments;
         streams of living water are poisoned by the cup that conveys them to the thirsty lips
         of mankind. But the hope of men rises again at last after every disaster.”[48]   With the “renascence” and the increase in “our power over the conditions of our
         lives”[49]   it becomes all the more possible to change the natural conditions of human life
         by our own actions and to begin to realize in practice the earlier, fundamental insight
         into the meaning of truth and righteousness—a common human purpose built on brotherhood
         and nonviolence. Yet as this power increases in a big way in the nineteenth century,
         when “a new gigantic material framework for human affairs has come unto existence,”[50]   the very threat it poses to truth and righteousness by the misuse of that power
         becomes the best reason to arrange things so that as much as possible that power is
         not used to the destructive purposes that result from various kinds of narrow mindedness.
         
      

      
      Hence the brotherhood of man comes to mean global, socialist, political institutions
         which work to ensure that the benefits of our ever-increasing knowledge are distributed
         ever more widely. This quasi-egalitarian result is built on the inegalitarian foundation
         of those most capable of doing the real work from which the many benefit, more of
         whom will exist as the conditions of life for all improve. Such people are encouraged
         to do their work (not to be complacent), and others to let it be done, by imagining
         a future in which the ills of the present are brought into higher relief by anticipation
         that things will be ever better. After a certain point, we probably cannot even conceive
         of what that would mean.[51]   Hence, in the last book of the early editions of the Outline, titled “The Next Stage of History,” Wells spent over fifteen pages discussing “The
         Possible Unification of the World Into One Community of Knowledge and Will.”[52]   (In later editions, this book is dropped entirely, and an account of World War
         II appears.) Although Wells is quite clear that there are no guarantees of such a
         development, and that powerful forces will oppose it, he also thought that the horrors
         of World War I had fundamentally altered the attitudes of a great many people, and
         destroyed “the sense of inevitable routines that held all the world in thrall six
         years ago” leaving minds “open to fresh ideas of association and duty.” Hence, the
         world is “under a sentence of great and as yet incalculable change,”[53]   which could lead to
      

      
      
         such a release and increase of human energy as to open a new phase in human history.
            The enormous waste caused by military preparation and the mutual annoyance of competing
            great powers, and the still more enormous waste due to the under-productiveness of
            great masses of people, either because they are too wealthy for stimulus or too poor
            for efficiency, would cease. There would be a vast increase in the supply of human
            necessities, a rise in the standard of life and in what is considered a necessity,
            a development of transport and every kind of convenience; and a multitude of people
            would be transferred from low-grade production to such higher work as art of all kinds,
            teaching, scientific research, and the like. All over the world there would be a setting
            free of human capacity, such as has occurred hitherto only in small places and through
            precious limited phases of prosperity and security. . . . Without supposing any change
            in human quality [which in fact Wells at times will assume], but merely its release
            from the present system of inordinate waste, history justifies this expectation.[54]  
         

         
      

      Concluding the book, Wells speaks of how the self-conscious pursuit of ever-receding
         futures would be an ongoing task, defining the common purpose of mankind:
      

      
      
         History is and must always be no more than an account of beginnings. . . . Life begins
            perpetually. Gathered together at last under the leadership of man, the student-teacher
            of the universe, unified, disciplined, armed with the secret powers of the atom and
            with knowledge as yet beyond dreaming, Life, forever dying to be born afresh, forever
            young and eager, will presently stand upon the earth as upon a footstool, and stretch
            out its realm amidst the stars.[55]  
         

         
      

      In sum then: the challenge that evolution poses to the continued existence of humanity
         causes Wells—in a manner consistent with his broader materialism—to abandon any normative
         conception of nature. Nature instead becomes the raw material for various human transformations.
         Human history is the story of these transformations, and their ever-increasing, ever
         more conscious, efficacy. Thus, within history one can discern a certain purposiveness
         of precisely the sort that nature lacks; that is progress. Universal human solidarity
         is the guiding star, even if one that is readily obscured by the narrow claims of
         particularity. Progress is to be measured by the ever-
increasing, if always uncertain, ability to achieve this solidarity. Progress means
         projecting our visions of solidarity and power into the future. Such imagination can
         then define the new definition of progress, providing both waypoints and incentives,
         identifying possible dangers, and battling complacence.[56]  
      

      
      Yet, for all the centrality history seems to occupy, this account has the ironic consequence
         of ultimately reducing most of both the past and the present to moral insignificance.
         That is, once we know the progressive “signal” that history is sending, most of the
         actual events of history become so much sorry noise, as we have seen: “Blunder follows
         blunder etc.” Most of the thoughts and actions of the past, the cultures and epochs
         that Wells is at such pains to present, are worthless as any kind of guide to us,
         except insofar as they may be seen as intimations of the truth or illustrative of
         common follies and pitfalls. Then again, as we have seen, the present presents the
         peculiar problem of complacence. This problem is in part a perennial consequence of
         our attachment to our own, but it is made all the more troublesome by the progressive
         premise itself. For on this premise we may in all honesty deserve to see ourselves as a peak—the danger for Wells is that we might be tempted to think of ourselves as the peak. Hence, the real meaning of progress is found not in how far we have come. How
         far we can still go in the future takes on the greatest and most reliable moral significance.
         
      

      
      But what can we really know of the future? Wells expects that conditions will continue
         to change, and change quickly and radically, which means that the context for and
         meaning of values like “the reality of human brotherhood, the needlessness of wars
         and cruelties and oppression, the possibilities of a common purpose for the whole
         of our kind [and all sentient beings?]” is something we cannot anticipate. Given the
         rapid changes Wells expects in the material conditions of human life, should we not
         expect that we would be as incapable of understanding the future shape of life on
         earth as a neanderthal would be of comprehending human civilization?[57]   Therefore we must will a very open-ended future, “the conscious growth of life,
         for which no man can certainly foretell either a limit or an end.”[58]   
      

      
      It seemed as if it were a problem for Wells that natural evolution gave us no confidence
         about a human future, and that the transformation of a blind evolutionary process
         into a conscious human process was what was required to reconcile “a scientific faith
         in evolution with optimism.” Now we find that this process, which we observe in the
         trajectory of history culminates in a great unknown, in limitless possibility. “Optimism”
         is less about the prospect for specific achievements than it is about an ability never
         to fall prey to complacence. We learn from Darwin, Wells claims, that for humanity
         there is no final or perfect state:
      

      
      
         The Utopia of a modern dreamer must needs differ in one fundamental aspect from the
            Nowheres and Utopias men planned before Darwin quickened the thought of the world.
            Those were all perfect and static States, a balance of happiness won for ever against
            the forces of unrest and disorder that inhere in things. . . . Change and development
            were dammed back by invincible dams forever. But the Modern Utopia must be not static
            but kinetic, must shape not as a permanent state but as a hopeful stage, leading to
            a long ascent of stages. Nowadays we do not resist and overcome the great stream of
            things, but rather float upon it. We build now not citadels, but ships of state. For
            one ordered arrangement of citizens rejoicing in an equality of happiness safe and
            assured to them and their children for ever, we have to plan “a flexible common compromise,
            in which a perpetually novel succession of individualities may converge most effectually
            upon a comprehensive onward development.”[59]  
         

         
      

      Much could be said about Wells’s arguable misreading of premodern utopias, which goes
         back to a youthful encounter with The Republic. But our interest now is how Darwin comes back into the picture in precisely the
         manner that was hinted at in Science of Life. Competition is an ongoing reality that allows no rest; it is the great stream of
         things upon which we float.[60]   Evolution is problematic only insofar as it is unconscious. But do streams really
         ascend? To his credit, Wells realizes that “a perpetually novel succession of individualities”
         does not really allow him to articulate any goals that are true simply, that the universality
         of the history he has proposed is contingent:
      

      
      
         This insistence upon the element of uniqueness in being, this subordination of the
            class to the individual difference, not only destroys the universal claim of philosophy,
            but the universal claim of ethical imperatives, the universal claim of any religious
            teaching. If you press me back upon my fundamental position I must confess I put faith
            and standards and rules of conduct upon exactly the same level as I put my belief
            of what is right in art, and what I consider right practice in art. I have arrived
            at a certain sort of self-knowledge and there are, I find, very distinct imperatives
            for me, but I am quite prepared to admit there is no proving them imperative on any
            one else. One’s political proceedings, one’s moral acts are, I hold, just as much
            self-expression as one’s poetry or painting or music. But since life has for its primordial
            elements assimilation and aggression, I try not only to obey my imperatives, but to
            put them persuasively and convincingly into other minds, to bring about my good and
            to resist and overcome my evil as though they were the universal Good and the universal
            Evil in which unthinking men believe.[61]  
         

         
      

      We see here that Wells’s future of infinite possibility is a choice for particularity
         over universality.[62]   He is imagining a future governed by no universal moral claims, although there is a universal not so hidden in the argument: life’s “primordial
         elements” of “assimilation and aggression.” We thought we were ejecting nature with
         a pitchfork, but here it is again, neatly confirming the conclusion C. S. Lewis reached
         in The Abolition of Man: “Man’s conquest of nature turns out, in the moment of its consummation, to be Nature’s
         conquest of Man”[63]   With no natural constraints, with no ultimate historical goals, no “Tao,” to use
         Lewis’s terms, Wells can only understand his enterprise as an act of self-expression.
         That expression may have more or less self-knowledge, but in any case its core proposition
         is “obey your imperatives!” And where do those imperatives come from? It is difficult
         to think that for Wells they could be traced to anything but nature in his own sense
         of the term. 
      

      
      This mode of progressivism undercuts the very concept of progress, as Chesterton argues
         in one of his discussions of Wells:
      

      
      
         So far from it being the truth that the ideal of progress is to be set against that
            of ethical or religious finality, the reverse is the truth. Nobody has any business
            to use the word “progress” unless he has a definite creed and a cast-iron code of
            morals. . . . For progress by its very name indicates a direction; and the moment
            we are in the least doubtful about the direction, we become in the same degree doubtful
            about the progress.[64]   
         

         
      

      We have seen why Chesterton’s assessment is just.[65]   Today, there are signs, at least, that beyond Wells the idea of progress founded
         in the overcoming of nature is reaching the same impasse that he reached. Expressive,
         postmodern progressivism has, as did Wells, given up on the possibility of truth simply,
         and substituted for it sometimes my truth, sometimes our truth—in either case, like
         Wells choosing particularity over universality. Thus it becomes progressive to defend,
         in the name of a kind of anti-imperialism in the intellectual realm, various local
         and cultural practices of a quite antiprogressive nature simply because they are what
         they are. Neither does the celebration of “difference” require progressives to give
         up on the globalist elements of Wells’s program, as it becomes the purpose of global
         arrangements to protect and foster difference against any kind of hegemonic globalization.
         The assumption is that not difference but the failure to respect difference is what
         leads to conflict in the world. 
      

      
      Or consider the phrase “change agent,” popular in the business and social policy worlds.
         Substance or direction is left entirely to be filled in; there is no assumption of
         a common purpose or destination of a sort that would make “progress” an appropriate
         term. In the tech sector, the buzzword is “disruption”—any change in the present is
         assumed to lead to wonders in the future. We excoriate ourselves for the narrowness
         of our temporal vision; we demand more foresight. But what is there to see? One change
         after another.
      

      
      Floating on “the great stream of things” that is evolutionary change, we build bigger
         and more comfortable ships. That may well represent an improvement in the human condition,
         comparing one ship to another. But if we thought that the ships protected us against
         the competition inherent in evolution, we find we are mistaken. They are simply ways
         to compete consciously. Who will design the ship, and what will it look like? There
         is no single art of shipbuilding to guide us, but only the “imperatives” of “a perpetually
         novel succession of individualities.” And in any case, we find our ships are floating
         less on an ascending or descending stream than on what Henry Adams called a “shoreless
         ocean.”[66]   However large they get or fast they sail, in Wells’s world our ships are still
         getting nowhere.
      

      
      Notes
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      Response to Charles Rubin

      
         
         Amy Gilbert Richards

         
         
         
      

      
      In my understanding, the goal of Charles Rubin’s project here is threefold:

      
      
         	
            
            To draw attention to the pivotal role that popularizers of ideas play in the adoption
               of certain views into a zeitgeist.
            

            
         

         
         	
            To diagnose the specific understanding of nature that Wells helped to popularize,
               tying together strands from his vast corpus to suggest an overall thrust to his work
               whose influence is still seen today. Specifically, he focuses on Wells’s related substitutions
               of history for nature and of consideration of and fealty to the future for consideration
               of and fealty to the past.
            

            
         

         
         	
            To begin a critique of this view by pointing out an incoherence in its central idea
               of progress without telos.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      One crucial connection to note among these goals themselves is that the progress of
         ideas depends on their popularization. Indeed, the broad acceptance of certain ideas is often treated
         as the substance of “progress.” However, the very use of the term “progress,” as Rubin
         suggests, seems to rely on a further idea: the idea of a telos guiding the process.
         As Thomas Kuhn notes at the end of The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, though of course in order to counter the notion: “What could ‘evolution,’ ‘development,’
         ‘process,’ mean in the absence of a specified goal?,”[1]   Rubin claims H. G. Wells’s work provides one particularly influential way of specifying
         that meaning. In this response, I will briefly address each of these three points
         in turn in order to tease out further questions and implications implicit in each.
      

      
      Popularization, Genre,
 and the Purpose of Education
      

      
      To begin, I believe a more extended look at the suggestion which kicks off the project
         is warranted. Rubin suggests that when trying to understand an idea and its place
         in a culture, we need to look beyond the intellectual source of the idea itself. Perhaps
         even more important than this point of origination are the sources by which the idea
         enters the popular imagination and ultimately becomes the default stance of a culture.
         This general claim about popularizing sources is worthy of attention in its own right,
         as it has profound implications both for the kinds of sources scholars should be attending
         to and for the methods necessary to attempt to engage in cultural re-formation, should
         we deem such to be desirable. One way to approach understanding the task of popularization
         is through the lens of William James’s conception of living versus dead hypotheses.
         A live hypothesis is one “which appeals as a real possibility to him to whom it is
         proposed.”[2]   The mechanistic scientific hypothesis and its undergirding conception of nature,
         as Rubin points out, originates from specialized sources far removed from the common
         person.[3]   Rubin claims convincingly that such an obscure hypothesis could only be transformed
         into a live hypothesis and thence into a cultural commonplace through popular champions
         like Wells. Importantly, Wells’s work is able to serve this function partly because
         it spans so many genres: “science fiction, fiction, non-fiction and polemics.”[4]   As Rubin points out, even Wells’s ideological opponents recognized the extent of
         his influence. The breadth of his work’s appeal made this influence possible. Those
         disinclined to listen to polemics might read a science fiction novel. Those who do
         not read fiction might incline toward books popularizing science or certain conceptions
         of history. Wells provided avenues to his version of modern insight for all comers.
         This observation opens up a nest of questions we would, I believe, do well to consider.
      

      
      If we believe that we ought not cede the defining of nature to a purely scientific
         perspective which eschews the notion of normativity on principle, by what means can
         we effectively propose an alternative? This question becomes more complex when we
         think about the possibility of popularization in the face of the loss of a single
         dominant cultural milieu that was still to a degree present at Wells’s time. Information
         technology—the substance of progress itself for many—has altered the ways in which
         we form and transmit culture. The creation of polarized enclaves of opinion increases
         our ability both to vilify and to ignore those with whom we disagree. In such an environment,
         how can we best attempt to engage the culture as a whole (or even just the parts of
         it which may require persuasion to an alternate view)? How might this affect how we
         think and write about the issues in front of us in this volume? In particular, I am
         interested in the question of what role literature does and ought to play in how we
         develop an account of the nature of “nature,” and particularly of human nature.
      

      
      Lurking behind these practical questions of effective technique lies a deeper epistemological
         divide. It is intriguing that Wells uses fiction to disseminate a particular scientifically
         based ideal, as the very view which grounds his work denies the essential role of
         imagination in the grasping of central truths. On a rigorous scientific picture, stories
         can only be instrumental modes of popularizing truth—not essential modes for its very
         expression. While stories might be necessary to disseminate the ideal of progress,
         the ideal itself demands expression in strict utilitarian terms, and these terms,
         as Rubin points out, cannot by definition take on too much specificity. What we need,
         according to Wells, are tough-minded people committed to progress who will resist
         complacency. Poets likely would not make this list! Wells’s own fiction, importantly,
         is idea driven rather than character driven, as a view like Wells’s cannot admit the
         significance of particular human persons no matter how committed it may be to universal
         humanity. If we hold that narrative is an essential rather than an instrumental means
         to knowledge of nature, and of human nature in particular, we must start from a very
         different conception of nature.[5]  
      

      
      These epistemological questions lead, of course, back to questions of popularization,
         and particularly to questions of education (as Wells himself notes). The cultural
         tide in the wake of a Wellsian vision of progress has turned toward STEM disciplines
         and practical training and away from the liberal arts. We ought not find this surprising
         given the above reflections. If narrative is useful only instrumentally, and history
         serves no educational purpose of its own beyond a summary of its mistakes and the
         inculcation of an exclusively future-oriented perspective—as Rubin’s picture of Wells
         suggests—then rooting oneself in the literature and complex history of the past becomes,
         at best, an innocent pastime, rather than an essential part of human formation. Note
         that this turn away from literature and history further underscores the principled
         sacrifice, in this conception of nature, of the particular for the universal and the
         consequent disappearance of the particular from education.
      

