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Modernity

Anthony Stavrianakis, Field Statement, Berkeley, March 2009

Summary

The field statement begins by asking how can aptiiogy inquire into modernity? Whilst the field
statement on the contemporary offers one way afigalp the problem of ‘today’ without making modigyrinto
an epoch , this field statement is an exerciseying to sort out the multiple genealogies for theltiple claims
about this thing called ‘modernity’. The ration&be laying out a number of genealogies is takemftbe insight
thatanthroposis that animal with too mariggoi about itself (Rabinow, 2003). This has the effbat the multiple
claims abougainthroposin its modernity have no means of arbitration kestawvthem. The anthropology of the
contemporary is one means of arbitrating betweesammnultiple claims, however, this field staterremtld be
considered a review preliminary to any such statérabout the ‘contemporary’ It is an over view cfedective and
selected set of claims regarding modernity; thésiens are taken up first in terms of modernity asae of reason,

second in terms of thinking of modernity as a whtaking up history and third as a problem of indixalism.

| start with Louis Dupre on the grounds that if aaénterested in genealogies of modernity it ipamant
not to start with the Enlightenment but to see kdvat would become called Enlightenment reason waem
possible. As such | find his claim compelling thathink about modernity one has to look at the tatdieval rise
of nominalism and the rise of Renaissance humariisart it is compelling as it points to a chamg¢he status of
a domain called nature. | follow Dupre with Johriddink’s ‘meta-critique’ of modern reason, whiclaisritique of
so-called secular reason, itself a product of thtd-theological’ split which Dupre claims produdée domain of
nature. | am interested in his work in part becafdbe recent fashion in anthropology to critidiileeral secular
reason’ and to show that such a critique is preeitan a fairly monolithic reading of the historfyreason and of

Christianity. However, | am also interested in Mitlk’s critique because of the genetic link of Millk&s work with
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a line of Catholic thinkers, such as Henri De Lubéio are connected with Henri Bergson. Bergsorfiguae | am
interested in as a way to think about the anthragpobf reason and nature. | try and balance thbdliatlineage of
thought from Bergson with the philosophical. TheHotic line of thought is interesting as it is pafta general
resourcing that takes place in the mid' Zentury of primitive Christian thought of the ga@hurch Father’s on the
guestion of what ‘nature’ is in relation to the Dig. As opposed to what would become after the fRedtion a two
sphere settlement, the primitive Church, embodieidy still in the Eastern Orthodox Church amongothaditions,
takes up the world within the divine economy pratkd on no a priori split between nature and grabe.point |
wanted to show is that the anthropological sigaifice of what has been called modernity cannot lomlg question
of the significance of social science. | have tti@dhow the relation of such theological anthrogalal questions

to the discipline of anthropology as a social soéen

| take up the historical transformation as a maweenfthe late medieval period to the Enlightenment
(Koselleck, Blumenberg, Foucault) and then badk#oRenaissance (Cassirer). The move back to @asén has
a double function of trying to show some of theopelements necessary for an understanding of Eelignent
reason and then signposting a later ‘move’ withitheopology to diagnose modernity as a problem of
‘individualism’ (Dumont). | try and do justice @umont’s diagnosis in its own terms but am uncocethbecause
it is a teleological account taking Luther’s Refatian as the point in relation to which this higt@ read. This is
of course both interesting and important, but re¢atto what | have tried to show in the previoustiems of the
statement, the Reformation account of the indiidualation to God and the world need not be thly evay of

finding a metric for the judgment of what ‘modeyniis and what “we moderns” have become.

If it is not an epoch and if it cannot be reducea teleological account of the history of the weast
Church, modernity nonetheless retains some distaétatures. | take Blumenberg’s account, echaemther
accounts, of the centrality of the emergence ohogktBut, given my reluctance to reduce moderumitthe self-
assured individual in the domain of nature it présnpe to pose the question of how else to apprifeattwhich has
been read as an ontological split of the ‘natunalild away fromanthroposandtheos Following Bergson’s
problem based philosophy, | am inclined to seeemnuity as a problem of synthesis, although noherhanner

suggested by Dupre, that is to say, a totalizirgyreghesis of th&kosmosanthroposandphysis Following Bergson
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and the Catholic thinkers he inspired we can seeany traditions resources for thinking recombmaif the old

and the new, which never takes the ‘whole’ as tdat as a virtual space and time of change.

“We are in the age of Faust. The modern scientist
tries to carve out an intellectual realms for retien
between himself and the object — a realm located

between magical practice and cosmological mathersiatic

(Warburg quoted in Cassirer, 1964; 169)

Introduction

The Renaissance and Giordano Bruno? The nomilgsttuction of an “original” ontological-
cosmological synthesis? A new and dangerous Grigstiborn of the enlightenment? An analytic oftfidie? How
can anthropology inquire into modernity? Multiplengalogies for multiple claims and no means foitrating
between them - an outcome itself of, to borrow epé, the history of truth in its modern momenterghis not even
a stable object; a historical epoch? A structurthofight? A generalized organizational structurefisposition to

human relations?

‘Modernity’ should not only be characterized aadition of loss. However, the pathos of a disirdéed
“cosmos” or “polis” and the ethos of its doublelfsssertion, are what unify the multiple geneadsgand
diagnoses of modernity that will be presented is field statement. This pathos is also what maée t
anthropological form of knowledge both necessary pwssible. Socrates died rather than flee thes palit now
under today’s conditions of knowledge productiod anansumption, anthropology wanders through thgnfrents
of these fractured polities and what may have lzekosmos. If it is true that ‘anthropos today’hattfigure which
has too many logoi about itself, then the ordedhthose truths and the arbitration between thagég is what

conditions the pathos and ethos of the modernignttiropos

However, anthropology is missing something if iedmot take up the theological as well as the
anthropological aspects to the problem of moder§igme people make this claim by suggesting thatemmuty is

nothing if not the secularization of a theologiickda (Koselleck 1959, Loewith 1957), the transfaioraof

! Attentive readers will see homage to Faubion’s 1988 “Possible Modernities” Cultural Anthropology Vol 3, no 4
1988
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eschatology into progress. A response to thisdimeasoning is that modernity is not a seculaioradf
eschatology but a novel expression of the selfrieseof man (Blumenberg, 1966) — the Renaissaaseurcing of
a past imagination of man’s capacities with nowslghts in what can be gained for knowledge througtthod'. |
think even if we accept the general response otsom like Blumenberg, there is still room to askudlihe kind of
transformations that occurred such that this sedegtion could emerge. Whilst undoubtedly not régdado
theological artifacts, the transformations in tloggyl at the time of the Reformation in parallel withat was
happening within Renaissance humanism were criarialhat could later be characterized as modersarand a

modern experience of history.

Whilst ‘method’ emerges from transformations in thktion of philosophy, theology and new scieatifi
capacities, | would like to keep open the questibwhether this transformation ushers in a new Bptomn the one
hand modernity is characterized by the dominandaeform of reflexivity known as ‘method’, modernity is not
reducible to such a form of reflexivity. With this mind | would like to suggest that we can follseameone like
Foucault (Foucault, 1970) in his diagnosis of agiéepistem&, but we must hesitate in taking it on as a total o
complete diagnosis of “our” modernity. There amits to a purely discursive archaeological accadithe logoi of
modernity. For this reason | begin not with the &l@enth Century or the Enlightenment but ratheh witliagnosis
of modernity which returns to the theological delsadround nominalism and the emergence of humeneiativity
in the Renaissance. By doing this, | want to pbsequestion of both the necessity and potentialfiiciency of the
analytic of finitude for characterizing the modeaihich we take up modern thought as a historid#kat. It is
necessary inasmuch as philosophically this anailytike historical outcome of the events in thougrh tracing,
but its sufficiency for posing the problem of maaigy can only be asserted if one forgets how it edmbe the

casé.

In this statement, | array the responses of otfoetise question of how we have become these fofrresason
named modern; Some are hermeneutic, some arewsaland some theological. It is an attempt to inphthway
through which to present the responses. To thigldmave structured the books read through thegerihmodernity
as a mode of reason, modernity as a question wfriand finally | finish with modernity as charadted by the
so-called problem of “individualism”. In each cake problems of reason, history and individualaddressed in
relation to both anthropological thought and acgéheological intellectual moves which can acaassource for

anthropological thinking about the problems of moitg.

The hermeneutic problem of modernity: creativitg aature

2 exercises of thought in which the act of thinkisgtself made an object of thought.
3 The boundaries within which knowledge is possibfewhich discourse is an expression

4 This may sound like a genealogical strategy akiwhat has been called ‘history of the present ibdact | think this paper has been written iccmtemporary
mode.
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Louis Dupre’s starting point in his teRassage to ModernitfPupre, 1993) is that the originality of the

Enlightenment as the origin of the “modern” hasrbeeerstated and that the correct starting pointHimking

about the modern is the breakup of what he caditiio-theologicalsynthesis in the late medieval period. Dupre
suggests early humanist ‘creativity’ and the negationclusions of nominalist theology are what rksdi the
“passage to modernity”. | find this starting potmpelling as human creativity and the questiothefindependent
existence or non-existence of that to which languaders are perhaps two of the most fundamentstipns of
anthropology. In his own words, the birth of hunsamireativity and nominalism “shattered the orgamiity of the
western view of the real” and this western viewhaf real was formerly a “harmonious and all inchasivhole”

(Ibid; 3).

For Dupre, the problem of modernity is the emergensfca sphere of nature separate from both theelivi
and from man. This is a hermeneutical problem bes@ominalism’s relegation of the divine to a supéural
sphere separate from nature effected the posgibflihaving “meaning”, or the demand of the sedorta not
evident meaning. Before the breakup of the ‘ontmtbgical’ synthesis, meaning was establishederattt of
Creation. The human mind and the person becomieths of meaning, in Dupre’s narrative, due togheergence
of a sphere of ‘the natural’ separate from manfem ‘the divine’ (a point we will revisit in Cassir's workThe

Individual and the Cosmos in the Renaissaatg also Dumont’s work in modern ideology).

However, Dupre suggests that, unlike Nietzscheldes not look back to Socrates for the origirhef t
absolute priority of the Logos and the correspogdiroblematic features of modern thought. He suggastead,
“its seeds lie buried not in the sands of ancierasly medieval rationalism but in a set of asstioms newly
formulated at thelosing of the middle agéqlbid; 6). For Dupre the problem of modernitythe problem of the
emergence of ‘nature’ as a distinct domain of humetion. This is a problem inasmuch as it demands a
hermeneutic response. It demands such a respooaedes'meaning” has been made not self-evidenttarsd
requires the labour of meaning making lest weifad nihilism. He advocates the search for a kil of

synthesis in response to the breakdown of evidesning;

“If the argument advanced concerning the fragmeantaif being, thinking and acting is at all valtden
no all-comprehensive, timeless metaphysical rafladh the classical style can come to grips witin o
present existence. The disintegration of what arsesl to be integral components of a single reality
deprives such a reflection of its object....a genlyinew synthesis, if ever to come, will have tot r@s

newly established principles” (Ibid; 6-7).

Dupre suggests that whilst a synthesis eludethigsgloes not justify abandoning the search. Arpgigestion is,
what was ‘lost’ in the break-up of the supposediginal synthesis, and why one would want to trg aeconstitute

it? | think there are strands of thinking in Catbaheology which can be read relative to the BEas@rthodox

5 By ontoltheology | think Dupre is referring to aé of theology characterized although not inveriigcKant in which the relation between creator arghted can
be known outside of experience, that is, transcetadlg. It is the theological question of what “Begiis” taken up not through revelation and not tigto empiricism.
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Christian tradition which challenge both his reagdaf the consequences of nominalism and help e ap the

guestion of what the ‘whole’ which he considersdse® be reconstructed actually is.

If one approaches the problem anthropologicalhg bas to ask the question of the significancélifer’
by the so-called ‘break’ and how a reconfiguratidthose elements introduced by this break, syittloe

otherwise has stakes for thought, being and attiday?

There can be ontological novelty and | take Dupsggsting point that “unless we assume that th&ucai
revolution’ of the modern age was an event of mgigal significance” (Ibid: 7) then there would be point in
taking up modernity as a problem. Whether or nistieeds to be a problem of metaphysics — and hence

cosmological synthesis - is a question | am stinggvith .

My suggestion will be that ontological novelty daut need not necessarily be taken up as a proklem o
metaphysics. It can rather be taken as a probleimedfignificance of the problem of thought andaacfor living.
It is in this register that the question of thiflganan and things divine can be taken up in a contoaneptual
apparatus, challenging a reading of modernity ifctvione has to assume a prior metaphysical splivden

anthropology and theology.

Dupre contrasts his hermeneutic approach fromppeoach of the history of ideas; “My question is th
hermeneutic one; how is the shift that occurretth@dawn of the modern age to be seen in the ¢iybur thinking,
feeling, and valuing today? ...Precisely by its hemedic approach our project differs from that af thistory of
ideas on which it so heavily relies. The histomdiideas considers ideas under their formal aspastexpressions
of the mental life of a particular epoch...Yet onkeyt cease to capture attention, they appear abgies destined
to take their place in the museum of past belldéthing leaves a more discouraging impression efitility of

human convictions that a mere history of their egson.” (Ibid; 9)

| disagree with him when he suggests that “A reitecon past thought that is not a searchpirmanent
meaningleaves us defenseless against cultural nihilidbiti). It is possible to find resources againstunall
nihilism which are indebted to the possibility ¢tfamge and human capacity for creation which doewd change
as just different manifestations of the same dama®ntations for a past loss. The texts that foliodifferent ways

— anthropological, historical, theological — atteérgpaddress this question of change.
Modernity as secular reason: John Milbank

Is there a particular manner of reasoning, or d kiiireason distinct to modernity? | would likeltegin
with a genealogy of this form of reason offeredlbyain Milbank, a British systematic theologian, is h

controversial workrheology and Social Theory: Beyond Secular Rea#ios controversial because he is proposing

that sociology is a pagan parody of true meta-histbreflection on social life, which is the stathie grants to
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theology. It is as a genealogy that | find it ietsting, even if some of his fundamental assumptbiasild be

challenged, both from within and without the thepdal tradition he is writing from.

