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world. And, at the same time, religion itself would be placed at the centre as theafat
“theological” culture-knowledge: not by merit (obviously) of dynontorganic ideologicdiatien
but of “realist-dynamic metaphysics” that, even though under a differenptiésents itself as the
“theological” and “ideological” cultural matrix: “theological” as the indispdis@omponent of
theological method; and “ideological” as advocate of the “dynontorganic rationalipyaxis.



expressions: from the properly metaphysical level, to mathematics (which an operatively
autonomous “mathematical cultural matrix”), technology, the different anthropdisgieaces, art
and literature, and the means of social communication.

Faced with realist-dynamic metaphysics as cultural matrix and itfurmdéion, two practical
conclusions follow. The first regards the “Christian religion”, and thereforehecg, the
ecclesial Community; the second regards “culture-knowledge” taken in itself.

Speaking in terms of culture-knowledge, what we have called the “humanist intedisbal

the question of the relationship between faith and science, a question that betearimetbé
second half of the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth. Todayditlseegreat
new problem is that of the relationship between faith and politics, with the conseaqisetpof
“evangelization and human promotion”. To this end one tends to place hope on the “cultural
mediation” offered by the Church to the world, insofar as the Church has all thea@ raisd
authentically human values to offer the society of the present and the future.

It is a question therefore of “culture-values”. But before the offer of culiaitees as the new
cultural mediation between Church and world, we need to face the problem of thd cultura
mediation that is “demanded”. What is the first demand for cultural mediation made of
Christianity? In keeping with the theme of culture-knowledge, we propose thatalis$-dynamic
metaphysics in its role of “cultural matrix”.

If today Christianity wants to continue being not only the great and only saélifion in the
spiritual and eternal sense, but also the great and irreplaceable “matritizditoivi’, it must itself
“accept a mediation” that would make concretely possible and efficacious iteffidtural
mediation in the sense of culture-values.

Such a mediation has its roots in realist-dynamic metaphysics and beconmretediortbe offer

of “dynontorganic ideology”.
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Christianity is a religion, the religiopar excellencgthe only true religion. It is not in any sense
an ideology. If however it wants to once again be the “matrix of civilization”, it nbeds
“mediation” offered by “dynontorganic ideology”. This mediation is “triple”:

- “ontologico-dynamic ideological mediation”, that re-harmonizes dynontorggnthel

present dynamic world with religion;

- “ethical” dynontorganic ideological mediation, which, by focusing on the ethicoreligious
values, translates them into “ethico-ideological” values, making them once

again acceptable to the new secular dynamic society; and

- “cultural mediation”, still in reference to “culture-knowledge”.

As we have said, the “culture-knowledge” of dynamic metaphysical inspiratiaovbeaken

the mechanism of the new civilization. We must therefore dispose of such a caliwiedige in
its mediating function between Church and world. And this is precisely the tad@tion that
dynontorganic ideology, with its starting point in realist-dynamic metaphgsicsiltural matrix,
offers to the Church for its new relationship with the world.

How is such a culture-knoweldge elaborated? Who elaborates it? What issimforthe
moment is to grasp the problem, and to understand that it will be resolved “prgttitédineed to
elaborate this “culture-knowledge”, whose role becomes decisive becauseaat tthaf, in the
mechanism of the new secular dynamic civilization, it occupies first plalbagé responsibility
for the Catholic world at all levels, that touches everyone.

From what has been said it is evident that the problem of culture-knowldge in referdhe

new secular dynamic civilization is linked not so much to religion (and to Revelatida)
dynamic metaphysics (for us: “realist-dynamic” metaphyscid)ta “ideology”.

Even this forms part of the shift from the Faith-science relationship tattregelitics
relationship, which obviously today has to be “ideological” politics in the best sersetefin.
Keeping in mind the “decisive cultural matrix”, which is dynamic metapisysind for us
“realist-dynamic metaphysics”, the olahotto (proposed by Fr Gemelli to the Universita
Cattolica):

“In religione scientia, in scientia religicould be rendered thustr‘ideologia civilitas, in
civilitate ideologid. Through the mediation of dynontorganic ideology, there would take place the
recovery of the Christian religion as the matrix of civilization, opening up a hewfdroihe
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culture we mean culture-knowledge.
To say that realist-dynamic metaphysics is a “cultural matrixd gay that it “produces

knowledge”. But what “knowledge™? We must respond: the knowledge that in the present dynamic

historical epoch is at the root of the whole of civilization.

At the root of civilization in the static-sacral epoch was “religion” and thigioas knowledge
that was identified with Faith. From religion there emerged civilizationghwbould then equip
itself with reflexive knowledge in the sense of culture-knowledge, beginning with theahoipe
new dynamic historical epoch, instead, at the root of civilization there is “idédegwtionalized
praxis and the “dynamic” metaphysics that grasps it and imposes “rationality” on i
Civilization is a “human product”, which in the static-sacral historical epoch teakigin from
“religion”, but in the secular dynamic epoch takes its origin from the “culture-kageteoffered
by dynamic metaphysics, which thus constitutes the matrix of the wholedifidle, conditioning
even religion itself.

Religion continues to be the decisive factor of civilization, even the fpatagxcellencgbut it

is now a factor conditioned by dynamic metaphysics and by the consequentkauttwtedge. It is
dynamic metaphysics that interprets the rationality of the new dynasihicibal reality and its
corresponding rationalized praxis. And it is precisely such “rationality’isrettthe basis of the
new secular dynamic civilization.

Now dynamic metaphysics, if it is “realist-dynamic”, interprets tfagionality” we have been
talking about in a “theo-spiritual dynontorganic” sense, becoming the matrix @aiigh in the
theo-spiritual dynontorganic sense. If, on the contrary, it is immanentistriirietie the rationality
in question in an “atheist-materialist” sense, producing an atheist-matendiure-knowledge and
becoming the matrix of an atheist-materialist civilization.

This means that today it is “dynamic metaphysics”, precisely as @uthatrix, that offers or
else denies religion its “cultural passport”. Hence the “role” of “redifsamic metaphysics” as
“theo-spiritual dynontorganic” cultural matrix: to offer the new cultural patgo the Christian
religion, that it might once again be the “fundamental matrix of civilization”.

The Christian religion does not need realist-dynamic metaphysics tomds€isdoes not need
even theological science for this), because nothing can block the action of thephiiblytat “ubi
vult spirat. But we are here referring to that human-historical reality calledlization”, a reality
54

that has ceased being a static-sacral affair of religious inspiration atrdrefermed itself into a
“secular dynamic civilization of ideological inspiration”, in complete deperglenaynamic
metaphysics. This metaphysics, as cultural matrix, establishes rigyiasatither theo-spiritual
dynontorganic or else atheist-materialist, on which it constructs the emiocsacio-political
edifice.

If therefore Christiantiy is considered not as a religion offering spiritual tendad salvation
through the action of the Holy Spirit that nothing can block, but as matrix of culture and
civilization, its conditioning by dynamic metaphysics can be seen to be esaitkecisive. Either
we have theo-spiritual and dynontorganic realist-dynamic metaphysics, artti¢h@hristian
religion recovers its passport as cultural matrix; or else immanethisgstamaterialist dynamic
metaphysics, and the Christian religion, despite its vocation, ceases in fatbeonerix of
civilization.

These reflections can suffice to give us a glimpse of the role and decisive fuicatistdynamic
metaphysics as cultural matrix. But let us see their implications.

7. The implications of the cultural matrix

Realist-dynamic metaphysics is first the “cultural matrix” wabkpect to culture-knowledge;
and then, through culture-knowledge, of the whole of culture-civilization. It is theautbatrix in
the full and primary sense, because the very Christian religion as “cultured’nsatn this new
dynamic historical epoch, completely conditioned by dynamic metaphysitpaaitively by
“realist-dynamic” metaphysics.

We have already seen the two outcomes of this: the theologico-ecclesiologioat@uand the
ideologico-dynontorganic one. These outcomes also form part of its function as teoHtnia”.
This function, through ideology as rationalized praxis which “dynontorganic rationalagpgr
and imposes, is destined to permeate “the whole of civilization”, at all lendlg all its



scheme that obeyed the following sequence: “religion — tradition — values dfatiiti —
knowledge”, the last understood as reflective thought and knowledge in all its expressions
theological, philosophical, scientific, artistic-literary.

In this sequence, the primacy of religion as cultural matrix is evident. #dsaldent that
“culture-knowledge” is in the last place, if not in importance, at least in line odlisuin the old
static-sacral historical epoch it is not culture-knowedge that producegativifi and makes human
existence possible. It is rather sacral civilization (and therefoggam)ithat produces and animates
culture-knowledge, making it therefore an effect. Culture-knowledge is thereforeaaeabut an
effect of the sequence which begins from religion.

In the old static-sacral historical epoch religion maintained the primacyséldy in so far as it
would impose itself by means of tradition, impose values, sacralize all tressiqms of life,
constitute the foundation of knowledge and animate all branches of knowledge, including those
apparently most distant from it.

Oriential philosophies are more “theologies” than philosophies. Reflectssicdhthought
(philosophy, science, literature) separated itself from religion only up to a poiatfanas the
classical religions, in contrast to the oriental religions that absorbed the humannueireguae

into their “theology”, did not condition the investigations of the “wise man”, thus making space f
a “humanist” knowledge that nevertheless remained subordinate to religion and wesd inse

the corresponding static-sacral society, itself part of a cultural sysithetsveen religion and
civilization.

It was Christianity that broke up this synthesis, making a distinction betweteme’hand
“supernature”, between “man” and the “Divine”, thus not only making possible a “hsithani
knowledge of the human being and of nature quite distinct from “theological” knowledge, but,
paradoxically, imposing it. When, and how? When society felt the need of it and therefarthevhe
corresponding historical demand arose.

Let us prescind from the historical vicissitudes in this regard, which retrosghgcto not

appear completely satisfactory, neither from the religious side nor froredhkas On the other
hand, the historical demand in the early period of Christianity was, and remainendtioiese a
“religious demand” on the part of static-sacral society, up to the point of dstadplis) the one

side an apparent antinomy between Christianity and humanism, and on the other a constant
disagreement between the two terms.

This disagreement was and remains fundamentally a disagreement of a cultuealimahe

sense of culture-knowledge: a disagreement that, apart from abstracttadfienad principle, is

still not healed today, mainly because the clear distinction between theoladficed eand
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humanist culture is neither properly understood nor gives the prospect of a proper synthesis
between the two, when such a thing might be possible and even necessary.

Already the old secular humanist culture-knowledge diffused in the modern epoch (phijosophy
science, humanist-secular para-ideologies since the time of the Enlightemnpars2d itself as the
first ring in the cultural sequence, displacing religion and putting into crisis tligdnal scheme.
This reversal was made final and total by the new “dynamic ideological clktiovéedge”, up

to the point of having to say that the “new secular dynamic civilization” no longes fstan

religion in order to arrive at culture-knowledge, but begins from culture-knowledge, passing
through the culture-values imposed by the latter, and arrives at the new seculaic aywviéization

as product of culture-knowledge and of its corresponding cultural matrix.

In the cultural sequence religion has thus passed from the first to the last placepinplgtely
excluded. No longer dealing with a sacral civilization as function of religion, lutavsecular
civilization as function of culture-knowledge, the radical reversal and loss oiikiueal role on the
part of religion is something taken for granted. Everything is already virfora@gent in the
substitution of religion with ideology as rationalized praxis in its function of foundationocahdfs
the new secular dynamic society. The important thing is to take into account tyétiage
depends anyhow on “culture-knowledge”, the problem of which presents itself above all as the
problem of the corresponding “cultural matrix”.

6. The cultural role of realist-dynamic metaphysics

At this point, we must ask about the “cultural role” of realist-dynamic mgsigs) where by
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PROLOGUE

This book deals mainly with ‘realistic-dynamic metaphysics.’

Such a metaphysics, like metaphysics in general and, in a broader sense, philosophy, is a
cultural fact, a cultural expression in the sense of ‘culture-knowledge.’ It is, eoweand here
we continue to refer to culture-knowledge - distinct from other cultural esipres because it has
a special function, which in the present dynamic secular historical epoch assumées\ve datue.
This is its function as ‘cultural matrix,” where culture is understood now not only in the
sense of culture-knowledge but also in the sense of ‘culture-values’ and of ‘cililizeton,’ so
that it becomes the ‘radical cultural matrix’ with reference to culture taken ibagsense. The
destiny of culture-civilization in the new dynamic-secular historical epochrémugins linked to
‘dynamic metaphysics’ precisely as cultural matrix, while in the old statiakhistorical epoch it
was tied to religion, including the Christian religion, insofar as religion was the ‘matrix of
civilization.’

In this way the role of ‘cultural matrix’ has passed, at least in part, from religion to

‘dynamic metaphysics,” whether it is a question of ‘immanentist’ and thereforaustidilty
‘atheist-materialist’ dynamic metaphysics, or of realist-dynamic metagg)yshose cultural
outcome is ‘theo-spiritual.’

The pages that follow are animated by the theo-spiritual cultural matrix of reatistatyg
metaphysics, even if expressed differently according to the needs of each arguntéte.of lilee
present work is, therefore, more functional than reflecting the content. It wishegphasize the
fact that ‘realist-dynamic metaphysics’ presents itself as the ‘matrix’ oivdnedigious and social
culture’ that is an alternative to the varieties of immanentist dynamic metapliyatcare the
‘matrices’ of a religious and social culture that is atheist and materialist.

T.D.
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secular dynamic culture”. A soul and foundation that is “mediated” (no longer “dicédtie new
secular dynamic society; and “mediated” cultural matrix of the new secudanly culture:
precisely through the “mediation of the dynontorganic Christian ideology” and of the
corresponding theist-spiritual “ideological Absolute”, and the mediation of thedesiogy itself
as new dynamic and secular cultural matrix.

In one word: the static-sacral historical epoch was accompanied by a culturaegtether
religious or of religious inspiration. Instead, the new secular dynamic historic&l ispoc
accompanied by a secular dynamic culture and a secular dynamic ideological Histiorically,
the passage from one culture to the other, from one matrix to the other, is not simple. Most
interesting for such a passage is the “humanist interlude”, to which we now turn.

4. The humanist interlude

The passage in question, from religion to ideology as rationalized praxis, depending tiweobjec
historical reality itself and not on invention by some genius however gifted, has hiaytlitms and
fortunes, giving rise to a historical process that could as a whole be called “the stuntariude”.
After the self-assertion of political power and of the knowledge of nature, @hrisicral

society and the concomitant Christian sacral civilization whose matrixwaSHhristian religion
with the corresponding religious Absolute, could not continue being tolerated forewer dgcular
currents, which, in the name of the human being, were aspiring to a new society thatavaeno |
sacral but secular, to a political power that was distinct from and even antagortisé religious
power, as well as to a culture with a rational philosophical matrix rather thagieusetheological
one.

There began in this way a revolutionary process that was still far from bpimoger ideological
revolution (made possible only by the Industrial Revolution), that we refer e &isumanist
interlude”.

Culturally this process presents itself as a period of transition from the okti@hreligious
culture to the new secular ideological culture, without however the ability tadiknthe old
static-sacral society or the civilization that accompanied it.

Historically, “the humanist interlude takes shape with humanism, consolitiziésvith the
Renaissance, defines itself as ‘secular’ with the Enlightenment, impesiépdlitically with the
French Revolution that sets in motion the secularization of the State, but not yetcikiét of
society”.

It is important to take note of the characteristics of this “humanist interludgch we can

reduce to three: the “substitution” of the divine Absolute with the “pseudo-Absoltite btiman
being understood as an autonomous and sovereign individual”; “culture-knowledge” getting the
upper hand over culture-civilization and culture-value, upsetting the mechanism of therald s
civilization; the consequent “primacy of reason” (and therefore definitinalydf metaphysics)
over Revelation and religious faith.

It is this process that gives rise to the primacy of metaphysics, whiesfamnaing itself into
dynamic metaphysics, will end by becoming the determinant cultural matrix nétheecular
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dynamic historical epoch. Reason, in fact, before (or after) being scientdfanrgéa
“metaphysical” reason. And it is this especially as dynamic metagghiysthe dynamic historical
epoch, placing itself first, after, and above scientific reason itself.

The individual scientist can prescind from metaphysics (and, in some casesyenub &o in
virtue of method). But the dynamic historical reality cannot avoid coming to teritmslyviamic
metaphysics, because this is its basic cultural matrix. Such metaphysitselgrbecause
“metaphysics” and no longer “theology”, has finished by radically reversing theiltldat
scheme and the imprint of the old Christian civilization. This is what has happeoed time
of humanism.

In this way, after the old Christian cultural revolution, there began a new and ambiguorsd cul
revolution that was no longer Christian (or at least no longer Christian in therséigralis sense),
and which believed it had found its epicentre no longer in the divine Absolute but in the human
being.

5. The reversal of the cultural scheme

The structure of the old sacral civilization (Christian or non-Christian) iceuta cultural



would not yet be civilization.

In point of fact, civilization and culture combine and tend to become synonymous, even if the
terms do not lose completely their distinct meanings. Keeping in mind their syngrymithe
corresponding global and synthetic reality, we will use them freely as per @lur nee

In any case, the most important distinction does not regard the two terms but theigollfcat
the corresponding realities in the “static” and “dynamic” historical epochs.ihicollocation that
the “cultural matrix” is particularly interested in. We already know that irfdtadic historical
epoch” (which was also static-sacral) there was a predominance of religmmdatfon and soul
of society, while in the dynamic historical epoch the role of foundation and soul diyguassed
over to ideology as rationalized praxis. This change of roles between religion dondydso
reflected also in culture, first of all with respect to the cultural matrix.

3. Culture in the static and dynamic historical epochs

The primacy of religion in the static-sacral historical epoch imposed itsadinhotvith respect

to the society of which it was the soul and foundation, but also in relation to culture, hgdsmi
principal matrix. There is no society without culture. If therefore religiohagaundation and soul
of society, it will be the foundation and soul also of culture, inasmuch as it genesatg$atms it
from within, or to the extent that it becomes its matrix.

It is a question of a generalized factual datum that can be summarized in taisainorm: in

the static-sacral historical epoch, culture and civilization, if not thkms religious, always have a
religious matrix. Human life has also a profane aspect, besides the religious athe. @oblem is
whether religion invades also the profane sector of human life, “sacralizing” ihether the latter
remains autonomous.

The two historical epochs, static and dynamic, lead to two different solutions to therpribigle
“static-sacral” and the “dynamic-secular”. If therefore we refehdostatic-sacral historical epoch,
we must repeat that religion, being the foundation and soul of society, would trasslagdso

into the great matrix of civilization and culture, without however leading to an idatith of
religion and civilization, religion and culture. The distinction between the two holds arfents
importance especially for the Christian religion, which, given the non-identityigibreand
culture, has never given rise to a “Christian” culture or civilization in tiet sense, but only to
cultures and civilizations “of Christian inspiration”.

We must ask whether the Christian religion still continues to play such a roledyrieic
historical epoch. The answer must be negative, for the following reason: if in the dyrstorical
epoch religion ceases to be the foundation and soul of the new secular dynamic soeasgsit c
also to be the foundation and soul of its culture, or the “matrix” of the culture andatigih of the
new secular dynamic society. This also is a fact that has been amply cdrifyragperience, so
much so as to constitute a type of law of history.

On this basis, it is illusory to dream of a culture of Christian “religious” inipit for the new
secular dynamic society. This would be an unjustified projection of the mechanisenstéiticsacral
historical epoch onto the secular dynamic historical epoch: an illusion or a contsadicto
operation that cannot avoid (and quite rightly) the charge of “integralism”.

This, however, does not exhaust the problem, insofar as the Christian religion can,tand mus
continue to be, in some way a “cultural matrix” also with regard to the new sdguakamic

culture. The reason is evident: there cannot be a society that is not founded upon ane’Adsdlut
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not animated by it. Such an “Absolute”, as ground and soul of society, also animates add groun
the corresponding culture, becoming precisely its matrix.

If therefore, in the secular dynamic historical epoch, the Absolute that grounds aatkariim
new secular dynamic society is no longer the religious “Absolute”, because thiy ocie
rejecting religion as its soul and foundation) rejects it, and intead accepts “ideahogyerefore
an “ideological Asbolute” as its soul and foundation, it follows that the “foundation andfsoul
society” and of the new cultural matrix will be an “ideological Absolute”, eith@armony with
the religious Absolute or in antithesis with it.

It is only by accepting the “mediation of the ideological Absolute” (and therefeseolthe
corresponding ideology) that is “in harmony with the Christian religion, that the datteonce
again become the foundation and soul of the new secular dynamic society and matrix of a ne

I. THE ONTOLOGICAL PASSAGE FROM THE STATIC TO THE DYNAMIC

1. The content of the problem

“To grasp the historical reality of today: no longer static-sacral but dynamidas™: this is the
problem. It is a question of an ‘ontologico-metaphysical’ rather than simplyrepiemal grasp.
Phenomenally we are all already convinced that there has been a shift “froatithi she
dynamic”. But this shift, besides being phenomenal, is also “ontological”’, and must be asdierst
in its ontological reality, in so far as it is of an “ontological nature”. It is atogunresf a “passage”
not from one phenomenology to another, but from a “static historical” (or better:sstatad)
reality to a “‘dynamic secular’ historical ontological reality”. An ontot@dipassage, therefore
from the static to the dynamic. To grasp historical reality as no longersaatial, but as
“ontologically” dynamic and secular: this is the cultural imperative of tod#sy/equivalent to
grasping the problem in its “ontologico-metaphysical”, and not merely sociolpgmmemenal,
importance. The problem therefore engages us at the ontologico-metaphysicalietieer as
“content” or as “method”.