      
      To show how a different educational program would lend itself to a very different
         understanding of nature (and, of course, vice versa), consider Simone Weil’s proposal
         for how education ought to proceed in French villages. Her whole program, as the title
         of her book claims, takes as its key hypothesis people’s need for (particular) roots.
         She claims that “the main object of all education in the villages should be to increase
         the feeling for the beauty of the world, the beauty of nature.”[6]   This feeling is increased not only through a scientific understanding beginning
         from an explanation of principles relevant to farming, but through engagement with,
         for instance, biblical parables which draw on agricultural metaphors. These parallel
         studies—placing the scientific alongside the literary and the spiritual—will lead,
         she suggests, to people who, even amid their daily toil, see beauty within and behind
         the world they inhabit. Whatever we think of her particular program, it is a vision
         far removed from Wells’s. While it focuses deeply on care for the people, a vision
         grounded in “rootedness” presents a distinct alternative to one focused on (one cannot
         quite say “grounded in,” as uprooting seems to be its primary goal) an ever-changing
         future. The disciplines and modes of presentation central to the formation of people
         with such visions will be, of necessity, in stark contrast to one another.
      

      
      H. G. Wells as the Grand Inquisitor

      
      We turn now to Rubin’s diagnosis of Wells’s position. Throughout what follows, I will
         assume the validity of Rubin’s interpretation of Wells (being in no position to assess
         this interpretation myself!). At the end of section I, Rubin notes “three ways Wells
         popularized what became the progressive ‘common sense’ about nature in the twentieth
         century.” The first is a program of eugenics which replaces natural selection with
         human selection (I think here of our acceptance of aborting children with certain
         prenatally diagnosed medical conditions, for instance). The second is the need for
         an elite segment of humanity to conceive and systematically carry out a program of
         reform for the benefit of the many. The third, following closely from these two, is
         the need for this program to “encompass all mankind”—to think globally or universally,
         as it were. Wells grounds all three of these elements of his progressive agenda in
         his view of evolution. Beginning with natural selection, we have evolved to a point
         where artificial, human selection is possible. In taking control of the evolutionary
         process, we can even escape Sin, which he locates as the conflict between our inherited,
         natural characteristics and our acquired, artificial possibilities guided by the plasticity
         of our reason. If we nurture artificial man, we can direct things intelligently to
         bring about universal happiness.
      

      
      All of this is strikingly reminiscent of Ivan Karamazov’s Grand Inquisitor who tells
         Christ that he has “joined the host of those who have corrected your deed.”[7]   Through central planning, the Inquisitor and his fellows have relieved the masses
         of the need to plan their own lives. Similar to Wells’s elite, they provide bread
         to human beings and give them permission to pursue their desires without guilt—they
         feed them and free them from sin. Thus, just as Wells’s elite intends, and indeed
         sees it as their duty, to improve upon nature, so the Inquisitor sees it as his duty
         to improve upon God’s vision of freedom. As he says to Christ,
      

      
      
         Had you accepted that third counsel of the mighty spirit, you would have furnished
            all that man seeks on earth, that is: someone to bow down to, someone to take over
            his conscience, and a means for uniting everyone at last into a common, concordant,
            and incontestable anthill—for the need for universal union is the third and last torment
            of men. Mankind in its entirety has always yearned to arrange things so that they
            must be universal.[8]  
         

         
      

      While the need for something to worship does not play a key role in Wells’s view—unless
         the object of worship is, perhaps, progress itself—the goal of both the Inquisitor
         and Wells’s vision is a universal solution to suffering organized by an elite few
         who are capable of grasping power and improving upon the works of nature for the benefit
         of all human beings. Perhaps the closest parallel between Ivan’s vision and Wells’s
         comes later in the story through the mouth of Ivan’s “devil”: “Man, his will and science
         no longer limited, conquering nature every hour, will thereby every hour experience
         such lofty delight as will replace for him all his former hopes of heavenly delight.”[9]  
      

      
      Note here that Dostoevsky thus views the object of Wells’s optimism as an alliance
         with the devil. By viewing nature as “the raw material for various human transformations”
         we get a story of history in which the ever greater and more conscious efficacy of
         human innovation corrects the deed of nature. Here Rubin locates the center of Wells’s
         progressive understanding: “knowledge gives us the power, wielded by some select group,
         to achieve a world ever more closely approximating certain human ideals of justice,
         material comfort, and intellectual achievement.”[10]   But this co-opting of the natural order may be seen not as a beacon of hope and
         light but as a dangerous temptation that will (as in Ivan’s case) eventually drive
         us mad.
      

      
      Here I want to open a suggestion that I will develop a bit further in the final section.
         The Brothers Karamazov, in a fashion, answers Ivan’s view with Father Zosima’s vision of sacrificial love.
         This vision views nature as thoroughly enchanted, supposing our access to the world
         in all its beauty and fullness lies in an acceptance of responsibility for all quite
         different from the Grand Inquisitor’s. This thoroughly religious understanding of
         nature cannot be conveyed through centralized programming but only through the power
         of particular attentive love. I wonder if something of Zosima’s vision might give
         us tools to begin once again to contrast complacency with wonder and gratitude rather
         than with the “fear-driven resolve to compete.” To tie these reflections back into
         the thoughts on literature presented above, while Ivan tells of the Grand Inquisitor
         as a story, the Inquisitor’s program itself does not rely on narrative for its communication
         but on efficient centralized planning to provide bread and permission to pursue one’s
         desires without being bound by any particular story of one’s nature and origins. Zosima’s
         understanding, by contrast, starts with and cannot truly be separated from either
         the details of his particular history or his understanding of scripture. If our primary
         understandings of both nature and telos are grounded in our relations to God and to
         other human beings, then we cannot escape the necessity of narrative.
      

      
      The Paradox of Progress

      
      Finally, we proceed to Rubin’s critique of Wells’s view. Before proceeding to the
         critique itself, it might be helpful to note a key shift in our understanding of science
         that fits with Wells’s conclusions. Historically, knowledge was the goal of scientific
         endeavors. However, on a Kuhnian understanding of scientific revolutions, we see an
         evolutionary model applied not just to nature but to the progression of science itself.
         As Kuhn notes, as we shift from paradigm to paradigm, our understandings become “increasingly
         detailed and refined” but do not evolve toward any full and complete truth. The goal of a true understanding of nature no longer
         functions as an independent limit to human scientific pursuits. The future of science
         itself, rather than an accurate understanding of an independent nature, becomes the
         end. If this is so, then there can be no vision of rest and community, but only an
         acknowledgment that “competition is an ongoing reality that allows no rest; it is
         the great stream of things that we float upon.”[11]   Thus, on a Wellsian picture we cannot specify any particular end or goal to our
         conscious shaping of the evolutionary process, as both our understandings and our
         social programs are moving away from primitive beginnings but not moving toward any
         definite goal.
      

      
      A logical consequence of such views is a shift of focus from acquisition of truth
         to technical mastery. It is not what we know in itself, but what we can do with our “knowledge” that counts. We now do science not to learn truth but to fix
         problems. And it is the methods or techniques, rather than the deliverances, of science which are exported to assist in the solution
         of perceived social ills. To connect this once again to education, we can see an echo
         of this focus on technique in the bureaucratization of all institutions dedicated
         to learning for its own sake. Such institutions must now justify their purposes in
         functionalist terms (getting jobs, making/saving money, etc.). This reminds me of
         Simone Weil’s warning, again in The Need for Roots, that
      

      
      
         in any sort of sphere, it is inevitable that evil should dominate wherever the technical
            side of things is either completely or almost completely sovereign. Technicians always
            tend to make themselves sovereign, because they feel they alone know what they are
            about; and this is perfectly natural on their part. The responsibility for any evil
            overtaking them, as a necessary consequence, has to be exclusively borne by those
            who have allowed them full rein.[12]  
         

         
      

      The problem with trying to rein in the technicians if we follow Wells’s view is that
         there is no longer anything beyond technique. Our metrics of nature and of a history which acknowledges wisdom in the past are
         lost to us on the progressive view, and thus if we allow this view free rein we admit
         that we are all technicians on Weil’s perspective. It is striking that both she and
         Dostoevsky both associate such a view with the demonic.
      

      
      Rubin argues that this notion of progress without telos is ultimately self-contradictory,
         as in our attempt to overcome nature, we remain tethered to its laws of assimilation
         and aggression. Our attempts at progress are grounded not in an external standard
         but in self-expression, whose core principle is “obey your imperatives!”[13]   But our imperatives still seem driven by the competition inherent in evolution,
         as Wells’s understanding of our primary imperative is that we should never rest complacent
         in the current state of things. I find Rubin’s critique quite compelling, and his
         connection to Lewis’s critique in The Abolition of Man particularly apropos. However, in closing, it seems to me that the seminal idea guiding
         Wells’s picture still needs to be addressed: What are we to say about evolution? If
         species have an origin in natural processes, if in fact we do think that we evolved
         from life forms we now consider quite other to our own, how do we continue to talk
         about the normativity of nature rather than the procession of history as controlled
         by the beings which we evolved to be? How do we resist the transhumanist impulse if
         we accept the general veracity of a Darwinian picture? It seems to me that this question
         must be central to any contemporary treatment of the question of nature. We can see
         how Ivan’s view develops naturally out of one understanding of evolution. Showing
         how a Zosimian understanding of evolution might unfold presents a challenge with which
         we will need to grapple.
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      A naturalized American, Louis Dupré was born in Flanders in 1926 and completed his
         PhD in Leuven. He then taught at Georgetown University from 1958 until 1973, when
         he assumed the Thomas Lawrason Riggs Chair in the Philosophy of Religion at Yale.
         Retiring in 1998, he returned to Belgium, where he recently completed The Quest of the Absolute: Birth and Decline of European Romanticism.[1] His understanding of “nature” is laid out in Passage to Modernity: An Essay in the Hermeneutics of Nature and Culture.[2] This volume’s argument will mainly concern us, amplified by several of his other
         works and my own commentary. A critique of its content and method will follow.[3] 
      

      
      Modernity

      
      In seeking a working definition of modernity, Dupré notes two strains of recent analysis.
         The first finds clearest expression in Nietzsche, who views the modern project as
         homogeneously developing from the origins of the west’s understanding of the human
         mind. This strain, also found in Heidegger, Derrida, and Rorty, contends that any
         solution to current problems must entail a radical reworking of the roots of thought
         and culture.[4] By contrast, the second strain, found in Hans Blumenberg, Eric Voegelin, Charles
         Taylor, and Alasdair McIntyre, sees modernity resulting from the disintegration of
         a homogeneity that can be resynthesized.[5] Following this strain, Dupré’s account offers the advantage of a nuanced hermeneutics.
         Focusing on a careful diagnosis of modernity’s complex causes, he is laudably reticent
         to offer a critique of a project that he considers unfinished.
      

      
      Modernity arises from the realignment of the three dynamically reciprocal components
         that constitute nature: the noetic human subject who interprets reality, the extra-subjective
         cosmos, and the transcendent source of both. A crucial shift occurred when fourteenth-century
         humanists, notably Dante and Petrarch, articulated what has come to be validated as
         modernity’s defining principle: “Mind stands in a creative relation to that physical
         reality on which it in other respects depends.”[6] Until this time, claims Dupré, the intelligibility of the objective world was crystallized
         in the notion of “form,” which had assumed priority over the human knower.[7] Transcendence, whether defined as Socrates’s infinite good, or Aristotle’s Prime
         Mover, or Anselm and Bonaventure’s personal God, was understood to be known either
         through an innate immediacy, as in Plato’s memory and Augustine’s illumination, or
         through a causally necessary relation to the objective forms of the world received
         by the subject, as in Aquinas’s famous five ways.
      

      
      The influence of this fourteenth-century shift can be illustrated in changing views
         of aesthetics, the philosophy of beauty. Mere mimesis, such as we find in Plato’s
         notion of “opinion,” gives way to a view expressed in the Enlightenment by Lessing.
         It may well be, says the West’s first dramaturg, that, as Leibnitz tell us, the ambit
         of human experience represents the “best of all possible worlds,” but this is hardly
         apparent. Because a comprehensive intelligibility remains shadowy and even opaque,
         Lessing continues, it creates for art a distinctive role. Artifacts can fashion small
         worlds more perfect than the incoherent fragments of the universe that we experience.
         In generating its own forms of beauty, human invention thus adds a surplus of value
         and meaning, even truth and goodness, to the broken, fractured, and disjointed reality
         that otherwise confronts our stymied minds.[8] 
      

      
      Baroque Harmony

      
      Flowering from the shoot of fourteenth-century humanism, the Baroque emerged as what
         we might call modernity’s paradigm. It realized for the West its last unifying harmony
         between nature and “grace.” By grace, Dupré means the suffusing of nature’s three
         components with belief in the Christian order of redemption. This suffusing generated
         a dynamic understanding of the human person in its intrinsic relation to its transcendent
         source. Accordingly, human creativity came to be appreciated, not only because it
         follows its own rules and standards, but precisely because, in the very complexity
         of these, it symbolizes the divine.[9] 
      

      
      Thus essentially “representational,” the Baroque’s vision overflowed into the public
         forms of culture.[10] In the plastic arts, for instance, Italian, imperial Austrian, and southern German
         churches are filled with pictures and shapes, like saints and angels, that mediate
         between the merely earthly and the purely heavenly. They are brightened with light
         and color and displayed in motion in order to radiate the transcendent glow of nature
         redeemed.[11] A visit, for instance, to Munich’s centrally located Church of St. Michael will confront
         us, as we first approach its facade, with the militant Archangel’s great lance victoriously
         thrusting the satanic dragon into abject submission, even while giving us an allegory
         for Counter-Reformation triumphalism. Similarly, just off the Corso Vittorio Emmanuele
         in the Eternal City, we need only lift our chins in the Jesuits’ Church of St. Ignatius
         to revel in vanquished heretics as they fall in limber disgrace from the edges of
         Pozzo’s magnificent trompe l’oeil of a ceiling. And again, in lower Bavaria’s Church of the Meadow (Wieskirche), we may even be shocked into a strange type of beauty when we halt before the grisly
         altarpiece of Christ scourged. It shatters, as if by bad taste, the splendor of the
         domed rotunda’s white and gold.
      

      
      For its part, Baroque drama demonstrates that representation belongs simultaneously
         both to appearance and reality. The great playwrights of the age, whether the Elizabethan
         Shakespeare or the Golden Age Calderón, turn the theater into a metaphor for existence
         itself. Alternating between truth and illusion, what is acted out on stage, either
         in character or plot, occludes and hides reality, as well as manifesting and revealing
         it.[12] Like the plastic arts, therefore, plays depict reality as ever expanding, as ever
         in the process of being created by an immanent spiritual impulse.[13] 
      

      
      In the spiritual life, Dupré singles out Ignatius Loyola as the exemplar of nature’s
         dynamically harmonious representation of grace. His mystical vision serves as the
         touchstone of the explosive movement of the Baroque. Central to both nature and grace,
         the vocation of the person fills the mundane order with deeds shining forth humanity’s
         inner reality.[14] More than any other creature, the human person, as the image of God, represents its
         Creator, especially in the use of its freedom. Through the gifts of discernment given
         in prayer, this freedom becomes real and authentic.[15] Discernment means that human judgment, aided by grace, can liberate our choices from
         the false appearances of goodness conjured up in the mind by what Ignatius calls “the
         enemy of our human nature.” This term signifies any and all of the following: the
         “evil spirit,” Satan, concupiscent temptation, and original sin.[16] The person, having prayerfully met the divine in his own powers, and having been
         reformed in the way of Christ, can actively respond to the ineluctable attractiveness
         of grace.[17] “The way down [into the soul],” comments Dupré paradoxically, “[is] the way up [to
         God].”[18] 
      

      
      This movement taking us deeper and higher also propels us forcefully outward into
         the world. When purified and released, human volition can re-create the world according
         to its own immanent divine image by positing the highest form of symbols: acts of
         charity that make apparent the God who is love. Indeed, the kataphatic vision of the
         Basque soldier-saint nourished the Baroque and post-Baroque world with a remarkable
         innovation: the largest system of education “by far under a single aegis the world
         had ever seen.”[19] It adapted and exported the teaching method of the University of Paris beyond Europe
         to Asia and the Americas.[20] Nor was Ignatius a unique religious product of the Baroque’s synthesis. We need only
         mention the humane sense of humor bequeathed to the Oratorians by Philip Neri; the
         heroic missionary travels of the Theatines to reconcile the Armenians; and the apophatic
         reform of the Carmelites led by John of the Cross and Teresa of Avila.
      

      
      In sum, grace, according to Ignatius, constitutes the very condition of possibility
         of human freedom. The Jesuits’ founder thus effects “a more radically God‑centered
         view of reality” than had heretofore been possible.[21] In filling Renaissance humanism with mystical content, this view brings the dynamic
         sacramentality of the Baroque to its pinnacle. God becomes the ground of the person,
         even as Creator and creature each retains an appropriate autonomy. As a divine microcosm,
         humanity is empowered to fashion a macrocosm of symbolic meaning. In a word, human
         ingenuity, exercising a dynamic originality, reflects its infinite archetype. Sacrificing
         its strident vigor when not steeped in transcendence, it abandons a merely static
         mimesis.
      

      
      Skepticism

      
      But the Baroque’s synthesis of nature and grace onto which aesthetics and spiritual
         practice open a window emerged from within a homogeneously God-centered culture.[22] Its subsequent fracturing has led to a more familiar version of modernity marked
         by skepticism and secularism. Ironically, this version has resulted from the selfsame
         fourteenth-century principle that also brought about the Baroque: Mind stands in a
         creative relation to that physical reality on which it in other respects depends.
         Whereas the Baroque balanced mind’s ingenuity against its subordination to the objective
         world and the transcendence that embraced them both, the Cartesian turn within the
         subject, together with the Enlightenment’s strident assertion of reason’s prerogatives,
         ushered in a certain solipsism. First, as in Kant, mind became fixed monadically in
         its own transcendental ego; then, as in Idealism, it all-encompassingly absorbed transcendence
         and objectivity into itself. With the detachment of the noetic subject from its correspondence
         to the physical world that it represents, the ground of any viable sense of mimesis,
         however qualified, was undermined.
      

