
“THE CONNECTIONS BETWEEN NOMINALISM AND MODERNISM”
and Consequent Epistemological Errors Causing Moral Subjectivism



This paper is also dedicated in honor of Father James V. Schall. I met Fr. Schall in 2010 at the home of my daughter's roommate’s family when she attended Belmont Abbey College in Charlotte, North Carolina, while I was working in IT and lecturing at Catholic University of America. It seemed like Fr Schall was like an honorary member of their family. He knew details of each of the children’s lives and was like an uncle to them. Later, as I looked into Father Schall’s political philosophy in preparation for this paper, I was struck by his emphasis on the order of things. I was especially interested because of my work in teaching best practices in the governance of information technology organizations. What caught my eye was his holistic unified vision of the cosmos, especially his connection of the order of souls to determine the order of the governing polity. My observation has been that the culture of any organization reflects the root values and practices ordered from the top. The difficult challenge in governance is governing to acquire the people capabilities, not just technology, to collaborate together towards common goals. One needs the flourishing of people and integrated teamwork to deliver valued capabilities to consumers. Father Schall’s book The Order of Things is a blueprint of the governance of the cosmos maintaining and building order through collaboration between mankind and God. This participation of created persons with the Godhead forms an ontological thread of capabilities and actions co-creating the cosmos ordered towards its final cause. The thread reaches all the way down from the order of love within the Godhead to the proper order of man’s soul and all the way up to an ordered polity governing society with capabilities for human flourishing. 
 I also was fascinated with his book Roman Catholic Political Philosophy which is a boldly  unique title for a book on political philosophy. The title points to a perennial Christian philosophy sourced in authentic Catholic tradition emphasizing the unity between reason and faith. Fr. Schall states: ”The same man is politician and metaphysician. Essentially, political philosophy exists to explain that there are things that transcend man, that the highest things, not merely political things, are worth spending time on. In this sense political philosophy points to metaphysics and revelation . . . Without this more contemplative thought, man cannot be what he is.”[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Schall, James V., Roman Catholic Political Philosophy, Lexington Books, Lanham, MD., 2004, p.21.] 

The topic of this paper will break out and analyze further certain good habits required for man to philosophize the things that transcend man through moderate realist epistemology, realist metaphysics and classical theistic natural law. There are critical obstacles to the formation of good habits and practices that have arisen in science, philosophy and theology. These obstacles stand in opposition to what I will call good practice for any aspiring person open to learn and respond to the truth, good and beauty of reality. Philosophy has best practices in natural philosophy, metaphysics and epistemology which must be known and held to develop good habits of thinking and acting to reach our potential personally and culturally. Leo XIII, Etienne Gilson and John Paul II were especially prominent in pointing out the perennial philosophy of St. Thomas as containing essential concepts needed to develop good habits of thought and action in accord with true reality.
 A principle of Thomist philosophy became a personal principle of discovery for me from my theological studies through my philosophical pursuits: Operatio sequitur esse – operation follows upon being. The action of each entity depends on the designated nature of the entity itself. This especially intrigued me regarding humankind and myself personally because I was interested in how my being could be increased actualizing my potential to in a sense be more than myself. Any increase in an entity’s being is an increase in the possibility of its operation in accord with the actualization of its nature. Quoting Edward Feser the eminent contemporary Thomistic philosopher: “…the theory of actuality and potentiality…is not only central to the Aristotelian philosophy of nature but also to Aristotelian-Thomistic metaphysics. But it is utterly unknown to most contemporary physicists…Consequently, there is nothing in contemporary physics to orient one to the study of Aristotelian philosophy of nature…”[footnoteRef:2] There has been a disconnect between the older Aristotelian use of the term science and the contemporary mechanistic view of science. Again, quoting Ed Feser about modern science’s rejection of the Aristotelian view of the philosophy of nature: “The “mechanical world picture” is essentially a rejection of this fundamental conception of what is “natural,” and of everything implicit in it. For the mechanical philosophy, the natural object is to be understood on the model of a machine or artifact and therefore not in the terms of a substantial form or teleology. Thus of Aristotle’s four causes, the mechanistic picture effectively rejects formal and final cause…In turn, other elements of the Aristotelian philosophy of nature, such as the idea of a hierarchy of irreducibly different kinds of natural substance and the theory of actuality and potentiality, are implicitly or explicitly abandoned as well.” So the organized body of demonstrated truths of Aristotelian science which includes its philosophy of nature which I believe overlaps demonstrated metaphysical truths has become out of bounds for contemporary science and much of contemporary philosophy. How can we understand through science the human role in ordering the world through wisdom if we have epistemological and metaphysical obstacles blocking our understanding and action towards the final goal? This is a schism of the range of human thought and a crisis of epistemological origin which breaks the thread of human participation in the ordering of the world to its final cause. As my best friend and theologian Douglas Bushman always says in defense of authentic doctrine: ”What we believe will effect what we do.”  [2:  Feser, Edward, Scholastic Metaphysics: A Contemporary Introduction, editions scholasticae, vol. 39, Postfach 15 41, D-63133 Heuenstam, Germany, 2014, p. 31. ] 

