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THE PLACE OF VALUE IN A CULTURE OF FACTS

Truth and Historicism

JAMES T. KLOPPENBERG

CARVED IN sTONE on the Social Science Research Building at the Univer-

sity of Chicago are the following words: “When you cannot measure, your

knowledge is meager and unsatisfactory.” That bold proclamation, attributed

to Lord Kelvin, reflected the convictions of the sociologist William F. Ogburn,

chair of the Committee on Symbolism, which was charged with ensuring that

the exterior of the building accurately projected the aspirations of the social

scientists it would house. Like natural scientists in their laboratories, some

social scientists at the University of Chicago, such as Ogburn, the first sociolo-

gist ever named president of the American Statistical Association, envisioned
themselves engaged in a quest for truth. From reliable measurements of em-

pirical data they intended to generate significant and satisfactory results that
would enable their contemporaries to solve pressing social problems. Not all
Ogburn’s colleagues agreed with him, or with Kelvin. Some preferred Aris.to—
tle’s more open-ended dictum “man is a political animal.” At least one denied
that any words could capture the rich diversity of the work to be done by
scholars who would follow different methodological paths toward diverse, and
changing, conceptions of truth. Another of Ogburn’s foes, the political scientist
Charles E. Merriam, never accepted the claim emblazoned on his workplace;
he wanted the misleading words removed.! The terms and the stridency of
these scholars’ debates have echoed ever since within the humanities as well as
the discursive social sciences.

The same year that building opened, 1929, a new president, Robert Maynard
Hutchins, arrived at the University of Chicago. The thirty-year-old Hutchins
presided over the dedication ceremonies of the Social Science Research Build-
ing, and he almost immediately locked horns with its faculty. As a breathtak-
ingly young professor and then dean of the Yale Law School, Hutchins had
established himself as a champion of Legal Realism, which challenged the
timelessness of legal principles and theusefulness of abstract reasoning. But
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when he arrived in Chicago, Hutchins made it clear immediately that he did
not share Kelvin’s faith in measurement or Ogburn’s commitment to empiri-
cal investigation. In his first address at the university he told the class of 1929
that “the purpose of higher education is to unsettle the minds of young men.”
‘The goal of education “is not to teach men facts, theories, or laws; it is not to
reform them, or amuse them, or make them expert technicians in any field; it
is to teach them to think, to think straight, if possible, but to think always for
themselves.”?

To that end Hutchins endeavored to transform the undergraduate curricu-
lum at the University of Chicago. He wanted students to develop their ability
to think not by learning to measure but by confronting the timeless wisdom
contained in the great books of the Western tradition. Hutchins sought to ap-
point scholars who shared his enthusiasm for ancient philosophers such as Ar-
istotle and medieval theologians such as Thomas Aquinas, scholars wary of
Kelvin’s confidence in natural science and equally skeptical about American
pragmatism. Even though John Dewey had left Hyde Park for Columbia almost
twenty years before Hutchins arrived, the sensibility associated with Dewey
and with his fellow pragmatists Charles Sanders Peirce and William James
remained influential at the University of Chicago. Two of Dewey’s allies and
champions, James H. Tufts and George Herbert Mead, bristled at Hutchins’s
attempt to appoint Mortimer Adler, Richard McKeon, and Scott Buchanan to
the faculty. When the Chicago philosophers first met Adler and explained that
they introduced first-year students to the discipline by assigning Will Durant’s
popular, accessible, and pragmatist-leaning Story of Philosophy, Adler is said to
have fumed, “But—but—but that’s a very bad book.” Adler had first burst on
the academic scene when, as a student at Columbia, he had enraged Dewey at a
meeting of the undergraduate philosophy club by denouncing Dewey’s account
of “the religious” in A Common Faith. The usually equable Dewey, protesting
that “nobody is going to tell zze how to love God,” walked out. Now Adler was
turning his ire on the Chicago philosophers, and Hutchins was urging them to
make room for scholars who would teach classical and medieval philosophy in-
stead of instrumentalism. They responded much as Dewey had: Tufts resigned,
and Mead made plans to move to Columbia. The philosophers who stayed
eventually accepted McKeon but not Adler or Buchanan. Hutchins persisted;
Adler joined the faculty of the Law School. Every Tuesday, for two decades,
Adler and Hutchins together taught an honors course for freshmen, History of
Ideas, in which undergraduates sat around a seminar tablé discussing the great
books with two men committed to unsettling their minds.?

Although the battle between the sciences—both natural and social—and
the humanities was seldom as pronounced.as it was at Hutchins’s Chicago,
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more muted versions of the same struggle erupted elsewhere in the years
after 1929. Equally spirited conflicts emerged within individual disciplines
during the interwar years. Philosophers inspired by Dewey’s conception of a
pragmatist community of inquiry were challenged by analytic philosophers
who focused on rigorous studies of ordinary language. Both had to face the
challenge of the even harder-edged positivists who shared Rudolf Carnap’s
conviction that the “only proper task of Philosophy is Logical Analysis.” When
the exiled Carnap began teaching in the gothic buildings at Hutchins’s Uni-
versity of Chicago, he admitted that being surrounded by Aristotelians and
Thomists gave him the distinctly “weird feeling” of having fled Vienna only
to find himself “sitting among a group of medieval learned men with long
beards and solemn robes.”* Scholars of literature likewise divided into (at
Jeast) three different camps. Those who conceived of themselves as scientists
sought to generate reliable bodies of knowledge about linguistics and his-
torical philology. New Critics sought to discover and elucidate principles of
Jiterary form and expression through close readings that banished intent and
context. Traditionalists continued to think of education as the cultivation of
judgment along the lines of German Bildung and believed that such cultiva-
tion was best achieved by placing students in a situation in which they could
read and reflect on challenging books of enduring value.’ A few natural scien-
tists (Albert Einstein and Jacques Monod come to mind) continued to muse
about the philosophical and even theological implications of their findings;
others did not hesitate to declare such speculations a waste of time.

This chapter examines briefly two particular moments at which thinkers
outside emerging scholarly orthodoxies tried—without great success—to
defend the legitimacy of their forms of value-oriented humanistic inquiry
against hostile critics; it then discusses in somewhat greater detail a more en-
during effort in political philosophy that persists at the heart of American uni-
versities into the twenty-first century. The first two incidents, involving the
German Gestalt psychologist Wolfgang Kohler and the French neo-Thomist
philosopher Etienne Gilson, occurred in Cambridge, Massachusetts. The
third, involving the German Jewish political philosopher Leo Strauss, is in-
ternational in scope. L argue that all three are connected, albeit in paradoxical
ways, and that they are important for our contemporary understanding of the
humanities and discursive social sciences in liberal education.®

TiE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ARTS AND SCIENCES stands across Irving Street
from the home of William James, a gray clapboard house perfectly attuned to
its neighborhood, and in the shadow of fifteen-story-high William James Hall,
an imposing white modernist monolith that dominates the Cambridge skyline.
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Unlike the Social Science Research Building at Chicago, William James Hall
doe? not bear an inscription, but its towering form and its arrogant disregard
for its surroundings suggest the imperious claims made for the work done by
the social scientists it houses. In the decades before 1963, when Harvard built
this temple to the behavioral sciences, the university paid homage in a differ-
ent, more appropriate way to the maverick genius who studied both mind and
truth: it sponsored the William James Lectures.

In 1934 the Harvard Department of Philosophy extended an invitation
to deliver those lectures to Wolfgang Kahler, a renowned German scholar
whose research was generating widespread interest on both sides of the At-
lantic. Until later in the 1930s the Department of Philosophy included both
philosophers such as James’s biographer Ralph Barton Perry and experimen-
tal psychologists such as Edwin G. Boring; both disciplines were still proud
to claim James’s heritage in ways neither would do today.

Along with his colleagues Max Wertheimer and Kurt Koffka, Kohler was
among the founders of the Gestalt school of psychology. As James himself had
done, the Gestalt psychologists criticized the two traditions that dominated
their discipline in its early years, associationism and intuitionism. They were
equally critical of the newest development in psychology, behaviorism. Indeed
as Perry wrote in an appreciative review of books by Kohler and Koffka pub—,
lished in the Saturday Review of Literature in 1925, their work showed “the es-
prit of an armed revolution.” Their “freshness of treatment” and “inventiveness
and fertility of method” produced “an effect very much like the opening of a
window.””

The Gestaltists argued, as James had done in The Principles of Psychology.
t}.lat standard atomistic interpretations of experience as the combination o’f
dlsc%*ete simple elements mangled a more complex reality. They emphasized
the importance of Gestalten, or configurations, in perception, and they ar-
gued that patterns of stimuli must be correlated with structures and relations
within the perceptual field. Only thereby can we explain the human capacity
to recognize the same tune played in different keys, or our ability to interpret
sequences of blinking lights that the mind combines to read as signs or words.
Ol?r environment, according to Gestaltists, does not merely consist of physical
qb]ects near us, but must be understood instead as the result of the interac-
tion between our perceptual field and those physical objects. All organisms
impose on their environment certain configurations that filter and transform
.stnnuli so that the organisms can deal with their environment. In 1929 Bor-
ing reported to Koffka, after Kohler had delivered a lecture in Cambridge
sponso'red by the Harvard Philosophical Club, that he was impressed with the
new science. Boring’s students had begun to characterize him as a Gestaltist,
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and he did not deny the charge. By that time Kohler held a prestigious chair
at the University of Berlin. As a reflection of his prominence, he was invited
in 1929 to deliver one of the two plenary addresses at the Ninth International
Congress of Psychology held at Yale. Tvan Pavlov delivered the other.?

