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InTRODUCTION
ONE of the most characteristic elements in the world-

view of contemporary man is the consciousness of

historical time. Over and above the consciousness of
physical time, shared by all rational creatures, the accelerated
social transformations of the last two centuries have given the
man of today a peculiar awareness of the workings of the time
process in human institutions. It is for this reason that our age
shows an unprecedented interest in the historical sciences.

It is natural enough, therefore, that certain minds should
turn to “ meta-historical ” studies as they have been called,
philosophical interpretations of man’s historical process as it
has been revealed by the labours of Palaeontology, Anthro-
pology, Archaeology, and History. Among these studies, the
work of Arnold Toynbee is outstanding.*

* The present study is based upon Professor Toynbee’s principal work, 4- Study
of History (London: Ozxford University Press) as published in 1955 (2nd Edition
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Toynbee’s essay, it should be emphasised, is not formally an
historical work, but presupposes the labours of History properly
so-called. The relationship between History, in the strict sense,
and an interpretation of the historical process such as Toynbee
has undertaken may be understood if their formal objects are
compared. (Evidently, they are concerned with one and the
same material object.)

The formal object of History is the intelligibility of the past,
insofar as it remains particularized, in the individualized his-
torical situation.? Meta-historical studies, on the other hand,
seek an understanding of the intelligibility of the historical
process which passes beyond the concrete historical situation to
the universal laws and principles which are realized in the
historical process. ‘

The intellectual light employed by the historian—his his-
torical wisdom, one might say—is not necessarily expressed in
universal philosophical principles, rather it shows an affinity
with prudential knowledge, intuitively comprehending a con-
crete situation. It is, in brief, a cultural affinity with the object
considered, with the ethos and outlook of the period under
consideration; ® only indirectly, therefore, would the historian
employ the habit of philosophy.

An interpretation of the historical process, on the other hand,
precisely because it is seeking an understanding of the historical
process’s intelligibility in itself, must invoke as its light the
principles of the intelligibility of all reality, namely principles
arising from philosophical reflection.

for Vols. I-VI); 1st Edition for Vols. VII-X). In a number of briefer works Toynbee
has presented various important aspeets of his theory in essay form. This theory,
however, is found in its entirety in 4 Study of History.

2The object of genuine historical scholarship is not, however, the superficial
factual chaos of the newspaper but a deeper attaining of reality, in which the
events of the past present an order, a hierarchy of significance, a pattern of casual
relations. The worth of historical study will be measured by the extent to which it
has comprehended this reality, and revealed the order which is to be found in it.
Outstanding among recent studies on the nature of history is the work of H. I,
Marrou, De la Connaissance Historigue (Louvain, 1954). Cf. p. 47.

® It is the merit of Marrou’s work, just cited, to have established once and for all
the importance of this aspect of historical method. Cf. Toynbee. A.. op. cit., pp.
237, 36, 66, 102, ete.
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It was only to be expected, therefore, that Arnold Toynbee’s
study of history, begun according to an empirical method—
Professor Toynbee constantly calls his work an “ empirical
study ” *—soon takes on a genuinely philosophical character.
In his comparative study of history, the brilliance of Toynbee’s
powers of induction is recognized by even the most outspoken
of his critics. There can be no doubt that induction has a real
part to play in a comparative study of history, but its function
is to prepare for the formal considerations of such a study,
namely, the interpretation of the historical process in the light
of philosophical principles: that is, in the light of truths con-
cerning the natures of those realities which are implicated in
the historical process, the nature of man and the perfection
towards which he is ordered, the nature of society, ete.

It is not an oversimplification to say that the basic weakness
of Professor Toynbee’s essay is his confusion as to the function
of formal philosophy in an interpretation of history such as he
has undertaken. It is the purpose of this article to show the
nature of this confusion, and to point the way towards the true
role of philosophical principles in the philosophy of history.

On the one hand, as we shall see, our author mistrusts
philosophy as such. Since the post-Cartesian philosophies are
of no assistance to him in his intensely humanistic study, Toyn-
bee endeavours to found his interpretation upon common sense
and upon the metaphorical expression of universal truths. On
the other hand, the inherent logic of the task he has set himself
forces him, willy-nilly, to adopt a certain standpoint on several
basic philosophical issues, and to carry out his study in the
light of philosophical principles. We propose to set out and
evaluate the philosophical assumptions, both implicit and ex-
plicit, which underlie Arnold Toynbee’s interpretative study
of history.

To set out immediately to criticize the € ex professo ’ phllOSO-
phy of our author would misrepresent the richness of his
thought. His philosophy was born of a reflection upon the

tCt, Ibid., 1, 443. 146, 300, 425; III, 119, 129, 138, etc.
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intuition of the social nature of man and true human values as
realized in history, and he himself bears witness that his efforts
to translate that intuition into philosophical terms has not done
justice to the realities it contained. Speaking of “ the age-old
philosophical problem, never yet solved, of the (social) ‘ com-
mon will,’ ” he concludes; “ We know with our minds that we
have encountered these civilizations simply as objects of our
thought—as intelligible fields of study—but we cannot express
our notions of them in words without treating them to some
extent anthropomorphically as ‘ men of like passions with our-
selves.””® We consider, therefore, that the exposition best
gauged to enable the reader to penetrate and appreciate the
mind which conceived A Study of History will be one which
first displays the dimensions-and complexity of its guiding
intuitions. This conceptual framework having been traced, one
is prepared for an examination of our author’s efforts to inter-
pret and complete his concepts in a formal philosophy. These
two steps will constitute the principal members of the present
essay.

Basic Philosophical Insights

It would be true to say, as anyone familiar with Toynbee’s
great work will recognize, that A Study of History is an im-
mense investigation of the commonly accepted concept “ civili-
zation,” seeking to reveal the reality or realities it contains. In
his attempt to define the concept of “ civilization ”—a concept
is often clear enough to permit its distinction from others before
it reaches that degree of clarity whereby it can be distinetly
defined—our writer makes use of certain philosophical insights.
First of all we intend to set out the manner in which a pene-
trating social insight is employed to prepare a definition of
civilization. The various elements of definition which have
emerged will then be synthesised. In the light of another ethical
intuition, this definition will be seen as providing a basis for

5 Emphasis added. Cf. V, 18, note, where the same problem is implied for
Primitive Societies, deseribed as “one and indivisible.”
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the formulation of “laws” and “ pathological norms ” in the
consideration of the life of a civilized society.