The content of the problem in its decisive aspect (and it is this that musstinigyés
ontologico-metaphysical, and not simply sociologico-phenomenal; this last would becgalpe
and hardly decisive. Not only is the “content” of the problem ontologico-metaphysitalso the
method for confronting it and resolving it. Theoretically this affirmation can bifigdsa priori,

on the grounds that the method of research should match the formal (specific) othjesestarch
itself.

The formal or specific object of our study is the “historical reality” to be gdaspies

“profound ontological nature”, in its “real and objective being”, without emptying it eithibie
subject “man” or in a “phenomenology” of man, or in the abstractness of “values”,roidaaist
historicism.

2. The method of study

The method of such a study, therefore, must be the “realist objective” philosophicatime
This is distinguished from the “idealist subjective” method in all its expmessand excludes
every contamination by it. Why such rigidity? Because it is demanded by the sfdipe study:
to reach a “realist-objective ontologico-metaphysical knowledge” of hiatosality. “Realist”,
not idealist; “objective” and not subjective.

A knowledge therefore that is constituted by “gnoseological realism” and “olifgctiv

content”. Not because historical reality cannot be known also by the idealisttsedmethod, but
because the latter gives a metaphysically subjective knowledge of it, whileweder to act”,
have need of a realist objective ontologico-metaphysical knowledge of actualidyristorical
reality. The reason is evident: in order to act well, we need “to know well” thiy i@alvhich,
through which and with which we act. The first condition is true knowledge oadaequatio
intellectus et reior the adequation of intelligence to the thing, and not vice versa.

The “temptation of the idealist subjective method” is backed by a philosophicoattilaudition
that runs from Descartes up to existentialism, and is difficult to overcome, whattugally or
psychologically. There is, in addition, a third difficutly of an operative nature cOuld in fact
ask: is it possible to apply fruitfully and coherently the “realist-objectivelogio-metaphysical
method” to historical reality, seeing that historical reality is emipesntbjective? The answer is
that it is possible, but not easy, because it is not easy to overcome the idb@istive
temptation, and to do the work of pioneers.

The realist objective philosophical method is substantially the philosophical met8od of
Thomas, claimed by Gilson under the name “methodical realism” in order to tartivas
“methodical idealism”. But Gilson’s claim is purely historico-philosophicéheut any attempt at
application to historical reality. We instead will see shortly how such an appiids possible.
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3. The data of experience

One of the fundamental canons of realist method is that of starting not frooogies™(under
whatever form) but from “real, objective experience”, avoiding any nullificatighisfdatum. This
starting point is therefore neither the clear and distinct idea of Descartéise m@mscendental
category of Kant, nor the subjective experience of being in the existentialist sente idea of
being, but “being”, understood first of all as existent,agis essentlinot, however, in the



abstract, but as incarnated in the existent. ‘Existing’ in the abstract, like ‘begamthe abstract,
or like non-being (the nothing), “does not exist”. It cannot therefore be the object of egperie
The datum of immediate experience is that which is immediately present, tagteXiss “the
immediate existent” that coincides with contingent being concretely existentesahpto our
senses and with them to our intelligence. This is the “datum of real, objectivecexpénf that
singular philosopher that is the child, which allows it to know “being as the existentheogéth
the principle of identity (or non-contradiction), without the reduction of being to the phanaome
The child, by a gift of nature, is born a “realist philosopher”. This is its sapigrataum,
something that acculturation will try to corrupt, so that the human being, born a realisijgieios
will live as an antirealist philosopher, and die culturally a sceptic (e\&ehefiever, because he
does not know how to justify his faith realistically, not even to himself).

Why? ... Because the philosophical undertow of modern cutlure, starting with Kant, is
incurability antirealist. Kantian criticism consists substantiallseducing the datum of experience
to the ‘phenomenon’, which in turn is reduced to merely subjective knowledge (the syathetic
priori judgment), relegating ‘being’ (the ‘noumenon’) to the realm of the unknowable. The
inevitable consequence: once the real, objective experience of being has besedirafichat is
left is the experience of the phenomenon. We have become doubly enslaved: to our sylajgctivit
far as philosophical knowledge is concerned, and to phenomenism as far ascskiemtifedge is
concerned.

“Metaphysical realism” has become simply impossible. And so it remainssuwtiegeturns to
“the experience of being,” rebelling against an experience limited to and suffattted i
phenomenon.

Is it possible to have such a rebellion that is both a revolution and a liberatiop@dsilsle as

well as necessary. We have to return to the “realist philosophical method”, begimm'tHe
datum of experience” that has been reduced neither to the phenomenon nor to some subjective
datum, but vindicated as authentic “experience of being”. For us this amounts to sawigj: “re
method” starting from historical reality as “realist and objective datuexpérience”, as a most
singular “experience of being” — of that most singular “being” that is precisadfotidal reality”.

4. From history to historical reality

Let us try to orientate ourselves. To speak of “history” is to speak of “sufijgctNow we are
accustomed to speak of history rather than of “historical reality”: in theedfhistoriography, of
philosophy (historicism), of politics, and today even in the field of religion (everyikireduced
to the “history of salvation”). History demands a “phenomenology” (even if consisting of
unrepeatable facts, seasoned perhaps by “values”). “Historical reatitgad demands a “being”.
The very difference in the two terms allows us to understand that the problem of &sstory
historical reality, and therefore as “ontologico-metaphysical’ problenmegsroblem of the
“being” of historical reality, has never been posed. Why? And who ought to have ffosed it
Obviously the realist philosophers. But let us come to the reasons why it has neveodsz
These are basically three.

1) — In the past “history” never caused problems. Or, if it did “cause problems,” itnaésent

the specific ontological problem about its own status as “historical realitstolfiexhausted itself
in the category of “time”, posing the problem of facts, of happenings, of the “meaning” fohitsel
the consequent search for the philosophy or theology of history. The “ontological problem” of
history as “historical reality” thus remained unthinkable in the realm obtgddilosophy.
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2) — Supposing it had been “thought”, the passage from the historico-temporal catefjorie
“fact” and “happening” to the ontological categories of historical realisetha new philosophical
problem that, for realist philosophy, was perhaps very arduous, beginning from the gnoseological
aspect itself, because historical reality as such is beyond immediateeergpeYVe do not have
immediate experience of history as “historical reality”, or of histoneality as “being”, as that
particular being that is historical reality. And how to reach that?

3) — Immediate experience being excluded, the difficulties multiply, lijelbédicking realist
philosophy before the ontologico-metaphysical problem of historical reality aW/group these
difficulties according to three levels:

- difficulties of a properly “historical” order,

VI. REALIST DYNAMIC METAPHYSICS AS CULTURAL MATRIX

1. Metaphysics and culture

There is a strict connection between metaphysics and culture, not only becadeysiet also

is culture, but because it enjoys a cultural role that is very special. This @bove all in the case
of dynamic metaphysics. To engage therefore in a long discourse on realistedyr@aphysics
without speaking of this connection would be an unpardonable sin of omission. Such a discourse
carries grave responsibilities that culminate in the matter of culilrether at the theoretical or the
practical level, even in relation to concrete realities that might seenuaitbaemote from any
metaphysics.

We have already said that metaphysics is like a mathematics of thendmle mathematics is

like a metaphysics of matter. However, in order to avoid reducing metaphysiosadistically to a
mathematics of the thinking brain, let us say that metaphysics is like a rattiseof the whole of
human reality. And let us add that “dynamic metaphysics” is like the “highélematics” of such
reality, imposing itself more and more ever since historical reality&esme “dynamic”. Hence
the impact of metaphysics in the life of the human being, and therefore on “cultbreti
expresses the globality of human life as knowledge, value, civilization, making a ptog@dn
existence possible and human life livable.

If then the nexus between metaphysics and culture seems well-founded, theraaitils the
whole task of clarifying this nexus, especially in referenceht® riexus between culture and
realistdynamic

metaphysics, which is what directly interests us.

In its substance, this nexus can be clarified by saying that our metaphysics hsetloé aa
“cultural matrix”. But it is precisely this meaning and value that must be fucthefied and
demonstrated.

This calls for a triple clarification. The first regards culture itdel§ useless to speak of

“cultural matrix” if we do not first clarify what is culture. But this is nabegh, because, granted
such clarification, we must take note of competing cultural matrices. It is kahgevte these and
their differences that helps us understand realist-dynamic metaphs/siaLeial matrix. But even
this does not suffice, because we need to further define how realist-dynaaphysecs must
carry out its function of matrix.

Let us begin by explaining, in a realist manner, how it does this with regard to culture.

2. Three meanings of culture

In keeping with our aim, we prescind from erudite digression and limit ourselvesrg Bethe
“reality” of culture, or in culture not as concept but as concrete historalélrehree of its
fundamental aspects that, as we have already said, are the following:

1. culture as “knowledge”

2. culture as “value” (or set of values), and

3. culture as “civilization”.

We can express these in short as “culture-knowledge”, “culture-value”, and “ciMiiization”.

We are not dealing with a triple cultural reality, or with three separategarable) aspects of
culture, but with three constitutive components of culture itself, unfailing, almasent and
operative at least as long as a given culture prevails. What can vary is tbé ggaybinations,
their degree of intensity, their level, as also the matrix from which théyedmnd the quality of the
cultural product which follows. It is the modality of the historical redlirathat changes. These
are above all the events of history and society: because of these culture alse, ditdrage
remaining the matrix or else even changing the matrix itself.

If, paying a moment of attention to the words, we want to clarify the terms ‘€uénod
“civilization”, we can say that their meaning varies according to one’santedl perspective,
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insofar as an idealist perspective can confer a more spiritual sense te guittur) and a more
material sense to civilizatioZivilisation). “Culture” will then call to mind the cultured man, while
civilization would call to mind the material level of development involved ihrieal and
scientific progress. But in the traditional perspective the meaning of the tw® ¢euld also be the
reverse, inasmuch as civilization might recall religious and human values, ulhilecbecause of
the dominance of science and in function of it, might allude to material progress, mvhseffi



that we have. But at this point there intervenes for us Christians the sophistatedabg now into
an established slogan, that runs like this: “Christianity is not an ideology”. gptigssn, thanks to
the poor formulation of the problem and the ambiguity of the term “ideology”, is coinddglyec
to liguidate both theology (because — it is said — Christianity is life, ib,Faid not a “doctrine”)
and Christian ideology, thus blocking ideology as true rationalized praxis and leavingdtopen
to false rationalized praxis.

12. Ideology and Christianity

It is true that Christianity is not an ideology, because it is a religion, and ithéaligionpar
excellencethe one true religion. It will never be therefore a profane rationalizedspretieven
through the distortion of the so-called “orthopraxis”. We are dealing with two differe
heterogeneous realities, irreducible to each other: the “Christian religiality” on the one hand,
and “ideological praxis” on the other, which remains profane, lay, secular, eveneatethef |
Christian ideology. Therefore it is dynontorganic ideology itself that will deatyit is a religious
reality and affirm itself as an autonomous profane reality (according tcavidt), under the
competence and responsibility of the laity.

If therefore Christianity is not an ideology, and not even an equivocal surrogate deokgy,

we have one more reason for filling the “ideological gap” in the Catholic world by roé#res
true ideology, the true ideological praxis that is the dynontorganic one, without feahef furt
complicating things or setting in motion a new ideological trap.
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Truth alone can simplify the complications of error and block its disastrous consesjusurtat
must be a truth that identifies itself with a living, operative reality, in o adth
“dynontorganic” rationalized praxis, and therefore with the “true ideology”.

As for the fear of a new ideological trap, we must keep in mind that it is fatdeggethat is
enslaving; true ideology is actually liberating. And it is impossible that onddrangself into the
other.

False ideology will remain incorrigbly false and evil. True ideology will iertae and
beneficient: of that truth that is objective and incorruptible, that human beings aantadtnot
pervert.

The greater fear, besides, is not that true ideology might get corrupted, but thetl@niger

might be ignored and denied — unfortunately something that is already happening. A denial that

turns out to be not only damaging to true ideology but also advantageous to false ideology.
We can get an idea of the foolishness and irresponsible blameworthiness thahire the
betrayal in question, if we keep in mind that the ideologies as false and harmful izdbpadxis
are the great danger to and the potential ruin of humanity; while ideology as truenafident
rationalized praxis is the only valid profane hope that remains to us.

Christian religious hope is wonderful for our spiritual and eternal salvationh{vgjic
evangelically, the one thing truly necessary). But, for the “profane historicatisa of the
world”, no less necessary is the “hope” that is offered us by “ideology” asrétioaalized
praxis”.
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- difficulties of a “metaphysical” order,

- difficulties of an “epistemological” order.

Let us briefly examine these difficulties.

5. The difficulties

1) — Historical difficulties.

A given reality, in order to transform itself into an immediate or reflexiverd®f experience,
should first of all “exist”. And here is the problem: since when has history been pashtstoaical
reality with its own specific ontological importance, and since when has sucttaital reality”,
with its specific ontological importance, become necessary to metaphydieation as an
unavoidable “cultural demand”? The response cannot be completely univocal, bheaursayisis
of historical reality finds itself before a “double historical realityiat of “religious and Christian
historical reality”, and that of “lay and secular historical reality”. Titet presents itself in history
as a historical reality with its own ontological importance as “the MydBiody of Christ” from

the very beginning, about two thousand years ago. This was in fact the datum of experience to be

grasped and studied from that time onwards.

The second, the “lay and secular” historical reality, as a historicalyreatlit its own

ontological importance, presents itself in history from the time of the “InduReizlution”
towards the end of the eighteenth century. It is therefore from that time, cstdtdeathe first
half of the nineteenth century, that this new historical reality must be takeshafisna of
experience and subjected to an “ontologico-metaphysical study” as a “fundatihemtalof realist
modern philosophy”, beginning with Neo-Thomism and Neo-Scholasticism.

2) — Metaphysical difficulties.

But, even given such a sensibility, there arose a difficulty of the metaphysiea) consisting

in the lack of a “specific ontological category” for interpreting historicdltyedt is useless to
search for it in the realist philosophical tradition, given that this philosophy nésed the
problem. It is even more useless to search for it in the area of antiregtbgthysics. It was “the
very historical reality itself that would suggest it”, to those obviously who kadake the hint,
with a work of research amounting to a discovery.

3) Epistemological difficulties.

The explanatory categories of the “new historical reality” posited at tfiarbeg of the
Industrial Revolution can be reduced mainly to the following:

- the idealist category of “dialectic” (Hegelian and Marxist);

- the naturalist and positivist category of “evolution”; and

- the realist category of “dynamic being”.

Each of these metaphysical categories was destined to produce a real‘ceNlution” as
“matrices” of a new “culture-knowledge”. In fact, however, the cultural revolutiaheffacted in
function of the first two metaphysical categories (dialectic and evolution), ard thet third
(dynamic being), because realist philosophy remained closed to the dynamic datyparance
in the past, and to the category of dynamic being in the present. This had a double negative
consequence: the obsolescence of realist philosophy (which remained firmévatgdind the
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contamination of realist (= Christian) culture, “updated” in function of antiteélisot anti-
Christian, cultural matrices.

To accomplish today, in the present state of affairs, a “cultural revolutionhatién of the
realist category of “dynamic being”, becomes extremely difficult evethfoCatholic world,
insofar as it feels itself already “culturally reprogrammed”. Thihe third difficulty that blocks
the proper passage from the static to the dynamic, as “theoretical and ppacstszaje from the old
static-sacral historical reality to the new dynamic secular histagedity”. This is what we refer to
as an “epistemological” difficulty, insofar as its overcoming involvesehiersal of the old and
new mentality and scientific conception.

Far from suppressing the problem, by their very importance the above mentidicattidg
force us to face it properly, beginning from the “datum of experience” that groundsci, whi
consists in the “ontological” passage from the static to the dynamic, thus graspirsjdhiedhi
reality of today: no longer static-sacral but dynamic-secular.

6. The Industrial Revolution and the ontological division of history



We have already insisted on the fact that the historical passage fromithto stet dynamic,

fruit of the Industrial Revolution, has not only a phenomenal value but also an “ontological” one

This amounts to saying that the Industrial Revolution effected an “ontologicadfadivef history
(and not merely a “chronological” one), dividing it into two “ontologically” different éygothe
one ‘“before” it, with a “static-sacral’ historical realityand the one “after” it, with a
“dynamicsecular”

historical reality. Two different historical epochs; two different worldsy different

series of societies; two “ontologically” different realities: thiswand is) the massive “datum of
experience” of ontological (and not merely phenomenal) weight that imposed itdedf on t
reflection of the thinker immersed in the concrete (and history is the syrthedlisoncreteness),
and in the very first place on the reflection of the realist philosopher. Accomodatiia €époch
of “transition” while waiting for the “datum of experience” to work itself out in otdesee its
practically irreversible effects, without any decisive interventidheeitheoretical or practical, was
(and continues to be) the unforgiveabi@hison des cler¢sof Christian extraction that the
Church and the world are still paying for with a crisis of unprecedented gravity.

The only thing to do now is to make another attempt, taking note of the problem of the “new
historical reality” and confronting it “realistically” first of all ohé “ontologico-metaphysical”
level. It is on this level that the new culture-knowledge has its starting pointliggensable
premise to a new culture-civilization. The datum of experience tgetunds the
ontologicometaphysical

study in question is paradoxically linked to the Industrial Revolution preciséhgas

factor distinguishing the two historical epochs and the corresponding ontologicallgmiffer
historical realities, the static-sacral and the dynamic-secular.

It is important to grasp (still at the level of experience) the differesgingisl characteristics of
these realities.

7. Different essential characteristics of the two historical rediies

For the sake of brevity we reduce these essential characteristicsdtiavanf) triads:

“staticity”, “ethicity”, “sacrality” for the old preindustrial histow@t reality; “dynamism”, “onticity”
and “secularity” for the new historical reality after the IndustrialdR&ion. We are referring here
to the “profane” historical reality, “sacralized” in the preindustrialdnisal ephoch, and
“secularized” in the epoch after the Industrial Revolution, prescinding from thsti@hrieligious
reality which by its nature is “always ontologically sacred and dynaibid’as such remains
historically (not “mystically™!) outside the datum of experience.

A) Different essential characteristics of “static historicalitg’
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1 —“Staticity”: ontologically it is (more exactly, was) a historical itgalready complete,
traditional, conservative, resistant to change, with a tendency to reorgamizéihout problems of
“construction” and of “future”.

2 — “Ethicity”. Because it was “static” (or perhaps because it was amgplceaplete reality),

the old historical reality with its corresponding society carried with it anl“ethical exigence” to
“moralize” and “govern” (and to construct), by means of “morality” (in refezdnaonsciences
and customs) and of right (in reference to institutions).

3 —“Sacrality”. The ethicity borrowed its efficacy from “religion”, asligious ethics”. There
resulted a historical reality and a society “founded and animated direa#idipn”: historical
reality and society, therefore, of a “sacral” nature. Historical yeafitl “sacral” societies.

Since preindustrial historical reality was by nature “static-sgqeralpreindustrial society could
escape such a quality. Since it was static-sacral and therefith an exclusively ethico-
religioussacral

importance, the old historical reality with its corresponding society did not posewny ne
ontologico-metaphysical problem. The “ontology of static being” (= being whose sealoes
already is) was sufficient, even for the human being, whether in himself or inndétasociety.

B) Different essential characteristics of “dynamic historicditsga

These are the opposite of those of static historical reality:

1 - “Dynamism”. The Industrial Revolution affected the very foundations of the tilctsgaral
society, forcing humanity to “construct” a new society under the impulse of the neamity

On the basis of the foregoing considerations, it is obvious that the rationality & plie@ces

itself at the centre of ideology as rationalized praxis. And because such igticarakpecify itself
only in theist-spiritualist or atheist-materialist dynamic ideoldg@a#onality, it follows that
ideology as rationalized praxis, and with it ideological praxis, has come to represgragh
danger, or the only “profane” anchor of salvation, of this new world that has become dynamic. The
meaning of dynontorganicity is illumined in relation to this anchor of salvation.

11. Ideology: the great danger and the only hope

Ideology is usually interpreted in such a negative sense as something that istaliygeoing

or meaningless or diabolically dangerous, as to render it object of a radicaloegtésnming

from superficiality and ignorance. Only with difficulty is it understood in itgfidg with praxis,

let alone rationalized praxis, and as quite distinct from what we lalled para-ideology,
pseudoideology,

utopia, and even sub-ideology.

The misunderstandings that follow, beginning from the well-known distincti®aoém in

Terris between originary doctrines and historical movements, cannot be counted, and lend
themselves to the most contradictory moves. On the one hand, there are those idbo cons
ideology as a nineteenth century phenomenon, historically dated or on the way to extinction
because of its incurable crises. On the other hand there are those who distinguishiledly be
ideology (reduced to “doctrine”™) and praxis (reduced to “method” or ifg=htwith a simple
sociopolitical

fact), opening themselves to compromise and collaboration, and believing therntselves

be immunized by recourse to mental restrictions or to Faith. Still othersdpdriog a type of
obsessive fear, demypriori any legitimacy to an ideological discourse on the part of Christians,
4 [Translating “dover essere”.]
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placing their psychological security in a strange ideological agnosticism or inrastesaeger
rejection of a hypothetical Christian ideology.

