
	 Our 2015 conference, advertised 
with this Newsletter, has some risks. Let me 
speak to them here. !
	 The first risk is the book. Pour La 
Justice is bi-lingual, as befits this year’s 
theme. However, most of  us read French 
and the majority of  its essays are in 
English, in any case. It is out of  print. 
However, we have made the book 
available to all members on our website. 
You will also note there an Addendum 
that details where a number of  its French 
essays can be found in English. I believe 
we have met the risks attendant on the 
book being bi-lingual and out of  print. 
	 One of  the foci of  the conference is 
“Maritain Engagé.” No doubt, some 
regard Maritain’s well-known claim to be 
one of  the world’s three true social 
revolutionaries (along with Eduardo Frei 
and Saul Alinsky) as “far-fetched,” at 
best. Thus, this focus presents the 
possible risk of  going down a “blind 
alley,” of  paying attention to what is least 
important in Maritain’s life and oeuvre. 
Yet, consider. How many Parisian 
philosophers were sought by the 
Gestapo?; were as deeply involved in 
speaking to and for the French 
Resistance?; were an Ambassador or an 
architect of  a key United Nations 
declaration?; were the de facto author of  
a Church Credo? From 1914 through 
1945, Maritain was very much a public 
figure. Hi s vo ice mat tered . I t 
diminished in his later years, but it was 
not forgotten, as the furor created by 
the publication of  The Peasant of  the 
Garonne attested. The AMA has rarely 
discussed this aspect of  Maritain’s life, 
but it deserves our attention. We will be 
examining his engagement when, in 
many ways, it was at its height: when 
he was almost daily involved in the 
cause of  the Free French. Pour La Justice 
collects many sides of  this engagement, 
but our Call also references other 
related articles of  this time, notably on 
education. Our theme is no blind alley; 
rather, it is an opportunity to explore a 
side of  Maritain too little noted. 

	 The other focus of  the conference is 
the global challenge of  our own day. 
Certainly, the issues Maritain tackled in 
his day are still very much with us, if  not 
more so. Can there be any doubt that this 
is true, for example, regarding the right 
relation between politics and religion that 
he sought to address? How much light 
can his thought throw on our own 
problems? In particular, the Church’s 
educational commitment to Thomism 
has much diminished since his day. What 
are the current challenges to Thomism 
flourishing in our day and how can these 
be met? This, too, is fertile terrain to be 
plowed. Our challenges today are 
perforce international. The bi-lingual 
nature of  our chosen book symbolizes 
this, but we go beyond symbols in this 
conference. Richard Schenk comes to 
address us from his recent experience in 
Germany and John Haldane will be 
doing the same from Scotland. I have 
also invited the Presidents of  the 
Canadian, French, and Argentinian 
Maritain associations to address us, as 
well as William Sweet, who is just retiring 
from being President of  the Instituto 
Internazionale Jacques Maritain. The 
conference will provide all those 