      
      A lamentable scenario thus comes to pass: the silencing of language. Transcendence,
         argues Dupré, guarantees meaning. In support, he quotes Nicholas of Cusa, the fifteenth-century
         philosopher, theologian, and churchman: Just as God creates the forms of nature that
         represent the divine mind, so humanity actively creates concepts, images, metaphors,
         and symbols that represent its own.[23] Language thus signifies humanity’s intrinsic link to its Creator. We might go even
         further and say that language is the divine image in the creature. In addition, language asserts humanity’s mastery
         over the empirical world. The spoken names of objects are, in fact, symbols of
 the reality of those selfsame objects. The connection between speech and the world
         is assured by the subject’s ability to receive intelligibility from a cosmos that
         can authentically communicate it. Hence, both the Augustinian Bonaventure and the
         Aristotelian Aquinas posit the doctrine of the “species.” This term denotes the object’s
         intrinsic essence, precisely as it is intuited by sensibility and subsequently synthesized
         by the intellect into the knowledge uttered in speech. Language thus exercises a double
         function: Every concept represents the objective order, even as it evokes transcendence.
      

      
      The devolution of language begins when, detached from representation, it is confined
         to the expression of the human knower’s ingenuities. When this happens, allegory,
         for instance, becomes severed from religion and descends into mere myth and didacticism.
         Matthew Arnold’s poetry serves as an example. Similarly, metaphor and imagery turn
         occult and hermetic, as seen in the works of Mallarmé. Moreover, the novel arises
         as the premier literary form. It is unable to offer the elevated ethical vision of
         tragedy or epic, chiefly because its narrative has progressively privatized itself.
         In fact, its increasing idiosyncrasy approaches nihilism.[24] Held ever more closely as the hostage of the noetic subject, it disengages language
         from generally understood modes of communication.[25] As the fetish of individual writers, the novel, as in Joyce and Faulkner, has effectively
         entered into “war with the established reality structures” of culture.[26] Now evoking doubt and insecurity instead of signifying the true, the good, and the
         beautiful, speech continues to be formulated, but its meaning, ironically, is rendered
         more and more agnostically silent.[27] 
      

      
      With the fixing of mind in its own monadic structure, a new view of skepticism is
         introduced. It becomes, as John Henry Newman regrettably opines to his fellow mid-Victorians,
         not an aberration, but lauded as the healthy development of human reason.[28] Skepticism begins tamely enough, even naively, not so much with the outright denial
         of transcendence, but with probing doubt about it as a necessary means for discovering
         universal truths. Baron d’Holbach, for instance, who placed God in the eighteenth-century
         dock, could utter a belief echoed with little emendation by some of today’s popular
         pundits like Hitchens, Dawkins, and Harris: “To discover the true principles of morality,
         men have no need of theology, of revelation, or of gods. . . . They have only to commune
         with themselves, to reflect upon their own natures.”[29] But when this doubt is coupled with the silencing of language that it helped to precipitate,
         less and less remains to be discovered within. The universal notion of human nature
         itself faces superannuation. Furthermore, skepticism has been broadened and reinforced
         by recent developments in empirical science that highlight the spontaneous capacity
         of the cosmos for emergent novelty. These have further strained the credibility of
         any stable mimetic bridge between the physical world and the noetic subject.[30] 
      

      
      Secularism

      
      For its part, secularization, a more recent trait of post-Baroque modernity, rolls
         forth in skepticism’s momentum. It entails not merely doubt about transcendence but
         its outright loss. Dupré defines this recent phenomenon, unique in the world’s history,
         as culture’s inability to interpret reality as sacred. This last term, he says, is
         difficult for the modern person even meaningfully to conceive.[31] Although contemporary society has witnessed religious revivals, many of these, he
         further contends, hover only over the religious margins. All too often they merely
         evoke romantic remembrances and sentimental imitations of the past.[32] 
      

      
      Secularism results from a restricting of the mind’s native drive toward the Absolute
         that constitutes its only proper end, term, goal, and final cause. When reason fails
         directly to experience the sacred as mediated by the natural order (but nonetheless
         radically different from it), not only is our sense of the divine compromised. Also
         forfeited is our sense of the profane. It is perceived only as the antithesis of the
         sacred upon which it feeds parasitically. With the double loss of the sacred and the
         profane, the secular emerges as a homogenized sense of reality. Etiologically, secularization
         can obtain only in a culture that radically subordinates form to individual genius.
         When the human subject withdraws centripetally into itself, cosmic causes, both finitely
         objective and infinitely transcendent, retreat centrifugally. The world then lies
         strewn with impoverished and incoherent symbols. The transcendent universal that alone
         enriches their meaning and reconciles their diversity has simply disintegrated.[33] In secular society, therefore, nature not only rids itself of grace; but the noetic
         subject suffers a mutilation, perhaps even a suicide, of its innate power to render
         experience intelligible.
      

      
      In the wake of skepticism and secularism, we may well wonder whether post-Baroque
         modernity has left us any shards of nature. Transcendence, first doubted, seems now
         lost; the meaning of language, humanity’s highest symbolic creation, appears silenced;
         and the mimetic link between language and the physical world looks well corroded.
         Perhaps nature is pulverized, and we are well advanced, as many claim, into the postmodern.
         Lyotard, after all, defines this as the universal “fission of meaning.” He does not
         mean that the intelligible center of experience has yet to be found, or that we have
         been wrong about what it is, but that it lacks any possibility of existing.[34] Not so, retorts Dupré. He argues that what Derrida, Saussure, Nancy, Deleuze, Foucault,
         and their legions too facilely style as the postmodern constitutes in fact, precisely
         within the modern, an abiding moment. It remains utterly dependent on subjectivity:
         namely, on the selfsame ingenuity of mind first elevated by fourteenth-century humanists.[35] Rumors of the death of modernity are thus exaggerated and premature; it is alive
         and well because it is still evolving. In sum, nature has yet to reach a stable synthesis
         among the elements that, however attenuated, make it up.[36] 
      

      
      Nonetheless, Dupré soberly cautions those who, immersed in the secular, wish to exercise
         the transcendent reach of their mind and recover reality’s sacred symbolism. They
         must make a commitment to separate themselves from the public sphere and, finding
         inspiration in Socrates, deliberately to turn inward. There, more or less alone, the
         subject can know a mediated sense of the sacred that cannot be known in the public
         forms of secular culture. Thus isolated from mainstream society, contemporary religious
         persons live in a painful state of tension. Caught between culture’s impoverishment
         of the human capacity for transcendence and the interior will to believe, they cannot
         find an external reconciliation of the orders of nature and grace as the Baroque could.
         Only by developing an enriched inner life of religious experience can they impose
         a sense of the sacred on the objects of mundane experience. In short, although inner
         conviction has become the genesis of the sacred, the total integration of reality
         that religion promises still remains possible.[37] But in secular modernity, “the center of human piety has moved” from a once congenial
         cosmos to an individual choice.[38] 
      

      
      Critique

      
      Dupré correctly diagnoses modernity’s distinctiveness in the dichotomized triumph
         of human creativity over the subject’s merely mimetic response to its intuition of
         worldly form. If any quarrel arises with him, however, it concerns where to locate
         the roots of this distinctiveness. For their part, the fourteenth-century humanists
         who clearly embodied it inherited a world in which subject and transcendence had already
         become significantly disjoined. Their separation was set in motion in the previous
         century with the importing into the prevailing Christian synthesis by the Dominicans
         Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas of Aristotle’s theory of the agent intellect.
         It effectively put to death “illumination,” the distinguishing doctrine of Augustinian
         Neoplatonism, which had dominated the West for a thousand years.
      

      
      Illumination means that a metaphysical “light” (so to speak) radiates upon the intellect
         from the divine ideas. It grounds reason’s ability to know the unchanging first principles
         of reality, like noncontradiction, despite humanity’s radical immersion in the mutable
         flux of sense experience. In so doing, it establishes an intimate but differentiated
         union between finite creation and God upon which the order of grace could be built.
         By contrast, the agent intellect purports to explain the same first principles by
         human autonomy. It inheres intrinsically in the person, belonging naturally to its
         integral substantiality; as such, it represents a “created participation” in the divine
         intellect. Accordingly, no longer does the human mind need to be supplemented in each
         and every act by its transcendent source. The upshot is clear: the independence of
         human creativity waxes as the hold of transcendence on it wanes.
      

      
      Dupré exaggerates private religious experience as the means of reestablishing the
         bridge between the noetic subject, the objective world, and the Absolute. We might
         wonder, for instance, how the individual can find the divine within itself when the
         intellect’s quest for its transcendent term has become so restricted. Dupré undervalues
         the culture of institutional religion, especially Christianity, as an oasis of meaning
         for the human heart parched by secularity. If public symbols appear opaque to sacred
         value, the Church remains to radiate the sacred’s beacon. In its traditions of worship
         and prayer and its systems of creed and code, the Church mediates reason’s transcendence
         to itself. Moreover, without the ecclesial structure to guard and regulate private
         religious experience, personal piety easily devolves into delusion and fantasy, as
         the great doctors of spiritual theology have long insisted. Such a devolution, far
         from reconnecting transcendence to reason and mundane experience, distorts religion
         into another form of the fetish that Dupré deplores in the modern novel.
      

      
      In short, ecclesial religion socially practiced offers hope for refashioning a synthesis
         between nature and grace analogous to the Baroque. The Church represents a community
         of meaning efficacious for both the modern believer and the secular culture. For the
         believer, it stimulates and protects the religious experience that drives reason to
         its term and opens the world’s rich signification. For the culture, it prophesies
         against the diminishment of public symbols. It gives witness that empirical reality
         is properly appreciated only when the knowing subject grasps its full import as imbued
         with transcendence. Dupré’s tonics for modernity’s ills thus need supplementing by
         other prescriptions: namely, by Charles Taylor’s emphasis on the retrieval of past
         wisdom to realign modernity within the continuity of history; and by Alistair MacIntyre
         and Benedict XVI’s advocacy of local communities where the integration of nature’s
         three components can be cultivated and handed on.[39] 
      

      
      Passage to Modernity constitutes what might be called the “philosophy of the history of an idea.�” In
         the present case, the idea is nature. This method sharply contrasts with the “history
         of ideas,” which “considers ideas under their formal aspect”: namely, as relative
         expressions of the cultural symbols of [any] particular epoch. It makes no normative
         claims about the “decisive significance” or “lasting truth” of the ideas that it studies.[40] Dupré, however, seeks confidently to posit such claims. Although Being manifests
         itself only in the symbols of transient cultures, still, he asserts, time itself possesses
         metaphysical significance.[41] To appropriate Being, philosophy’s proper object, the mind must engage in an act
         of interior recollection that penetrates into changing symbols essentially determined
         by history.[42] There it discerns the truth temporally revealed.[43] This truth is expressed in a causal pattern of intelligibility that defines history
         even while conditioned by history. Although this pattern may be provisional and subject
         to subsequent revision, it nonetheless validates the permanent meaning of the past
         as well as the emergence in history of genuine ontological novelty.[44] It therefore follows for Dupré that “nature became ‘nature’ only within a human vision
         and any fundamental change in that vision effects a change in nature itself.”[45] 
      

      
      Dupré’s method presupposes some bold premises. Not only does it entail, with Hegel’s
         famous “owl of Minerva,” that Being comes into focus only in hindsight after it has
         effected in history a provisional synthesis.[46] It also entails that “significant cultural changes affect the very heart of the real.”[47] In other words, “Being itself is intrinsically temporal.”[48] As a result, however much we may decry modernity’s fragmentation and wish to correct
         its “errors,” no “simple return to an earlier truth” is possible. “That truth . .
         . has vanished forever.”[49] The past can offer guidance, because it rests implicitly within the present. But
         “no all-comprehensive, timeless metaphysical reflection in the classical style [of
         Platonism or Thomism, for instance] can come to grips with our present existence.”[50] On the contrary, mind’s activity creatively refashions the past by endowing it with
         irreducible originality in the present. Nonetheless, this refashioning does not constitute
         a “pure subjective idealism,” he cautions, because “a real relation [obtains] between
         the mental and the physical.”[51]  Passage to Modernity does not further specify this relation.
      

      
      Our dispute with this method does not arise from the owl of Minerva’s seeking to discern
         a deeper intelligibility within changing conceptions of an idea. It arises from its
         lack of integration into historically conditioned intelligibility of human freedom
         and transcendence (God). In his own metaphysics of history, Johann Adam Möhler (1796–1838),
         the chief mind of the Tübingen School, charts a middle ground between pagan antiquity
         and his Idealist contemporaries. The first knows little of human freedom and the divine
         immanence in history; the second undermines both human and divine freedom by reducing
         history to rational necessity.[52] It is unclear where Dupré’s method falls between these poles, especially because
         it does not account for the errors with which history, as a human construct, is riddled.
      

      
      For this reason, Dupré’s censure of “individual thinkers and entire schools of thought”
         who seek to heal modernity’s ills by “updating past thoughts” is problematic.[53] Erroneous models of nature, of human reason, of transcendence, and of reason’s relation
         to it and the physical world have surely been posited. On the one hand, it is certainly
         valid to isolate a causal pattern by which an idea develops. On the other hand, Dupré’s
         definition of culture as mind’s active transformation of the physical world on which
         it depends seems to obviate our ability to make a normative value judgment about that
         causal pattern as mind’s creative product. To be specific, do we really want to sacrifice
         a universal concept of nature, especially human nature, to the vicissitudes of historical
         flux? In other words, no compelling reason exists for us to accept as authentic developments
         of truth whatever symbols mind originally synthesizes. They might well be corruptions
         of it.[54] Arguments in defense of a philosophia perennis ask for more than a dismissal under the vague claim that, although time has disintegrated
         classical metaphysics as a criterion, it still remains somehow continuously present.[55] Time, as Augustine’s Confessions convincingly demonstrates, is surely morally ambiguous.
      

      
      Moreover, to assert the intrinsic temporality of Being is laden with questionable
         implications for transcendence (God). It effectively collapses the orders of Being
         and becoming. Although Passage to Modernity does not develop the role of God in its metaphysics of history, still it places us,
         if not outright in Hegel’s absolute Spirit, then at least in a notion of God dependent
         on the finite world. In fact, the book commends Bergson, Whitehead, and Heidegger,
         who advocate this position, for having “formulated the issues” at stake in its method.[56] To us who, by contrast, firmly adhere to a definition of God’s infinity as utterly
         transcendent to time and yet dynamically immanent in it, a preferable account is needed
         of the ontological novelty that does indeed appear in history. I have attempted this
         elsewhere and, in closing, offer its key premises in outline.[57] 
      

      
      
         	
            In the realist metaphysics of Aristotle and Aquinas, “substance” explains the process
               of change or “becoming” precisely as a function of Being. A substance embraces its
               accidents, those attributes of quality and quantity that exist, not in themselves,
               but in it. Moreover, a substance’s accidents constitute the material means through
               which the substance’s meaning, its intelligible form, dynamically comes to be and
               is actively expressed.
            

            
         

         
         	
            A substance is the locus of change because its accidents mutate while the substance’s
               formal identity remains constant. Nonetheless, change cannot mean, as realism has
               traditionally taught, that potency merely passes into act without producing ontological
               novelty. Prima facie, change alters a substance’s accidents and produces newness.
               Change thus spontaneously adds new increments in Being heretofore undetermined.
            

            
         

         
         	
            This novelty cannot be due to the substance alone, because novelty resulting from
               change means that the substance transcends itself. The novelty must be due to the
               immanence of infinite Being in the change that constitutes empirical world process.
               The infinite Being evokes novelty in changing substances, not by material, but by
               final, causality. It draws all change to itself as its end or telos. Material causality
               would render the finite an accident of the divine substance. Because all causes must
               be implicit in their effects, the infinite Being is thus immanent in the process that
               it intrinsically transcends.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Because the absolute Being is infinitely creative, its immanence in world process
               enables the finite world to manifest a surplus of ontological value that empirical
               method itself cannot explain.
            

            
         

         
         	
            The infinite Being is not only the final cause of nonhuman substances, but also of
               the human intellect. Only an intuition of absolute Being will give lasting surcease
               to the finite mind. Yet no such intuition is available in the finite world. As the
               end and telos of the mind, the absolute Being is thus immanent in the mind as any
               cause is implicit in its effects. As immanent, it therefore endows the human mind
               with the potential to add ontological novelty to the physical world on which it also
               depends.
            

            
         

         
         	
            But because nonhuman substances are themselves capable of ontological novelty when
               they change, the mind, dependent on them, can assimilate this novelty when it knows
               the objective world, endow this novelty with its own creative potential, and posit
               cultural symbols in history that develop and transcend the past.
            

            
         

         
         	
            Yet the human mind is also free and spontaneous in its inventive powers. It thus can
               posit novelty of varying degrees of value. Hence, whatever novelty is produced is
               certainly true because it exists, but what exists may be deficient of normative value.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      In sum, Minerva’s owl may accurately discern history’s pattern, but Minerva herself
         needs to assess its wisdom.
      

      
      Notes
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      Response to Stephen Fields, S.J.

      
         
         Anna Bonta Moreland

         
         
         
      

      
      Fr. Fields has succinctly outlined Louis Dupré’s understanding of nature. This emerges
         mostly from Dupré’s magisterial 1993 study Passage to Modernity. Fr. Fields offers two modest critiques of Dupré at the end of the chapter, one to
         do with the historical roots of a modern fragmented understanding of nature, and the
         other to do with the possible rewelding of these fragments through private religious
         experience.
      