The consequence cannot but be that the way is left open to false ideologies (verbal
recriminations are of no use) and closed instead to the true ideology. This is asthastheen
repeating itself, by means of contradictory attitudes, for more than a hundrediee damage
that has followed and still follows is incalculable, because on the objective péatideological
situation” not only does not change, but becomes worse. “Ideology as rationalized praxis iswhi
identical with the new profane dynamic historical reality grasped in itgeags$ipect, is not only not
on the way to being overcome, but instead imposes itself ever more drasidakyippressible
historical reality, which incarnates in itself the greatest theorati@hpractical problem of the
present and the future. On it depends the construction of the new secular dynami@adoiéti

it the human-historical destiny of humanity.

In such a perspective, which is the only one objectively and realistically to betexkpdeology

as rationalized praxis presents itself concretely as the “great danger”, “émel @sly profane
hope”: the great danger as “false” rationalized praxis, with its “falsehaitty; the only profane
hope as “true” rationalized praxis with its “true” rationality.

But the paradox in this: that, while the two false ideologies of liberal-capitabsularism and
Marxism have been present and operative in history for more than a century, “tidedogy”, as
dynontorganic rationalized praxis, is very far from being so. Worse stilldélilserately ignored
and denied the right to exist precisely by those who should be supporting it and working towards its
realization. Nor does the paradox stop here. While in actual fact (apart frossussieal
recriminations) one ends up by professing towards the “anti-Christian” ideofgiédeological
praxis a conformistic ideological pacifism that results in passive asespand compromises, one
professes at the same time an irrational and gratuitous aversion for that whichbehtihd
Christian ideology (“Christian” not because “confessional”, but simply becawsg):t

The sophistic arguments for this kind of behaviour are many. They begin with a rejectien of t
word “ideology”, as if its meaning were so incurably linked to falsity and to theé spavil as to

be unable to connote ideology as true rationalized praxis. If one insists on consideringdthe w
“ideology” as unredeemable, one has only to set it aside and pass on to rationalizegraxise
this is what matters and what imposes itself, as the great danger or as tradidiiyman hope



metaphysics, without any possibility of abstaining from choice. The rationalitsagfs presses at
the gates. If the “true” dynamic metaphysics does not open for it the proper dommalitatof
“false” and harmful praxis will continue to spread and rage through the door of fals@idy
metaphysics.

10. The rational choice: dynontorganicity

We must therefore choose. And what will be the criterion of the choice? Even ighthef i
simple common sense, it is obvious that the criterion has to be “realist métaphhise true
dynamic metaphysics will therefore be that which is authenticadlist”: “realist-dynamic
metaphysics”. And the “true rationality” of praxis will be the one discovengli;ated and
deepened by it.

The “false” dynamic metaphysics, on the other hand, will be “antirealisttewbabe its name

or form. The ultimate consequences of philosophy are realized in it, uncovering its fialgityr
in relation to the rationality of praxis, which presents itself as the cemérakt of dynamic
metaphysics and as the final theme of the whole philosophical system, withobtlippséihalting
midway.

It is because of this that “immanentist dynamic metaphysics” and wiité wiole course of
philosophizing (even though only “crypto-immanentist” at the beginning — Descantgio”, for
instance —) gives rise inevitably to an “atheist-materialistmatity of praxis”; as, on the contrary,
“realist-dynamic metaphysics”, in virtue of the inseparable transoerd# integral realism,
necessarily gives rise to a “theist-spiritual” rationality of praxisciviié that which is genuinely
“true”.

Praxis is in fact nothing but a “profane global dynamic humanism”, characterized as
ideologically atheist-materialist or theist-spiritual preciselyh®yrationality of praxis, defined
inexorably in one sense or the other by dynamic metaphysics.

“Realist-dynamic metaphysics”, therefore, defines the “truedmality of praxis, because it is
“true” dynamic metaphysics. And it defines it as a “theist-spiritualdnist rationality”. But,
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beyond this transcendent definition, it “arrives” at its specific and concriétéida, one that
clarifies the theist-spiritual humanist rationality of praxis as “dyngatioic rationality”. Thus the
rationally true praxis is “dynontorganic praxis”. And the true ideology, as ratiedatiraxis, will
be “dynontorganic ideology”.

What will be the “dynontorganicity” that formally characterizes dynontorgaeiclogy and
praxis? It will be the true rationality of praxis, led to its definitive sigaiie.

We have “nothing else” to say. But this is a “nothing else” with incommensurablenge@he
rationality of praxis, in fact, bears within itself the whole profane dynamic ltiatoeality, with
repercussions (positive or negative) on the Christian religious historiay resalf. If this is true,
unfortunately, for the rationality of “false” praxis, it is also true, fortunafelythe rationality of
“true” praxis, i.e., for “dynontorganicity”, which is the true rationality of praxis.

It is because of this its universal significance that the rationality ofgorepiesents (as we have
been saying) a point of arrival and a point of departure. “Realist-dynamic m&itagihiogether
with “dynontorganicity”, marks the point of arrival of the integral realist pbjpbscal system. And
with its “socio-political ideological outcome” in dynontorganic praxis it markgthiat of
departure for a new historical and cultural trajectory.

It is useless (and impossible) here to want to go deeper into dynontorganicity as the tr
rationality of praxis. It is enough to grasp well the metaphysical reason faf itsshistorical
ideological significance. The reason for dynontorganicity as the true rationglitsoo$ is as
follows: praxis, and with it the whole of profane dynamic historical reality, asladsnew
dynamic-secular society, are “dynontorganic by nature”; they are, therefdne, depth of their
being, “dynamic organism of ontological value”. It follows that “dynontorganicity”, agtiee t
rationality of praxis, presents itself as their “has-to-be”4, almost lgenatic code governing their
existence, their living and acting, their building up and development, given that thereire #odes
be faithful to their “being”.

It is such dynontorganicity that represents the theist-spiriidablogical alternative to
atheistmaterialist

ideological rationality, whether that of Marxism or of liberal-capitalisusgism.

historical reality. The new “dynamic” historical reality and the new “dyicasociety: this is the
really revolutionary outcome of the Industrial Revolution. As “datum of expefietheefact of the
new historical reality and of the new dynamic society is already eviddriheontrovertible, and
represents perhaps the greatest problem of all times. The important thing is towedisp i
understanding the “dynamism” not only as “change”, but as a new and unheard of “ontological
character”. A “dynamic” historical reality and society is one that iyabbut is in the making, that
“constructs” itself actively, in space and time. “Dynamism” is therefoitge understood not
merely as change, but as active and passive “constructivity”.

2 — “Onticity”. Dynamism as constructivity (active and passive) finadfits front of a

historical reality and society that constitute themselves “in their beibghamism” combines
therefore with “onticity”: it is by nature “ontic” and not merely “ethicat phenomenal. It is this
“ontic dynamicity” that postulates the “ontological category” of “dynamic beirg*paing”

whose “real essence” is not yet, but is in the process of making itself, “acdrediructing itself

in space and time”. With the dynamic being there begins a new “ontological” (and niyt mere
phenomenal) experience of being, which raises a “new ontological and metaphysitehfx
precisely that of dynamic being, the being that is at the basis of the new histalitgland of the
new societies born of the Industrial Revolution.

3 — “Secularity”. This is the third essential characteristic of the newriuial reality and of the
new society after the Industrial Revolution. It consists in the “rejectionligfal, and with it of
religious morality as the “foundation and soul” of society. If the new society atudites reality
reject religion as their soul and foundation, it means that they have become "sacdlar
secularity becomes synonymous with such a rejection. A rejection that isrghbaokilegitimate.
Vatican Il proclaimed the “autonomy” of terrestrial realities, which isagotee autonomy of
profane historical reality and of the civil socio-political society whictdbithese together.
“Autonomy” from what? From religion and religious ethics, and therefore the ouergmf
“sacrality”. If the declaration of Vatican Il is not merely a beautifid gleasing turn of phrase but
the truth, it follows that the rejection of religion as the soul and foundation of the stewidail
reality and of the new society is completely legitimate. But neither the orteenother can subsist
without a “soul and foundation”. What will this be? Here is the final observation,gsetiie most
disconcerting of all: it will be “ideology” as “rationalized praxis”. Yessithe notorious ideology
as rationalized praxis that has “substituted religion as the foundation and soulheftldynamic
10

secular society, for the simple reason that a “dynamic secular histoalf’ rand a “dynamic
secular society” have need of a foundation and soul that is “dynamic and secularbuT hisdcs
foundation is no longer religion, but “ideology as rationalized praxis”.

8. Conclusion

“To grasp the historical reality of today: no longer static-sacral, but dynamieani@s. This

is but the first awareness of a “new reality”, disturbing, revolutionary, extygmeblematic and
tremendously demanding. It presents itself as a massive “datum of experietam&bdlfgical”

(and not merely ethical or phenomenal) value defined first and foremost by thetisdsse
characteristics” of the new historical reality, that (in contrast to thogeafld preindustrial
historical reality) are “dynamism?”, “onticity”, and “secularity”.

The historical upheaval produced by these characteristics, interpreted badbpbeuiia an

even worse manner, has surpassed all imagination. And still it is from these timust begin, not
only to “understand”, but to “do” — things that are impossible without the mediation of aagenui
“cultural revolution”.
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Il. CAPITALISM, MARXISM AND THEIR METAPHYSICAL VALUE

1. Capitalism and Marxism as historical realities

Capitalism and Marxism are neither philosophies, nor metaphysics, nor doctringsrd het
even therefore “ideologies”, if ideologies are reduced somehow to a “doctrimey .afe, in fact,
historical realities that rightly or wrongly refer to a doctrine, but distinguighdbkres sharply
from it, just as the thing known (in terms of authentic realism) is distinguishedHethought in
which it is known.

Nevertheless, the “objective historical reality” of capitalism and afkMe cannot be thought
without being known. Further: it cannot be “constructed” (presupposing that we are dedliag wit
reality to be constructed) without being known and thought. The “strict bond” betweignaedl
thought, between theory and praxis (to use a Marxist terminology that can be adopteshoy
not however lead us to confuse or mix up the two, much less shift the “primacy of being” to
thought. The primacy belongs to capitalism and Marxism as historical realities, andod@ass
on to their theorizations.

To say, however, that “capitalism and Marxism” are historical realitidsnat “doctrines”, does
not mean that they are not related to a doctrine, to their “theorization”, but thateHegtaand
foremost a “historical reality” that as such imposes itself on “doctrine”.

It is not therefore capitalism and Marxism as historical realitiesatieatio be measured against
doctrine (even that contained in the sacred writings of Marx), but rather doctriretthbe
measured against the corresponding “historical reality”. In other words, it isenthtetoreticians of
capitalism or of Marxism (including Marx) that will prevail, but capitalismd &arxism as
“historical realities” — even up to the point of having to say that it is not byisgilarx that one
understands Marxism, but it is by “studying Marxism as a historical reétiaf’one understands
Marx (even at the cost of denying him). This, among other things, is the first “norrobfandy at
capitalism and Marxism with the realist spirit and method.

Placing ourselves, therefore, “realistically” in front of capitalisrd Marxism as “historical
realities”, the first question to ask will be the following: do they belong to “sthistdrical reality,
or to “dynamic” historical reality? Here also the response must be made fiofuoicthe
“Industrial Revolution”, which is the dividing line between the “static and dynamstbrical
realties. And it will be made on the basis of the following criterion: capitaistnMarxism are
“static” historical realities, if they precede the Industrial Revolutadher than proceed from it;
they are “dynamic” historical realities if they follow that revadutiand are produced by it.

2. Capitalism, Marxism and the Industrial Revolution

The terms “capitalism” and “Marxism” recall two formidable historiesllities, but in different
ways. The word “capitalism” recalls the corresponding historical reakpressing in some way
its content. The word “Marxism” recalls another historical reality (th&sadialism”), but names
itself after its originating theorist, Karl Marx. What is important, howegenpi “socialism” as
seen by Marx, but “socialism as it imposed itself on history”, as it “transfortsetlinto a
historical reality”.

And it is this that by and large goes under the name of Marxist socialism. So we look at
Marxism also as a “historical reality”, placing Marx for the moment undekbtsicat least as long
as we are looking at Marxism as a “historical reality” and not as a theory.tNoprécisely
capitalism and Marxism as “historical realities” that have a stoichection with the “Industrial
Revolution”. This relationship can be summed up in a single phrase: they are its “prdducts”
other words, capitalism and Marxism as historical realities are incobéeil@efore” the Industrial
Revolution. They would never have existed and could not exist without it. They belong to the
historical epoch “after” the Industrial Revolution. And they “occupy” this epoch aieipl They
have become the “historical reality” “after” the Industrial Revolution.
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They have become such as a matter of fact and not of right, because, being errst@iad hi
realities, it is obvious that we must at least raise the “hypothesis& dtorrect” historical reality.
Why did this “correct” historical reality not emerge? Why has it, in its Spégjfnever even been
attempted up to now? And if it had been attempted, what physiognomy, what character, what
“name” would it have assumed?

Setting aside these questions, let us say only that “today” we would have hadrarttliffe

ideological outcome” of the respective “dynamic metaphysics”, as disogyéreorizing

and mobilizing (through their ideological outcome) the “rationality of praxis”.

But the problem is this: the internal “objective rationality” of praxis, whicluak & “true” and
equal for all, can in the passage from ontologico-dynamic truth to logico-dytaithi¢ranslate
itself into a “logical falsity” or a “false rationality” that nevieeless, thanks to praxis, can function
magnificently, while the “true rationality” of praxis still remains to beadi®red, reducing itself to
an “inert truth”.

This is what has actually happened because of the absence of realist-dyetapitysics, and

the non-emergence of the “true rationality” of praxis, with the consequent nonezrcef the
“true” socio-political ideology that would construct the new “true” secular dymaatiety.

The “rationality” of praxis is therefore the “link” between “realist-dynametaphysics” (and
dynamic metaphysics in general) and “socio-political reality”, astivel*explanation” of their
socio-political ideological outcome. But the latter can, unfortunately, be the exptaegier of
“true” or of “false” “rationality”, depending on the dynamic metaphysics framctvit originates.
9. The true and false rationality of praxis

The rationality of praxis (more exactly: its logico-metaphysicarjpmetation) depends neither

on religion nor on morality, and much less is it manifested by Revelation. It isastaaifrather
(for better or worse) by a “dynamic metaphysics” which, however, in arcegase assumes a
function analogous to that of Revelation. Revelation manifests the rationalitytesrtbe
“religious super-rationality of the Faith”. Dynamic metaphysics fieats the profane rationality of
praxis.

As we already know, the rationality of praxis, as its objective internal ratypoaks an
“ontologico-dynamic truth”, is immanent to praxis. But it is like a formidablegyntérat remains
hidden and unusable (like nuclear energy, so long as it remains hidden and inert in the atom). “It
should be discovered and made usable” by “dynamic metaphysics”. There ligmiteasce of
the “socio-political ideological outcome” of the latter: discovering and makingeutadbl
formidable energy of praxis, which consists in its “rationality”.

Two consequences follow. The first is that the understanding of the “rationalityxdf”praust

be sought from “dynamic metaphysics” and not from Revelation which is complég¢elyisithis
regard. It is a question of a “profane ideological historical reality” (such isspaaxi the rationality
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of praxis) that presents itself in the industrial historical epoch and thansemdraneous to the
content of Revelation. Hence the inconsistency, among other things, of a “political theology
whose central nucleus should be precisely the “rationality of praxis”.

As for “Christian social doctrine”, this could repeat, on grounds of ethical value tithreatity

of praxis discovered and proposed by dynamic metaphysics, transferring th&dield of praxis
to a field which is no longer its own, which is that of “values”, with the risk howevedaotieg its
vigour and misunderstanding it. This is the risk of transforming “ideological” rea(itieluding
the rationality of praxis) into mere “para-ideological” values. Hence tbesséy of integrating
“Christian social doctrine” and “dynontorganic ideology”, not only so as not to empty outtédre lat
into Christian para-ideologies, but to ideologically recycle “ethico-sociaésg conferring on
them a vigour and a clarity that they do not by themselves have, and which Chrisahdszigne
cannot give them.

But let us pass to the second consequence, even more important and relevant to our theme. |
regards the “translation” of the rationality internal to praxis as its ontokalyicamic truth, into
logico-metaphysical rationality. Such translation depends totally and asatiuen the dynamic
metaphysics which effects it, because of which the “rationality of graxik be what dynamic
metaphysics allows it to be”.

Hence the explosive significance of dynamic metaphysics itself, inasratich eationality of
praxis, and through it the whole of socio-political reality and the very futureeafiorld, depend
on it. In effect, depending on whether the “dynamic metaphysics” is true or falsegtibeality of
praxis” will also be true or false, good or bad, constructive or destructive (immegiatarances
to the contrary) of socio-political reality, triggering an irresistiblechieal process either towards
salvation or towards perdition.

The crucial problem is therefore that of choosing between a “true” and & ‘tstsamic



“internal objective rationality”, as is the case for any authentic being. Witheutbjective internal
rationality that coincides with its ontological truth, being would be an absurd somettticgrihat
be studied, because the absurd is the negation of rationality, and as such gives ttserto nei
knowledge nor science. It cannot be studied; it cannot even exist.

Now praxis is itself a “being”, even though of the “second grade”; it is “dynamic being”
coinciding with profane dynamic historical reality itself seen in its aetspect. As “being” it
possesses therefore its “ontological truth”, the “objective internal ratighidlat makes it
“rationalized praxis” and as such capable of being studied. What more, capable ofuzhked) st
and to be studied as “being”, as “dynamic being”. Before being studied as phenomenoldgy, it is
be studied in its ontologico-dynamic truth, in its objective internal dynamic ratyoradoove all at
the metaphysical level.

It is this dynamic objective rationality internal to praxis (and obviouslistmetaphysical

study) that, precisely because it is “dynamic”, is destined to become thettkig constructivity
of praxis and to the entire construction that derives from it. This correspondstin ttae entire
dynamic socio-political reality of today and to the socio-political actiotajpéng to it.

Everything is concentrated, therefore, in the so-called “rationality” of pesxspecific and
primary object of research of every dynamic metaphysics, includingt+eéhatiamic metaphysics.
To discover the internal rationality of praxis, define it, theorize it metapdiisi transforming it
from ontologico-dynamic truth into logico-dynamic truth, or into theory of praxiseslieivel of
metaphysics, before doing so at the empirical level: this is the point thahishe point of arrival
of realist-dynamic metaphysics and the starting point of praxis.

“Point of arrival” of metaphysics firstly, because, realistically,deenot reachd priori” either

at praxis or at the rationality of praxis, i.e., at the ontologically dynamiwéafgce” of dynamic
historical reality. We reach it onlya“posteriorf, passing through its “passive ontologico-dynamic
face”, i.e., by studying historical reality as “dynamic being”. Once thefrality of praxis” has
been attained in this way, it is transformed from point of arrival into lisgapint”, because thus
the road of praxis and of the theory of praxis remains open in all its aspects.

The outcome of realist-dynamic metaphysics, therefore, is first it alutcome in the
“rationality” of dynamic historical reality and of its active aspectdAlealing with “profane”
dynamic historical reality, as in our case, its outcome defines itself asitothe in the rationality
of praxis”, or as an outcome in “rationalized praxis,” which opens the way to “ideology”
understood as rationalized and theorized praxis constructive of the new seculacdgadityi
Thus the outcome of realist-dynamic metaphysics, in reference to dypesface historical
reality, becomes an “ideological outcome”. And because ideology as ratidraléds is by
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definition socio-political ideology, the outcome of realist-dynamic metaphyscomes, in virtue
of the rationality of praxis, its “socio-political ideological” outcome.

The outcome, therefore, of realist-dynamic metaphysics in relation toyprdj@mamic historical
reality is a socio-political ideological one, “centred on the internal olgedditionality of praxis
and justified by it”.

8. The internal rationality of praxis and its importance

The internal objective rationality of praxis, because of its ontologico-dynamiiz-golitical

value, comes to represent the quintessence of dynamic socio-politidgl afate theory of
praxis, of socio-political action, and of the socio-political historical proddsere is no better
justification of the socio-political outcome of realist-dynamic metapisy and of any “dynamic”
metaphysics whatsoever, regardless of its importance. The reason is twetstinection of that
“universe within the universe” which is profane dynamic historical reatitithe global secular
dynamic society that synthesizes it, depends on the socio-political ideolmgficame of dynamic
metaphysics.

If we want experience to confirm this, it is enough to look at this construction, tdhabte the
last hundred years the above mentioned “universe™ has been constructed and continues to be
constructed in function of two “rationalities” of praxis (the liberal-cagtalnd the Marxist),
corresponding to the respective ideologies as praxis that is rationalized, theodz@obilized in
the construction of the new secular dynamic society. And this hers dbene in virtue of the
“sociopolitical

world, a “different” society, a “different” culture. Let us instead examimpétalism and Marxism
as historical realities “after” the Industrial Revolution, as its produetsus first try to get a better
understanding of them as “historical realities” and work out an account of theirggevigsut
attempting as yet to evaluate them.

