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PERSPECTIVE ON GLOBAL DEMOCRACY
 AND THE NEW WORLD ORDER
Walter J. Schultz

In his very timely meditations on Martin Heidegger and postmodern politics, Leslie Paul Thiele correctly identifies the question embedded within the matrix of concerns associated with globalization:

I believe that these three concerns, political, ecological, and philosophic, confront us today with the mandate of addressing a single, increasingly pressing question: How are we to understand and exercise our freedom? It is our freedom – demonstrated in thought, speech and deed – that grounds our growing power over the earth, our capacity for political community, and our philosophical disposition to question their meaning and limits. How we understand and exercise this freedom largely determines whether our ingenuity and craft will be balanced with the sentiments and wisdom needed to sustain a common earthly home.
 
In other words, whether or not the current trend toward globalization engenders some mode of global hegemony, learns to accommodate pluralism, or simply 

regresses in disarray, depends upon how we understand and express our freedom.
Jacques Maritain’s correction of the liberal democracy which emerged in Europe and North America after the Enlightenment, coupled with his notion of the concrete historical ideal and advocacy of  Christian democracy based on the rights of the human person, may prove to be a very important contribution toward a proper understanding of freedom within our current context of globalization.
In fact, Maritain’s contribution may prove to be more comprehensive than Thiele’s development of “disclosive freedom” based on the work of Martin Heidegger.
  Although Thiele’s approach, a la the later Heidegger, acknowledges human openness to Being through the preservation of beings within a relational world as the context within which human freedom is disclosed, he does not fail  to register the dangers of disclosive freedom when it is allowed to stand alone as the paradigmatic formula for interpreting human freedom. Allowing for deterioration into “fatalism” and “passivity,” Thiele even echos the sentiments of those who are critical of what they perceive to be Heidegger’s relativism and historicism:

Openness to the mystery of Being might degenerate into fatalism, and releasement toward   things might deteriorate into passivity. I am not proposing, then, that we should turn our backs on hard-won and still insufficiently propagated freedoms. . . The pursuit of any freedom, including disclosive freedom, most fruitfully occurs not as a crusade against competitors but as an invitation to expand horizons.

Maritain’s approach acknowledges human openness and the preservation of things within the context of a universal definition of human freedom and a universal comprehension of the human person based primarily on the Christian experience, but also acknowledging Jewish and Hellenic contributions. In this respect similar to Eric Voegelin, although working from a traditional 

appreciation of the uniqueness of Jesus, Maritain champions not Western culture or civilization per se, but the very form of historical order which acknowledges spiritual transcendence and concrete existence as the universal characteristics which define the human person.
  Acknowledging transcendence and the universal within the unique circumstance of their disclosure, Christian democracy does not denote or connote Christianity as a denomination or even as a religion, but  simply designates the experiential source which affords recognition of the human person. 

Maritain came to appreciate that within the current historical context a viable search for order must work within the plurality and never against it.  In a postmodern world, any new order must welcome difference and encompass otherness.  The liberal democratic experience is the harbinger of the pervasive egocentrism in our time, that which Maritain denigrates as bourgeois liberalism and bourgeois democracy. Such egocentrism extends through the varied totalitarian experiments with community in the last century as well. According to Maritain, the leaven of Christian experience may yet blossom into a fuller disclosure of the meaning of freedom in itself and for our time.   Against the atomistic individualism of bourgeois liberalism and the pitfalls of totalitarianism, Maritain proposed a universal definition of freedom which recognizes in every person the goal of every order in the world today. 

A viable postmodern order must transcend the friend/enemy distinction given thematic expression by Carl Schmitt, who in defending a coherent foundation as necessary for the preservation of the Weimar Republic became a champion of the Third Reich.
 It seems that with Schmitt, the temptation to acknowledge the enemies of democracy as the new legality in a time of crisis inevitably persists. Schmitt was correct when he attempted to preserve  the Weimar Republic on the premise that even a democratic system is never value-neutral.
 However, in seeking to establish legitimacy and uphold order by allowing the state to determine who the enemies of the people are, Schmitt himself undermined the democratic order he once sought to preserve.  In addition, it appears that Schmitt fell victim to the pervasive liberal credo which encourages the individual to look out for number one. Any attempt to harness the Hobbesian war of all against all must fail simply because the premise is false. In such a society, friendship is a matter of convenience and opportunity in accord with the legally sanctioned system necessary to uphold order. Such was the world of Carl Schmitt, who eagerly sought accommodation when the friends of Weimar became the enemies of the Third Reich. Encouraging the dialogue of all with all, rather than discerning the enemies of the people, might go further toward establishing a viable order in our global context. 
While eschewing individualism and the false sense of freedom within liberal democracy, Maritain nevertheless upholds the freedom of each in conscience before God, arguing that a proper understanding of freedom as the holy freedom of each united to God by grace is in fact the concrete historical ideal for a truly Christian order in our age. Maritain implies that the ideal of holy freedom is based on the concrete situation arising from the great social and political upheavals occurring throughout Europe and America over the past three centuries. Seriously distorted by a false view of freedom, Western civilization nevertheless carries forward natural aspirations and the evangelical leaven.
  It will be shown that for Maritain true freedom involves expansive openness, relationship, and friendship. This is in accord with his promotion of the entire human person in opposition to the truncated individual fostered by certain intellectual and cultural currents emerging from the Renaissance, Protestant Reformation and Enlightenment.
 Maritain’s understanding of freedom in no way accommodates the private, self-centered and self-seeking bourgeois perspective which has come to characterize liberalism in the eyes of its detractors.

