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Henry Paolucci, The Political Writings of St. Augustine, p.vii

In all these works, St. Augustine’s concern is clearly practical rather thatn theoretical. Technically precise descriptions of governmental instiutions and detailed comparisons of constitutional forms are conspicuously absent from his pages. Yet it by no means follows that we must, as Pierre de Labriolle recenty sugested, 5 deny him a political theory in the traditional sense of the term. On the contrary, if the reduction of empirical multiplicity to conceptual unity is the goal of theoretic science, St. Augustine’s account of the political regime of the world—which is what he means by the term civitas terrena—must be considered a masterpiece of political theory. His primary object, as a Christian bishop and apologist, was no doubt to determine the will and ultimately the conduct of his readers. But he had first to inform the intellect. And to the accomplishment of that distinctly theoretical task he brought a mastery of philosophical discourse and [p.ix] a depth of psychological insight unsurpassed in the Western World.

Henry Paolucci, The Political Writings of St. Augustine, p.xviii

Nations, St. Augustine asserts, may boast of having Christian Political rule, but in fact their Christianity, like their much‑vaunted justice, can be at best only nominal, only a handsomely‑colored semblance.16 Since Christians cannot, in good faith, constitute a kingdom or polis of their own in this world, they cannot, in good faith, claim to have a politics of their own. The only politics possible on earth is that of coercive power used to restrain coercive power, which has always characterized the civitas terrena.
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Chapter III: Glory and Ruin—The Greek World

The One Betraying Flaw of the Hellenes

Kirk, The Roots of American Order, p.51

In philosophy, in warfare, in the early sciences, in poetry, in grace of manners, in rhetoric, in high cunning, the people who called themselves the Hellenes excelled all civilized folk who had preceded them in time; in certain things, they have not been equalled in achievement, all these centuries since the Greek polis, the city‑state, lost its freedom. Yet the ancient Greeks failed in this: they never learned how to live together in peace and justice.

Kirk, The Roots of American Order, p.52

“To one small people, covering in its original seat no more than a hand’s‑breadth of territory, it was given to create the principle of Progress, of movement onwards and not backwards or downwards, of destruction tending to construction,” Sir Henry Maine wrote in 1876. “That people was the Greek. Except the blind forces of Nature, nothing moves in this world which is not Greek in its origin. A ferment spreading from that source has vitalized all the great progressive races of mankind, penetrating from one to another, and producing results according with its hidden and latent genius, and results of course often greater than any exhibited in Greece itself.”1

Kirk, The Roots of American Order, p.53

Liberal historians and literary men of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries idealized the Greek civilization that they knew through its literary remains and the broken fragments of its architecture and sculpture. Greece in general, and Athens in particular, those writers praised somewhat extravagantly as the birthplace of freedom, the sanctuary of the good and the beautiful, the source of rationality, the home of sweetness [p.54] and light. This enthusiasm was neither wholly unjustified nor altogether sound. Most leaders of the French Revolution indulged an indiscriminate admiration for classical Greece and Rome. But the leaders of the American Revolution, and of the early years of the American Republic, seasoned their classical tastes with several grains of salt.

Kirk, The Roots of American Order, p.58

If the Greek religion was not so gentle and sunlit as nineteenth‑century writers often fancied it to have been, neither was the Greek civil social order tranquil: Apollo struggled with Dionysius. At Akragas, the city’s first hideous tyrant, Phalaris, is said to have roasted his enemies in a furnace   [p.59] of brass shaped like a bull. Throughout its independence, Akragas alternated between despotism and anarchy —and so it was with most other Greek cities. Out of Akragas’ population of more than two hundred thousand people, at the height of this polis, the large majority were slaves, many from Africa. (Among Greek political thinkers, only Plato was able to hint at a commonwealth not supported by slavery—and then only in the dream‑realm of his early Republic.) In most cities, the common expectation of the ablebodied average citizen (despite the Greeks being a remarkably healthy race) was that he might die by violence while still fairly young. Even in luxurious Akragas, these Greek lovers of beauty were hardy men, accustomed to spear and sword; doubtless they would have been astonished at the idyllic description of their existence which secure scholars would sketch centuries later. a