      
      I will discuss each of these modest critiques. While I do not agree with the first
         critique, I do not want to spend much time talking about it. And while I do agree
         with the second, I am going to have to pretend not to, given my role as respondent.
         Also, sometimes it is worth entering into the logic of our “opponents” (although this
         is a strong word, to be sure) so that we can come to value what is true in the other
         position.
      

      
      First, let me explain why I am setting aside the discussion about where to locate
         the roots of the problem of a modern conception of nature. Dupré locates this root
         in the fourteenth-century humanists. Fr. Fields reaches back to the thirteenth century’s
         synthesis that put to death the “illumination” doctrine of Augustinian Neoplatonism.
         He identifies the roots, then, with Albert the Great and Thomas. This is a tough argument
         to settle and of course it turns on how one reads Albert and Thomas’s epistemology.
         I side with the strand of thinkers who read Thomas as a full-throttle theologian,
         innocent of the bifurcation between nature and grace that emerged in later Thomisms.
         So I read Thomas with people like Tom Hibbs, Jean Pierre Torrell, Denys Turner, David
         Burrell, and many others. Here, nature is seen as a gift, not a given, and every truly
         noetic act is embedded in a narrative that has God as the ultimate source and end
         of that act.
      

      
      This way of reading Thomas does not fall victim to Fr. Fields’s criticism. It certainly
         does not try to “explain first principles by human autonomy,” as if human noetic acts
         could ever be understood deracinated from their divine source. The human knower abstracts
         from sensible realities by the light of the agent intellect. That is how we know what
         we know. But it does not follow that we do this as beings created from nothing, accountable
         to no one. Of this autonomous act Fr. Fields writes:
      

      
      
         It inheres intrinsically in the person, belonging naturally to its integral substantiality;
            as such it represents a “created participation” in the divine intellect. Accordingly,
            no longer does the human mind need to be supplemented in each and every act by its
            transcendent source. The upshot is clear: the independence of human creativity waxes
            as the hold of transcendence on it wanes.
         

         
      

      It seems to me, though, that the problem Fr. Fields identifies lies in a misreading
         of Thomas rather than a legitimate reading of his epistemology. These misreadings
         harden lines where I read fluidity. They, for example, read the Summa in a linear way instead of as an organic web of questions. I certainly would not
         want to hold thinkers accountable for all the later misreadings and distortions of
         their work that occur after they are long gone. Certainly, Thomas thought that the
         first and third parts of the Summa, for example, were his original contribution to this genre, but the history of circulation
         shows that the second part, the one that could be excised into a moral manual like
         so many others at the time, enjoyed a much wider circulation than the first and third
         parts. This was not Aquinas’s doing.
      

      
      It seems to me that the question to ask is whether Augustine’s doctrine of “illumination”
         offers us a better account of the noetic act than Thomas’s understanding of the agent
         intellect. I am not sure that it does. If one unhooks Thomas’s epistemology from his
         metaphysics of esse, then that epistemology starts to look weak. But that beautiful Question 3, article
         4 about the pure and complete and perfect and dynamic esse that is at the root of all existence—it is at the root of everything that is, was,
         and will be—undergirds the questions both before it and after it in the Prima pars. The point is that Thomas explicitly admits that the articles in the Summa are interdependent upon each other; these articles interpenetrate each other to form
         an organic web of questions, where if you pull from one corner of the web the whole
         thing gets tugged along.
      

      
      Let me also just add that Thomas’s epistemology offers the crucial advantage of recognizing
         the integrity of pagan philosophical inquiry. He is surprisingly optimistic in his
         Romans commentary, for example, about the kind of knowledge of God that pagan philosophers
         could in fact obtain, knowledge about attributes of God of goodness or truth that
         were later recognized in the Trinitarian God. Of course these preambles to the faith,
         these little shadows of what would later be revealed as the Christian God, led no
         one to their knees. But this account of natural human inquiry has a few advantages.
         The saving news of the Gospel heals an infected nature on this account, to be sure;
         but it doesn’t replace it. We are built for God, Aquinas states, in Question One,
         article one of the Summa, and most of us cannot arrive at any sort of knowledge of this fact on our own; and
         even those who do only achieve this after a long time, and it is still wrapped up
         in all sorts of errors. But we are built for God. This insight sees its way into his
         account of how we know anything at all. So where Augustine uses divine illumination
         to show how God is part and parcel of every noetic act, Aquinas uses the metaphysics
         of esse and the doctrine of creation to get at this same impulse.
      

      
      Now a full-blown defense of Thomas’s epistemology would take me much longer to defend
         than I can do in this short response. So I will end with this: If Fr. Fields’s claim
         is that later Thomists developed an epistemology that led to the two-storied understanding
         of nature and supernature, such that the supernatural became extrinsic and ultimately
         unnecessary, we agree. If he argues that this move accented Thomas’s Aristotelian
         bones over his Neo-Platonist ones, then we agree. But if he lays the blame at Thomas’s
         epistemology, here we part ways.
      

      
      Fr. Fields’s second response to Dupré suggests that Dupré exaggerates the possibilities
         that private religious experience could reestablish “the bridge between the noetic
         subject, the objective world and the Absolute.” Fr. Fields argues instead that institutional
         religion, especially Christianity, could serve as an “oasis of meaning for the human
         heart parched by secularity.” He writes (beautifully) of the church:
      

      
      
         In its traditions of worship and prayer and its systems of creed and code, it mediates
            reason’s transcendence to itself. Moreover, without the ecclesial structure to guard
            and regulate private religious experience, personal piety easily devolves into delusion
            and fantasy, as the great doctors of spiritual theology have long insisted. Such a
            devolution, far from reconnecting transcendence to reason and mundane experience,
            distorts religion into another form of the fetish that Dupré deplores in the modern
            novel.
         

         
      

      I absolutely agree. Private religious experience always needs to be shaped and guided
         by ecclesial reflection. But in the current cultural situation of modernity in which
         we find ourselves, is not the interior turn the inevitable first move, as Dupré suggests?
         Dupré does not end with interiority; he begins there. In fact, he writes in an essay
         from the eighties:
      

      
      
         

         
         It would be incorrect to assume that the community loses its role in the highly personal
            spiritual religion of the present. The contrary is the case. As soon as the believer
            adopts a model such as Christ[,] . . . he joins a community, that is, he becomes a
            member of a group of like-minded individuals in the present. In this link, however,
            loose, with a mystical body the believer becomes actually united with his model. It ceases to be a mere ideal; the community makes it into
            a present reality. By providing him with sacraments, scriptures, and a whole system of representations,
            the religious community enables the individual to incorporate his attitude into a
            living union with his model.[1]  
         

         
      

      So while the interior move is primary, it leads inevitably outward and upward. But
         given the fragmentation of contemporary culture, an inward move is a first step toward
         social and religious integration. I would add here that ecclesial culture today is
         not immune from the wider cultural fragmentation outlined by Dupré in Passage to Modernity. In an interview with the Christian Century some years ago Dupré commented that “even Christians disaffected with church services,
         confused by doctrine, and unconvinced by some principles of moral guidance often appear
         somehow to remain acquainted with those delicate disclosures of an invisible, inaudible,
         mysterious presence.”[2] I recently met with two students in my office who told me that my class on the rise
         of modern atheism had convinced them “of the God thing,” but they were not as yet
         convinced of the “Christian thing.” So I pulled Pascal from the shelf and told them
         to go to mass. Every day. I saw the look of disappointment in their eyes so I asked
         them what was the matter. “We’ve tried that,” they said. “But the mass looks like
         a performance, and I often sit there thinking, ‘this can’t be all there is.’” I attend
         the same masses these students attend, and there is something to what they say. There
         is often no sense of transcendence on offer aside from what happens on the Eucharistic
         table. But my students cannot make sense of the Eucharist if the liturgy of the Word
         does not prepare them for it. So the fragmentation that Dupré points to has already
         threaded its way into our ecclesial life.
      

      
      The interior turn, however, provides a starting point for those of us who want to
         open doors to welcome my students and others like them. Dupré draws interesting comparisons
         between Augustine’s cultural climate at the end of the Roman empire and our own—Book
         7 of the Confessions is all about the inward turn, but this book only marks the first step in a wider journey
         of conversion to Christ. The inward move, then, is the first step in a longer process
         both for Augustine in the fifth century and for us in modernity.
      

      
      I would like to invite another conversation partner to join us, Friedrich Schleiermacher.
         I think Dupré is pointing to what is right about Schleiermacher. I find that it is
         easy to dismiss Schleiermacher when one is not actually reading him. But I use On Religion: Speeches to its Cultured Despisers in this course I teach on atheism. So I am reminded about once a year that as much
         as I want to blame Schleiermacher for capitulating to his audience’s tastes and prejudices,
         there is something really right about this book. I am reminded of Barth chastising his students for dismissing Schleiermacher
         so easily.
      

      
      So what is right about this book? For those of you who might not have read Schleiermacher
         recently, let me offer a very brief overview of the book. For Schleiermacher religion
         is not found in metaphysics and morals, but rather in intuition and feeling. “Praxis
         is an art, speculation is a science, religion is the sensibility and taste for the
         infinite,” he writes.[3]   There is a “feeling of absolute dependence” that is at the root of all religious
         belief. He talks about this in several different ways. There is a primordial moment
         where the subject and object are one, where intuition and feeling have not yet separated,
         that serves as the root of religious experience. In the moment that the subject experiences
         herself as receptive, she is able to transcend herself and become united with her
         object. This is, of course, a mysterious moment. Religious belief is rooted in these
         individual moments that are fleeting, particular, varied. They cannot be conjured
         up. We know of course that Feuerbach was a student at the University of Berlin at
         the time Schleiermacher taught there and that he took that anthropological root of
         religion in an entirely different direction. But here, in Schleiermacher, the root
         of religion is found in the original unity between subject and object. And these mysterious
         moments, while individual and varied, are experienced as ultimately dependent upon
         the source of everything that is.
      

      
      Even in this original moment we are bound up with each other. Schleiermacher thinks
         that religion is not rooted in some abstract conception of “nature,” but rather in
         our shared “humanity.” He is allergic to anything that smells of natural religion.
         His midrashic reading of Genesis comments upon this “humanity” that is at the center
         of who we are. Here I quote Schleiermacher:
      

      
      
         Since the deity recognized that his world would be nothing so long as man was alone,
            it created for him a partner, and now, for the first time, living and spiritual tones
            stirred within him; now, for the first time, the world rose before his eyes. In the
            flesh and bone of his bone he discovered humanity, and in humanity the world; from
            this moment on he became capable of hearing the voice of the deity and of answering
            it, and the most sacrilegious transgressions of its laws from now on no longer precluded
            him from association with the eternal being.[4]  
         

         
      

      We find in Schleiermacher someone who recognizes the original religious impulse in
         individuals. But these individual impulses emerge in a web of human relationships,
         not as isolated moments that are buffered from each other. Mediators who have a particularly
         sharp “sense and taste for the infinite” draw out the religious impulses of their
         neighbors (please note that I am not defending Schleiermacher’s Christology—only his
         analysis of the original religious impulse of humanity). This “influence of the intuited
         on the one who intuits”[5]   is momentary; it is organic; it changes. It is only a start, but ultimately it
         fuels our religious commitments. Of course it has to be shaped and molded by an ecclesial
         community. But where else do we start a conversation about Christian belief in our
         day if not with something like what Schleiermacher offers?
      

      
      Dupré wrote an article in the sixties in which he defends Schleiermacher against his
         critics who find Schleiermacher to root religion in utter subjectivity. Dupré rightly
         notes that “many commentators have failed to see that the religious experience is
         just as objective as it is subjective, and have interpreted it as an entirely subjective
         state not basically distinct from an emotion.” Dupré writes:
      

      
      
         The religious experience lies in this second moment of consciousness: It is a feeling
            and intuition of the individual’s identity with the All. It should be obvious that
            the religious consciousness is never pure, for as soon as we become aware of this
            identity it is already breaking up. In a sense, then, religion is nothing but a constant
            inward movement of consciousness, a continuous search of interiority. This interiority,
            however, should not be confused with immanence, . . . for it is precisely in the interiority
            of consciousness that we become aware of the transcendent.[6]  
         

         
      

      It is because we are living in a particularly arid historical moment that the interior
         turn is necessary. Dupré notes: “In an odd sort of way, our culture may even be said
         to foster a move toward such personal renewal by its overwhelming sense of emptiness
         and its desperate search for a soul. This emptiness itself favors a new openness to
         transcendence.”[7]   He adds, “Taken in isolation, religious experience would not be faith at all, for
         faith, certainly the Christian one, implies so much more than experience. Faith can
         never be satisfied with profound insights and wholesome feelings. It requires an active
         response, a commitment of the whole person. Nevertheless, experience belongs to the
         essence of religion, even though it never coincides with it.”[8]  
      

      
      I find Dupré to appreciate the best that Schleiermacher has to offer. I also find
         in my university teaching that we are inevitably modern selves. This is an obvious
         point, except that I continually try and cleanse my students of modern presuppositions.
         But they are there. If we believe that God is closer to us than we are to ourselves,
         a turn within might be one of the only options still on the table.
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      From Pure Nature to Concrete Subject:
 The Question of God
 in the Secular Age
      

      
         
         Randall S. Rosenberg

         
         
         
      

      
      This chapter identifies Bernard Lonergan’s shift of emphasis from human nature to
         historically conscious subjectivity and traces its implication for his developing
         account of the “natural desire for God.” Attentive to both his earlier presentation
         of this natural desire within a scholastic context and his later, more existentially
         informed, emphasis on the emergence of the question of God within the conscious horizon
         of the concrete subject, this chapter asks about the continuing relevance of the category
         “nature” in thinking about the transcendent orientation of the human person. Can one
         include the categories of “nature” and “natural desire” in an explanation of the human
         desire for God that adequately answers the question at the level of our times? How
         might one meaningfully integrate the category of “nature” and still do justice to
         the way dominant cultural moods and thought-forms condition our very engagement with
         the question of God in the secular age?
      

      
      Nature: Lonergan’s Scholastic Context

      
      Lonergan spent a significant amount of time in his early academic career coming to
         grips with the complexities of Thomas Aquinas’s theology of grace. As he gratefully
         acknowledged, the years spent “reaching up to the mind of Aquinas” changed him profoundly.[1]   Lonergan completed his doctoral dissertation on operative grace in the writings
         of Aquinas in 1940 and rewrote and published his investigation in Theological Studies in 1941 and 1942.[2]   Both of these writings together now constitute volume 1 of the
 Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan. In 1946, Lonergan composed a treatise, On Supernatural Being (De ente supernaturali), now translated and published in volume 19 of the Collected Works. Throughout the 1940s he wrote a series of articles that treated the theme of nature
         and grace, culminating in his 1949 address before the Jesuit Philosophical Association,
         “The Natural Desire to See God”—an address given in the wake of Henri de Lubac’s controversial
         study Surnaturel. Lonergan’s lecture on the natural desire to see God prompted him to return to “The
         Supernatural Order” and insert a clarification of his position on this vexed question.[3]   In addition to the writings related to the natural-supernatural distinction, he
         also spent three years in the 1940s writing the Verbum articles, which investigated what Aquinas meant by “understanding.” With special attention
         to Prima Pars, QQ. 27 and 93, he explored the procession of the human inner word from
         human understanding as the basis for analogical understanding of the procession of
         the divine Word.
      

      
      This section of the chapter highlights Lonergan’s uses of the terms “nature” and “natural”
         with specific attention to the theological question of the natural desire to see God.
         After noting the importance of the development of the theorem of the supernatural
         and its correlative term “nature,” this section explains several key explanatory terms—the
         natural desire to know, vertical finality, obediential potency—associated with Lonergan’s
         early position on the natural desire to see God, a position worked within a dynamic
         account of the world order.
      

      
      Preserving the Goodness of Creation
 and the Gratuity of Grace
      

      
      Lonergan’s first treatment of nature in the scholastic context is the explanatory
         role it plays in conversations about grace and freedom.[4]   To state it in summary form, without nature, one is left only with a grace-sin
         dialectic. The category of “nature” made possible a more rigorous articulation of
         grace as both healing and elevating. Lonergan—who is certainly Augustinian in contrast
         to Pelagius—highlights what he calls the Augustinian disjunction: “the will of man
         is always free but not always good: either it is free from justice, and then it is
         evil; or it is liberated from sin, and then it is good.”[5]   In light of this grace-sin dialectic, Lonergan importantly points out that the
         mind of Augustine was not “a speculative system on the nature of grace and liberty.”[6]   The theological concepts employed were not “the specialized products of abstract
         reflection but common notions to be found in scripture and, indeed, familiar to all.”
         “There are no definitions,” he adds, “nor are any distinctions drawn except implicitly
         by the mere juxtaposition of complementary passages of Holy Writ.”[7]   To be sure, there is argument and debate, but not “philosophic argument,” nor the
         “scientific ordering of thought” found in the later medieval context. What we have
         with Augustine is, and here one can detect Lonergan’s Augustinian sympathies, “triumphant
         rhetoric marshaling such an array of texts that the claim is obviously true.”
      