3. Capitalism and Marxism as historical realities

The “four adjectives” that characterize capitalism and Marxism agricist realities could be

the following: “dynamic”, “ontic”, “global”, and “socializing”. Let us examine eaclilefse
briefly.

1) First of all, “dynamic historical reality”. The Industrial Revolutionhe tvatershed between
the old “static-sacral” historical reality and the new “secular dycamstorical reality. The latter
is “dynamic” in the sense of a “reality that constitutes itself contiyilaihd actively in space and
time. It is “secular” in the sense that it rejects religion as its soul and foumdat

It is more than evident that capitalism and Marxism are “secular” luatogalities, whether as
matter of fact or as formally rejecting religion as their soul and foundatienedfually clear that
they are also “dynamic” realities, not merely in the sense of “change” bubmdttaction”, in the
sense of a new historical reality that continually constitutes itgetidans of activities in space
and time. Capitalism and Marxism therefore “qualify” to be properly calleddahc” historical
realities.

2) Dynamic historical realities that are “ontic”, or of ontological value, backfore “onticdynamic”
and not simply ethico-dynamic or dynamic-phenomenal. For those who are able to
understand capitalism and Marxism realistically, there is no doubt that treenpteemselves as
two massive historical “realities” with their own proper ontic consisteincthe sense that they
have posited (and continue to posit) a “new being” in existence: the being, precisely, of the
historical realities of capitalism and Marxism.

This, which is a matter of fact, remains true even if the “theorists” ofadispit and of Marxism
reject it (being antirealists) and the very “critics” of capitalism araXidm (even if realists) do
not take it into account, making the strangest “reductions” of both: reductions thdticak et
economic, socio-political, phenomenal, doctrinal. There is no doubt, therefore, ttatsra@End
Marxism are two “historical realities” with their own “ontic consisténdlyis this “dynamic
onticity” that is the secret of their strength.

3) “Global” ontico-dynamic historical realities.

Capitalism and Marxism (as Marxist socialism) cannot concretely beagdo@conomic fact,

to capitalist economy on the one hand and collectivist economy on the other. Insteatfetitey
the whole of historical reality, including (even if only negatively) that ofiat. They are
“global” historical realities. This also forms part of the “datum of experlence

“Globality” as a datum of experience is born of the “dynamic onticity” of cagieand

Marxism as ontico-dynamic historical realities, because dynamicitgritivolves “synthesis and
concreteness”. It is a construct that involves the whole of dynamic histeadigy,rin whatever
way this happens: in function of a capitalist economy, or of a collectivist economysame
other way. Precisely because they are ontico-dynamic historicaélesaherefore, capitalism and
Marxism are also “global” ontico-dynamic historical realities, bec@&usieeir “construction” they
involve the whole of historical reality.

4) “Socializing” global ontico-dynamic historical reality
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This fourth and final qualification tries to indicate that the “global ontico-dyefamistorical
reality of capitalism and Marxism has a well-defined function and an outcomeiimaitde
contained: both of them are concretized in the construction of a new society, through an
unstoppable socializing process, either capitalist or Marxist. This is thacage# of capitalism
and Marxism as socializing historical realities: “socializing”, becaasastructive of a new
society” at the highest level of “socialization”, even if the latter is wgtded only as “growing
interdependence”.

But the socialization that emerges from the “socializing” property of cagitaind Marxism
goes well beyond its ethical and phenomenal aspect. This socializipgriyr is by nature
onticodynamic,

and the socialization that follows from it is to be understood in an “ontico-dynamic”



sense. It is the transformation of being, “construction of a new being” (of a nevichisteality, of
a new society), whose socializing thrust moves in the direction of a “unified glebaidal
reality”.

Compared to this thrust and this “ontico-dynamic” socialization, the thrust aradizat@n of

the merely “ethical” appears weak and fragile. It neither socializes medies the problems of the
false ontico-dynamic socialization of capitalism and of Marxism. It resrautside of history,
which, as the new global and socializing ontico-dynamic historical relibyei ontic dynamic
sense, demands a socialization that is not simply ethical but ontico-dynamic.

4. Capitalism and Marxism as rationalized praxis

Having outlined the four qualities of capitalism and Marxism as ontico-dynaabelg|
socializing historical realities, let us pass on to an evaluation. This & gtistion of an “ontic”
judgment of value, because the first “value” is the “ontological value of being”, olihéding of
a thing, and not the “ethical” values (or disvalues) that pertain to it.

The “ontological value” of a thing is given by the correct response to the questibat Is it?”

Let us therefore ask ourselves: what is capitalism, ontologically speaking2sWherxism? These
are questions that involve metaphysical reflection. And theirwenss lead us into the
ontologicometaphysical

“sanctuary” of capitalism and Marxism, allowing us to study them from within.

Let us begin directly with the answer that interests us: capitalism andsifieaxe “rationalized
praxis”. Now rationalized praxis can be called, and is, ideology as “rationaliaeid’piSuch an
identification is authorized (and even imposed) not just by current terminology or imgttie, but
by reality. Grasped in its reality, without stopping at the usage of the word tlahsemntside of
reality, “ideology” is rationalized praxis, and rationalized praxis is idecémgeality, something
that precedes ideology as “theory”, realistically holding primacy over tlee: [Htrst reality, then
theory”.

Turning to the “what is it” of capitalism and Marxism, we can say therefor¢hbnatre “the

two great ideologies as rationalized praxis” that have dominated the world scarfeufaired
years and will continue to dominate it so long as they are not pushed aside by a “thirglyideol
with its rationalized praxis” that imposes itself as a new and different tedyinamic global
socializing” historical reality for the construction of a different world andetgci

Let us prescind for the moment from the third (or “alternativielology and pause at the
keyelement

of the whole argument, which is that of rationalized praxis. Let us define it in thewse ter
“rationalized praxis is ontico-dynamic global socializing historical tedbelf, grasped in its inner
rationality” and considered in its “active aspect”, with its function of consigia new dynamic
secular society.

“Rationalized praxis” is therefore the same as historical realityhimbecome dynamic thanks
to the Industrial Revolution; it expresses the “active aspect” of histoeighty. Ontico-dynamic
historical reality is, in fact, like a medal with two faces: the face ghat iconstruction” and the
“active” face, inseparable because expressions of the same reality, altyfalistinct, because
one is the “dynamic society” that is being built up, and the other is the “construetiig’ pr
pertinent to it.
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“Praxis” understood in this way, written into secular historical reality tsedf i'secular”, enjoys
its own “inner rationality”, which redeems it from the state of “crude enetgpfislating it into
rationalized praxis. It is this “inner rationality” of praxis that is the nodal mdirdeology as
rationalized praxis, and therefore of capitalism and Marxism as true and propegieolo

5. The inner rationality of praxis

Affected as we are by subjectivism, we are accustomed to relegating igtitmaur brains,
almost forgetting that rationality exists first of all “in things”. Without tAganality of things,
science would be impossible. “The real is the rational”, because it enjoysraalinéionality,
something that our intelligence can and in fact must attain, if it wants to know and tie opbea
internal rationality of things is the first postulate of realism. And if one ial&steone must
recognize this also of “praxis”, given that it also is an “objective realitytietbing that cannot be
reduced to the subject.

doctrine before Vatican Il, and also after it, in so far as it continues to ignore idymatarical
reality as such).

Being of an “ethical” nature, para-ideology is necessarily linked to religion arality

(whether Christian or secular) giving rise to two series of para-ideologe&s-ideologies with a
religious matrix” (or ethico-religious, or even Christian ethico-persdhadisd “para-ideologies
with a secular matrix” (the Enlightenment, non-Marxist socialism, politicafdlism).

Now realist-dynamic metaphysics cannot have a “para-ideological™-pottal outcome
because it is neither a religion nor a morality. It is an “ontologico-dynamipimgsics” whose
socio-political outcome cannot but be an ontologico-dynamic one, which is in factlthe rea
ideological outcome.

“Pseudo-ideology” is a complex of myths and violence that can represent the dlimax o
irrationalism. Typical cases: Nazism, Fascism, the extremisomsicting of myths and violence)
of the Right and the Left. Not only can realist-dynamic metaphysics not hggewadbideological”
outcome, but it is the most radical negation of the pseudo-ideologies, because it

represents the supreme exigence of “socio-political rationality” in &irirany irrationalism or
pseudo-rationality whatsoever. We might note further that the pseudo-ideologsé goxerned
by a “static” conception of history: this is what creates the illusion and teemption of having
to change it with violence, in the service of some myth or the other.

“Socio-political utopia” is nothing but a “para-ideology” seen as an ideal and wjec to the
future. It inevitably carries within itself the inconsistency of a doublsiemaof reality: an evasion
in the ideal and an evasion in the future. Dynamic realist metaphysics, tbevétbrits exigence
of realism and concreteness, implies the most radical reversal of utegiacib-political outcome
is, in fact, the realization of the future in the present, inugirof the permanent ideological
sociopolitical

construction, which excludes any ideal utopistic flight into the future. Utopia as™hope
beyond the purely psychological fact, is substituted rather well by the “réafiatnic constructive
commitment” that realist-dynamic metaphysics instills into itsospolitical outcome.
“Socio-political ministry” represents today the postconciliar prolongatid@hoistian social
doctrine as adaptation to the new dynamic situation, centred aroundarfhygmomotion”.
Sociopolitical

ministry as human promotion and realist-dynamic metaphysics of profaneidynam

historical reality run on two different tracks (that of “evangelization” andahiateology), making
impossible any direct pastoral outcome on the part of the above mentioned mesaptetsis
contribution to the ministry of human promotion, through “ideological mediation”, can be
incalculable. Everything depends on its socio-political outcome pigcias “ideological”
sociopolitical

outcome.

What remains is the “political game for its own sake”. Only realist-dynamsiaphyics can
eliminate this, in virtue of its “ideological” socio-political outcome as ity @uoissible outcome,
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and by the impossibility of reducing the ideological socio-political outcome to a purélgaol
game.

At the sub-ideological level, at the level, that is, of “sub-ideology” as indéamat ideology in

the concrete and contingent political reality, the political game remaivitaible in a democratic
regime. This will not, however, any longer be a self-enclosed political game, buta gibkical
game at the service of its own ideological praxis.

“Ideology, sub-ideology, para-ideology, pseudo-ideology, ministry, political gaatiehings

to be distinguished, in order to give some seriousness to the ideological discussion and to the
semantics pertaining to it, and to “centre” the socio-political outcome ddtrdgthamic
metaphysics in “ideology” in the strict sense as “rationalized praxis”.

7. The internal rationality of praxis and realist-dynamic metaphysics

The socio-political reality of today coincides with profane dynamic higtboreality, and
synthesizes itself in the new global secular dynamic society, “constructgadéxig that is
rationalized, theorized and mobilized.

Such praxis is characterized first of all as “rationalized praxis” bedgpsssesses its own



domination of nature), but in a “realist-dynamic” context which is that affglogical animation
of praxisfor the construction of history.

5. Definitions of ideology

The enormously complex reality of ideology, therefore, could well give rise treadiff

definitions of itself, according to different points of view and the articulation ofrtherent, but
always coherent and univocal ones. Let us focus on the following three.

1) Ideology as “global profane ontologico-dynamic reality”, seen as “praxis”. Jtigi

definition already given: ideology is rationalized praxis, theorized and mahikoastructive of
the new secular dynamic historical reality. It is ideology as reakygmt and operative in history
today, in its secular liberal-capitalist and social-communist atheitgralist versions. This
definition, which takes ideology as reality, has ontologico-dynamic value.

2) Ideology as the “ontologico-dynamic soul” of praxis. Ideology is the ontological and dynamic
“soul” of praxis. This definition recalls the distinction of soul and body, form and matter
(understood in a realist philosophical sense). It has “formal” value.

3) Ideology as “theory of praxis”. Ideology is the “theory” of praxis. This expressiameddhe
meaning of ideology as a “logical” category, and has a gnoseological value. The impantai# thi
to keep in mind that we are dealing with a “logico-dynamic” category, which as such is
separable from the corresponding “ontologico-dynamic” category, because it seghveish it,
and must do so. In effect it is the logical category of ideology that must be reabsorbed into i
ontologico-dynamic category, and not vice versa, lest ideology as an ontologicoidgatagory
be emptied out into its logical category.

Something analogous is seen in the case of “religious belief’ (logico-dynai@gooaof faith)

with respect to Faith as an “ontologico-dynamic” religious categoryrdligious belief (= logical
category) that must be incorporated into Faith and not vice versa, something that dwoced re
Faith to a theological doctrine.

The clarifications of ideology as rationalized praxis are of extreme inmuperfar the “sociopolitical
ideological outcome” of realist-dynamic metaphysics. This outcome, in$am)y

possible in “ideology” as “rationalized praxis”.

6. Realist-dynamic metaphysics and its ideological outcome

Given the realist clarification of ideology, to speak of the “ideological outcafhegalistdynamic
metaphysics is to think of a rather precise outcome that will be “socio-pblitiche

measure that it will be ideological. The *“socio-political” mgalof today, in the present
dynamicsecular

historical context, raises in the first place the problem of itself as an ideadlpgiblem,

and it is in this sense that the socio-political reality relates totregtimmic metaphysics and vice
versa.

But socio-political reality, besides raising the problem of itself as anddieal problem in the
strict sense, can also give rise (with or without reason) to the problem ofstseffrablem that is
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para-ideological, pseudo-ideological, utopian or pastoral, even to the point of redutfing #se
purely political game.

This requires that the “socio-political outcome” of realist-dynami@ptetsics be fixed in the
clearest possible terms. “Positively” the clarification is thatWiias already been given: itis a
question of an “ideological” socio-political outcome. “Negatively” it is asjio@ of excluding
every other direct socio-political outcome, such as the “para-ideological, pseatagical,
utopian, pastoral”, up to the point of radical exclusion of the “political gamef. itsel

Such exclusions must be justified, and this involves a clear distinction between ydaudog
other categories more or less akin to it. Let us examine the difference by studymdgéttigons;
this will serve to clarify the distinction.

“Para-ideology” is nothing but a set of ethical exigences and norms that expisedf@s a
“doctrine” and operates through the moral conscience, through the person. Para-idgegtigy |
ignores dynamic historical reality, placing itself outside (or before or aboWRgra-ideology was
therefore able to exist even before the Industrial Revolution élymiase: the Enlightenment
paraideology),

or by prescinding formally from it (typical case: the para-ideology of Chistaial

Now praxis as “historico-dynamic reality” is precisely such a hisabbjective reality,
something that cannot be reduced to the human subject. As such it also possessestésnaivn i
rationality that makes it “rationalized praxis”. It does not matter thaethesertions do not yet
form part of our cultural tradition. They will never do so as long as we do not discover the
“ontological role” of the Industrial Revolution, and as long as this is not insertedhéntostory of
philosophy as an essential theme of modern philosophy.

The Industrial Revolution marks, in fact, the beginning of a “new creation” (in the profane
sense), consisting of the “new ontico-dynamic reality” centred on the new “dyaathsecular
society” in continuous construction, and in the “rationalized praxis” that construtksstis the
“new thematic” (without excluding the old one) of a modern realist philosophy, and it rgfsinte
philosophical reflection at all levels, from the highest “metaphysicaélj¢w the final levels of
“applied” philosophy.

But let us turn to the internal rationality of praxis and of the new ontico-dynanucitest

reality. Such rationality, like every other objective rationality imdto things, corresponds to their
“true nature”, is a constitutive part of them, and guarantees their proper line ofarpérhis is
true also of praxis. It operates, and should operate, according to its own “objectival inte
rationality” that corresponds to its true nature as praxis constructive éthdynamic secular
society, and to the true nature of the dynamic secular society that is being cahstinattanust”
be constructed in harmony with its “proper nature”, under pain of the inevitable prosrext
underlying catastrophe of every construction that is “against nature”.

It is such rationality that makes praxis a “rationalized praxis”, cdnfeon it a singular
“metaphysical weight”, and at the same time imposing on it the necessityhefoaization” that
would render it properly “operative”. Let us see how.

6. Capitalism and Marxism as rationalized and theorized praxis

As we have just said, it is the rationality internal to praxis that confersatiorfalized praxis”

its metaphysical import. Where there is rationalized praxis, therefiere, s “metaphysical”
import, and this will be proportionate to the ontological value of praxis itself, which desci
ontologically with the new ontico-dynamic historical reality. On the basisi®tbincidence, the
metaphysical import of rationalized praxis appears formidable: it isathe as that of the new
ontico-dynamic historical reality.

It is this “rationalized praxis” that confers on capitalism and Marxismatamalized praxis,
their metaphysical import, imposing at the same time the necessity of arfidymataphysical
key” as indispensable instrument of their “theorization” at all levels, sohatiecome,
“ontologically”, “rationalized praxis”, and logically, “theorized praxis”. Rathlized praxis,
because they are ontico-dynamic historical realities; theorized prag#deeit is their theorization
that makes capitalism and Marxism actually comprehensible and operative.
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This completes the “ideological definition” of capitalism and Marxism: as agges, they “are
rationalized and theorized praxis”. They are the two great ideologies, if ideologyeistood as
rationalized and theorized praxis. They claim an exclusive right to this titie tieemegh they are
false, because in fact there does not exist a true ideology in terms of ra¢idrzald theorized
praxis according to the correct objective rationality “internal” to the new dgrtaistorical reality,
as well as to the praxis that expresses its active aspect, and to the new dpec@tydo be
constructed according to its true nature, its authentic “ontological ‘has-to-lbditdh(is prior to its
ethical nature). “Ontological nature” that is neither capitalist nor Mabigtontico-dynamic and
authentically “realist”, and because realist, also, we can add, “Christian”.

In one word, capitalism and Marxism as rationalized and theorized praxis are themnly
ideologies present and operative in history, because of the lack of a “ChristialogideT his lack
is the greatest sin of omission on the part of Christianity in the nineteenth aniéttweenturies;
the Church and the world are paying for it with the gravest crisis in their history.

If therefore capitalism and Marxism are “rationalized and theorized praxid because of this
assume a specific “metaphysical value”, we must take proper note of thjghystal value,
which is “essentially twofold”: metaphysical value as ontologico-metsipalrelevance, and
metaphysical value as “metaphysical theorization”, on the basis of “nysteghpremise”,
“essential penetration”, and cultural animation.



7. Ontologico-metaphysical import of capitalism and Marxism

The metaphysical import of capitalism and Marxism is therefore the sathataf rationalized
praxis, because they are “rationalized praxis”. And because rationalizesl @vandides with the
new historico-dynamic reality, their metaphysical import is tlmeesas that of the new dynamic
historical reality. Now the new dynamic historical reality is not nyegéhical and phenomenal but
ontico-dynamic.

Its metaphysical import is more specifically therefore an “ontologictaypigsical” import. And
this is the metaphysical relevance of capitalism and Marxism: “ontolegétaphysical”. This is
the “realist-objective” datum”, at their expense. And thus it remains, elven ivis “betrayed” on
the level of theorization. This will be the “betrayal of being”, which in this casshes its
metaphysical culmination in the reduction of ontico-dynamic historichtyréa “historical
becoming” (Hegel).

This antirealistic reduction of ontico-dynamic historical reality tatthiical becoming” is at the
same time injurious to the “internal rationality” of praxis. This intern@&mality is itself an
objective internal rationality with “ontologico-metaphysical import”, quating itself to the
ontologico-metaphysical relevance of a historical reality that is nnoegeced to “historical
becoming” but grasped in its ontico-dynamic consistency. Idealist becoming tisimgeand
“realist” ontico-dynamic reality is another. We can have an idea of thgtelisdollowing in the
wake of the “betrayal of being” by the new ontico-dynamic historical realiypaaxis, if we keep
sufficiently in mind their ontologico-metaphysical import. The “being” of the natico-dynamic
historical reality and of praxis embraces not only the historical universe bentire universe, in
so far as ontico-dynamic historical reality can be “one” “ontologico-dytiasynthesis of it: a
“profane” ontologico-dynamic” synthesis that is praxis, and that becomes opasipraxis.
Nothing, therefore, escapes the “ontologico-metaphysical import” of praxis, meiligéon, nor
nature, nor man, nor society, nor the State. “Everything” participates in thetiebdjaternal
rationality” of the “ontologico-dynamic synthesis” emerging from the new omljc@mic
historical reality as praxis, either enriching itself or becoming impovetigmot destroyed. The
outcome will depend on the “metaphysical theorization” of rationalized praxishareddre on the
“translation of its ontologico-metaphysical rationality”, by urat “positive”, into
“logicometaphysical

theory” that itself can turn out to be either “positive” or extremely “nedative

1 [Translating “dover essere ontologico”.]
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“Corruptio optimi, pessinfaruns an old proverb. This is applicable to the “metaphysical
theorization” of praxis that presides over praxis. “Rationalized praxis”, anddreonticodynamic
historical reality understood in its authentic “objective internal ratigriaig the best one

can expect. “Theorized praxis”, and therefore the “theory of praxis” that rehgeesent and
operative in history, can be worse than one can imagine.