Even at the outset of the investigation, the concept of “ civi-
lization ” was not a confused notion, unworthy of a place in the
realm of the scientific. Illuminated by a philosophic insight, it
made possible that sureness and equilibrium in a painstaking
process of comparative history characterising the pre-war vol-
umes of the Study. That intuition, admirable and profound,
was—as we have said—the intuition of man’s social nature in
its concrete realizations throughout the course of history.®

And, if the philosophic insight into the social nature of man
provided a basis upon which the study of history could be con-
stituted, the clarification was reciprocal. Many times the
thought of Arnold Toynbee, as it scrutinized the historical re-
alizations of man’s sociability, returned to this mother-idea and
guiding concept, until the Aristotelian definition, “ social ani-
mal,” becomes almost a refrain in the pages of his Study.” The
intuition becomes clearer and more deep, and little by little the
elements of a philosophy of society begin to group themselves
in the reflections shared with the reader as the author guides
him among the vistas of comparative history.®

What is the nature of this principal insight which guided
Professor Toynbee in his attempt to clarify and define the con-
cept, “civilization ”? When he speaks of “social action,”
“social hife,” “ social heritage,” his thought is cutting more
deeply than the jejune signification of these terms in common
parlance. This new philosophical dimension we wish to suggest
by coining the phrase: “ primordial social fact.” Though the

% This soundness of social insight is admitted even by those who reject the general
theory of A Study of History, e. g., Marrou, op. cit., pp. 202-203.

7 Cf., Toynbee, A Study of History., 1, 178 and 454, note.

®In Toynbee, we have perhaps the most devastating of all criticisms of that
false liberalism which Rousseau bequeathed to the nineteenth century: not only is
“ atomism ” rejected as false, but the natural state ideal of the “ noble savage”
associated with it is convincingly interpreted as a sign of a malady in the social
structure of those who conceive it (V, 877). In this, Toynbee acknowledges a
debt to Oswald Spengler, Der Untergang des Abendlanders (Munich: 1920,
Vol. I, p. 286).
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term is not Toynbee’s we have no doubt that he would immedi-
ately recognize the concept as his own.” This concept is made
up of two elements: First, the recognition that basic social
reality lies much deeper than juridical forms of society,* ““ That
mankind cannot exist and cannot be studied except in a social
environment, or that there is no human activity which does
not connote social relations: in the words of a contemporary
sociologist, “ the stress on the consciousness of the end of society
in some textbooks . . . makes it almost impossible to subsume
peoples as ethnological and cultural communities under . . . a
general concept of society, though there is no doubt that it
constitutes a community in the most radical sense of the
word.” ** The second element of this insight is the contingency
of this fundamental social reality—it is a “ fact.” All men are
social by nature, but the constructs which this sociality effects
are eminently contingent, dependent on countless circumstances
and antecedents of time and place. It was this primordial en-
gagement In soclety, coming from the very constitution of
man’s nature, and animated by the restlessness which the anti-
nomy of an infinite end and finite, inconstant means implies,**
which Arnold Toynbee has utilized as a guiding principle in
seeking to define a civilization. In the pages which follow we
wish, by means of a series of illustrations, to show the manner
in which our author has employed this intuition.**

°The term “social contract” has not been used, though it clearly is in the
same line of thought as our “social fact,” since this term implies an exaggerated
liberalism.

1° Arnold Toynbee’s view of political forms and institutions is reminiscent of
“Tonnies’ distinction between “society” and “community ” (Gemeinschaft and
Gesellschaft ”). But the similarity is such that if there were any dependence it
would be remarkable that a pen so adroit at marshalling authorities had omitted
to call upon that of the great sociologist. We find a similar conception in pages of
de Gobineau cited by Toynbee (le Comte, J. A—*“ Essai sur I'Inégalité des Races
Humaines,” Paris, 1853-5, 4 vols.)—Cf. I, 22 for a remarkable citation.

** Toynbee, A., op. cit,, I, 179..

12 Messner, J., Social Ethics: Natural Law in the Modern World (St. Louis:
1952, pp. 103-104). Emphasis added.

1% The place of finality in A Study of History will be considered at length in the
latter part of this article.

21t is not our intention, therefore, to review the whole theory of the Study, but
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The “ primordial social fact ” begins to exercise its illumi-
“native function in the Introduction to “ 4 Study of History ”:
a quest for “ the intelligible field of historical study.”

A “parochial state ” is excluded, for its history is unintelli-
gible without appeal to social forces whose field ranges far
beyond its boundaries.”® The higher community which begins
to take shape goes by the name of * civilization.”

The most superficial observation recognizes certain traits
peculiar to civilized communities. Although the timespan of
man’s habitation of the earth extends for some 300,000 years,
civilizations are comparative newcomers in our field of observa-
tion, having existed for about 6,000 years.®* In comparison with
another easily recognizable social group, the * primitive so-
ciety,” civilizations are few in number.'” The number of human
beings which a civilized society embraces dwarfs the tiny primi-
tive society.”® On an empirical level, the civilization begins to
assume tangible proportions as “an intelligible field of his-
torical study.” ‘

In the reply to an objection that this concept is too vague to
be turned to practical account, our author leaves his investiga-
tion on inductive lines to make use of the philosophical insight
of the “ primordial social fact.” After noting that “ an intelli-
gible field of historiecal study  is a social genus, of which “ civili-
zations ” and “ primitive societies ” are diverse species, he sets
out to determine the essential difference which exists between
them.

The generic feature common to the life of each of these
societies is termed “ mimesis,” and is defined: “ the acquisition,
through imitation, of social assets ’—aptitudes or emotions
or ideas—which the acquisitors have not originated for them-

merely to draw upon a sufficiently representative series of dlustrations to achieve
this purpose.

15 Cf., Toynbee, A., op. cit, I, 171

16 Ibid., I, 174,

17 A provisional survey will reveal 21 civilizations, living and dead, while the
number of extant primitive socities reaches the vicinity of 650, to say nothing of
those without number which have perished with the passing of time (cf. I, 147 ff.).

18 Itid., 1, 148.
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selves, and which they might never have come to possess if they
had not encountered and imitated other people in whose pos-
session these assets were to be found.*®

The differentiation of this “mimesis ” introduces a specific
distinction between civilizations and primitive societies. In
primitive societies, as we know them, mimesis is directed “ to-
wards the older generation of the living members, and towards
the dead ancestors who stand, unseen but not unfelt, at the
back of the living elders.” In a society in process of civilization,
mimesis is directed “ towards creative personalities which com-
mand a following because they are pioneers on the road towards
the common goal of human endeavours.” *°

The relatively recent appearance of civilizations poses the
problem of the Genesis of Civilizations, to which a special sec-
tion of the Study is devoted. The empiric classifications of
civilizations has brought to light a certain diversity among
civilizations themselves. Some are “ unrelated ” to any earlier
civilized society, having appeared out of the historical gloom
of the primitives. Some, on the other hand, are “ affiliated ”
to previous civilizations. The problem of genesis, therefore,
becomes twofold, and Arnold Toynbee offers a twofold ex-
planation in the light of the “ primordial social fact.”