That early consensus on the value of Gestalt psychology as an alternative to
behaviorism did not endure. When Boring published his History of Experimen-
tal Psychology late in 1929, he was already beginning to worry that the Gestalt
psychologists would never develop their ideas beyond their critiques of prevail-
ing views. When K¢hler’s Gestalt Psychology appeared that same year, behavior-
ists began a counterattack. Frederick Lund, in “The Phantom of the Gestalt,”
charged that the notion of configurations “has no assignable value in psycho-
logical description nor any real existence within the experimental sequence.” If
it had no value for experimental psychologists, it could safely be ignored”’

The philosophers, however, remained intrigued, and with Perry taking the
lead they selected Kohler to deliver the third series of William James Lectures
in 1934. The book that resulted, The Place of Value in a World of Facts, the title of
which inspired the title of this chapter, was greeted with greater enthusiasm by
philosophers than by psychologists.' Kohler observed that the natural sciences
had difficulty addressing the question of valuation. Whereas many philosophers
were urging their colleagues to banish the study of ethics and aesthetics from
philosophy— or to characterize value statements as descriptions of emotions and
nothing more— as part of their program to become scientific, Kohler recom-
mended instead that science must acknowledge that values are irreducible di-

mensions of human experience: “Certain facts do not only happen or exist, but,
issuing as vectors in parts of contexts, extend toward others with a quality of
acceptance or rejection.” All our experience, Kohler reasoned, is imbued with
valuings. If we ignore that dimension of human life simply because we cannot
conduct experiments on it, then our science might appear to rest ona more sturdy
foundation of experimentation but will fail to address what it is and what it feels
like to be human. He urged psychologists and philosophers to adopt a revised
phenomenological conception of experience more consistent with the Gestalt
psychologists outlook than with HusserPs philosophy. Far from contending that
his view of experience was inconsistent with the natural sciences, Kohler insisted
that the natural sciences must be expanded to take into account the pervasive hu-
man experience of valuing. If we cannotyetsee how we can build such concepts as
“requiredness” into our experimental programs, then the challenge is to rethink
our procedures rather than to truncate experience so that it corresponds to what
we can now measure with confidence. In the history of psychology, perhaps no
writer had developed such ideas with greater insight, or defended them with more

energy, than William James."!
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Whereas the community of social scientists was being urged to measure
lest its results be meager, and logical positivists and emotivists were advising
philosophers not to confuse value judgments with meaningful statements of
fact or logic, K6hler was urging scholars instead to widen their concepts of
measurement and logic. Perry and some other members of Harvard’s Philoso-
phy Department greeted that message with enthusiasm. They urged Har-
vard’s new president, James Conant, to make Kéhler a tenured member of the
faculty. Perry, one of several highly regarded scholars who contributed to a
volume entitled The Meaning of the Humanities, which was reviewed in Ethics
together with Kohler’s The Place of Value in a World of Facts, still thought it
possible to combine empirical studies with traditional humanistic inquiries
into human values. But neither Perry’s discipline nor Boring’s was heading
in that direction. Instead, the scholarly community of mainstream analytic
philosophers and behavioral psychologists has echoed the judgment Bor-
ing expressed in a letter after Kohler’s lectures: “I can say only that I heard
the whole series and am terribly disappointed, and a little humiliated at the
knowledge that I took the time to go to them. The content was not informed
nor related to current knowledge. The ideas were not important or clear.”"?
Bo.ring and his fellow experimentalists succeeded in blocking Kéhler’s ap-
p01'ntment, and none of the leading Gestaltists would end up teaching in a
major American research university. The ideas of Gestalt psychology and
phenomenology all but vanished from Harvard. The university only ratified
%nstitutionally what had already happened intellectually when it divided its
1nc‘reasing1y behavioral psychologists into a department distinct from that
of its increasingly analytic philosophers. Today, seventy years after K6hler’s
lectures, with the exception of issues in cognitive science, Harvard’s Depart-

ment of Psychology and its Department of Philosophy have little contact and
little in common.

TWO vEARS after Kohler’s William James Lectures, in 1936, Harvard celebrated
its Fercentennial. In a special issue of the New York Times Magazine commemo-
rating the event, the historian Samuel Eliot Morison wrote, “The world is not
going very well for learning, or for universities. The heavy hand of the State
h'as quenched the flame of academic freedom in Germany, where in modern
times it was rekindled. Pressure groups in America, copying the technique of
Fascist Italy, are demanding oaths by teacher and professor to the Constitution
and the flag, and tagging every sign of independent thinking in the social sci-
ences as treason. Universities must serve the people, but they can only serve the
people in the future, as in the past, by remaining constant in their search for the
truth and true to their function of teaching it.”"* During these years of crisis
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many Americans, including many prominent American scholars in addition to
Morison, worried that the principal danger facing the nation came from within.
Many located that threat in the relativism they associated with Dewey and other
pragmatists, who were understood by many to have inspired Mussolini’s fascism.
Others worried instead about the absolutist dogmatism of American Catho-
lics, who were feared to be dupes of the pope and probably inclined toward 11
Duce themselves. Still others pointed accusing fingers in a different direction,
at value-neutral philosophers such as those of the Vienna Circle, who turned
their backs on the great traditions of ethics and metaphysics. Given those anxie-
ties, it came as something of a surprise when Harvard announced the names of
those to whom it would award honorary degrees atits tercentennial celebration.
They included prominent members from all those groups of suspects: the arch-
empiricist from Chicago, Robert Maclver; the logical empiricist Rudolf Car-
nap; the cognitive psychologist Jean Piaget; and the neo-Thomist philosopher
FEtienne Gilson, among others. The university made a point of indicating that
Dewey was not included only because he had already been awarded an honorary
Harvard degree. In his remarks Gilson saluted his hosts by confirming their own
inflated sense of their importance. He observed that the presence of so many
eminent Europeans at the Harvard celebration demonstrated “that the fate of
European culture and Western civilization ultimately rests with what the United
States will make of it in the next oo years.”"*
The following year, coincidentally, Harvard selected Gilson to deliver the
William James Lectures—perhaps to signal its commitment to entertaining
ideas considered repugnant by many Americans, perhaps to persuade wealthy
Catholic donors to adopt Harvard, or perhaps to reward his perspicacity at the
tercentennial.’® In the book that resulted, The Unity of Philosophical Experience,
Gilson listed first among those to whom he was grateful Ralph Barton Perry.
Gently needling his hosts, Gilson noted that his invitation testified to the con-
tinuing spirit of tolerating diversity that James had noted in 1901 as the hallmark
of the Harvard Philosophy Department. “I think the delightful thing about us”
philosophers, James had written to G. H. Palmer, “is our deep appreciation of
one another, and our on the whole harmonious co-operation toward the infusion
of what probably is objective truth into the minds of our students. At any rate
i’s genuine liberalism, and non-dogmatism.” As James’s puckish qualifiers “on
the whole,” “probably,” and “at any rate” suggested, he had no illusion that he
and his colleagues were dispensing “objective truth.” Gilson sustained the same
ironic tone when he applauded the persistence of James’s broad-mindedness in
“the Harvard of Perry, Whitehead, Hocking, Lewis, and Sheffer.” Gilson did not
acknowledge the presence of W. V. O. Quine, who had recently joined the Phi-
losophy Department after completing his Ph.D. in two years, an oversight one
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imagines Quine was happy to reciprocate. “When non-dogmatism shows itself
i%r.enerous e.nough to welcome even dogmatism,” Gilson concluded mischievousl
it has obviously reached the point of its perfection.” ”
Gilson’s compliment was as double-edged as James’s. His lectures mad
?bund'fmtly clear how little he prized the nondogmatism with which he cr::de
ited his hosts. He traced the path of modern philosophy from Descart ‘
through Kant to Hegel and Comte, and then to James, Bergson, and co:l:f
temporary irrationalism and agnosticism. Although Gilson had’ no doubt
that such abominations would pass—“Philosophy always buries its undertak-
ers"’—.he worried that the current mania for science might do some dama
while it lasted. Gilson urged the community of philosophers to return to t1g1e
urgent task of metaphysics, which had occupied all the great classical and m -
dlev'al philosophers and without which they could not hope to escape the tr -
f)f I?lstoricism. In the absence of metaphysics “what is now called philoso ﬁp
is elth.er collective mental slavery or scepticism.” The servile inclirrl)ed towI:l 317
Marx1sr'n, which satisfied “a fundamentally sound craving” “for positive arl;d
dogm.atlc truth” even though it was otherwise entirely wrongheaded. The
skeptics, inspired by Hume, now turned toward varieties of behavioris.m or
James’s pragmatism, or Perry’s neorealism, or Hans Vaihinger’s hiloso’ h
o.f “As If.” But none of those could meet the urgent demands of th(f age: “”})‘hy
time of the ‘As If’ is over,” Gilson predicted. “What we now need is ag ".I‘hi s
s;);’. and1 we1 .s(?all n;)t find it, unless we first recover our lost confidence in tshl:
rdtional validity of metaphysi - i
ject.” A renewe}crl comrnitpmznltC i: Irlr(lief;)rh;os?i fz;g(l(:etrttirll{ knov",le('ige o
: ' ) en within the proper
Roman Catholic framework, might enable us “to free ourselves from histori
cal relativism” and open “a new era of constructive philosophical thinkin >
Qverall, however, notwithstanding his clear confidence in his creed Gilg.
avoided the pugnacious tone of Kéhler and Koffka. He concluded wi’éh thseOn
W?rds: “Were it in my power to do so, I would rather leave you with a gift N::
WlSd.OIn, which I have not and no man can give, but the next best thing~g thé love
of w1sdorT1, for which philosophy is but another word. For to love Wisdo’m isalso
to. lov'e science, and prudence; it is to seek peace in the inner accord of each mind
Wltfh .1tself and in the mutual accord of all minds.”"” In the aftermath of Gilsoi’
Wllll::.lr.n James Lectures, though, the Harvard Department of Philosoph noi
surpn_smgly returned to its own professionalized version of that quest Segicin
not wisdom as Gilson understood it but the precision of a discipline tha;t vie g
scholastic metaphysics with a distaste bordering on contempt. "

