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Abstract

We can discern several concepts of order in theanuworld, each of them with
a venerable pedigree in the history of thought.hWithe analytical framework
adopted here, it is possible to identify four majgpes of order and to group
them two by two in categories of political orderdamconomic order. Special
consideration is given to the concepts of econamier, one of which focuses
on property, the other on abundance. Their diffegsrand methodological im-
plications for the science of economics are rel&bea logical analysis of moral
ontology in the religious doctrines of Christianggd Gnosticism.
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I ntroduction

Because complete disorder yields no informatioty order can be studied sci-
entifically. Science aims to identify patterns odler, which it then formulates as
‘laws’. Therefore, economic science must presupplosexistence of economic
order in the human world. How are we to understiadl notion of order? The
first section, ‘Order and disorder’, is an attertptanswer that question. We
shall see that we can discern two radically difie@nceptions of economic or-
der. That finding suggests that underneath theowariconceptualisations of
what economics is about there are at least twerdifit views on man’s relation



to the world. The second section, ‘The logic oigieh’, follows up on that sug-
gestion by looking into ways in which major relig®philosophies in the West,
Christianity and Gnosticism, have accounted fot t@ktion.

1 Order and Disorder

1.1 TheCausesof Interpersonal Conflict

Order is the absence of disorder. Order in the Imumwerld is the absence of
disorder in interpersonal relations. Disorder ie human world appears primar-
ily in the form of conflict, in the breakdown ofdlpattern of peaceful, friendly
conviviality. How is such disorder or conflict pdde? There appear to be four
necessary causes.

First, the human world is characterised by pluyatiiere are many physi-
cally separate human beings, each one of them leapalndependent thought
and action. If there were not, the human world wdog free of interpersonal
conflict.

Second, the human world is characterised by diyerseople have dif-
ferent views of the world. Quite apart from gendtifferences, they have ex-
periences, many of which are personal, privatéharesd only with a few others.
Hence, with respect to many things, different peot@nd to have different
needs, desires, opinions, preferences, valuateonbijtions, fears, expectations,
prejudices, and understandings. They tend to puldterent goals. If humans
were ‘of one mind’ in all respects on all thingsen interpersonal conflict would
not be possible, no matter how many people there ar

Third, there is the all-pervasive condition of sttt There is not only the
scarcity of material resources—'stingy nature’ dnesprovide immediately for
the satisfaction of all needs and desires. These & scarcity in the human
world itself. No one is capable of immediately sBing all needs and desires.
There are obvious limits not only to a person’sdpiciive capacities but also to
his capacities for consumption.

Scarcity implies the need to make choices. Take mamticular want or
desire. Several questions arise. Should the desisatisfied at all? Should it be
satisfied first? What does one give up when ores tio satisfy it here and now?
The need to make choices implies recognition ofoopmity costs. It implies
the need for an assessment and evaluation of teetefof various possible
courses of action. Scarcity, here, is intraperssnatcity, inextricably linked to
personal existence. It does not depend on the mresef other persons. It af-
fects even the isolated Robinson Crusoe.

No matter how much plurality and diversity there,awvithout intraper-
sonal scarcity, there can be no conflict in the Gomworld. Without scarcity, no



choice has any costs. A world without scarcity is@ld without frustration.
Plurality and diversity do not matter when noththgt one might do in any way
affects the condition or the possibilities of angon

Fourth, there also is interpersonal scarcity. has$ only the case that by
doing one thing one makes it impossible or at leaste difficult and costly to
do other things. It is also the case that what merson does affect others. The
apple that a person eats is not available for @angroThe person who lives his
own life is not available as a ‘tool of action delfor any other person. Yet, in
a sense, apples and indeed many things, incluckople, are ‘up for grabs’.
The human world is one of more or less free comamess to scarce material
and human resources. Otherwise there would be asilplity of conflict, be-
cause no one would be able to touch another atdesa resources that were re-
served for others.

1.2 Typesof Order

The four causes of conflict or disorder in the hamaorld are individually nec-
essary and jointly sufficient. That is the cruxtio¢ argument here. The elimina-
tion of any one of them eliminates the possibitifydisorder. Consequently,
there are four ‘pure strategies’ for establishingeo, each of which has been de-
fended by numerous thinkers. There are many mopeetirstrategies’ but it ob-
viously would take us too far to discuss them.

The elimination of plurality establishes an ordémuaity. How plurality
might be eliminated is not our concern here. Kgjlal other persons is a possi-
bility, but it is not one any sane thinker has gu&posed. Another possibility is
to transform all others into unconditionally loysdrvants of, or to reduce them
to a condition of total dependency on, the one neimg master, ruler or sover-
eign. That is the preferred solution of Plato, Hebland many other political
and social thinkers. Plato sought to establishyymiimarily by means of eugen-
ics, education and social engineering of the humamdition in a relatively
small polis, a military citadel. Hobbes relied @arf of direct punishment at the
hand of an all-powerful sovereign.

We should not underestimate the allure of unitgmsdeal of political or-
der. Whether others still have different opinionsl &aluations or not, only the
opinions and valuations of the ruler get translatéd action. The unified order
acts as a single person. It eliminates the poggilif various persons acting at
Cross-purposes.

The elimination of diversity establishes an ordecansensus. That too is
an alluring idea. It implies the existence of apmleensensus of opinion and
valuation to which people can appeal whenever acteeds to be taken. Conse-
quently, when the consensus really is effectivepne does anything with any



scarce resources that another would not have darlewing Aristotle, conser-

vatives characteristically are ardent believerthia type of solution. Order can
exist only in societies and communities that hal@ng tradition of deep-rooted
consensus because its members grew up togethed, tihgether, intermarried,
educated their children in the traditional waysy &arned to derive their per-
sonal identity from the common culture. Howevert anly conservatives but
also constructivists advocate consensus. Thus,deausargued that the formal
condition of legitimacy of political society, theo8al Contract, needed to be
complemented with a sustained effort to transformén beings, who are ani-
mated by their particular individual wills, intotizens animated by a general
communal will. That transformation must be achiebgdall means of educa-
tion, indoctrination, habituation and even coercion

Because every action supposedly is an expressidmecdame values and
opinions shared by all, consensus minimises thsilpiisy of various persons
acting at cross-purposes. The source of everyragsiche consensus of the
community that determines its purpose.