Kirk, The Roots of American Order, p.59

Neither those wonderful representations of the Olympians in human form, in every city’s civic temples, nor the cults of darkness, mystery, and domestic hopes, closer to many Greeks hearts, could give to the Greeks such a principle of personal and public order as Jehovah had given to Israel. The Olympian and the chthonian deities came to blows repeatedly, quite as every Greek polis stood ready for war against barbarians and against other Greek cities of similar origins and institutions, should advantage seem to lie in aggression. Within every city, class hostilities, political feuds, and private ambitions rent the fabric of civil social order every few years. The democracies were no less violent than were the tyrannies and the oligarchies. To the Greeks, “freedom” meant primarily the independence of their own city‑state, not personal liberty in any high degree. Their passionate attachment to the immediate place of their birth was at once their strength and their undoing; while the picturesqueness of their religion did not provide them with a coherent moral order. [p.60] 
Kirk, The Roots of American Order, p.89

Just when the sovereignty of the Greek polis was evaporating, Aristotle produced a closely‑reasoned theory of order in the polis. For him, the Greek city‑state was superior to any other form of social organization; yet that reality was expiring as he lectured. Even rudimentary morality must disintegrate, Aristotle believed, if the city‑state should collapse—and in the classical world he was vindicated grimly by the event.

Kirk, The Roots of American Order, p.93

Plato and Aristotle, nevertheless, would cross oceans in times to come. The leading men of America’s formative years would find Aristotle’s concept of the polity, in particular, still valuable to them. True, much of Aristotle’s treatise was of historical interest chiefly. Far from being a land of city‑states, the new United States had scarcely more than a half‑dozen towns that could be called cities by anyone; neither the New England township nor the Virginian county government much resembled the polis. America had no aristocracy of birth, strictly speaking: not one English nobleman had settled permanently in the colonies, and no peerages had been bestowed upon colonials. Slavery—of a kind harsher than the Greek—America had, indeed; but in its early decades, America had no very large urban element like the rabble of [p.94] the Greek cities or the Roman proletarians. The tendency of America was toward swift expansion and “a more perfect union,” not toward the local devotion of the polis.
Kirk, The Roots of American Order, p.94

Yet in another sense, repeatedly pointed out by Alexis de Tocqueville, America was held together by a religious bond stronger than any the Greeks or the Romans had known: by a Christian faith that worked upon individual and family, rather than through a state cult. The failure of the Greeks to find an enduring popular religious sanction for the order of their civilization had been a main cause of the collapse of the world of the polis. The power of Christian teaching over [p.95] private conscience made possible the American democratic society, vastly greater in extent and population than Old Greece. Hellenic thought, Platonic and Aristotelian, contributed to that American religious morality through the strong threads of Greek vision and reason which are woven into Christian doctrine.

Kirk, The Roots of American Order, p.209

A contemporary of William of Ockham, in the first half of the fourteenth century, was Marsilius of Padua, a Schoolman more radical than the English Nominalist. Marsilius, at the University of Paris, argued that the Church must be subordinated to the State: even though divine law is superior to human law, it is the State that must decide the interpretation of divine law. Thus Marsilius carried Aristotle’s politics—the [p.210] politics of the polis, the autonomous city‑state—farther than did Aquinas. In effect, the principles of Marsilius reduced papal authority and made conceivable the governing of churches by kings and princes—which would come to pass, in some countries, during the Reformation.
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A New Covenant?

Commentary Magazine, April 1995, p.70

DEMOCRACY ON TRIAL.

BY JEAN BETHKE ELSHTAIN.

Basic Books. 153 pp. $20.00.
Commentary Magazine, April 1995, p.70
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Commentary Magazine, April 1995, p.70

JEAN BETHKE ELSHTAIN, the Laura Spelman Rockefeller Professor of Ethics at the University of Chicago, is a self‑described “feminist political theorist” and the author of several academic works on how Plato, Machiavelli, Hegel, and the like illuminate the condition of modern women. The mere fact that she is willing to take seriously the thought of these dead white males, and even to entertain an occasional conservative argument, has provoked other feminists to deny that she is one of them, and even to label her (the horror!) a classical liberal.

Commentary Magazine, April 1995, p.72

Yet here, in this one little example, we already see that Elshtain does not really understand the patient whose ills she is diagnosing. For American democracy, by design, bears little resemblance to Periclean Athens. That form of democracy, noble as it may sound, did not allow for an autonomous civil society or a private realm; to the contrary, Pericles insists that in “loving” their city, Athenians should regard their personal attachments including the love between family members—as purely instrumental and subservient to the ends of the polis. This has very little to do with American democracy, and contrary to what Elshtain seems to think, a dose of it would only succeed in further corroding our already frayed social fabric.