‘b)VHERE.AS GIL.S oN, like his revered Thomas Aquinas, considered philosophy to
e consistent with (indeed, in the service of ) scholastic theology, it was common
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in the 1930s to observe that at the University of Chicago Jews taught Catholi-
cism to atheists. Hutchins and Adler revered Aquinas as much as they did Plato
and Aristotle. Appalled by recent developments in American academic philoso-
phy, they welcomed to the faculty a Jewish émigré who appeared to share their
scorn for analytic philosophy and logical positivism and their enthusiasm for
ancient and medieval thought and for the careful study of great books. In Leo
Strauss, however, they got more than they bargained for. Strauss fancied himself
an authentic philosopher and dismissed Hutchins and Adler justas Adier had dis-
missed Durant, as dabblers who enjoyed posing as scholars while they engaged
in entrepreneurial adventures inconsistent with the life of a university.'® Strauss
was an atheist; his own attitude toward Judaism was complex, even murky. But
Christianity he held in little-disguised contempt. Like Nietzsche, he considered
it a slave religion utterly inconsistent with the life of a philosopher.

If Strauss proved a surprise and a disappointment to his patrons after he
finally joined the faculty of the University of Chicago in 1948, it was only the
Jast of several ironic twists in the long road that took him to Hyde Park. When
Strauss first lectured at Chicago in 1936, the English historian Conyers Read,
writing to a colleague, described Strauss unenthusiastically as “a little mouse
kind of a man without much in the way of stimulating personality. I think
with more experience he will develop into a fair teacher.”? The recipient of
that letter, the economist John U. Nef, was a Hutchins ally who later founded
the Committee on Social Thought and proved instrumental in Strauss’s ap-
pointment. Nef admired the work and the Christian socialist principles of the
English scholar R. H. Tawney, whom he and Hutchins wanted very much to
lure to Chicago. Tawney and Strauss became acquainted when Strauss arrived
in London in 1936, and the young German, at work on the medieval Jewish
philosopher Moses Maimonides, made a lasting impression. In one of his let-
ters replying to Nef’s overtures, Tawney described Strauss as “certainly the
best scholar among the refugees whom I have had to deal with.”* Tawney, like
Strauss and Nef, distrusted historicism. Tawney longed for a world radically
unlike the bourgeois liberal capitalism of his day, a return, in Tawneys words,

to “the true nature of man,” or, as Nef putit, “to the ideals of classical and medi-
eval philosophy, softened and enriched by the best traditions of the nineteenth-
century English humanitarians.”? Hutchins and Nef found such ideas attrac-
tive, which explains their interest in Tawney. But the romantic, Ruskin-scented
sentiments of his English champion repelled Strauss as much as did the ersatz
neo-Thomism of the philistines Hutchins and Adler. He had encountered such
ideas before.

Leo Strauss was born into an orthodox Jewish family in 1899, served in
the German army during World War I, then completed his doctoral stud-
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ies at the University of Hamburg. Although the neo-Kantian Ernst Cassi
dlr.ected his dissertation, a study of the counter-Enlightenment phil aSSI}l;er
?Frledrich Jacobi, Strauss’s sensibility took shape in response topt}i Ofiop or
impact of several other thinkers, notably Edmund Husserl Franze Reeper
sweig, and especially Martin Heidegger. Already in his study o’f]acobi Stosen_
expres'sed his dissatisfaction with the Enlightenment’s confidence i, mvon
an.d his respect for Jacobi’s attempt to unearth an authentic ancienri ;easf)ﬁ
falth' t}}at refused to compromise with secular modernity or I;mke ea eW%sh
'Chrlstl'an persecutors. While working at the Academy of ]ewishp ReCe Wlth
in Berlin, Strauss embarked on studies of Spinoza, Hobbes, and th b'sezgc t
what he would call for the rest of his life “the mode;rn.” Whe’:reas the cient
had unde.rstood that we have lost contact with nature, a conditionecinilem;
by l?l?to in his image of the cave, Strauss argued that ,modern man P Ere
real.lzmg his condition, was in a far worse predicament, stuck in a secj Wgc ve
buried far beneath the first. So far had man fallen fr<;m the light 0? I;e con,
from awareness of natural right, that he believed he would need alto Z:I(zn’
new tools. to escape that deeper cave. Although Strauss began ruminatign n
this condition as early as 1932, he elaborated his argument about “the n tg OII
o'bstacles to philosophy” only in Persecution and the Art of Writing, a bo lj urljl
lished twenty years later. There he contended that science andg;listoro nore
potent even than the passion and superstition that troubled S inozy, con.
splr.ed to blind modern man to nature. New tools such as hermzne t?, Con(;
social science only further obscured what man needed to know. t}:e lflstan
of the eternal, unchanging problems probed by ancient philoso iler a}? s
Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, and Xenophon.? PR
N f;otm 1}9}32 at least until 1938, when he :?rrived in the United States and
gan teaching at the New School for Social Research in New York Cit
Sjcrauss worked on developing the ideas that would make him a heroic chalni],
pion to some and an evil genius to others. Strauss is perhaps best know i
day f<?r having developed several sets of dichotomies, each of which h Ill) o
examined in Joving detail by Strauss’s many admirer,s and scrutinize(;l sb fifiI;
zx.ren more numerous critics with degrees of disapproval ranging from b}i,tter
isagreement to unmitigated fury. The first is the esoteric versus the apparent
rneamng'of texts; the second is the classical versus the modern; the E:)}l: d i
natural rlght versus historicism; and the fourth—the most com ’Iex andth .
thfe most intriguing—is Athens versus Jerusalem. Although tﬁ)ese dichotzf
mies may seem at first difficult to comprehend, even intimidating, with th.
exc;PtxonSof the last they are fairly straightforward. s )
1rst, Str i i i
s th sneients a4 fow mediodl giants sch 35 Mosmomidee Aveno,
s Maimonides, Averroés,
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Alfarabius, and, notoriously, Machiavelli, masked their deeper insights by
writing so as to conceal their explosive message from ordinary readers. This
technique of esoteric writing requires readers to penetrate layers of apparent
meanings before arriving at the hidden truths accessible only to those with
the necessary intelligence, patience, and gkill. Whereas in some traditions
interpreters of texts win admiration for their ability to read creatively, Strauss

insisted that the most careful readers always end up with the same interpreta-

tion of the problems addressed in the greatest texts, an interpretation he laid
g—in his own books

out—albeit through his own version of bivalent writin

and articles.
Second, Strauss distinguished between the classical philosophers, whose

writings give us true accounts of virtue, beauty, reason, nature, and truth, and
the muck of relativism because they think

modern writers, who are stuck in
science can provide knowledge when it really just gets in the way. Strauss
called himself a friend of liberal democracy, but he savaged its failings and its

excesses with venom equal to that of Friedrich Nietzsche or Herbert Marcuse

at their most scornful. Whereas classical philosophers valued the genuine
individualism of Socrates, the wise seeker of truth, liberal individualists in-
fate the unreflective desires of the most degraded persons into natural rights.
Whereas classical philosophers understood that only the truly exceptional
can discern truth and live the life of virtue, democracies pretend that all peo-
ple are equal, a manifest lie that flatters the worst and robs the best of the

opportunity to strive for excellence.

Strauss’s third dichotomy, natural right versus histor
second. Whereas classical philosophers understood that natural right, the one
thing “truly needful,” is the same always and everywhere, modern scientists
deny the existence of eternal truth and offer instead only value-free empiri-

cism, which cannot provide access t0 man’s nature and inevitably culminates in

the dead ends of historicism and relativism. Developed in its bluntest form in

the book based on the Walgreen Lectures Strauss delivered at the University

of Chicago in 1949, Nutural Right and History, this is the distinction for which

Strauss is probably best known. Strauss opened by quoting the Declaration of
e: “We hold these cruths to be self-evident, that all men are created
dowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights,
Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness.” Strauss then
pernicious historicism that had enveloped his
d the world into the most devastating war in
f natural right leads to nihilism—nay, it
onality of nihilism,