attending an opportunity to address 
together how best to “fight the good 
fight” Maritain engaged. 
	 Perhaps the greatest risk of  our 2015 
conference is our West Coast venue. We 
last met in San Francisco some two dozen 
years ago and have only once met on the 
West Coast (in Berkeley) since then. 
AMA members on the West Coast are 
accustomed to making the long journey 
East: to the mid-West or the East Coast. 
Those not on the West Coast are not 
accustomed to reciprocating. Past 
experience suggests that, as a result, 
attendance is likely to be somewhat 
down. I hope not. I have done what I 
could in this regard by subsidizing our 
San Francisco hotel, thereby making its 
per day cost more attractive. San 
Francisco is like inner Rome, Paris, 
London, and Manhattan: hotel prices are 
exorbitant. Anyone who knows anything 
about these prices knows that AMA 
members are getting a true “steal” to be 
located two blocks from Union Square 
for the price they will be paying! San 
Francisco food is rightly famous and 
there are fine restaurants at the doorstep 
of  the hotel. And, whatever else the 
weather may be, it almost certainly will 
not be snowing! Plan on taking a late 
winter “break” to come out West and 
attend, as you would were it “back East”! !
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	 Discus s ing S t . Max imus the 
Confessor, Orthodox theologian Fr. 
Dumitru Staniloae writes, “Some of  the 
Fathers of  the Church have said that man 
is a microcosm … [however,] the more 
correct way would be to consider man as 
a macrocosm, because he is called to 
comprehend the whole world within 
himself  … without losing himself,” such 
that “man is called to become the world 
writ large” (1994, p.4). While St. 
Maximus is not referenced in Reading the 
Cosmos: Nature, Science, and Wisdom (edited 
by Giuseppe Butera), Staniloae’s insights 
nonetheless immediately came to mind 
upon encountering the efforts of  these 
fifteen essayists from a myriad of  
disciplines to provide glimpses, into the 
reflection of  the cosmos in the human 
person.  
	 As the title’s words “Wisdom” and 
“Nature” might suggest, many essays 
address Maritain’s conception of  science 
in relation to a “philosophy of  nature.” 
Even so, the distinction between (and 
interrelatedness) of  science and natural 
philosophy illuminate ways in which 
“wisdom” must in the end transcend a 
purely “empiriological”conception of  the 
natural world to include experiences of  
decidedly human concerns, such as 
ethics, politics, and art.  Consequently, 
the essays are divided into four main 
themes: 1) the relation of  science to 
philosophy of  nature, 2) special topics 
within the philosophy of  nature, 3) 
philosophical anthropology, and 4) the 
nature of  human actions. In addition, 
Butera’s introduction provides an 
extremely helpful summary of  each essay, 
while providing touches of  his own 
insight.  
	 Part I begins with a question faced 
by many an instructor trying to convince 
beginning students of  the value of  
philosophy: why should we believe that 
philosophy provides insights into 
“objective reality” (my term) at all, 
especially compared to scientific insights, 
given the enormous diversity of  
philosophical views on many issues? This 
question forces the authors to consider 
closely the difference between philosophy 
and science. Accordingly, Michael Augros 

points out that, contrary to our 
immediate expectations, the fact that 
science needs to test hypotheses to 
determine their plausibility suggests that 
scientific knowledge, unlike the basic 
principles of  logic and the immediate 
awareness of  consciousness, is not 
intrinsically certain. However, the fact 
that these latter experiences and 
principles are noticed “within” individual 
minds and can only be indirectly 
referenced through language, with all its 
limitations, readily fuels the misguided 
conclusion that this knowledge in itself (as 
opposed to our communication about it) 
is less certain than what is empirically 
observed. Likewise, whereas our initial 
ignorance about the capabilities of  
external objects leads readily to a 
realization of  our need to observe them 
closely in order to understand them, the 
immediacy of  our phenomenological 
awareness of  the nature and content of  
our own thought makes it easy for us to 
overlook the need to reflect on this 
awareness to discover the authentic 
knowledge of  reality that arises from such 
reflection.  !

	 	 	  

	 Furthering these insights in Part II, 
Jennifer Rosato, Matthew Pugh, Anthony 
Rizzi, and James Hanink address the 
significance of  the intuitive awareness of  
being for comprehending Maritain’s 
understanding of  the relation of  science 
to metaphysics (and various specifically 
human activities). As they indicate, 
because of  its immediate presence in all 
experience, the presence of  being as such 
to both external objects and one’s own 
e x i s t e n c e i s e a s i l y ove r l o o k e d . 
A c c o rd i n g l y, t h e s e c o n t r i bu to r s 
investigate the manner in which 
contemporary scientists, Thomistic 
philosophers, and the non-academic 
general public tend to conceive of  the 
relation between “science” and “truth.” 
Rosata,  
	 Rizzi, and Pugh, for example, each 
discern that modern science’s emphasis 
on experimental verification and 
prediction encourages a kind of  
“empiriometiricism” and reductionism 
(and even idealism) within science, which 
pays attention only to measuring 
observable regularities. As a result, the 
question of  what is “true” or “real” that 
accounts for these regularities moves from 
being considered inaccessible to science 
qua science to being considered genuinely 
irrelevant or meaningless. Rizzi in 
particular apprehends a fascinating 
implication this holds for the popular 
mind. Because the typica l non-
academician still thinks in terms of  “the 
real” and “the true,” such people come to 
share reductionism’s dismissal of  all non-
scientific truth. Ironically, this means that 
they assign to science alone the status of  
ultimate truth, without noticing that 
scientism itself  rejects this notion. Given 
this, Rosata, Pugh, and others assess how 
Maritain is able to overcome this error by 
distinguishing the “empiriometric” and 
instrumentalist approaches of  science, 
considered purely as science, from the 
philosophy of  nature. For Maritain, the 
latter is rooted in the metaphysical 
recognition of  ultimate being still 
preserved in traces, however confusedly, 
in popular ways of  thinking about the 
natural world.  
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Reading the Cosmos, Con’t 
	 Per Augros’s insight, measurable 
regularities naturally point to, while 
remaining distinct from, comprehensive 
metaphysical accounts which transcend 
empirical verification. Thinkers, though, 
must take care not to treat this 
metaphysical knowledge, sound in its own 
right, as truth that can be scientifically 
demonstrated. In respect to this point, the 
insights of  the above authors set the stage 
for fruitful discussions by Gregory Kerr 
and Travis Dumsday. Part I closes with 
Kerr’s assessment that while some 
defenders of  intelligent design err in 
inter pret ing Antony F lew’s wel l -
documented “conversion” to theism as 
reinforcing the status of  ID as science, 
certain detractors of  ID likewise err in 
failing to realize that the non-scientific 
(strictly speaking) status of  ID does not 
preclude its producing legitimate insights 
from natural philosophy. Dumsday 
considers various challenges confronting 
the philosophy of  science concerning 
internalist, externalist, essentialist and 
d i s p o s i t i o n a l i s t ex p l a n a t i o n s o f  
empirically-verified regularities (“laws”) in 
natural events. Quite cleverly, he proposes 
that the drawbacks of  each of  these 
approaches are best avoided, and their 
strengths preserved, by invoking the 
metaphysical notion of  final causality 
associated with some form of  theism. 
Andrew Jaspers follows Dumsday by 
considering how perceived shortcomings 
of  perdurantist , four-dimensional 
accounts of  the constitution of  “objects” 
arise from impoverished efforts, similar to 
those scrutinized by Maritain and Yves 
Simon, to understand nature on purely 
mathematical, non-metaphysical terms. 
	 Nikolaj Zunic bridges Parts II and III 
by surveying the consequences of  overly 
mathematicized approaches to science, 
and subsequent dismissal of  natural 
philosophy, for studies of  the human 