The elimination of scarcity establishes an ordealmindance. Until fairly
recently, abundance was linked almost exclusivelydceticism. The central
idea was that by reducing their ‘demands’ on scegseurces and on human co-
operation, human beings could go through life d¢fssly satisfying their ‘true’
needs from the bounty of nature. In modern times,emphasis shifted to a be-
lief in the infinite potential for increasing procivity to the point where all
human needs and desires could be satisfied. Thignnwas present in Marxist
philosophy and informed much of recent ‘progressilieught. In either inter-
pretation, abundance leaves everybody free to adrding to his own judge-
ments, opinions and values, in the pursuit of W& purposes. There is no uni-
fication of the source or purpose of all actions.

The elimination of free access, finally, establslen order of private
property. From the ancient Sophists and the metiibealogians to the classical
liberal tradition of Locke, Hume and Smith, thidwtmn to the problem of order
has always been a favourite of ‘realist’ and ‘comrsense’ philosophy. Realis-
tically speaking, one cannot hope to eliminaterpeesonal conflict and disorder
in human affairs by a purposeful massive effortsotialisation’ such as Plato
and Rousseau envisaged. Equally unrealistic ianmedi on the resilience of tra-
dition and established social authority and soiligaas advocated by Aristotle.
As for hopes of eliminating intrapersonal scarcibhgse are deemed to be abso-
lutely vain. Only mutual respect, fortified by adegjuate defence of person and
property, can be the mainstay of order in the huwairid.

A property-based order leaves everybody free t@ecbrding to his own
judgements, opinions and values in the pursuitisfown purposes, but only
when the action uses no other means than tho$e @igent or agents that com-
mit it, and does not invade the person or the ptgmd anyone else.

Which of the solutions - unity, consensus, abundapooperty - one pre-



fers, depends on numerous considerations. One magy/ doubts about the fea-
sibility of eliminating one or another of the casisgf conflict. One also may
have doubts about the desirability or the wisdondahg so. Those considera-
tions are not our concern.

It is worth mentioning, however, that the soluti@me on different planes
of feasibility. Abundance obviously is the most icadl and indeed the most
thoroughgoing solution. Unity is somewhat lesscaalin that it does not tamper
with scarcity. However, it must imply the suppressof diversity and free ac-
cess to give the ruler full control. ConsensusédsgMurality and scarcity as they
are, but it must do something about free accessake sure that no one ac-
cesses scarce resources before the consensusiroosthdéias been found. Fi-
nally, property appears to be the least demandhgisn in that it does not re-
quire that anything be done about the conditionsintfapersonal scarcity,
plurality and diversity.

1.3 Palitical and Economic Types of Order

Looking closer at the four pure types of solutias@ see that unity and consen-
sus require control, if not of human nature thempedple’s character, to make
sure that they act on the proper set of opiniorts\aaiues for the proper goal.
Unity must eliminate every person with the exceaptad the ruler as an inde-
pendent source of action. Consensus must prepagep® act independently
but always on the basis of the same values andoopii/nity and consensus,
then, primarily affect the relations among humamdge Changes in the way
people use scarce resources are entirely depeadentthe structure of control
over human beings that is put in place.

Unity and consensus are the paradigmadittical solutions In fact, they
presuppose a closed society unified by a singke eulculture, within which the
members can be conditioned properly. The members bel made to act ac-
cording to the rules, norms, and standards thabhel¢ieir social position, role
or function. They must be made to trade in thetura personal or ‘particular’
identity for a ‘social’ identity, if not in theirdarts and souls then at least in their
outward appearance and active life. In politicsehae no universal norms of
conduct. Every society has its peculiar set of ps@g, structures of governance
and environmental contraints, which supplies themale of its social rules.
One of the most important environmental constraiotscourse, is human na-
ture. Every society must deal with ‘the human fdactmanage its human re-
sources.

Note, however, that the structure of control tlsataquired to maintain
unity or consensus is and must remain a human tigeraubject to all the
weaknesses of human nature. Humans are alwaysabaratural human beings,
never as fully socialised members of this or tlaiety. Therefore, while the



orders of unity and consensus seek to determinecantiol human character,

they are always determined and controlled by hub&ngs. That means that

they are subject to change and wear and tear esithro guarantee that the so-
cialisation of the next generation will be adequatsafeguard the order within

which previous generations were socialised.

Because of their enclosure within the boundariea pfrticular society,
unity and consensus at best define partidoleal orders of human affairs. Con-
sequently, unless one envisages an effective ‘wgmlcernment’ or ‘global cul-
ture’, the problem of disorder is solved only witla specific socially organised
group. It persists in the relations of that grouthwutsiders and other societies.

Abundance and property primarily affect the relagidoetween human
persons and ‘nature’. Abundance deprives natuiits @tinginess. Property im-
plies obstacles between a person and various, dna@st, scarce resources in
his environment. Because of their primary attentionquestions of scarcity,
abundance and property appear as the paradigewtitomic solutionso the
problem of disorder.