Milbank has a three stage movement in his critiofu@odernity which | will schematically present. Wg¢h
Milbank conflates ‘secular’, ‘modern’ and ‘libenadason, | think his analysis is worthwhile thinkiaigout because

of his reading of the Reformation as an event teckvhontemporary thought still needs to respond to.

He begins his critique of secular reason withdlaém that secular reason is the product of a ketaves
in liberal theological thought. First of all, why liberal reason a problem for Milbank? Liberals@ais a problem
because the ‘formal’ openness of liberalism, whgctiesigned to mitigate conflict, is ‘overwhelméy the
arbitrariness of its content. This is presumabtgfarence to Hobbes’s contract theory as the antwtbe wars of
religion following the onset of the Protestant Refation. Secondly, for Milbank, dialectic is seenaavariant of
liberalism understood in terms of a Christian Gioistn. Negation and re-doubled negation is the vadri self-
grounded freedom which unleashes the ‘anarchigalbjtive’. Thirdly, he suggests that Nietzsche'spanse to
self-grounded freedom was to destroy the reastimreateart of socialism and dialectic. Nietzschéiggsophy of
difference is grounded in an ontology of violentkis is Milbank’s sweeping characterization of whappens to
theorizing about political life when a secular demaf authority is parsed out from a theologicahwon; it ends in

an ontology of violence.

Itis in response to this triad that Milbank wishesonstitute a defense of a catholic ontologpexice in
relation to what has become understood as “mod=malar” reasoh He claims to write a genealogy of this form of
reason and to constitute a defense of Christigh &igainst it. The subtitle of the book sefond”, not “against
secular reason, precisely because nihilism is takeia parody of the Christian view that we areatd from
nothing and that therefore all that is finite idéterminate”(Milbank, 2006; xv). He is proposingatholic ontology
against liberalism and positivism, but accepts thatdevelopment of each of them produced elenvetitsh need
to be reoccupied and reconciled with a renewedotiatbntology - catholic meaning universal and pet se

pertaining to the jurisdiction of the Bishop of Rem

In his ‘ontological’ schema all positive differerscémust analogically concur in a fashion exceedirey
liberal agreement to disagree” (Ibid; xvi). A ctemgenealogy to Nietzsche, which Milbank findd/ico and
Augustine, resists the narration of will to powsrthe sole narrative device of reason as powess. rtdow to
choose between genealogical strategies? Agon @ePdbthere are no a priori or ahistorical groutwdshoose,
then there is a meta-discourse of non-reason belyilbdnk’s mode of reason, or else it is “Hegeliam'the sense
of Geist unfolding in time. He cannot take thedattption, if | can use a clumsy schematic, becéusdies on the
positive emerging from conflict. However, he s#ys “choice” for peaceful analogy over agon is mgatlly an

ungrounded decision, but a “seeing” by a “trulyideg reason”, a reason founded on faith. Milbanksm

5 See Scott and Hirschkind : See especially Josar®@aa, “A reply to Talal Asad”: and “the anthropgitcal category of religion” itGenealogies of Religion
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distinguish this “seeing by a truly desiring redsfsom a gnosis, but how? “Reason” is “saved” inlipink’s
catholic ontology because it is consistent withitifmite, “full rationalism is rendered irenicribugh the biblical

mythos” (ibid) which requires faith.

His treatise on liberalism is the prolegomena torést of the book because it is in discoursetbefdlism,
scientific politics and political economy, that thecular is first constructed. Sociology insistghia ‘negative’
image of the secular as the stripping of the saamedan unleashing of human autonomous freedomekeny
Milbank’s point is that sociology does not seedbeular in its positivity - that is as the outconfeet of
theological arguments. Milbank makes the ‘positivesve, that an anthropology of the ‘private sedécured
legitimacy through a specifically theological moifdis move is a specific late-medieval and postRa&tion
legitimization of ‘dominions’; the acceptance ohspes of creation and the distinct legitimate aritjén each
sphere. It is, theologically speaking, in relatiorthis Reformation settlement that Kantian critiglailosophy was

an epistemological response.

Theology contra sociology

The idea of the social whole emerged as an ‘irriddeiéact’ in 19" Century France (Cf. Rabinow, 1989).
Unlike the political and the economic, the socidl ot have to be deduced (known initially by rexn and later
by positivism). New sciences of society weretngihg to explain phenomena, as liberalism hadeimd the social
is described as a positive ‘datum’ and used to @xpigner human phenomena in relation to it. Thatreh of the
individual to the collective was ‘positive’ in tisense that from the social order the individuahgajoals and
values. Milbank makes the point that prior to staxjy was a social theology. In post-Revolutionargriee, some
Catholic thinkers denied the possibility of a secydolitics on the grounds that politics had itsiban a social order
revealed or created by God. For this theology,itftividual’ is already situated in a collectiveaking this
collective neither ‘artificial’ nor an unintendeditcome governed by providential design — the tWwerkkl responses
to explain political economy — but instead as greatsof the original divine creation. It is aftaig theological
sociology that a secular sociology becomes possililee guise of Comte and Durkheim. Milbank watetshow
the continuity of social theology and sociology. W& read Levy-Bruhl as a later response to thestipn of the
individual and the question of participation inalective life and the contrast with Durkheim. Dhaim makes

“religion” a function of social life and shows tlecial origins of a priori categories.

Durkheim and Comte take from Kant a critique of apétysics which makes finite knowledge possible
through ahistorical means. Against this positiotbilihk cites Hamman’s metacritique, foreshadowirsgangument
on dialectic, that if the categories of knowledge languistically and historically determined, thiée grounds for a
distinction between a ‘necessary finite’ knowledgel a ‘superfluous transcendental knowledge’ adeunined.

i.e. Milbank is citing Hamann'Metacritique on the Purism of Reasagainst the Kantian underpinning in

Durkheim and Comte. However, for Milbank it is mtidlectic which can reconstitute a sociology frem Kantian
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assumptions, but rather a theology based on metperiand a Trinitarian ontology of peace, whictinuhtely

makes sociology redundant (unlike Gillian Rogdgé&gel Contra Sociology

The reductive element in Durkheim’s sociology digien consists in the notion that all “religionthen
clear about itself, would turn out to be the Comt&antian religion of ‘humanity’. For conservatit/eench
Catholic thinkers (De Bonald and De Maistre), umied difference, in revelation, produces a soclalle. By
contrast it is the philosophers of difference (Fultand Deleuze are cited as exemplary), takieg ttue from
Nietzsche, who retake this position against the famKantians who, these philosophers of differataien, make
the reductive move of difference as manifestatibiihe same. We will note later the relation to anffology on this
point. It will be Milbank’spiece de resistande challenge the ontology of violence that isltlasis for such a
difference. In preparing us for this set of mowd#bank writes regarding the ahistorical assumpdiof positivist

sociology;

“One never sees the social, except in the instan€és manifestation in ‘individual’
action and one can never read the intention ofatii®n except in terms of its objectively
‘historical’ situation within a more general proseshich it assumes and modifies. The
relation society/individual is not that of schemecbntent, nor of whole to atomic parts.
This antinomy can only be mediated by narrationadequate ‘transcendental’ reflection
on the conditions of possibility for social actiosiscovers the inevitability of

historiography, but finds no room whatsoever farcial science™ (Milbank, 2006; 74).

Which narrative? Agon or Peace? Milbank as thealogiannot take up narrative in the Geertzian
interpretive sense, as this would be just anoti@ent reduction of difference to the same which
he characterized as arbitrary and violent - ancc@enithout justification. Which genealogy will

we write? Oriented to what vision or claims regagdihe true, the good or the beautiful?

Bergson and Henri De Lubac: an orientation to ths®@s

Henri Bergson, in Th&wo Sources of Morality and Religioienies the social a priori origins of the

categorical imperative and makes social norms atmreof evolutionary, psychological and social essity — what
he calls ‘habit’ or a “vital tendency” (the late" @entury nexus of biology, psychology and sociojogjilst

making change (including normative change) the pcodf singular will, genius or mystical revelation

The ‘Nouvelle Theologiemovement of the Roman Catholic Church, influenlogdHenri Bergson —
specifically de Lubac and Gilson — wished to giveesv form to the Reformation problem of the spherfesreation,
specifically by “resourcing” the early Church Fathef what would become normative for the Eastenor€h. The

Church Fathers posited no separation of a sphematafe from a sphere of grace and as such pdhigedoctrine of
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deification ¢(heosis) It is an immanent understanding of the relatibthings human (anthropos) and things divine
(theos).

Milbank is highly influenced by Henri de Lubac wkahfluences were in turn Bergson as well as Mauric
Blondel. This line of theology from Maurice BlondelJohn Milbank attempts to ‘go back’ to the ChuFathers to
resource older Christian elements as a way of oatifrg a range of problems which these theologihimk stem
from a liberal-secular settlement that the Latiufeh had made within the post-Reformation peridusTs a
political settlement which agreed on the separaticthings human from things divine. That is to ,s#gse thinkers
urge us to take up the Reformation question of power should be exercised in light of the questibhow to

specify an anthropology, a theology towards an tstdading of salvation?

Relative to the post-Reformation political settlernend the development of Enlightenment rationaittis
interesting to look at the elements of Patristaoilbgy that were being resourced. As a traditiothofight and
practice it perhaps poses a difference to a tatgliziew of “modernity”. | will follow Milbank’s irterest in Henri
De Lubac as a mid #0Century Catholic thinker who wanted to rethink @etholic Church’s reading of Aquinas
and the effect this reading had on the domaining ifalm of nature (both as an object of thoughbtamobject of

political governance).

De Lubac’s thesis was that the original and autbéttin patristic understanding of the operatidmy@ce

(especially that of Augustine) was not essentidifferent from the Greek patristic notion of deéftion theosig’.

What is theosis? Robert Sephanopoulos writes'that God is by nature and in his essence man can
never becomerlheosisspeaks only of what man can become by faith aadegithat is a participant in the divine
life.” As Gaymon Bennett has suggested at a rememiierence on the place thieosisin theology today — “Theosis
is the relation between thegosof theosand thdogosof anthroposas a question of how we might live our lives
today in light oftheosisas our highest potential and highest good, anadf allis taken up as a challenge for thought
and practice today”. If as Bennett suggests thefReition question regarding man’s relation to rmamd God,
leads us to return to the problemtioéosisl will suggest that it returns us also to the Resaince question of
creation, namely, what are the human thing’s cajeadio create and what status do they have relativis finitude

and that which exceeds it?

At this moment | want to do two things; maHeosisas a term which has the capacity to transform the
anthropological question of ‘modern life’ as anamrhe of a Reformation political settlement andde $theosis
helps recalibrate an understanding of #&lan’ of the Renaissance not as the start of moderomndag as a
continuation of the question of the relation of Whedge and life. Some will say that the™@entury (a marker of

both the Renaissance and the Reformation) wasdiné which began the separation of an “originalithesis of

" This is not an uncontrovertial point of view, Gitds Yannaras for instance would dispute suchiegtiescibed Augustine as "the fount of every dtia and
alteration in the Church's truth in the Westhé Freedom of Moralityp. 151n.).
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anthroposandtheos(e.g. Dupre). For those who claim the possibiityarticipatory ontology (as a broad
philosophical characterization tifeosi$ was abandoned with the birth of modernity, thanalis that the goods that
orient us now are justified by instrumental intertten into a sphere of the natural world. The goesthen is what

is it about modern reason that forecloses thisipitisg?

It seems as though this possibility is foreclosg@tcepting the Reformation reading of the Auguatin
conception of the Fall. If we reject the Reformat@mnclusion that the Fall sealadthroposoff from theosthe
focus is not on the “Creation” ainthroposbut the Renaissance question of the creatioasithiroposi.e. the
creative capacity. This would lead me to the posithat we can both on the one hand accept Blunngisbe
interpretation of modernity as a distinct ethosnealucible to the ‘secularization’ thesis and thég ethos can be a
resource for a theology and anthropology that akise possible relation between things human avideltoday.
This position is predicated on not taking the Refation position on the falleness of man and thelogtcal split

between spheres of creation for granted.

Historically and historiographically the influencess Milbank’s critique of the secular are theuvelle
theologiescholars, Maurice Blondel, Etienne Gilson and HdarLubac, among others, all of whom were
influenced by Henri Bergson. As is clear from Bergs relation to a one time disciple turned critacques
Maritain, Bergson'’s attack on reason was incompmatiith ‘orthodox’ Catholic Thomism . Many of theseholars
were drawn to ‘bergsonism’ as the ‘antithesis’ @éatism, yet many like Maritain found themselveslble to
accept its critique of reason as such. As Pilkingtoites, “While Maritain admired Bergson'’s critigof the
intellectualism of the determinists, his own viewsathat this type of intellectualism sprang from hisuse of a
faculty through which alone truth is accessiblee Thplication of Bergson’s more thoroughgoing i of reason
would be that the doctrines of the church are teal truths but merely the provincial expressibtun certain

sentiment religiuex en evolution™ Pilkington 1975/73).

Bergson'’s disagreement with Durkheim that religitite could be reduced to social life is importasta
way of anthropology taking up “religion” as somaeitpiother than a functional explanation of beli@lse influence
on a future generation of Catholic scholars isrclg@ere Bergson posited an account of motion tosvérd “supra-

intellectual” between the open and the closed fasfmaorality —instinctual habit and mystical revéa.