person. Carrying this theme forward, 
Marie George illuminates how recent 
attempts to ascribe human-like capacities 
to interpret emotions to apes rely on 
questionable experimental inferences. 
(Though not mentioned by George, it also 
seems that a difference of  degree in 
behavior-recognition can amount to a 
difference in kind; a “feeling” of  moral 
accountab i l i t y requ i re s no t ju s t 
recognizing the feelings of  others, but also 
an observer’s recognition that others 
recognize the observer’s emotions, and the 
recognition that these others know that 
the observer recognizes their emotions, 
such as to wonder, “What will they think 
of  me if  I commit this act?”) John 
Trapani closes Part III by demonstrating 
that mere statistical unpredictability of  
action is not sufficient to indicate 
authentic free will (as some who evaluate 
human action in light of  chaos theory 
suggest). Rather, drawing on Maritain’s 
little known treatise “Reflections on 
Necessity and Contingency,” Trapani 
maintains that freedom requires action 
that is necessitated neither in fact nor in 
essence. 
	 Trapani’s discussion sets the stage for 
Part IV’s assessment of  the implications 
of  freedom in law and art. Peter 
Koritansky offers a provocative essay 
likely to stir diverse reactions from various 
readers normally inclined toward moral 
agreement. Specifically, he defends capital 
punishment via a consideration of  
Aquinas’s elucidation of  the reason-
guided “natural inclination” to “strike 
down” violations of  the moral order, 
contrasting St. Thomas’s defense to those 
of  Bentham and Kant. Sr. Elinor 
Gardiner offers a comparably provocative 
essay. As she expresses it, Maritain was 
likely unduly optimistic regarding the 
capacity for natural law intuitions, apart 
from relative agreement on underlying 
conceptual foundations, to promote 