The ascetic order of abundance per se is not ésibgependent on so-
cial structure or socially organised action in tiay that unity and consensus
are. Ascetic abundance is not a political solutiadscetics typically insist that
each person learn to control his own desires ard:ienot to conform to some
imposed or culturally ingrained social conventionbelief. Rather, he must
learn to be conscious of his essential self, rdlgic®parating true from false
needs, rendering obsolete the need to make chd\teke limit, when one fo-
cuses only on what is absolutely necessary, norabs any opportunity costs.
While perhaps not comfortable in any material sesseh anecessaryife is
free from frustration and moral dilemmas. It is thesst of all possible lives, if
only because it is then the only possible one.

Widespread asceticism reduces the demands thalep@aje on one an-
other; it reduces the need for social organisafituan interaction appears as
pure conviviality unencumbered by material consaitlens or economic con-
straints. Occupying positions or performing rolesl dunctions in a complex
scheme of social production and co-operation isanudrt of the ascetic order of
abundance. The problem, of course, is that unl#ssraalmost all people
achieve the required level of self-control, thelgpeon of disorder in the human
world persists even for those who do achieve it.

Pure conviviality is also the great charm of thedemm version of abun-
dance, which implies thaverydesire can be satisfied at no cost. In this case,
abundance allegedly liberates people, not fronr tthesires but from the false
illusion that anything is off limits to them. Agaithe key to abundance is being
conscious of one’s essential self. There is sgalm@cause and for as long as
people believe there is no escape from scarcitg. [erated self is no longer
constrained by nature or social conventions. Howefeg this liberation to be
more than a mental attitude or wishful thinkingaretty really must disappear.



That means that disorder will remain endemic inithean world until all peo-
ple have somehow liberated themselves from thsidiuof scarcity. One cannot
be liberated unless all are.

As a concept of order, abundance in both its fampies a ‘transforma-
tion of human nature’. This transformation doesnediect the efficacy of social
control; it reflectdrue self-consciousness. However, while abundancelagia
cal type of order dissolves all social and natbaalds, proponents of abundance
almost invariably conclude that strict social orgation, especially of human
reproduction or education, is necessary to teadbroe people to become truly
conscious of the illusory nature of scarcity. lloiththe road to abundance typi-
cally leads through the political territory of amcatic or a liberationist utopia
that destroys the ‘old man’ and becomes the crafie ‘new man? However,
utopian social engineering supposedly becomes dathironce it has achieved
its purpose. It is not a part of the order of alanuk.

Unlike unity and consensus, the order of propedgsdnot require an ex-
tensive or pervasive social organisation excepsipbsfor purposes of defence
against organised invasions of property. It isa@blitical solution. It does not
need to produce a socialised man that should fitedlsas possible into the slots
of any particular social machine. Rather it takesyans as they are, leaving it to
them to form such societies as they believe todsfuli Thus, within the order
of property, social constraints are real and bigdbut only on those who agree
to live by them. A fortiori, and unlike the ordefr abundance, property does not
imply a ‘transformation of human nature’. It neeus wholesale utopian engi-
neering to be put in place. Yet it is an orderafaviality—not a social order—

, albeit one that is constrained by scartiffhat is why only the rules of con-
viviality, or mutual respect for persons and th@ioperty, are universally bind-
ing not only for individuals but also for their salcorganisations.

1.4 FromtheOrder of Personstothe Order of Satisfaction

From the great philosophers of Antiquity, Plato afwdstotle in particular,
Western thought inherited the notion that, as farthe human world is con-
cerned, politics is the ‘master scientén this view, economics—that is, catal-
lactics—is not particularly important because witthe political order exchange
Is subordinated to distribution and economics prapaimply the management
of a household. The rulers—whether they rule aatemally as monarchs or
aristocratically as eminent citizens giving expr@ssto the consensus of the
community—are empowered to maintain order, inclgaddnonomic order.

Within the Christian world the pre-eminence of thaitical was chal-
lenged, primarily because Christian doctrines myér saw political communi-
ties as ends in themselves, to be judged only enlitfht of their own ruling
opinions and values. What happened to a societyt flitical or not) was less



important than what happened to the individuals wiastituted it. Christianity
made the human person—not some abstract ‘Man’ veryereal individual—
the measure of all secular affairs. The Christi@ologians did not focus on the
relations between social positions—ruler and ruk&a and subject, representa-
tive and citizen—, but on what people do to onetlago For them, the human
world was one of causal agents causally interactiith one another. In their
own way, they rediscovered the ideas of the Grem#tiSts of the fifth century
BC. The Sophists had been among the first to pmibhthat political and social
structures were not embodiments of some metapHhyaisolute but transient
phenomena, to be understood in the relative teintsstorical experience and
shifting balances of opinion and value. The thew@log added the notion that
absolutes come into view only when human life istemplated as having an
other-worldly destination, the Kingdom of God, whis of the world but not in
it.

For the Christian, the human world is characteriggdcarcity, plurality
and diversity. Nevertheless, it is a world that hasorder of its own, irrespec-
tive of any particular social or political orgariesa. Within that order, human
beings must find their way. Choices have to be madde-offs must be consid-
ered. The order of the world is to be respectetjths not a straightjacket. The
Decalogue, which commands respect for the worldie lists a mere handful
of proscriptions. Even those do not rule out paléic goals but only ways to
achieve them.

The theologians laid the groundwork for a scienickuman action. Eco-
nomics (catallactics) emerged as a genuine scidimskejn the writings of the
later Scholasticsand then in the Classical Liberal tradition. B thineteenth
century, classical liberals were defending the vieat economics, not politics,
Is ‘the master science’ of human affairs.

A science of economics must be developed beforgemee of politics can be logi-

cally formulated. Essentially, economics is theesce of determining under which
conditions the interests of human beings are haionsror antagonistic. This must be
known before a science of politics can be formualatedetermine the proper functions
of government.