Our epistemology must acknowledge metaphysical truths. Metaphysical realism contends the object of intelligence is reality, that reality is intelligible. Epistemological realism contends the object of intelligence is real being which is composed of real essences and natures. Being is not a genus in that being is common to all things, transcendent to the specific differences of genus and species. Being is a transcendental. “Truth is also transcendental insofar as everything real is truly the thing it is … Being and truth are convertible in the sense they are the same thing considered under different aspects. Being is reality considered in itself, truth is reality considered in relation to an intellect which grasps it. Another words truth is just being considered as intelligible.”[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Feser, Edward, Scholastic Metaphysics: A Contemporary Introduction, editions scholasticae, vol. 39, Postfach 15 41, D-63133 Heuenstam, Germany, 2014, p. 139.
] 

Metaphysics is prior to epistemology because every epistemological theory relies on metaphysical assumptions. The object of our intellect are things abstracted from reality, not just ideas in our minds as Descartes introduced. If our theory of epistemology isn’t consistent with our knowledge of metaphysical truths it cannot be a valid epistemology. The scope of this paper doesn’t include a defense of Aristotelian-Thomistic natural philosophy and metaphysics, but the excellent works by Ed Feser cited later in this paragraph make a thorough defense of using the theory of actuality and potentiality as a major theme to show how efficient and final causality, substantial form and prime matter, substance and accident, essence and existence and so on follow from it. To deny the existence of actuality and potentiality is to deny change, causation, teleology, substance, essence, and other basic metaphysical realities. The central argument of Ed Feser’s two books Scholastic Metaphysics (2004) and Aristotle’s Revenge: The Metaphysical Foundations of Physical and Biological Sciences (2019) which were major sources for this paper is that “Aristotelian metaphysics is not only compatible with modern science, but is implicitly presupposed by modern science.”[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Feser, Edward, Aristotle’s Revenge: The Metaphysical Foundations of Physical and Biological Sciences, editions scholasticae, 53819 Neunkirchen-Seelscheid - Germany, 2019, p.1.] 

The origins of this modern crisis can arguably be traced back to the medieval times when a rejection of metaphysics and moderate realist epistemology became prevalent. Famously, William of Ockham took a nominalist or conceptualist approach to the problem of universals, while the standard Scholastic approach has been realist.[footnoteRef:5] The nominalist denies the existence of universals both in the world of thought and in the world of things. “The most radical form of nominalism is attributed to Roscellin of Compiegne in the 11th century who attributed universality to names only. Nominalists and conceptualists deny intellectual abstraction which alone can explain how man in the formation of concepts is totally dependent on his experience and still transcends that experience so that he can form universal concepts.”[footnoteRef:6] The modern philosopher John Locke was a conceptualist and had a major effect on the idea of natural law implemented in the US court system as will be discussed later. Conceptualists consider “… universal essences as entirely the product of the human mind…If we say our concepts and general terms reflect nothing extra-mental or extra-linguistic then we shall have to provide an account of how they are formed in a way that makes no reference to mind-dependent and language dependent universal essences. But this is not possible.”[footnoteRef:7] [5:  Feser, Edward, Scholastic Metaphysics: A Contemporary Introduction, editions scholasticae, vol. 39, Postfach 15 41, D-63133 Heuenstam, Germany, 2014, p. 223.]  [6:  Baker, Kenneth, Bruegger, Walter, Philosophical Dictionary, Gonzaga University Press, Spokane, Washington, 1972, p.278.]  [7:  Feser, Edward, Scholastic Metaphysics: A Contemporary Introduction, editions scholasticae, vol. 39, Postfach 15 41, D-63133 Heuenstam, Germany, 2014, p. 225.] 