The theory proposed for the origin of “ unrelated > societies
need not detain us here, being merely an extension of the prin-
ciple of “ mimesis ” already outlined.

The foundation of a new “affiliated” civilization on the
ruins of another member of the species merits our consideration
as revealing a new and penetrating application of the “ social
fact > principle.

Our author points out that a student of Hellenic history and
a student of Western history,” occupied with identical periods,

1° “TIn this Study, the Greek words (utuéois from mpeioc6ai) are used in order
to avoid the connotations of ¢unintelligent Imitation’ or °satirical imitation’
which attached to the derivative English word ‘ mimiery.”” (I, 191, note).

20 Ibid., 1, 192.

21 For Arnold Toynbee, Hellas (the Greco-Roman world) and The West (our
own society) represent two distinct civilizations.
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will find that their studies include little common ground: “ they
are concerned respectively with two histories which overlap
in time but which are nevertheless distinct from one another.”
The student of Hellenic history follows a particular social stra-
tum which first occupies the surface, then begins to disintegrate
and disappear. The student of Western history follows a social
stratum which lies below the Hellenic stratum and comes to the
surface after its disappearance. Each stratum enjoys a certain
historical autonomy. Not that it has no relationship whatso-
ever with the other; but those relationships which it does have
are as with something distinctly foreign. For Gibbon, the stu-
dent of Hellas, both the Christians and the Barbarians ap-
peared as alien underworlds, as cancerous growths, of relevance
only insofar as their agency hastens the dissolution of Hellas.
“T have described the triumph of Barbarism and Religion,” he
writes as he brings his history to a close. Professor Toynbee
points out that the Barbarians and the Christians, considered
in this relation to Hellenic society, are best described as the
“ External ” and the “ Internal Proletariat ”; and, in the defi-
nition of a “ proletariat” given in a note to this passage,®® the
illuminating part played by the “ primordial social fact™ is
made explicit: ““ The word ‘ proletariat ’ is used here and here-
after in this Study to mean any social element or group which
in some way is ‘ in * but not ¢ of * any society at any given stage
of such a society’s history.”

Indeed, here we are in the midst of the best thought of “ A
Study of History,” which Arnold Toynbee will unfold at length
in the sections, “ Growth,” “ Breakdown,” and “ Disintegra-
tion.” We propose to outline them here ‘ per modum unius’
because of the analogous manner in which the social insight is
used to interpret the vicissitudes of history in each of these
phases.

During the period of “ Growth ” of a civilized society, the
“ social fact ” is characterized by a sharing of the rank and file
—through mimesis—in the fruits of “creative > effort on the

22 Ibid., 1 ,41.
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part of a minority.”® The “ responses ” of this group of leaders
prove equal to the “ challenges ” presented to the society as a
whole and the social body moves forward as one, continually en-
riching its social patrimony with the benefits of successive
“ creative responses ” and “ adaptation ” *

“ Breakdown > comes to a society when the “ Creative Mi-
nority ” proves incapable of providing a solution to the chal-
lenge of a social situation.® The difficulty remains unsolved
and social disruption follows. The rank and file are no longer
drawn on by leaders who—' ex hypothesi’—have proved un-
creative. They begin to withdraw their mimesis. The process
of “ Disintegration ” has begun. The leaders of society, finding
that the charming “ music of Orpheus ” has deserted them, turn
to the “drill sergeant’s word of command” in an effort to
maintain order in the body social.?®* The *“ Creative Minority ”
of the period of growth is replaced by the “ Dominant Minor-
ity” of disintegration.”” The masses, conscious of being “robbed
of their social heritage,”*® deracinated in the disorders of a
society in crisis, become the “ Internal Proletariat: the mem-
bership of which is by no means incompatible with the posses-
sion of material assets.”® Disillusioned by the bankrupey of the
social framework in which they find themselves, they are ripe
for the germination of a social movement of alien inspiration
in the bosom of the disintegrating society.*® In the language of
our term of reference, a new * social fact ” is born.*

2 Ibid., II0, 245. %8 Ibid., IV, 131.
# Ibid., TIT, 192 ff. 27 Ibid., V, 19.
2% Ibid., IV, 119 fI. 28 Ibid., V, 68.

2% Cf., definition of a “ proletariat,” above. (The “ External Proletariat ” will be
considered below.)

2% Not necessarily alien to the civilization at large, but always alien at least to
the “ Weltanschauung” of the Dominant Minority. Cf. V, 838 ff, “ Alien and
Indigenous Inspirations.”

31 Cf. “Schism in the Body Social,” V, 35-388, passim. Some of the many
reactions possible in the soul of those called upon to play their part in a society
in the process of disintegration: are acutely described in the Section “Schism in
the Soul,” V, 876-568. They are “attempts to step out of the ranks of a phalanx
whose ‘social drill> has failed to work—with the result that tlhe uncreative mass,
which formerly followed its leaders through intricate evolutions in orderly formation,
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The delicacy of Toynbee’s “ empiric ” approach is in sharp
contrast with the dogmatism of Oswald Spengler.*? The Eng-
lishman is anxious however to glean what truth he can from
the work of his German predecessor,** and we find the Idea-
force (Ursymbol) of Spengler’s theory reflected in the con-
siderations of the section entitled “ Differentiation through
Growth.” ** For Toynbee the differentiation which characterises
distinet civilizations is accounted for by the concrete realiza-
tion of the “ social fact.”

If we consider the various communities into which a civilized
society is articulated, we find that—by reason of varied reaction
to the common challenge of the society—they develop peculiar
traits. This process of differentiation is cumulative. “ ‘A for-
tiori,” ” remarks Professor Toynbee, “ a completely separate
society facing a series of challenges quite distinct and diverse
will develop characteristics which typify it and set it apart from
other civilizations.” ®°

For the author of A Study of History, the social heritage thus
differentiated, by the very reason of its organic genesis in the
frame of a particular body social, constitutes a coherent whole:
“...1it is one of the characteristics of civilizations in process
of growth that all the aspects and activities of their social life
are coordinated into a single social whole, in which the eco-
nomic, political, and cultural elements are kept in a nice ad-
justment with one another by an inner harmony of the growing

now stands immobilized, irresolute and apprehensive: a helpless target for hostile
attack,” pp. 877. The more extreme of these attempts are doomed to failure
because “it is intrinsically impossible for the Soul, insofar as it is living in
the outward life, to extricate itself from its place in the current of the ‘ever-
rolling stream ’ by taking either a flying leap backward upstream into the past or a
flying leap forward downstream into the future. The archaistic and the futuristic
Utopias alike are Utopias in the literal sense of being localities which have no
real existence,” p. 385.