icism, flows from the

Independenc
equal, that they are en
that among these are Life,
contrasted this noble creed to the
own native Germany and plunge:
history. Our “contemporary rejection o
is identical with nihilism.” Moderns seek to escape the irrati
but “the more we cultivate reason, the more we cultivate nihilism.”
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As Strauss saw it, only two armies co
“Jiber . i ntest the field of moder i
of Th?)ﬁl :;f‘:;lﬁﬁz jf%l;};tlons” and the “Catholic and non- Catl?oll)ilzlé?zgii}lli
modern scicnce, Wh.i e i(:(;un;tely, both a'rmies are misled by their belief in
prevents then from secin st “em to the light of Aristotelian teleolo d
. i g that “all natural beings h gy an
ral destiny, which determines what kind of gs have a natural end, a natu-
?nCieI:its ur{)derStOOd eternal natural right (J)\i:ia;:sl ;fa%:mli) fofithem.” he
instead em « ST ' abandoned i
emerged in tlz: ;irrizzzentlor.lahsm”, another term for the histori:icslnl]t :12;1
ended by destroying all “r e{;{ctlo.n of Europeans to the French Revolution and
facing, together Wit{i . o }e;tlve norms.” Thus, modern man finds himself
theoretical analyet thllletzscl e, a stark c}}oice: “According to Nietzsche, the
A rer(‘imtn 1f§ that realizes the relativity of all compreilen_
for it would destroy thIe): prztzztznegn;tvr‘;z;?hmake .h}l;lman life itself impossible,
action is alone 1 ere within which life or cult
onld choose oﬁ:f)sfﬂt)i:(', “'2(; ;v;ztc ':)};a;fi (‘ian.ger, Stlrlauss continued, “Nietuzrsi}(:fr:
of the theoreti ways: 1 insist on the strictly esoteric ch
O s Iic__aloi.n:g:i ;)fc :;ﬁ;itehat 12 restoret:) the Platonic notiona:)ail:c‘zz
so conceive oy the possibility of theory pro
g Niet‘z)iil:igh}:s:fess.eli;clally subservient to, or dependeitp onl,)iffz I:)i
made the latter, wrong chori]zlg t have known better, but all other moderns
theology—unsatisfactor anz, opne fo.r history, science, or even scholastic
gerous, harrowing lonely d.fﬁunsausf}’mg. alternatives inferior to the dan-
philosophy, the Se;rCh fo};,thl cult, but ultimately rewarding life of genuine
The fomrth and final dic e ets:rnal, unchanging truth.?*
cabtle. Much as Strmnse clai nllr:itltc;nérzz?en l?thegs and Jerusalem, is more
to later mo > acobi to Spinoza, and Mai i
ernbraced ]Sj:izf g;‘;VlSm \:Illrllo Fmed to assimilate to modernity, and m::}? Zdﬁz
cuted, he niover remonced lltllizsoilztazﬁ?id algva}’s be inassimilable and perse-
but he apprecia m. Strauss could not believe in
o cven gfiZed t:e(iitliljuze?s'ois .why f('eI‘IOW atheists such as Plato toIeri(e)g,
losophers. Stra’uss pgartic ;ml : it st:?blhzed society for unthinking nonphi_,
YL (;1 ;ri ;}dfnlred. those Jewish philosophers such as
settling the authority of ti t elr‘ldeas in esoteric writing to keep from un-
ordinary people. Thz tensi y rtjlbbls and the simpleminded religious faith of
phy (Athens) and the powero nf etween the lure of reason in classical philoso-
acknowledged unreconcil do S belief (Jerusalem) remained the single
the answers to our que t.e p.roble'm in Strauss’s writing. If we cannot find
them in bibical reli qi(msD lé)ns in science Qr modern philosophy, can we find
cannot help; neo-T}Z;g ¢ Strauss was ambivalent. The craze for scholastici
H omism offers only the false comfort of dogma. But in tsll::
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deeper mysteries of theology, somewhere beyond the consolation of familiar
rabbinic teachings and the deeper mysteries of Kabbalah, might lie a genuine
and perhaps even compelling alternative not only to modernity but to clas-
sical rationalism. The ancients too had puzzled over the problem of piety,
and all the most profound thinkers, from Socrates and Plato to Maimonides
and Alfarabius (and, at least by implication, to Strauss himself), pondered the
question of embracing religious faith. Strauss’s invocation of “return” in his
lectures in the 1950s at the University of Chicago’s Hillel House seems to
point less toward a renewed classical natural right than toward what Thomas
Pangle, one of Strauss’s most avid followers and among his most perceptive
interpreters, calls “the precondition for true progress, human reverence and
humility;” which may in turn be the “precondition for the discovery of true
human dignity; a certain sense of homelessness may be the precondition for
true homecoming.”? I will return to this problem in my conclusion.
Those four distinctions not only convey Strauss’s central ideas, but also
indicate the most prominent of the targets on which his critics have con-
centrated their fire. From the first reviews to the most recent denunciations,
Strauss has attracted spirited attacks, a feature of his writings that his defend-
ers interpret— much as Strauss himself did—as irrefutable evidence of his
wisdom and his critics’ wrongheadedness. Strauss never bothered to situate
his interpretations in the scholarly literature or to locate the texts he studied
in their historical contexts. He did not care much about his contemporaries in
the community of scholars or about what meanings earlier readers might have
taken from the writers he studied. His concept of esoteric writing—applied
initially to those he studied and eventually to his own production as well—
provided him an all-purpose escape hatch from any criticism. From Strauss’s
perspective, those who disagreed with him simply Jacked the intelligence, the
integrity, the insight, the erudition, or the persistence to read with sufficient
care. According to his critics, Strauss’s method showed his monumental ar-
rogance and authorized his virtuoso performances of willful misreading.
Finally, and most maddening of all, Strauss never felt compelled to advance
arguments on behalf of the idea of natural right he found in the ancient philoso-
phers he most admired. He considered their superiority self-evident and their
meaning accessible enough for those inclined and equipped to study them as
he did.2¢ “T really believe,” he wrote in a letter to the German historian of ideas
Karl Lowith in 1946, “that the perfect political order, as Plato and Aristotle
have sketched it, is the perfect political order.”?’ Or as Strauss expressed his
animating conviction in 1963: “Philosophy in the strict and classical sense is
[the] quest for the eternal order or for the eternal cause or causes of all things. It
presupposes then that there is an eternal and unchangeable order within which
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History takes place and which is not in any way affected by History.”?® If we
are to take these statements of his convictions not as examples of esoteric writ-
ing to be decoded but at face value, as his students and followers urge us to do
they signal clearly Strauss’s unshakable attachment to his understanding of thé
ideals of Plato and Aristotle and to his understanding of their conceptions of
philosophy, politics, and the world. But it is striking—and bewildering—that
Strauss never deigned to explain either how to reconcile the obvious disagree-
ments among the ancients he revered or the reasons why anyone else should
agree with him about the enduring value of their ideas.

Strauss brought his extraordinary self-confidence with him when he ar-
rived in New York City to teach at the New School for Social Research. In
two lectures that he delivered there in 1941, he excoriated the methodol(;gi—
cal a}pproaches of Marx, Weber, Dewey, Heidegger, Karl Mannheim, and
Lenin—practically all the thinkers to whom his fellow faculty member’s had
expressed their debts. Moreover, he faulted scholars on the left and right alike
for failing to provide through sufficiently charismatic teaching the leadershi
that might have prevented German youth from falling under Hitler’s spelf
In short, not only were academics guilty of corrupting philosophy by suc—.
cumbing to the lure of historicism; Strauss also charged them with facilitat-
ing Nazism.”

When Strauss arrived at the University of Chicago, he had done nothing
to m.as.k his contempt for most of the work being done there. His critiques of
empirical social science, pragmatism, individualism, and neo-Thomism were
well known. Whereas many mainstream social scientists interpreted Kelvin’s
command to “measure” as a warrant for value-free empirical research, Strauss
offe‘red an alternative to that approach: “Political things are by thei’r nature
subject to approval or disapproval, to choice and rejection, to praise and
b%ame.” Their “essence” is “not to be neutral but to raise a claim to men’s obe-
dience, allegiance, decision, or judgment.” One cannot understand “political
things,” Strauss insisted, “if one does not measure them by some standard of
goo‘d.ness or justice. To judge soundly one must know the true standards. If

political philosophy wishes to do justice to its subject matter, it must str.ive
for genuine knowledge of these standards.”*® From Strauss’s ,vantage point
meager and unsatisfactory indeed were the measurements generated by schol-,
arship not grounded on the bedrock of classical philosophy.

The “ritual” that social scientists called “methodology” or “logic” blinded
;'.hem tflo their rzsponsibilities. “While the new political science becomes ever
ess able to see democracy or i ”

“it ever more reflects theymo: cllljri::rglllt o t(;' d'er'nocracy, Strauss”“',amed’
proclivities of democracy,” its ten-
dency toward the least common denominator of the herd. “By teaching in
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effect the equality of literally all desires,” empirical political science “teaches
in effect that there is nothing of which a man ought to be ashamed.” By thus
“Jestroying the possibility of self-contempt, it destroys” even “the possibility
of self-respect.” By leveling all values, “by denying that there are things which
are intrinsically high and others which are intrinsically low,” political science
“unwittingly contributes to the victory of the gutter.”*! Such charges echoed
the worries of Tocqueville, Mill, and Arnold in the nineteenth century and
paralleled other anxieties being expressed in the 1940s and 1950s by critics of
imass culture on the left and the right. But both his shrill tone and his unapol-
ogetic declaration of indebtedness to the truths of ancient wisdom differenti-
ated Strauss’s arguments from those issued by other critics of democracy.
During the eighteen years Strauss wasat Chicago, American culture changed
in ways he either did not recognize or refused to acknowledge in his writing.
By 1967, when Strauss reached age sixty-five, his relentless denunciations of
his scholarly colleagues, academic culture, and liberal democracy had worn
down the forbearance of the administration of the university. As was the case at
Brandeis University, where the equally tireless German émigré Herbert Mar-
cuse was continuing to launch from the left his own denunciations of American
democracy, spirited efforts by the old men’s allies did not save them from being
forced to retire. Marcuse headed west, to the lotusland of La Jolla, California,
where he briefly became the darling of leftist rebels. Strauss continued teaching
the ancient texts he revered, within the rigorous curriculum of St. John’s, An~
napolis, until his death in 1973. From the left and from the right, drawing on
insights from early Marx and Freud, and from Aristotle and Maimonides, these
two lonely voices kept calling on social scientists and political philosophers to
return to the questions of value bracketed by mainstream social science. Out-
side the academy Marcuse and Strauss were sometimes heralded as prophets.
Most scholars working within their own disciplines dismissed them as embar-
rassing cranks and got on with the serious work of measuring empirical data.