In my view essentialism must be affirmed, but not the essentialism which Gilson was critical of. Gilson was critical of the rationalist tendency to remove reality from essences considered in the abstract, as opposed to the “existentialism” of Aquinas from whom knowledge of real concrete existents comes from experience.[footnoteRef:8] The essentialism described by Ed Feser is the thesis that there are real essences that are mind-independent. [footnoteRef:9]  This is a critical component of good practice metaphysics in my  view. Peter Kreeft argues that without the existence of real essences there is no objective basis for human equality and dignity. Various people are more intelligent, beautiful, etc. in their accidental qualities, yet the existence of our compound essence, which is both spiritual and bodily, is the basis for human equality and dignity. To remove this reality leaves us without an eternal soul, which is the form of our body and the center of our powers of personhood. It leaves the order of things open to using humans as objects without respecting them as ends in themselves. [8:  Ibid., p. 212]  [9:  Ibid.] 

A denial of universals breaks the thread of order that Fr. Schall emphasized. Real universals solves the problem of the one and the many. Is there one essence or many? There are many. But God’s essence exists in a different mode of being. All other essences are dependent on God’s existence. In a sense this is a specific difference in being, between divine and finite being, although finite beings are a finite image of the Divine Being. This is a critical principle. God’s essence is His existence, the two are one and the same. God exists in another mode of being and all other essences depend on God’s being for their existence. God is outside the finite cosmos and its ongoing Creator. This puts man in proper order, that we fundamentally receive everything including our real existence as gift. We discover the truth through the effects we experience in created things though intellectual abstraction and the other powers of reason. 
Ed Feser and many others have convincingly defended the immaterial aspects of thought in abstraction and the other powers of the intellect.[footnoteRef:10] We know real forms of things from particular things with real essences from outside of our mind through a spiritual power in the soul, the intellect. We don’t create our own truth as the object of our mind’s ideas like typical nominalist or conceptualist views state. Being is intelligible. In the three acts of the intellect we apprehend the real concepts in the first act, judge the truth or falsity of the relation between two concepts in the second act and reason both deductively and inductively in the third act.  These are the fundamental acts of Aristotelian-Thomistic epistemology connecting metaphysical realism to epistemological realism.  [10:  Feser, Edward. 2013, “Kripke, Ross and the Immaterial Aspects of Thought”, American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly, 87: 1-32.] 

This epistemology participates in our judgement of good or evil through the natural law. We recognize the hierarchy of goods In our conscience through the habit of synderesis as we recognize the hierarchy of goods and judge good or evil choices of goods in our actions. An example of this is the story I tell is about a hypothetical situation where a man and my dog are in a river in front of me and the river is carrying them uncontrollably to their demise. The choice I would need to make is, which one do I save? The man is of higher worth and dignity by nature so my formed conscience would tell me to save the man, so I would if I could. However, today sometimes I wonder how many would join me in that choice.
Shouldn’t the classical teleological and theistic natural law be active in our culture today? A possible key source of the change is the rise of nominalism and the rejection of Aristotelian-Thomistic metaphysics in the medieval times. The rise of nominalist-conceptualist epistemology led to changes in philosophical and theological approaches to what constituted the natural law and communication with God. Nominalism led to a rejection of the idea of mediation through things, the senses and intellectual abstraction of universals to discover the truth of reason and faith seeking deeper understanding. There was a change from a teleological approach in natural law thinking found in Cicero and the theistic approach in Augustine and Aquinas to an anthropocentric approach reflecting a dualism separating the philosophy of nature from the sphere of faith.[footnoteRef:11] The late medieval roots of the anthropocentric turn in natural law thinking have been described by Louis Dupré: “Only when the early humanist notion of human creativity came to form a combustive mixture with the negative conclusions of nominalist theology did it cause the cultural explosion that we refer to as modernity. Its impact shattered the organic unity of the Western view of the real. The earliest Ionian concept of physis had combined a physical (in the modern sense!) with an anthropic and a divine component. The classical Greek notion of kosmos (used by Plato and Aristotle), as well as the Roman natura, had preserved the idea of the real as an harmonious, all-inclusive whole. Its organic unity had been threatened by the Hebrew-Christian conception of a Creator who remained outside the cosmos. Yet, through His wisdom, support, and grace, he continued to be present in this world. At the end of the Middle Ages, however, nominalist theology effectively removed God from creation. Ineffable in being and inscrutable in his designs, God withdrew from the original synthesis altogether. The divine became relegated to a supernatural sphere separate from nature, with which it retained no more than causal, external link. This removal of transcendence fundamentally affected the conveyance of meaning. Whereas previously meaning had been established in the very act of creation by a wise God, it now fell upon the human mind to interpret a cosmos, the structure of which had ceased to be given as intelligible. Instead of being an integral part of the cosmos, the person became its source of meaning. Mental life separated from cosmic being: as meaning-giving ‘subject,’ the mind became the spiritual substratum of all reality. Only what it objectively constituted would count as real. Thus reality split into two separate spheres: that of mind, which contained all intellectual determinations, and that of all other being, which received them.”[footnoteRef:12]  [11:  Levering, Matthew. Biblical Natural Law: A Theocentric and Teleological Approach, Oxford University Press; 1 edition, Oxford, UK, 2008, p. 1.]  [12:  Dupre’, Louis, Passage to Modernity: An Essay in the Hermeneutics of Nature and Culture, Yale University Press, New Haven, CT., 1993, p.3.] 