This is a consequence of the “metaphysical value” of “rationalized and #eprnaxis”.
Rationalized praxis has a universal ontologico-metaphysical import. Ingrasses the entire
universe. It is “totalizing”. If therefore it is “well theorized metapbgdly”’, we will have a
“metaphysical theorization” that “totalizes the good”; if not, we will haveegaphysical
theorization that “totalizes evil”. It is not possible to stop midway. This would be
“antimetaphysical”; it would amount to putting oneself in opposition to the onticardig
historical reality and with its metaphysical “dynamic”, whose Alpha@neega is the “Absolute”,
and a “totalizing Absolute” in fact.

This explains why ideology as “rationalized and theorized praxis” is “dogmatic” and
“totalizing”, whether for “good” or “evil”. It depends on the ontologico-metaphysiopbirt of
rationalized praxis, translating itself necessarily, if theorized, intogacth-metaphysical theory of
absolute and totalizing value” without being able to stop half way. Thus one arthersatian
“ideologico-theo-spiritual totalizing Absolute”, or at an “ideologico-athmeiaterialist totalizing
Absolute”. This is the “ontologico-metaphysical” import of rationalizecigras ontico-dynamic
historical reality that remains available to and is participated in by éiderology” as
“rationalized and theorized praxis”. Such is therefore the “metaphysica\aso of capitalism
and Marxism. Only when we reach this metaphysical value do we place our hands guidireg

therefore in praxis. But even this is not enough, because praxis does not halt at thefactions
person-cells, nor is it their “sum total”. Praxis, in fact, as “life-actiodyofontorganism”,
“transforms the actions of person-cells into a new reality” (= the redljpyaxis), which is far
more than their sum total, whether as reality or as potency.

Praxis is itself “ontico-dynamic reality”, no longer reducible to “person@tor “action of

the group”. As far as “potency” is concerned, the potency of praxis is immenselipstpéhe
potency of the action of persons or of the group, and of any sum total of these. It is enough to
attend to the data of experience. Anyone who continues to insist on merely personal or group
actions and not on praxis is betting on a losing horse.

4. Ideology as rationalized praxis

Having grasped the reality of praxis as the life-action of dynontorganism or as putgfemeic
historical reality itself seen in its active aspect, it is possible ®tpake proper understanding of
“ideology” precisely as “rationalized praxis, theorized and mobilized for thercotien of the
new secular dynamic society”.

Ideology understood in this way is identical with praxis, and therefore firstly Witradity”.

The first consequence is that ideology is no longer reducible to a doctrine.

It is “rationalized praxis”. It is praxis equipped with its own internabradlity with ontological
value, like every authentic being. Later we can have (in fact, we should have) yredsntf
doctrine, “theory”, resulting in a transformation into “rationalized and theorizedsir The whole
cycle of rationalized and theorized praxis, constructive of the new dynamic/segietomplete
itself in its “mobilization”.

Ideology understood in this way, corresponding to its complex reality, resolves into an
“ontologico-logico-operative reality” which makes the term ambiguous, inasnsuitte avord
“ideology” can mean

- rationalized praxis as “reality”;

- “theory” of rationalized praxis; and

- rationalized praxis that is theorized and mobilized (operative sense).

Let us prescind from the different meanings that make (in the pejorative $enasrt

“ideology” synonymous with anything, including theology, disqualified thus as an “ideology”
damaging to the “faith” (except perhaps by professing, instead, a “political theologytlJeAus
refer the word “ideology” only to “profane dynamic global socio-political realdapnd therefore to
profane dynamic historical reality considered in its active aspect of panstractive of the new
secular dynamic society (which represents a minimum of semantic coljerence

Let us note now that praxis becomes actually “constructive” of secular dynaneity soc
inasmuch as it possesses its own “internal objective rationality”, whichbautheorized” so that
praxis can be “mobilized and governed in its constructive process”. Hence thd tiylodaic and
synthetic real meaning” of ideology as “rationalized praxis, theorized and redbjlzonstructive
of the new dynamic-secular society.

This is an unequivocal definition of ideology in a global, synthetic-dynamic, operative a
constructive “realist sense”. Ideology operates, constructs, because Xissaichtheory of praxis,
it is for praxis, inseparable from praxis just as the soul is not separable from thewmyt, by
reducing it to a cadaver or a monster.
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“Ideology” understood thus represents a “new ontological and logical category of dynami
nature”, unthinkable apart from profane dynamic historical reality, identifygedf with such
historical reality as praxis, and accentuating its internal rational#ysaghe necessary
theorization, precisely in order that praxis might be really “constructive”. Tind Yideology” thus
understood realistically and dynamically is the negation of the Cartediarasia abstract clear
and distinct idea, such as “simple nature”, because it is “dynamic reaiityitsvinternal
rationality and corresponding theorization. It is this theorization that allows fin&ide of
ideology also as “theory of praxis”, transforming it from a dynamic-ontologatabory to a
logico-dynamic category.

But ideology itself as “theory of praxis”, and therefore as logical category,airesrits

authentic ideological meaning only on condition that it remain a “logico-dynamiacjargte
manouevring itself not in a Cartesian epistemological context (which is thatotador the



local bodies, cities, neighbourhoods, etc.). But “dynontorganism” (at the supremenrevel, a
subsequently also at the subaltern levels) must be properly analysed, in order tatteathdad
in order to understand its “praxis”.

The fundamental analysis of it, which becomes the key to the whole ideologicatapmbktical
discussion, consists in being able to grasp the two sides of dynontorganism itself: “the
ontico-dynamic face” and the “active face”. Dynontorganism presentsassalmedal with two
faces. To grasp these, it is enough to keep in mind its definition: “dynontorganisomiplex
reality, animated by a vital principle, and therefore capable of living aidyam its own,
constituting itself actively in space and time in a coherent and univocal sense”
Dynontorganism, therefore, is first of all a “complex reality”: so complex thaeasupreme

level it comprises the whole of profane dynamic historical reality (vez refw to this latter, and
prescinding from Christian religious historical reality). This profane dynarsforigal reality,
precisely because it is “dynamic”, has to be constructed, giving rise to tifadeof
dynontorganism, the “passive ontico-dynamic” face. This passive ontico-dyfface” of
dynontorganism, in reality, identifies itself with dynontorganism itself in sadat is being
constituted. The two faces of a medal do not exist in isolation, they are the samseaadadm
one side or the other.

But in order to be built up, dynontorganism has need of the activity of all its membaitghef
person-cells, organized in dynontorganism and in the many subaltern dynontorganisms or even
agents with their own initiatives: initiatives, however, always of the parsthrand not of an
“autonomous and sovereign human person” reduced to an Enlightenment abstraction and
amounting to a negation of dynontorganism.

This active constitution of dynontorganism represents the second face of the teedal: i
“constructive active face”. We have completed the fundamental analysieaitdrganism, as
well as its image, which is an image with two faces: “the passive onticonilyfece”, and the
“constructive active face”.

It is important to note what follows: both the faces have an ontico-dynamic vataeiskehey
are the same dynontorganism seen in its two valences, active and passiifginigiémemselves
with the dynontorganism itself, the two valences belong to it, including the activietaive
valence, which expresses the activity not of the autonomous and sovereign human person reduce
to himself, but of the dynontorganism, which however reveals itself in the quality ofaygre
that “constitutes itself”, thus giving rise to praxis.

3. Praxis

Having grasped the two faces of dynontorganism and of dynamic historical teaitgh an
elementary analysis, we must now turn our attention to the “face” that tstasgsvhich is the
“active” constructive one, and begin to give it a name.

Let us call it “praxis”. The word “praxis” therefore recalls the active-tan8ve face of
dynontorganism, taking on a very precise meaning that is expressed by two definitions, one
referring directly to dynamic historical reality, the other to dynontorganism.

- The first definition is the following: “praxis is profane dynamic historicalitgitself

taken in its active aspect”.

- The second definition is formulated thus: “praxis is the very life-action of

dynontorganism”.

The two definitions are synonymous, but the first recalls historical realifyraxis” (Marx).

The second focuses on praxis in dynontorganism. It is important to note two things which are
normally taken for granted. First: praxis “always has an ontological value” leecasiglentical to
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historical reality, to dynontorganism, expressing its active aspect. Secoxid:“@an activism”
that does not belong any longer to “the autonomous and sovereign person” but to dynontorganism;
it is the “life-action” of dynontorganism, which, if it is authentic “dynamic orgamwith
ontological value” (= being of the second grade), must also have its life-action.

One might ask: but is this not given to them by persons? Yes and no! No, because “autonomous

and sovereign human persons” give nothing to dynontorganism because of the fact that they negate

it and themselves as person-cells. Yes, because person-cells, entevimipltbgical texture of
dynontorganism, “re-found” their own life and action in the life-action of dynontorgaissihand

threads. +++

We have said earlier that the metaphysical value of capitalism and xiEMas substantially
twofold, as “ontologico-metaphysical import” and as “metaphysical theaiZatbn the grounds
of “metaphysical premise”, essential penetration of praxis and culturahomn

So far we have insisted mainly on their ontologico-metaphysical import. Bus thot their
“proper” metaphysical value, because it is the element “common” to evelgggeas rationalized
praxis. It is rationalized praxis that by nature bears an ontologico-metaplygiod that is
universal, absolute, totalizing (which is not, however, synonymous with “totatitariehat which
instead “characterizes” each ideology not only as rationalized praxis but @sz#g, is its
“metaphysical theorization” of praxis, as “metaphysical premise” fréwsiwto begin, as essential
“penetration” of praxis itself, and as “cultural animation”.

In order to grasp therefore the “proper” metaphysical value of capitalism andgsii, we need
to also, and above all, work out an account of their “metaphysical theorization” in thashests
listed — as specific metaphysical premise, as essential penetratiexisfigelf, and as cultural
animation.

8. Capitalism and Marxism as metaphysical theorization

Capitalism and Marxism as ideologies are “rationalized praxis”, with theptmgsical import
inherent to praxis as such. But in order to “function”, they need to be also “metaphysically
theorized praxis”, in harmony or in contrast with the authentic ontologico-metaphgssence of
praxis itself as ontico-dynamic historical reality.

It is precisely this “metaphysical theorization of praxis” that chtarees and transforms them
into “ideologies in the strict sense”, as “rationalized and theorized praxistrecige of the new
society and of history. But we must keep in mind: their metaphysical theorizationataEmsist
in the “elaboration of a new philosophical system” that would take its place altngther
systems, thus enriching the history of philosophy. It consists instead in defining thetiVabj
internal rationality” of praxis, moving it in the given direction: “capitalist, k&t or (to allude
also to the third hypothesis of the Christian ideology) “authentically realisgrelresults thus a
metaphysical theorization “immanent” to praxis (because it defines iteahtationality) and not
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limited merely to the minds of philosophers. A metaphysical theorization ticartiates itself” in
praxis, and becomes praxis, assuming such an importance as to “substitute religsooftinoie
as foundation and soul of society.

Today in fact the “soul” and “foundation” of the new dynamic secular society and of ttig pra
that constructs it “is no longer religion” (and not even religious or personalist)ethitshe
“metaphysical theorization immanent” to praxis and the very rationaliztha@orized praxis
itself: it is “ideology” as rationalized and theorized praxis.

Something quite different from mere “philosophy”, just as “concrete realityiffsrent from

the thought that thinks it.

Hence the uselessness of a purely philosophical refutation of ideology as 1z aald
theorized praxis. Ideology is in fact not a philosophy or a doctrine to be cerebrakyrefut
convalidated, but a “praxis” to be resisted or convalidated operatively. Thisresxplay the
continuous refutations and condemnations of capitalism and Marxism have not evareddtzir
surface, and how the river of truth that has been poured onto the world has remaineofa rive
sterile words, without generating a rationalized and theorized praxis at the sérvigth itself.
The truth has remained extraneous to the internal rationality of praxis, while ttaphysical
theorization” of capitalism and Marxism has become the “effective réafiguch rationality,
defined either in a capitalist or in a Marxist manner. It hasorbec their objective
ontologicometaphysical

constant (even if false), while the “thought that thinks it” turns out to be the

subjective fact of particular capitalist or Marxist theorists.

What happened in the case of Christianity has been repeated for capitbksaligm) and
Marxism (communism). Christianity as authentic objective revealeiyreainains one and the
same while its “theologians” are many, and it cannot be taken for granted that thiiefirselves
in agreement even when they are orthodox. It is the same for capitalism and Marxism as
rationalized and theorized praxis. Each remains one and the same, while theststifealied, with



some irony, the “theologians” of Marxism and capitalism) are many, with discatdetnines. The

important thing therefore is not to run behind these “theologians”, but to work out an acciwent of t

“basic metaphysical sense” that represents the constant of capitalisnraeasihj as the
metaphysical definition of the “internal rationality” of their praxis.

9. Metaphysical definition of internal rationality

Such a metaphysical definition of the rationality internal to praxis, whetp#alst or Marxist,
falls under three headings:

1) — Itis a “dynamic” metaphysical definition of the rationality of pransd therefore of praxis
itself, with the typical and antirealist substitution of “being” with “becomingias from an
authentic metaphysical realism, the substitution becomes inevitable, b#eaunss historical
reality born of the Industrial Revolution is “dynamic” and therefore penetrableogntyeans of a
“dynamic metaphysics” (whether realist or antirealist).

2) — It is an “immanentist” dynamic metaphysical defintion in the sense tfidgation of
transcendence”, whether ontological or religious. The negation of transcendence téabsol
immanence” is not in fact a necessary characteristic of historicey featome dynamic. The very
opposite is true! But if the “only dynamic metaphysical instrument’lavi@ is immanentist, the
dynamic metaphysical definition of the rationality internal to praxis carutdid“immanentist”.
3) — It is an “atheist-materialist” immanentist dynamic metaphysiefinition of the rationality
internal to praxis. But this third heading is merely the inevitable corollary dirshéwo.
Rationalized and theorized praxis is in fact but the “consummation” of their logic

In effect: “capitalist” and “Marxist” praxis is first of all “dynamic*dynamic” historical reality.
But it is “immanentist” dynamic historical reality, and therefore fingsiitimate explanation in
itself, outside of God, who is ignored and excluded, substituted by capitalist andtNVaesiss”
itself, which contains within itself its own “ideological Absolute”, substitut¥€od and of
religion, translating into an “atheist ideological Absolute”.
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Capitalism and Marxism, therefore, because they are “immanentist dynaxig’ pare
constitutionally and incurably atheist: and this “ideological atheism” is mucbevtban
philosophical and religious atheism. The latter is merely “negative” ath#ismtheism of the one
who “does not believe”. “Ideological atheism”, on the other hand, is “positive”: theabsé God
is filled by the “fullness” of the “Antidivine” that finishes by invading ewhigg; it is
“constructive” (C. Fabro), because it forms part of the “soul” of the praxis building the ne
dynamic secular society; it is “militant” because it mobilizes in tin@@e of an atheist
construction (atheist humanism, atheist society, atheist culture, amm@ataustoms); it is an
atheism “of the masses” (no longer individual, but of the class, party, of entitetioss and
structures).

This is the atheism of capitalism and Marxism as rationalized praxis. Athbisrefore, of
dynamic historical reality itself, that in virtue of the dynamic immaséntetaphysics incarnated
in capitalism and Marxism, has been transformed from a static-sacral imamidyhistorical
reality that is “atheist” and... “materialist”.

Materialism is but the “final and fatal outcome” of a historico-dynamitir reality that is
immanentist and atheist. Because it is “secular” and “immanentisthnoté®ut “divinize” matter
as the one supreme value, as the new “ideological Absolute”, substituting the otdiseligi
Absolute.

And it is precisely this new “atheist and materialist ideological Absolbgg dubstitutes

religion as the foundation and soul of society, cementing itself, by means of theicirespraxis
of the new dynamic secular society, in the constitution of society itself, by wdaglitdlist
society” and “Marxist society” become synonyms of societibat tare “constitutionally
atheistmaterialist”.

Only the manner changes. “Atheist materialism” remains the common baajsitafism and
Marxism.

The difference turns out to be first of all “metaphysical”. The “athe&enalist ideological
Absolute” of “capitalism” is “centred” metaphysically in an “evolut&trindividualist naturalism”
that expresses itself politically in a regime of liberty and democracy. Theisematerialist”
ideological Absolute of Marxism is “centred” metaphysically in a “collestihistorico-dialectical

V. THE IDEOLOGICAL OUTCOME OF REALIST-DYNAMIC METAPHYSI CS

1. Metaphysics, historical reality, and the socio-political problem

Realist-dynamic metaphysics is the metaphysics of historicélrddistorical reality refers to

the concrete existence of man and is to be clearly distinguished (without sepiaratwever)
from cosmic, physical, natural reality. For a realist philosophy, such a dstimssumes a
fundamental importance, because cosmic and natural reality is metaphystesic”, a reality
whose real essence already is; while historical reality is mgtegaily “dynamic”, a reality whose
real essence is not yet, but builds itself, becomes, constitutes itsellyaictispace and time.
Metaphysics has thus two moments: “static” realist metaphysicst¢fe, St Thomas), and
“dynamic” realist metaphysics, the problem of which coincides with the fundahpegoblem of
modern realist philosophy which has to transform itself into an integral realssqbtiy,
elaborating also, in point of fact, a realist-dynamic metaphysics. Reéwtiamic metaphysics is,
therefore, nothing but the metaphysics of historical reality as dynamigrétstorical reality in

its turn implies another fundamental distinction, which is that between “religibrist@n”
historical reality and “human-profane”, lay secular historical reality.

Metaphysically (and therefore in its deepest essence), Christiaousligstorical reality has
always been “dynamic”, because it coincides with the “Mystical Body” whidbrares (even
though in different ways) all human beings (from Adam to the Universal Judgment), and which
“constitutes itself” (St Paul) continuously in space and time, whether ihdtselits members as
person-cells. But since dynamic reality and dynamic being presupposeesibtycand static
being, theology also articulates itself in “static” and “dynamic” phases, and ough¢lbbeated
in these two senses. This has happened abundantly for “static” theology, but has giiktofba
“dynamic” theology, since the methodological instrument of realist-dynamatephysics was
missing.

Human-profane historical reality, instead, began to be dynamic in an ontologzphystal
sense from the time humanity became capable of constituting it. “Ontologicallynatymaality is
the reality that is actively constituted in space and time by God or by man, ohttpdether.
Now, man became capable (more exactly: “condemned himself’) of constructing pristanieal
reality as dynamic reality at the time of the Industrial Revolution. Beaafuthis, profane dynamic
historical reality as actual (and not merely potential) dynamic ydsdigins with the “Industrial
Revolution”: it presents itself as a theoretical “ontologico-metaphysioalem” and as a massive
“practical historical problem” precisely from time of the IndustrievBlution.

We must therefore pay attention to this profane dynamic historical realityhevteet one of the
great metaphysical problems of today, or as the great practical problem for lyum#met new
dynamic historical epoch. As “the greatest theoretical problem”, the newnttyhestorical reality
raises at the highest level the problem of its metaphysicshwhealistically” gives rise to
“realistdynamic

metaphysics”, whose definitive outcome is “the dynamic organism with ontadlogica

value” or “dynontorganism”, and the human person historicized as its “person-cell”.

As “the greatest practical problem”, instead, the new profane dynamic histeslity raises

the problem of its “constitution”, and obviously of its proper constitutiogremso as
“onticodynamic”

(and not simply “ethical”) constitution. The practical problem of the “onticuadyic

constitution” of profane historical reality comes to be identifigith the problem of “global
sociopolitical

constitution” at all levels, from the neighbourhood to the international and world

community. And such a socio-political problem, in its turn, comes to be identified with the
“ideological” problem understood precisely as the problem of praxis constitutive ahe n
dynamic socio-political reality. Hence the importance of understanding $iaxorder to
understand the “ideological” outcome of realist-dynamic metaphysics.
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2. Dynamic historical reality as dynontorganism and as praxis

As we have said, in virtue of the definitive outcome of realist-dynamiaphgsics, profane
dynamic historical reality is to be interpreted realistically amgle dynontorganism, articulating
itself in innumerable subaltern dynontorganisms (from the world community to tes, s&gions,



metaphysics and its dynontorganic theologico-ecclesiological outcome. This oth as a materialism”, which is at the head of the messianic class of the proletadiathich expresses

premise and as a historico-cultural human condition. itself politically in dictatorship and anti-democracy.