The classical liberals were convinced that econsmauld identify the objec-

tive or natural order of human affairs and therefalso patterns of action that
were and patterns that were not consistent with dhder. That order was the
order of property - not legal property, which igedenined primarily by legalisa-

tion or recognition of human acts by the rulingropn (or the opinion of the

rulers), but natural property or property as deteeah by natural law. It was

canonised within the liberal tradition of economimsthe likes of John Locke,

Cantillon, Condillacd, and Adam Smith, who wrote that

All systems of preference or restraint... being... ctatgly taken awaythe obvious



and simple system of natural liberty would estdbiiself of its own accord. Every
man, as long as he does not violate the laws tit@gs left perfectly free to pursue
his own interest his own way, and to bring bothihdustry and capital into competi-
tion with those of any other man, or order of flen.

The laws of justice to which Smith referred were thles that reason - not legal
or political authority - indicates for respectirgetnatural rights of all men, es-
pecially ‘the property which every man has in hiendabour, as it is the origi-
nal foundation of all other property’Locke had called reason the natural faw,
repeating Saint Thomas’ definition of natural lasv'the rational creature’s par-
ticipation in the eternal law’ or ‘natural reaséh’Reason allows us to gain
knowledge of the order of the world and to apprehi¢ras a respectable order,
one that we ought to respect. That order is ongatiral, physical persons, ca-
pable of thinking their own thoughts and initiatithggir own actions, and surviv-
ing by their skills in dealing with the scarcitieEnatural and human resources.
It is not an order of unity, nor an order of cormes On the contrary, plurality
and diversity are among its greatest assets aggtkieyfull scope to the division
of labour, specialisation and the development ofglementary activities, trade
and social organisation. Disorder appears in the fof the disrespect for per-
sons or their work, in freely - that is, withouethconsent - accessing their bod-
ily or active existence. It appears in attemptdestroy or incapacitate them, and
In attempts to sow confusion as to who said, digroduced what, so as to mis-
direct praise and blame, reward and punishmemgsgaid losses, responsibility
and liability. In short, the natural order of thenfian world is the order of prop-
erty; being a respectable order it is its natuaal (in the normative sense of the
word ‘law’).

Thus, economics as a pure science of order inuh&ah world was con-
cerned with human activity only to the extent thatonformed to the laws of
justice. Every other type of activity, be it crirailror political, disturbs the order
or system of the world. The laws of justice apdBoawithin a political society
or nation, which is an organisation of a particgesup or of people living on a
particular territory with its own government. A gogmment cannot depart from
the natural law on grounds of justice unless theadere is sanctioned by the
agreement of all members of society. Even so, thgieement cannot provide
an excuse for disregarding the laws of justiceaalithgs that involve other per-
sons.

However, economics soon began to jettison its duggeiof natural law. Al-
ready J.B. Say, one of the great economists ofcthssical liberal tradition,
turned property into a mere incentive:

Political economy recognises the right of propextiely as the most powerful of all
encouragements to the multiplication of wealth, enshtisfied with its actual stabil-
ity, without inquiring about its origin or its safeards:



The economist’s concept of property was to be cosé from the laws of jus-
tice. Thus, it hardly mattered what sorts of thimgge considered legally to be
property, or how property was established legall/,long the legal regime of
property was stable. True, slavery, a ‘detestdbleh of property, should be in-
terfered with by the government - but not becausisanjustice. On the con-

trary, the government should interfere because ‘@xpedient to limit the mas-
ter’s pl)?(?wer over his slave’, that interference pelbeneficial to production

itself’.

Not all classical liberal economists were prepdcetike that road. Frédé-
ric Bastiat, to name but one, certainly was notveM#heless, the notion that
there was no natural order for the economists udystonly the desire to in-
crease wealth - or, more abstractly, utility - with ‘given’ set of constraints of
whatever nature or origin, gradually took root Ire teconomists’ mind. The
natural order became just another possible sebétraints that was no more
respectable per se than any other.

Eventually, human persons became irrelevant exagepbietaphorical rep-
resentations of whatever set of utility functionarked the cutting edge of for-
mal economic science. The natural person - exisignt@an individual - was
analytically divided into a Sovereign Consumer an@ctor of production. Ex-
cept as consumers, people were resources thatrikether type of resource,
should be managed in the interest of whatever tealeconomic system was
supposed to achieve. Thus, the economy became tasaiisfying system to be
judged by the degree in which it succeeded in fyais wants. Those wants
could be of any kind as long as they met whateviégron of legitimacy was
stipulated for the system. Instead of the classi@imony of interests’, by the
end of the nineteenth century a purely formal ‘Bgaum’ of want-satisfaction
had come to define economic order.

No longer a natural science of the human worldnenuocs re-invented it-
self as a technology of wealth- or utility-maxintisa and a social science. It
did not bother to lift the social veil to study theations of real people, but in-
stead contented itself with modelling the operaloprograms (‘utility func-
tions’) for a whole set of social positions andesdf* When observation and sta-
tistics proved the models wrong, that was seen @snaonstration of the need
for more, or more complex, functions or else fovigsiag policies (systems of
incentives, of preference and restraint) to makeplee conform to the roles
scripted for them. Like Ptolemy with his epicyclespnomists were prepared to
go to any length to keep abstract utility at thatiee of the universe. Instead of
laws of justice, schemes of social expediency werguide economic action.
Which schemes? In the end, that question had tedmved politically, by lead-
ership or consensus. Utility-mongering economigtpéd to restore politics as
the ‘master science’, offering their services adispensableconseillers du
Prince™

Neither natural persons nor the natural order eir tbo-existence and in-
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teraction were theoretically significant. Only thaiants or desires and the dis-
tribution of their satisfaction were relevant ‘fraifme economic point of view'.
In an absolute sense, therefore, the best ecoreysiem would be one that did
not have to contend with scarcity—one that couttsBaevery legitimate want.
Most economists continued to deny that such a systas practically possible.
Nevertheless, J.M. Keynes opined that ‘[tlhe ecangmoblem may be solved
within one hundred years. ... [It] is not the permaneroblem of the human
race.’® Indeed, if economic order is defined in terms @fi® rather than per-
sons, its fulfilmenmustbe a condition of abundance.