Bergson

If we were to locate Bergson within a French plojasical tradition there are a number of positioas h
could take. | have located him in his relation {;maage of French Catholic Theologians, howeves @lso possible
and indeed necessary to locate him within the Frgilosophical and more specifically epistemolagicadition.
Within this tradition Bergson should be charactedias ‘anti-positivist’ but with a complicated rtda to

‘rationalism’. Some authors see a cleavage in Fréincught between philosophy of experience andpbphy of
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rationality deriving from two readings of HusserCartesian Meditationg¢Sartre on the one hand, Cavaille on the

other- | take this point from Eli During). Howevéor others the bifurcation of ‘reason’ and ‘exgaige’ as kinds of
philosophical inquiry can be traced to a knot witBiergson’s ‘philosophy of life’, a philosophy whiposes the
problematic relation between intellect and intuitas a scientific question with philosophical seak&ergson’s
philosophy, to paraphrase Deleuze, is a dualityyumhich bifurcates later French thought into exgece/concept.
He is often also placed alongside Nietzsche anthckerize as an ‘irrationalist’. What is importamnote is that
Bergson is less anti-rationalist and more a catithe self-sufficiency of reason which whilst rmtEnigrating
‘reason’ poses reason as a problem within an eoagpigivolutionary frame. His position is anti-inggltual in the
sense that his philosophy of time (not history tefiés not self-grounding in the vein of Hegel'$fggounding

freedom and is not teleological. Bergson put markliato nature ,whilst not reducing man to matter.

Bergson'’s anti-positivism is a reaction againstuhproblematic take up of concepts and their linear
development rather than against the empirical ieatibn of statements. Bergson'’s thought is deepipirical, but
it overturns a positivist metaphysics because kdipates his work on the assumption that philosagimpt the
attempt to know the ‘really real’, to know the si&bf an independent reality common to traditionataphysics.
Instead his anti-positivist metaphysics is basetherclaim that thought attends to its own problasimmanent

functions. Thought inherits problems, rather thawnailing reality.

To state his philosophy in its most general terrascan say that Bergson is interested in the quesfio
creation, contra the uncovering of a priori forids. addresses five interconnected but distinguighptblems in
his oeuvre; rethinking science and philosophyeiation to Kant’'s fundamental categories of thougte human
condition which is a condition of the accrual obitionary habits of thought to be exceeded, dunaiittuition
and the rationalist tradition of moral philosopBgrgson’s work as a whole was committed to a aréiqf Kantian
critique in the sense that critique understoochasving the limits of what one can know is only ide of a
duality unity in which the other side is the ‘leap’creation which has its source in the intuitBergson is a
metaphysician in the sense that he claims the lates@as the proper object of philosophical inquirlowever,
Bergson is non-Hegelian in the sense that hisdgbiphy of life’ is not indebted to the reified simbf the intellect
or concept and does not work though the laboupofradiction or negation. In this sense alone Hedsitivist'.
Bergson places man within evolutionary time andsdakm this evolutionary perspective how the proideof

philosophy such as free will or the problem of dcdy be posed from this position.

Let me state a brief overview of his oeuvidéme and Free Will (1889% a novel account of free will
showing that intention or will cannot be treatechaextensive magnitude, because the experierdarafion is

different in kind from the spatial representatidm@agnitudes. IMatter and Memory(1896&)e argues against both

reductionist materialism and subjectivist idealienposit an intermediate position in the philosephproblem of

perception and to then distinguish matter-percegtickind from what he called pure memo@reative Evolution

(1907)is his most well-known text which took up the bigical advances of his day with utter seriousnessder

to demonstrate the need for a philosophy adequdtetadvances in knowledge about ‘life’. His fibalok The
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Two Sources of Morality and Religion(1932) critique of the rationalist approach thatitsos transcendental

subject as the a priori source of morality. | wilfer some thoughts on duration taken fréime and Free Wiland

the sociological and theological questions impiigihis critique of Kantian rationalist approachesnoral

philosophy in théfwo Sources of Morality and Religion.

Duration

Kant considered three possibilities for a theorkmdwledge; mind determined by external things)dbi
determined by mind; or finally, between things anidd there is a curious pre-established harmongohtrast to
all these possibilities, Bergson wanted to showténeporal genesis of both material existence amdaousness.

A common form between matter and consciousness\@ged through time (especially Creative Evolufitfrthe

common form is produced in time then there is poi@ri means of predicting the form in advance. Yamnot slot

reality into the concept of all concepts, such ast

Bergson'’s evolutionism takes as its object an abiagomplete whole, meaning that the whole of
existence can never be a totality — actuality hiéisimvit an unspecified form which is virtual. Teesthe whole as a
totality, that is to have a meaningful whole whishiepresentable through symboals, is to conflatatibin with
spatial representation. As Bergson writeime and Free Wiltconsciousness spatializes time through symbols”
(Bergson, 1889;124) , but this does not mean ombsys are adequate representations of the whqlestitneans
we perceive reality through the symbol — “... thd salis refracted, and thereby broken into piecesuch better
adapted to the requirements of social life in gahand language in particular, consciousness @éfeand

gradually loses sight of the fundamental self” {1i28)

However, if time is a medium in which consciougesteaare series then time is assimilatable as gaate
of intuition to space. Bergson challenges the cotiwa that time can be treated as such a homogenedgim.
Writing of the Eleatic paradox Bergson says thatgach of Achilles’ steps is a simple indivisibld ac after a
given number of these acts Achilles will have pddbe tortoise. The mistake of the Eleatics arism® their
identification of the series of acts, each of whibf a different kind and indivisible, with thetmogeneous space
which underlies them.” (Ibid 113) While space tnaeal is a quantity that is divisible, movementrisrdensive act

and a quality.

In essence, | think Bergson is suggesting télation, the fundamental relation that Kant reflected on,
between subject and object, presumespaesentationatelation, that is a relation in homogenous realitywhich
extensity is an element of the sensible. Spackeasdndition for representation, makes represematiproblem in
so far as representation makes experience exteraher than intensive in Bergson’s terms. In théy, we

confuse things, with processes. To inhabit a pe® experience duration. “Pure duration isftren which the
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succession of our conscious state assumes whergouets itself live, when it refrains from separgtits present

state from its former state” (Ibid; 100).

The problem of free will is a false problem becais®nfuses the duration we represent to ourselves
through the symbols we take from the external wuwiilth the internal experience of duration. We htawe selves,

one is the social representation of the other. &ggBon writes quite beautifully;

“the greater part of the time we live outside olwsg, hardly perceiving anything of ourselves but own
ghost, a colourless shadow which pure durationegtejinto homogenous space. Hence our life unfolds
space rather than time we live for the externalldveaither than for ourselves; we speak rather thank;
we are acted rather than act ourselves. To adyfi®& recover possession of yourself and tobgek into
your duration” (Ibid; 231 )

Freedom is incomprehensible if time is reduced&orhedium of space. If the will is divisible, cajgabf
analysis, and by that he means capably of beirdetivup and subjected to scrutiny through the jusition of
psychic states. With this juxtaposition of statesansciousness, freedom has to be elevated smadendental
realm rather than understood through the methadtion. Whilst in Bergson’s method the ‘free’ sbéfs outside
space, for Kant this self, the transcendental sabljes outside of time and out of the reach affagulty of
knowledge. The indivisibility of the act, or in @hwords concrete duration, is what shows the prolif free will
to be a false problem. The question then becomes eftthe relation between freedom and collectife®lin
Bergson'’s thought collective life predicated onressgntation is the condition of the misrecognitidrour’ freedom.

We will return to this question in relation to Le®yuhl anthropological philosophy of modes of reaso

The two sources o f morality

The anthropology of the ancients asked only, wizathland what things are —culminating in the physfcs
change and the metaphysics of that which doesh@tge. Their anthropology, which was their phifdsg might
is exemplified by Parmenides, a thinker of thetiplitity of existing things, their changing fornasd motion,
which are but an appearance of a single eternbityr€®8eing”), the univocal principle that “all isne”, accessible

by reason alone.

Why is this important? Bergsonihe two sources of morality and religiema book which invites us to

think about the social life of man and the questib(good) life with the fact of change. Read agtaan Kantian
inquiry into the question of how we can know, Bengjs text is a challenge. Kant represents the @wun
Descartes’ answer to the question of the knowleddke self, insofar as he argues that that thegtthat | am is
not what | know. The knowing subject becomes a lpralanswered by the subject’s capacity to know. fohe of

knowing is the limit of what | can know. Bergsorshan interesting response to this, that the siatin of knowing

page. 14



and acting is that of actual social relations. et Kantian ‘knowing I’ tells us nothing about tb@pacity for
creation and change — of living human relationsecause, as we have seen, Kant conflates spadirenih the

forms of intuition that structure the categoriesh& understanding.

In The Two Sources of Morality and Religi@ergson outlines two kinds of obligation; natuisadcial) and

‘perfect’ (human) morality. The source of naturbligation is a social one. Social life is immaneart,impetus at
once instinctual and intelligent. The essence tifjation is different to a requirement of reasoheway the book
begins is as though it were in the vein of a Dunkii@n biological analogy. There is talk of ‘forcahd a parallelism
of habit being to society what necessity is to rat&ocial life is understood by Bergson as a habith responds
to communal needs, which is the source of obligatiaist as one can say Durkheim put Kant’'s imperdtack into
Rousseau’s ‘state of nature’, so too, in his urtdaeding of ‘social’ life, Bergson puts man into &i@wnary time
which produces an accrual of habit responding ¢onreds of communal life. Bergson reflects on tiaagy with
the necessity of nature and specifically the imafgeell interaction, which only began to be develd@s a field of
knowledge in the mid I9Century. He wonders why the analogy persists?apsrim an indirect reflection on

Durkheim’sElementary Formé$e stresses that whilst “society” is present witich of its members, thimageis

predicated on an enduring analogy, which has ‘geseine analogy to the inflexible order of the pharoa of

life’ (Bergson, 1932; 11). Society is an image. @aanot only point to an anthropological univesath as the
incest taboo to claim the existence of necessippuial life. what is more important, he suggésif even when
there are infractions of the rules governing betratéven in those cases where moral precepts ichpligudgments
are not observed, we contrive that they should apg@”’ (Ibid). Communal existence is predicatedhmn
representation of man to himself. So far so Dunktien. However, he asks, why does the analogy ofssty
persist? Because we cover with this analogy thekiness we recognize in ourselves. Social life isigded in the
illusion that others are not as morally weak asavee Bergson suggests that this ‘happy illusiosdsstrong it blurs
the boundary between norm and natural law. A diseotion from the image of society is what helpsgden
account for the figure of the remorseful crimir@leven the psychoanalytic reading of the crimimlab ‘wants’ to

be caught. This is the second ‘source’, the désiexceed the accrual of evolutionary habits, ofirea

Whilst Durkheim makes religion a social functionygra force, Bergson focuses on the relation betwee
the individual and the social whole in which thenfier can transform the image of the latter. Thitiésintroduction
of the second source of morality, what he callpé&g)’ in contrast to ‘pressure’. Man operates mdaily life on the
intellectual plane, a plane of words, symbols, ieggdn short a plane of representation. Bergsogesig that man
is bound to himself on this plane, and this is partegation and part appeal, for without appeal wauld be the

ant of his analogy and without abnegation man caoldive with others.

The supra-intellectual is the plane that the naystirticipates in when experiencing divinizatiomlikde
Plotinus, for whom action weakened contemplationBergson true mysticism is action. It is in taéher figure of
the logos, Socrates, that Bergson finds the knattoition and reason. The supra-intellectual cammoseparated

from the intellectual and infra-intellectual, besauhe will of the mystic remains what it is foture, a social will.
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“When the darkest depths of the soul are stirrdwhtwises to the surface and attains consciousakss on there, if
it be intense enough, the form or an image of aotiem. The image is often pure hallucination, jastemotion may
be meaningless agitation. But they both expresatttehat the disturbance is a systematic reajeist with a view
to equilibrium on a higher level: the image thendrmaes symbolic of what is about to happen, anethetion is a
concentration of the soul awaiting transformatidBérgson, 1935; 229, Cf. 64] This is an emotionachtis

causative of representation and not an effect.

The mystical experience which translates intcsitbs representation has the capacity to transform
the representational plane. Perhaps it would ch#rgenould which nature has given to the infraliattual system
of habits and social organization. Bergson writesif the fringe of intuition surrounding his irtigence is
capable of expanding sufficiently to envelop itjegbthat is the mystic life... But just as the nemral aspiration
takes shape only by borrowing from the closed $pdie natural form, which is obligation, so dynameligion is
propagated only through images and symbols suppligtie myth-making function”. [ibid; 268] The f of life
taken up in the form of the human as one line efltifiurcated evolution — ‘pure’ instinct’ (ant) amdelligence
[human) — is both supra and infra intellectual, #relforce that pushes the dynamic into the sigpa-appropriated
by life in the form of the infra. The impetus ultitely ends in the closed, only possibly taken upvhgt Jaspers
refers to elsewhere as ‘paradigmatic’ individual$ie vital impetus is conceived as the act of painmatter a
freely creative energy. The significance then dating to matter a creative energy is the capéeitthat matter to
change the form. Here | mean form not in the sefhskee physical form characteristic of evolutiotthaugh
certainly Bergson means also this, but the reptatienal form that constitutes and is constitutgdian’s

existence. He suggests that if all men were mystias would evolve into a new species. (Bergsonb51 23 3)

Bergson seems to be articulating a non-synthe#c iegelian) dialectic of mechanism-mysticism, we
might say oscillation with a view to the possibdéation between EEG readings and Bergson’s thefottyeoco-
evolution of matter and form. Humans like ants heads, only our capacity to build is virtually sttured and not
actually structured. This virtuality takes the foofrthe possible, in which on the one hand we hbggoy of the
mystic, the ‘simplicity of life’ that the mystic peesents and on the other the techno-scientifiaafpof man to

create. The question becomes whether we will exigisasure with Joy?

Nature and Grace in De Lubac

Following on from Bergson, De Lubac, articulatedosology between the field of pure immanent being
proper to philosophy on the one hand, and the 6élgtvelatory event proper to theology on the nthis struggle
was with neo-scholasticism over their reading obffias Aquinas and the legacy of Aristotle and timaifieations
of a particular reading of Thomas for the Churchéw of the relation between nature and grace. bidisk on the
“Supernatural” is a historical account of the tetsp. until High Middle Ages the main contrast wasunal/moral

not natural / supernatural. The natural/moralimision according to de Lubac did however refldet t
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‘authentically Christian’ sense of the notion o ttupernatural. On the one hand there was creatacenon the

other there was created spirit, which was freeiatadlectually reflexive (‘personal’).