Furthermore, Maritain convincingly argues that the attempt to establish order through totalitarianism is doomed to failure primarily because modern totalitarian structure itself is a product of the same Enlightenment. No attempt to promote hegemony through a meta-narrative will succeed in the current milieu. For Maritain, even Franco’s attempt to establish a Catholic order in Spain was at best a pseudo-hope based on a perversion of the now defunct historical ideal of the holy empire.
 Maritain assures us that today we must learn to accommodate pluralism.

Based on Maritain’s personalist approach to freedom in the context of his critique of modernity, this paper will attempt to address, by way of a preliminary outline or sketch, the question of our freedom in relation to global democracy and world order. Discerning meaning and direction within the context of what Maritain refers to as the concrete historical ideal is not another attempt to bring on the eschaton by succumbing to another mode of militant gnosticism, the dangers of which have been ably documented and analyzed by Voegelin.
 Maritain contends that what he calls the guiding dream or myth of a particular age must be based on the actual circumstances of that age. Without the pretense of giving us direct knowledge of any final solution, the concrete historical ideal indicates the most desirable way to pursue order and the actualization or temporal manifestation of human freedom in a given climate or situation.  Maritain informs us that today, nestled within the quest for a new Christian order, is the light capable of guiding us all, professed Christians and otherwise, on the path toward the holy freedom of each through recognition of the spiritual transcendence and the concrete existence of each. This is not Francis Fukuyama’s “end of history,” however qualified, whereby the global hegemony of liberalism establishes a virtual Pax Americana.
 Rather, in a postmodern age which decries the arrogance of those who would seek to establish a foundation, Maritain’s Christian  personalist perspective offers a concrete ideal which may serve without arrogance as the historical foundation for friendship with the other.

Freedom for Friendship
Eschewing the liberal infatuation with freedom of choice, Maritain thinks that true freedom of autonomy is identical with spontaneity.
 True freedom of autonomy or spontaneity means not merely choosing something as good for me, after a period of deliberation or perhaps merely on a whim to exercise and prove my freedom of choice, but comprehending the good as such and willing it immediately, as part of my nature. In Freedom in the Modern World, Maritain explains this as follows:

When freedom of choice has led a spiritual nature, endowed in intellect and in will   with a capacity for the infinite, to the term for which it is made, its office is accomplished.   It always remains of course, for it is the privilege of a spiritual nature, and it continues to   manifest the lofty independence of this nature in face of all that is means or intermediate   end: but not in the face of that which is the End. At this terminus, however, it is still   Freedom but Freedom in another manifestation that comes into play, since this nature being spiritual has its true fulfillment only in spontaneity that is absolute.

According to Maritain, freedom of autonomy is the ability of a spiritual nature to act spontaneously in accordance with the will of God. This is not simply obedience, but the absolute independence of the person to act without constraint in conformity with its own nature, which is the intention of God. Now the human person cannot possibly achieve this without help, and it is here that the notion of sanctification appears:
. . . it is not of themselves or by themselves, it is by union with One who is Other and who is Source of all Being and of all Goodness, that created spirits are able to reach such a perfection of spontaneous life. It cannot be otherwise once the matter is viewed in the perspectives of a philosophy of Being and of a metaphysic of Divine Transcendence. Finite and wretched in self, man cannot pass to a supernatural condition save by adhesion of intellect and will to a superior being. God being the perfection of personal existence and man being also, though precariously, a person, the mystery of the achievement of freedom is contained in the relation of these two persons.

Maritain believes that the encounter between the human person and the eminently personal God is the primary goal of Christianity. This is evident in his treatment of mysticism.
 However, the essential elements of this spiritual quest are present in human relationships as well. Indeed, is not the very foundation of the Judaeo-Christian tradition the commandment to love both God and neighbor? It is here, in the arena of human relationships, that we come to appreciate the social implications of Maritain’s understanding of human freedom.

In Freedom in the Modern World, Maritain explains how spontaneity or true autonomy functions in the ordering of social life. He condemns the liberal or individualist notion of autonomy, which exults freedom of choice:

In this conception culture and society have for their essential office the preservation of something given: the free will of Man; in such a way that all possible acts of free choice may be available and that men may appear like so many little gods, with no other restriction on their freedom save that they are not to hinder a similar freedom on the part of their neighbour.