      
      For Lonergan, Philip the Chancellor’s articulation of the “theorem of the supernatural”
         in the thirteenth century served as a watershed moment in the “blessed rage for order”
         that constituted university theology. No one doubted that grace was a free gift from
         God beyond the desert of the human person. “But the difficulty,” writes Lonergan,
         “was to explain why everything was not grace; after all, what is there that is not
         a free gift of God?”[8]   As Lonergan notes, Philip the Chancellor of the University of Paris presented the
         “theory of two orders, entitatively disproportionate”: grace, faith, and charity,
         on the one hand; and nature, reason, and the natural love of God on the other.[9]   The pivotal moment in the history of gratia operans was Philip the Chancellor’s formulation of the idea of the supernatural habit. Earlier
         writers did not possess the distinctions necessary to treat satisfactorily the problem
         whose existence St. Augustine had established,”[10]   but with his “theorem of the supernatural,” Philip did not simply posit the supernatural
         character of Grace—this was widely affirmed—but also “the validity of a line of reference
         termed nature.”[11]  
      

      
      The explanatory import of the hypothetical construct of “nature” is substantiated
         in Aquinas’s response to the question of whether human beings can wish or do good
         without grace (ST 1–II, 109.3). Aquinas invites us to consider nature in two ways:
         the state of integrity prior to the fall and the state of corruption after the fall.
         For Aquinas, both states require the help of God as first mover, as creator, to wish
         or do the good. Yet, for Aquinas, human nature is not altogether corrupted by sin;
         even in this state, a person can work some particular good by virtue of his or her
         natural endowments. That said, a person in this corrupted state does fall short of
         what he or she could do by nature in the state of integrity. For Aquinas, grace is,
         in fact, required in both the state of integrity and the state of corruption. Grace
         is always required to wish and do the good of infused, supernatural virtue. Thus in
         the state of integral nature, the human person only needs a gratuitous strength superadded
         to natural strength in order to do and wish supernatural good. In the state of corrupt
         nature, however, the human person needed gratuitous strength to be healed and to carry
         out the works of supernatural virtue.
      

      
      For Lonergan, the grace/sin dialectic is dismantled with the theoretical construct
         of human nature. This explanatory term enables us to affirm human nature as good in
         itself prior to original sin. In this state of integrity, the human person can exercise
         the good of acquired virtues and can wish and do the good proportionate to nature.
         Even in the fallen state, the human person is still capable of doing the good; in
         other words, this is not a doctrine of total corruption or total depravity. Avoiding
         the error of Pelagianism, Lonergan affirms, by way of his analysis of Aquinas, the
         supernatural good of salvation requires that grace both heals and elevates.
      

      
      The Natural Desire to See God

      
      If Lonergan notes the importance of “nature” and the theory of two entitatively disproportionate
         orders as a breakthrough into the world of theoretical theology, surely this explanatory
         distinction shapes his own position on the natural desire to see God. Lonergan roots
         his position in the dynamism of the human mind, in the natural desire to know. For
         Lonergan, the human desire to know is natural, insofar as the desires of the intellect
         are manifested in questions for meaning, truth, and value. It is transcendent, insofar
         as the adequate object is ens.[12]   Although the natural fulfillment is limited by a proportionate object, our desire
         to know is unlimited and hence wants to know everything about everything—ultimately,
         being itself. When we affirm that God exists through our natural knowledge of God,
         we seek to understand this affirmation with the question, “What is God?” In this sense,
         we have a natural desire to know God. Still, the “best that natural reason can attain,”
         according to Lonergan, “is the discovery of the paradox that the desire to understand
         arises naturally, that its object is the transcendental, ens, and that the proper fulfillment that naturally is attainable is restricted to the
         proportionate object of the intellect.” This natural desire includes God and can only
         be fulfilled supernaturally in the beatific vision.[13]  
      

      
      Affirming both the natural desire to see God and the supernaturality of its fulfillment
         in the beatific vision raises a question about human ends. Does the human person have
         two ends: one natural and the other supernatural? In terms of the recurring debate
         over the duplex ordo, Lonergan affirms two ends for the human person: the human natural end is an “imperfect
         and analogical knowledge of the divine essence.” The human supernatural end is “a
         perfect and intuitive vision of the divine essence,” the beatific vision.[14]   In Thomistic fashion, Lonergan frames the human desire for ends in terms of “restlessness”
         and “rest.” Rest is experienced when an end is attained. But, metaphysically speaking,
         one can speak of a variety of levels of perfection. For Lonergan, “the more perfect
         is the end, the more perfect is that rest.” Prior to elucidating these more or less
         perfect human ends, he importantly distinguishes human rest from the intrinsic immobility of God. Unlike the cessation of movement experienced in human rest, the intrinsic immobility
         of God is rooted in “the negation of passive potency and the affirmation of pure act.”[15]   Pure act belongs primarily to the divine beatitude enjoyed by God, but secondarily
         it belongs as well to the gift of divine beatitude by which creatures are supernaturally
         rendered blessed.”[16]  
      

      
      The distinctiveness of Lonergan’s argument as it relates to “nature” resides in his
         rejection of a particular way of framing the debate, namely, with reference to the
         world order envisioned by “static essentialism.” Static essentialism, in Lonergan’s
         view, “conceives finite natures as prior to world orders.” In this view, God—who by
         God’s very essence knows all things—first sees the possibility of finite natures (men,
         horses, cows, cats) and only secondarily sees possible world orders. Finite natures,
         then, serve as the “ultimate element into which all else must be reduced.”[17]   It is the static-essentialist view that resides at the root of the two-story conception
         of the universe associated with sixteenth- and seventeenth-century neoscholasticism
         brought to light by Henri de Lubac. The consequence is a two-part vision of the world
         order: “a necessary part which meets the exigencies of finite natures, and a contingent part that may or may not be present”—the latter of which is the realm where “God’s free
         gifts over and above the exigencies of nature” is situated.[18]   The two parts of the world order, in this view, are imagined as distinct and separate.
         Instead of envisioning, as Lonergan does, a “positive relation whereby the higher
         part subsumes the lower, retaining the intelligibility of the lower by perfecting
         it, there is simply the negative relation of non-contradiction.”[19]   The relationship between the supernatural and the natural is constituted merely
         by “non-repugnance.” The natural certainly does not resist the “excess” of the supernatural, but it is difficult to imagine within this frame a richer, more transformative,
         and vibrant relationship that might be detected in the mystics, for example. Within
         the static-essentialist view, our natural desire for God “finds its perfect satisfaction
         in the natural order.”[20]   If God grants the beatific vision in the “second” part of the world order, “this
         contingent fact has the character of a superadded gift but does not constitute the
         perfection of any natural potency in the subject.”[21]   The essentialist view also has implications for a particular conception of the
         relationship between philosophy and theology, a point particularly relevant for the
         second part of this chapter, which attends to Lonergan’s vision of doing theology
         within a new context: philosophy deals with the necessary part by the light of natural
         reason, while theology deals with the contingent part of revelation.[22]   In other words, philosophy and theology “divide the universe between them, so that
         each limits its concern to its own allotted portion.”[23]   As Michael Stebbins notes, “The only relation between the two, in addition to that
         of non-contradiction, consists in the fact that theology borrows from philosophy its
         logical technique and various truths established on the basis of human reason.”[24]  
      

      
      In contrast to static essentialism, Lonergan’s “open intellectualism” offers an account
         of unitary, dynamic cosmic world order that exists prior to finite natures. Within
         this frame, “God sees in his essence, first of all, the series of all possible world
         orders, each of which is complete down to its least historical detail” and only consequently
         “does God know their component parts such as his free gifts, finite natures, their
         properties, exigencies, and so on.”[25]   Finite natures are derivative possibilities in an intelligible world order where
         “lower natures are subordinate to higher natures, not merely extrinsically, but also
         intrinsically, as appears in chemical composition and in biological evolution.”[26]   For Lonergan, the natural and the supernatural are “intrinsically related parts
         of a single cosmic order.”[27]   A fuller treatment of this issue would require more attention to Lonergan’s account
         of the world process as emergent probability.
      

      
      Two themes are essential to Lonergan’s explanation of the natural desire for God wherein
         the natural order and the supernatural order are conceived as intrinsic parts of the
         concretely operating universe: vertical finality and obediential potency.[28]   I first treat Lonergan’s distinction between horizontal finality and vertical finality,
         and then connect it to his particular understanding of obediential potency—a term,
         incidentally, that de Lubac marginalized. Horizontal finality refers to the abstract
         connection between nature, potency, and act. For example, animals by nature have the
         capacity to realize in act their potency for self-movement. Human beings by nature
         possess the capacity to realize in act their potency for intellectual knowledge. These
         two examples point to a certain correspondence in horizontal finality between the
         kinds of potencies and acts proper to the essence of the particular nature under consideration.
         Vertical finality, however, acknowledges the possibility in the concrete universe,
         not only for horizontal unity but also for emergence. For Lonergan, the world process
         is both emergent and hierarchically structured into physical, chemical, biological,
         psychological, intelligent, rational, and volitional manifolds. Plants comprise the
         physical, chemical, and biological. Animals comprise physical, chemical, biological,
         and psychological levels. Human beings comprise physical, chemical, biological, psychological,
         intelligent, rational, and volitional levels of being. For Lonergan, lower levels
         are not annihilated, but rather sublated by the higher. Hence, in the instance of
         human beings, the biological and chemical levels are raised up, enriched, and unified
         by the overarching levels of intelligence, reason, and choice. Vertical finality denotes
         an emergent, upward-directed drive that gives lower beings the capacity to set the
         conditions for the emergence of higher beings. Lonergan’s explanatory account of the
         universe preserves the distinction between nature and supernature, derived by analogy
         from the interactions among the gradations of being, and enables us to understand
         more clearly the absolute gratuity of grace. Accordingly, higher levels are relatively
         supernatural to lower ones  (i.e., chemical compounds are relatively supernatural
         in relation to subatomic particles). By vertical finality there is an upward-directed
         dynamism from the lower to the higher. Lower levels set the conditions for the emergence
         of higher levels.
      

      
      The second key term is obediential potency. Lonergan distinguished the human natural end and supernatural end in terms of their
         respective potencies. In metaphysical terms, the potency that corresponds to the natural
         end is a natural potency; the potency to the supernatural end is an obediential potency.
         While these potencies are distinguished, Lonergan emphasizes that they possess “the
         same formal object of knowledge,” namely, the divine essence.[29]   While they possess the same object, they also possess different ways of knowing
         this object. The knowing associated with natural potency is natural and analogical;
         the knowing associated with the supernatural end is supernatural and univocal. Despite
         these important distinctions, Lonergan stresses that, in reality, “natural potency
         and obediential potency are the same inasmuch as they are intrinsically one and the
         same potency.” They differ, however, “by reason of the causal agent proportionate
         to their actuation, since a finite agent is proportionate to actuating a natural potency,
         but only an infinite agent is proportioned to actuating obediential potency, and from
         this extrinsic diversity arises the diversity in the ends for which the potency exists.”[30]   Obediential potency, for Lonergan, is a passive potency. The importance of designating
         this ontological claim a passive potency is that no finite being can cause or produce
         absolutely supernatural realities. A potency is obediential only if the agent proportionate
         to actuating it is God.[31]   In other words, it constitutes the capacity for receiving, but not producing, an
         act.
      

      
      In sum, this natural desire only reveals, for Lonergan, that there is an “obediential
         potency for this vision of God.”[32]   Vertical finality opens up an analogical possibility. Just as the lower can set
         the conditions of the emergence for the higher, the concrete plurality of human beings,
         analogously, have the obediential potency to receive the free self-communication of
         God. Grace does not annihilate our upward-directed drive to understand, judge, and
         choose, but fulfills such a drive with a disproportionate, absolutely supernatural
         reality. The supernatural is not extrinsic to, but a really integral part of the concrete,
         evolutionary world process.
      

      
      New Theological Context: Concrete Subjectivity

      
      In many of his later writings, Lonergan articulated the human desire for God in a
         more phenomenological and existential frame. A turning point is expressed in his essay
         “Theology in its New Context” (1967)—an essay framed with explicit reference to John
         XXIII’s call for aggiornamento, an updating.[33]   In this essay, he offers a distinction between the abstract and the concrete, a
         distinction which will become crucial to his subsequent thinking on the question of
         God. His burgeoning aim was to move theology from foundations in “the static to the
         dynamic, from the abstract to the concrete, from the universal to the historical totality
         of particulars, from invariable rules to intelligent adjustment and adaptation.”[34]   And the new foundation is the concrete subject operating under the exigencies of
         intellectual, moral, and religious conversion—an “ongoing process” that is “concrete
         and dynamic, personal, communal, and historical.”[35]  
      

      
      More will be said below about the concrete subject operating within an intellectual,
         moral, and religious horizon and its relationship to the question of God. But, we
         must first ask, with this new emphasis on concreteness, whether Lonergan continued
         to hold for the validity of the language of “nature” and “natural” in relationship
         to the human desire for God. The answer is in the affirmative, yet his continued use
         of the category of “nature” must be understood under certain conditions.
      

      
      In his essay “Natural Knowledge of God” (1969), Lonergan addresses the claim in Vatican
         I’s Dei Filius that the human person can come to a certain knowledge of God under the light of natural
         reason.[36]   And he acknowledges from the beginning the question of the relevance of the doctrine
         of the natural knowledge of God. “What difference does it make to human living and
         human society?” For Lonergan, the doctrine of natural knowledge of God means, at its
         core, that “God lies within the horizon” of human “knowing and doing, that religion
         represents a fundamental dimension in human living.”[37]   “There are those today,” he admits, “for whom any thought about, any mention of,
         either theism or atheism is just meaningless, for whom all religion at best is a comforting
         illusion.” Such an opinion, for Lonergan, communicates a “profound ignorance” of the
         “real nature” of the human person and may have “a gravely distorting effect on the
         conduct of human affairs.”[38]   In other words, in this new context, Lonergan emphasizes that the doctrine of natural
         knowledge of God is intrinsically connected to the human quest for self-transcendence.
         Although the intellectual, the moral, and the religious are quite distinct, they are
         not disparate. They are, in fact “three distinct phases in the unfolding of the human
         spirit, of that eros for self-transcendence that goes beyond itself intentionally
         in knowledge, effectively in morality, totally in religion.” Let me suggest that Lonergan
         was attempting to avoid an extrinsicist account of nature and grace—expressed here,
         of course, in a new idiom. The acceptance or rejection of the call to self-transcendence,
         which includes openness to the question of God, has real consequences for concrete
         living.
      

      
      In this same essay, he also affirms the importance of the category of “nature” for
         explanatory value. The alternative is “to speak with Scripture and the Fathers of
         God’s grace and man’s sinfulness.” To put it in other terms, without nature, one is
         left only with a grace-sin dialectic and not a nature-grace-sin-dialectic—a point
         treated above. Lonergan grants that the terms “nature” and “natural” can be abused.
         But he also has “no doubt that if we are not only going to speak about God’s grace
         and man’s sinfulness but also we are going to say what precisely we mean by such speaking,
         then we are going to have to find some third term over and above grace and sin.”[39]  
      

      
      While Lonergan affirms the doctrine of natural knowledge of God, he recognizes its
         difficulties as well as its profound conceptual limits. He realizes, for example,
         the difficulty of integrating the God of the philosophers and the God of Abraham,
         Isaac, and Jacob.
      

      
      
         I am quite ready to grant that there are many mistaken philosophies and many mistaken
            notions of God. I am also ready to grant that undifferentiated consciousness has very
            little grasp of any philosophic notion of God, and so would find it impossible to
            equate the God of piety with the God of philosophic discourse. Again, I should insist
            that moral and religious development vastly enrich our relations to God and our apprehension
            of him.[40]  
         

         
      

      In this light, he was voicing agreement with the emerging field of phenomenology,
         especially the employment of more intersubjective categories such as “I-Thou” and
         “co-performance.” Still, he denies that “the developments from moral and religious
         experience in any way fail to harmonize with intellectual apprehension” and urges
         that “just as the intellectual, the moral, and the religious are three phases in the
         single thrust to self-transcendence, so too moral and religious development only reveal
         more fully the God that can be known by the natural light of human reason.”[41]   Holding for a more holistic integration, Lonergan suggests that concretely “natural
         knowledge of God is not attained without moral judgments and existential decisions.
         They do not occur without God’s grace. Therefore, the natural light of human reason
         does not suffice for man’s so-called natural knowledge of God.”[42]   Lonergan felt compelled to mention this, because he believed there was significant
         misunderstanding of Vatican I’s document on divine revelation, Dei Filius. And he employed the legal terms, quaestio iuris (conditions of possibility, principles to be applied to concrete situations) and quaestio facti (actual occurrence),[43]   to make an important clarification. Vatican I situated the doctrine of the natural
         knowledge of God within the horizon of quaestio iuris, within the conditions of possibility, and not as an ongoing actual occurrence. In
         other words, he recognizes that the conditions for affirming natural knowledge of
         God are often numerous. Human beings must “be healthy and enjoy considerable leisure”:
      

      
      
         They must have attained a sufficient differentiation of consciousness to think philosophically.
            They must have succeeded in avoiding all of the pitfalls in which so many great philosophers
            have become entrapped. They must resist their personal evil tendencies and not be
            seduced by the bad example of others. Such are just a few very general conditions
            of someone actually grasping a valid argument for God’s existence. An adequate account
            would include every entity that conditioned the actual occurrence.[44]  
         

         
      

      According to Lonergan, Vatican I was not speaking of a quaestio facti but of a quaestio iuris, not of conditions of actuality but of conditions of possibility. He adds with an
         eye to concreteness, “I do not think that in this life people arrive at natural knowledge
         of God without God’s grace, but what I do not doubt is that the knowledge they so
         attain is natural.”[45]  
      