What upset the moral/natural schema was the ioomf Aristotelianism. Whereas Neoplatonism itself
its own way explored a complex boundary betweemswgiural deity and material nature and so had estily
Christianized by the Church fathers, Aristoteliamigven in its Arabic neoplatonized forms tendethsist that
human nature could be adequately grasped as be@ptaga natural cosmos, and with the help of atstranalytic

rather than intuitive reason.

The neo-scholastics argued for an autonomous tafpinare, comprising all of human activity, outsile
order of salvation. De Lubac was looking for a weay of a human autonomy / external gratuity chokseMilbank

writes, the problem, according to John Milbank’st ten De Lubaclhe Suspended Middlis that in early modern

scholasticism, “the ‘natural’ mode of being of aature began to be thought of in terms not ofatsnative
maximum flourishing, but its minimum self-sustaiiléyp given the most fundamental facts about itsd® of
existence and operation.” (Milbank, 2005; 21) Thegkr of a pure humanism focused on melioratiothowit
reference beyond humanity, is “a joyless disciplrfarogram for the maximization of corporeal effiocy” (ibid).

We return then to the question of the good life ahdhether man will eclipse pleasure with joy.

In Milbank’s reading of de Lubac , Aquinas reprasedrthe possibility of an East-West Christian sgsth
and even more importantly that the attempt to ipocate Aristotle was positive in so far as it meaneeper
reckoning with reflection upon the operations afuna and of this-worldy human behavior. De Lubad&w on
Aquinas’ view of grace is that grace intrinsicattympletes nature (is not superadded). Nothingess from the
possibility of sin or can be completely destroygdsin, i.e. nature is not neutral and all of spaltnature is
permeated by freedom. The natural desire of thersipural is not elicited, because this desiraisrgological
state rather than an act of consciousness (or. @Willjiosity — and this is one of the insertion peifor this
theology’s interest to an anthropological questi@a-vis modernity - is but the spiritual manifgsbn of a general
ontological drawing back towards God that is consedj upon the radical origin all things from Godgls that they
are nothing of themselves. De Lubac himself alwagtsted that the ‘will' of humanity was no meretity, but an

integral expression of personhood itself: willgittéct and feeling.

De Lubac linked the loss of the true account ofdingernatural to the loss of teleology. For De louband

this will be echoed in the discussion of Foucautkis The Order Of Things the big problem was the loss of a

metaphysics of existential participation. De Lubagording to Milbank, “insisted that analogy cameal the range
of judgment of a soul participating in divine spinot simply the range in meaning of a linguistimcept.” (1bid;
31)

Participation and anthropology:
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What role does the figure of the primitive playaimthropology today and can it shed light in thevjanes
discussion regarding a participatory ontology with certain Christian tradition of thought. Forrkieim the
primitive is representative of the elementary ledain an evolving but determinate series proceefilomg a
substantialist view of the social function of rédig. By contrast, Lucien Levy-Bruhl, in hi¢gotebooks asks us to

consider, from a French rationalist tradition afulht, another mode of thought.

For Levy-Bruhl, primitive thought is not elementarfyour thought. Instead he asks us to consider a
different set of elements that rationalist thoulgges lost the capacity to think about. He writesaaf kinds of
representation in primitive mentality; the first ¢als bio-physiological, which is the capacityneet basic needs
(this is certainly mirrored in Malinkowski’s biolazal functionalism and Bergson'’s representatiothef‘habit’ of
closed society). The second kind is what Levy-Buedils the participation of these individual obgertpresented in
the totality. “We”, rationalists, disengage oursgs\from participations by logical abstractions aodcepts. We
(further) mediate ourselves from our objectiveitgdly means of conceptual thought. For primitivarmthe
objectivity of the feeling of affective participati is independent of the conditions of possibilitiie organizing
concepts of space and time function differentlpiimitive mentality. Echoing Bergson'’s critique Kant, Levy-
Bruhl writes that the role of concepts in the ptive mind are closer to ‘concrete images’. Not aslyhe
transcendental subject put into question as theeusal model of consciousness but it also putesbthe search for
a priori ethics. Ethics is instead taken up asigipgtion based in belief. In Leenhardt’s readinig is crystallized in
the aphorism “to be, is to participate”. Whethas tfact’ of participation is taken up as a “sttu@l element of
man” as Maurice Leenhardt suggests or taken upcatehration of difference per se — particular ipgration for

particular modes of thought - is part of the lggatanthropology.

As Evans-Pritchard will write regarding the Azanteyy-Bruhl poses the question of the relation of
causality to sociality. The distinction is that lyeBruhl asks the specific question of the relati@ween causality
as the “affective category of the supernaturalisidategory, for Levy-Bruhl, is an “immediate datuamd it seems

as though he is indebted to Bergson’s fErte and Free Wilbn this point. In this text Bergson lays out digte

of the primacy of the concept of space in Kantisesna for the mediation of the immediate data oscmusness
(Cf. Levy-Bruhl’'s note August 131938 “participation independent of space”). Iratieln to the question of which
categories are privileged in mediating the immexddsta of consciousness Levy-Bruhl writes, “thectffe
category of the supernatural expresses the fundaih@haracter of a certain experience, and itiss¢haracter
which is always present when an experience oftyipis occurs, which justifies the use of the wortkgary.”
(Levy-Bruhl; 1975; 27) He takes up this insighit®limit in line with the facts he presents toaml in line with the

data presented in texts such as Maurice Leenhdddtisamo

If participation needs to be thought outside thatk of the prioritization of the concept of spatten the
way in which the space of the body is experiensatbi privileged as the location of personhoodat‘b to say that
each feels himself — in so far as there is herelbgect of thought for him — represents himselfitogelf as an

element of everything social and organic to whietbkelongs and in which he participates.” (Levy-Bra949; 76)
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History

Reinhart Koselleck names the entry into modernstya atructural change in ‘temporality’. If the
Renaissance is one element in the beginning of magdecause of the focus on man’s self-asseitiorature
which then marks a distinction ahthroposfrom cosmos and heraldirgnthropos’entry into an open field of linear
history, then it is the Reformation which breaksdiogically speaking the prior theology of histarnyd heralds an

awareness of man’s historicity.
Koselleck

For Reinhart Koselleck in his 1959 t&xtitique and Crisis:Enlightenment and the Pathoggs®f Modern

Societypolitical practice in modernity has become depzéiti and the malady is traced to the changing oslsitbf
authority in the age of Absolutism and Enlightenim®uring this period a division emerged betweelitips and
ethics which characterized two spheres named atatesociety. The political was challenged by ttécet, this is
the critique, but because the ethical had divoitssdf from actual state power, it was completelgffectual -
utopian to use Koselleck's term - and hence ledlearisis of critique. The apex of the analysithie insight that
utopianism is rationalized and radicalized intogdophy of history. As Victor Gourevtich notes,the philosopher
of historical progress, by stationing himself ie thoped for future typically looks back upon thaftiots and the
suffering caused by the clash between intransigématid norms and political realities as if thesaftiots had been
happily resolved and therefore justified." (Kosele1959; ix) The point is that philosophy of histgustifies the
conflict between these spheres and justifies taffiagacy in the political sphere by stationing icite in a hoped for
future. Koselleck's claim is that, "..the Enlighteent itself became Utopian and even hypocriticablise - as far as
continental Europe was concerned - it saw itsatfueded from political power sharing” (lbid; 1). Th&ucture of
Absolutism, as a political response to the Refoimnadnd the ending of the wars of religion produagativate
sphere of morality out of which critique and entiglhment developed. this space prevented this mavefinoen

seeing itself as political.

Koselleck's describes his two phase theoreticatdrgork; "...this book tries to interpret the origjiof
Absolutism as an outgrowth of religious wars. Aseat step, it attempts to explain the genesis @ftlodern Utopia
from the context of the political interaction in izh the men of the Enlightenment found themsehissiwis the
system of Absolutism” (Ibid; 3). Koselleck is paoiyg us to the difficulty in our post-Reformationeatp justify
politics and morals without the possibility of reciliation between these spheres — a diagnosidifarto those

indebted to Weber'¥ocation Lectures.

Koselleck is not so much interested in the contefitshilosophies of history or the relation of thos
ideologies to economic structure. He is interegtetie political situation of the bourgeoisie iretAbsolutist state.

Koselleck is interested in where utopianism caroenfand what he considers its under belly, politecais.
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“Enlighteners historic-philosophical self conscineass” is considered as a reaction to the Absolstise.
Absolutism generated the enlightenment and theleteihment conditioned the development of the Réiariu
Koselleck quotes Ferdinand Christian Baur when figegvthat “in critique, history turns automatigalinto
philosophy of history” (Ibid;. 9).Because of theynze characterizes modernity as a specific philb&ah reaction
to a political settlement after the wars of religi&oselleck takes the secularization thesis amative. Salvation is

turned into rational planning of the future by thi&sw politically disempowered bourgeois elite

The state and its mode of reason became a spaatoofal calculation arbitrating a formal peacehé&Texclusion of
‘morality’ from politics was not directed againssecular ethic, but against a religious one witlitipal claims”
(Ibid; 21). Koselleck claims Hobbes's theory of #iate contains the nucleus of the bourgeois natidhe
government of laws and the bourgeois reactionitifjoe framed as ‘morality’ in contrast to politic¥he bourgeois
moral laws originated in the interior of the huntamscience in the space which Hobbes had exemmedthe
realm of the state. Although the citizens, haviaded all their powers to the state could do no rageénst any of

their fellows than was permitted by the law of sitate, they could pass moral judgment.

The threat to the state came from a historical consness which hid behind the cloak of moral guié in its
‘dialectical’ (Koselleck’s term) relation with pdiis®. For Koselleck, modernity is characterized asphinogenesis
resulting from the Enlightenment’s reaction to #tesolutist state and the resulting relation betwewmnality and

politics embedded in future vision of the pastritique of the present by means of a projectedréutu

Blumenberg

Blumenberg’s bookThe Legitimacy of the Modern Atgkes as its object of contention Karl Lowith’s

thesis that “progress” is a secularized Christisghatology. Blumenberg wishes to assert two maimtgagainst
this line; firstly that the ‘future’ in the concept progress is immanent and not transcendent frgakihard to

assert that such a concept is eschatological) @swhgly that there can be a different account efidiea of progress.
Such an idea would include the overcoming of tRedistatus of Aristotelian science by the methosc@nce and
the overcoming of ancient art and literature asstile model of perfection, in favor of a ‘spirit afeation’.

Whereas the secularization thesis makes sense dothtent of the solution to old great problentsaasferred to
new problems, Blumenberg suggests that the cotyifrem the Christian period is not that of the et of

solutions but of the kind of questions that areticared to be asked.

The Medieval problem of divine omnipotence is tteatvhich ‘modern self-assertion’ was a response.
Robert Wallace suggests that modern progress cahdvacterized as “a hypothetical projection iti® future of

the kind of process and success that Europeanisdtach to experience in theZentury”. He writes that Loewith

8 The Illuminati “saw the course of history as th#filment of their secret plan to abolish the stafhe course of this plan was projected tempoiatty the future in
order to assure the peaceful victory of moralitgetiom and equality, and with it the achievemernhefpolitical objective.” 132
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might well have asked of this characterization, $When if ‘progress’ is an empirical phenomenon o
philosophies of history name it as necessary ancersal?” The response Wallace suggests might imetfong
along the lines of the fact that these philosopbfdsistory are an attempt to answer premoderntopresith
modern means. This premodern question is spedjfi€diristian, in the sense that Christianity claihte be able to
account for world history through the poles of Gi@a/ Eschaton. With this mode of meaning makirgi§tianity
put onto the proverbial table a question unknowth&ancient Greeks: the meaning of world histbry.
Blumenberg’s terminology then, philosophies of ¢rigtmake sense when they are acknowledged to have
“reoccupied” a “position” established by old queas through new means. What is interesting isBhanenberg’s
point regarding the reoccupation of old problemsbw can be thought in relation to transformatiortheology
itself, not in terms of the avante-guard or thecedor the new per se, but new configuration ofuiht that take up

past resources in light of new formulations of peofs.

When ‘modern’(for the most part western Europehinkiers abandoned scholastic Christian answerg, the
still felt an obligation to retain the questionfieTcompulsion for these modern thinkers was toctapy” the
“position” of the medieval scheme of Creation / lkEzon. The scheme of “reoccupation” leads Blumembeer
analyze “self-assertion”, which for him is the famdental mode characteristic of a modern ethos nasde which
is forced to take the place of “self-preservationtierstood as a fundamental and basic human &ttiasponding

to the dangerous character of the world.

Wallace’s introduction provides two more examplé&eoccupations”. The first is the early modern
mechanistic mode of explanation of nature reocauptie position of late medieval explanation regaydlivine
will. A reality that can be grasped mathematicédliythe purpose of self-assertion was forced inéoitinerited
position of the sole explanation of the world. Ttker example is that of communist utopia, wherdhénsame way
that philosophy of history was to reoccupy a “stbrastory”, so too the communist utopia ends mycoeipying the
Christian theological ‘beatific vision’ as a visiof happiness “that cannot be disappointed by @ia@xperience”
(Blumenberg, 1966; xxiii).