Commentary Magazine, June 1995

Letters from Readers

Personal & Political

Commentary Magazine, June 1995, p.12

TO THE EDITOR OF COMMENTARY:

Commentary Magazine, June 1995, p.13

Whatever Mr. Wolfson may have been doing in the 1960’s, I was primarily engaged in raising babies and going to school. Self‑absorption was never an option. I missed out on that one. And, since Mr. Wolfson suggests a passing familiarity with my oeuvre, he surely recollects my lament in Women and War that there was all too much war‑likeness in the antiwar movement. But, above all, it is an act of massive bad faith (or egregious misreading) for him to saddle me with a position I have spent my entire adult life criticizing, whether propounded by giants in the canon of Western political thought or contemporary feminists, namely, the view that family relations are “purely instrumental” and are to be made “subservient to the ends of the polis”—or to a movement of any kind. This goes entirely against the grain of my published work—which runs to thousands of pages by now—and, I should add, my life and the way I live it. I would refer the interested reader to the discussion of the chastening of patriotism in Women and War and the sketch of an “ethical polity” in Public Man, Private Woman or, for that matter, the argument against pitiless revolutionaries in Democracy on Trial.
Commentary Magazine, June 1995, p.14

JEAN BETHKE ELSHTAIN
Nashville, Tennessee

Commentary Magazine, June 1995, p.14

ADAM WOLFSON writes:

Commentary Magazine, June 1995, p.14

Mrs. Elshtain complains that I have saddled her with the view that family relations are to be made subservient to the ends of the polis, a view she claims she has spent her entire life criticizing. I wrote nothing of the kind. In fact, I praised her for “unrelentingly” criticizing the radical wing of the feminist movement, which tends to hold views hostile to the traditional family. What I did observe was that, in her search for solutions to the breakdown of civil society, she turns for the most part not to sources within the liberal tradition (of which, in many of her works, she is quite critical) but, oddly, to Pericles (no great defender of the bourgeois family). Further, she calls for a “new social covenant” and asks that “governmentfind a way to respond to people’s deepest concerns.” She does not seem to realize that this sort of mindset, which became prevalent in the 1960’s, is itself partly responsible for the decline of liberal‑democratic civil society.


Claude Lanzmann and the IDF

Hillel Halkin*

Commentary Magazine, June 1995, p.51

Tsahal deals with none of these issues, nor with the broader question of whether, in a contemporary democracy, a citizens’ army is a desideratum or even a possibility. This is regrettable. It is largely because of its army and the role it has played in national life that Israel has come closer to the ancient ideal of the polis, the community of equal and mutually responsible freemen entrusted with defending one another’s rights and lives, than any other modern state. Here, rather than as an answer to the Holocaust, which it can be conceived of being only poetically, lies the true remarkableness of the IDF. [p.52] 
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Trusting Tradition

Francis Canavan*

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

In Good Company: The Church as Polis

Stanley Hauerwas
University of Notre Dame Press, 1996
296 pages, $30

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

This book is eminently worth reading, although the reader may find in it much to disagree with. I could devote this whole review to arguing with Professor Hauerwas on such topics as pacifism, vegetarianism, speciesism, and sexism. But that would be to overlook so much in the book that deserves to be pondered.

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

Stanley Hauerwas is a Methodist lay theologian now teaching in the Divinity School of Duke University, after fourteen years at Notre Dame. In Good Company is a collection of essays and articles, all published in this decade with the exeption of one, which dates from 1983. Four of them were jointly written with other authors, both Protestant and Catholic, and all of them originally appeared in the mixed company of journals and books put out by Catholic, Protestant, interdenominational, and secular publishers.

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

There is more than a trace in Hauerwas’s writing of the Protestant tendency to oppose revelation to reason and grace to nature. Yet he also speaks with a Catholic accent. He regrets that Methodism, having “had the potential to be that form of evangelical Catholicism that maintainedcontinuity with the great confessions of the church” now is dying because most Methodists “do not want to believe anything or engage in any practices that might offend and thus exclude anyone.” Many American Catholics, he recognizes, are going down the same road. But Hauerwas holds that there is indeed a true faith and “one, holy, catholic, and apostolic church” (which he does not simply identify with the Roman Catholic Church), and that the Eucharist, “which is the body and blood of Christ,” is the unifying bond of the Body of Christ, the Church.