WHAT HAS HAPPENED to the distinct challenges that Kohler, Gilson, and
Strauss presented in the middle decades of the twentieth century? Although
certain insights from the Gestaltists were to resurface later on the fringes of
cognitive psychology, in the developmental psychology of Jean Piaget and his
followers, and in the “humanistic psychology” of the 1960s, the discipline as a
whole has continued to move in the direction of behaviorism. Finding funds for
behavioral studies is easier, in part because their results can be measured and
thus characterized more plausibly as science, and in part because such research
is prestructured according to the instruments of control sought by an expert
society.? For a variety of reasons, psychology as a discipline rarely examines the
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issues. of consciousness or values central to the inquiries of the Gestaltists. The
questions that once brought together philosophers and psychologists are rarel
asked outside the fields of developmental or educational psychology. When they
are, the answers tend to come from cognitive scientists such as Daniel Dennet}‘z
or Arthur Zeman, who think in terms of parallel processors or electroencepha-
lographic measurements of neural activities rather than the experience of aware-
ness or the phenomenology of volition.” Reflective undergraduates intrigued b
such issues are gently steered from psychology toward philosophy. There thezr
encounter courses in logic and linguistic analysis often taught by technicians
who shrug that value statements describe emotional states outside the purview
of serious philosophy.** Not surprisingly, such students sometimes wind up in
cul‘tural studies, where their passionate engagement is “validated” (if not always
heightened or deepened), or, more often, they leave the world of scholarshz
al'together. Paradoxically, in recent decades the concern of Gestalt psychologi)r
vs.nth meanings and frameworks has reentered academic life through a series of
side doors, largely as a result of work done by scholars outside the disciplines of
psychology and philosophy. This broader development has attracted consider-
able scholarly attention.”

Scholasticism too is not what it used to be. But if the Gestalt psychologists
woulq be demoralized by the evaporation of their profession’s interest in the
questions that drove their investigations, Gilson might be even more surprised
“by what has happened to Catholic thought. The shift away from unquestion-
ing allegiance to Thomas Aquinas was already apparent in the later work of
Gilson’s fellow French émigré Jacques Maritain, some of whose ruminations
had carried him in the direction of Vatican II by the mid-1950s. The spirited
exchange between Robert Maclver and John Courtney Murray, reported b
John McGreevy in chapter 7 in this volume, indicates that the d;vide separaZ
ing many Catholic thinkers from secular social scientists remained as wide in
the early 1950s as it had been when Hutchins imported Aristotelians to save
th.e University of Chicago from Kelvin’s measuring sticks. Were Gilson’s heirs
W.lth their yearning for universal truth, then to be Strauss’s allies? Not imme—,
dl?tely, and certainly not all of them, for several reasons that merit consider-
ation. First, when Strauss was passing through Paris on his way to England
and eventually to the United States, the neo-Thomist Maritain was Witi Al-
e.xandre Kojeve, among the French intellectuals whom he encounter’ed. At the
time Maritain was already experimenting with the idea of a “Judeo-Christian
tradition.” He used the phrase in lectures delivered in Spain in 1934; in his
book Humanisme intégral (1936) he was among the first scholars to i,dentify
th‘e close relation between “Judeo-Christian values” and the concept of alien-
ation advanced by Marx in the 1840s. The fact that Maritain had converted to
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Catholicism from Protestantism and his beloved wife Raissa to Catholicism
from Judaism no doubt played a part in broadening his sensibility. So too did
the political convictions that led Maritain to admire Dorothy Day and the
Catholic Worker movement, a progressive sensibility that prompted some ob-
servers to dub Maritain “the Catholic Marx” or, more aptly, “the Catholic
Jaurgs.”*

But none of that ecumenical spirit impressed Strauss, for whom Judaism
remained distinct from all forms of Christianity, and for whom philosophy,
not theology, remained fundamental. From Strauss’s perspective reason could
provide no foundation for religious faith. For him scholasticism represented
a retreat from philosophy into dogmatism. Using the concept of the “Judeo-
Christian tradition,” he observed, served only “to blur and to conceal grave
differences. Cultural pluralism can only be had, it seems, at the price of blunt-
ing all edges.”*” Strauss preferred to keep his edges sharp.

So too did those on both sides of another divide that widened in the late
19308, the divide between pragmatism, allied with science, and religion,
which despite Strauss’s grumbling came increasingly to mean just such an
undifferentiated “Judeo-Christian tradition.” Maritain was widely admired
in Catholic circles as a neo-Thomist scholar, but unlike Gilson he wrote as
much about contemporary issues as he did about medieval culture. His prom-
inence drew the attention of Hutchins, who tried three times t0 recruit him
to Chicago. Hutchins wanted Maritain as a counterbalance to the university’s

prevailing tendencies toward either Dewey’s pragmatism or Carnap’s logical
positivism. For precisely that reason Chicago’s philosophers objected to ap-
pointing a man they considered an “absolutist” and a “propagandist” rather
than a scholar®®

Similar mutual antagonism marred the efforts of Adler, the conservative
rabbi Amos Finkelstein, and the Harvard astronomer Harlow Shapley to con-
vene a national conference to air, and perhaps resolve, the tensions among sci-
ence, philosophy, and religion. The conference organizers, following the ar-

chitecture suggested in Maritain’s The Degree of Knowledge (1922), conceived of -

knowledge ascending from a solid base of empirical science to the intermediate
stage of metaphysics and finally culminating at the pinnacle of religious faith.
The conference they had in mind would ratify Maritain’s conception of science
as subservient to philosophy, and both assubservient to religion. But Adler, typ-
ically, poisoned the proceedings even before they could begin. He demanded
that the conference “repudiate the scientism or positivism which dominates
every aspect of modern culture.” Lest there be any misunderstanding, he in-
sisted that “religious knowledge, because supernaturally generated, must be
superior to philosophy and science as merely natural knowledge.” Maclver
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replied that Adler’s demands would end inquiry before it began and thus pre-
vent the “exploration” that Shapley offered as the purpose of the gatherIi)n

When the conference convened at New York’s Jewish Theological Seminarg .
in September 1940, Adler’s paper “God and the Professors” picked up wherz
Adler had left off when he was an undergraduate at Columbia. “Democrac

has much more to fear from the mentality of its teachers,” Adler wrote “thar}i
from Fhe nihilism of Hitler.” Without firm religious foundations, he vs;arned
American culture would crumble. Adler’s listeners had no trouble; identifying,
Dewey, America’s premier teacher, and his naturalist allies as Adler’s chief
t;rge“ts. Ma'ritain, striking a more moderate tone, spoke in support of the idea
Ehztl ge}:lyiejenmental science” should not be taken as “the supreme standard of

The philosophers Sidney Hook and Horace Kallen, Dewey’s and James’s
bulldogs, returned fire immediately. Both Hook and Kallen remained engaged
for the next three years as successive conferences debated the relative mefiti of
pragmatism and religion and their affinities with democracy, which champions
of bot'h camps claimed as their own. Dewey himself, although invited by Fin-
%{elsteln to participate in the discussions, refused on the grounds that natural-
ists sho.uld not be forced to subordinate their own worldview to that of religious
apologists—as had happened in the opening session of the conference in 1940
Kallen’s public presentations and his correspondence revealed his deep—segtt.(i
Slstru.st of Catholicism: ever since Al Smith’s 1928 presidential campaign, the

jcqtahtarian intent of the church has been extraordinarily aggressive an(jl ac-
t1v1st.’j 3 Kallen, usually heralded as one of the leading champions of cultural
plu.refhsm, had come a long way from James’s celebration of the varieties of
rehglous experience. That distance testified to the ways in which the inter-
n‘atlonal and cultural tensions of the late 1930s and early 1940s widened the
rTft between naturalists—including most pragmatists, empirical social scien-
tists, and professional philosophers—and defenders of the new triple alliance
of Protestant, Catholic, and Jewish leaders grouped beneath the rubric of the
“Tudeo-Christian tradition.” Despite the depth and significance of that gap
how§ver, another divide was beginning to emerge that would cut across anci
partially obscure it.