The thesis of secularization transposes the salvatary onto the certainty that knowledge can ptewvith the
emergence of the ‘early modern’ period. The ideprofjress as a transformation of a providentigilliged story of
salvation means either tirdinity of this progress is read as a secularizationwahdiomnipotence or of an expected
final stage of progress. “The world of the middlge& was finite, but it's God was infinite; in thedern age the
world takes on this divine attribute; infinity isaularized” (Ibid; 15.) We might say that the rigatof the finite
attributes of the world and the divine attributésnan are inverted. By making a claim to this irsien we can keep
open the question of man’s finitude as the conditinder which knowledge is possible and of theiigmnce of

this knowledge for ‘life’, pace Bergson and de Leba

In wanting to characterize modernity as an “absohéw beginning” Blumenberg is confronted with the

argument that such stark ruptures are illegitimderesponds to this criticism by suggesting tlistbhy is only
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made to appear continuous because of analytic alifficn moving away from “inherited questions” (thi48).
Blumenberg then makes his real insight that th@enty of ‘autonomous reason’ was ‘overextendedhim
totalizing historical assertions about an idearofypess to the extent that reason and philosophystdry are
‘burdened’ by the presumed need to answer ‘greastipns’, which are now the wrong the questiongherwrong

time.

The genetic nexus between Christian salvation apdienm progress is not self-evident, in part becatiser
theses about where progress came from are podsibkxample astronomy as a field which developedivn
model of the forward movement of history. Blumermpisrmaking the point that method is a crucial téom
establishing the threshold of modernity. | feelt tiés is an open question as to whether modemsitgducible to a
single form of reflexivity, method. By form of reftivity | mean the question of how to think abchihking or as
Rabinow puts it, “exercises of thought in which #wo of thinking is itself made an object of thotigiRabinow,
2003). For Blumenberg, it was not secularization‘bavel expressions’ which accumulated over timi® ia
coherent and necessary idea of the optimistic fawaovement of history. Blumenberg suggests “theywof
methodically regulated theory” (Blumenberg, 19686} 8 one such novel experience. He agrees witlelkark’s
thesis about Utopianism being grounded in the ipalitleficit of Enlightenment’s moralistic critiqubut wonders
how this supports Koselleck’s attribution of suchheenomenon to a secularized eschatology. He &skg;should
the divine salvation plan be ‘transformed’ and gimiened when the relation to history had becomedahaoralistic
critique, which after all certainly does not wamimitate the function of a Last judgment in redatto which all of
history becomes a pure past, that is, the oppobteprocess that can be influenced by critiquéfiti( 32) By
contrast in Blumenberg'’s reading progress is atemself-justification of the present by meanshef future, of the
vision and hoped for future that this justificatifmunds for itself relative to a past and againstcl it distinguishes
itself. Method does not transform eschatology lotopia but establishes a new ‘disposition’. Howeweera side
point and one we will have to return to, it seefeaicto me that where ‘method’ comes from is itselfopen
question, not likely the be correctly answered it reply of 18 century scientific rationalism. It will have to be
shown, but I'd like to contend that it is in facs@ries of theological moves which establish me#mthe modern
disposition of self-assertion against a past andutd a hoped for future. The methodological dommmeof nature
becomes the condition of the historical ‘marchexaassurance dans cette vie” only once naturedess b

established as a domain to be intervened in.

Foucault

Writing of the breakdown that occurs at the enthef18' Century paralleling the rupture at the end of the
Renaissance Foucault asks, how is it that thougfaicties itself from the squares it inhabited b&fdree change is

charted as moving from general knowledge being cm®g of identities and differences to organic &ites —
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from a table of unbroken simultaneities to serfasalogy and succession become the organizing iptendt is no
longer the identity of elements but the identitythod relation between the elements and the funttiey perform
relative to the series. We should keep in mind dedc’s concern regarding the distinction betweeriagy as

range in participation and analogy as range in ingan

Whereas previously knowledge could be located erfied table now knowledge is organized by the
succession of the relation of analogy to analdgseviously the Order of the table of representatiganized
identities and differences, with the breakdownhig table “History gives place to analogical orgastructures”
(Foucault, 1970; 219). The text can be charactér@meshowing the mutation of Order into Histonyid]220). He
asks, how was it that discourse, the table andangdhtransformed into philology, biology and ecoios® Two
successive phases between 1795 and 1800 in whitlofiall “the fundamental mode of being of thesitigities
does not change”, that is to say, “order” doesdigdppear. In the transformation in these domaimnismbecame
“life, labour and language” there is still a setrelations which constitute identities and diffeses organized by a
general principle. “It is only in the second ph#sa words, classes and wealth will acquire a madd®eing no
longer compatible with that of representation.’iqll221) The point is that in each of the three doms he explores
the double representational function of designatiod articulation changes such that it is no lotigertransparent
and coherent relation of words and things that siéink labour of designation and articulation, latier the series
of relations between signs that constitutes a rewfiguration of positivities” (Ibid; 221). As Foaalt writes of the
signs whose representations were affected, “...nbtleese can henceforth be based solely upon thicdtipn of
representation in relation to itself.... The relatafirepresentation to itself, and the relationsrafer it becomes
possible to determine apart from all quantitativerfs of measurement, now pass through conditiotesiexto the
actuality” (Ibid; 237). Value is no longer just@ation between desire and an object, a naturagbsino longer
just the elements we can designate, language isistahe “way in which it represents representatiqlbid), in
each case it is a relation not internal to theasgntation itself. Representation lost the powgrdvide a
foundation for the relation between elements. Tineshold of “our” modernity is marked by the thailis of
representation. The internal identity of words #ridgs is brought into question and from Kant orrked as a

metaphysics which we have no right to, per se.

We misunderstand Classical knowledge if all weisakat it is rationalistic, or that it accords alse
privilege to Mechanism which was later challenggdlvitalism (Cf. Cassirer, vol 3 of the problemkofowledge)
or that classical knowledge privileges general oodaature. What Foucault suggests is the reastipre of
significance, a question which he says is only ipbss$o ask because of the relation of elementhérmodern form
of knowledge, is, what made this arrangement ptesailb is by delving into the structure of thoudjit one can
begin to ask what “we” are in our modernity. Thaideation of the visible that allows it to be puotio language is
what he calls a structure. This structure has eiist constraints, boundaries within which knowledgpossible
and of which discourse is an expression which laisdrical a prioris’. This is a fact that distinghes Foucault's

work from “structuralist” human science.
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The former coherence between words and thingsuategosed against what can only amount to an inehoa
analysis of our own episteme. Foucault writes; “THreshold between Classicism {1and 18' Centuries and
Modernity (19" Century)(though the terms themselves have no itapoe — let us say our prehistory and what is
still contemporary) had been definitively crossdtew words ceased to intersect with representatinddo provide

a spontaneous grid for the knowledge of thingsid(IB04).

In classical thought, of which Las Meninas is thkeraplar, the person for whom representation exzists
represents himself within it, is never found in thpresentation itself. It was impossible for dleaisthought to
know nature and man himself as natural. Fdt @@ntury thought the relation is between signs hictv man
becomes subject and object of knowledge with linaithis representations of himself , insofar ag@pesentations
point to other representations and not to an iteerfhe mutation can be characterized as one flassical thought
in which words and things have a necessary anggeagnt connection to the modern episteme whererter
belongs to “things themselves in their interior’lqitid; 318). These representational relationstheeproduct of
man’s labour, his organism, his arts and the thivgsays about himself. Man in his being is no értge truth of
his representations which used to have a “commauslowith his representations, but is governedisy h
representations — the truths he can say about Hjmsmn is, as Canguilhem showed us with naturegtwile does.
Whether an analytic of finitude is adequate to gmasn in his capacity to make, say and do is ktkie question
that Milbank, Bergson and de-Lubac pose, evereif thre still caught up in Foucault’s diagnosishef struggle for
re-constituting a metaphysic of life, labour andigaage after the metaphysic of representation.romedisagree
that the problem of metaphysics is the right probfer the work on the logos aihthropostoday, but as a question

it poses the limit to the limit of the analytic fifitude for graspingnthropos’ being asnthropos’doing.

Cassirer and the Renaissance

Cassirer, as we will see with Louis Dumont, apphescthe topic of the individual in the Renaissdnam a
universal point of view. As he says, this view mway coincides with an empirical universality [Giasr, 19635].
Why then take this point of view? He wants to rewect ‘philosophical thought’ (which is undoubtediynnected
to his philosophical anthropology of symbolic fopns the intellectual movement in the Renaissaniielvsought
a new “universal life”. This search for a new Ifguired a ‘new cosmos of thought’, which is pdrthe problem
space laid out by Dupre — the destruction of armymthesis and the search for a new cosmos. Hesgoproblem
which again we will re-visit in Dumont’s comparatiideological work on India and “the West”, namdigw did a
qualitatively ordered hierarchical life and thensaendent metric of evaluating ‘things’ in relattorthis hierarchy,
come to be a problem? As Mario Domandi writes,s€as“shows how the hierarchical, neo-Platoniawd the
cosmos, with its qualitative differences betweenvthrious strata that constitute the spiritual pimgsical universe ,
gave way to the ideas of homogeneity of naturethaessential similarity of historical phenomenakimg it

possible to deal with both scientifically” (Ibidiiiy. This will be his later strategy in the fourttolume ofDas
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Erkentniss Problernthe only volume to be translated into English vehieis task was to take the reader through the

transformation of thought in the nineteenth cenfaoyn geometrism of thought to historicism.

The ‘great’ transformations in modernity usuallymed as the evolution of scientific method in theesgeenth
century are traced by Cassirer to transformationghilosophy and theology in the Italian humanisters Cusanus
and Giordano Bruno, approximately a century be€@adileo. Cassirer's method is “Hegelian” insofaras
considers philosophy to embody the spirit of anage is “Weberian” insofar as ‘figures’ represegttgpes can be
opposed and in their opposition contribute to thieception of the spirit of an age which can givesaning in
relation to a previous epoch such as the ‘Middle#gThis narrative is different to both Dupre anitbank insofar
as the former names his historical hemerneutitegjyain contrast to a formal history of ideas, dfieh Cassirer’s
certainly is and the latter contests a philosoghyi¢degelian historical narrative form the positioha catholic

metanarrative on the historical process.

The transformation Cassirer is interested in isftflewing; From Aquinas to Cusa. The Medieval regafor
absolute truth in which man must go beyond thetlohhis existence and with it give up the autonarhjis reason
and existence but also find his reason in the absebas embodied in the thought of Aquinas. Thedigsance
characteristic of thought was that the universé&ismd within this world and specifically is now diated by an
individual consciousness. The figure of FrancessaPca (1304-1374) is identified as crucial foderstanding the
difference between these two forms of thought. Asnondi writes, “the meaning of his life and exprde is not
defined by his relation to God, nor is it rendenegjatory in the face of God’s omnipotence. On thetrary, the
very need for God seems dependent upon the chaddteat experience. In Petrarch’s mind, God'spl&s
determined through and related to the entiretyatfdPch’s own experience. And that is preciselykine of

consciousness of individual self and its value @assirer considers a Renaissance trait.” (Ibid; xi

Cassirer considers Cusa among the most signif@gatallizations of the transformation between noade
thought and the demand for a new cosmos of thotitghts significant because he took up the old Eabbf
knowledge inherited from Scholasticism and appreddhwith a single principle which “presented ifd¢e him as a
new fundamental truth” (Ibid; 8). Echoing Blumenipeve must remind ourselves that Cusa is answeoilag *
questions, with new means. This new fundament#h tnuas a vision and an intuition but to say thimicta
ignorantia’ —the principle of his new truth - and the coincidené opposites are just Byzantine mysticism woald t

be miss the point.

Scholasticism had already assimilated Pseudo-Diosythe Areopagite) which in addition to being teas
Christian Orthodox ‘mystical’ texts of the sixthntary were given a place in the Schoalstic colppsause they
could be read in line with Thomas’ thought whiclagéd medieval Latin Christian conceptions of Godl ine
world. In the Areopagite’s work “the problem of taechy is presented in all its sharpness and mgsaqdd

breadth” (lbid; 9). These texts are part of a cerpliPatristic texts on the Divine economy in whihquote
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Cassirer “the infinite passes over to the finitetluis path and the finite returns back to the itéinThe whole
process of redemption is included in it; It is thearnation of God, just as it is the deificatidmman” (Ibid).
Participation in the Divine economy is order inraduated cosmos. This is how Areppagite could bd e lline
with Thomas. To what extent this is a reading ef Mlnreopagite through Latin commentaries | leava gsestion to
specialists, but what is important is that the &astradition was not essentially contra the Sdtaaosmology,
with the implication that Cusa’s innovation rel&tito scholastic thought was not ‘just’ mysticaLlitibn born of
time spent in the Byzantine Empire — his revelatbthe principle of the coincidence of oppositieppens as he

was travelling back from Constantinople.

The reason that Cassirer can call Cusa the fiosteamn thinker was certainly not his indebtednessixih
century Christian texts but rather the transforaratf the opposition between finite and infiniterfr a dogmatic
statement to something ‘known’ that is “conceivédhoough the conditions of human knowledge” (Ibl@). He

asks not about God, but about the possibility aiiiedge about God.

The problem, for Cusa, is that knowledge presupposenparison — this thing | know | know in part bese it
is not that — and comparison requires a commonicretative to the same quantitative order. Thia roblem
because the infinite lies beyond measurement. Kedgé of the infinite cannot be fulfilled by the dition of
homogeneity. In addition to what would become Ocsashaking of the grounds of Scholastic Logic weeha
Cusa’s insight that there is no rational methothofight to close the gap that would constitute Hedge. Once
Cusa had laid out the problem of measurement asatto the problem of knowledge of the infiniteethext
necessary point was to explain how Aristotle’s ¢épgrucial to the Scholastics, was a logic onlyhef finite as all
its concepts are concepts of comparison. The pmolde Cusa is that the content of Scholastic thouGld,

contradicts its form, logic.