      
      Lonergan’s emphasis on the distinct yet dynamic interpenetration of the intellectual,
         moral, and religious sets the foundation for a claim often reiterated, namely, that
         we are not “pure natures.” Lonergan is not completely rejecting, as far as I can tell,
         his earlier position that the state of pure nature is a hypothetical possibility in
         the terminology of neoscholastic discourse. Rather, he is commenting on its relatively
         diminishing status in a theology developed in a new context. Lonergan shifts the emphasis
         from a natural desire for God conceived within the categories of scholastic faculty
         psychology—intellect, will, essence, and so forth—to the variety of ways the question of God arises in the intellectual, moral, and religious dimensions of our concrete lives.
         That is, he emphasized the human call to self-transcendence and the way acts of self-transcendence
         enable the question of God to emerge in one’s conscious horizon. In the midst of our attempt to be attentive,
         intelligent, reasonable, and responsible, we may raise the following questions: “Does
         there or does there not necessarily exist a transcendent intelligent ground of the
         universe? Is that ground or are we the primary instance of moral consciousness? Are
         cosmogenesis, biological evolution, historical process basically cognate to us as
         moral beings or are they indifferent and so alien to us?”[46]   Lonergan’s point is that a commitment to intellectual rigor and moral authenticity
         allows for the question of God to enter the horizon of human knowledge, that is, of
         course, if its dynamism is not mutilated or abolished by ideology or other constrictions
         of the human spirit. And this question can also arise in light of being-in-love, a
         state which lay at the heart of religious experience in Lonergan’s conception. Religious
         experience, of course, takes on many forms and is part of a variety of human cultures;
         these forms are often marked by aberration, as Girard has shown us, illuminating the
         “precariousness of the human achievement of authenticity.” Still, for Lonergan, underneath
         “the many forms and prior to the many aberrations,” there also exists “an unrestricted
         being in love, a mystery of love and awe, a being grasped by ultimate concern, a happiness
         that has a determinate content but no intellectually apprehended object.” The question
         of God arises here when we ask, “With whom are we in love?”[47]   The question of God arises on different levels, but it does not follow, for Lonergan,
         that these are distinct and separate questions.[48]  
      

      
      
         The questions are distinct but they are also cumulative. The question of God is epistemological
            when we ask how the universe can be intelligible. . . . It is moral when we asked
            whether the universe has a moral ground and so a moral goal. It finally is religious
            when we ask whether there is anyone for us to love with all our heart and all our
            soul and all our mind and all our strength.[49]  
         

         
      

      Lonergan then connects the question of God to the theme of “pure nature.” It could
         be argued, he suggests, that the last question about love would not occur if the human
         person “existed in what has been called the state of pure nature.” “But man at present,”
         he adds, “does not exist in the hypothetical state of affairs named pure nature.”[50]  
      

      
      By including the realm of “religious love” in this discussion of the question of God,
         Lonergan is envisioning a more dynamic interplay between theology and philosophy.
         For him, the multiple ways that the question of God emerges are “cumulative” and “belong
         together.” Thus we should “put an end to the practice of isolating” these two disciplines.[51]   For Lonergan, “the world of the theologian” is not an “isolated sphere” cut off
         from human affairs. The static viewpoint, of course, leads to such isolation, as I
         noted above in the two-story depiction of the natural and the supernatural. By rejecting
         the static viewpoint, by conceiving theology as an ongoing process guided by method,
         “one puts an end to isolationism.” The concern of the theologian, he adds, is not
         “just a set of propositions but a concrete religion as it has been lived, as it is
         being lived, and as it is to be lived.”[52]  
      

      
      It is pertinent to note that Lonergan articulated his account of the dynamic interpenetration
         of intellectual, moral, and religious conversion with the example of Augustine explicitly
         in mind. Augustine’s movement from restlessness to rest in the Confessions exhibits this dynamic interplay. I noted above Lonergan’s concern to include the moral
         and religious dimensions, but it must be emphasized that this is not at the expense
         of the intellectual.[53]   In Augustine’s case, one cannot overlook the importance of his intellectual conversion
         described in book 7 of the Confessions. Augustine experienced the ontological dilemma of reasoning about God. Is God merely
         a supreme being? If so, then where is God? Can God be divided up so there is less
         God here and more God there? Can God be accounted for in spatial terms? The key to
         bringing his intellectual restlessness to rest involved an intellectual conversion,
         namely, the transition from thinking about the real in terms of spatial bodies to the real in terms of intelligibility, which is a spiritual reality not intrinsically conditioned by space and time. That
         said, this intellectual conversion was not the end of Augustine’s restlessness. He
         was still caught in the grip of lust; he came to a more adequate conception of God but could not figure out how to enjoy the presence of God. Augustine had a divided will incapable of doing the good. His moral conversion would
         only come about in the narrative of the Confessions with his religious conversion. Having surrendered his freedom in favor of enslavement,
         Augustine did not have the power to retrieve it on his own. Only with grace—a gratuitous
         encounter precisely exhibited in the tolle legere episode—was Augustine able to experience God in a holistic manner—intellectually,
         morally, and religiously.
      

      
      Nowhere is this new way of situating the question of God within the horizon of intellectual,
         moral, and religious self-transcendence more apparent than his rethinking of his “proof”
         for the existence of God. Shortly after the publication of Method in Theology (1972), Lonergan delivered three lectures at Gonzaga University which are now published
         under the title “Philosophy of God, and Theology” (1972). Lonergan’s development in
         these lectures reveals a progressive acknowledgment of the deeply historical, sociological,
         and contextual dimensions of knowledge. For Lonergan, “what lies beyond one’s horizon
         is simply outside the range of one’s interests and knowledge: one knows nothing about
         it and cares less. And what lies within one’s horizon is in some measure, great or
         small, an object of interest and of knowledge.”[54]   Furthermore, any rigorous “proof,” including a proof for the existence of God,
         presupposes both “the erection of a system in which all terms and relations have an
         exact meaning” and “a horizon, a worldview, a differentiation of consciousness, that
         has unfolded under the conditions and circumstances of a particular culture and a
         particular historical development.”[55]   Reflecting on his earlier formulated “proof” for the existence of God in Insight (1957), Lonergan writes,
      

      
      
         The trouble with chapter 19 of Insight[56]   was that it did not depart from the traditional line. It treated God’s existence
            and attributes in a purely objective fashion. It made no effort to deal with the subject’s
            religious horizon. It failed to acknowledge that the traditional viewpoint made sense
            only if one accepted first principles on the ground that they were intrinsically necessary,
            and if one added the assumption that there is one right culture so that differences
            in subjectivity are irrelevant.[57]  
         

         
      

      In these 1972 lectures, Lonergan argues, not against this position in Insight, but that a “philosophy of God” ought to be situated within the discipline of systematic
         theology. Systematic theology affirms the relentless, even scientific, quest for understanding,
         while at the same time presuming the context of faith and the ongoing process of intellectual,
         moral, and religious self-transcendence. It is “only in the climate of religious experience,”
         Lonergan wrote, “that philosophy of God flourishes.”[58]   The “static viewpoint” of “deductivist logic” critiqued by Lonergan in his repositioning
         of natural theology involves, as Fred Lawrence notes, “the one-sided emphasis on logical
         control not merely ‘to reveal the inadequacy of any intermediate stage in the development
         of knowledge’ but as a static ideal demanding apodictic proof and necessity instead
         of just verified possibility. This is the hallmark of what we call ‘rationalism.’”[59]  
      

      
      Lonergan’s shift in emphasis from “proof” to religious experience wherein the question
         of God emerges reveals his shift from logic to method. To understand the human control of meaning as logic is to prioritize, for Lonergan,
         the “deductivist ideal.” In this view, systems of thought are either true or false.
         Objectivity is considered “the fruit of immediate experience, of self-evident and
         necessary truths, and of rigorous inferences.”[60]   Lonergan’s vision is to integrate the quest for understanding and truth that presumably
         lies at the root of logic within a methodical understanding of human inquiry. His
         methodical view emphasizes complex human subjectivity where objectivity is not viewed
         as self-evident but as “the fruit of authentic subjectivity, of being attentive, intelligent,
         reasonable, and responsible.” This shift from logic to method has implications for
         how one imagines the theological task. When deductivist logic prevails, theology is
         imagined only as “the science of God and of all things in their relation to God.”[61]   Lonergan, of course, does not want to relinquish the “scientific” dimension of
         theology, nor does he want to thwart a wisdom perspective that relates in a holistic
         manner God and created reality. What a methodical viewpoint adds is attention to the
         relationship between religion and culture. “As the methodical view develops, theology
         is conceived as reflection on the significance and value of religion within a culture,
         and culture itself is conceived, not normatively as thought in principle there was
         but one human culture, but empirically and so with a full recognition of the many
         different manners in which sets of meanings and of values have informed human ways
         of life.”[62]  
      

      
      The shifting of emphasis from the natural desire for God within scholastic categories to the emergence of the question of God within one’s conscious horizon is one thing; to presume the legitimacy of the question of God within contemporary
         culture shaped by modernity is another. As Lonergan indicated in his vision of theology
         in a new context, the connection between religion and culture is an essential domain
         of inquiry.[63]  
      

      
      Hermeneutic Interiority:
 The Question of God in a Secular Age
      

      
      The legitimacy of asking and exploring the question of God is not axiomatic in our
         secular age. As Michael J. Buckley notes in similar fashion to Lonergan, “The human
         intellect moves asymptomatically towards the satisfaction of inquiry in this completion.
         One keeps asking questions—unless this natural drive is suppressed—until they lead
         to questions about ultimate explanation or intelligibility, about the truth of the
         finite itself, ‘which all human beings call God.’”[64]   “This relentless inquiry,” Buckley adds, “constitutes the natural career of the
         academic mind unless the culture arrests its progress by dictating the despair of
         its fulfillment.”[65]  
      

      
      Before examining what cultural currents might arrest the natural career of the human
         mind to raise the question of God, it is first necessary to identify an explanatory term with which to account for the role that cultural moods play in our engagement with the human life-world. Recall the central theme of this chapter: the fact that we are not “pure natures”
         but “concrete subjects” requires us to broaden our scope beyond the intellectual dynamism
         of human consciousness to other dimensions operative as we consider concretely the
         question of God and its effect on human living. Robert Doran has argued for the need
         to complement Lonergan’s work with a more robust recognition of the affective dimension
         of human consciousness—psyche, emotions, feelings, and so forth. In fact, he has developed
         an account of psychic conversion that Lonergan accepted as a complement to his own
         account of intellectual, moral, and religious conversion.[66]   Doran has honed in on human “operational development” and a “distinct affective
         development,” which must “include the vagaries of the dispositional, aesthetic-dramatic
         dimension of the sensitive psyche that precedes, accompanies, and overarches the operations
         of conscious intentionality, influences those operations, and is influenced by them.”
         A failure to account for this dimension creates the conditions for inadequate self-knowledge
         and concomitant forms of self-alienation. Doran notes, “As Heidegger affirmed Verstehen and Befindlichkeit to be equiprimordial but distinct ways of being Dasein, so I am affirming that the aesthetic-dramatic dimension is always co-constitutive
         of consciousness along with our intentional operations.” In other words, the dynamism
         of the human spirit is accompanied by an aesthetic-dramatic operator that shapes our
         mood, our state of mind as we intellectually, morally, and religiously engage the
         world. The human “search for direction in the movement of life” is at once a function
         of intentional inquiry, but experienced concretely and affectively as “the pulsing
         flow of the aesthetic dimension.”[67]  
      

      
      While Doran’s account of the aesthetic-dramatic operator on human consciousness has
         been acknowledged for some time, I bring to light here a related development that
         has particular bearing on this inquiry, namely, his account of hermeneutic interiority and the communal and cultural formation of our concrete being-in-the-world. Doran’s
         account is shaped broadly by his consideration of Balthasar, Heidegger, and even Wittgenstein.
         It is not my intention here to analyze the adequacy of his treatment of each thinker.
         Rather, the main point is that these thinkers have helped him develop the theme of
         receptivity—what he calls “reception from above”—operative in the personal, social, and cultural dialectic. Human persons tacitly
         receive through a kind of “mediated immediacy” the intelligibility, truth, and value
         of communally sedimented meaning.” Human receptivity involves more than experiencing sense data in individual empirical
         consciousness. Reception “from above” has to do with the meanings and values that are handed on to us in our communities.[68]  
      

      
      In terms of the natural desire for God and the legitimacy of the question of God,
         Doran’s development helps us reframe the conversation not simply in terms of cognitive,
         moral, religious and even psychic interiority, but also in terms of hermeneutic interiority. In other words, the human quest—in this case the desire for God, the legitimacy
         of the question of God, or lack thereof—is shaped by the movement from above downward
         in the way of heritage and community.[69]   The privileging of hermeneutic priority reveals in many ways the relative primacy
         of the culture and the community over the subject. Dominant cultural influences and
         the communities to which we belong condition our experience of the human drama, including
         our navigation of the critical-existential question of God. Hence what enters consciousness
         is more than “sensations, memories, images, emotions, conations.” It includes, perhaps
         more powerfully formative, “the meanings and values handed on to one in one’s education,
         socialization, acculturation.” Prior to our own initiatives in personal subjectivity,
         our imaginations and intelligent operations are already patterned, and the pattern
         is already charged emotionally and conatively.” In this hermeneutical account, the
         meaning and meaningfulness of the question of God is already shaped by our historical
         facticity and our communal history.”[70]  
      

      
      The Malaise of Modernity: Taylor’s A Secular Age

      
      A larger analysis of the legitimacy of the question of God in a secular age would
         require attention to certain dominant superstructural elements (i.e., positivism,
         scientism, etc.). But this chapter emphasizes that we are human historical subjects
         embedded within the dialectics of culture. And hence, it is important to account for
         the “feel” of everyday culture and to identify prevailing moods that impact the unfolding
         of this natural human desire. In his essay “The Absence of God in Modern Culture”
         (1968), Lonergan asks whether God is absent not just from the superstructure of modern
         culture (science, philosophy, etc.) but also “from the everyday, familiar domain of
         feeling, insight, judgment, and decision.”[71]   As a way of identifying at least heuristically the “feel” of modernity, I turn
         to selected aspects of Charles Taylor’s account in A Secular Age.[72]   By including Taylor, I am mindful of ongoing scholarly conversations that treat
         the possible complementarities and conflicts in Taylor and Lonergan. Neil Ormerod
         and Brian Braman have suggested fruitful points of contact between these two Canadian
         Catholic intellectuals.[73]   In this section, I especially acknowledge Braman’s suggestion that Taylor has given
         us a richer description of this “way of heritage” and Ormerod’s claim that both Lonergan
         and Taylor converge on the centrality of “conversion” in their respective accounts
         of natural theology.
      

      
      In his genealogy of the secular age, Taylor analyzes a particular form of secularity,
         what he calls secular3. In order to illuminate this form of secularity, he contrasts
         it with secular1 and secular2. Secular1 refers to the sacred/secular divide prominent
         in classical and medieval accounts. The priest pursues a sacred vocation, and a merchant
         pursues a secular vocation. Both the sacred and secular in this story are legitimate
         dimensions of a functioning society. Secular2 refers to Enlightenment secularity.
         Here secularity consists in the “falling off of religious belief and practice, in
         people turning away from God, and no longer going to Church.”[74]   As cultures experience “modernization and technological advancement, the (divisive)
         forces of religious belief and participation wither in the face of modernity’s disenchantment
         of the world.”[75]   This story pits “irrational religious belief” against “neutral secular reason.”
         Secular3 is closely related to this Enlightenment story of secularity but with greater
         emphasis on the “conditions of belief.”[76]   “The shift to secularity in this sense consists,” according to Taylor, “of a move
         from a society where belief in God is unchallenged and indeed, unproblematic, to one
         in which it is understood to be one option among others, and frequently not the easiest
         to embrace.” Secularity in this third sense is a “matter of the whole context of understanding
         in which our moral, spiritual or religious experience and search takes place.” Secular3,
         for Taylor, emerged with the possibility of an exclusive humanism, the zone wherein
         the very “eclipse of all goals beyond human flourishing becomes conceivable; or better,
         it falls within the range of an imaginable life for masses of people.”[77]   This is not a secularity simply for the elite; now belief in God is understood
         to be “one option among others, and is contestable (and contested).”[78]  
      

      
      There is, in fact, a strand of romanticism at work in Taylor’s A Secular Age.[79]   Taylor’s deeper question is, as Colin Jager contends: “What does secularity feel
         like from the inside?”[80]   This is the sort of question that “can be asked only after a certain kind of secular age, associated with Enlightenment reflexivity vis-à-vis
         belief, has run its course.”[81]   Asking this question, then, in a post-Enlightenment context requires one “to begin
         casting around for more historically generous ways to describe the distinct feel of the age.” Taylor’s literary aim to tell the story of the secular age is one that
         must not only be analyzed but undergone and felt from the inside. The prevailing mood
         of the secular age that I highlight in this chapter is what Taylor calls the “malaise
         of modernity.” My integration of Taylor here will require the explanation of selected
         elements of the secular age not yet treated in this chapter.
      