38 10. Metaphysics in capitalism and Marxism
Even if at first sight metaphysics as the supreme expression of philosophyappelar
completely extraneous to capitalism and Marxism (or at least “separadstettfem), in fact it is
just the contrary.
Capitalism and Marxism are present and operative in history, building for ovetuaycihe
new dynamic secular society and the new historical reality, in virtue of apmgtics that is
dynamic and immanent” to them, and “immanentist”, one that defines the “interoaahiy” of
praxis, translating capitalism and Marxism into authentic “ideologies” asfiaized and
theorized praxis”. It is such a metaphysics that translates ontologico-dyradionality into
praxis, into “theorized rationality”, with the consequent possibility of molitineand finalization
of praxis itself which thus becomes “constructive praxis”.
In order to understand “capitalism” and “Marxism” in depth, therefore, we mugbdirable to
grasp them as “ideologies” in the sense of rationalized praxis, and not reducefikdinially to
an economic-social fact (capitalism) or a social-political one (MawxiSuch an erroneous
reduction is rendered possible by ignorance of the new dynamic historical re4itgpds”
produced by the Industrial Revolution, of which capitalism and Marxism have become the
opposing and exclusive expressions, especially as “atheist-materialisgidsand ideological
praxis”.
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This is the experimental reconfirmation, even though through a negative fact, of their
“metaphysical value” as the “ontologico-metaphysical import” of praxisaardnetaphysical
theorization” of its internal rationality. A metaphysical theorization phasents itself in its triple
function of “metaphysical premise” of the whole theorization of praxis, “esselefiaition” of the
rationality internal to praxis, and “cultural animation” of the “culture-knowledgat places itself
at the service of praxis itself.
The “metaphysical premise”, whether of capitalism or of Marxism as ré¢iiedaand theorized
praxis, is “illuminist-immanentist”, potentially atheist-matesafrom its very beginning, and
reaching consummation in this sense with its tranformation into “dynamic myetegih dialectic
(Hegel) and “evolutionist dynamic metaphysics” (positivist and méisgrevolutionism).
The “essential metaphysical definition” of the internal rationality okipranarks the
“difference” between capitalism and Marxism, articulating them into two opgadeologies on
the economic-politico-social plane (but not on the basic ethical, antireligiousedaghysical
onel!). They are differentiated by two metaphysical positions alreadyanedtievolutionist
individualist naturalism (capitalism) and collectivist historico-glisical materialism (Marxism).
The function of “cultural animation” emanating from the metaphysical tret@iz of the internal
rationality of praxis on the part of both capitalism and Marxism is the most epkectand decisive
fact, something that has never been seen in history. The whole of “culture-knowlegigieiased
by the above mentioned “metaphysical theorization” in function of praxis. And thisdssaily
s0, because culture-knowledge is the self-consciousness of ideological praxis adipemsable
condition of its possibility and operative impact. “Ideology as rationalized praxisis along the
highway of culture” - in all its expressions: philosophy, science, technology, history,
anthropological disciplines, literature, art, means of social communication, begirormthé
“dynamic metaphysics” immanent to it.
This then is the nature of capitalism and Marxism as rationalized and theoaxzed an
“ontologico-dynamic synthesis of theory and praxis” that consolidates itself abhdveeyond the
human being, who is overwhelmed by it up to the point of impotence. This also is a consequence of
the “ontological passage from the static to the dynamic”: finding ourselves bafbreithin an
ontologico-dynamic historical reality that is stronger than us, whetheri@salaed praxis or as
“theorization” of its “internal rationality”, a theorization that takes on an ‘@hje ontological
univocity” that is undermined not even by the “heresies” but is, instead, served by them
This is the reason why, when speaking of capitalism and Marxism from the nsétapppint
of view, we have been silent about the old and new theorists (or “theologians”) that foetit@im
(but who must not be ignored, so as to undertand their seriousness). What mattersigrcapial



Marxism as “rationalized and theorized praxis”, beginning from the dynamapimetics that is
immanent to them with its triple function; with the respective theorists, imgudarx.

To stop at their theorists would mean not having understood the nature of capitalism and
Marxism. Above all it would mean not preparing oneself to help in the emergence fiéeerdi
dynamic historical reality”, a “different rationalized and theorized ptattiat, in the profane field,
remains the one possible salvation of a society and a world that have become dynamic.
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perfection of a realist and scientifically valid theological system.

11. The theoretical and practical value of dynontorganic theology and ecclesigly

Faith and eternal salvation, though conditioned by theological science, do not depend on it, in
contrast to technological progress which depends directly on scientific progiessgliestion of
two different types of causality. The causality of faith and salvation belong todieddrgrace. It

is “divine causality” working in the inner mystery of each individual soul; andftiveréheological
science as such remains substantially extraneous to it. Because theyoaiubeddlogical science
belongs to the human order, it remains “human causality”, despite being destined tocbim linke
some way to Divine causality and to cooperate with it.

But in itself theological science is and remains a cultural fact, with an iedlyesultural,

historical and social function. Science is always a historico-cultugabmnse to a need of society.
Science, including theological science, has a “social function”, rather than @duatione; and
because it has a social function, it has also a cultural, historical function. Ine¢haf tdasological
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science, it is a question of the Church, which is also (though not primarily) a $8pwiith its

social needs, and first among these the need for a “theological science”.

Hence the value of theological science in general, and especially of “dynontogaocicyical
science. We say theological “science” and not theological “literaturedulsecin the order of
human knowledge (and theology as science is “human knowledge” of God and of divine things,
although in the light of faith), the primary need of the Church is theological science and not a
theology reduced to literature or worse, fallen to the level of a commercial cargooee and,
what more, a “realist” theological science that is up to the level of its “Objéus science,
coinciding with revealed Christian reality which is “static and dynamitfi@same time, implies
an integral realist theology, static as well as dynamic.

Static realist theology prepares the way for and is crowned by dynamit tlezdlogy. And it is
precisely realist-dynamic theology that is directly of interest to wes Isénce, further, “dynamic
historical reality” (whether religious or profane) is by nature “dynontorgangcgdequate
theorization cannot but be “dynontorganic”, postulating a dynontorganic realist theology.

This is the theological demand of today, of the postconciliar period envrsagpreme
scientifictheological

need is precisely that of a dynontorganic ecclesiology; in other words, a theology of the
Church that “is truly adequate to the being of the Church itself, stongsiof the mysterious
divinehuman

dynontorganic being of the Mystical Body”.

In its turn, this “dynontorganic ecclesiology” corresponds to the teaching of Vdtican |
beginning withLumen Gentiupwhich as a document of the Supreme Magisterium should not be
understood as a text of ecclesiology, but as the postulation of an ecclesiologiuze sioat really
corresponds to “the real and total being of the Church”, which is the case with dynontorganic
ecclesiology.

The theoretical value of dynontorganic ecclesiology depends on this correspondent®. And i
practical value depends on the fact that dynontorganic theological science (of widatodganic
ecclesiology is the synthetic key) is at once both theoretical and pragticainal and pastoral at
the highest level. The “dynontorganism” of the Mystical Body, in fact, which embiiaeeghole

of revealed reality, is at once “being” and “praxis”, and its realist theologfiedy is at once study
of its “being” and of the “praxis” emanating from it, assuming a value that is tieeepeactical,
dogmatico-pastoral, truly fundamental and decisive.

Let us prescind here from the dynontorganic developments of the whole of theology and of the
disciplines into which it is articulated or which are subalternate to it. Let ssipdealso from the
practical consequences that follow from it. If we keep in mind the aphoi@uali§s Ecclesiologia,
talis Theologia et total vita Christiafiawe will have an idea of the role of dynontorganic
ecclesiology in relation to the whole Christian system, theological and ¢uteligious and
pastoral.

We may therefore conclude keeping in mind this aphorism, and taking note of the fact that the
substantial “dynontorganic renewal”, which presents itself as necessarg fohtrch of today and
even more so for the Church of tomorrow, becomes concretely possible with rgadisticl



Historically, it is not possible to ignore realist philosophy and theology, even it"s@it it is

one thing to accord them a historical interest, and another to continue understanding and
reaffirming them in a valid and vital way. The dynamic, as we have alre@ljyaaes itself on the
static and builds itself making use of the static. The first thing to be done in thisoposiar
period, therefore, was that of wisely revaluating “static” realist philosapbdytheology, in order to
be able to build on them a realist-dynamic philosophy and theology. This becomes boncrete
possible with realist-dynamic metaphysics.

10. The dynontorganic theological outcome

Precisely because the “dynamic” postulates the “static”, realisrdic metaphysics recovers
and revaluates vitally (and critically) static realist philosophy analdlgg, beginning with St
Thomas (and that is why it is called “Thomist”), and opens the door to a new culturlinamy
problem whatsoever (whether “static” or “dynamic”) finds its proper colioeand opens itself to
a proper theoretical and practical solution.

This is the prerogative of “integral realism”: the ability to adequate tttdkedity of the real”

and to open itself to the “whole truth” beginning from the highest levels, metaphysical, and
theologico-dogmatic. This does not mean exhausting truth or reality, but rather graspimg each i
their total context, and in the measure that is historically necessary figr Wth honesty and
wisdom.
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This and none other is in fact the cognitive capacity of the human race, by meassofmh
Revelation, whatever be its abuses, deviations or culpable insufficiencies. perpective
realist-dynamic metaphysics presents itself as the key tafaiteealism”. This realism, in order to
be “integral”, must arrive at a realist-dynamic metaphysics. Butdardo arrive at this, it must
begin from realist metaphysics, not however conceived as self-suffioig@iei@sed in itself, and
not even as a logical premise from which to deduce consequences, but rather astthe reali
foundation on which to construct a realist dynamic metaphysics. And it will baatiing from
realist-dynamic metaphysics that it will arrive, as a necgsagcome, at a “dynontorganic”
theology and ecclesiology.

Let us see briefly just “how”. “Dynontorganic” theology and ecclesiology consists in the
encounter between realist-dynamic metaphysics and Christianityoeslied and re-postulated as
“dynamic reality” under the impulse of a clear dynamic cultural historicabddmmThe course of
history collides against political, economic, social, and even “religious”yegivting off sparks

that are also signs of alarm and making new demands and new responses, which from the point of

view of science (philosophy, theology, or “sciences of the phenomenon”) are alwayslddaraa
“new science” or a new development of science.

This has happened and is happening also in the case of theology and ecclesiology. Fonmore tha

a century there have been arising sparks of alarm that signal the insufficiermyrefyestatic
theology and ecclesiology, and the historical demand for a profound renewal of thesenmbec
ever stronger. But it was only with Vatican Il that the question exploded, withsrésadtwere not
really very satisfying. The metaphysical instrument for responding to tleeitéétdemand, which
was a demand for a “dynamic renewal”, was lacking. More precisely, a-bal&mic
metaphysics was lacking. But its mere presence will be enough to guarartigbewitediation of
the actual dynamic historical demand and with the “rediscovery” of Christiasidynamic reality,
the “dynontorganic theological ecclesiological outcome” of realist-dynaretaphysics.

As we have already had occasion to repeat, it is philosophy, and especially sietaphat
conditions the science of theology, up to the point of opening up the way for a new dynamic
development, or pushing it along this road almost by force. It is enough that realisiedynam
metaphysics be adopted as the “methodo-logical instrument” of theologicalesces in the past
static metaphysics had been adopted.

But when will this happen? We are not interested in the “when”. We are inteire the:
historico-cultural mechanism that will lead to the above mentioned outcome giro&ip# rejection
by the theologians of today. Theologians pass, but the science of theology remains, with its
endogenous drive towards completeness, towards the recovery of its authestit, tealards the
conguest of the whole of Christian truth, towards an ever more adequate response tirited his
demand. It is the guarantee of the advent of a realist-dynamic theology arsibéajeas the

lll. REALIST-DYNAMIC METAPHYSICS

1. A “philosophical revolution”?

At first sight it might seem a bit strange to speak of a “revolution”, even ifypurel
“philosophical’, as far as metaphysics is concerned. And it is even strangeatod$ a revolution
as far as realist-dynamic metaphysics is concerned, given that it hagrtotdo with violent
historical revolutions in the classical sense of the word.

Historically, “revolution” signifies a radical and rapid change of structimesigh violent

means. A typical case is the French Revolution, which marked the passage fromehealld f
society to the bourgeois society, and the so-called “October Revolution”, whichchtlagkeassage
from Tsarist Russia to Soviet Russia.

Concretely, such revolutions are connected with a philosophy: the philosophy of the
Enlightenment, which prepared the way for the French Revolution; and the Marxist philosophy,
which animated the Russian Revolution. But the respective revolutions presestives as
historico-political facts, not as philosophical revolutions, even if the histpiatitical revolution
itself was preceded and followed by a “cultural revolution” in the sense ohgelad civilization
more or less rapid and radical, to which philosophy is never extraneous.

We instead speak of a “philosophical revolution” with reference to a very @fesitaphysics”
which is “realist-dynamic” in character. Today “pluralism” has becorskidémable in all fields,
including those of philosophy and theology. It is considered a progress, but it could also be a
fearful regress. It is above all a negation of the authentic possibility of aspphical revolution”
in the best sense of the word, of which there is perhaps an extreme need. It is thibiliypoEa
“philosophical conversion” that could at least potentially lead to a “philosophicautesn”.

An authentic “philosophical revolution” implies a profound intellectual conversiomtadis a
radical change in the course of philosophizing, so as to mark a new way for philosophy. If thi
happens not merely to individuals but in a more general way, in the measure #nslatés into a
generalized fact it becomes a philosophical revolution, linked of course to a catwalation,
which in its turn can be connected to different realities (such as religion andspalitd involve
the whole of historical reality, ending up even in a change of civilization.

This is precisely because a “philosophical revolution” by its nature is neithentnor

transient, but tends to consolidate itself and perpetuate itself in time, giving aiséntd of
“permanent and non-violent revolution”. Such is the revolutionary significanceadistrdynamic
metaphysics”: “permanent non-violent philosophical revolution”, on its own merisiaspe
philosophical revolution; and as “historico-cultural”, a “realist-dynamataphysics” destined to
integrate itself with the three great permanent revolutions: the “Christraiution”, the
“Industrial Revolution” and the “ideological revolution”.

2. Realist-dynamic metaphysics and the three “permanent revolutions”

The three permanent revolutions indicated above, with which realist-dynagtaphysics must
integrate itself, even though completely heterogeneous, converge on the basis of tirggfollow
elements: they are “permanent” and not transient; they are “dynamic” ina® thaey are
expressions of a dynamic historical reality; they postulate a cultural kdynarhic metaphysics”.
1) They are permaneritand (we must add)on-violent This is at least the nature of
“permanent revolution”: “non-violence”. If this nature is betrayed, there camr gmdent aspects
or episodes of violence, which indicate such a betrayal.

Because they are “non-violent”, the three revolutions are clearly distireglfsom the “violent
revolution”, which, precisely because “violent”, cannot last, cannot be permanamif &g marks
remain. The reason for the difference lies in this: the permanent revolutionuthante dynamic
revolution (and therefore constructive), while violent revolution, notwithstandingaeppees to
the contrary, is still a “static revolution”. It believes that it canfipgself on the pretext that
historical reality is static, “stationary”, because of which, if one wanthange it or make it
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“move”, a violent revolution is necessary. In the context of a “dynamic histoeigkily’” that is in
continuous change and transformation, the violent revolution ends up in fact as an &historic
absurdity”.

2) The three permanent revolutions, besides being permanent and non-violent, are also
“dynamic” by nature because they are expressions of a dynamic historityl teay are identical



with dynamic historical reality, they change, transform, and dynamicallyrachkistorical
reality.

a) — This is true of th€hristian revolutionas “permanent religious revolution”, because the
“Christian religious reality” (“Christianity”) is dynamic in its inmaost nature (it is enough to
think of the Mystical Body that “constitutes itself”). Its function is prdgifleat of changing,
transforming, constructing “spiritually” a new world (the “new creation”), andassfore a
“revolutionary function”par excellencén the sense of a permanent non-violent revolution.

b) — Though it belongs not to the religious and spiritual realm but to the material and
economic realm, even théntustrial Revolutiohis a dynamic revolution. It is enough to think
of the changes and transformations, the constructive impulses injected byheinthole of
historical reality, bringing about the passage from the old static historidéy teghe new
dynamic historical reality. And it is also a permanent revolution, and becausaneeitrit

should be also non-violent. The violence that has accompanied it and still does, ifnuit dife
its nature but of a perversion of its nature.

¢) — As for the third permanergvolution theideologicalone, nothing is more obvious than

the fact that it is also “dynamic”. It is enough to keep in mind the true realiigesflogy” as
“rationalized praxis constructive of the new dynamic society”, and the preessimg of
“dynamic”. A dynamic society is one that “is not yet but is in construction”, thatroeis itself
continually, “actively”, in space and time, in function of a given “rationalizegigtdt is,
however, a “revolutionary praxis”, because it changes, transforms, builds socigiyiously.

But it is revolutionary praxis in the sense of “permanent non-violent” revolutionsphgci
because it is dynamic. If violence is present, it is because the whole of ‘idymatarical

reality” is badly served, remains misunderstood, or even knowingly and willfutigyleet

3) The three permanent revolutions (the Christian, the industrial and the ideolpgstalate a
“dynamic metaphysics” as their “cultural key”. This is their most impbrgpect, and it is that
confers on dynamic metaphysics its most intense revolutionary meaningp aayf there is no
“permanent revolution” without “dynamic metaphysics”; and there is no dgnaetaphysics
without permanent revolution.

We will try to explain ourselves, especially in reference to realissiyc metaphysics, to
clarify the profound significance of “philosophical revolution”, not merely irfitbeit also as the
cultural key to the three permanent revolutions.

3. The revolutionary significance of realist-dynamic metaphysics

The history of philosophy shows that a philosophical doctrine can sometimes itgelf be
revolutionary fact, or else the object of a philosophical revolution. Since thed-atliee Church,
but especially since St Thomas Aquinas, Christianity has revolutionized philos@hing it, as
the medieval theologians used to saycilla theologia&. In this case it was the Christian religion
with its transforming force that made philosophy the object of its revolution, makivgket to a
cultural revolution, which was the Christian one. With Kant, philosophy is no longer the okgect of
revolution, but itself becomes a “philosophical revolution”. Kant himself callphilesophy a
“Copernican revolution” in philosophizing, and he was right. Before him philosophy wasetknte
on the “object”; with him it begins centering on the “subject”, and even today we hayet not
liberated ourselves from the “slavery to the subject”.

But the philosophy of Kant was “static”, because of which his philosophical revoluisn w
destined to remain a prisoner of itself. With Hegel we have the first “great dynataphysics”,
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destined not only to be itself a revolution, but also to become the “cultural key” tpenaianent
ideological revolution” that goes by the name of “Marxism”.

It is Marx in fact who turned the dynamic Hegelian metaphysics into the cultyraf ke
Marxism, transforming it from a simple and more or less innocuous philosophicaltrewvanto
an ideological one. This is so true that it would not be wrong to say that, without Hegel, Marx
would have halted at a utopian and romantic “para-ideological” socialism rathgratging to
“scientific socialism”, to a proper “ideological socialism” in the sense ofiprationalized and
mobilized towards the construction of a socialist society.

Perhaps we can only now measure the “revolutionary force” of these “dynamphysts”,
because only today, in the light of experience, is it possible to have an idea of the Ispizesed

Just as, in fact, dynamic being requires static being, on which it rests and from wghastasit

so0 also static being demands fulfillment in dynamic being: in the Christian tédtarality “born
dynamic”; and in profane historical reality “become dynamic” with the Incgigevolution.
Given that realist philosophy has been transformed from merely “stagitStnghilosophy into
“integral” realist philosophy, or a realist philosophical system thatamfete” (structurally, and
never in its elaboration) in the sense that it is equipped with a static and dyrelisic re
metaphysics, let us examine the theologico-ecclesiological outcome otdne lat

9. “Static” and “dynamic” theology

“Theological science”, as we have already had opportunity to mention, is very much
conditioned by its philosophical methodological instrument, above all at the metaplexstaat

the level, that is, of “metaphysics” as a component of theological method on the one hand, and on

the other at the level of “dogmatic theology”, which corresponds in some way to ghysits of
revealed reality”, a “metaphysics of the Supernatural”.

The “conditioning” of “theological science” begins already with the “choice of piplog’,

which means the “choice” of its “philosophical instrument”, or of the philosophicgbaoemt of
its theological method. This choice has a decisive importance for theologicaksdienause it
will be what its philosophical instrument allows it to be.

If therefore theological science wants to be realist and objectivety; itashould select a
philosophical (and above all “metaphysical”) instrument that is realist andtiaily valid.

This was the reason why, historically, theological science ended by adoptisgpkédisophy

as its philosophical instrument. And this was a question of an epistemologidalatian of the
first order. The merit is above all that of St Thomas who remains the “reatikigtan” (and
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“realist philosopher” before thapar excellencenot only by reason of method but also of his
teaching.

Once the problem of method was resolved in principle with the selection of apbatispohy

for a realist theology, the second condition came up, expressed in the question: walsthe re
philosophy adopted as the methodological instrument complete or incomplete from the
metaphysical point of view?

Unfortunately it was an incomplete methodological instrument, because redtisbphy, in its
theoretical elaboration, had stopped at a static metaphysics, and was a statielyrealist
philosophy, completely bereft of a dynamic realist metaphysics.

Hence the already mentioned “second conditioning” of theology, something that remained
unchanged for too many centuries: the incompleteness of realist philosophy whichblgehitd
a negative consequence, forcing realist theology itself to remain a meadiy f'salist theology”,
without even the possibility of transforming itself into a “dynamic” redisblogy. For such a
transformation it was necessary to transform the philosophicatuimsht, developing a
realistdynamic

metaphysics. In the absence of this, the methodological hurdle was (and remaingd in fact
insuperable.

There was thus a double incompleteness: the incompleteness of the methodolstgicaént,
and that of theological science. This is still the situation today, though with diffegetions. This
double incompleteness was not felt by the medieval and Tridentine theologiaas@saa The
“culture” of the time did not yet have a “dynamic” philosophical and theological ex@géneas,

if at all, the “reality” of Christianity itself (reality that is ydiamic” by its very nature and from its
very hirth) that was the bearer of the “dynamic” exigence.