In place of this false view of autonomy, and here Maritain is especially critical of Rousseau and Kant as representative of the emerging liberal ethos,
 Maritain inserts the freedom of spontaneity. He argues that  
According to this philosophy civil society is essentially ordered not to the freedom of   choice of each citizen but to a common good of the temporal order which provides   the true earthly life of man and which is not only material but also moral in its scope.  And this common good is intrinsically subordinated to the eternal good of individual citizens and to the achievement of their freedom of autonomy.

Subordinate to the “eternal good” of the particular person, it follows that temporal society is essentially directed 
. . . to the establishment of social conditions which will secure for the mass of men such    a standard of material, intellectual, and moral life as will conduce to the well-being of the whole community; so that every citizen may find in it a positive help in the progressive achievement of his freedom of autonomy.

The actual process through which society is so ordered is in itself a natural development. Although subordinate to the eternal goal of the particular person, temporal society has its own proper end, which is “the well being of the whole community.” Maritain argues that the political philosophy of such a society, being directed “. . . towards the realisation and progress of the spiritual freedom of individual persons, will make of justice and friendship the true foundations of social life.”

Maritain contends that temporal society is not merely the means through which the human person’s supernatural goal is achieved. In Integral Humanism, Maritain asserts that such abuse of the temporal order was a serious temptation during the mediaeval period.
 The temporal order has in fact asserted its autonomy through democracy and the establishment of secular civilization. Acknowledging this event, Maritain thinks that temporal society has an “infravalent end.” It is a true end, but one which is not sufficient in itself. The human person has a vocation which transcends the temporal order. In this transcendence is to be found the telos which regulates temporal order through the just and loving relationships which constitute the essence of friendship. In this way, the common good of the city – which entails securing certain standards of material, intellectual, and moral life for the whole community – is said to be subservient to the eternal goal of the human person.
In The Person and the Common Good, Maritain explains how the goal of temporal society is subordinate to our supernatural end:

. . . the common good of the city or of civilization – an essentially human common good   in which the whole of man is engaged – does not preserve its true nature unless it respects that which surpasses it, unless it is subordinated, not as a pure means, but as an infravalent end, to the order of eternal goods and the supra-temporal values from which human life is suspended.

Maritain’s understanding of the relationship between human subjectivity and love shows us what is essential in the spiritual and temporal development of the human person. The development of personality is intimately connected with love, which is the central ideal in Christianity. Encompassing the infravalent goal of the temporal order and the supernatural end of the human person, Maritain makes of love and friendship the holistic framework for comprehending human development. Love is not concerned with qualities (as Pascal said), but with the substantial, i.e. the real or truly existential dimension of the beloved.
 Love is concerned with that which is capable of giving itself and receiving another self. Moreover, “. . . to bestow oneself, one must first exist; not indeed, as a sound, which passes through the air, or an idea, which crosses the mind, but as a thing, which subsists and exercises existence for itself.”
 A loving being must first be master of itself or self-possessed: “Personality, therefore, signifies interiority to self.”
 Contrary to some postmodern attempts to radically alter or eradicate human subjectivity, Maritain informs us that love implies the existence of the subject.

Maritain insists that the conceptual perspective of Thomism allows him to plunge into the ontological depths of subjectivity. Although acknowledging objectification and promoting the perception of subject as thing, he refuses a reductionist approach to the subject. He insists that philosophical speculation be just to the dynamic subject, who in fact only exists by way of inter-personal relationship and love. For Maritain, a proper philosophical anthropology in accord with Thomism can occur only through a form of intellectual existentialism, which does justice to the rational and spiritual dimension of the human being in time. Maritain preserves the transcendent and universal aspects of a human nature which is in fact temporal. In this way, he strives to circumvent the isolation and atomism of modernity while avoiding a loss of self which would deny the reciprocity of giver and receiver. In Existence and the Existent, Maritain states:

. . . personality, metaphysically considered, being the subsistence of the spiritual soul communicated to the human composite, and enabling the latter to possess its existence, to perfect itself and to give itself freely, bears witness in us to the generosity or expansivity of being which, in an incarnate spirit, proceeds from the spirit and which constitutes, in the secrete springs of our ontological structure, a source of dynamic unity and unification from within.

Although requiring God’s grace for its completion, freedom of autonomy is demanded by the natural progress of moral conscience and human civilization. Perfect autonomy is a supernatural gift. It is the term of the human person’s quest for freedom, and consists in heavenly beatitude. In the temporal order, however, freedom is actualized as a natural phenomenon. This does not imply the absence of God’s grace. It simply means that a temporal goal is distinct from the ultimate end. In his brief sketch, Christianity and Democracy, Maritain carefully distinguishes between the perfect autonomy of the saints and freedom in the temporal order:
The person, in itself a root of independence, but hampered by constraints emanating from material nature within and outside man, tends to transcend these constraints and gain freedom of autonomy and expansion. In the realm of spiritual life the message of the Gospel has revealed to the human person that he is called to the perfect freedom of those who have become a single spirit and love with God: but in the realm of temporal life it is the    natural aspiration of the person to liberation from misery, servitude, and the exploitation of man by man, that the repercussions of the Gospel’s message were to stimulate.