      
      First, contributing to this chapter’s concern with concreteness, Taylor explores the
         way cultural moods and mentalities permeate not the world of theory but the wider
         social imaginary. For Taylor, the social imaginary refers to “the ways people imagine their social
         existence, how they fit together with others, how things go on between them and their
         fellows, the expectations that are normally met, and the deeper normative notions
         and images that underlie these expectations.”[82]   Taylor focuses on the way “ordinary” people imagine their social reality, which
         is done not primarily in theory, but in images and stories. The social imaginary is
         the very common understanding that “makes possible common practices and widely shared
         sense of legitimacy.”[83]  
      

      
       Second, a predominant element of the modern social imaginary is the immanent frame. We live, as this term indicates, in a constructed social space that frames our lives
         in terms of immanence and not transcendence, in terms of the natural and not the supernatural.
         It is the “sensed context in which we develop our beliefs.”[84]   The immanent frame construes meaning, significance, and fullness within an enclosed
         naturalistic universe without reference to transcendence. Taylor writes, “We can come
         to see the growth of civilization, or modernity, as synonymous with the laying out
         of a closed immanent frame; within this civilized values develop, and a single-minded
         focus on the human good, aided by fuller and fuller use of scientific reason, permits
         the greatest flourishing possible of human beings.” And religion in this context “not
         only menaces these goals with its fanaticism, but also undercuts reason, which comes
         to be seen as rigorously requiring scientific materialism.”[85]  
      

      
      Third, Taylor refers to the kind of self that occupies the immanent frame as the buffered self. The buffered self is no longer vulnerable to the influence of transcendence, as
         Lonergan envisions in his account of self-transcendence. The buffered subject lives
         in a “disenchanted world.”[86]   It is constituted by the closing of the porous boundary between inside (thought)
         and outside (nature, the physical).[87]   In the medieval imaginary, for example, the self is imagined as porous, as open
         and vulnerable to the influence of grace, demonic possession, and so forth. As Taylor
         notes, there is a certain pride and coming of age felt by the buffered self. In contrast
         to the “unenlightened masses” and those who live in the naïveté of childhood, this
         emphasis on power, reason, invulnerability, and a decisive distancing from age-old
         fears reveals the enlightened subject of the anthropocentric turn.[88]   Taylor writes that there is a “certain pride of one’s self-worth—a sense that one
         has been freed from the shackles of a dated past.” The buffered self’s “sense of invulnerability
         and distance from the unreason of the past” finds expression, for example, in “the
         cool self-possession, the ‘unflappable’ tone in which the wild and disturbing antics
         of monks and bishops in Byzantium are recounted.” Instead of “the violent, extreme,
         God-haunted acts of our forebears,” this new self is expressed in “the unperturbable
         voice of dry, ironic wit”—a tone that communicates that “[w]e no longer belong to
         this world; we have transcended it.”[89]   While this anchoring of the buffered self ensures an experience of invulnerability,
         Taylor suggests that “it can also be lived as a limit, even a prison, making us blind
         or insensitive to whatever lies beyond this ordered human world and its instrumental-rational
         projects.”[90]  
      

      
      Fourth, along with a sense of pride or self-satisfaction, the buffered self in the
         immanent frame experiences a predominant feeling, the malaise of immanence. Taylor has in mind “a wide sense of malaise at the disenchanted world, a sense of
         it as flat, empty, a multiform search for something within, or beyond it, which could
         compensate for the meaning lost with transcendence.”[91]   Within a secular age, malaise ought not be confused with melancholy or acedia.
         As one of the “seven deadly sins,” acedia was a “specific condition”—a kind of “spiritual
         pathology of the agent himself.” Aquinas, for example, refers to acedia as an “oppressive
         sorrow” that weighs on the human mind—a kind of sluggishness of the mind that leads
         to inactivity (ST II.II.35.1). The difference between the malaise of the immanent
         frame and the spiritual condition of acedia is that the acedia casts “no doubt on
         the ontic grounding of meaning.” Conversely, modern malaise and the ontic doubt about
         meaning itself are inextricably intertwined in the secular age. We are in a different
         world of meaning from Luther’s time “where people experienced a kind of ‘excess of
         meaning’—haunted by their own salvation and damnation.”[92]  
      

      
      Taylor highlights several forms which the malaise of immanence may take in contemporary
         life: the sense of the fragility of meaning, the search for an overarching significance;
         the felt flatness of our attempts to solemnize the crucial moments of passage in our
         lives; and the utter flatness, emptiness of the ordinary.[93]   With a sense of irony, he notes that this malaise “seems to be felt particularly
         by people of some leisure and culture.” This experience of “terrible flatness in the
         everyday” has been identified “with commercial, industrial, or consumer society.”
         Within consumer culture, malaise results from the “emptiness of the repeated, accelerating
         cycle of desire and fulfillment in consumer culture.” He highlights the “cardboard
         quality of bright supermarkets,” the “neat row housing in a clean suburb,” the “ugliness
         of slag heaps,” and “an aging industrial townscape.” This is, according to Taylor,
         the irony of the suburb and the garden city: they often elicit the same feeling of
         malaise operative in the flatness and emptiness of urban life—the malaise that these
         developments attempted to escape.[94]  
      

      
      Fifth, this situation of malaise in contemporary life is marked by what Taylor calls
         cross-pressurization. Cross-pressurrization refers to the simultaneous pressure of a variety of spiritual
         options, and often the feeling that accompanies is being caught between an echo of
         transcendence and the impetus toward immanentization. Being caught in the cross-pressure
         produces what Taylor calls the “nova effect.” The nova effect refers to the explosion
         of different options—third ways, if you will—for belief and meaning in secular age
         3. As Taylor notes, there has been “the constitution of a growing category of people
         who while unable to accept orthodox Christianity are seeking some alternative spiritual
         sources.”[95]   “What this reflects,” adds Taylor, “is that in the face of the opposition between
         orthodoxy and unbelief, many, and among them the best and most sensitive minds, were
         cross-pressured, looking for a third way. And this cross-pressure is “part of the
         dynamic which generates the nova effect, as more and more third ways are created.”[96]  
      

      
      Sixth, Taylor refers to contemporary experiences that incline us toward a closed construal
         in the immanent frame as closed world structures. A world is “something which people inhabit,” a zone of meaning that “gives the shape
         of what they experience, feel, see, etc.” Connected to these closed world structures
         is a kind of epistemology—not primarily construed consciously in a theoretical and
         academic manner, but “an underlying picture which is only partly consciously entertained,
         but which controls the way people think, argue, infer, make sense of things.”[97]   Taylor connects this latent epistemology within a closed world structure to arguments
         for the existence of God or transcendence as follows: “it is obvious that the inference
         to the transcendent is at the extreme and most fragile end of a chain of inferences;
         it is the most epistemically questionable.”[98]   As Neil Ormerod comments, “Taylor is dismissive about the possibility of proving
         the existence of God.”[99]   Lonergan does believe that such a proof is legitimate under certain conditions
         of knowing. But, as Ormerod notes, “Lonergan’s proof for the existence of God remains
         rationally compelling insofar as one is in a horizon in which the elements of an intellectual
         conversion are well established.” Lonergan would agree then that “a movement beyond
         what Taylor refers to as a Closed World Structure requires something more than an
         argument, in the sense of conclusions drawn from premises.”[100]   However, Taylor does suggest that “open” stances are also possible within the immanent
         frame. Living within this cross-pressurization of the immanent frame “doesn’t simply
         tip you in one direction, but allows you to feel pulled two ways. A very common experience
         of living here is that of being cross-pressured between the open and closed perspectives.”[101]   Taylor identifies the “pluralized, pressurized moment in which we find ourselves,
         where believers are beset by doubt and doubters, every once in a while, find themselves
         tempted by belief.”[102]   We may experience “haunting immanence” with periodic intimations of transcendence
         or “doubting transcendence” where our confessions of faith are heightened with “an
         inescapable sense of their contestability.”[103]   As James K. A. Smith suggests, “It is Taylor’s complexity, nuance, and refusal
         of simplistic reductions that make him a reliable cartographer who provides genuine
         orientation in our secular age.”[104]   “If our only guides were new atheists or religious fundamentalists,” Smith adds,
         “we would never know that this vast, contested terrain even existed, even though most
         of us live in this space every day.”[105]  
      

      
      Throughout A Secular Age, Taylor helps us feel what it is like to inhabit the immanent frame, and he does
         so with great sympathy to those who tend toward a “closed take” on questions of transcendence.
         He concludes, however, with a chapter on “conversions”—an especially fruitful connection
         with our account of Lonergan’s emphasis on the interpenetrating dimensions of intellectual,
         moral, and religious conversion above—especially the importance of religious love
         in a methodical theology. Taylor points to exemplars who show us that it is possible
         to break out of the “closed take” in favor of a more “open take” in the immanent frame.
         Great religious figures like Francis of Assisi, St. Teresa, Jonathan Edwards, and
         John Wesley, along with the polyphony of unknown saints throughout the centuries,
         remind us that others have lived life in “a more complete, direct, and powerful manner.”[106]   “We need,” according to Taylor, “to enlarge our palette of such points of contact
         with fullness.” Taylor offers the example of St. Francis of Assisi and one of the
         striking features of his life: “that he was seized by a sense of the overpowering
         force of God’s love, and a burning desire to become a channel of this love.” Although
         his story includes visions and discovering the love of God in nature, the “salient
         inspiring feature of his life,” for Taylor, “emerges in the story of his conversion,
         how he was moved to abandon everything in his life for the love of God.” For Taylor,
         one in the “middle position”—one navigating the pluralized, pressurized moment—“can
         have a dim sense of what this kind of love could be like, be drawn to it, and be confirmed
         in this conviction by, say reading a life of St. Francis.”[107]  
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      This chapter explored Lonergan’s shift of emphasis from the natural desire for God within scholastic categories to the emergence of the question of God within one’s conscious horizon. In terms of the scholastic context, the term “nature” was crucial for dismantling
         the grace/sin dialectic. The hypothetical construct of “human nature” enabled Aquinas,
         for example, to engage the Augustinian-Pelagian question by affirming the goodness
         of human nature in itself. Furthermore, this term “nature” served as a reference point
         for preserving the absolute gratuity of the supernatural order. The theorem of the
         supernatural paved the way for a more robust consideration of the question of the
         natural desire for God. In Lonergan’s earlier theology, the term “natural” was an
         integral part of his exploration of the fundamental orientation of the human person
         in a scholastic context. Conceived within a cosmic order marked by the dynamism of
         vertical finality, the human person has a natural desire to see God, along with a
         more receptive, obediential potency to receive the free self-communication of God.
         In other words, the supernatural is not a super-addition met with mere nonrepugnance—as
         is the case with static essentialism—but preserves and elevates our natural, upward-directed
         drive to understand, judge, and choose, and fulfills this dynamism with a disproportionate,
         absolutely supernatural reality. The supernatural is not extrinsic to but a really
         integral part of the concrete, evolutionary world process.
      

      
      As Lonergan’s position developed in light of his attempt to do theology in a new context,
         he continued to argue for the ongoing relevance and validity of the terms “nature”
         and “natural.” His shift to concrete subjectivity, however, encouraged the preservation
         of the theoretical wisdom inherent in metaphysical terms like “nature,” “potency,”
         “finality,” but also challenged us to integrate them into the framework of concrete
         religious experience and the call for ongoing affective, intellectual, moral, and
         religious conversion.
      

      
      In light of Lonergan’s expansion of horizons and his challenge to do theology with
         greater attention to cultural matrices, this chapter argued that an account of hermeneutic
         interiority and the role that cultural moods play in our engagement with the life-world
         (Robert Doran) is necessary for a more adequate account of the human desire for God
         at the level of our times. This attention to the historical character of our subjectivity
         illuminates our vulnerability to the all-pervasive cultural moods that shape the very
         meaning and meaningfulness (or lack thereof) of the question of God. In other words,
         exploring the natural desire for God adequately for our times requires an account
         of human existence and human understanding as a “historically dynamic and complex
         relationship between the person and culture.”[108]   Borrowing Lonergan’s spatial metaphor, his distinction between “the way up” and
         the “way down” illuminate both the inner—natural, if you like—dynamism of the person
         and the outer, cultural shaping of our subjectivity. If Lonergan, indeed, reinterpreted
         the hermeneutical circle as this twofold dynamic, let me suggest that Taylor has given
         us, with his genealogical account of how we consider the question of God in secular
         age3, a richer account of the historical-cultural constitution of the human subject,
         while Lonergan has offered a “more differentiated account of the normative nature
         of the engaged agent.”[109]   Taylor illuminates the malaise of immanence that culturally shapes whether and the manner in which we give serious attention to the question of God in a secular age marked by the cross-pressurization
         of the immanent frame. Still, the heritage, the very story of secularity3, offers
         a mixture of authenticity and inauthenticity. And Lonergan provides us with a “thicker
         and more differentiated explanation of self-transcendence”—a dynamism that, if not
         thwarted by the ideology of the immanent frame or arrested by the malaise of modernity,
         leads naturally to the question of ultimate significance, to the question of God. The emergence of
         the question of God is not simply grafted onto the human condition extrinsically as
         a kind of alien superstructure. If Taylor’s genealogy helps us feel our way through
         the secular age, Lonergan’s account of the natural desire for God and his later construal
         of the concretely engaged subject provide a set of resources for resisting and even
         transcending some of the inauthentic features of contemporary culture, including the
         very denial of the legitimacy of the question of God.
      

      
      Notes
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      Response to Randall Rosenberg

      
         
         Gregory R. Beabout

         
         
         
      

      
      In his chapter, “From Pure Nature to Concrete Subject: The Question of God in the
         Secular Age,” Randy Rosenberg helps us think through a series of questions regarding
         the natural desire for God by putting the work of Bernard Lonergan into conversation
         with Charles Taylor’s account of our secular age. Randy provokes us to ask: Can the
         categories of “nature” and “natural desire” assist us in understanding more deeply
         the human desire for God, especially in a manner that is appropriate and adequate
         for our time? How might the concept “nature” be understood in a way that does justice
         to dominant cultural moods and thought-forms that condition our engagement with the
         question of God in the secular age?
      

      
      In the spirit of fine-tuning, while pushing back in certain ways and advancing Rosenberg’s
         reflections, I want to bring into focus a difference I see between two ways of describing
         the natural human desire for God. On the one hand, I see in Randy’s account of Lonergan,
         especially the early Lonergan, a framework drawn from St. Thomas’s use of the Aristotelian
         categories of potency-and-act. On the other hand, I see Randy pointing us, in his
         account of Lonergan’s later work, along with his helpful summary of Taylor’s description
         of the modern malaise of immanence, toward a Lonerganian “turn to the subject” and
         an Augustinian framework of restlessness-and-the-quest-for-rest-in-God.
      

      
      Of course, in focusing on the relationship between these two frameworks, we will have
         to set aside for now many important and worthwhile questions, including questions
         about the nature and existence of God. Instead, my goal is to call into focus the
         well-known but complicated relationship between the scholastic approach, typified
         in the writing of St. Thomas Aquinas as it informed Lonergan’s early work, with an
         Augustinian approach that draws on subjectivity, narrative, and attention to personal
         experience, as we find in Lonergan’s later emphasis on a “turn to the subject.” Historically,
         St. Augustine preceded St. Thomas Aquinas by eight centuries, but in the life of Lonergan,
         the experience of drawing from these two frameworks is perhaps reversed, as Randy
         shows. We might ask several questions about the two frameworks. How are they related?
         Are they incompatible? In particular, what should we make of the difference between
         the ways these frameworks describe the goal of human life? Obviously, it is impossible
         here to investigate in detail the two approaches, though we can make a start by noting
         some basic similarities and differences: Both see the human beings as “on a journey”
         toward union with God, but the journey and goal are described quite differently in
         the two frameworks. Specifically, St. Augustine, in his well-known prayer at the beginning
         of his Confessions, uses the notions of restlessness and rest: “Our hearts are restless, until they
         find rest in Thee.”[1]   In contrast, St. Thomas Aquinas describes the full realization of the human person
         not in terms of rest, but in terms of activity, specifically the active union with
         God in the vision of the Divine Essence.[2]   Is not “rest” quite different from “activity”? Does not the Augustinian framework encourage us to think of our nature as oriented
         toward an end in which our hearts rest in God, while the Aristotelian-Thomistic framework encourages us to think of human
         nature as oriented toward the full realization of one’s human powers in pure activity as seeing God and thus participating in the inner life of the Trinity?
      

      
      Granting that Lonergan’s writings as a career author involve a movement from an earlier
         scholastic formulation of nature to a later turn to the subject, do the two frameworks
         described in Randy’s chapter involve a tension between conflicting ways of conceiving
         of the realization of human nature? How severe is the contrast between these formulations?
         What can be learned from these different formulations and distinct points of emphasis?
         Is there a way that the dialectic between these two might be further extended in a
         complementary manner? My goal is to show that, despite differences and an apparent
         incompatibility between these two, there is a deep consonance between the distinct
         grammars of rest and activity as these apply to the natural desire for God.
      

      
      First, allow me to provide a brief summary of Randy’s chapter. He begins by bringing
         into focus the scholastic context of Lonergan’s early work, especially Lonergan’s
         engagement with St. Thomas Aquinas’s theology of grace. Lonergan reads St. Thomas
         as employing the category of nature to go beyond Augustine’s grace-sin dialectic.
         St. Thomas, by drawing a distinction between the state of integrity prior to the fall
         and the state of corruption after the fall (while also holding that both states of
         human nature require the help of God) is able to give a more nuanced account of grace.
         Next, Randy turns to Lonergan’s account of the natural human desire to know, including
         the natural desire to know God. As Randy puts it, for Lonergan, “grace does not annihilate
         our upward-directed drive to understand, judge, and choose, but fulfills such a drive
         with a disproportionate, absolutely supernatural reality. The supernatural is not
         extrinsic to, but a really integral part of the concrete, evolutionary world process.”[3]  
      

      
      Next, Randy turns to Lonergan’s later writings in which there is an emphasis on the
         “concrete subject operating under the exigencies of intellectual, moral, and religious
         conversion—an ‘ongoing process’ that is ‘concrete and dynamic, personal, communal,
         and historical.’”[4]   Randy presents Lonergan, in this phase, as having become critical of some earlier
         features of his efforts to understand grace and the natural desire to know God. As
         Lonergan put it, his earlier efforts “treated God’s existence and attributes in a
         purely objective fashion. It made no effort to deal with the subject’s religious horizon.”[5]   In short, Lonergan’s work moves from an earlier phase in which the natural desire
         for God is treated within scholastic categories to a later phase that emphasizes the
         turn to the subject along with greater attentiveness to historical, sociological,
         and contextual dimensions of the human desire to know.
      