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

The dominant thesis of In Good Company is that worship is central to Christian life. Persons become believers and learn to live as Christians by joining in worship, from which they acquire practices and habits of virtue that shape them and their thinking. In short, through worship they become part of a living tradition. On this point, Hauerwas quotes with approval Pius XI: “People are instructed in the truths of faith and brought to appreciate the inner joys of religion far more effectively by the annual celebration of our sacred mysteries than by any pronouncements of the teaching of the Church.”

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

The Church, for Hauerwas, is “a (body) polity,” whose politics is our salvation. It is far more than John Locke’s voluntary association of like‑minded people who fit easily into the liberal nation‑state. “I am not trying to save the liberal project,” he says. “I am trying to save the church from the liberal project.” On the last page of the book he explains: “Christians are called first and foremost not to resolve the tension between church and state, but to acknowledge the kingship of Christ in their lives, which means leaving church‑state relations profoundly unresolved, until the day when He comes again in glory.”

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

Catholics made a mistake, he thinks, when they came to the American pluralistic society and believed they could talk to it in terms of a natural law accessible to human reason and therefore to all men. The Catholic understanding of natural law assumes a universe created by a personal God, and Catholic morality assumes the redemption of fallen man by the Second Person of the trinitarian God. It is the truth, the whole Christian truth, that sets us free, not what we can hope to get everyone to agree upon.

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

Hauerwas greatly admires Pope John Paul II’s encyclical Veritatis Splendor, but it might be pointed out to him that when that same Pope addressed the UN in the fall of 1995, he presented to them a version of the same encyclical with the Christian doctrine left out. Evidently the pope assumed that there are elements of morality to which all men can respond, however minimally, in the light of our common human nature.

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

Hauerwas insists, however, that we do not first recognize abstract principles of natural law and then apply them to actual societies and cultures. We learn our moral principles from living societies and their traditions, which include their practices as much and more than their doctrines. The weakness of mere traditionalism, of course, is that it leaves us with no norm above tradition by which to distinguish true and good traditions from false and bad ones. Hauerwas seems to be aware of this since he thinks he has found “a good tradition,” or rather, that it has found him; in another place he speaks of a “truth‑finding tradition.”

Crisis Magazine, June 1996, p.48

Whatever the deficiency of his position may be, it has this valuable truth to offer—that the tradition, practices, and worship of the living Body of Christ have carried our culture and our morals. Without them we drift into a sterile liberal secularism.[p.49] 
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By Richard Critchfield.

Anchor. 497 pp. $27.50.
In Good Hands: The Life of a Family Farm.

By Charles Fish.

Farrar, Straus & Giroux. 229 pp. $21.
Critchfield was right, though, to be worried about the condition of the world’s seedbeds of character and competence, even if he was mistaken in locating them exclusively in rural settings. The political, scientific, economic, and social goods that Americans and many others have come to cherish depend, today more than ever, on certain qualities that once were reliably cultivated in the polis (ideally around 5,000 citizens in Plato’s view) and in urban neighborhoods, as well as in villages. It is hard to imagine how a regime favorable to individual liberty, the work ethic, security of transactions, equality, and relief of misery can be sustained without citizens prepared to restrain their own appetites, plan for the future, render community service, provide for themselves and their dependents, and reach out to the needy.
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First Things: A Monthly Journal of Religion and Public Life

What does it mean to belong to a political community? Is such belonging, which we call citizenship, important? What binds a body of people together in a political community and sustains their bond over time? These questions are both highly theoretical and eminently practical. In recent years we have seen Germany reunified, a European “community” formed, nations of Eastern Europe torn by ancient hostilities, and heated debate in this country (and elsewhere) about the issue of immigration and about affirmative action aimed at making minorities fuller participants in our common life.

First Things: A Monthly Journal of Religion and Public Life

Who belongs? Why belong? The first developed attempt in our history to answer these questions came with the classical civilizations of Greece and Rome—especially with what theorists term “civic republicanism,”given its chief articulation by Aristotle just as the polis was, in fact, nearing the end of its golden age. Characterizing this articulation as “one of the great Western definitions of what it is to be human,”J.G.A. Pocock summarizes it as follows. “What makes the citizen the highest order of being is his capacity to rule, and it follows that rule over one’s equal is possible only where one’s equal rules over one. Therefore the citizen rules and is ruled; citizens join each other in making decisions where each decider respects the authority of the others, and all join in obeying the decisionsthey have made.” This activity of ruling and being ruled, the life of politics, is a distinctively public activity. As free participants in politics, citizens shape their own lives and thereby bring their nature to its highest fulfillment.
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Richard John Neuhaus
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Alien Citizens