2 Der Untergang., cf. Vol. 1, 243 for Spengler’s conception of the “ Ursymbol.”

3 Cf., Toynbee, op. cit., III, 183; IV, 11.

34 Ibid., II1, 877 fi.

5 Ibid., III, $77-378.
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body social.” ** The elements of a definition of civilization are
beginning to emerge.

Our next consideration opens up a completely new aspect
of the Toynbee theory. The examples we have drawn upon so
far concerned the ““ primordial social fact > within the structure
of a civilized social body. Now let us look beyond the pale of
civilized society and allow the author to explain the function
of social engagement among those primitive peoples who come
in contact with a civilization at its periphery.

The social ‘élan’ of a growing civilization cannot but at-
tract the allegiance of the primitives with whom it is in contact,
and their mimesis is directed towards the civilized society’s
creative effort “as a means of self-education for the party by
whom the act of mimesis is performed and as a tribute of ad-
miration and token of friendship for the party towards whom
the mimesis is directed.” ** The gradual and peaceful absorbing
of these neighbours into the body social of the civilization is the
natural consequence. The process is by no means rapid- be-
cause the inherent harmony of the social heritage * leads to its
integral assimiliation—a profound transformation. (V, 201).

The crisis which accompanies a “‘ breakdown ” introduces a
distinct change in the social pattern: “the estrangement of
the proselyte.®® The stagnation of society is soon reflected in
the mood of its primitive neighbours. The elements of social
interaction, which before the “ breakdown” were in nice ad-
justment among themselves: the cultural, the political and
military, the economic and technical, now become disjointed,*

28 Ibid., II1, 152. This coherence of elements in the patrimony of a civilization
and some of its consequences are considered in Parts IX and X of the Study in
considerable detail. Cf. VIII, 542 ff. We shall have further occasion to consider
this topic.

87 Ibid., V, 198.

38 As we have noted, the life of a society in growth displays a hermony of the
various elements of its social interaction—were this not the case, the society would
have failed to meet some challenge in the process of self-determination and its
growth would have been impeded (V, 199).

 Ibid., V, 194, 198.

4° Toynbee employs the apt simile of white light’s diffraction into the components
of the spectrum.
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and the mimesis of the primitives is directed more and more to
the superficial: the economic, the political and military—a
militarism which within the society itself has undergone a rapid
and disproportionate evolution in the internal struggles symp-
tomatic of a society in crisis! The brilliant period of expansion
which may follow by reason of this superficial mimesis soon
proves to be shallow and precarious.** The newly learned arts
of war will be employed in resisting the encroachments of the
“ Dominant Minority,” which resorts to force to maintain the
ascendency once assured by the charm of creativeness.** The
boundaries of the civilized society begin to harden, a “ sure sign
that the Secession of the External Proletariat has taken place.
.. .”* The implications for the “ primordial social fact” are
inescapable.**

A civilized society is apt not only to encounter other societies
around its confines, primitive and civilized, but also to come
into interaction with the social ‘ élan’ of another society of a
past age. This encounter, called a “ Renaissance,” ** provides
our final instance of the social insight.

In his criticism of “ A Study of History,” Peterim Sorokin
devotes many pages to the fundamental concept of the co-
herence of individual civilizations and their functions.*® One of
the points he makes may serve to bring into relief the illumi-
native role of the “ social fact > insight.

“ None of the great civilizations,” he says, “ is dead in toto ;
and on a later page he further clarifies his point of view:
“Plato’s Aristocracy, Timocracy etc., are perennial political
systems which . . . never perish.” *’

We meet here a problem to which Arnold Toynbee has de-

** Ibid., V, 201.

“ Ibid., V, 198, 199, 202.

43 Ibid., V, 194,

4t The “ Volderwanderung” and other typical phenomena which follow such an
estrangement are considered at length in Part XIII, “Heroic Ages,” Vol. XIII.

4% For a discussion of Western shortsightedness in speaking of “ The Renaissance,”
cf. IX, 1-4.

48 Social Philosophies of an Age of Crisis, Boston, 1951, pp. 113 ff.

*7 Op. cit., p. 220, 227.
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voted much thought,*® and the position he assumes depends
precisely upon the “ primordial social fact.” The “ social fact >
in process of concrete realization must not be identified with
ideologies and inspirations, communicated to the social process
by means of a ““renaissance.” Before their vital assimilation
into the “social fact,” they are not social realities but social
“ ghosts ” (to use Toynbee’s expression) and even after their
assumption into an alien social  élan,” they retain a peculiarity
and display certain laws of operation: for example, they always
retain an affinity and attraction for those elements with which
they previously formed a social fabric.*®

To this point of Sorokin’s criticism, Toynbee would reply
that he has forestalled it in more than one place: appeahng to
the social insight. Treating of a similar conception in the
thought of the nineteenth century historian E. A. Freeman,*
he criticises his exaggeration of the continuity between Hellenic
history and Western history.®® The evocation of °ghosts’
from the life of an ‘ apparented ’ society . . . one of the out-
standing traits in the morphology of history ” can only be
appreciated when the nature of “ apparentation ” and “ affili-
ation ” is apprehended with reference to the “ primordial social
fact.” We have set out this doctrine on an earlier page. These
reappearing social and cultural ideologies are not “ survivals ”
as Freeman and Sorokin presume, but “ revivals,” living a new
life in a distinct social construction, in the “ social fact” of
another civilization.®

48 Particularly in Part X, “ Contacts between Civilizations in Time: Renaissances.”

“® Interest in the Iliterature of another age leads to the investigation of its
political theories. A mere glance at the Index of Contents, Part X, will give some
idea of the erudition which has lead the author to his conclusions.

8¢« The Unity of History,” in Comparative Politics, London, 1873, p. 306.

51 Cf., Toynbee, op. cit., I, 43-44; 153; IX, 645-648.

52 The difference between the points of view of Toynbee and Sorokin is not
without relation to what Paul Ricoeur has called the various “levels ” of the study
of history (Histoire et Vérité, Paris, 1955, pp. 80 ff.). Rlcoeurs’ “ aspect anonyme
et abstralt de Uhistoire des techniques et des arts de la connaissance et de la con-
science ” (p. 87) corresponds more to the point of view of Sorokin—who sees a
continuation of Ottoman civilization in our own society in “such practices as polo-
playing, the wearing of pajamas and the drinking of coffee” (“Social Philosophies
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The empirical findings of comparative history, scrutinized
under the light of a philosophical intuition, have begun to yield
a clearer understanding of the nature of a “ civilization.” The
elements of a definition begin to group themselves. The pattern
of a civilized society, now more surely perceived can provide
a basis for the formulation of certain laws and functions, the
ultimate quest of A Study of History.”® We shall now attempt
to set out elements of a definition of civilization according to
the mind of Arnold Toynbee. Such a synthesis is not without
value in that nowhere has it been explicitly drawn up by our
author.