Michael Gillespie in his book The Theological Origins of Modernity also points to nominalism as the primary change that led to changes in philosophy and theology that brought forth the crisis of modernity: “The epochal question that gave birth to the modern age arose out of a metaphysical/theological crisis within Christianity about the nature of God and thus the nature of being. This crisis was most evident as the nominalist revolution against scholasticism…. Scholastics in the High Middle Ages were ontologically realist, that is to say they believed in the real existence of universals.”[footnoteRef:13] Another words scholasticism believed that being was intelligible and the truth was convertible with being, as I described earlier. Michael Gillespie further explains the radical effect nominalism had on both philosophical and theological ideas in the Middle Ages: “Nominalism turned this world on its head. For nominalists all real being was individual or particular and universals were thus mere fictions. Words did not point to real universal entities but were mere signs useful for human understanding. Creation was radically particular and thus not teleological. As a result, God could not be understood by human reason but only by biblical revelation or mystical experience.”[footnoteRef:14] Michael Gillespie’s second chapter “The Nominalist Revolution and Modernity” in The Theological Origins of Modernity describes how Ockham’s nominalist/conceptualist ideas effected Martin Luther who became an Ockhamist at a young age. Luther rejected the redemptive power of work on nominalist grounds instead he attributed faith alone in scripture as the only route to salvation.[footnoteRef:15] Luther elevated Scripture what appears to be a non-nominalist metaphysical and epistemological special status as a means for God to speak directly to the individual. “Luther was able to transform the terrifying God of nominalism into a power within individual human beings.” This also had the effect of countering the idea of realist mediation of knowledge from the senses and intellectual abstraction. Michael Gillespie convincingly contends that modernity did not intend to be atheistic, antireligious or even agnostic. His main thesis is that modernity arose out of “… an attempt to find a new metaphysical/theological answer to the question of the nature and relation of God, man and the natural world that arose in the late medieval world as a result of a titanic struggle between contradictory elements within Christianity itself. Modernity as we experience it came to be as a series of attempts to constitute a new and coherent metaphysics/theology.”[footnoteRef:16] This approach to constituting a new and coherent metaphysics and theology contributed to the turn from the teleological and theistic approaches to anthropocentric philosophical accounts of natural law.  [13:  Gillespie, Michael Allen, The Theological Origins of Modernity, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, Illinois, p. 14.]  [14:  Ibid.]  [15:  Ibid., p.33.]  [16:  Ibid., p.xii.] 