A very long time ago, when Christians were a persecuted minority of maybe fifty thousand in the great empire of Rome, an anonymous writer explained to a pagan named Diognetus the way it is with this peculiar people. Until Our Lord returns in glory, Christians do well to embrace the second century “Letter to Diognetus” as their vade mecum:

“For Christians cannot be distinguished from the rest of the human race by country or language or customs. They do not live in cities of their own; they do not use a peculiar form of speech; they do not follow an eccentric manner of life. This doctrine of theirs has not been discovered by the ingenuity or deep thought of inquisitive men, nor do they put forward a merely human teaching, as some people do. Yet, although they live in Greek and barbarian cities alike, as each man’s lot has been cast, and follow the customs of the country in clothing and food and other matters of daily living, at the same time they give proof of the remarkable and admittedly extraordinary constitution of their own commonwealth. They live in their own countries, but only as aliens. They have a share in everything as citizens, and endure everything as foreigners. Every foreign land is their fatherland, and yet for them every fatherland is a foreign land. They marry, like everyone else, and they beget children, but they do not cast out their offspring. They share their board with each other, but not their marriage bed. It is true that they are ‘in the flesh,’ but they do not live ‘according to the flesh.’ They busy themselves on earth, but their citizenship is in heaven.” 

It is an awkward posture, being an alien citizen. It poses irresolvable problems for both “God and country” and “God or country.” Christians critically affirm their responsibility for the politics of the earthly city, knowing all the while that their true polis is the City of God. Loyalty to the earthly city is joined to an allegiance that others who do not share that allegiance cannot help but view as subversive. It is as with Thomas More on the scaffold, “I die the king’s good servant, but God’s first.” And, had Henry only known it, Thomas was the king’s better servant because he served God first. Like so many others over the centuries, Henry had a “Christian politics” that demanded a totality of allegiance that no alien citizen could render him. 

Where We Are Left

Christians are commanded to love their neighbors, and politics is one way—by no means the most important way—of doing that. In a democracy, everybody is asked to accept a measure of political responsibility, and most do. For some it is their life’s work, as in “vocation.” Like everything worth doing, it is worth doing well. And, for those who are called to do it, even when they frequently fail, it is also worth doing poorly. Christians engaged in politics, we may hope, will bring to the task the gifts of personal integrity and devotion to the common good. But that does not make their engagement “Christian politics.” It is still just politics. A Christian engineer who builds a really good bridge has not built a “Christian bridge.” The merit of the project depends upon qualities pertinent to the “bridgeness” of the thing, although we may believe that those qualities are well served by the Christian conviction and integrity of the builder. 

So where does this leave us with the Sermon on the Mount? Deeply troubled, for sure. It leaves us, against our sinful inclination, attending to a “preferential option” for the poor and the sorrowful, the meek and the persecuted. Attending to them not by politics chiefly but by politics also. That sermon depicts a way of living that Niebuhr variously called an “impossible possibility” and “possible impossibility,” with the one never being entirely overcome by the other. Yet the never is not forever, for, above all, it leaves us alien citizens with an insatiable longing for that other polis He told us about, when all those around the throne and the angels numbering myriads of myriads declare with a loud voice, “Worthy is the Lamb who was slain, to receive power and wealth and wisdom and might and honor and glory and blessing!” 

And then, around the throne of the Lamb, we will have reason to hope that all our efforts, including our political efforts, did not get in the way of, and maybe even anticipated in some small part, that right ordering of all things that is the only politics deserving of the name Christian. Until then, talk about “Christian politics”—whether of the left or of the right or of ideologies as yet unimagined—is but a refusal to wait for the Kingdom. It is the delusion that we Christians are called to be or can be, in our exile from the heavenly polis, something other than the poor in spirit, the sorrowing, the meek, the hungry, the merciful, the pure in heart, the peacemakers, the persecuted—to be, in sum, something other than those whom the Sermon on the Mount calls blessed.
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Part I: Thinking About the Family

The Family and the State in Modern Political Theory

William Baumgarth

The Family in Early Modern Thought 

Peden and Glahe, The American Family and the State, p.16

The first thing to be observed about contemporary political‑philosophical reflection upon the family is that there is very little of it. In the history of political thought, the family has, in the classical works, occupied an important, albeit secondary place. Can we think of Plato’s Republic without remembering Socrates’ abolition of the private family? Can we appreciate Aristotle’s criticism of Plato without realizing the importance the Politics gives to the family as a material cause of the polis? Substantial portions of Hobbes’s writings on politics and of Locke’s Treatise on Civil Government are given over to reflections upon the family. As late as the nineteenth century, discussions of the family have a notable place in political theory, as a reading, say, of the Communist Manifesto or other of Marx’s writings would show. And, of course, Marx’s great mentor Hegel devotes much attention to the place of the family within civil society and in relationship to the state.