A civilization is the product of a certain process of growth.
Social bodies are in healthy growth when their life is more and
more interiorized: in the words of Professor Toynbee, “ the cri-
terion of growth” is “ the transference of the field of action
from the macrocosm to the microcosm.” ** The challenge which
occasions a response destined to give birth to a civilization—
of the “first generation ”**—is of a gross physical kind, for
example, the desiccation of the Mediterranean basin.*® The
social action which constitutes the successful response brings
in its train a new and more interior challenge: the ordering of
human relations within the nascent society, and so on.

For the student of Hellenic society—as Toynbee was—the
Greek city-states provide the classical example of the progres-
sive interiorization of the Challenge-and-Response pattern.
Until the last decades of the eighth century B. C., social rela-

..., p. 227) Toynbee’s study is carried out on a levél which would correspond
with Ricoeur’s “niveau existential . . . de Dlaventure historique de I’homme
concret ” (pp. 82, 87).

5% At least in the pre-war writings; the change of emphasis in the post-war volume
as acknowledged by the author will be considered in a note below.

5 Jbid., V, 394.

55 We have noted already, at the beginning of this section, the two-fold problem
of the genesis of civilizations.

58 Cf. the hypothetical reconstruction of the genesis of the Egyptian Civilization,
1, 302-315. We should note that, for our author, environment alone does not explain
the appearance of civilized life, any more than do peculiar racial characteristics.
Cf. “Race and Environment,” I, 207-271. This problem will be considered in
relation to human freedom later in this article.
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tions were successfully organized within the economic frame-
work of independent agricultural communities. At that time,
the challenge of over-population began to make itself felt. Some
cities responded by colonization; others by a more interior
change of their way of life. Sparta chose the °cul-de-sac’
response of attempting a militaristic expansion at the expense
of her Hellenic neighbours. Athens, with her response of inter-
city trade became “ the education of Hellas.” * But economic
success poses deeper problems of the political order. To an eco-
nomic problem, Athens devised an economic solution; this
solution gave rise to a new and more interiorized challenge,
the erection of a political framework of inter-city-state law and
order, in which the new economic life could evolve.*

The deepening of problems in the field of human relations
calls for a more and more perfected sense of moral respon-
sibility.>®

We should note at this point that the benefits of civilization
are not confined necessairly to the period of growth. The Uni-
versal State, one of the phenomena “ that stand out as land-
marks in the histories of civilizations ” (I, 162), marking a
rally in the process of disintegration, calls for a new achieve-
ment in the field of administration. The flowering of philoso-
phies marks the period of crisis of a civilization.®

51 Ibid., 1, 24; 111, 50 ff; 122 ff.

58 The Athenians failed to respond successfully to this political challenge which
arose out of their successful response to the foregoing economic challenge, and this
failure resulted in the breakdown and disintegration of the Hellenic Civilization.”

58 Ibid., II, 211. In the West today, “ when the challenge of Industrialism is
being transferred from the sphere of technique to the sphere of morals, the outcome
is still unknown ” (I, 215). The place of morality will be considered in detail
presently.

80 “If the Roman administrator was an altruistic agent of the Hellenic dominant
minority’s practical ability, the Greek philosopher was a still nobler exponent of
its intellectual power; and the golden chain of creative Greek philosophers, which
ends with Plotinus circa 208-62 A.D. in the generation that lived to see the Roman
public service collapse, had begun with what was already grown up in 481 B.C,,
when the Hellenic Civilization broke down. To retrieve, or at least to mitigate, the
tragic consequences of that Roman administrator’s life work, and the philosopher’s
labours produced a more valuable and more durable result than the administrator’s,
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Our brief synthesis brings us now to the very centre of
Arnold Toynbee’s thought, where we come closest to the defi-
nition of civilization. Social life is evolved on three planes:
the “ economic,” the “ political > and the “ cultural ”:

“, . .1t is one of the characteristics of civilizations In process of

growth that all aspects and activities of their social life are coordsi-
nated in a single social whole, in which the economic, political, and
cultural elements are kept in nice adjustment with one another by
the inner harmony of the growing body social.

On the other hand, when a society breaks down and goes into
disintegration, it is one of the symptoms of this social malady that
the previous harmony between the economie, political and cultural
elements in the body social gives way to discord .. .” (I, 152) &

Elsewhere, we find a valuable extension of this thought.
These various planes of social life are widely divergent in
“wvalue.” * The “ cultural element ” is the ““ soul and life-blood
and marrow and pith and essence and epitome ” of a civiliza-
tion, “ while the political and © a fortiori’ the economic elements
are, by comparison, superficial and non-essential and trivial
manifestations of a civilization’s nature and vehicles of its
activity.”

The overemphasis, for instance, of these superficial political,
economic and technological elements in our Western Society
today is a sign of malady,* and the far reaching effects of this

just because they were less closely woven into the material texture of the disinte-
grating society’s life” (V, 39-40).

“We have dwelt on this Babylonic philosophy of Determinism because it has a
greater affinity than any of the Hellenic philosophies with the still perhaps rather
callow philosophical speculations of our own Western World in its present Cartesian
Age. On the other hand there are counterparts of almost all the Hellenia schools
of thought in the philosophies of the Indic and the Sinic World.” (V, 57-58)

This linking of periods of philosophical ferment with broader social patterns
is not without interest for the historian of philosophy. (Cf. also IX, 130 ff— The
Eclecticism of Congenialities ”; V, 828; Indices Vols. VI and X under “ Philosophy »).

%1 Ibid., 111, 152. Emphasis added.

%2 We would underline this use of the term “ value” in the consideration of the
structural planes of social life. Its implications will prove important in the dis-
cussion of social finality in the latter part of this article.

8 Ibid., V, 200.

% For considerations of Technology, cf. III, 185, 155 fi., 173-174; IV, 40.
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discord in the whole body social extend even to the study of
history by Westerners, so that this discipline has become in
great part vitiated by a blindness to all but the economic and
political planes, upon which the West lives.*®

To recognize certain values which transcend the purely eco-
nomic and political planes and which may be grouped under a
generic title, “ cultural,” is one thing; *® probing into the precise
nature of these cultural values is more difficult. Upon analysis,
however, the reflections and observations made during the
course of the Study bring to light some interesting principles.

We have a pointer in what we have already noted above: that
social cooperation should provide conditions for realizations
which are continually more “ interiorized,” more “ Human.” In-
deed, societies which (either by reason of the extreme nature of
the challenge they face, or because of their misdirected manner
of response) conform themselves to a way of life which renders
impossible further “ interiorization ” are condemned to aban-
doning the way of civilization and “ reverting to animalism.”
Their social functions resemble more the instinctive cooperation
of insect societies than human society, guided by norms of
adaptation and intelligence.®® The implications of this concept
will be examined more fully in the following chapter.