A renewed and fuller understanding of the full scope of the natural law is crucial to best practice philosophy theology and pastoral best practice, if we are to develop and maintain the order of the soul that Fr. Schall attributes to the proper ordering of the polity and governance of society. Matthew Levering in his book Biblical Natural Law  proposes: “that the full scope of natural law doctrine is learned best by means of a dialogue between biblical exegesis, theology, and philosophy, where each enriches the other. Whereas Enlightenment thinkers generally assumed that the ‘book of Scripture’ would only mystify and distort the reading of the ‘book of nature’, more recently both ‘books’, separated from each other, have been deemed unreliable.”[footnoteRef:17] Matthew Levering describes the anthropocentric philosophic turn as obstacles to the teleological and theistic accounts of natural law doctrine in the modern philosophers Rene Descartes, Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, David Hume, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Immanuel Kant, Georg W. F. Hegel, and Friedrich Nietzsche: “By narrowing human teleologies to self-interest or self-construction, the anthropocentric shift inverts the biblically revealed human teleology of self-giving imitation of the divine ecstasis. When modern thinkers bracket the biblical Creator and his ordering wisdom from their natural law reflection, they replace this viewpoint variously with natural inclinations (self-interest) and human rationality (self-construction). For the Christian, the question then becomes how natural inclinations relate to the rational freedom that is the life of grace witnessed to in Scripture and the lives of the saints.”[footnoteRef:18] Matthew Levering goes on to argue that a theistic approach to natural law is necessary to fully understand and protect its full understanding from the obstacles posed within the anthropocentric individualistic turn of modernity. Another words, the natural law conceived as purely in the philosophical realm is not enough to fully understand and follow it. Within the eternal law is the synthesis of nature and grace. “While all human beings know the natural law at least to some degree, explanations of the character and content of the natural law are greatly assisted by faith, and thus also by biblical revelation.[footnoteRef:19] Joseph Ratzinger summed up this perspective: ”The Christian is convinced that his or her faith opens up new dimensions of understanding, and above all that it helps reason to be itself. There is the true heritage of faith (the Trinity, the divinity of Christ, the sacraments, and so on), but there is also the knowledge for which faith provides evidence, knowledge that is later recognized as rational and pertaining to reason as such.” Good practice in philosophy, theology and life in general includes a synthesis of faith and reason. [17:  Levering, Matthew. Biblical Natural Law: A Theocentric and Teleological Approach, Oxford University Press; 1 edition, Oxford, UK, 2008, p. 1.]  [18:  Ibid.]  [19:  Ibid., p.2.] 

John Courtney Murray’s famous study of natural law and American political life, We Hold These Truths: Catholic Reflections on the American Proposition denies that classical natural law has any Roman Catholic presuppositions.[footnoteRef:20] Murray puts forward the hope that US legal scholars and politicians would embrace the principles of the classical natural law. Timothy Gordon in his recent book Catholic Republic: Why America Will Perish Without Rome lays out three principles of the classical natural law that were sourced in the Catholic tradition:  [20:  Murray, John Courtney, We Hold These Truths: Catholic Reflections on the American Proposition, Sheed and Ward, Lanham, MA., 1988, pp.296-297.] 

1. Nature as moral (free): within nature, mankind is free and morally accountable, because intelligent; 
2. Nature as intelligible (meaningful): mankind, who is intelligent, can learn from and about his surroundings; 
3. Nature as teleological (oriented at a purpose): mankind is wired to see the moral purpose of his surroundings.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Gordon, Timothy, The Catholic Republic, Sophia Institute Press; Crisis Publications edition, Nashua, NH., 2019, p. 14.] 

Unfortunately, the US natural law tradition within our judicial system was influenced heavily by John Locke. I have written about this in a previous paper “Is Society Composed of Individuals or Persons?”[footnoteRef:22] The US founding fathers were heavily influenced by John Locke’s emphasis on property as the chief human right to be developed and protected by society. In the Second Treatise of Civil Government (1691), following a suggestion of Richard Hooker in his Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, Locke argues for a social contract as the basis of society to protect the human right of property.[footnoteRef:23] “But I moreover affirm, that all men are naturally in that state, and remain so, till by their own consents they make themselves members of some politic society.”[footnoteRef:24] Locke envisions the state of nature not as a state of war as Hobbes had, but as a state of peace. For Locke, the natural individual’s equality and right to property is the reason for the individual’s act of consent to government and the tacit consent of the individual to obey the rules of the government they find themselves in.[footnoteRef:25] Even though the purpose of government is to render freedom more secure, what the individual gives up to civil society is some of the natural freedom each person possesses in the state of nature. Instead of focusing on the natural duty of man to participate in society to create an environment where man can live a life of virtue, he focuses on freedom as a moral right of individuals in the social contract[footnoteRef:26] which is a turning toward the individual in society counter to man’s duty to participate in society according to human nature. [22:  Ghostley, John, “Is Society Composed of Individuals or Persons?", https://aquinasforourtimes.com/essays/, 2012.]  [23:  Copleston, Frederick, A History of Philosophy: Vol. V: The British Philosophers from Hobbes to Hume, Image Books, New York, NY, 1994, p. 128.]  [24:  Locke, John, “Second Treatise of Government”, Section 15.]  [25:  Ibid., Section 123.]  [26:  Copleston, Frederick, A History of Philosophy: Vol. V: The British Philosophers from Hobbes to Hume, Image Books, New York, NY, 1994, pp. 128 130. ] 