Avoiding the charge of relativism and historicism which may be directed against the “disclosive freedom” of Heidegger, Maritain boldly defines freedom within the context of human essence or nature. Although clearly acknowledging the preservation of law and order within the body politic as a fundamental duty of the state, Maritain indicates friendship and justice , quickened by love, as the cement which enables law and order within the body politic.
 Quite literally, Maritain finds the ultimate source of such civic action, clearly concerned as it is with the temporal order and being an infravalent end, in the life sustaining body and blood which was and is the event of Jesus Christ. The implication of the transcendent telos (God as well as the finality of our quest for freedom) being  fully present as Incarnation involves the profoundest respect for the individual conscience and integrity of every person. Subordinate to the eternal goal, what Maritain refers to as civic love or friendship and justice are rational and willful actions based on the very nature of the human person. As such, they are based on the pre-conceptual, connatural inclinations of the human being.
 Whereas the state and even the body politic are abstract artifices distinguished from the community,
 friendship and justice are integral constituents of community,  receiving sustenance and meaning from the love which springs from our nature when in conformity with the will of God. From within the perspective of Maritain’s Christian  personalist ontology, authentic freedom is love, and therefore authentic freedom is the freedom for friendship.
Global Democracy 

Maritain’s Christian democracy, whether local or global, is neither a matter of nationalism nor a matter of race. This is highly significant, because it enables Maritain to applaud and accommodate the uniqueness of the other within community and the body politic.
 The implication of the Incarnation of Jesus Christ is followed through acknowledging the transcendence of every person within a given historical context. Subordination to the eternal goal within history avoids relativism. Authentic autonomy or freedom of spontaneity in conformity with human nature becomes the Christian and universal foundation of human rights in our time. Rather than the Hobbesian war of all against all and the maintenance of strict legality through enlightened self-interest, the expansion of the human person through loving relationships, through friendship and justice, becomes the principle which every constitution must respect in a true democracy. The abstraction which is the state must not be busy about establishing its identity through defining its enemies, as Carl Schmitt and certain theoreticians of the new right would have it.
 Amidst inevitable blunders and setbacks, Christian democracy would have every state busy about seeking the common good, the loving through dialogue which is essential to every human person. Rather than the liberal credo which favors number one and mistrusts the other, whereby atomistic individualism paves the way for hegemony and totalitarian community, the state should welcome and protect the other as a friend of the community. As friend, the difference which is other becomes the critique which builds and strengthens community. Such becomes the foundation of true democracy.
 Friendship, not mistrust and enmity, seems to be the natural human foundation for the insertion of the individual person into any given community and political society, and by implication for the insertion of the spokesperson of any given community and political society into what may become a global community and body politic.
As an example of the way in which the concrete and ideal work together in a historical setting, Maritain writes in his Integral Humanism concerning the mediaeval period:

. . . the historical ideal of the Middle Ages was controlled by two dominants: on the one hand, the idea or myth (in the sense given the word by Georges Sorel) of fortitude in the service of God; on the other, this concrete fact that temporal civilization itself was in some manner a function of the sacred and imperiously demanded unity of religion.

This “concrete fact” simply was the case through which “the idea or myth” arose. Maritain does not wish to present as perfect what was decidedly not perfect, as we read in this statement concerning the function of the concrete and ideal during the mediaeval period:

   The idea of the Sacrum Imperium was preceded by an event: the empire of Charlemagne, the aims of which, it seems, were not exempt from Caesaro-papism; and the idea, arising after this event, was capable of only precarious, partial, and contradictory realizations.

Nevertheless, it was precisely the ideal of the holy empire which in fact upheld Christendom, because it was concrete, i.e. based on the fact which enabled it to become feasible for a particular historical climate. The concrete historical ideal of the holy empire functioned “. . . as the lyrical image which orientated and upheld a civilization.”

Maritain is not advocating a form of historical relativism. By linking his notion of the concrete historical ideal to the establishment of Christendom, he is seeking to be realistic. He is concerned with perpetuating and establishing the good as he sees it, i.e. Christian civilization. Without betraying Christianity, Maritain takes the concrete circumstances of history into account. He maintains that what is necessary today is to acknowledge the arrival of a new concrete historical ideal, one which the circumstance of democracy has engendered from its evangelical roots.
 Maritain developed this notion in his Integral Humanism, which first appeared in 1936. In this work he identifies “. . . the idea of the holy freedom of the creature whom grace unites to God.”
 Maritain is concerned with the ideal of Christian civilization, and he argues that the idea of holy freedom is to replace the idea of holy empire.
 This movement from holy empire to holy freedom is interpreted as a moral development which is both natural and inspired by the Christian message.