Effid'ence of that new rift appears in the different trajectories of Strauss and
Marltaln in the 1950s. Strauss, although as impatient with Catholic dogma-
tism as he was with value-free social science, nevertheless lamented the con-
sequences of the decline of religious observance. Much as Strauss loathed the
notion that philosophy should bow to religion, as Adler and Maritain both be-
hex'red i.t should, he admitted that faith could keep ordinary people from inter-
fering in matters beyond their understanding. When religion declined, culture
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suffered. As he put it, since we now read the morning paper 1ni,:§ad c;}fl :z}:;i
the morning prayer, we face a crisis: “Not every da}y t’l,le same t f1fng,f c same
reminder of man’s absolute duty and exalted destmy' —the stuff o ;e g1ted
practice—“but everyday something new with no re.rmnder o.f dqu in (e::i);zll ed
destiny.” Modern man has lost his moorings. He is drowx‘nnlg. in SSIS)::b ot
tion, knowing more and more about less and 'less; the practica 1mp,0 by o
concentration upon the very few essential things upon w'hu.:h man’s x:h oness
entirely depends.” He tries to compen§ate for' that specm;zau'on'g;s  sham
universality, by the stimulation of all kmd's of interests an curiost without
true passion.” In short, although Strauss dld. not draw this conneclzicmnl,\ﬁems(:he
erns face precisely the threat that Tocqu'evﬂle and Weper as v;e as o
feared, “the danger of universal philistims.m ax}'id c(;_ereezlzilg ncotr}l1 ;rr‘:lﬁz éathohc
itai contrast, was moving in the di
Chzt\lliir}itzln; E}leole would take in the aftermath of Vatican 1L Ratt}}ieera';}tl:rri
insisting on the distance between faith and' knowledge, or between e atrer
life and this life, Maritain became increasingly ad.amant abou; app 317_1 egcon—
principles of Christianity to the problems (?f society and po itics. He con
ceded that “supernatural faith does not provide us with any }f)a}rt}cu arsoc
or political system,” but he insisted that the‘ fundamental C r1;t1andation ne
of the equality of all of God’s children provided the stronge.st ((;un on o
the democratic ideals to which the United States‘wai committe ;s i na > 1 )
In 2 nod to Dewey’s conception of a “common faith,” he conceded t sgc I()ie.t;; ¢
could share the same commitment to justice even though they groun tc}el : tlthis
different philosophical premises: “The pointwe are again stressing 1s thaceht
faith and inspiration, and the concept of itself which democra;;ff nle; b
these do not belong to the order of religious creed and et‘e1'~r?al ife, r}*lhe(}ﬂ b
temporal or secular order of earthly life, of cultu%‘e.or c1v1;1zat10n. The ot
in question is a cvic OT secular faith.” Although rel'lg.lous be. 1eve}rls W i o
rinue to base their political thinking on thel‘r re11g101.1s faith, t“ey sho a0
able to ally with secular people who share their commltme}rllt t(; tfutte jarllue "
telligence, human dignity, freedom, brotherly love, and the a N;o T;lin lue 0
moral good.” Such allies should be able to reach agreefnent,‘d a11*1 v tha',c
on 2 “democratic charter” that would include a long list of ideals, :z: I:holics
might seem banal to most readers today but was h.ardly tl‘tat :ix'nilonlgri a;l bl
in 1951. Maritain included, among many othe? ideals, po bl-tll-c%‘ ”g“mutual
liberties, social rights and liberties, corresponding respons1h i 1t1es,1e o
rights and duties of groups and the State; goverr'lme‘nt of t ; Petl)i n:i S}; the
people, and for the people; functions of authority in a 130 }lltlc]j nd e,
democracy,” “human equality, justice l?etween persons an tl.e‘ 0 yffeedon,l
and, finally, “civil friendship and an ideal of fraternity, reiigious ,
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mutual tolerance and mutual respect between various spiritual communities
and schools of thought.”* Few French Catholics endorsed such ideas so en-
thusiastically a decade before Vatican II.

Not only did Maritain commit himself to the ideals of democracy, equal-
ity, and pluralism, but he also argued that just as those who challenged social
hierarchy were considered heretics in the Middle Ages, so “in a lay society
of free men the heretic is the breaker of the ‘common democratic beliefs
and practices,” the one who takes a stand against freedom, or against the ba-
sic equality of men.”® He singled out and explicitly renounced Aristotle’s
conception of static social orders and his exclusion of ordinary people from
participation in public life as antithetical to the democratic creed. The mid-
twentieth-century heretic, in other words, was an unrepentant Aristotelian
such as Leo Strauss.

In stark contrast to Dewey and to Maritain, Strauss did believe in hierar-
chy. In equally stark contrast, he denied that his classical political ideal could
ever be realized in practice. For that reason he advised those committed to
the pursuit of truth that they should separate themselves from the affairs
of the polis. All the great philosophers of the past had learned a hard lesson
from the death of Socrates: the masses will neither understand nor appreciate

your quest for truth. If you persist, and if you let the common people know
what you are doing, you will be persecuted. Philosophers should instead with-
draw into esoteric writing. They should take refuge behind a veil that masks
their dangerous ideas from all but those few brave souls with the intelligence
and courage to become disciples.** Philosophers, Strauss insisted, should
devote themselves to the heroic quest for unchanging truth, which is to be
found, as Strauss put it in the letter to Lowith already quoted, in the proper
understanding of Plato and Aristotle. Strauss proclaimed himself friendly to
liberal democracy—although his admission that he could not flatter it might
be taken as a hint to his deeper readers—yet his concept of eternal natural
right was essentially inconsistent with the principles of equality, toleration,
mutual respect, and popular sovereignty that Maritain and Dewey both of-
fered as the heart of an open-ended and experimental culture of democracy.
‘When American Catholic culture left its seclusion and wholeheartedly em-
braced the civic ideals of American democracy after World War II, the most
virulent forms of American anti-Catholicism began to wane. When the vision
of Catholicism that emerged from Vatican II began to attract increasing num-
bers of Catholics, and when their commitment to transforming their church
began to antagonize those who remained committed to its older traditions of
isolation, hierarchy, and obedience, the American Catholic Church, previously
divided along ethnic lines but more or less united on doctrine and practice,
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ruptured. Millions of ecumenically inclined post—Vatican II Catholics made
common cause with Reform Judaism and the denominations of liberal Protes-
tantism, while more conservative Catholics went looking in other directions for
the stability and serenity they missed. Many such disgruntled Catholics turned
toward the idea of natural law, and some believed that Strauss’s classical politi-
cal rationalism could offer them a philosophical home.
Some of Strauss’s own writings about religion seem to suggest grounds for
such an alliance. From the time of his early critique of Spinoza’s naturalism
and his appreciation of Maimonides’ rationalism, Strauss portrayed the rab-
binical and Christian traditions of biblical hermeneutics as the opposite of
genuine religion just as he portrayed positivist science as the opposite of gen-
uine philosophy. Strauss thought that revelation must provide believers with
bedrock truths as unchanging as the truth of natural law. But like his account
of philosophy, his account of religion provoked spirited criticism. As Strauss’s
contemporary Simon Rawidowicz argued in his essay “On Interpretation,”
the rabbinic tradition put at the center of Judaism a series of intersubjectively
established understandings of scripture. Rather than a unitary truth revealed
once and for all, a truth grasped immediately by reason, Rawidowicz identi-
fied an unstable and unfolding tradition of interpretations. Just as Strauss
rejected the practice of empirical philosophy, which he saw as a pathetic and
fatile denial of ancient wisdom, so he rejected the practice of biblical herme-
neutics. But in both cases his uneasiness with doubt exposed him as a captive
of the post-Cartesian obsession with certainty that he excoriated when he
saw it in the modern philosopbers of science and naturalism. Strauss rejected
the alternative that his bétes noires, Rousseau, Weber, James, and Dewey,
embraced, the possibility that uncertainty might prove fruitful rather than
sterile. If truths are discursively generated and admittedly provisional, they
lack the grandeur Strauss sought in philosophy. But in light of Strauss’s late
admission of his own uncertainties about the relation between religion and
philosophy, an admission I will discuss in my conclusion, and in light of his
final denial that there was a rational basis for choosing between the claims of
faith as he understood it and the claims of reason, the confidence of many of
his followers that they could make common cause with conservative Chris-
tians—and vice versa—seems misplaced.”

AT THEIR LEAST convincing, Strauss and his students sometimes resemble
the pre-Vatican II Catholic Church: inward-looking, cultish, ritualistic, dog-
matic, authoritarian, and convinced they have access to a truth known to them
alone. And at our most intemperate, we critics of Strauss and his followers
can resemble the conspiracy-mongering anti-Catholics of the 1930s and 1940s
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(mea culpa). If the dynamic of inclusion drew Catholics out of their parochial-
ism and into the broader culture and drove the most fanatical of their foes to
control their paranoia, might a similar dynamic lead more Straussians and anti-
Straussians, and perhaps other scholarly antagonists, to moderate their claims
and counterclaims?* Does it matter?

The stakes for the twenty-first century remain high. Nationally, enroll-
ments in nonrequired courses in the humanities and the discursive social
sciences are shrinking. Students today have urgent questions. Do humanists
and social theorists have any answers? A look back to the middle third of the
twentieth century suggests that international tensions can poison academic
discourse, and the implications of the recent return to prominence of Strauss-
ian ways of thinking and talking can hardly encourage those of us still stuck
in the second cave. As the resurgence of interest in Strauss should remind us,
in times of perceived crisis Americans have frequently turned to the rock-
hard principles of patriotism and xenophobia. Strauss is back in vogue in part
because he claimed to know the eternal and unchanging truth. Do we in the
academy who criticize Strauss have any convincing alternatives to offer stu-
dents who ask why they should believe us and not him? Many observers have
noted that the dynamic of inclusion in American academic life has operated
in such a way that the very ideals that drove it, tolerance of diversity and the
celebration of pluralism, the ideals that Gilson accurately attributed to Wil-
liam James and Ralph Barton Perry, have undercut our confidence in the ideas
of universal reason and human dignity. If all knowledge has become suspect,
if all our inquiries now seek to unmask power and empower the dispossessed,
then it is understandable that students wonder why they should bother with
the humanities and discursive social sciences instead of simply learning how
to wield power themselves once they leave school.