Whilst for Cusa God was not ‘accessible’ throughidoor the interrelation of concepts, his positismot anti-
intellectual. Cassirer suggests it is an intellactaysticism which privileges intellect over wikarticipation in God
for Cusa presupposes knowledge because “no onewamhat he has not in some sense known” (1bidl; C8sa
thus articulates a new mode of knowledge in whinehunknowability and knowability of God coincideni¥ mode
is the ‘intellectual vision’ which needs to be aaisted with two other modes; first Scholastic peiying of the
‘discursive concept’ - against which the visiokds us beyond conceptual differences - (Ibid; ) Bhe
Areopagite’s understanding of ‘theosis’ — wheraastie 8' Century Eastern theologian deification takes place
determined series of steps (movement, illuminatiorion) for Cusaheosisis “a single act, one in which man puts
himself into an immediate relationship with Godbifl). What Cassirer identifies as so ‘modern’ abBusa is that
whereas in the Eastern Church emphasis is laikparience only, a pure mysticism, his ‘intellectuision’
proposed a ‘self-movement’ of the mind. Whilst thiay sound a little anachronistically Hegelian wisamportant
is that this mode of knowing is not a passive comtiation, but reliant on mathematics as the “peesigmbol of

speculative thought and of the speculative viskat tesolves contraries” (Ibid).
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Methodologically, Cassirer paints a picture of ditsfaction on Cusa’s part of the juxtapositiorpbflosophies
and looks towards mathematics as that mode of kmpthirough which contradictions — between the lés#nd the
invisible — constitute the possibility of knowleddéhe dissatisfaction is with the Neo-PlatonisniPtiftinus which
produces the concept of ‘emanation’ as a meaneejfikg the transcendence of Plato’s philosophyanlising
Aristotle’s insight that reality is one and thaistheality is explained by ‘development’ in orderresolve the

tension between opposed ‘forms’.

Plotinus’s ‘resolution’ of the tension between pielosophies of Plato and Aristotle was crucial tfee concept
of theosisdeveloped by the Areopagite. Given his critiqué\ofotle’s logic, Cusa had to rethink the relatioh
participation fnethexiy and separatiorkfrismo$ necessary to a relation between the finite ardrfinite. Cassirer
characterizes Cusa’s thought as a negative thedhmyght with a positive theory of experience. Thasequence
for his cosmology is that it brings him into conflivith medieval physics. Predicated on Aristotlie'sr elements
medieval physics posited an ordered space witlargthduated cosmos. Because Cusa does not graptaimity
or distance between the finite and the infinitefiaite differences are annihilated relative to #iesolute. What we
have then is relative differences in a homogenpase Finite space is then not opposed along atioadwith the

infinite but rather opposed along the principlgafticipationand separation. Every ‘point’ in finite space is haid

a participatory relation to the absolute. Thisgihsirelative to the physical world¢ docta ingortantiajs read in
relation to spiritual beingglé pace fidei)Cassirer writes, “Individuality is not simply a litation rather it
represents a particular value that may not be eéted or extinguished. The One that is beyond beamgonly be
grasped through this value. According to Cusantiseadicy of religious forms and practices is athile only by
means of this thought” (Ibid; 28) the term religiaithough in its contemporary meaning only assuiniedthe 19"
Century, in the 12 Century at least etymologically it meant the foransl practices of tying oneself to the divine.
Cusa represents a transformation of thought, mhtaible to his own thought but indicative of a skihich includes
Cusa'’s early education in the Brother’s of the Camrhife and the religious movement know asdee&otio

modernawhich advocated the studying of texts to fastemdividual to the divine.

The manner in which the individual took on the pla¢ importance is traced by Cassirer from Geramb,
founder of the Brotherhood to Meister Eckhart. Gassvrites of Eckhart’s thought that “the mystefithe
incarnation cannot be explained, nor even meredgrileed, by any analogy taken from the world ofinabr the
world of history. The place where this miracle leé incarnation occurs is the soul of man as suehas single

individual soul” (Ibid; 33). The absolute can ofilg known through the limitation of its oppositeg thdividual.

However, Cassirer suggests that this leaves Cubaawiroblem, and the problem is a choice betwieen t
contemplation of the ‘negative’ and the ‘positivibf experience. Cassirer makes a bold move bypnéging book

3 of de docta ignorantiausually excised as a dogmatic theological apperdi “the dialectical transformation of

his basic idea ... the consciousness of differengdiés the mediation of difference. But this mediatcannot in
turn, mean that the infinite, the absolute beirgds in some relation to the finite, empirical @yogsness of self —

we still cannot jJump over that abyss. In placehef émpirical there must be a general self; in ptddae human
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being as an individual particular existence, thatest be the spiritual content of all humanity. ThisCusanus sees
in Christ” (Ibid; 39).

What Cassirer is pointing to is that in Cusa’s tjidithe relation between the individual, consci@ssnand the
Absolute undergo a change. Knowledge no longerlgiaims at reproduction of reality divinely orderdRather,
knowledge implies a mediating subject for creaticavity held in a unity which is the spiritual dent of

‘humanity’ (Pico’sOration on Human Dignitys a crucial text in terms of the developmenthi$ thought). The

categories are no longer an external ordering fascie the neoplatonic graduated cosmos but ammaitm the
subject as mediator of the world; “In this foundatof the sciences the creative power of the ratieaul reveals
itself in both its basic aspects; by virtue of thisver the human mind enters into time and yet nesrabove time
understood as mere succession. .. Invention ddeonee from without; it is simply the material asehsible

realization of the concept” (lbid; 42).

Cusa’s philosophical interventions into Schoaldt@ology can be arrayed under two headings, meihdd
form. Following Duhem'’s research on Leonardo, Gassells us that Leonardo inherited the problegfisdy Cusa
and the reason he could ‘work’ on these problemsside of a theological frame was because, in bisisy “both
men had the same attitude towards method” (Ibijl; Bis attitude stems from what would become, ldsan Cusa
suggesst Cassirer, the problem of form in the Rsaace. If, as Cusa claimed, knowledge is defireable
measurement, then in Cassirer’s terms ‘proportomtains the possibility of measurement. We midga ase the
term ratio to indicate this relationship betwees plossibility of knowledge through measurement utitke banner
of ‘form’. For Cusa this knowledge and the fornnaéithematical knowledge was not for its own sakefdnua
foundation for the possibility of knowing God. Howves, as with Bergson we see a bifurcation of thouglxact
science and mystical participation - and Casgjis us the figures of Campanella and Leonardepoesent this
bifurcation. Indeed we are told that what he hatitto reconcile intellectually actually divergedhis life due to
political conditions (Cf. 1bid; 60).

From Cusa, the direction of the problems of forrd arethod can lead either to a renewed metaphyda am
exact science of nature (Ibid; 53). In both caassnetaphysics and as exact science (and indedwefanetaphysics
underlying the exact sciences) the form of math&axalknowledge had become the possibility of fouintes of
meaning in a cosmos which was no longer graduatdganetrable through syllogistic logic. Whilst @usoke the
content of Scholastic thought he still spoke iniLaind was within the textual tradition of the lratite. With the
bifurcation and the growing capacities and uniquiividual capacities of Italian ‘discoverers’ suahlLeonardo a
new organ was needed to express the turn away'fetiers’ and towards experience. This organ was/tdigare
understood as “an independent form of expressitlnid;(57). As a scientist recently remarked at ofiseur annual

conferences; “every time | hear Rabinow speakaiie new word”.
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Dumont, as we will see, considers individualisnttesinstitutionalization of an outworldly individudVhilst
Cassirer’s thesis does not historically aid anyhghesis, Cassirer’s thesis regarding Cusa, th&du& a means of
posing the problem of knowledge by a new meangusfifying’ the world and inquiry into the world,hich contra
what Cassirer actually says, is not any such ‘se@ation’ thesis. It is, as we saw before, a qaesif how to pose
the question of knowledge as the question of hucagacity to create as the mediating point of thedton;
“Because he is the representative of the univarddtze essence of all its powers, man cannot beddo the divine
without simultaneously raising the rest of the @nse by virtue of and within the process of mams @scension”
(Ibid; 64)

Echoing what would become the major problem ofittié 20" Century in the Catholic Church and specifically
at the Second Vatican Council the question of étation between nature and grace is reworked imGukought
away from “Pauline-Augustinian dogma of predestordt (lbid; 65) and towards the idea of self-movernef the
soul. Cassirer reads this, through Ficino, as ditien of redemption which precludes mediationtw instruments
of mediation (‘fabsque medio’ such as the churcl)asuch sees in this Renaissance figure thetoche
Reformation. ‘The world’ becomes the medium througtich man acts to become conscious of himselfsn h

capacity to give form and through this form givingnd this ratio - to know.

What is the status of the question of limits/irifjrin relation to man’s capacities in relation e tAbsolute?
Cusa distinguishes between three forms of theitefiabsolute, relative-mind, and relative-worldheTabsolute
infinite is the unattainable to the human mind, ifred becomes limit in relation to the absolute. Téiative infinite
of the world is reflected in a universe without tsldimits. The relative infinity of mind recogreés no limits to the
‘striving’ of intellect, but a limit to the form imvhich it can know. Knowledge both poses the qoestif limits and
puts itself outside the limits by the ability togeothe question, the possibility of knowledge (Hdands a little bit
Kantian). As Cassirer writes, “the mind is raisbde time one and for all by its knowledge of tinflgid; 70).
The representation by the intellect to itself obwtedge is the condition for Cusa’s “coincidencepposite”. The
possibility of Kant posing the limit to what manncknow through his capacity to pose the questi@wstthe

outside to this limit, whether transcendent or $sc@mndental.

This representation of man to himself is perhagss bremplified in the Renaissance in the transitiom the
old image of ‘fortune’ which was the figure of Fane with a wheel to Fortune as the figure of masaitboat. One
might say that this transformed figure hybridizes $toic conception of life as test within the dpgrplane of
history which Koselleck narrates. This figurativartsformation moves the reader from the philosagtibange
(from Scholastic logic to ‘mathematics’ as theresggntational form of man’s possibility of groundemwledge)
to the institutional. In this move we leave Cusd take up Lorenzo Valla's worRe libiro arbitrio and his legal
criticism of the textual authority of Papal claitessecular dominion. The ethical counterpart of,tii Cassirer’s
reading, is that whilst Valla never attacks theteahof faith he attacks the institutional formi¢l79). What is
significant is that he is read as a precursor @Rkformation formulation of faith over works aihé distinction

between spheres of creation. With this we have etiupre’s analysis in which theos — anthroposysighare

page. 29



involved in a double separation, first of the “Maxim” in Cusa’s language, from anthropos and cosamdsthen in
Valla’s legal-ethical critique the justificationrfa sphere of ‘subjective’ faith opposed to theuretworld of which

Da Vinci's spirit is exemplary. Or indeed Pico @elllirandolla’sOration on human dignitwhich Cassirer

following Burckhardt characterizes as summarizingth grand simplicity and in pregnant form the whntent of
the Renaissance and its entire concept of knowlddghis oration we can clearly see the polarjipm which is
based the whole of the moral and intellectual msb characteristic of the Renaissance. Whatjisined of man’s
will and knowledge is that they be completely tuthewards the world and yet completely distingutstmselves
from it” (Ibid; 86).

How was a differentiation between speculation axkeence, or between ‘thought’ and calculationiewdd?
Through what path did it become possible to ha@®pernican revolution? The content of the old cdegyhad to
be negated and then it had to be given a new fdtmmethodological foundation. Cassirer cites tla@sition
through Averroism of astrology into both a practic® form of knowledge with theoretical groundsdji.05) as

the forerunner to a purely mathematical concepiothe study of the cosmos.

In the final chapter of the work, Cassirer takesd2etes not as the ‘beginning’ of modern philosoplag a
historically unmediated event - but as the outcoifrtae transformations in philosophy and theoldyyptigh the
fifteenth century. That which Cassirer wants tedrés less a unity to Renaissance thought and tocieow the
decompositions and recompositions necessary fdsgieeifically modern’ view of the relation of ‘sjgrt’ to
‘object’. By specifically ‘modern’ Cassirer refeis the manner in which the motions of separatiah articipation
constitute a way of knowing the object, namelyptlgh “consciousness”. We must not over sell howdeara’ this
view of ‘nature’ and “man” is in the early sixtebr€entury but it is safe to say that a theorizatibnature was
emerging which laid a foundation for nature as mdio which could be described in itself — rathemtithrough
scholastic categories of thought — and experimeaitedls an object to find out its inner logic anshgiples. This
foundation for a future experimental science oatl between mathematics and experience, a theralped and
unpacked in Datson and Galison’s recent histoi@lgiectivity(Daston and Galison, 2007).

The problem of form was the central problem of Renaissance. What does this mean? Rather than the
categories of the graduated cosmos ordering kn@eledlithe world, self and the absolute, with thégslophical
transformations we have traced, the individualabject’ of the knowledge must give that possipitif knowing a
form, which means a ratio and a metric. The ratid @etric is inspired from many sources, both ‘tatren’ and
observation of the ‘natural’ world. It is in thisotion between man’s capacity and demand to give fand the
matter and inspiration which structures that foiming that the problem of freedom and necessigoisstituted in a
reciprocal relationship (Cassirer, 1963; 161). lardo constitutes this relationship through math@satnd this is
why Cassirer wishes to make the genetic link betmiesonardo and Cusa; “the ideality of mathematfts the
mind to its greatest heights and brings it torite tperfection. It thrusts aside the medieval kafretween nature

and mind and between the human and divine intél{#mt). With this Cassirer is highlighting how reematics as
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a foundational form of knowing structures the eigrare and knowledge of matter and thought throtgh t

‘individual’.

Nihilism and anthropology

Nihilism, understood as the equivalence of evenghis a modern problem. It is a problem of langyag
politics and ethics in which meaningful differenida is leveled. Even anthropology, the study ohmathe inquiry
into the reasoned discourses by which forms ofitirean thing are made object and subject of knovdddgthat
being, has not escaped this cultural and histopicadess. It has perhaps contributed to it. In Acaercultural
anthropology this process was accelerated withresponses in American social science(Rabinow, 1983fy
the Boasian critique of cultural evolution and sedly what would through Parsons and finally Geedzome the
symbolic school of anthropology, which, while trgito limit the overly broad and thereby intelledtypanfruitful
concept of culture ended up ‘bracketing’ both tr{given that cultures are relative) and seriousfleas
anthropologist acknowledge the difference of thepand study the other in order to translate ttiéfierence into

terms | and the small group of people in the autheat the AAA can understand).