History, like philosophy, is the progressive disclosure of perennial truth through new situations. That is why history is important in Maritain’s Christian endeavor to ascertain truth. This view has caused one commentator to remark:

Although the nineteenth century German philosopher, G. W. F. Hegel, is often credited with bestowing such ideas upon the philosophy of history, Maritain holds that the credit is misplaced, and that these ideas should be ‘reclaimed’ for Christian tradition.

From Maritain’s perspective within the Christian tradition, such reclaiming means that Maritain, unlike Hegel, fully appreciates the exigencies of transcendence. Maritain respects mystery and clearly distinguishes between temporal order and the eternal goal; therefore, his vision of Christian democracy is not another form of gnosticism proclaiming eschatological, definitive truth. Maritain would subscribe neither to Hegel’s dialectic nor Fukuyama’s “end of history.”
  It appears that Maritain has more in common with Voegelin, who champions Socratic ignorance and the Platonic metaxy or in-between of the human condition, stretching from zero through varied opinions and glimpses of truth toward the mystery of Divine transcendence.
 It is respect for transcendence which establishes every person as the other, the unique image of God worthy of reverence.
  For Maritain, this is the implication of the Incarnation Who is Jesus Christ for our time.

Within the context of the current historical period, Maritain’s presentation of the common good is designed to defeat both bourgeois individualism and totalitarianism. Arguing against bourgeois individualism, he asserts that society must have a common task. Society must be communal. On the other hand, against totalitarianism, he asserts that society must respect the dignity of the human person. Society must be personalist. Therefore, in his Integral Humanism, Maritain argues that in order for a society to exist in conformity with reason, it must be both communal and personalist.

The monarchical structure of the mediaeval period, before the perversion of absolutism, constituted an attempt to establish such a society. The primary tenet of personalism is that the common good of society respect every human being’s transcendent orientation. Certainly, the common good is concerned with the preservation of the whole. For example, in order to insure the material well- being of the whole, society may coerce its members to participate in a just war.
 However, respecting the hierarchy of ends, the transcendent goal of the particular human being is paramount. In his The Person and the Common Good, Maritain expresses this succinctly: “With respect to the eternal destiny of the soul, society exists for each person and is subordinated to it.”
 Mediaeval society, in its close alliance with the Church, attempted to conform its temporal designs to this basic principle. Today, a new situation demands a new development of society’s responsibility to preserve the transcendent orientation of each of its members.

Eminently personalsit, human society is also essentially communal or, as Maritain states in The Rights of Man and Natural Law:

Man finds himself by subordinating himself to the group, and the group attains its goal only by serving man and by realizing that man has secrets which escape the group and a vocation which the group does not encompass.

For this reason, it can be said that the relationship between the person and the common good “. . . is posed in terms of reciprocal subordination and mutual implication.”

Focusing on the person within the context of his concern for the common good, Maritain circumvents the liberal/communitarian dichotomy. The common good of a society of persons, because it consists of persons, is what is good for both whole and parts:

The common good of the city is neither the mere collection of private goods, nor the proper good of a whole which, like the species with respect to its individuals or the hive with respect to its bees, relates the parts to itself alone and sacrifices them to itself. It is the good human life of the multitude, of a multitude of persons; it is their communion in good living. It is therefore common to both the whole and the parts into which it flows back and which, in turn, must benefit from it.

Ultimately, Maritain’s comprehension of pluralism rejects both liberalism and mediaeval homogeneity. In Integral Humanism, he writes:

It is important to insist on the bearing of the pluralist solution of which I am speaking; it is as distant from the liberal conception in favor in the nineteenth century – since it recognizes for the temporal city the necessity of having an ethical and, in short, religious specification – as from the mediaeval conception, since this specification admits internal heterogeneities and is only based on a general sense of direction, a common orientation.

The “common orientation” is toward the development of a temporal order which secures every person’s pursuit of the eternal goal through the establishment of rights, whereby persons are allowed to pursue spontaneity or perfect autonomy in compliance with the inner voice of conscience. Maritain’s viewpoint thereby accommodates division in human society, while asserting a common goal which respects the primacy of the spiritual.