sufficient understanding of  human rights 
in the 1948 Universal Declaration on 
Human Rights. In her view, Maritain’s 
mistake stems from allowing what are 
really particular ethical conclusions, based 
on unspecified conceptual foundations, to 
be called “rights,” which properly refer 
only to universal principles. This allows 
for unsound interpretations of  declared 
rights which undermine authentic rights, 
as contemporary political debates on 
fundamental questions indicate.   
	 Mario Ramos-Reyes follows Gardiner 
by exploring how the initial embrace by 
Maritain and other French Catholic 
intellectuals of  certain sociopolitical 
conclusions reached by the materialist 
Charles Maurras (recognizing the 
advantages of  simpler rural life rooted in 
a deep sense of  French community and 
tradition) nevertheless later resulted in a 
distancing from these positions. Ramos-
Reyes attributes this reversal to a fuller 
realization of  the serious differences 
between Maurras’ materialism and 
A r i s t o t e l i an rea l i s t a c c o u n t s o f  
community. Fr. John Conley closes the 
book by elucidating the manner in which 
Maritain understands human freedom, as 
manifested in artistic creativity, facilitates 
insights excelling those of  ordinary 
scientific observations and even natural 
philosophy. Maritain’s conception of  
creativity, as Conley shows, explains 
Maritain’s resistance to regard imitations 
of  nature, or mimesis, as authentically 
artistic. Conley argues that Maritain once 
salvaged Aristotle’s concept of  mimesis as 
a means of  providing a context for 
revealing truths about human character. 
In time, however, Maritain came to regard 
even this “rehabilitated” use of  mimesis as 
a n u n s u i t a b l e f o u n d a t i o n f o r 
contemporary art, since its conception of  
nature is now essentially conflated with 
reductionistic materialism. 
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President’s Letter, Con’t !
The American Maritain Association has 
been blessed with conviviality and is a 
meeting place for friends. This has drawn 
many to become members in the past and it 
still does. Jacques and Raissa, who had a 
gift for friendship, have watched over the 
Association, and blessed it with this gift. 
And, as Aristotle rightly noted long ago, 
friends by right wish to be together and to 
share together. The “secret” to our  

!
Association, what has made it “special” in 
the eyes of  many of  us, will not thrive 
without our constancy, our desire to be 
present with one another. I know I speak 
for many in saying what a pleasure it is to 
be with so many of  our members at our 
conferences and how much those who have 
often come in the past are missed when 
they are unable to come. We have 
something good, perhaps even “precious” 
in our Association. Let us dedicate 
ourselves to preserving our gift! 

Would you like to 
receive the Notebook 
digitally or by mail? !

E-mail the editor with 
your preference 

today!
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What 
Makes 
You 
Tick? 

Gerard M. Verschuuren, 
What Makes You Tick? A New 

Paradigm for Neuroscience. 
Foreword by Paul J. Camarata, 

M.D. (Solas Press, 2012). 
Reviewed by James Hanink

	 Albert Einstein remarked: “One may say ‘the eternal mystery of  the world is its 
comprehensibility’” (78). Gerard Verschuuren shows us that without this intelligibility science is impossible. And 

although only science reveals the empirical dimension of  this intelligibility, he argues that only metaphysics leads us to the 
deep structures of  what is real. Verschuuren is a geneticist and philosopher of  science with strong theological credentials. He 
writes in an accessible way without shortchanging the debates that he addresses. As a result, this collection of  reflections and 
strategic appendices would be a good teaching tool, especially for a course in human nature.  

     While celebrating the successes of  science, Verschuuren contests scientism. Here he is a “whistleblower” who alerts readers 
to false appeals to authority. Yes, Stephen Hawking, the physicist, claims that “Because there is a law such as gravity, the 
universe can and will create itself  from nothing” (80). His claim is still metaphysical nonsense. Vershuuren is equally keen to 
expose self-defeating arguments. If  (strong) determinism is true, he observes, it is pointless to argue for it. For if  it were true, 
we would either be caused to accept or to reject it.  

     What Makes You Tick? is ambitious. It discusses determinism in physics and then turns to genes, DNA, neural networks, 
and evolution in biology. Following C. S. Lewis, it shows the failure of  “nothing buttery” reductionism in its attempts to 
displace concepts and intentionality with behaviorist surrogates. It reveals the basic difference between artificial intelligence 
(AI) and the human mind. Verschuuren also sketches the profound difference between Creation, with which time begins, and 
ordinary causal explanation.  His account of  the irreducibility of  value leads from an affirmation of  ethical self-evidence to 
the role of  natural law. He even surprises us with citations from scientists who think outside the box of  scientism, for 
example, J. Robert Oppenheimer’s remark that “Christianity was needed to give birth to modern science” (84). 

     Verschuuren hopes to broaden science’s exclusive concern with explanations “from below” and encourage it to consider 
explanations “from above,” i.e., that reach beyond the empirical. This re-direction would be revolutionary and sometimes in 
need of  self-criticism. For example, Vershuuren’s view that psychiatry could simply replace anti-depressants in favor of  
personalist therapies is ill-conceived (106). Nonetheless, his explorations recognize the wisdom of  Max Planck’s judgment: 
“Both religion and natural science require a belief  in God for their activities; to the former He is the starting point, and to 
the latter the goal of  every thought process” (90).   
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