By that process of abstraction from the real wafidiuman action, eco-
nomics arrived at the conclusion that Marx had erataed already by the middle
of the nineteenth century. Behind the tissue ofadas and sophistries that
Marx presented as his analysis of capitalism, tieeomly his conviction that the
world of scarcity must disappear. That was whatamalysis was all about, to
prove that capitalism will break down because sfiitner contradictions’ and
will take with it all the institutions on which depends - institutions that so far
had kept man in a state of alienation from his tratire as a universal being of
infinite potential. The crisis of capitalism wileveal those institutions - espe-
cially property and marriage - as no more tharsdhy chains that bind men to
the illusory world of scarcity. Man must not respte so-called natural order,
but free himself from it - which he can do onlyedery man is taught to do the
same. As Marx told the taféthe immediate consequence of the breakdown of
the so-called natural order would be ‘raw communishis version of the Hob-
besian ‘natural condition of mankind’ in which eyleody has a right to every-
thing. However, for Marx, that state of universarvand degradation is merely
a cathartic episode. It sets the stage for a sadlicommunism that comes about
when man learns to live with his absolute righéverything without falling into
the old trap of a political or a property-basedesrdBeyond it looms the pros-
pect of an as yet unimaginable ‘realm of freeddit@ral abundance.

The demise of ‘the natural order of human persams! the rise of ‘the
order of abundance’ was not solely the work of ecaists. Indeed, their contri-
bution was but a belated echo of a theme that legdrbto be heard centuries
before Hobbes had redefined individual man as aati@ble bundle of desires
endowed with a natural right to everything. Hoblkess true, had argued that
people should lay down that right at the earliggiastunity when it was safe to
do so, but where had he got the notion that thefaation of wants and desires
Is the basic natural right? It was part of the nmodeorldview that had appeared
on the scene in the Renaissance.

In his On the Dignity of ManPico della Mirandola had written the motto
for the new age: ‘To Man it is given to be and hatetever he wants® How-
ever, who was that Man, how could all human beibgsand have all they
wanted? If abundance is the essence of the digritylan, human persons
should sacrifice their ‘dignity’ (Hobbes’ argumemt) become something very
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different from what they are (Marx’ argument). lither case, the philosophy of
natural law (the order of natural persons as theyand justice (respect for that
order) should be abandon&d.

2 The Logic of Religion

Underneath the switch in economics from a nataal 6f human co-existence
to a utilitarian equilibration of want-satisfactiosre can detect a shift in the basic
religious convictions of European intellectualsnfira traditional Christian to a
Gnostic perspective - from the religion of Godhe teligion of Man. One might
be inclined to think that such a shift merely gedsof the supernatural and mys-
terious aspects of theism and therefore makes foom more rational, secular
approach to human life. However, there is no wari@nthat conclusion.

Conceptually, the relations between an individuaispn and God, who
essentially is another person, can provide a mfumetelations among human
beings. Consequently, it makes no difference whetleesay ‘Man’ or ‘all indi-
vidual human beings’, because in relation to Godrgwnatural person funda-
mentally is in the same position. The Decaloguaimstits significance if we
substitute ‘Man shall not’ for “Thou shall not'. \@hgoes for Man goes for
every human person.

However, the relations between an individual anchMsupposedly the
essence or true self of that individual, cannowjol® such a model. It does not
provide a universal ethic that applies equallyltdhaman persons. | cannot deal
with others as | would deal with myself without ge1g their otherness. If my
true self relates to me as it does to others thamInot truly myself. Here,
‘Man’ and ‘all individual human beings’ are not enthangeable terms. If Pico
had said ‘To Man but not to God it is given to Inel dnave whatever he wants’,
he would have been an obvious heretic. If he hat] Sa every man it is given
to be and have whatever he wants’, he would haea la@ obvious fool. In-
stead, he used a formula that made the heresy s@gmfoolishness and the
foolishness a heretical, superstition-shatterirajypdity.

Starting in the Renaissance, the religion of Maoabge the usually un-
spoken premise of many such superstition-shattgniafundities for an increas-
ing number of European intellectudfsSubstituting a monism of Man for the
pluralistic worldview of Christian orthodoxy, it @moted the idea that there are
no real distinctions, no insuperable boundariehénature of things. Thus, the
order of abundance, which presupposes that alldsnes have been overcome,
came to represent in a literal sense ‘the fullleéghe world’. Inevitably, the or-
der of property with its ubiquitous boundaries waen as no more than an order
of appearances. Its normative significance, thainbaries are to be respected,
was renounced in favour of the absolute injunctiaat ‘boundaries are there to
be overcome’. Even the boundaries between the seaesdeclared to be illu-
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sions - mankind was promised an androgynous fature.

Let us now take a closer look at the logic of thkegrons of God and Man
to determine precisely how they come to imply stadically different concepts
of economic order as property and abund@hce.

2.1 Godand Man

We can discern several root-meanings of the wood'‘gdepending on the path
we choose to track its etymological provenance.sThee find that the root-
meaning of the word ‘god’ is either the one invakétk one sacrificed tHor
else the shining one, the one who gives Ifjfithe common name most widely
used in Semitic isel in Hebrew,'ilah in Arabic. Although scholarly opinions
differ, the root-meaning most probably is ‘the stymr mighty one’. Conceptu-
ally, then, there are two roots, one stressing luawion - invoking, praying,
sacrificing - and another one stressing a god’'pgraction - shining, giving
light, leading or ruling.