The current preoccupation with autonomy, although plagued by individualistic conceptions of freedom, is nevertheless a yearning for the maturity which allows every person to expand according to the dictates of conscience. The contemporary historical ideal demands respect for the freedom of every human person. Although conceived of in terms of the contemporary ideal of a new Christian civilization, such civilization, strictly personalist in response to the Incarnation, necessarily intends the whole of humanity on a global basis in accord with Maritain’s understanding of natural law and its development. Maritain argues that in the past too much attention was paid, in discourse on natural law, to obligations.
 Although these can never be neglected, he contends that the contemporary situation demands that natural law defend freedom and rights: “The proper achievement – a great achievement indeed – of the XVIIIth Century has been to bring out in full light the rights of man as also required by natural law.”
 However, it is clear that for Maritain, as for John Courtney Murray, a correction of the eighteenth century comprehension of natural rights is required to avoid the persistent dilemma of individualism. As Murray succinctly states, “. . . the doctrine of natural rights that in the 18th century was the dynamism destructive of political privilege became in the nineteenth century the dynamism constructive of economic privilege.”
 Regarding the persistence of individualism in the eighteenth century formulation of natural law, Maritain writes:

Through a fatal mistake, natural law – which is within the being of things as their very   essence is, and which precedes all formulation, and is even known to human reason not   in terms of conceptual and rational knowledge – natural law was thus conceived after the pattern of a written code, applicable to all, of which any just law should be a transcription, and which would determine a priori and in all its aspects the norms of human behaviour through ordinances supposedly prescribed by Nature and Reason, but in reality arbitrarily and artificially formulated. . . . Moreover, this philosophy of   rights ended up, after Rousseau and Kant, by treating the individual as a god and making all the rights ascribed to him the absolute and unlimited rights of a god. . . .The rights of the human person were to be based on the claim that man is subject to no law other than that of his own will and freedom.

Maritain seeks to overcome the dilemma of the individual by directing humanity to the rights of the human person, rights which indicate a proper development of moral conscience. It is his hope that diverse societies will come to acknowledge these rights more and more, as part of the global common good. We see this in the hope Maritain places in a future World State for securing a new world order. The concrete historical ideal of a new Christendom encompasses every natural aspiration for freedom in the world today. Grace perfects nature, and history itself now provides us with the opportunity to move toward World Government through a global democracy based on the rights of the human person
 The dilemma of the individual, which is peculiar to our age, will thereby be curtailed. What Emmanuel Mounier calls the established disorder of bourgeois civilization,
 a description of liberalism which neither Maritain nor Carl Schmitt would disagree with, will be curtailed through a new theocentric orientation, which respects the rational and spiritual dimension of each human being. The tendency toward totalitarianism will thus be avoided. Not only the meta-narratives of racial supremacy and class hegemony, but the imposition of religious and denominational affiliation in the temporal order must be avoided as well. We must always remember that the Catholic order in Spain under Franco is seen by Maritain as a futile attempt to retain the mediaeval ideal of holy empire.

What are the rights of the human person? In The Rights of Man and Natural Law, Maritain proposes three categories of rights for a decidedly Christian society, but a society open to all in conformity with the new historical ideal: rights of the human person as such; rights of the civic person; rights of the social person and more particularly of the working person.
  In conformity with the ontological foundation of natural law, Maritain begins with “The right to existence.”
 From this basic right all the others follow. He defines the second as “The right to personal liberty or the right to conduct one’s own life as master of oneself and of one’s acts, responsible for them before God and the law of the community.”
 This is clarified by another important right of the human person as such: “The right to the pursuit of eternal life along the path which conscience has recognized as the path indicated by God.”
  All other rights, such as the right to ownership, the right of equal suffrage, the rights of association and discussion, the right to form professional groups or trade unions,
 depend upon the respect “the law of the community” shows for “the right to existence” of each and “the right to conduct one’s own life as master of oneself and of one’s acts, responsible for them before God.”
Although in a charter of rights for all one may desire to preserve the primacy of the spiritual with some modified formulation of theism, it is clear that Maritain intends to establish the common good as the infravalent end of the human person by removing obstacles to the eternal goal of the human person.
 For Maritain, human beings are not “. . . a multitude of bourgeois Ends-in-Themselves with unlimited freedom to own and to trade and to enjoy the pleasures of life.”
 Wishing to retain human nature as openness to transcendence of the self through freedom of expansion toward the transcendence of the other in friendship, Maritain strives for the adoption of what Christianity prescribes and nature demands within the temporal or secular order itself.

Prophetically aware of what today many bewail as the disintegration of the family, Maritain recognized that the priority of the person entails acknowledging the priority of nurturing relationships. For this reason, Maritain insists that the family be recognized along with the person as prior to political society. In The Person and the Common Good, Maritain writes that the common good of the city “. . . implies and requires recognition of the fundamental rights of persons and those of the domestic society in which the persons are more primitively engaged than in the political society.”
 Thus Maritain seeks to secure the natural order of transcendence and expansion against the corrosive poison of bourgeois individualism.
In The Person and the Common Good, Maritain distinguishes three current forms of materialism: bourgeois individualism, communistic anti-individualism, and totalitarian or dictatorial anti-communism and anti-individualism.
 In many ways, Maritain makes it clear that he perceives the arch-villain of modernity to be bourgeois individualism or liberalism. Here his accusation culminates with the identification of bourgeois Christianity itself. Maritain bluntly states:

Of the three, the most irreligious is bourgeois liberalism. Christian in appearance, it has been atheistic in fact. Too skeptical to persecute, except for a tangible profit, rather than defy religion, which it deemed an invention of the priesthood and gradually dispossessed by reason, it used it as a police force to watch over property, or as a bank where anyone could be insured while making money here below, against the undiscovered risks of the hereafter – after all, one never knows!