      
      In the final part of his chapter, Randy turns to the work of Charles Taylor to consider
         the question of God in a secular age. Drawing from Taylor, Randy provides a very helpful
         six-part summary of features of the subjective lived experience that comes while dwelling
         in the malaise of immanence characteristic of a secular age such as ours. At the end
         of that section, Randy suggests that the lived experience of our secular age, though
         it may feel at times like a totalizing system that is suffocating, actually includes
         “contested space” in which a yearning for God presents itself in a fresh way. As Randy
         puts it, “we may experience ‘haunting immanence’ with periodic intimations of transcendence
         or ‘doubting transcendence’ where our confessions of faith are heightened with ‘an
         inescapable sense of their contestability.’”[6]  
      

      
      To frame the sort of question I am asking, I would like to work backward through Randy’s
         chapter. Like Randy, I find something helpful in Charles Taylor’s account of our secular
         age, and I think he is correct to put Taylor’s account of our secular age into conversation
         with Lonergan’s call to situate the natural desire for God in a manner that attends
         to the modern turn to the subject along with modernity’s increased awareness of cultural
         and historical factors. Further, it strikes me as fruitful to describe the malaise
         of modernity as growing out of a felt dissatisfaction with a system that many experience
         at times as oversaturated and suffocating. Despite the sense that in modernity, Christendom
         is in terminal decay, we live amid countless pockets of communities of people who
         understand their lives in terms of the practices and institutions of traditional faith.
         Even among those whose lives are not centered on the practice of Christian faith,
         there arise moments that provoke a yearning for transcendence and a deeper sense of
         purpose. In a secular age, quite a few people feel drawn, at least at times, to lives
         like those of St. Francis or St. Teresa, lives that are “more complete, direct, and
         powerful.”[7]   In this way, a secular age such as ours seems to be an age of restlessness where,
         at least at times, quite a few people experience a yearning or a heart burning with
         a desire for something more, that is, a heart that longs to find rest in God.
      

      
      At the same time, I want to voice a dissatisfaction I feel with Lonergan’s way of
         describing some features of the approach of St. Thomas. In particular, Randy points
         us to Lonergan’s Verbum articles, written in the 1940s, in which he investigated what St. Thomas Aquinas
         meant by “understanding,” with special attention to the Summa Theolgiae, Prima Pars, QQ 27 and 93. In his account, Randy presents a nuanced discussion of Lonergan’s
         use of the phrase “obediential potency,” especially by distinguishing between natural
         and obediential potency.[8]   I would like to propose that, by framing this issue in terms of “potency,” we might
         miss an important insight in St. Thomas’s account of human activity. Let us pause
         to notice several features of the answer St. Thomas provides in I, 93, 6. In response
         to the question of whether the image of God is in the human being as regards the mind
         only, St. Thomas answers by drawing several distinctions. In the rational creature
         alone, according to St. Thomas, “we find a likeness of ‘image’ . . . whereas in other
         creatures we find a likeness by way of a ‘trace.’”[9]   He goes on to explain that an image “represents something by likeness in species,
         while a ‘trace’ represents something by way of an effect. . . . For imprints which
         are left by the movements of animals are called ‘traces’: so also ashes are a trace
         of fire, and desolation of the land a trace of a hostile army.”[10]   Later in his answer, St. Thomas draws another distinction: human nature includes
         an aspect that is finite as well as an aspect that is infinite. Thus, “we find in
         the human being a likeness to God by way of an ‘image’ in his mind but in the other
         parts of his being by way of a ‘trace.’”[11]  
      

      
      Is there a way in which, by extending the categories used by St. Thomas, we can find
         a “trace” of God in those features of our subjectivity that are pre-rational, such
         as the activity of the cogitative power? To bring this to light, I would like to propose a shared reflection on the
         experience of hunting for morel mushrooms.
      

      
      In the part of the country where I live, hunting for morel mushrooms has an almost
         cult-like quality. Morels grow wild in the damp woodlands of springtime. Morels have
         a meaty, earthy, rich flavor that’s delightful when sautéed in butter or served with
         beef. They go great with a dry red wine. They sell for about $20 a pound, or more,
         but I have never bought or sold any of them. Like many morel hunters, I find delight
         in pursuing and eating the wily, elusive, miraculous morel. The season for morels
         is short: in most years, just a few weeks in April. They can grow almost anywhere
         in our region: a yard, a hillside, in the woods, and especially near a recently fallen
         elm or cottonwood tree. A poet captures well the joy of this peculiar form of hunting:
      

      
      
         Softly they come

         
         thumbing up from

         
         firm ground

         
         protruding unharmed.

         
         Easily crumbled

         
         and yet

         
         how they shouldered

         
         the leaf and mold

         
         aside, rising

         
         unperturbed,

         
         breathing obscurely,

         
         still as stone.

         
         By the slumping log,

         
         by the dappled aspen,

         
         they grow alone.

         
A dumb eloquence

         
         seems their trade.

         
         Like hooded monks

         
in a sacred wood

         
         they say:

         
         Tomorrow we are gone.[12]  
         

         
      

      There are many aspects of hunting for morels that seem to offer a trace of the Divine:
         during the hunt, the spring weather is cool, delightful, and glorious. The wildflowers
         are up, and the birds are chirping, vocalizing their songs and mating calls. The walk
         in the wild woods, in my experience, is refreshing, soothing, energizing. For me,
         the hunt brings back childhood memories of foraging throughout the year. I was taught
         by my mother and her father (my grandfather) how to seek the bounties of the Midwest
         forests: I learned to gather in early summer wild strawberries, wild black raspberries,
         and gooseberries; in autumn, hickory nuts and black walnuts. On my father’s side of
         the family, it was morels in the spring and persimmons in the fall. Each year, I mark
         in our family’s nature journal the springtime date when we find our first morel. Last
         season, it was April 15. I have my morel friends and our morel rituals: those friends
         with whom I hunt, and others who join us for the feast. When my wife told the local
         butcher she wanted a nice cut of beef to go with the first batch of morels, he perked
         up and offered to buy some of the rare mushrooms from her if we find more. If we have
         a bumper crop, as we did last spring, we’ll bring him some, but not to sell. We generally
         bring our best mushrooms to our parish priest, who is a gourmet cook. So for me, as
         for many fellow hunters, the delight of seeking morels is tied up with memories and
         hopes, with a particular way of marking the rhythms of the year while feeling connected
         to the earth, and with the rituals of social life in a local community. Here is how
         one writer puts it:
      

      
      
         When the sun is shining through bare branches and budding trees,

         
         and blossoms burst through the forest,

         
          it just might be Morel Mushroom time.

         
         After spring showers and muddy shoes,

         
         as dogwoods and daffodils dance wildly in the breeze,

         
         it just might be Morel Mushroom time.[13] 
         

         
      

      Another poet expresses it this way: “Morel woods are almost holy ground.”[14]  
      

      
      To be sure, it is common to feel a trace of the Divine in the quest for the morel.
         But there is a quite different and particular aspect of the hunt for morels that strikes
         me as mysterious, containing within it perhaps another trace of the Divine. Walk with
         me as we pause together near a decaying log, scouring the camouflage of last year’s
         leaf litter amid flowering red buds and tender violets when, aha, there is a morel. And then another. Morel mushrooms are not particularly difficult
         to identify once they come into focus. Sometimes they are grey, or dark, or light,
         or golden. Sometimes they jump out at you. But mostly, they nestle and seem to hide,
         until, almost as an epiphany, one comes into focus. That moment, for me at least,
         seems magical. It is strange how I can look at a patch of earth, pausing, not noticing
         one, and then, it is there. Sometimes, I’ll find without moving a half dozen more.
         How is it that I see them now, when I did not a moment ago, even though I was seemingly
         looking right at them? The mushroom, which certainly was there before I noticed it,
         seems suddenly to give itself over, as if to say, almost in retreat, “Here I am. You
         have found me.”
      

      
      I have gone morel hunting many times with friends and family, and I have found that
         some people are better at spotting morels than others. I have stood in a wooded grove
         with another person where I can see a half dozen morels. With my bag nearly full,
         I note that my friend has not found but a few, so I pause to let him do the collecting.
      

      
      “Do you see them?”

      
      The other person is unable to see any mushrooms, even after I point toward one, at
         least until I almost touch it.
      

      
      “Oh, there it is. Somehow I did not see it.”

      
       It seems to me that the central human power that is operational in the sort of activity
         I have been describing is the internal sense that St. Thomas calls the vis cogitativa.[15]   While the sense of sight presents colors, the operation of the cogitative power
         allows one to pick out, as an organized whole, this particular morel mushroom against
         the background of the impressionist display of soft spring colors.
      

      
      This almost mysterious power of the brain or the human person, when it is operational,
         does not strike me as well described in terms of a potency, especially not an “obediential
         potency.”[16]   To be sure, it is a sort of receptivity, but it is the sort of receptivity that
         Norris Clarke and Hans Urs von Balthasar have called an “active receptivity.”[17]   It involves an attentive openness, rather than passivity. The subjective experience
         is not best described in terms of resting or experiencing an emptiness or a lack or
         a cessation of action; instead, active receptivity entails a sense of making oneself
         available and alert to the disclosure of something present but not obvious.
      

      
      This phenomenological way of extending the categories of St. Thomas to reflect on
         the subjective experience of the receptive activity of the pre-intellectual powers
         that prepare the phantasm, such that the intelligible species of this morel mushroom
         can be abstracted and understood, seems quite different from a scholastic Thomism
         of “static essentialism.” I am trying to suggest that the writings of St. Thomas offer
         resources to provide a grammar for describing the subjective experience of being aware
         of one’s pre-intellectual focusing power. Further, St. Thomas suggests that the cogitative
         power is influenced by both the biology of the brain (I, 78, 4) and cultural factors
         (I–II, 94, 4). St. Thomas does not present the human cogitative power as determined,
         for example, in the way that the brain of the bird seems “hard-wired” to pick out
         this particular sort of blade of straw as suitable for a nest, or the lamb seems genetically
         predisposed to be alert to and afraid of wolves. In contrast, the human power of focusing
         one’s attention is, to some extent, susceptible to both the influence of others and
         to self-determined focus; to an extent, we can put ourselves in situations in which
         we alter or influence whether we focus on this or that. Reflecting upon one’s subjective
         power to become receptive to organized wholes that are subtle and hidden is, it seems
         to me, a way of becoming more deeply aware of a trace of the Divine in both the subtle
         order of nature, as in the forest, and in our own human nature, including our own
         bodies, along with our internal senses, including our imagination, memories, and power
         of attention. Attending to these aspects of our nature might be a way of participating
         in a sort of resistance to the malaise of modernity.
      

      
       With these reflections in hand, I would like to gesture toward several conclusions.
         First, I want to point toward the complex relationship between the Augustinian and
         Thomistic frameworks with regard to our understanding of nature. On the one hand,
         my description of hunting for wild morel mushrooms in a Midwestern forest, while informed
         by the scholastic categories of St. Thomas’s account of the internal senses, also
         plays on a somewhat post-modern or romantic notion of nature. The nineteenth-century
         romantics saw “nature” as that wild, untamed land beyond the city, a place uncorrupted
         by the constraints of urbane existence, a companion and teacher who speaks in a mysterious
         language of symbols. Nature, understood this way, is a place of escape, an exotic
         space of pre-civilized wonder where poets and artists who reject traditional social
         norms could travel to take up a journey, wandering in search of new lands, new places
         in the imagination, and new vistas for the soul. For the nineteenth-century romantics,
         the imagination was viewed as the supreme faculty, for they viewed the imagination
         as a power that allows each person to propose a radically alternative way to perceive
         the world. With passion, the romantic poet, participating in the cult of the avant-garde, aims to invent a completely novel way of life, defining oneself in a manner where
         one is constantly free to reinvent oneself.
      

      
       However, the notion of “nature” to which I have pointed in my story of hunting morels
         includes both the grounded environment of the earth and also “human nature,” especially
         those pre-reflective powers or “internal senses” described by St. Thomas, including
         especially the cogitative power:
 the focusing activity that allows an organized whole to present itself in its givenness.
         Accordingly, the nineteenth-century poets, and their twenty-first-century counterparts,
         tend to favor the power of the imagination to adopt a romanticized, idealized conception
         of “nature”; in contrast, the Aristotelian-
Thomistic notion of “nature,” including human nature, is grounded in a sort of realism
         in which subjectivity is integrated when one is disposed toward the order that one
         encounters in what is given, especially an order that transcends one’s subjectivity,
         in a mood of openness, hospitality, and availability.
      

      
       Further, a specific understanding of personal freedom is at play in the account that
         I have provided. It can be contrasted with the notion of freedom widely operative
         among the romantics, where freedom is understood principally as a release from bondage
         or constraints. Part of the romantic fascination with “nature” is that plants and
         animals in the wild seem free to flower in any direction, flowing over all artificial
         boundaries, not fenced in, organically liberated from every constructed or technical
         consideration, unhindered by obligations, efficiencies, and social expectations. Of
         course, that sort of freedom, the carefree whimsy of unbridled release, seems to lack
         the patience and focus needed to take up the quest for the morel mushroom, or the
         search for any worthwhile but difficult-to-reach purpose. The sort of freedom at play
         in the account I provided in the stories of hunting morels is a freedom of self-determination
         open to and oriented toward an order beyond one’s unbridled desires. Rather than the
         romantic striving that is a self-consuming grasping after something constantly and
         desperately elusive, the freedom of active receptivity is a participation in an order
         beyond oneself.
      

      
      A hint of this sort of freedom is found in the etymologies of “freedom” and “liberty.”
         The English word “freedom” comes to us from Norse mythology. The goddess Fri (also
         called Frigg or Freya and for whom Friday is named) was believed to be the goddess
         of love. In the Teutonic myths, Fri remained with Odin, her husband, not because she
         was coerced, like Odin’s slaves, but because she loved him. For this reason, freedom
         (from an Old English word meaning “love”) originally connoted the bonds of love and
         friendship. The word “friend” also developed out of this connection between freedom
         and love, in recognition that we feel most free with our friends and those with whom
         we share the bonds of love and family. In a similar way, the Latin “liberty” also
         stems from a goddess, Libertas, who was worshipped in ancient Rome as the personification
         of freedom. Her temple was set up on the Aventine Hill by Tiberius Gracchus in the
         second Punic war. After suffering successive destructions, the temple was rebuilt
         by Asinius Pollio, and its atrium was used as a library to store census tablets. A
         statue of Libertas  was erected by Clodius on the site of Cicero’s house. In Latin,
         liberi are children, sons and daughters of their parents, literally the free members of
         a household. Thus, those who have ties as a family, who are part of our community,
         who have grown from us, are free. In this way, Latin contains a distinction less obvious
         to English speakers, between libertas (liberty, freedom for excellence) and licentia (license, freedom from constraint).
      

      
       A human being’s relationship to one’s own nature, quite obviously, is complicated.
         Each of us receives our human nature as a gift. Yet, it is the sort of gift that contains
         within it a task. The gift of one’s human nature is not like the gift of a stuffed
         animal, that a child can play with until bored, to be set aside; appropriating one’s
         nature is like receiving the gift of a living puppy, in which the gift comes with
         a task, and the unfolding of the gift is inseparable from the way in which one participates
         in the task of caring for the gift. Thus, realizing one’s humanity or fulfilling one’s
         nature involves the task
 of responsibly becoming oneself. This includes the task of receiving oneself and
         allowing one’s nature and natural desires to become disclosed and appropriated.
      

      
       Lonergan, in his essay “The Absence of God in Modern Culture,” examined the subjective,
         felt experience of his contemporaries by identifying and describing some of the dominant
         prevailing moods of life in the late twentieth century. In certain ways, those same
         cultural tendencies have increased. Charles Taylor, writing at the beginning of the
         twenty-first century, has described, in almost exhaustive detail, our secular age.
         On its face, it may seem that the age of faith is past, and the natural desire for
         God has been extinguished from the human heart. Rosenberg’s chapter draws from Lonergan
         and Taylor to show that in contemporary secular culture, a human life understood as
         a pilgrimage toward union with God seems, for many people, eclipsed. The life of faith
         may be acknowledged as a private concern for some, but generally, the practice of
         traditional faith is contestable and contested; for many, it is beyond the range of
         what might seem sensible as a worthwhile cultural or moral goal. And yet, our secular
         age opens up new spaces in which the desire for God is felt, and may seem authentic
         and fresh. In that context, a grammar of “nature” that points to both a deep appreciation
         for the ecological order to be found in places beyond the imprint of urban and suburban
         settlements and also to our human nature, including subjective attunement to the rhythms
         of one’s biology and the pre-intellectual powers of human awareness, might give voice
         to a quiet whisper of transcendence. Just as ashes are traces of fire, the felt sense
         of restlessness that so typifies our secular age might be described in both the Augustinian
         language of a restless heart and perhaps also in terms drawn from a revitalized Thomistic
         personalism.
      

      
       Building on the insights presented by Randy Rosenberg’s engagement with the work
         of Lonergan, I want to suggest that the question of God in our secular age can move
         not only “from pure nature to concrete subject,” but also in the other direction,
         from subjectivity to a deeper appropriation of our human nature informed by scholastic
         concepts. I have suggested that the categories of Thomas Aquinas are fruitful for
         providing a more fine-grained account of the internal senses that are operative in
         human awareness, and that the language of “active receptivity” complements Augustine’s
         language of the restless heart. Restlessness points not only to an inner dissatisfaction,
         but also beyond oneself to a desire for something more. Just as raising a question
         hints at the rudiments of a response, the experience of restlessness points to an
         active quest; the activity of exercising one’s human powers of searching becomes actively
         directed toward a goal which, though grasped inchoately and perhaps in a confused,
         incomplete manner, involves the pursuit of the full realization of one’s humanity
         that is one’s telos. Becoming more deeply aware of one’s subjectivity (and intersubjectivity) is thus
         a trace or foretaste of a more complete and energizing graced activity. In this way,
         the “rest” that is sought by the restless heart who feels suffocated by the immanence of secularity
         is not really a desire for discontinued activity; it is a trace or a hint that points
         to a yearning for graced activity, perhaps even, as the scholastics put it, a desire
         for perfect happiness in the activity of seeing and participating in the Divine Essence.
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