The fine arts provide the most delicate criterion of the ° élan’

9 Ihid., I, 149-150, 164.

% Cf. ITI, 195 for an example of Arnold Toynbee’s shrewd recognition of higher
spiritual values, in contrasting H. G. Wells and Shakespeare: the former failed to
understand “human character, in his positivistic “ classification and docketing of
the outer man,” while the latter succeeds “by an intuitive sympathy of one soul
with another” transfering the “spiritual treasure . . . from the macrocosm to the
microcosm,”

°7 Ibid., III, 79, 87-88.

% Thus the Esquimeauwx, by reason of the extremity of their environmental
challenge evolved a pattern of life which rendered them slaves of that environment
and made all further civilized progress impossible (III, 4). Sparta, on the other
hand, set out to solve the Malthusian challenge by a militarization and self
discipline which would enable her to conquer her neighbours in Hellenic society.
In so doing, she “sold her birthright ” in that society (III, 61). She became the
slave of her own militarism, and stagnated while other members of the society
gloned in their creative achievements (III, 67, 70). Cf. Pemcles praise of the
Athenian “ Commonwealth,” I1I, 81-82.
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of civilization. The relationship of the characteristic styles of a
civilization with its extension is a commonplace.®* What is
more, relationship is found between the vagaries of artistic
endeavour and the pathology of society. A mania for the colos-
sal, for example, is associated with disintegration, when “a
declining society is apt to hasten the day of its dissolution by
squandering its diminishing store of vital energy in material
performances on an excessive scale, not so much out of a wanton
megalomania as in a vain effort to give the lie to its own un-
acknowledged but agonizing consciousness of incompetence and
failure and doom.” *°

One of Professor Toynbee’s greatest insights, and one to
which, it has been said, he does not remain faithful in the post-
war volumes of the Study,™ is his recognition of syncretism
as a cultural manifestation of the “ schism in the soul” which
underlies the social disorders of disintegration:

“...a negative sense of promiscuity then comes to pervade every
sphere of social activity.

In the sphere of social intercourse it results in a blending of in-
congruous traditions and in a compounding of incompatible values
(wappuéia) ;

in the media of language and literature and visual art it declares
itself in the currency of a ‘lingua franca’ (kouwj) and of a similarly
standardized composite style of literature and painting and sculp-
ture and architecture;

in the realm of philosophical ideas and of religious beliefs and
practices it produces ritual and theological syncretism ” (V, 381) .72

His categoric reassertion of the primary place of moral values
within the society’s activities of the cultural level is character-
istic of Toynbee’s intellectual vitality: indeed, Ethics becomes
an “indispensable science, always and everywhere” in the

0 Ibid., III, 378-379.

" Ibid., III, 154.

7t Cf. Christopher Dawson, “Dr. Toynbee’s Turning Away: Changed Views,”
Tablet (London), March 23rd, 1957.

"2 Emphasis added. Cf. also IV, 51-52; V, 153. (For another aspect of eclecticism,
of, IX, 180 ff.)



220 JOHN THORNHILL

study of history.” The observation that dissolute morals often
presage social collapse,™ or a deploring of the social conse-
quences of moral irresponsibility on the part of promoters of
the press and cinema ™ is not remarkable; but we consider as
signal the judgment that “ even a merely economic world order
can not be built upon merely economic foundations ”: * moral
principles are declared to be the only foundations upon which
an international law and order can be founded.”

“The prominent place of religion in “ A Study of History ” is
well known.” In the pre-war writings, religion was seen as the
deepest foundations of the life of a society. The future of our
own civilization was seen as depending upon the restoration
of its Christian basis: “‘ Man shall not live by bread alone ’. . .
to offer bread alone is almost as uninviting as to offer stones
for bread.” Although the social structure erected by Gregory
the Great, St. Benedict and the other founders of Western
Christendom was avowedly make-shift, it was built, not upon
economic sands, but upon the solid foundations of religious

72 Ibid., 1, 446, note. " Ibid., IV, 195-196.

7 Ibid., IV, 505. "8 Ibid., IV 184.

"« Economic Nationalism may be defined as an exploitation of the apparatus
of the parochial state for the purpose of promoting the economic interests of the
population of that state at the expense of the rest of mankind. On the moral plane

such a policy is indefensible in any circumstances . ..” (IV, 174).
The statesmen of Balance of Power politics “ behave as idolatrous tribesmen; and,
in their worship of their prejudice, and covetousness, they . . . (are) prone to

break moral laws that they would never have dreamed of breaking, and to perpe-
trate crimes that they would never have dreamed of perpetrating, in their private
affairs ” (IX, 249-250). Cf. X, 91-92.

"8 In his latter volumes—those published after the war—our author champions a
union of the best elements in all the higher religions. But is this not the very
syncretism which Professor Toynbee, in a flash of genius had divined as one of the
most profound manifestations of disintegration? Such a criticism, in fact, is made
by Christopher Dawson (Tablet, March 23rd, 1957) who, while declaring his
admiration for the thought in the pre-war volumes, detects in the later writings a
“profound residual Liberalism ” which Professor Toynbee “unconsciously retains
in spite of the scorn he pours on Victorian Liberal fallacies.” These remarks con-
stitute in our eyes the most noteworthy criticism which has been made of 4 Study
of History. In fairness to our author, however, we must point out that he can
appeal to the very first volume of the Study for a passage which shows syncretism
was not without possible social benefits in his mind, even in the earlier writings:
on p. 83, Christianity itself is judged a syncretism.



ARNOLD J. TOYNBEE’S PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY 221

rock. From being a tiny society in an out-of-the-way corner of
the world, it has grown like the grain of mustard seed into a
tree in whose branches all the other living societies have come
to lodge.”™

In view of their special agency in social matters, it is evident
that politicel institutions must receive particular consideration
in the formulation of a definition of civilization. A review of
Arnold Toynbee’s thought on this matter will greatly illuminate
the teaching we have just outlined: the social structure of a
civilized body, and the capital place of morality in the norms
ruling such a structure.