Locke’s philosophy of natural law interpretation is widely adopted in the US legal profession and government having far ranging effects in US culture today. Mary Ann Glendon in her book Rights Talk  traces the process of devaluation of the natural law basis of decisions in the US to Sir William Blackstone’s Commentaries on the Laws of England which heavily influenced our founding father’s documents and the understanding of natural law by US lawyers and legislators.  Locke’s influence on Sir William Blackstone’s property oriented interpretations of the natural law was very influential on the establishment of a property oriented legal tradition and the US founding documents.[footnoteRef:27] Glendon quotes the scholar Robert Ferguson: “All of our formative documents – the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, the Federalist Papers, and the seminal decisions of the Supreme Court under John Marshall – were drafted by attorneys steeped in Sir William Blackstone’s Commentaries on the Laws of England.”  There is a noticeable lack of argument for duties to society as a complement to rights in Locke’s Second Treatise of Government. The Declaration of Independence borrows heavily from the Lockean notion of individual rights in asserting the right to rebellion, but makes little reference to any correlative duties. In contrast, the 1789 French Declaration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen emphasizes the duties that individuals, by virtue of their human nature, have as well as their rights.[footnoteRef:28]  [27:  Glendon, Mary Ann, Rights Talk, The Free Press, New York, New York, 1991, p. 24.]  [28:  Glendon, Mary Ann, Rights Talk, The Free Press, New York, New York, 1991, p. 11.] 

Today in the US one hears more about “rights” than about “natural law”. Mary Ann Glendon describes in her book Rights Talk the development of rights in the US and the changes that have taken place especially in the last half of the 20th century since the struggle to define civil rights in the 1950’s and 1960’s. Beginning with Brown versus the Board of Education in 1954 the Supreme Court chose to deal with certain problems of social justice that demanded reform but had experienced slow progress. Until that time, US constitutional law had focused on the division of authority between states and the federal government and on the allocation of power between the branches of the federal government, not on personal liberty. It was presumed liberty would be protected without intervention by the courts. Since then, courts have taken a wide range of issues away from local and legislative control and have made decisions on many aspects of personal liberty including: school systems, diversity of lifestyle, cruelty to animals, the environment, hospitals, child abuse and others. 
As a way of “living under the rule of law” our culture has come to have a pervasively legal character. The rhetoric of rights which Glendon calls the “American rights dialect” has become extremely influential in our culture.[footnoteRef:29] Rights and entitlements are often defined in the US under the influence of group power initiatives using rights as a “trump card” to effect legal and legislative decisions with little consideration of natural law as a natural basis for rights.[footnoteRef:30]  The terms “rights” and “entitlements” have become a term signaling non-compromise in the name of individual liberty. Glendon comments on the far greater reach the law has now than in the earlier days of our history and argues that law, more than religion or culture, has come to be the primary carrier of such values as liberty, justice and equality.[footnoteRef:31]  [29:  Ibid., p.8.]  [30:  Ibid., p.8.]  [31:  Ibid., p.3	] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]The definition of the good life for the philosophy of a person and state depends on fuller understanding of the natural law. We need to have true principles that define the values by which we order and make decisions in life and the governance of society. A good human life depends on movement toward actualization of our nature through grace, which in turn depends on what man is, which in turn depends on what is metaphysically and how we know it. Fr. Schall has left us a rich source of the heritage, example and teaching which are a true guide for us individually in our souls and as a nation and world. We are all in awe of it and thankful for it.
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