According to Maritain, recognition of the human person in conformity with human nature neither concludes with laissez-faire nor advances through any further rational transformation of recognition through dialectic from laissez-faire as a springboard. Recognition remains a matter of self-assertion and self-promotion in a world where economic liberalism is defined as Fukuyama succinctly defines it: “In its economic manifestation, liberalism is the recognition of the right of free economic activity and economic exchange based on private property and markets.”
  As Charles O’Donnell succinctly observed in 1983: “The freedom of choice ideology which colors American social, economic and political thinking has had a crucial influence on the crisis of American democracy because it persistently seeks to displace human rights with a <<market place>> criterion of freedom.”
For Maritain, the challenge  before us is to promote rights, including rights in the economic sphere, which uphold a stable human nature the actualization of which unfolds through time:

The thwarted progress of humanity moves in the direction of human emancipation, not only in the political order but also in the economic and social order, in such a way that the diverse forms of servitude which place one man in service of another man for the particular good of the latter and as an organ of the latter, may be abolished by degrees, as human history approaches its term. This supposes not only the transition to better states of organization, but also the transition to a better awareness of the dignity of the human person in each of us, and of the primacy of brotherly love and all the values of our life. In this manner we shall advance toward the conquest of freedom.

And here we must remember that for Maritain, who always avoids any Hegelian jumping the gun on God, grace (which tugs at us like Plato’s golden cord from the mystery which is the horizon of our future)
 is required for the completion or perfection of nature:

. . . absolute bondage thus appears as opposed to natural law considered in its primary requirements, and the other more or less attenuated forms of servitude as opposed to natural law considered in its more or less secondary requirements or yearnings, and in the dynamism which it unfolds. This dynamism will be fully gratified only when every form of servitude shall have disappeared – under the ‘new heavens’ of the resurrection.

Although indigenous attempts to resist the tyranny of totalitarian regimes are applauded, Maritain’s fundamental concern is with the transformation of liberal democracy itself from within. As the harbinger of individualism, it is liberalism which is the occasion and progenitor of modern collectivism. We must always remember that for Maritain totalitarianism is the other side of the coin from individualism. Rather than dispelling the ills of bourgeois democracy, communism and fascism remain heirs. If only vicarious, by way of identification with a people or leader, or simply with the idea, modern totalitarianism perpetuates the material individual’s self-seeking and self-serving orientation through the dead-end of a promised utopia.
 Within the matrix of liberalism, pressure may indeed be necessary to insure minority rights.
 However, the opening of dialogue and the establishment of friendship appear to be Maritain’s primary concerns. The promulgation of rights, and the respect that this enforces, is only meaningful in the context of neighborly love. For this to be achieved, the presence of God’s grace, albeit secretly working in the mysterious depths of personality, is necessary.

In order to remove the obstacles to social communion, to give grace one more chance and to insure that members of the body politic expand as persons in the most favorable environment, Maritain proposes certain directives for educators.
 Education is the front line of attack within the very belly of the liberal monster. The example and direction set by educators from grade school through university and beyond is where the transformation will begin. Maritain argues that certain fundamental dispositions, with regard to truth and justice, existence itself, work, and neighbors be fostered by educators.

The specific goal of this education, as stated in Education at the Crossroads, is to combat the totalitarian mentality, by orienting the human being toward the transcendent leaven in the democratic evolution. “Our crucial need and problem. . . ,” Maritain writes, “. . . is to rediscover the natural faith of reason in truth. Inasmuch as we are human, we retain this faith in our subconscious instinct.”
 He makes the observation that democracy’s “. . . motive power is of a spiritual nature – the will to justice and brotherly love – but its philosophy has long been pragmatism, which cannot justify real faith in such a spiritual inspiration.”
 And he asks, “How, then, can democracy vindicate its own historical ideal – a heroic ideal – against the totalitarian myths.”

The New World Order
Involving Jewish history and Greek conceptual clarity, Western experience encapsulates a singular foundation. Unabashedly, Maritain bears witness to the historical Christ, Jesus of Nazareth, as the foundation of order in human society. For Maritain, it is clear that the current historical ideal of “the holy freedom of the creature whom grace unites to God” in no way accommodates the arrogance of those who would maintain cultural or even doctrinal hegemony as bearers of the light. As historical event, the Incarnation occurs once and remains unique. For Maritain, this is not arrogant revisionism arising from a fixation on a culturally determined meta-narrative, but simply a fact. Champion of the concrete, Maritain’s Christology does not succumb to the abstract pluralism which may be detected in the shift from Christology to Christophany in the thought of Raymond Panikar.
 And here, in his adherence to the absolute uniqueness of Jesus as the Christ, Maritain may be parting company with Voegelin as well.
 Respect for the concrete historical other always affirms the other precisely as other. If not mere abstraction, transcendence and concrete existence define the particular in a particular way. Certainly to this extent Maritain would agree with Emil L. Fackenheim’s remarks in God’s Presence in History:

We begin with a particular subject – the Jewish faith in God’s presence in history. The announced title, however, is a universal one – God’s presence in history – and it may appear that this subject calls for concepts of God-in-general, history-in-general, Providence-in-general, and their acceptability to modern-man-in-general. This, however, would be a false start. If God is ever present in history, this is not apresence-in-general but rather a presence to particular men in particular situations.To be sure, unless it were that of a mere tribal deity, such a presence must have universal implications. These implications, however, are manifest only in the particular; and they make of the men to whom they are manifest, not universalistic philosophers who rise above their situations, but rather witnesses, in, through, and because of their particularity to the nations.

If there is to be a new world order, Maritain informs us that it must emerge from within pluralism through dialogue. His personalist perspective indicates that securing the temporal order today entails acceptance and respect for the fact of diverse experience. The primacy of the spiritual and our eternal end demands that society be so structured. The unique Incarnation establishes every person as unique in his or her transcendent and existential openness to truth and otherness. Rather than a threat to pluralism, a concrete pluralism based on actual particulars, Maritain’s Christian democracy ennobles such pluralism through the proclamation of universal human rights, through the struggle for equal opportunity and material security for all, and through the entrenchment of education which respects truth as well as the holistic dignity of every human being.

Voegelin’s account of the harmonization of variants in Plato’s Republic is instructive here, for Voegelin conjectures that it may be that such harmonization can only come to fruition through globalization. Commenting on Plato’s view of human nature in the Republic, Voegelin notes that for Plato such nature “. . .  is conceived as dispersed over a multitude of human beings, so that only a group as a whole will embody the fullness of the nature.”
 He goes on to infer that “. . . perhaps only mankind as a whole, with its constellation of the main civilizations, will reveal the fullness of human nature, so that any concrete society will achieve only a relative ‘goodness’ within its historical limitations.”
 With respect for “the main civilizations,” Maritain is prepared to jettison the modern concept of sovereignty, which holds the same hegemonic sway over the peoples as absolutism. Attributed primarily to Hobbes and Rousseau, such a concept tends to undermine the concrete pluralism of individual persons and cultural families within society.
 Furthermore, as we have seen, Maritain argues that “concrete society. . .within its historical limitations” now offers the opportunity for movement toward such harmonization, although such historical effort remains imperfect in itself and beleaguered by forces moving against it.

If the common good of the peoples of the earth is to be served, by striving to establish the intrinsic value of every human being on earth along with the maximization and equitable distribution of resources and opportunities, then this arduous task must begin within the liberal democracies themselves. The unification of nations through dialogue must be nurtured through the renunciation of ideology. According to Maritain, proclaiming the centrality of Christ does not threaten any cultural tradition or individual conscience developing in accord with human nature. It seeks to liberate the freedom for friendship common to all. Democratic society is now saturated by a self-serving ideology in nearly every fiber of its anti-cultural fabric.
 Already in 1983, O’Donnell aptly observed: “Contemporary American individualism which fails to recognize the socially organic nature of political society is not a philosophy but an ideology that gives might a right to replace a government dedicated to social well-being.”
 Rather than the end of history, the inevitably short-lived victory of liberal ideology would only temporarily enhance the refusal of some to acknowledge the full extent of the struggle within history, until grace enables the human to assert itself once again.
 If Maritain’s understanding of freedom in history is correct, then it has become the task of Christian leadership in the West to rigorously renounce a view which augments the self-serving power of the material individual through enterprise and consumerism, a view which deforms the very process of evangelization by refusing to pay the cost of discipleship.
 The ethical may begin to emerge more fully in our age when the self-proclaimed Christian educators and politicians in the now predominantly secular West no longer deviate from the historical path of Christianity and human freedom. Maritain informs us that presently this path opens toward a decidedly different horizon than the one which evokes the illusion of identity, security and order through the arrogant promotion of a liberal ideology which in fact fosters unbridled individualism, materialism, and the Hobbesian war of all against all.
 
For Maritain, commitment to Christ today means to function as leaven within the body politic and acknowledge that those who profess Christianity and those who do not are invited to share a common secular faith, a democratic faith arising from the practical aspirations of human nature and not from the abstract rationalization of ideology. According to Maritain, diverse metaphysical and religious outlooks can converge, 
 . . . not by virtue of any identity of doctrine, but by virtue of an analogical similitude in practical principles, toward the same practical conclusions, and can share in the same practical secular faith, provided that they similarly revere, perhaps for quite diverse reasons, truth and intelligence, human dignity, freedom, brotherly love, and the absolute value of moral good.
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