The symbolic school of anthropology replaced anfdrcategory of ‘humanity’ a universal categoryeiil
by the particular cultural whole in question with evolutionary picture of culture. This pictureoisculture as an
evolutionary development, not as an epiphenomefdrumanity’ which can then be distinguished fronat
underlying humanity and then ranked in the veia@¥ C evolutionism but as the mediation of socialt thdo say
functional existence. Anthropology becomes therpretive handmaiden of sociology’s functional dgséwns of
social action — this is how the society is dividgdand then this is what it means to the people adtan this
system of functional differentiation. The difficylthat Rabinow points out is that if the Boasiaitique admirably
bracketed truth in the name of anti-racism thentsylin anthropology left anthropology in the positivhere we
know both that the Other’s truth is not my truttddahat we can thickly describe, indeed it is ot fo thickly
describe, the seriousness of the other’s meanirkingavithout having to it seriously ourselves. ¢ii@us has three
general meanings, weight, purpose and danger wesasathat by the 1980s anthropology lost its pugpds weight
and its dangerousness as a means of contemplatinigegng effected by ‘things human’. Symbolic aoffology
lost the possibility of asking its original Webariguestion of significance through the endeavatescribe webs of

significance. | have taken up Rabinow’s respongegitodisciplinary problem in a separate fieldstaat.

A different reaction vis-a-vis the question of sfgrance was the effort which took up the work loé¢ t~rench
sociological tradition, attempting a truly globaithropology that is not the task of translatiomiiwestern’ social

science categories. For Louis Dumont, “the esakptoblem for contemporary thought is to rediscdhe
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meaning of wholes or systems and structure provtikesnly logical form as yet available to this &{dumont,
1970; 41)

The referent object for Dumont is the unity of migmakand his intention is to show anthropologicaiig
universal rationale of hierarchy which is obscubgdhe egalitarian ideal instituted in the demdcregvolutions of
the 18" Century. It is in this sense that reflection osteaas part of a whole can offer reflections orréelves”
(Ibid, 1) and can put “modern society in perspectivrelation to the societies which have precatiedwhich co-
exist with it” (Ibid, 2). Dumont asks, if one leavthe shelter of one’s own “values”, namely egaht@ism and the
“value” of the individual, then man may not begiittwthe Declaration of the Rights of Man. In hiady “there is
nothing like an attack... on modern values ... it iyanquestion of attempting to grasp other valmslliectually”
and by doing this see the contrast with ourselMaisiwould mean to take an anthropological viewaf own
values. Through his text we will travel a circdiigm ourselves to caste and from caste to oursetvelssic
anthropological move but with not only a formalwavsal intent, but rather a substantive globalnntds he writes

in the introduction t&ssays on Individualisnbo which we shall return, on the distinction be&w methodological

individualism and holism “...British and American hrapologists, for all their inclination towards imiualism
and nominalism they derive from their culture, haeen unable to do without the sociology of Durkihaind his

nephew Mauss” (Dumont, 1986; 2).

In Homo HierarchicudDumont'’s starting point is that caste is not p$brm of social stratification, a term used

to diagnose ‘modern’ society. By taking a concepeign to the context we miss the role of a satiféérent values,
beliefs and ideas — ideology - in structuring theole set of relations within which Indian sociatlaultural life
takes place, regardless of changes that have eccirindian societies over millennia. Dumont styewith a
sociological tradition that operates with a genasabpposed to universal orientation. He sugghkstsige of non
native categories for comparison is doomed to midje generalization; This kind of generalizatidricl although
he does not specify is basically Ideal-type sogimal inquiry, involves for Dumont; “the mere cothsiation of the
similarities which allow phenomena taken from different typésarieties to be grouped under a common label.
But such an approach can only ever achieve therglea® opposed to the universal, and with respeectit goal of
comparison it represents another short circuisdeiological studies the universal can only beirmdththrough the
particular characteristics, different in each cadeach type of society. Why should we travelrtdia if not to try
to discover how and in what respects Indian soa@efivilization, by its very particularity repress a form of the
universal?” (Dumont, 1970; 3) One wonders givenduial why then he so at ease with gemeralcategory of “the
West”, characterized as “modern” and hence indididtic and egalitarian (which “we “consider an qdate

expression social life) with which to contrast hidia.

Society, for sociology, is a collection of monaad$non human residuum” which is the result of the
individualistic mentality bequeathed to sociologyedo its confusion of its object’s ideals with @metual facts.
Dumont writes that “while sociology as such is fdun egalitarian society, while it is immersedtivwhile it even

expresses it — in a sense to be seen — it hamits in something quite different: thpperceptiorof thesocial
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natureof man” (lbid). As a science of the social, soo@} in Dumont’s terms conceives man not in termiisf
essence with regards to an “abstract humanity’abuit more or less autonomous point of emergeneepafticular
collective humanity, of gociety.To be real, this way of seeing things must, initlividualistic universe, take the

form of an experience, almost personal revelatmal, this is why | speak of sociological appercaptio

As ‘already Christian’ — that is to say the prodotan individualism indebted to the relation witlpersonal
God - for sociology, the social nature of man caly be recognized ‘in’ the individual and by thelividual and
not through the structure of the whole — unlessanets de Maistre or de Bonlad’s revelationaryadbeology.

This is a different way of posing the same contrasade earlier between Bergson and Levy-Bruhl.

Dumont opens two lines of inquiry; the first is ihdividual as a sociological problem. By this me&me
individual is a sociological problem inasmuch datergion on the individual causes ‘sociologicapapception’ as a
reaction, a reaction which questions sociologge@ssumptions about its unit of analysis, théviddal.
Secondly, starting from equality as a modern v@luenont wants to throw into reliéfi our societyits counterpart,
hierarchy. In order to inquire into these questiemeeds an object relation and this relation caapitwo mutually
opposed configurations: traditional societies (aiged by a logic of order and hierarchy and “ Madsociety”.
This opposition of organizations is not a juxtagositout a dialectic, there is sublation; detoumntodern Western
self’ by way of ‘India’ (and these quotation magk® necessary) will show, that man as individugsdoot ‘really’
exist, for he is by nature social and even whenamuty makes him think he is a value in and to flhke still has
a social apperception and “lives on social ide#tst( 10). The realization of man’s “social natuie™ot new, but
Dumont asks us to look for the sociological reactmwhat became understood as individualism anadifstation
in Rousseau and then, echoing Milbank, in the Hré&Patholic reaction to the Revolution (de maistde bonald).
Dumont points to the paradox that stratificatiod amen Marx’s philosophical reaction to stratifioatthrough the
division of labour actually re-inscribed individisgh as a value; writing of the social apperceptidmch we can

read in Rousseau Dumont suggests that

“the same apperception is present in an indirech im Hegel's conception of the State, a concepivbith
Marx rejected, thus returning to individualism parel simple: a somewhat paradoxical attitude feo@alist...
this individualistic tendency, which became est&i#id, generalized and popularized from the eigttezamtury to
the age of romanticism and beyond, wafactaccompanied by the modern development of the sduiigion of
labour”. The paradox is that we moderns think Huafiety functions as we thought politics shouldction. The
problem for Dumont is the ideology of equality. \WWederns think at the level of the individual antl @dhe level
of the collective, whilst simpler societies thinktlae level of the collective and ‘juxtapose ideatiparticular
persons’ (Ibid; 11).

In France, de Tocqueville sees equality develofriogn the Middle Ages and regards it as providental
political historical approach might have seen tlageling” as the outcome of the breakdown of tr@yHRoman

Empire, the recognition of state sovereignty aredrtéed to levy war resources from multiple seatbthe new
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states encouraging the formation of new positios@ass mobility with support from the sovereibe.
Tocqueville makes this kind of argument in The A&mcRegime (that the Revolution was a product anémause
of a general and providential transformation iniglogtructure) however in the work Dumont citescguoeville’s
guestion is the following; why does democracy fiorcivell in the United States and not in France@ difference
he claims is in the relation of politics and radigi “From the beginning of his book he deploresféwt that in
France there had been a divorce between religi@msand those who loved liberty”. (14) In a functian
democracy, de Tocqueville tells us, church is sstpd from state, however, ‘unlike in France’ tloditical domain
should not set itself up as a religion. There needse complementarity between religion and pdljtiwot just
separation. Dumont writes, “the particular domdipalitics, while setting itself up as the absolutithin its own
sphere, can be no viable substitute foruhersaldomain of religion” (Ibid; 15) this then is thefiteng logic of
Dumont’s work, to orient oneself to the universaich a global sociology (by way of anthropologkpsld, one
looks for a rationale of hierarchy which encompasskfunctional domains, like politics. The unigal domain, for
Dumont, operates on a rationale of hierarchy; “ma@s not only think, he acts. He has not only ideasvalues.
To adopt a value is to introduce hierarchy, andréain consensus of values, a certain hierarclgeafs, things and

people, is indispensable to social life” (Ibid).

Dumont references Parsons as a step beyond Todgqusstlause he takes up the question of the realizat
democracy after the point at which Tocqueville lsaus. Parsons combines the recognition that repiason
dominates action with the question of action inweld as represented. Most sociological accoumtartd explain
caste from an explanation of “parts”, especially @dncepts like stratification. Most accounts a@cio-centric”
and its chief characteristics are: the reductiothefreligious to the non-religious, the tendertake the part for
the whole, either the caste instead of the systeome aspect (separation or hierarchy) insteadl ti@aspects
together.

In his chapter entitled “From system to structui®/ focusing on ideology, Dumont can make sensmste in
terms other than class stratification. Withouteaclindigenous ideology, the separation and inperdéence of
groups would be subordinated to “obscure or sharedfhierarchy” (Ibid; 36), the reason is that iméti ideology
there is an absolute distinction, ideologicallytveen power and hierarchical status. Dumont howaweepts that
whilst his method necessitates privileging itheological he must account for politico-economic domain @fvpr
relations. He does this by making power an ‘extoaisefactor’ that counterbalances ideolagge the extremes
have been located, that is the poles of the idézdbgystem which structure the whole. The systemstructure.
System interdependent entities form a whole. Acstme is a system of oppositions based on a piecifhis
principle is purity-impurity and is generalizeddhghout the division of labour, kinship and constiompof food.
Dumont gives an example of the ‘extraneous faabpower when the king or a man of royal castegater of
meat, takes precedence over a vegetarian merchéarter. He claims this does not make ideologgdabut that
the empirical fact of structural interdependencedseto be seen on a different ‘level’ than the liogical fact of

structural interdependence.
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We owe the term structure to Levi-Strauss and Dumotes that it comes from phonology. Using a fbera
example of quantum physics Dumont tries to show hasva particularly “modern” way of thinking t@parate
individual being from the relation it is in, a wafthinking to which the concept of structure isamtidote. “ A
phoneme has only the characteristics which opgdeeoither phonemes, it is not some thing but dnéyother of
others.” (Ibid; 40).

The fundamental unit, for Dumont, is the relatinat the element, an other’s other. Writing of Hebb
Rousseau and Hegel he says: “these three philosopheunited, and opposed, to the majority of their
contemporaries, by the fact that, starting fronapparently or really extremely individualistic pasn, they
reversed it as they went along in order to foreeitiividual to make himself, or to recognize hithas a social
man — in the form of a citizen that is, on the fcdil plane; it is this circumstance which hides tiue nature of the
fact. All three have the distinction of having gdreyond the modern ideology in order to harmortizéth social

reality, and this is why they often give offenc@Bid; 238
Genesis of the problem

Dumont’s Maussian project takes up his master’'ibomethodological caution; that one should mamthe
global sociological orientation and that one muatntain a “reciprocal reference of comparison betwebserver
and observed” (Dumont; 1986, 5). The former cautimrst be distinguished as an orientation to thearsal
encompassment of that which is being comparedritrast to the orientation to “generalization” oétfirst British
anthropological school of Frazer. The latter cautinust be recalled as being the privileged forrdifférence
which Dumont takes up as the ‘modernity’ of theesber with the ‘tradition’ of that observed. Evdione contests
the idea that anthropology’'s object of concernesge other than modern, the caution still stasds guestion to
reflect on how to put the modernity of observatiaio question for the purpose of an anthropologigsight not
presupposed in modern ‘values’. As Dumont writehisfproject; “it follows that a comparative studfymodern
ideology does not lie beyond the concern of antbiagy” (1bid; 6). This comparative project orientedthe
encompassment of differences can only be donegogater stress than usual on ‘values’, for comparéef the

values leads one to the comparison of hierarclicirings.

The anthropological approach for Dumont is thesitaeturn to Self by way of the Other. Remainirithim
the logic and field of modernity will ‘condemn’ in@y to miss the unity of modernity. One must gtéeeral to the
modern in order to put it in “perspective”. How aame put a distance on oneself, by questioningvidaes’ of

modernity by way of the principle of hierarchy falim traditional cultures.

His method is textual for reasons of scale andhjsHe claims the objections to his method willmeenerous
but says the major one will be that “there is nohsthing as a common configuration of ideas andesbeyond all
the differences between individuals , social mitieepochs, schools of thought, different languaged, distinct

national cultures” (Ibid; 11). The justificationrfpursuing the project is taken from Polanyi andusta that modern
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civilization differs from ‘other’ civilizations. O& wonders whether modern here is a temporal orasplsignation.

The objection Dumont claims comes from a nominatistaphysics which is one of individualism’s facghsd).

After making his methodological point, he outlinbeee axes of research. The first is historical laawi three
lines of research; the history of the Church tovshow “ the Christian individual, at the beginniagtranger to the
world, found himself more and more involved in ithis history is read somewhat anachronisticaliyrfithe point
of view of the Reformation, a point to which we Mive to returh The progress of individualism through the rise
of the ‘political’ as a distinct domain of actioits€lf a product of the Reformation). And thirdlyeminder of the
economic line of inquiry relative to the rise oflimidualism. Dumont does anthropologically what bihk does
theologically, namely; tells you he will inquiretina genealogy of modernity but in fact presenis gonetaphysics

of modernity.