In 1945, when Harvard rethought its curriculum at the behest of President
James Conant and issued General Education in a Free Society, the Red Book,
which sold more than forty thousand copies and helped shape secondary and
higher education for a generation, its authors invoked the idea of a “coherent
national culture” that was “not wholly of the new world since it came from
the old,” and “not wholly given to innovation since it acknowledges certain
fixed beliefs.” Nor was this national sensibility “wholly a law unto itself,”
since Americans concede “there are principles above the state.” Among the
“intangibles of the American spirit” the report sought to incorporate were
“the ideal of co-operation on the level of action irrespective of agreement on
ultimates—which is to say, belief in the worth and meaning of the human
spirit, however one may understand it.” Harvard committed itself to teaching
“the place of human aspirations and ideals in the total scheme of things.”¥



148 JAMES T. KLOPPENBERG

Reading language of that sort today makes many scholars cringe. We distrust
coherence, fixed beliefs, principles, ideals, ultimates, aspirations, and loose
talk about “the human spirit.” Yet the culture outside our universities is satu-
rated with such talk, and many of our best students hunger for it. Meanwhile,
we busy ourselves making our humanistic studies ever more particularist
and historicist, and our philosophical and social scientific studies ever more
bloodless and abstract. Professional pressures can be difficult to resist.

Despite the best efforts of analytic philosophers and value-free social scien-
tists, however, and against the odds, all three of the unconventional challenges
to mainstream academic culture discussed in this chapter have survived. First,
interpretive or hermeneutical strands of inquiry descended from or reminiscent
of Gestalt psychology persist in anthropology, history, and sociology, and even
on the fringes of some first-rate departments of economics, psychology, and po-
litical science.*® Second, Christian moral theologians, although less likely to in-
voke Gilson or Maritain then Curran or Kiing, have created a thriving field, with
contributions coming from women as well as men, and from the southern as well
as the northern hemisphere. Amid the cacophony of world Christianity some
believers perceive reasons for hope concerning the future of their faith, despite
the gloomy prospects facing the state churches of northern Europe.” Third, and
finally, Strauss’s brand of Aristotelianism continues to attract ardent adherents
uncowed by the persistent ridicule they face in scholarly circles. The appeal of the
idea of eternal truth appears to have considerable staying power.*® None of these
rival discourses occupies a place in the academic mainstream; none has routed its
foes. Yet all three persist, and I think they are here to stay. Why?

Strauss’s most arresting and surprising ideas, I believe, appeared in a series
of talks he gave for Jewish audiences in the Hillel House at the University of
Chicago in the late 1950s. Consideration of those talks will lead to my conclu-
sion. “Philosophy in its original and full sense,” he contended, “is certainly
incompatible with the Biblical way of life. Philosophy and the Bible are the al-
ternatives, or the antagonists in the drama of the human soul. Each of the two
antagonists claims to know or to hold the truth, the decisive truth, the truth
regarding the right way of life.” Although Strauss did not frame the inquiry in
this way, from our perspective fifty years later I think we could add to his ac-
count of this struggle between Aristotle and the Bible two further contenders,
the philosophy profession dominated by descendents of Carnap and Quine
and the social and behavioral sciences pursued under the aegis of Kelvin and
within William James Hall. Imagine then, in place of Strauss’s battle between
religion and philosophy, a four-way tussle. Yet, in Strauss’s words, “there can
be only one truth: hence, conflict between these claims, and necessarily con-
flict among thinking beings; and that means, inevitably, argument.”
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No independent, objective way to resolve this central disagreement exists,
according to Strauss, because believers and nonbelievers alike invoke their
own experience as irrefutable evidence to validate their claims. Since both
sides must concede at least the possibility that the other might be right, even
“the choice of philosophy,” just as much as the choice of religion, “is based on
faith. In other words, the quest for evident knowledge rests itself on an unevi-
dent premise. And it seems to me that this difficulty underlies all present-day
philosophizing, and that it is this difficulty which is at the bottom of what
in the social sciences is called the value problem: that philosophy or science,
however you call it, is incapable of giving an account of its own necessity.”
Neither William James nor Max Weber could have put it better. Indeed, it
was precisely the problem they identified at the heart of modernity, although
Strauss conveniently neglected to acknowledge the perceptiveness of their
analysis when addressing his audience at Hillel House.

Strauss resisted the impulse to decide such matters according to any consensus
reached by the appropriate communities of inquiry, or according to consequences,
as pragmatists or utilitarians might do, because he judged the consequences of
both natural science and social science ambiguous at best and disastrous—“in
the age of the hydrogen bomb”—at worst. He did concede, however, that this
inescapable “antagonism” must be worked out “by us in action. That is to say: it
seems to me that the core, the nerve, of Western intellectual history, Western
spiritual history, one could almost say, is the conflict between the Biblical and the
philosophic notions of the good life”—and, I would add, also between the visions
offered by their competitors from twentieth-century logic and empirical social
science. Acknowledging the inescapability of this conflict, Strauss admitted in
a rare understatement, is “at first, a very disconcerting observation,” especially

within the framework of Strauss’s own ambitious claims for classical rational-
ism. But there is nevertheless “something reassuring and comforting about it,” he
continued, because the “very life of Western civilization is the life between two
codes, a fundamental tension.”

Strauss’s closing words strike a chord that should reverberate as we reflect
on the status of the humanities today, on the dynamic of inclusion in the hu-
manities, and on the consequences of that dynamic for ourselves and our stu-
dents: “This comforting thought is justified only if we live that life, if we live
that conflict. No one can be both a philosopher and a theologian, nor, for that
matter, some possibility which transcends the conflict between philosophy and
theology, or pretends to be a synthesis of both.” There will be no via media
here. “But every one of us can be and ought to be one or the other, the phi-
losopher open to the challenge of theology or the theologian open to the

challenge of philosophy.”*!
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In the end even Strauss, among the most vociferous proponents of the idea
of unchanging natural right in the twentieth century, was forced to face the
stark choice imposed by the world’s disenchantment. He had to concede that
his choice—every individual’s choice—is ultimately a leap of faith. After all
the abuse Strauss had heaped on James and Weber, there is something un-
canny about his own return to the existential dilemma that sparked their best
writing in such essays as James’s brilliant “On a Certain Blindness in Human
Beings” and Weber’s haunting “Politics as a Vocation.” There is also some-
thing bracing, and perhaps even inspiring, about Strauss’s advice to leave our-
selves open to the challenges posed by the options we decide not to choose.
Whether one leaps in the direction of Kelvin’s measurements or Carnap’s
logic, or in response to Kéhler’s Gestaltist valuings or Gilson’s scholasticism
or Maritain’s ecumenism, in the direction of Strauss’s own concept of un-
changing natural right, or in the direction of any other ideas or ideals, it is not
possible to avoid choosing any more than James, or Weber, or Strauss him-
self could avoid it. Kelvin to the contrary notwithstanding, every measure-
ment we make in the Geisteswissenschaften depends on qualitative judgments
that we should face directly rather than trying to evade. All the chapters in
this volume show how the Geisteswissenschaften and the range of people in-
volved in such studies have broadened in recent decades. Were the scope of
the questions we ask to shrink at the conclusion of those processes of expan-
sion and inclusion, that result would be not only ironic but tragic. Studying
the questions of value at the heart of the humanities and discursive social
sciences remains worth the effort because it can help us, and because it can
help our students, see more clearly and judge more perceptively the nature of
the problems and the cultural rewards and the collective costs of the choices
we make among the options we face. If we can persuade those we teach—and
if we ourselves concede—that the unchanging truth that Ogburn tried to
derive from Kelvin and that Strauss sought in Plato will elude us forever, we
might enable our students to find through rigorous humanistic inquiry the
resources they will need to answer for themselves James’s urgent, perennial
question: “What Makes a Life Significant?”>?
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egorization of social scientists who study how people respond to happiness and cope with un-
happiness, aim less to understand felt experience than to predict future behavior based on the
analysis of empirical data. See Jon Gertner, “The Futile Pursuit of Happiness,” New York Times
Magezine, September 7, 2003, 44-91.

Finally, some medical schools now expose physicians-in-training to courses in “narrative
medicine,” which are designed to equip them with a radical new diagnostic tool: listening. Some
renegade psychiatrists contend that patients themselves might be the best judges of whether
“talking through” trauma has greater therapeutic value than repressing memories of pain and
loss. Making sense of medical conditions by understanding patients’ lives and listening carefully
to their stories before turning them over to the machines that will yield the measurements on
which diagnoses will be based are approaches that descend directly (although probably un-
consciously) from the insights of Gestalt psychology. Whether such techniques will meet the
rigorous standards of insurance companies that determine medical practice by measuring costs
against benefits remains to be seen.