But while the dynamic historical reality of the Mystical Body, under the impultieegfioly

Spirit, has always functioned, despite all the historical and cultural hesitdtiertsour of
translating its dynamic exigence into a precise “cultural historical densanatk only in the
historical epoch that became dynamic thanks to the Industrial Revolution. Therdasbt that the
“dynamic cultural historical demand” is today impelling and acutely feding for theology the
problem of the overcoming of its double “static” conditioning, methodological and doctrinal. But
with what reactions? With what consequences? The first reaction was to thagwear
philosophical and theological cultural patrimony precisely because it wés”;ggaving it at most
a historiographical attention.



Such is the integral realist philosophico-theological system. At this pointuseask whether
such a system has ever been elaborated; and if not, why. Once again there crops ugthe@probl
“philosophia ancilla theologidethat is, the question of the “realist philosophical methodological
instrument” that makes a “realist theology” possible. If the realist philosalghistrument is
missing, the corresponding realist theology becomes impossible.

This explains the lack of a “dynamic realist theology” (beginning with “redyisamic
ecclesiology”): the “realist-dynamic metaphysical instrumentt Wauld make it possible has been
missing. We recall the analogy with the mathematical instrument: wouldeanptysics be
possible on the basis merely of the four operations of arithmetic or the Pytimagdrieg

Thus without the “realist-dynamic metaphysical instrument”, agtedyinamic ecclesiology is

not possible, even though the Church is the dynamic historical neatigxcellenceto be studied
and known “as such” by a theological-ecclesiological science adequate to its task.

But the problem becomes even worse: not only has the absence of a “realist-dynamic
metaphysics” impeded the elaboration of a “realist-dynamic theology”, bit @lba made it
impossible for Catholic culture to have an in-depth knowledge of profane historidgl real
precisely as a new historical reality that has become “dynamic”.

Here, however, we limit ourselves to the theological problem.

8. Theological system and dynamic being

The realist theological system, as we have said, consists of two compondatandtdiynamic.
The two components, far from excluding each other, actually postulate each otheeguadant
themselves. The theologico-dynamic component requires the static, becausai¢dpadity”
(including Christian religious dynamic reality) is built on the foundation ofcstadlity, making
use of static or first degree being. A banal example and one that is easy to understaifidh ev
itself of merely technical value, is a “house under construction”. Thisdgreamic being”, and
therefore of the second degree. It is built using bricks or other materials, whiehdgheings of
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the first degree, or as static beings; further, it must rest on a solid foundatidtsedfsa “being of
the first degree”, “static” being, especially if one recalls the “house built & 0bthe Gospel.
On the other hand, there is no doubt that the “house under construction” is a “new being”, a
“new creation”, and not simply a “hea@dervu$ of things that are chaotic, or else ordered and
coordinated, by which the house would be reduced to a “bundle of relations”. This strange and
antirealist ‘emptying out’ of second degree being to first degree being would bedlilceng the
living man to his chemical components, because of the fact that his body is simply ef atasns
of hydrogen, oxygen, nitrogen, carbon and a few other elements. A nullification which is not
acceptable for man and for the human body (notwithstandingrtaménto homo quia pulvis
es..”), because no one, apart from the crass materialist, confuses man withnhisatla@alysis.
But this kind of operation occurs unfortunately in the philosophical area, insofar akesbrealist
philosophers negate the existence of the dynamic being of the second degree because it is
composed of static beings or beings of the first degree....

This is what has prevented “realist philosophy” up to now from cdingleitself with a
“realistdynamic”

metaphysics, transforming itself into an “integral” realist philosophy, whictght to

be. This, even though in the concrete world in which we live, “static” being developstalm
automatically into “dynamic” being in so far as “nature” which is metaghifgi“static” develops
into “history”; and “man”, who in his “nature” is also himself metaphysicalfgtatic being”, is of
interest above all as concretely existing “historicized” man, and therefarbeasg of the second
grade, “dynamic being”.

With greater reason this can be said of the “Church”, which as Mystical Bodyist kds been
from the very beginning the “great dynamic historical reality” to be integbreetaphysically and
theologically as dynamic reality, dynamic being, and definitively as “dynomntirgeality”.
Therefore the superficial and more or less aprioristic rejection of “dynia@mg” has
unanticipated consequences. These can be summed up in terms of the impossibikin@fimes
a static realist metaphysics to a dynamic realist metaphysios af static realist theology to a
dynamic realist theology, ignoring, among other things, the fact that static beingreamdicibeing
postulate each other.

by them, whether in the area of culture or in relation to historical reality &sla wvhich as
dynamic historical reality called for an interpretative key that wasrdinand metaphysical.
“Dynamic revolutionary metaphysics”, therefore, whether Hegelian diedémetaphysics or
evolutionist positivism. But both “immanentist” dynamic metaplgisicand therefore
atheistmaterialist

(because this is the ultimate basis of the immanentism that negatesrickmse:

atheism and materialism). Thanks to this, they have triggered a “pluralisstatiagerialist
ideological revolution that is the great permanent revolution of modern times.

It is at this point that there arises the problem of a “realist-dynamitdphgsics, or better, this
metaphysics demands to be given a hearing — a metaphysics that is not immanentist but
“transcendent”, and is the trigger of a revolution that is not atheist-matebati“theo-spiritual”.
Such a realist-dynamic metaphysics is clearly “revolutionary” @ifjtand even more so in
relation to the three permanent revolutions that are directly of interest émdt to us: the
permanent Christian revolution, the permanent Industrial Revolution, the permanesgiaidol
revolution.

Let us see therefore the revolutionary significance of realist-dynaetaphmysics, first in itself,
and then in relation to culture and to the three permanent revolutions in question.

4. Realist-dynamic metaphysics as itself a philosophical revolution

Let us begin by noting that when we characterize realist-dynamic metapagsc

“philosophical revolution”, we are falling neither imtbchés nor into conformistic language. It is
enough to keep in mind that we refer to a permanent non-violent revolution that does not allow
even verbal violence; much less can it be confused with a revolutionary fervoistingref idle
talk or of the conformism of anti-conformism. “The permanent non-violent regnligisomething
serious, and it is such beginning from the very philosophical revolution itself”.

A revolution is philosophical when it produces, or is destined to produce, a philosophical — and
therefore also cultural — upheaval that is profound and lasting. This is even morsetidea
such a philosophical revolution is concentrated in a dynamic metaphysics, becduae s
metaphysics, besides being a “philosophical revolution” in itself and in referenaktire,
becomes such also with respect to the whole of the dynamic historical redlpgtimeates it. It is
in this sense that we characterize realist-dynamic metaphysacphBosophical revolution”, and
so it is in fact.

It is a question, however, of seeing why it is so. There are two ways in which wepéin &:

by examining its “metaphysical content”, and by highlighting its ability to “causeanplie
Restricting to a minimum the reference to its content, we will try to coraterdn its ability to
cause upheaval.

The content of realist-dynamic metaphysics revolves around three points:

- The metaphysical category of “dynamic being”, without which realist-dynamic
metaphysics remains impossible;

- The “ontologico-metaphysical interpretation” of dynamic historicalyeak CUDB

(“concrete universal dynamic being”) that makes possible the “ontological tioifita

of dynamic historical reality while conserving its infinite articulations
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- Its “dyn-ont-organic interpretation” that, with the discovery of dyn-ont-organisveals

the deep “organic-dynamic ontological nature” of historical reality, offering the

definitive key to its metaphysical comprehension and to its realist dyorgahic

construction.

It is inevitable that such references to the content of realist-dynaetéphysics remain
enigmatic and insufficient. They call for a deep study with the necessary datlaad For those
who wish to do this as professional philosophers, or launch into a proper philosophical study, we
refer to a trilogy on “dynamic realism”.2 This is the first essay onstedynamic metaphysics, and
will suffice for an initial introduction to it.

Even for those who simply want to take note of the philosophical problem, it is important to
grasp the “revolutionary force” of realist-dynamic metaphysics irf sl in relation to Catholic
and lay philosophical culture.

Realist-dynamic metaphysics places itself in the line of clasaitstbtelian-Thomist



philosophy, not because it is a question of Aristotle and Thomas, but because their riestéphys
the best historical expression of realist philosophy and of the realist method obpihikirsg as
compared to methods of philosophizing that are not properly realist. But realist philosephy ha
remained fixed for centuries on the positions of Aristotle and St Thomas, and théndlawstland
Neo-Scholastic philosophical movement has not succeeded in changing this situatbis W
needed is a philosophical revolution that is not “antirealist” befalist”, one that only a
realistdynamic

metaphysics can bring about, that shifts the old realist metaphysicah $y@te “statics”

to “dynamics”, or more exactly from a “partial” realist metaphysigatesm to an “integral” realist
metaphysical system — one that is “at once static and dynamic”.

Clearly, such a realist-dynamic metaphysics must be a real rewoiatihe philosophical field,

just as the “shift from statics to dynamics” is something revolutionamyiriield, beginning from
that of metaphysics. It is from this that the great modern revolutions have begmavé/already
seen this with respect to the dynamic metaphysics of the dialectiwy\&tegel and Marx) and
the evolutionist variety (positivist and capitalist). On the basis not of erper{gve have none as
yet) but of projection, the same observation can be made with respect to eelisia
metaphysics. The passage from the old static realist metaphysiesh $gshe new dynamic realist
metaphysical system effected by dynamic realist metaphysics canrbeolutionary as to mark
the beginning of a “new realist philosophical epoch” and of a “new culture”.

This is the revolutionary value of realist-dynamic metaphysics, whethmefdarence to
Aristotelian-Thomist realist philosophy because of its capacity to rendwetaunch itself, or
“antirealist” dynamic metaphysics, because of the fact that iaKsréheir monopoly” on dynamic
metaphysics.

It is a question of revolution and change that are not passively accepted buy anfresied.

When we “undergo” change, even philosophical change, we are not causing a revolutidrebut rat
suffering one brought about by others. It is realist-dynamic metaphysiqatiahe Catholic

world in a position to impose change, first of all on itself and then on others, rathenffeang

it; thus the spiral of changes “undergone” in all fields is broken. The revolutiarag/tbday, in
the sense of the permanent non-violent revolution, belongs to those who have at theiralisposa
realist and objectively valid dynamic metaphysics, rather than to thpsgeatkof it. On the other
hand it simpler and easier to undergo change than to impose it, to suffer revolutiotheather
cause it.

Catholic resistance to accepting realist-dynamic metaphysics tedegiifact that such a
metaphysics belongs to it — is itself proof of its revolutionary significantedifficult to take the
path of revolution, even when it is a question of a permanent revolution that is not vimlent a
beneficent; such is the case of the realist-dynamic metaphysiohltiem and of the cultural

2 Cf. Tommaso DEMARIA,Realismo dinamicqCollana SPID); Vol. | -Ontologia realistico-
dinamicag Vol. Il -

Metafisica della realta storigavol. Il - La realta storica come superorganismo dinamico.
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revolution consequent upon it. It is easier to adjust to the cultural revolutions of otleerd, this
places us outside of history and amounts to a betrayal of our responsibilities.

But this also goes to show that realist-dynamic metaphysics is a “liewalyt reality”, too
shocking not to be rejected almost instinctively, so that one can settle down imqguel tiguieta
non moveréor abandon oneself to some conformism that is all too often the negation of a
necessary and obligatorgde contré.

5. Realist-dynamic metaphysics and cultural revolution

A dynamic metaphysics is by its very nature a “cultural matrix”, and isfibre destined to
produce a “cultural revolution” in the measure in which it is “revolutionary”. “Redlynamic”
metaphysics, therefore, because it is already itself revolutionargsaeite leads to a cultural
revolution because as dynamic metaphysics it is a cultural matrix.

The Catholic world today obviously needs a “cultural revolution” in the best setisz=wbrd,

and the world in general too, not because it is bereft of “cultural revolutions” (tleeirefact too
many of them), but because it is troubled by a false and noxious culture rather thanna sane a
beneficial one. Here also we need to first clarify the terms “culturetaltukal revolution.

simply for the sake of completing the “system” of realist philosophy, but in order tcarmeey
precise historical demand.

6. The demand of history today

It is well known that artistic geniuses, even though always conditioned by thewreneint,

can arise at any moment of history and be independent enough of it to draw out their wiork of ar
from their own creative capacity. Art is, in fact, “meta-historicalis inot a “function of history”,
and is quite independent from history. Science, instead, with its development and pigress
“function of history”: it is always a response to a historical demand, to a hidtoecessity.
Chemistry is today a historical necessity (it was not at the time di@hds); it is because of this
that it is studied and that it progresses. This is the case also with medicine.

This should have happened also in the case of realist philosophy. The integration @ its stat
realist metaphysics with dynamic realist metaphysics shoutlg appened already a hundred
years ago, with the relaunching of Thomism and of Scholasticism carried out (or naihe exa
“attempted”) by Neo-Thomism and Neo-Scholasticism. But nothing reallgided¢bok place.
Because of this we find ourselves confronted with a “historical demand”, a “radtogicessity” of
a philosophico-metaphysical order which has still not been met or else has bgoelydbe met,
what with incomprehension and indifference (if not rejection) on the part of the adisf re
philosophers themselves.

Let us, however, prescind from this unjustifiable delay and take note of what follows. The
“passage” from the old realist philosophy, equipped with only its “static” metagshysian
“integral realist” philosophy equipped with a realist metaphysics that is metynistatic” but also
dynamic, even though only embryonically, has already been achieved or at é&saptedt We
have only to continue, leading the new static-dynamic realist philosophy to italmattaomes.
These are the two outcomes of realist-dynamic metaphysics, in “dynontéigaoiogy and
ecclesiology, and in ideology as “dynontorganic” praxis (and theory of praxis).

At this moment, we are directly interested only in the first outcome. We ceg&dp it, first
analyzing “revealed reality”, and then “the dynontorganic theologico-ecdggial outcome” of
realist-dynamic metaphysics.
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7. “Static” and “dynamic” revealed reality

In terms of “realist” theology and ecclesiology, the object of theological sclesto be
“revealed reality”. Revealed reality is the “heart” of realigtdlogy and ecclesiology. The rest is
merely accompaniment.

“Revealed reality” (beginning with God himself who reveals) is “knowable” dmtyugh

“divine Revelation”, which is manifested through the “history of salvation” beginnitig®enesis
and ending with the death of the last Apostle.

Going by the same divine Revelation, “revealed reality” is a double realigta“historical”

and “historical”. “Meta-historical” revealed reality is that whiabslibeyond history (e.g. God) and
should not be confused with history even when it lies within it (e.g. the divine-human oéalit
Christ). “Historical” revealed reality instead is “historical igélproperly speaking (e.g. the
“Church militant”, the Mystical Body of Christ on earth), and is historicaltsephr excellence
“Meta-historical reality” (non-revealed as well as revealed)ataphysically “static” (iis

already, in the immutability of its being or of its essence)ingivrise to “static”
philosophicometaphysical

and theological study.

“Historical reality” is instead metaphysically “dynamic” (ligathat constitutes itself in space
and time through activities) and must be studied as “dynamic reality”, whethesqgftiically or
theologically (if we are dealing with the revealed historico-dynamidyehht is the Church).
Such study gives rise, respectively, to a “realist-dynamic metaghysith a “dynontorganic”
outcome, and to an ecclesiology (or ecclesiological theology) already “dynontorfyamdhe
start.

Thus there emerges the outline of the following “epistemological picture”: t&c"stad

“dynamic” “realist metaphysics” in the area of philosophy; and a “statid’“dynamic” “realist
theology” in the field of theology. All this, fully justified by the articulation loé treality which it
studies: “static”, and “dynamic”; “non-revealed”, and “revealed”.



philosophy and theology is not an arbitrary hypothesis or idea, but “reality-truth”, vghocke iand
equal for all, as, for that matter, is the case also for all the other scieitbebevexception of
mathematics. Unless, that is, philosophy and theology renounce truth and their comastment
sciences in order to reduce themselves to personal speculations and toditerat

Not, therefore, the pluralism of free will and of error (the pluralism of teughready pluralism

of non-truth or of error), “but philosophical and theological realism that is objectivel
scientifically valid”. Theological science has need of this kind of “philos@pinéalism”, and
should resolve itself into this kind of “theological realism”, with the radigatten of the
pluralism of error and of arbitrariness, a pluralism that can be overcome dmihe/inost
tenacious fidelity to the objectivity of science (including philosophical and theolsgieace) and
to its realist method. And there will still be space for a sane philosophicaiemiddical
pluralism, as the flowering of truth and of unity, because the truth, which is “one”, is also an
inexhaustible search, entailing the graduality of its conquest in time and admittunrgléypin
expression.

If this is the case, there is good reason for the question that was posed: Whapphi&dshe
service of theology? The choice of a philosophy ordered to a realist and objeciiely
theological science is not arbitrary nor can it be imposed by the fashions of thestiayldtbe the
choice of an “objective realist philosophy” and its corresponding “metaphysics” ssuorle
wishes to renounce “theology as science”, exchanging it for a certain typgimiuliterature.
We should however examine the fate of realist philosophy in order to see thatstsdygaimic
development and its “dynontorganic final outcome” represent neither the bril{@nibe illusion)
of a single philosopher, nor an arbitrary philosophical choice at the service of thalodogace in
competition with a multitude of others.

5. Realist philosophy: from static realist philosophy to integral realisphilosophy

Realist philosophy, the greatest historical representatives of which wistetlé and St

Thomas, is “realist” by reason of “method” (the “objective realist” method ddsdphizing) and
“content” (metaphysical and philosophical truth, which corresponds in effect tedlitg of
things).

Like all the sciences, realist philosophy has been and continues to be a philosophg that wa
constructed little by little, by means of a gradual conquest that is never canipiit is the
difference between science and a work of art. Science grows; a work of artsrémeavay it
emerges from the mind or the hands of its author.

Science, then, precisely because it grows and progresses, is never finishewartzighat
historically it has had and continues to have its limitations. This is theatsmswith “realist
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philosophy”. A philosophy that remained limited even when elaborated by the greatestgenius
like Aristotle and St Thomas. And what was the most painful limitation, the gr&atesa of
realist philosophy?

That this philosophy was — and remained — a realist philosophy with a “statist reali
metaphysics, which was ignorant of “historical reality” as “dynamic ontolbggedity”. Neither
Aristotle nor St Thomas thought of elaborating a “dynamic-realist metaghysica metaphyscis
of historical reality. In their times there did not exist a historicaltseati “dynamic”, or at least
this never became a problem. They may therefore be excused. Modern realist phibosaminet
instead be excused in this manner. Dynamic historical reality is in fact@etety modern
phenomenon (imposing itself with the Industrial Revolution), and it created a compietel
metaphysical problem, of which Aristotle and St Thomas were ignorant, and unteistuna
(inexcusably) also Neo-Thomists and in general the realist philosophers of our time.

The limitation, the lacuna of realist philosophy has therefore persisted, up torthefpoi
rendering the old realist philosophy (including that of St Thomas) almost useless ang leaidi
abandonment. It should be clear instead that it should not have been and must not be abandoned but
rather completed with a dynamic-realist metaphysics.

Thus there would have emerged a realist philosophy complete in its general s{ewetori
always incomplete in its elaboration). We would have arrived at an “integadist philosophy”,
capable of embracing the whole of being (“static” as well as “dynamic”) iwdtsnetaphysical
moments, represented by “static realist metaphysics” and “dynarfigt reataphysics”: not

Culture, as we have already said, can be understood in three different though intéedonne
ways:

- as “culture-knowledge”;

- as “culture-values”;

- as culture-civilization”.

We are interested especially in culture-knowledge and the “cultural revolutitm® sense of
culture-knowledge. Dynamic metaphysics is first of all “knowledge”, and therafknewledge
matrix — like mathematics, which is a knowledge matrix of other infinite knowleBgéshere is a
radical difference between the two: mathematics is formal logical knowtdagentity and
number, and therefore ultimately of “matter”. Realist-dynamic me&ip$ys instead ontological
knowledge of historical reality and therefore of the “spirit” (not in the Hegekmse), of the
concretely existing human being, of the infinite realities that constitute humagneristnd
transform it into existential human reality, into historical reality. Beeaof this, or better because
“realist-dynamic metaphysics” is knowledge of historical realittha highest level precisely
because it is “metaphysics”, it is also “wisdom”, which is to say thist'knowledge of values”,
values that stand at the basis of civilization. Therefore the “cultural rexdlgroduced by
“realist-dynamic metaphysics” in the sense of culture-knowledge leadsuttueal revolution in
the sense of culture-values, and finally to a cultural revolution in the sensetoféetililization”.

It is a chain of revolutions triggered by “dynamic metaphysics” (for us:iste@namic”
metaphysics), whose first link is and remains the “culturaloleton” in the sense of
“cultureknowledge”,

which is directly connected to dynamic metaphysics. Dynamic metaphwsic

therefore be the “direct matrix” of the cultural revolution in the sense otfedknowledge”
(which connects directly with dynamic metaphysics) and the “indirectxhafrthe cultural
revolution in the sense of culture-values and of “culture-civilization”.

This holds also for “realist-dynamic metaphysics”, which is also ‘iRiadf the “triple cultural
revolution”, starting from the cultural revolution in the sense of culture-knowledhig stiffices to
reaffirm and render ever more evident its “revolutionary force”.

But let us dwell on some points.