Just as the economic, so the political plane in a healthy body
social should be in wvital contact with the values of the more
radical cultural plane. In disintegration, we have noticed,
mimesis has been withdrawn from leaders who, having proved
themselves incapable of the charm of creativeness, must resort
to coercion in order to maintain the unity of the body social.
Toynbee makes his own the words of Francis Bacon, “ honours
in free monarchies and commonwealths had a sweetness more
.than in tyrannies, because the commandment extendeth more
over the wills of men, and not only over their deeds and
services.” %

The “ parochial state,” the name which so often designates
that familiar institution in the pages of A Study of History,
already tells us something of the limited nature of its function
in the life of a society. For Professor Toynbee, this local seg-
ment is not a “ perfeet society ” in the Aristotelian sense. It
is merely an institution on the political level of the life of a
civilized society (civilization). It should take its place in the
whole gamut of values, the harmony of which is of the essence
of health in the body social. '

If, by rights, the political institutions of local units should
play a comparatively modest role in the life of a society, in
point of fact, the enormity which most frequently manifests
itself in a decadent civilization is their exaggeration out of all

7 Cf. also V 198, 375 note. 80 Ibid., IV, 124, note.
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proportion to their prerogatives. The stage is reached where
“ Great Powers” claim to be a universe in themselves,®* and
demand a worship which does not fall short of idolatry.®> Such
a situation soon degenerates into a militarism which devastates
the whole fabric of society.®®

Arnold Toynbee sees an eloquent example in the history of
the Byzantine Civilization. From the eighth century onwards,
the spiritual forces which should have been envigorating the
life of that society on all levels, were “restricted to a single
mstitution—the East Roman Empire—which was confined to
one plane of social life (the political), and had been erected
there by its worshipper’s own kands.” As if that were not
ruinous enough, from the tenth century the “ unworthy object
of worship” was further restricted by the aspirations of two
social segments of the Orthodox Society—the Greeks and the
Bulgars—to the honours of empire. The struggle which ensued
crippled the life of Byzantine society beyond recovery.®* This
is “an aberration into which the Orthodox Christian Society
has not been alone in falling. Our own Western Society has set
its feet upon the same path of destruction after having made a
promising start upon the path of Life.” %

The enormity of this exaggeration is shown by a recourse to
ethical principles of the cultural level. We haye already referred
to this insight into the ethical foundations of social order when
assembling the elements of a definition of civilization. It is an
intuition, comparable to that of the “ social fact,” providing a
norm for the healthy functions of civilized society which has
proved invaluable to the author of A Study of History. Nation-
alism is condemned because, as idolatry, it is a perversion of the
right order of things *® which calls for a “loyalty ” extending to
the whole of the society of which one is a member, and “ wor-
ship,” not of the creature, but of the Creator.®” Idolatry is de-
fined as: “ an intellectually and morally purblind worship of

2 Ibid., 1, 9; V, 189.
82 Ibid., IV, 166, 348. 8 Ibid., IV, 405.
88 Ibid., 111, 150, 167-168. & Ibid., IV, 308.
84 Ibid., IV, 404-405, 320 ff. *7 Ibid., 1V, 404.
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the part instead of the whole, of the creature instead of the
Creator, of Time instead of Eternity.” %

In his condemnation of Auguste Comte, Toynbee’s mind
is made clearest as regards the peculiar worship due to the
Transcendent Creator.*® Would not the worship cease to be
idolatrous if it extended to the whole of human society, leaving
none but God “out in the cold”? A vital question, notes
Arnold Toynbee, to which not only Communists and Positivists
would give an affirmative answer, but also “ the more numerous
adherents of a vaguer, yet perhaps just on that account more
representative, school of humanist thinkers and humanitarian
men of action whose outlook has become the dominant  Welt-
anschauung ’ of our Western Society in its Modern Age.” But,
demands our author, if the substituter of an “ image of Hu-
manity > for the presence of the Living God > can proclaim:

“T am monarch of all I survey;
My right there is none to dispute;”
is the boast which Cowper has placed in the mouth of Alexander
Selkirk without bitterness? The monarch is a castaway; he
must “ pay for his undisputed dominion by living in a spiritual
solitude which is an abomination of desolation.” *

Not that the author of A Study of History denies all place
and function within a society to local political institutions,
though one could wish for more clarifications on this capital
point. The writer becomes at times so engrossed in his thesis
of the enormity of disproportioned self-conceit in local segments
of a society, that he would give the impression of denying them
any legitimate place in the life of the society. Other passages,
however, make it clear that this is not Professor Toynbee’s
intention. In the period of growth, for instance, segmentation
of the body social is made a condition of social vitality and
progress. When a society is confronted with a challenge, the

8 Toynbee, A Study of History, IV, 261. Cf. Contents Vol. IV, p. 261 ff., for
the many forms of idolatry which can beset a society. The teleological implications
of this ethical thought will be considered below.

%« The Religion of Humanity,” IV, 800 ff.

0 Ibid., IV, 303-303.
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response is only effected by a * withdrawal-and-return > of one
of its parts in the role of a “ creative minority,” and the subse-
quent adoption of the creative response by the other parts
through mimesis. Thus, e. g., Athens became “ the education of
Hellas ” in finding responses to the common problems of that
society. Italy played a similar role in the Western Society when
Feudalism was no longer serving as an adequate political
framework.”

The false step in both of the cases just cited was not the
setting up of a more evolved form of local government, but the
failure to respond to the subsequent formidable challenge of
establishing an oecumenic political order ruled by higher moral
values, within which the intensified life of these newly estab-
lished units could unfold itself in peace and harmony.*

In another context, the political institution is recognized as
an instrument for the establishing of social order within the
local community.®

The object of our article to this point has been to set out the
philosophical concepts which guided the author of 4 Study of
History. We have seen that these concepts group around two
intuitions: *the primordial social fact,” and the ethical founda-
tions of social order. In the light of the first, the concept,
“ civilization,” was progressively brought into relief and the ele-
ments of a definition were assembled. In the light of the second
insight, the definition was further clarified and norms for the
vitality of the body social were indicated. The truly philo-
sophical nature of these guiding principles is not difficult to
recognize; and it was natural that, in the course of their appli-
cation to comparative history, they would give rise to the for-
mation of a body of philosophical reflections intended to explain
and complete them. Arnold Toynbee’s philosophical interpre-
tation of his concepts will be reviewed in the next section of
the article.

91 Cf. Indices, Vols. IIT and VI, under “ Athens” and “Italy.”
°2 Cf, IV, 18, 175, 184, 819.
#8 Cf, IV, 191, “ The Impact of Industrialism upon Private Property ”; V, 48-49.
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Eaxplicitated Philosophical Principles: A Criticism

In the pages which follow, we intend to examine critically
the philosophical principles which guided Arnold Toynbee, seek-
ing their origin and measuring their worth. This we shall do,
first by critically examining the individual elements of Professor
Toynbee’s philosophy, and then by showing the illuminating
role a true philosophy of finality would have exerted in the
thought of our author: thereby giving the section a broad
division into two parts.