According to the first concept, the existence @& fod that is being in-
voked or sacrificed to, is merely a presupposibbhuman action. In a manner
of speaking, the god exists only in the invocatieay, as a symbol of wisdom
and moral strength and rectitude. We may call tliscept ‘suppositional the-
ism’.?®> According to the second concept, which we may‘ealstential theism’,
the god in questiomustexist in his own right. Here we shall consideryotfie
latter notion, and only its monotheistic versf8riThe major historical theistic
religions all postulate the existence of one god veha person capable of acting
on his own initiative.

Existential Monotheism

Existential monotheism implies that, from the pahview of any human being,
God is quintessentially another person, whose pafdife one never can know
‘from the inside’. For that reason, religion is atsed on knowledge of God but
on belief and faith (or trust). Relations among hAarmpersons, being relations of
one person to another, are analogous to the netabetween Man and God.
However, no human being is God.

Compared to human beings, God has superior - regssarily infinitely
superior - powers of action. He is in an inaccdssibalm but has more or less
free access to the human world. Consequently, weateumans do always car-
ries the risk of being thwarted by divine intervent Such an intervention, if it
occurs, expresses a divine judgement - it is obaaimature, a token of divine
pleasure or displeasure. Thus, a human persorwsyslaccountable to God,
even when none of his fellow human beings demarsdadtounts.
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Existential monotheism places God in a realm withpurality and diver-
sity, where interpersonal conflict is impossiblewéver, it must have its own
version of intrapersonal scarcftyGod is a moral agent to whom choices, hav-
ing opportunity costs, make a difference. He mustiiate alternative actions,
and distinguish between better and worse, goodbaad alternatives. In that
sense, he is like any human person. However, $iacdways is on his own, he
cannot escape responsibility for his decisionstethi®meing no one to whom he
could shift the blame or for whose decisions hdattake credit. To him, no ex-
cuses are available. He is not beyond good and bhadhe is beyond politics
and exchange. He cannot be intimidated, coercéagdyror otherwise manipu-
lated to serve human purposes.

Covenant or Command

Existential monotheism can take two forms. In oaesion the relation between
Man (every human being) and God is one of relevdeainess (‘equality’)
among otherwise independent persons. Some kin@mfact or covenant be-
tween Man and God must regulate their interactiime biblical account is
firmly committed to this view.

In another version, human beings are merely distnc separable and
indeed separated parts of God. Their existenceeaningless except in so far as
it is a part of his. While they are mere particldangs, God alone is whole. As
parts of God, they therefore - in Aristotle’s worgwholly belong to him. They
have no purpose but to serve him. He is their éord master, their commander.
In this view, separation from God deprives humahany sense of direction.
They are lost.

The covenant-type of theism insists on respecGimd and his works, the
command-type on service to God, on doing God’'s wdthus, in the former,
virtue centres on justice. Sin accordingly is defiras being disrespectful of
God - for example, pretending to be God, substitua god of one’s own mak-
ing for the true God, taking credit for his works,blaming him for one’s own
failures. For the command-type, virtue centres obngssion and obedience.
Disobeying God is the paradigmatic sin.

The covenant also restricts God’s interventionadiions that are permis-
sible under the agreement. Justice is not only Bant also God'’s virtue. Law
also binds God'’s actions at least in so far as #reyrelated to human life. He
may be free to give but he is not free to take. l@/hot necessarily predictable,
God’s interventions are in any case according tacjple. Thus, he may guard
his rights under the covenant. In all other majtkesis bound to respect human
choices, whether he agrees with them or not. lovid that the decision to fol-
low or serve God, to seek and accept his advice, nsatter of free choice as
well. The covenant disallows the appeal to Godthauty for any act of injus-
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tice by one person against another.

The command view does not have that kind of ragiricon God’s ac-
tions, whether committed by God himself or in hesne or behalf. No human
appeal against the commands of God is valid, wieatég merits in human
terms might be.

Atheistic Religions

In Western civilisation, atheistic religions areegominantly variations on the
Gnostic theme. Gnosticism does not define itsel agstem of belief and faith
but as a system of knowledge. Whereas theistigiogls imply that Man is not
everything, and therefore cannot know everythingpgsicism affirms that Man
Is everything and that, consequently, to know olfesar, rather, to know one-
self as Man - is to know all. Another consequescthat the appearance of oth-
erness necessarily is illusory. Only the human 84#n, is truly real. Thus, the
belief in the existence of other persons or otherdmis the mark of a false or
undeveloped consciousness.

For the Gnostic, any ‘conventional’ god - for exaephe biblical ‘God
of Moses’, supposedly the maker of the materialldveis merely a manifesta-
tion of an unenlightened human consciousness.tl$tgpeaking, sin is not a
condition of Man, because Man, being ‘in truth’ eaking, is beyond good and
evil. However, particular humans can err by behgvand trusting the false pre-
tences of conventional religion. For example, takelb that ‘the material world,
Nature, is God’s creation and therefore ought tadspected’ limits and con-
strains human potential. So does the belief that Maa part of material nature
and therefore subject to ‘laws of necessity’. Sherefore, is not a ‘wrong’
moral condition but a lack of self-understanding.

Theism, which according to Gnosticism establishrealbance between a
false god and Nature against Man, is merely a teanpoexpression of some
particular men’s false consciousness. In contthstGnostic knows that Man is
the true god and that only their fear of powersonelytheir control prevents men
from understanding that. Men, therefore, must ldarnnderstand that neither
Nature nor God has an independent existence; lethaman constructs. Hu-
mans must learn to transcend their particular iddai existence and identify
themselves as manifestations of Man’s universdl ¥@ftue consists precisely
in seeing that all seemingly objective limitatioos one’s potential are self-
iImposed and therefore removable by a self-consacuof will. That is not a
moral virtue. It is daring to be one’s true self, redasd of moral considera-
tions. The true self is beyond good and evil ashmagit is beyond any physical
limiting condition.