The second axis is cultural. Dumont offers a comfpeg analysis of France and Germany as sub-cultura
phenomenon of a formal modern ideology. He focasethe ideas of nation and self-formation cruciathe
German cultural form. The third axis is both cuatiusind historical taking up the question of Natid®acialism in

relation to modernity.

For Dumont the problem of modernity is the failtwmaecognize the partialness of modern “values”,
specifically the value of the individual. As a wafyformulating the problem he lookd for the genesithis vale
which he claims is the figure of the world-renouneefigure who plays the same role in “India” ahd “West”".

Dumont’s claim following Troeltsch’Social Teachings of the Christian Chuiistthat with the institutionalization

of the Church, the ‘value’ of the individual is uersalized in society. This is because man is divigiual-in-
relation-to-God making him absolutely individualdamniversal, man in his essence, as Dumont sags, is
outworldly individual. A dualism is thus positedtiveen the value of the individual and the negatibthe world as
it is. What is crucial for Dumont is the way in whihe can show inworldization of what became uridedsas the
essence of man, outworldiness. He is showingahder the transformation from a social essenceaoftm
individualist essence of man. By focusing on thdye@hurch and its institutionalization by King Cstantine and
other historical processes Dumont wants to geerspective on the major social questions of matefie State,
governance, private property, by not asking frorhimia logic of ‘inworldliness’ but rather through
transformation. What is crucial ideologically, Dumdells us, is that the ‘individual-in-relation-@od’ is both an

essential value in himself and is equal to alhie brotherhood of the church.

° Troeltsch is ultimately interested in the relatifrdogma to contemporary problems: “For at thesetnve are faced with the fact that the churchesCimistianity,
which are pre-eminently historic forces, are apalhts conditioned by their past, by the Gospeitiwhtogether with the bible, exerts its influereser anew, and by
the dogmas which concern social life and the wbblgvilization.” [25]The relation of the universalistory of the civilization to the Christian ethigstroeltsch’s
concern. Troeltsch takes up the Weberian thesisder to write this history of the connection be#we universal civilization and the Christian Ethiblse Church is
a vehicle for rationalization and the monasterg asluntary association is a prototype ofr a sgaétcontracting individuals. Contrast with Milbabkg
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The “fall” plays a particularly crucial role in Dumnt’s analysis of this transformation, through fieisance on
Carlyle and Troeltsch. The Fall accounts for how oan understand political subordination in a tradithat posits
the brotherhood of all men in Christ. However, whibumont quotes Irenaues on the necessity ofiqadlit
subordination given man’s fall he makes explic#ittbne must treat Augustine separately for he tkesnhe
conceptual framework that he inherits” (Ibid; 38)ucially, this kind of specificity comes not fromading
Troeltsch, as he says in footnote eleven, as #i@teAugustine was unavailable, but rather heesetin Etienne
Gilson. Gilson’s reading is very much in the vefrBergson’s problem oriented method whereby theiitance of
problems and their reformulation is what countthmregister of significance. This is quite diffierérom
Troeltsch’s method whereby the Reformation probddérspheres of creation and individual authoritynti@rpret the
bible is taken as given as read back into the hégtosituation. | will return to this in my condion but | can flag
the question now; depending on whether one folldreltsch or Gilson in method the ‘problem’ of maonuigy
begins to look quite different. Is it the problefirtiee outworldly individual? Or is it, pace Gilsaie problem of
our inheritance of Augustine’s problem of theytitafter the Reformation, and its ordering tod&g? Dumont the
problem of the order of the ‘city’ is in fact encpassed by the problem of the individual as valae¢ha individual
as value is the problem of hierarchy and the prald&ordering the city is the problem of recondliequality

before and hierarchical order.

For Dumont, the significance of Augustine is relatio Dumont’s concern for the institutionalizatioithe
outworldly individual; “What Augustine does is temand that the State should be judged from thedworl
transcending view point of man’s relation to Godttis the Church’s point f view. This is actuallgtap forward in
the imposition of outworldly values to inworldly ditions” (Ibid; 40). Dumont cites two key evenBnnstantine’s
conversion (AD 312) and Gelasius’ theorizationha telation between Church and State. Dumont claisis
anthropological perspective will restore the logataucture to the theory of Gelusis which modeteology
misrepresents because it is unwilling to understafidm the view of a hierarchical relation, or raspecifically
hierarchical complementarity. This means, submissiopriests to king’s is the case in worldly af§&ibut only

worldly affairs making priests “inferior only on amferior level” (Ibid; 46). Dumont uses Gelasiasthack up the

point he makes illomo Hierarchicughat authority is distinguished from power. Thigdtkey event, and the event
which will precipitate the split between Easternl &destern Christianity is the papal assumption pbltical
function through Leo IlI's crowning of Charlemagas Emperor (Ad 800). As Dumont writes, “With thaioh to

an inherent right to political power, a changentsdduced in the relation between the divine amdetrthly: the
divine now claims to rule the world through the iy and the Church becomes inworldly in a sene& not
heretofore.” (Ibid; 50). The hierarchical complenaity is transformed and the world is given awsalifferent to
that previous complementarity under Gelasius’ reamp Dumont claims that with the Church becomimgpre’
worldly, the political realm is made to participateuniversalist values, the Christian individuaricipates in the

world and is a forerunner to Dumont’s argumentudtioe development ideologically of the modernestat
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Regarding my previous question about Dumont’s armagém vis-a-vis the reformation, he puts the goest
himself in the following way; “In what sense candabe taken as standing at the end of a process$s Church
is the last form that the Church could possitdket without disappearing.” (Ibid; 53). Calvin mnsidered as
theological culmination of the process of the tfarmaation of outworldy to inworldly individualisniNot only does
the Church not mediate the relation between thédnaord God in Calvinism, even the idea of commuistthe
product of individuals coming together. In Dumortgsms this is significant as any remnants of %ol has been
transformed into ‘individualism’. He cites Troeltsquoting Schneckenburger; “The Church does notentiadk

believers what they are, but the believers makelivech what she is” (Dumont; 58).

For Dumont, as for Dupre, the nominalism of Ockhantraced as a catalyst in the problem of modgrnit
characterized as problem of individualism. When Buatrwrites of nominalism, he designates first dinli¢ion
with Aquinas’ realism, a realism which grants sabsk to secondary categories and second he pointisat
“general terms do have some basis in empiricaityealut they signify nothing in themselves, onlyianperfect and
incomplete knowledge of all real entities, the indiual entities (as we may well call them in thisw)” (Ibid; 64).
From his metaphysical denial of the existence obsdary substances this means he cannot deriveaamative
conclusions from the general terms we use, suduasanity’. “In particular there is no natural ladeduced from
an ideal order of things; there is nothing beydrelactual law posited either by God, or by man @itd's
permission. i.e. positive law” (Ibid). This leadshis epistemological conclusion, that the empinieality is all
man has access to and not the ideal order ofghingdckam’s logic we have the start of the bralof Aquinas’
synthesis of things and universal ordering categodumont reads this as a precursor to the diffextéon between
Renaissance and Reformation (see Gilson, Heloidedbelard, 217-224). This differentiation then nfasts itself
in political realism of which Machiavelli is thedretype. The realism and positive legal apparat@c&am, which
was intended to pose the limit of the juridical eghwas in turn transformed into natural law, actwere
‘positivities’ manifest from divine will became decible legal categories such as the rights begrémgon. As
Dumont writes of the Declaration of the Rightdvdn, they are in direct conflict with the solutitmthe problem
of individual and the socio-political whole insofas the fictions of Natural Law are elevated toléwel of positive

law.

| think it is possible to say that Dumont givesthis genesis of the political category of the righéaring
person in the state in order to link what is gelheranderstood as the distance between liberalsamiblist ideas of
freedom and equality with the insight from his 19&%&t regarding the universal orientation of hietar. Hierarchy
disappears as a visible object, Dumont claims, wdrentakes up the nominalist metaphysic, becausggrcease
to be ‘real’ objects. With this disappearance gbeddistinction between power and authority — atharity is the
exercise of power. Authority can then only be ustid as the consent of individuals and henceittie d&if social

contract theory.

Dumont’s is concerned with Rousseau as antidotieet@roblem inherited from Locke and Hobbes . Hisiick

to adequately account for man’s freedom and hisiadcessence led him to theorize an identity betve

page. 38



individualism and holism as a solution to the peoblof the individual as the political unit of arsiywhich
nonetheless is not adequate to himself. If Rousisetlie precursor although no ‘cause’ of the Retmih) his
thought is significant insofar as it was not madenifest in Revolution but rather only followed pally. In contrast
to the total alienation of the member to the comityuin the Declaration of the Rights of Man we seeetained
bourgeois sensibility over the individual as pobfiunit. In this sense, Dumont wants to show aiagy, although
not an identity between the French Catholic reaetip sociology of de bonald and de maistre withélleGomte
and Tocqueville. Dumont sees in these authors aremmtask; “the task of redeeming the ideals ofRbgolution
form the condemnation that history had pronounaethem in their actual manifestation, or of builgla political
or social theory which would enshrine them in abkesform” (Ibid; 100). In this sense Dumont is lined to value
Tocqueville’ssociologicalanalysis because rather than positing an Abstdiei@ist synthesis of politics and

religion as Dumont claims Hegel does in Biglosophy of Rightocqueville shows both that politics cannot

encompass the question of ultimate values whilsteaving the concrete reality of the outcome ef Reformation
political settlement and the differentiation of epds of authority. This then is thelueof a sociological analysis
and insight. In Dumont’s terms, “sociology reprdsdn the guise of a specialized discipline thahwsemess of the

social whole which was embedded in common seneenindividualistic societies” (Ibid; 103).

Conclusion: Modernity and a Third City?

Pico’s Oration, among other Renaissance textssfton the creation of humanity. It did not concern
itself with the other foundation of Christian bélithe Fall. The Fall was of course central to Astinian theology.
As MacCulloch writes, “humanist optimism, and wiithhe whole project of calling on cultures oldbanh
Christianity to improve the Christian world, hadrin the earliest days of humanism clashed withitthisritance
from Augustine, who has been as fundamental toemeghristianity as he has been more or less ighoyehe
Greek eastern Churches”(MacCulloch, 2004; 107).

Augustine lived through the sudden collapse ofwtkstern Roman imperial system, a disappointmeat aft
a decade in the 390s that had seemed to promikeisti&n future for the empire. Looking for meaninghe
disaster (and having to defend Christianity agaimstpagans who blamed the fall of Rome on Chrigtiactices)

he found an explanation in Paul, man’s depravity thie solution, God’s grace.

The big problem for Augustine is the problem of @it salvation. His theological enemy was Pelagius
who emphasized that future salvation dependedforteto live with purity in this life. Augustineotinter claimed
that sin was biogenetic and hence the Pelagians wemg to argue that any action could earn saua#ll
depends on the grace of God. Predestination becanteal to Augustine’s soteriology. This soteriglpgot the
individualist force of humanism nor the greed af td church was the major force behind the brepé&irthe
church. As MacCulloch suggests of writing the higtof the Reformation, “social or political histocannot do
without theology in understanding the 16th centu(iipid; 110)
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Why did such a restatement of Augustine have asygéirticular impact at that moment? It was a paldic
moment where the tension in Augustine’s own thigkietween on the one side salvation and grace mtitecother
obedience and the church, became paradigmaticdqurttbhlems of the 16th Century. We might pose d as
problem of on the one hand ‘nature’ and on therdtlh@&d hierarchy, which Dumont suggests is theressef
‘social’ life in anthropological perspective fronuaiversal point of view. Quoting BB Warfield , Maalloch
suggests that, “the Reformation, inwardly consideweas just the triumph of Augustine’s doctringgodice over

Augustine’s doctrine of the church” (Ibid; 111).

However, it is dangerous, as John Milbank points tmuinterpret Augustine as foreshadowing
Protestantism by inventing an ‘individualistic’ werdtanding of Church, State and the operationadeyrit was
rather a Reformation re-formulation of the ‘Augua&n’ problem of articulating both a doctrine oét€hurch and a

doctrine of grace.

The problem posed and resolved by Augustine isirdytthe origin of ours, the one we began withisTh
problem is that modernity whatever else it is ivesl the decomposition and recomposition of relatemd ratios
which produced pathoi and ethoi. If we are ‘failtogresolve’ our problem, it is because its solfi@rhaps overly
presupposes a solution which was the outcome dRéfermation reproblematization of Augustine’s gesb. What
is our problem today that we can look for the dotuto it by reading Augustine? Or by taking up Astine’s

problem through its reformulation in the Reformafto

Gilson writes in his 1958 introduction The City of God “if we examine St Augustine’s own teaching more
closely, we shall see why the notion of a tempbuathan society, endowed with its own unity and idalg the
whole human race, could not preset itself to hisdniThe two cities which he describes are, as we kaen,
mystical, that is supernatural, in their very esseThe one is the City of Truth, of the good, afer, of peace; it is
indeed a true society. The other since it is defiag the denial of the former, is the city of erddidway between
these two cities, of which one is the negatiorhefdther there is situated a neutral zone, wherenégn of our day
hope to construct a third city, which would be temgb like the earthly city, yet just in a tempovay, that is

striving towards a temporal justice obtainable pgrapriate means.”(Augustine 1958; 32)

| offer this as a starting point for a conclusiontbe grounds that | have selected ‘genealogies’ of
modernity which all in one way or another deal wvifie theological and philosophical transformatitiresauthors
claim produced this event in the history of thougbst-facto understood as ‘modernity’ — in the gui$ ‘'secular’
political authority, a structure of thought or awividualism’. A starting point to ask how theseiltiple claims
regarding modernity can be given a form that dadsecapitulate old problematizations but rathérapts to

address ‘our problems’ today in relation to thesstipie traditions and histories of thought.
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