34. In his chapter in this volume Bruce Kuklick quotes W. V. O. Quine’s dismissive charac-
terization of such a seeker as “misguided” and probably just “not a very good student.” Kuklick’s
account of the abdication by most professional philosophers of any responsibility for addressing
questions of value (an account that makes clear why John Cleese is the ideal choice as the offi-
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cial voice for the outreach efforts of the American Philosqphjcal Associati(')n) might al'so help t(l)
explain why courses in intellectual history, in some of which at least such issues remain central,

i t student interest. . .
com;?.uge:: ?htl::gncludjng pages of Kuklick’s chapter in this volume, and cf. David A.dI;Inolhn.ger,
«“How Wide the Circle of the ‘We’? American Intellectuals anq the Problem of tl.le Ethnos Sl;h::e
World War II,” originally published in American Historical Review 98 (1993), and mc;oﬁoraFe in
Hollinger, Postetbnic America, rev. ed. (New York: Basic Books, z.ooo): 1 h.ave addres.se ' ;se IS?U}C;S
in two articles: “Why History Matters to Political Theory,f’ in Sczentzﬁc Authority in wsentzet -
Century America, ed. Ronald Walters (Baltimore: Johns Hf)pkms University Press, 19?7), 1 5I—)zo4,
reprinted in James T. Kloppenberg, The Virtues of Liberalism (New York: O)cforq U'mv;e:sny re}s:-;(
1998), 155-178; and “Pragmatism: An Old Name for S'orm.e Nevtr ‘Ways of Thm.kullg. P]oum;;m
American History 83 (1996): 100-138, reprinted in Morris D1<§kste1n, ed., The R'e'uzva q;‘e ragmatis
(Durham: Duke University Press, 1998), 83-127. See also Rlcha.rd J. Bernstein, The estructt A nn§
of Social and Political Theory New York: Harcourt Brace ]c?vanoY1ch, 1976), an.d Be'rnstefull), eytml
Objectivisne and Relativism: Science, Hermeneutics, and Praxis (Philadelphia: Umvers1t)i o : ennsyl-
vania Press, 1083), two brilliant studies that remain the best accounts of t.he comphex ynamtlics
that restored the rich traditions of critical theory, phenomenology, pragmatism, @d (j.frmeﬁeu cls(
to (at least the margins of) American academic discourse. A more recent Overview of suc ;vo%- ‘
is Joan W. Scott and Debra Keates, eds., Schools of Y;hougbt: Teventy-five Years of Interpretive Socia

i i n: Princeton University Press, 2001).
Saezﬁé (_?;?lzzoMaritain, Humanism intégrale (Paris: Aubier, 1936), 55- See alsol:'[oh.’r} Hellm;xol],f
“The Opening to the Left in French Catholicism: The Role of the Persor.m.lsts’,r]céz.njrm o
the History of Ideas 34 (1973): 3813905 Mark Silk, “Notes on the ]u@eo—Chnstlanb ;a Cl'uon
America,” American Quarterly 36 (1984): 65-85; and James Terence Flsh.er, The Catholic Counter-
culture in America, 1933-1962 (Chapel Hill: University of No@ (”Z;flrohna Pre'ss, Ig?)g?3 71;1922

37. Strauss, “An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism,” in The Eebzrtb of '10 Tgﬂ -
tionakism, 31. On Strauss in Paris, see Sheppard, “Leo Strauss and the Polmc§ of Exile,” 8o—9o0.

38. On the campaign to hire ‘Maritain, see Mayer, Robert Maynard Hutchins, © Ifh—I 19. fone

39. My account of these conferences and the disputes rhc?y'eng.endered follov\.rs e g{;ie en.
account in James Gilbert, Redeeming Culture: American Religion in an Age of Science (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1097)- All q(xilotatic.)ns z;:re. taker'l fﬁom”pp; 62-93.

“An Introduction to Heideggerian Existentialism,” 31.

ij ’sl"?vzuszcellent compilations of Maritain’s writings have been e.dit'ed by Joseph \Aél}*ivalns
and Leo R. Ward, The Social and Political Philosophy of Facques Maritain (Ne:w Yt')rk: : 1\?r ;s
Scribner’s Sons, 1955), and Challenges and Renewals Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre
Dame Press, 1966). The quotation is fr})m t;)he fozmer volume, p. 122.

itain, Social and Political Philosophy, 136—140. .

Z; ?ﬁf;,t aIIZQiA,I, 328-329. See also 264-265, in which Maritain emphas}%es tIhg dut};
of Christians to put their ideals into practice rather th.an remain a109f from poht;c(sl. o no
want to exaggerate the progressivism of Maritain’s soclzfl thought..I-.Ils embrace o em(t)l:racg
is noteworthy only in contrast to the prevailing Cat.hohc sct.xolasumsrfx of the x(llmeteen thane
early twentieth centuries. In the years following Vaucar} II his reputation wane arr];ong do}si
Catholics eager for more rapid change than he was willing to countenance.dea(;I erna]; me:
Doering, Jacques Maritain and the French Catholic Intellectuals Notre Dame, Ind.: Notre Da

i i ess, 1983). . o ‘
Um:z.rs}lf{uire in c%n?emporary American politics (including some in the adrmmst.raugn th(;f
President George W. Bush) who declare their allegiar.lce to Strauss seem to have misse ls
important point, although Strauss himself emphasized it often enough. For one recex:it (‘e;\(:;i?p e
of this curious blindness to the master’s explicit warnings, see Steven Lenzner an kll1 1ar1n
Kristol, “What Was Leo Strauss Up To?” Public Interest 153 (Fall 2003): 19-39. A.fte¥ gc oW -f
edging the danger of persecution that philosophers face and the consequent signiiicance 0
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Strauss’s reliance on esoteric writing, Lenzner and Kristol nevertheless opine that Strauss’s
preferred “classical writers” are “for almost all practical purposes what now are called conser-
vatives” and conclude that “President Bush’s advocacy of regime change—which avoids the
pitfalls of a wishful global universalism on the one hand, and a fatalistic cultural determinism
on the other—is a not altogether unworthy product of Straussian rehabilitation of the notion
of regime.” The distance separating such partisan polemics from Strauss’s own conception of
philosophical writing seems self-evident.

45. For the argument in this paragraph I am indebted to my colleague Peter Gordon, who
directed my attention to the essay by Simon Rawidowicz, “On Interpretation,” originally pub-
lished in 1957 and reprinted in Rawidowicz, Studies in Fewish Thought, ed. Nahum Glatzner
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1974). As Gordon put it in an e-mail message to me
dated March 3, 2004: “What makes Rawidowicz so appealing is that he cuts against [Strauss’s]
authoritarian notion of an incorrigible religious knowledge with the suggestion that, contra
the Spinozistic phantasm of revelation, the rabbis and the greatest philosophers of the Jew-
ish tradition understood that all revelation is interpretive, i.e., intersubjectively established.
This possibility—the promising possibility of an ongoing intersubjective discussion as to what
‘revelation’ is, or as to what ‘values’ have a grip on us—is just what Strauss misses, since he
seems to fear that any concession to the intersubjective and historical constitution of values is a
concession to the mob, to history, and a betrayal of what he thinks values are supposed to be: in-
corrigible and beyond intersubjective revision, just like hard-and-fast naturalistic facts.” Strauss
appealed, Gordon concludes, “to a model of values that is not the alternative to a culture of facts,
but seems to be modeled afier the culture of facts.” I return to this problem in my conclusion.

46. In other words, might William Kristol learn to sound more like William Galston?

47. General Education in a Free Society (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1945). See
the discussions of this book in Keller and Keller, Mrking Harvard Modern, and Richard Norton
Smith, The Harvard Century: The Making of 2 University to the Nation (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1986).

48. Even among champions of rational choice, change may be stirring. Following the pio-~
neering efforts of founders such as William Riker and Mancur Olson, a later generation of
rational choice theorists has begun taking its cues from political scientists such as Robert Bates.
In his studies that apply rational choice models to developing countries, Bates recommends an
eclectic approach that takes into account cultural meanings, social structures, and institutions.
In his words, “Anyone working in other cultures knows that people’s beliefs and values mat-
ter, so too do the distinctive characteristics of their institutions.” See Bates, “Macropolitical
Economy in the Field of Development,” in Perspectives on Positive Political Economy, ed.J. Alt and
Ken Shepsle (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 87. For broader discussions of
this phenomenon, see Gabriel Almond, “Political Science: The History of the Discipline,” in
A New Handbook of Political Science, ed. Robert E. Goodin and Hans-Dieter Klingemann (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1996), and S. M. Amadae, Rationalizing Capitalist Democracy: The
Cold War Origins of Rational Choice Liberalism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003). On
the more general topic of hermeneutics in the social sciences, see Bernstein, The Restructuring
of Social and Political Theory; Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism; and Scott and Keates,
Schools of Thoughs.

49. On these developments see Alister E. McGrath, The Future of Christianity (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2001); Lamin Sanneh, Whose Religion Is Christianity? The Gospel beyond the West
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2003); and Philip Jenkins, The Next Christendom: The Coming
of Global Christianity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003).

50. Straussians’ access to the generosity of wealthy foundations makes it difficult to portray
them convincingly as marginalized outsiders, the image they cherish.

51. Strauss, “Progress or Return?” in The Rebirth of Classical Rationalism, 260—261, 269~2770.

52. Are any of us prepared, as historians of the humanities and the discursive social sci-
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ences, to make a case for what contribution these disciplines should make to American culture
in the twenty-first century, or for what colleges and universities should offer their students as
a liberal education? We are master unmaskers, saperb debunkers, but what constructive ideas
can we offer? I believe there are resources within the American tradition of pragmatism that re-
[main attractive to us as inheritors and participants in 2 democratic culture descended from the
classical and Judeo-Christian traditions. I have advanced that argument and discussed James’s
essays “On a Certain Blindness in Human Beings” and “What Makes a Life Significant?” in
the introductory and concluding sections of my contribution to Education and Democracy: Re-
imagining Liberal Learning in America, ed. Robert Orrill (New York: College Board, 1997),
69—75, 100-104. James delivered several versions of these two essays in the mid-18gos; they
were published in his book Tiks to Teachers on Psychology and to Students on Some of Life’s Ideals
(1899; rpt. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1983). Weber’s speech “Politik als Beruf,”
first delivered and published in 1919 and translated as “Politics as a Vocation,” is available in
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, trans. and ed. Hans Gerth and C. Wright Mills (x919;
rpt. New York: Oxford University Press, 1948), and in a different and, from my perspec-
tive, superior translation in Max Weber: Selections in Translation, ed. W. G. Runciman, trans.
E. Matthews (1919; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978).