Peden and Glahe, The American Family and the State, p.19

Why, then, the relative silence of our contemporaries on this question? I hazard the following suggestion: The disregard for the family is a function of a turning away from the concept of nature in modern political thought and a focusing on the concept of equality in its stead. For the early modern thinkers, nature is viewed as something nega[p.20] tive‑something to oppose to the strictly human, something to escape from. Hence the state of nature in the early modern period is either one of gross difficulties, as in Hobbes or in Spinoza, or one of annoying inconveniences, as in Locke.1 With Rousseau’s criticism of the early moderns there begins a more radical depiction of the dichotomy between human phenomena and nature. The early moderns had viewed man as a creature of passion, reason being a mere instrument for satisfying the desires in a harmonious fashion. Will becomes the central theoretical preoccupying faculty for the early moderns. Unlike reason, which clearly differentiates men, since it is clearly unequally distributed, will appears to be more or less equally possessed by all. Society appears as an artifact of will, as a derivation from a contract.2 The notion of the social contract is the heart of Rousseau’s political teaching.
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Science, Politics and Gnosticism

1 Science, Politics and Gnosticism

I

 [p.15]Political science, politike episteme, was founded by Plato and Aristotle.

Eric Voegelin, Science Politics and Gnosticism, p.15

At stake in the spirtual confusion of the time was whether there could be fashioned an image of the right order of the soul and society—a paradigm, a model, an ideal—that could function for the citizens of the polis as had paraenetic myth for the Homeric heroes. To be sure, fourth‑century Athens afforded plenty of opinions about the right manner of living and the right order of society. But was it possible to show that one of the multitude of sceptic, hedonist, utilitarian, power oriented, and partisan doxai was the true one? Or, if none of them could stand up to critical examination, could a new image of order be formed that would not also bear the marks of a nonbinding, subjective opinion (doxa)? The science of political philosophy resulted from the efforts to find an answer to this question.

Eric Voegelin, Science Politics and Gnosticism, p.20

The frame of reference of political science has changed considerably in the more than two [p.21]thousand years since its founding. The broadening of temporal and spatial horizons has yielded to comparative analysis enormous amounts of material that were unknown in antiquity. And the appearance of Christianity in history, with the resulting tension between reason and revelation, has profoundly affected the difficulties of philosophizing. The Platonic‑Aristotelian paradigm of the best polis cannot provide an answer for the great questions of our time—either for the organizational problems of industrial society or for the spiritual problems of the struggle between Christianity and ideology. But the basic situation of political science, which I have briefly outlined here, has, except in one respect, not changed at all. Today, just as two thousand years ago, politike episteme deals with questions that concern everyone and that everyone asks. Though different opinions are current in society today, its subject matter has not changed. Its method is still scientific analysis. And the prerequisite of analysis is still the perception of the order of being unto its origin  in transcendent being, in particular, the loving openness of the soul to its transcendent ground of order.

Eric Voegelin, Science Politics and Gnosticism, p.21

Only in one respect has the situation of political science changed. As indicated, there has emerged a phenomenon unknown to antiquity that permeates our modern societies so completely that its ubiquity scarcely leaves us any room to see it at all: the prohibition of questioning. This is not a matter of [p.22]reistance to analysis—that existed in antiquity as well. It does not involve those who cling to opinions by reason of tradition or emotion, or those who engage in debate in a naive confidence in the rightness of their opinions and who take the offensive only when analysis unnerves them. Rather, we are confronted here with persons who know that, and why, their opinions cannot stand up under critical analysis and  who therefore make the prohibition of the examination of their premises part of their dogma. This position of a conscious, deliberate, and painstakingly elaborated obstruction of ratio constitutes the new phenomenon.

�La Cité de Dieu, text latin et traduction française, avec un introduction et des notes par Pierre de Labriolle, Paris, 1957, Vol. I, pp. xi�xv.


�Compare De civ., II, 21.


�In general, nevertheless, the Greeks abhorred torture, and they would not permit it to be represented in the theater. They were capable of putting to the sword the whole male population of military age in captured cities, but they stopped short of inflicting deliberate physical cruelties in cold blood.
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