2.2 Religionand Time

The dynamic aspect of religious thought is govetmgthe idea of separation or
alienation. One logical difference of the first ionfance among religions hinges
on their answer to the question whether that sépares final or merely a tem-
porary condition. Thereon depends the valuatiothef‘worldly affairs’ of hu-
man life. Should human effort seek to make the begtis world or should it go
beyond it?

Biblical Patterns

According to the biblical account, in the beginni@dgd and Man were together
in the same household where God was personallijange of leading or ruling
Man'’s life. In that condition, Man (Adam) could &vn innocence, without the
need to make choices - God took care of all higl vieeds. That aspect of the
original condition is captured in the symbols of freely accessible Tree of Life
and the forbidden Tree of Knowledge of Good and.Badeed, a single house-
hold cannot be maintained if the authority of itker is questioned and subordi-
nate members act on their own opinions and valnatidhus, Man originally
lived under a ‘positive law’, God’s commands, witthdaving to worry about
any laws of necessity.

Eventually, however, the human children of the iaafj household ac-
quired knowledge of the distinction between good ewil and therefore became
in that respect ‘like God’ - that is to say, mosabjects, capable of making their
own choices, of acting and living according to thmvn judgements and valua-
tions. Because the rule of like over like is neadfs unjust, the separation of
Man and God - in fact, Man’s eviction from the an@ household - became an
Imperative of justice.

Thus, God and Man were separated in an act of ‘iwoprstice’, and so
were the provinces of divine and human affairs. Ségoently, the absence of
secure divine guidance or rule came to characténsdiuman condition in the
face of all the obstacles of Nature, including eékestence of other humans.

Orthodoxy and Linear Time

That the separation of God and Man is at the onfinuman history is accepted
by all biblical religions. However, its end is optninterpretation. The major
Christian churches accept that ‘until the end wietithe separation of God and
Man will remain. Having eaten from the Tree of Krledge, Man finds that his
nature is irreversibly transformed. Contrary to @wostic belief, Man’s material

1€



existence is part of his essential being. Manniefiand limited. However, being
like God in having a moral capacity is also a gdrlan’s essential being. Jus-
tice, therefore, mandates maintaining the separatidMan and God ‘until the

end of time’. It also mandates that their relattopscontinue to be ordered on
the basis of mutual understanding (the covenatherahan the original struc-
ture of rule (command) and obedience.

However, the covenant is not between two persomnitiess, God on the
one hand and Man on the other. The separationedhdeveals that there is no
single person corresponding to the word ‘Man’. Wiitle separation, the term
‘Man’ comes to stand for every individual humannggilt still can be used in its
generic sense but only to refer to what separatgsand women as members of
the human species from God or, say, animals otgl&towever, as juxtaposed
to any individual human being, ‘Man’ ceases to hamg existential meaning.
Released from the custody of God, every individuahan being must face the
slings and arrows of his own life. Thus, the sanmmeumstances under which
justice mandates that the relations between MarGalbe shaped by covenant
also compel human beings to accept the covenaheasnly lawful form of co-
existence among themselves.

Each man and woman, therefore, should assume spensibility for life
in this world - and that implies respect for otipersons and the institutions of
family and property, which are the essential mazld#rthe life and work of ex-
istentially different persons. That is the messafjghe Ten Commandments.
Just as every human person should respect thenetdseand uniqueness of God,
so individual men and women should respect eaddr'stbtherness and unique-
ness.

Thus, the mainstream belief is that the separasan act of individual
emancipation, which necessarily implies a burderndividual responsibility.
Man can still invoke or pray to God, but he carlorger count on God to make
his decisions for him. God’s enemies, on this viare, those who refuse to carry
that burden themselves, or those who, by attempdirsyibstitute their own rule
for that of God, deny to others the emancipatiowhach their nature in justice
entitles them.

Note, however, that this emancipation from persookd in no way im-
plies liberation from the constraints of particutaaterial existence. On the con-
trary, the ‘laws of necessity’ are just that: lasisiecessityBut they are primar-
ily laws patterns of order. While there is no hope ofriien from them, there
IS nothing fearsome per se about them either. Mendiscover those laws and
study them. They can benefit themselves by adaptieig actions and behaviour
to those patterns of order, thereby cutting thk between freedom and arbi-
trariness or randomness, and binding it to truther®&e, knowledge of the order
or law of the world, is a vital asset. It informstian and helps to avoid and to
correct mistakes. That goes for knowledge of thead of economics’ as well.

That process of learning gives rise to the devetayrof technologies and
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institutions that facilitate a more or less condibie and orderly co-existence,
which therefore are to be cherished. The mainstreaorthodox interpretation

IS neither revolutionary nor evolutionary. Theren® need for a wholesale de-
struction of the ‘existing order’, which would ammiuo complete obliteration of

all the received wisdom and experience. There ignamd design that relent-
lessly unfolds itself in historical events. Timdirgeear, not a loop to be closed.

Millenarianism and Circular Time

In their interpretation of the biblical religion,illenarian movements, on the
other hand, refuse to believe that the separafi@od and man will endure ‘un-
til the end of time’. They believe that the lastlemnium of historical time will
see a restoration of God’s Kingdom on Earth. Théedarian belief is that the
separation of Man and God - Man’s banishment framagise - and the conse-
guent division of Mankind into a mass of separadigular individuals are a
punishment for revolt against God’s rule. It is @t emancipation owed to
those who have reached the age of discernmenta besson to be taught to
those that presume to be able to live a life ofrtben. On this interpretation,
then, there is no other purpose to human life tbamait or to work for deliver-
ance from this vale of tears. In short, the Milleaa belief implies the hope of
‘a return to paradise’.