6. “Cultural mediation”

We Christians (not because of our merit, but because of the merit of Christisisgss all the
possible positive Christian and human values. It is because of this that in Catbl@dgtoday we
speak so much of “cultural mediation” and “cultural encounter”, in the sense of an offdues v
on the part of the Church to the world, and of an encounter with Marxism that is not political but
“cultural”, that is to say on the plane of values — without, unfortunately, paying@attémthe fact
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that our values are already almost irrelevant, and are liquidated as soonegeh@yto the ambit
of “praxis”.

Today “values” are imposed from the standpoint of dynamic metaphysics,3 andechégithe
“triple cultural revolution” of which they are the matrix. Consequently, tren@icultural
“mediation” today without cultural revolution. But no cultural revolution is possiblieouitthe
“matrix” of the triple cultural revolution that consists in “dynamic metaits/, which for us

ought to be “realist-dynamic” metaphysics. Outside this revolutionary coiitexd merely verbal
exercise to speak of “cultural mediation” and “cultural encounter” in the senskeobblalues

and encounter of values. Words are not enough, we need facts; not beautiful discoursgsbut pra
and theory of praxis, starting from the highest “theory of praxis” that consists of dynami
metaphysics, a metaphysics that is not closed in on itself but that both invadviesrasolved in
praxis at the same time. For us such a metaphysics consists in realistedyreaphysics.

This is the path of the triple cultural revolution that ensures the “cultural tieediand makes
possible the “cultural encounter”. It is, obviously, a complete “revolutionatgs” that for us is a
permanent non-violent revolution. Wanting to incarnate sane human and Christian values in a
world that is poisoned spiritually and culturally even more than materially atabezally, it is a
revolutionary enterprise that for us becomes possible only on the basis ofsi-thgadimic
metaphysical revolution”.

Let us prescind here from deepening and expanding the picture of the cultural revolution in the



sense of culture-knowledge, of which realist-dynamic metaphysics is thr ama trigger. Let us
pass on instead to the “relationship” between the “three permanent revolutibristiés,
industrial, ideological) and realist-dynamic metaphysics.

7. Relationship between the permanent revolutions and realist-dynamimetaphysics

That the “Industrial Revolution” is an ongoing and even non-violent revolutionaryafaentt (

from human weaknesses which are infinite) that presents itself as a tpgicahnent revolution”,
is something we already take for granted. That the “ideological revolution” algtfiekeitself as a
permanent revolution is also equally evident, provided we understand ideology as lizgiibna
praxis” transforming the world and constructing the new dynamic society.

Such transformation and construction, understood as continuous transformation and @mstructi
in the context of contemporary dynamic historical reality, resolves reettgs$s an ongoing
revolutionary process that translates the ideological revolution into a permawvaation, beyond
the initial violent revolutions that were radical and rapid changes of strsicRespite current
equivocation and rhetoric, the real “ideological revolution” is not to be identifidowatent
revolution, even when it makes use of the latter as an initial technique, but isarptenanent
non-violent revolution. Much less can the ideological revolution be atobEr in the
“pseudoideological”

sense of “deliberately violent revolution”, according to the mistaken scherties of

extreme Letft.

There remains the “Christian revolution”, to be justified not so much as a non-vlehition

— that much can be taken for granted — but rather as an authentic permanent revolutitamitghris
is by definition “permanent revolution”, because conversion is change and trarnigforaidnearts
and revolution is change and transformation of the world, beginning with the religious andlspiritu
change and transformation stemming from conversion.

We have said that at the root of all permanent revolutions (which are thoseuhtis a
“dynamic metaphysical” revolution. From what we have just said about thei@hrstolution,

we must add that at the root of all sane and beneficial revolutibese is, besides the
realistdynamic

metaphysical revolution, also the “Christian revolution” as permanenuspiaihd

religious revolution. But there remains the problem of the “relationship” betweeealistdynamic
metaphysical revolution and the Christian revolution. To say that the former is

3 [Translating the plural ‘metafisiche dinamiche’.]
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determining condition of the latter might sound like an unacceptable paradox. But tislista
which we must later return.

For now it is enough to keep in mind that in order to “change the world” and to ensure that
Christianity might once again be the great spiritual and religious revolution, bésdeerk of the
Spirit we need also “realist-dynamic metaphysics”. Only this can trigérevolutionary process
of mediations (beginning from cultural mediation) that Christianity needs in ordectme once
again an authentic Christian revolution.

But the relationship between permanent revolution and realist-dynamic y&tapteems more
and more problematic, even to the point of appearing to be non-existent in referéece to t
“Industrial Revolution”. What does a metaphysics, even a “dynamic” one, have to daietith s
revolution? Metaphysics and Industrial Revolution seem to be antithetical paiasopposites.
And so they are, from many points of view. Metaphysics is work of the spirit. Theriatus
Revolution is the most material operation or complex of operations that exiségphyi€ts is
thought that transcends matter, while the Industrial Revolution is action immenmsedtér.
Metaphysics is understanding of reality; the Industrial Revolution is@neat economic and
technological reality whose presupposition is not metaphysical but scientifiematical. And yet
it is precisely here that dynamic metaphysics intervenes in detgsims, with regard to the
Industrial Revolution as economic and technological revolution, above andndeits
scientificmathematical

presuppositions.

8. Economics and dynamic metaphysics

In the context of the Industrial Revolution, the “economy” as economic science and economi

function without an adequate science, needs ‘theological science’, even if thishis need of
individual believers. It is one thing to speak of the ‘life of faith’ that depends not o gl
science but on Grace; it is another to speak of the life of the Church that, becanseoadable
historical, cultural and operative exigences, cannot do without theological scierccbe@tines
evident also in the case of civil society: no individual citizen is obliged to beéteematician or a
physicist in order to be a member of civil society or to enjoy its services.\Bllgagiety itself has
need of mathematics, of physics, and of innumerable other sciences.

The Church also has need of theological science and of its multiple raioifecay it nature,

in fact, theological science is not a service to the individual, who can well be thatofjiterate
and yet beloved of the Spirit; it is a ‘service to society’. It has a ‘sagigtibn’. It is a social
rather than an individual function, even when the individual rejects it for himself auld like to
see it rejected it also for society. Because of this, the individual can $feedagiven with a
‘literary’ theology; but the Church cannot. It requires a theology that is an autttleatiogical
science’. Hence the necessary service of philosophy to theology.

A many-sided service, but always clearly ‘instrumental’, precisely ‘anethodologicoscientific-
instrumental’ service that enables the transformation of theology into a proper

‘theological science’. Once again, it is just like the instrumental seo¥ic@thematics to the other
sciences. The analogy between mathematics and philosophy remains, withtiomsliteat are
ever new, if not unthinkable.

The complex service of philosophy to theology, especially at the metaphyselatkn be
further clarified with the help of the same analogy. We can truly say that ‘matiies’ is like a
‘metaphysics of matter’. But, on the other hand, we can and must also say thahysie&s like
a ‘mathematics of the spirit’. Just as today it is impossible to have ascematter without the
help of the science of the ‘metaphysics of matter’ that is called matlesiretialso it is not
possible to have a ‘theological science’ worthy of the name without the help of thia¢megdics
of the spirit’ that is called ‘metaphysics’.

Without the help of a well thought out metaphysics that is realist and objectilielytlraology
finds itself exposed to every deviation, or else ends up by losing all scigatife, falling to the
level of an ambiguous consumer cultural good.

If this is the case, today theology and even philosophy are faced with grave problesas. The

could be summed up in a single philosophico-theological problem: is there today an adequate and

valid philosophical instrument at the service of theological science, justrasi$ a very valid
mathematical instrument to serve every need of science and of technologg?ske.

4. What philosophy at the service of theology?

Unfortunately, we have to admit that the philosophical instrument at the seniemlgy is
today practically inexistent. In the past it was philosophy that rebelled atsntogy,
proclaiming its own autonomy and even attempting to substitute theology. The outcome of this
process has already been mentioned: “atheistic materialism” in the fielgoddgy and culture.
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Today it is theology that rebels against philosophy, simply rejecting it and hglight it can
manage very well without it. The so-called “philosophical pluralism”, combirittd“theological
pluralism”, is but an aspect of this rejection, to which corresponds a “free” @piilizeng and
theologizing. There could be nothing better for liberating ourselves from the truth anithédian
Commandments.

Someone will say: there is a good pluralism and a bad pluralism. Theoreticaliytitie. But,

in practice, bad pluralism chases away good pluralism, just as bad money chases away good
money. With this difference: that one introduces bad money into the market so as totbdedje
the good (“genuine”) money in one’s own pocket; while the “pluralists” of today are anaious t
throw away good cultural money in order to accumulate bad cultural money.

One should not object that in the field of mathematics there are many gegraditties, all

good, enlarging enormously the field of mathematical science and its uses, ang staiuld be
the case also with respect to philosophy and theology.

The difference is substantial, which is why the comparison does not make serdiffefdre
geometries are the coherent and truthful scientific development of an init@lJogithematical
hypothesis, chosen freely and for determinate ends. Instead, the starting point asha @rfoce



different levels of philosophical and theological science in order to arriveittighest level”,
that for philosophy is “metaphysics” and for theology is the so-called “dognuatigieculative
theology.

“Metaphysics” is the highest level of philosophy because it studies “beinglf1 (tise whole

of being), arriving at the Supreme Being that is God. “Dogmatic theology” is theshigtiel of
theological science because it studies “God and the divine realities in khesr(s@ad not as related
to us), in the light of Revelation”.

The “relationship between philosophy and theology” arises especially at thistHigyred,

between “metaphysics and “dogmatic theology”. That is why our topic is the Sexofgcal
outcome of realist-dynamic metaphysics”. In other words, the topic sithatgsiéstion of the
relationship between philosophy and ecclesiology at the level of metaphysite gddgmatic)
theology of the Church.

2. Philosophia ancilla theologiae

In what, then, does this relationship consist? It consists in a relationship of ésefvic
philosophy to theology. The medieval theologians expressed this service with the phrase
“Philosophia ancilla theologidgphilosophy is the handmaid of theology). Modern philosophy
found this “service” displeasing, interpreting it as “bondage” and rebelling agaigst it b
proclaiming its independence from theology. This was the failure of “true” philosbpbinning
with the negation of itself as “philosophy of being” and ending in a miserable atheisiafishte
philosophy. And this is the great new “wisdom” that philosophy and modern culture want to offer
poor humanity!

How then can we be surprised about the predominance of atheist-mateealisgies and

about the disastrous situation of contemporary society, despite all sciemtifiess and
technological conquests?

But let us return to the ‘service’ of philosophy to theology. And let us take note of another
analogous ‘service’, that of mathematical science to the sciences of the phenoio the extent
of having to say that without mathematics there would be today neither physics, nistrghewr
biology, nor economics, etc. But is the service of mathematics to the other scienffenee, or
does it not rather bring out its maximum value? It makes of it a servantriaxlay it is
mathematics that is the master of science and of technology; and throwglicsztid
mathematical models, it is even becoming master of human phenomenology itself....
Something similar can be said about the service of philosophy to theology. Such service, fa
from leading to a diminution of philosophy, leads to its maximum valorization, not nieredyise
it ‘serves’ theology (Servire Deo regnare e5tf we still believe it), but also because it becomes a
‘servant-master’. Thus there arises the great problem: what is thiarisemaster’ in whose hands
theology finds itself today?

Let us set aside this question for a moment and analyse at greater depth tte fervi
philosophy to theology, which, being the service of a ‘servant-master’, does not damage the
autonomy of philosophy, just as the service of mathematics to the other sciencest dizesage
the autonomy of mathematics. And, anyway, both mathematics and philosophy have tcetake car
their own ‘autonomous development’ if they are to be in a position to serve their nespecti
sciences.
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3. The service

We could say that the service of philosophy to theology is mainly characterilekbyactors:

1. itis a purelymethodologicdlservice;

2. it is a properlyscientific service;

3. it is a scientific service that is chiefipstrumental (as also in the case of mathematics).
First, it is a purely ‘methodological’ service. Philosophy does not add truths Faitihe The

only ‘source’ of the truths of Faith is ‘Revelation.’ Philosophy is a ‘method’ femilhating the
revealed truths while respecting the inscrutability of the mysteryalisiervice of reason to Faith.
Next, it is a properly ‘scientific’ service: it assists theologieakarch in the elaboration and
systematization of theological science, which, without such a service frompaiemnphilosophy,
is reduced to the level of a literary exercise, if not to out-of-date journalism

Now the ‘Church’, like any civil society of the twentieth century that can nesimeive nor

reality, as well as “technology” in the sense of scientific application angragut, “depend on
dynamic metaphysics” to such an extent that we can say that “economic scidrreality are
rooted in metaphysics”; and that the concrete human world, manipulated and threatened by
technology, could have been a completely different world if at its base there haddssst and
operative not the dialectical metaphysics of Hegel and Marx or the positetaphysics of
evolution, but “realist-dynamic metaphysics”.

Marx was completely correct when he located the essence of capitalism apitiaist

economy, and again when he identified collectivist economy as the central strucincealst
society. Capitalist economy is in point of fact the essence of capitalism, éexticist economy is
the central structure of socialism. These things are well known.

What we do not perhaps reflect on sufficiently is that the two types of economies ar
“metaphysical” and, in fact, “dynamic-metaphysical”, so that “econonmnse” in its
fundamental formulation is a science derived from metaphysics and based aplaysieal
hypothesis, as for example modern physics in its decisive aspects is denwmaddthematics and
based on a logico-mathematical hypothesis. Against current opinion, it is not possilvie & ha
“purely economic science”, one that is not conditioned by metaphysics, exceptamthef

simple and more or less abstract mathematical models with a rather @atiblespacity for
explanation and application.

Economic doctrines call for a philosophical justification and are themselvpsdjeetion of a
philosophy, even to the point of being concrete expressions and incarnations of a quée precis
“dynamic metaphysics” — leave alone their initial moral formalatAdam Smith is considered the
founder of capitalist economic science. He was a moral philosopher and his ecanentie was
the expression of his moral philosophy. But capitalist economic science did not stop fth Sm
The dynamic impulse of the Industrial Revolution and of the capitalist economy pdatiake
passage from its moral foundation to a real “dynamic metaphysical foundation”. lag@umsa
experience is to be found in the case of collectivist economy. Its firstgasth, on the part of
utopian and romantic socialism, was “moral”. It was Marx who conferred on it a dynamic
metaphysical foundation, and thus became the first theoretician of colleetioitomy in contrast
to capitalist economy.
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Catholics themselves, through the famous “schools of Christian social dodtan&otrished

in the second half of the nineteenth century and in the first half of our own, attempted to eonfigur
economic science on the lines of Christian morality, trying to elaborate al‘sconomy” as
economic science based on morality (as far as Italy is concerned, it ghenaecall Toniolo,
who worked towards this end for the larger part of his life). This Catholic atteitegk fao one
even remembers it anymore. What was lacking was the transposition of théauodaltion of
“social economy” into a dynamic metaphysical foundation. And this was lackingdeetteere was
no “realist-dynamic metaphysics”. The historical fortunes of economioagigvhich we have
merely alluded to, are also themselves a confirmation that economic scieftsatats in
dynamic metaphysics, and along with economic science, also the IndustrialtiRevahd the
technological revolution.

The “relationship” between dynamic metaphysics (for us: realis&thic metaphysics) and the

Industrial Revolution, including the technology and the economy that part of it, could not be clearer

and more evident, even if at first sight it appears improbable and surprising.dttstzat
economic science is a science that is by inspiration and character “nstagghyhich eventually
becomes also “ideological”. This is shown by its development into “capitalistctiist”
economy, and “realist-dynamic” (“dyn-ont-organic”) economy.

The “first truth” of economic doctrine and praxis should therefore be “metaphirsittal and
more exactly “metaphysico-dynamic” truth, on the pain of submitting to akeis&conomic
theory and praxis that is definitely disastrous. But the “metaphysical truthbobeic theory and
praxis does not yet exist, because “dyn-ont-organic economy” does not -exiscause
“realistdynamic”

metaphysics has not been present and operative. No “moral theory” could today take the
place of “realist-dynamic metaphysics” in relation to the Industrial Réweal, technology and
economy.



Given this, to speak of the “relationship” between “ideological revolution” (athitte

permanent revolution) and “realist-dynamic metaphysics” could even bdlsapsr because of
the fact that no one excludes philosophy from ideology, even if on the one hand they wrongly
identify ideology and philosophy, and on the other hand fail to arrive at the spectfansiip
between “dynamic metaphysics” and ideology as “rationalized praxis”.

It would be enough to say that dynamic metaphysics is the “definitive irettlifor codifying

the rationalization of praxis, just as mathematics is the classicriveitior the rationalization of
technology. Prescinding from the ideological question that will be taken up again shofiigjtwe
ourselves to the observation that the “correct rationalization” of praxis canriegerid on a
“correct dynamic metaphysics”, and therefore on a realist and objectalaydynamic
metaphysics. In one word, it cannot but depend on REALIST-DYNAMIC METAPHS®SIC
There is therefore not only a relationship between this metaphysics and ideologyndaiiig is
what matters) also between it and “correct ideology”. To relegate réwtiatnic metaphysics to

the limbo of dead philosophical ideas or to the realm of spirits would be to not only misurdiersta

it but also to deprive ourselves of the most revolutionary instrument availableTioeuthree
permanent revolutions we have been talking about, together with cultural revolutiom, feirrgle
revolutionary system” that for us is headed by REALIST-DYNAMIC METARSHCS.

This metaphysics is in itself already a “philosophical revolution”, given tiealchange it
implies for our traditional cultural and philosophical system. But it is above @licdutionary
metaphysics, as trigger and matrix of the whole system of permanent revolubogshe lines of
a correct and beneficial system of permanent revolutions.
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IV. THE ECCLESIOLOGICAL OUTCOME OF REALIST-DYNAMIC METAP  HYSICS

1. Philosophy and theology

From what we have been saying, two things should have become evident: thatyeafistd
metaphysics refers to dynamic reality or historical reality, andttisaé key to historical reality

itself, the key to its objective realist metaphysical knowledge, whettsea uestion of profane
historical reality become dynamic or of Christian religious historicdityethat has always been
dynamic. This amounts to saying that realist-dynamic metaphysics has a dgabiaes an
ideological one, as we have already mentioned, and an ecclesiological one.

Let us begin by examining tleeclesiologicabutcome.

The problem is delicate, aper sealso rather technical. It is of direct interest to theologians,
because ecclesiology is simply theology of the Church. We are not however iagdoesselves to
theologians but rather to educated persons who are open and are believers, and vanestesl int

in knowing, strengthening their faith, and acting. We will engage therefore in a dischssisn t
neither simplistic, thus failing to take into account the seriousness of the theme, temhtacal,
because we do not want to get bogged down in a specialist argument for philosophers or for
theologians.

With this in mind, the first thing is to give an idea of the “relationship between philosmghy
theology”, considering philosophy and theology as “sciences” not in a Kantian and postrKantia
sense that reduces science to “science of the phenomenon”, but in the clasgisristotie and St
Thomas) of science as “science of being”.

“Being and phenomenon”: the two great themes of human scientific knowledge. The ‘iscientif
knowledge of being” is the domain of “philosophy and theology”. The “scientific knowledge of the
phenomenon” is entrusted to the “sciences of the phenomenon”. One should not exclude the other.
The old philosophers and theologians wrongly reduced science to the “science of being”, i.e., to
philosophy and theology, excluding (or better ignoring) the science of the phenomenon, or else
treating it as if it were philosophy and theology. But much worse are modern sciemiste of
culture who reduce science to mathematical and phenomenal science, excluding teescienc
being (authentic philosophy and theology) and reducing philosophy to mathematics and to
philosophy of science, or to the science of language, and even relegating theology todloé worl
dreams. This is something, however, that is inevitable on the part of an atheistisiatelture,

which is, in fact, largely the post-Kantian modern culture.

“Philosophy and theology as sciences of being”, therefore. And science, in the moderasense
mathematical and dealing with the phenomenon.

Given this premise, the “relationship” between philosophy and theology becomes atatyedi

clear, because they are both “sciences of being” which as such cannot contradietvibe and

must instead support and illumine each other. Because of this a theologian cannot be a good
theologian without being also a good philosopher, just as a physicist cannot be a good physicist
without being also a good mathematician.

On the other hand, there is no substantial relationship between theology and
mathematicalphenomenal

science, because, even when theology takes into consideration a fact or a phenomenon,

it has to go to their substance; it should raise, in other words, the problem of their being, and not
stop merely at the phenomenon.

For example, science observes the fact of the existence of human beings on thaisasth. T
massive phenomenon that has provoked the curiosity of scientists, who have tried totarplain i
terms of “evolution”. But evolution is itself a phenomenon, and, in fact, an interminaigle ek
uncontrolled and uncontrollable phenomena. The basic problem of human beings on the earth is,
instead, the problem of their “being”: “What is the human being?” It is the problem ndy wiere
their phenomenal (evolutionary) origin, but of their “ontological” origin. Here philosophy and
theology intervene, telling us that human beings are created by God (their ontologing| thrat
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they are composed of soul and body, and, further, that they are elevated to the supernatasl orde
“children of God”.

Having said this, and having ascertained the scientific character of philospohy@aodytfzes
“sciences of being”, we have not yet finished all that needs to be said. We havenmi¢aiithe