That belief obviously provides no motive for supparrespect for the ba-
sic institutions of earthly life. On the contrariyprovides at best a motive for
passively enduring its rigours, and possibly a weofor seeking to undermine
especially those institutions that support it. Godhemies are those who have
become addicted to Man’s historical condition ane values on which it de-
pends - property, wealth, money, science, socgdrusation, even the family.

However, the expected return to paradise and thenifecation of the
human community under God’s rule are basically iogeint on God’s action.
Consequently, Millenarianism has little interestairscience of this world. It is
also not interested in a law of evolution that exp why this world cannot en-
dure or why it will transform itself into paradisegained.

The Gnostic Pattern of History

According to the original myths of Gnosticism, humexistence somehow be-
came separated from the essence of Man. Thusyibétbumanity emerged in
the shape of a mass of ‘particular’ individuals hed in on all sides by the
constraints of material nature, including their opimysical existence. Because
history is the period during which the Man-God setgfthe pain of alienated ex-
Istence, the meaning of history can only lie in Magventual escape from the
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sufferings of alienation and in his becoming whadgin. Time, here, is circular.
History terminates where it began, although on ighér level of self-
consciousness’ - indeed, a level of perfect setiviedge.

Material existence and all the ‘laws of necesdiiygt govern it are there-
fore fundamentally incompatible with the essencédomanity, which is to be
free from any necessity or constraint. That isipaldrly true for the ‘laws of
economics’. They depend on nothing else than tle feonsciousness of hu-
manity as a mass of independent particular indalgluagitated by many and
diverse particular interests. Once they realisé tthair true interests are those
and only those of Man, of the species rather thanspecimens, human beings
will be liberated from economic law. Indeed, Gnaistin typically asserts that
Man is bound to reunite existence and essencehaow Dff the shackles of his-
tory and nature. Then, the ‘laws of necessity’ Wwél exposed as having been no
more than self-imposed illusions.

Obviously, Gnosticism does not have a positive vidvaistorical human
institutions, such as marriage and the family, propand money, and of course
the established churches and other social orgamsadf vested interests. They
are seen as institutionalised ideological cons$ruitte products of men’s false
consciousness. In that way, they are at once tlergof the existing order of
alienation and the main roadblocks on the waylerétion. To the extent that
Gnosticism translates into programs of action,atks to undermine, abolish or
overturn those institutions.

Antinomian Beliefs

Gnosticism and Millenarianism share a number ofartgnt characteristics.
They share a negative attitude to the idea of tilbgdaws of necessity’ and to
the basic institutions of historical life that aadply are more or less successful
adaptations to those laws.

Another common theme is that of the lost commuaftiylankind and the
hope of restoring it. Both believe in a restoratairthe original condition, al-
though their views of it are very different. Théfeliences are of the first impor-
tance. Nevertheless, they should not mask the fuadtal agreement on the ir-
relevance of the particular individual as a focusaurce of value.

For the Gnostics, the community of Mankind is todohieved by the ab-
sorption of the particular, historical individuaigo a single species being, Man.
In other words, particular individuals are to beeomo more than manifestations
of Man’s infinite being and potential. However, fas and as long as they re-
main particular, they too must be brought under ®lawnscious control. In
their physical aspects they are indeed particlesabfire, which is one of the
limiting conditions that make the historical indiuial persons into mere particu-
lars. They are also particles of ‘society’, whichanother alien constraint as

1€



long as it is not made serviceable to Man. Thusn’Maberation requires that
he take control of ‘society’ and in doing that reds particular human beings to
cogs in the social machinery. To borrow a line friglarx, Man then can be, do
and have what he wants while society takes capeasfuction’® He will be the
sovereign consumer. Society, no longer a poweridmitsim but the organisa-
tion of all human material forces, will be his lbygrvant. The ‘laws of neces-
sity’, to the extent that they derive from humateraction, will cease to thwart
Man’s ambition. ‘Economic laws’, in particular, Wibse their grip when Man
exercises full self-control, that is, control oesterything.

Millenarianism hopes to restore the community ofnMander the direct
rule of God—at least for those who are electedardig@pate in it. Then humans
can again live without the need to make choicesthackfore without costs and
responsibilities in that ‘ideal state’ of blissfiulnocence in which somebody
else, God, takes care of all their needs. Here,ttwmor particular individuality,
which manifests itself only in choice and actiomcbmes irrelevant. So, of
course, will the laws of economics or any laws etessity of human interac-
tion. They have no place inside the restored haldedtf the New Jerusalem,
where only the word of God is ‘law’.

Millenarianism and Gnosticism imply that the wodd we know it will
not and cannot last. Therefore, its natural lawpgeeially the patterns of order
that mark its economic or material conditions ofktence have no fundamental
significance. Their view of the true order of humeaffairs is not the order of
property. It is an order of abundance that delivershan beings from the bur-
dens of choice and its uncertainties and costs.tl@Millenarians, it results
from the loss of self-consciousness (the retura &tate of perfect innocence),
for the Gnostics, from the attainment of perfettsensciousness.

Conclusion

‘Economic order’ is an ambiguous expression. It s@md for the concept of an
order of property or for the concept of an ordeabfindance. The former con-
cept is related to an objective, physical worldafisal agents and relations, and
the latter to a world of subjective want-satisfacti The ambiguity is rooted in
Western religious experience, which reflects varat of the traditional Chris-
tian religion of God and variations of the Gnogsttigion of Man. In modern
times, the latter have been influential particylamong Western intellectuals.
From the analysis it appears that, at least inoithodox’ interpretations, the
Christian religion of God implies the concept obeomic order as an order of
property. Gnosticism, on the other hand, implies toncept of an order of
abundance.

Notes
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