It is not long before the reader of A Study of History be-
comes aware of the influence of Henri Bergson.”* His authority
is tirelessly appealed to; his characteristic phrases are echoed
in the language of Professor Toynbee; *° and more basically, his
reaction to the universal application of the method of the
physical sciences is reproduced,® the very nature of the Creator’s
intervention in the evolutionary ‘ élan,” * as well as its progress
towards a “ superhuman ” state, are expressed in the language
of Bergson’s “ new philosophy.” *®

% The two works of Henri Bergson many times cited by Professor Toynbee are
L’Evolution Créatrice and Les Deux Sources de la Morale et de la Religion. Our
author prepared the notes for A Study of History between June 1927 and June
1929 (VII, p. vii), at which time L’Evolution Créatrice (which first appeared in
1907) had gone through many editions. Les Deux Sources appeared in 1932. From
an intimacy shared with the reader (IX, 898) we learn that it was our author’s
custom to read one or two books at the time of writing the various parts of his
Study, to assist in the ordering of ideas, and we may conclude that the recently
appeared work of Bergson was on his table as he wrote the first volumes in 1933
(Cf. Preface to First Edition and Note on the following page). It certamly gets
a lion’s share of the footnotes.

5 Notably “difference in kind not only in degree,” sounding the cry of release
from the shackles of Positivism: I, 44, 46, 153 etc., ete.

°® Compare Bergson’s “physico-morphic fallacy ” with Toynbee’s “a-pathetic
fallacy,” 1, 8, on which page our author notes as “conceivable” Bergson’s con-
ception of the nature of intellect as “specifically constructed so as to isolate our
apprehension of physical nature in a form which enables us to take action upon it”
(L’Evolution Créat., 24th ed., pp. 64-179. The capital “ Challenge-and-Response ”
pattern is foreshadowed in Bergson’s explanation of intellectual progress: in satis-
{ying a need by intelligence man creates a’ new one, so that conscious activity
remains open, free, and creative—as opposed to the hardened reactions of instinct.
(Ct. Collins, J.: A History of Modern European Phiosophy, Milwaukee, 1954,
p. 836).

*7 Ibid., 1, 249. %8 Itid., 1, 159.
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Bergson’s fundamental thesis, the debunking of Positivistic
pretensions, would have appealed to the Englishman whose
vigour of spirit and Hellenistic formation had enabled him to
attain to a conception of reality which the bleak empiristic
tradition of his native milieu could not express. Moreover, how
congenial to the philosopher of history the evolutionistic con-
ception of the new philosophy and its preoccupation with time
and duration!

But the genius of Arnold Toynbee is social and ethical, rather
than metaphysical. Whereas for Toynbee the metaphysical
bases of the Bergsonian philosophy were of secondary interest,”
for its author, the Bergsonian system is a rigorous elaboration
of a primary metaphysical datum, the intuition of duration.'*®
We shall see that individual philosophical elements reflecting
the influence of Bergson, of which Professor Toynbee makes use
in A Study of History, are rarely associated with their meta-
physical bases in the Bergsonian system.

We have already made reference to a key text in any philo-
sophical study of the thought of our author in which he dis-
tinguishes things “ encountered as objects of thought™ and
their “ expression in words,” and in which he confesses the
inadequacy of his own philosophy to solve the fundamental
social problem of the “common will.”** This philosophical
inefficacy may be accounted for on two scores: one concerning
philosophy in general, and the other social and ethical phi-
losophy in particular.

The first, touching upon a question as old as philosophy itself,
is the problem of universals and the validity of analogy in
philosophical expression. It is a problem which is perceived
by Professor Toynbee and with which he wrestles many times
in the course of his ten volumes.'”> He inclines towards the

°® Cf, III, 90: “ Bergson finds the same bent in the metaphysical as well as in
the social speculations of the Platonic Aristotelian philosophy.” (Emphasis added).

190 Cf, Collins, A Hist., pp. 819-820,

101 Ibid., 1, 448.

%2 Tn view of his keen sense of God’s ineffable transcendence, Toynbee regards
all knowledge we can have of Him as “ anthropomorphic”: Cf. VII, 467-468, for
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opinion that all analogical expression is no more than meta-
phorical, and delights in deseribing his own notions in simile, in
parable, and in “the language of mythology ” which “is an
intuitive form of apprehending and expressing universal truth ”
in which “even the philosopher in his highly sophisticated
quest might succeed in penetrating beyond the furthest limits
to which reason and logic could carry him.” **

This problem, not peculiar to the work of Arnold Toynbee,
is clearly too vast to receive particular consideration here.
Once more it is interesting however to notice the influence of
Bergson. On the one hand, this philosophical mentor opens the
way to the embracing of a reality richer than the atomized data
of positivistic observations; but, at the same time, the French
philosopher’s mistrust of conceptual knowledge *** and his exalt-
ing of an intuitive knowledge which seeks expression in meta-
phor and figure, incline the Englishman to the view that any
expression of spiritual reality will be no more than metaphori-
cal. Artist that he is, the author of A Study of History exploits
the figurative genius of the English language to the full.

Toynbee is at his best in the field of social thought. On this
account, we consider that the most valuable critique of his
philosophy will be one which bears upon this particular field.
To our mind, the social and ethical philosophy of 4 Study of
History remains imperfect because of an ambiguous concept of
finality in the mind of its author.

a summary of Professor Toynbee’s view of man’s “ anthropomorphic ” knowledge of
God. In his final volume he summarises his viewpoint by likening our knowledge
of God to the dog’s knowledge of man (X, 1). It is symptomatic of the rifts in

. modern culture, so well perceived by our author himself, that a man of his
imposing erudition has had very little contact with a whole world of philosophieal
thought. That such a comparison as his has a long and venerable history in the
best Aristotelian tradition of analogy would probably come as something of a sur-
prise to our author. In this teaching, poetic infution, so precious to Bergson and
Toynbee, finds a very precise place.

103111, 259, and note. Cf. I, 200, 278, 297 and note 442; ITI, 222; X, 228, for
attempts to formulate a relationship between the poetic and the philosophical.

19 Bergson does not reject the “scientific method,” but he limits the object of
intellect to a view of things in the function of mathematical regularities and spatial
stabilities (Collins, 4 Hist., p. 816). This conception cannot fail to recall to
mind the Kentianism which it was Bergson’s dearest wish to overcome.
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The problem of teleology is one with which the philosopher
of history must soon come to grips, for if his primary inspira-
tion is the agency of Time in human realizations, the change
correlative with time only becomes intelligible in respect to
some direction and term.**® In this matter, Professor Toynbee’s
choice of philosophical guide in the interpretation of his con-
cepts could hardly have been less fortunate. If finality had no
particular interest for Bergson, perhaps our author would have
been induced to look to other philosophical traditions and thus
have hit upon expressions much more connatural to his genius;
but teleology is a problem familiar to Bergson,'*® a problem
badly formulated of which the issue remains confused.**” This
confusion is reflected in the mind of Arnold Toynbee. His
thought is too independent and realistic, as we shall see, to
succumb completely to the impasse of Bergson’s decisive rejec-
tion of teleology, but this rejection haunts him throughout the
Study .

1% In the words of a scholastic axiom: “motus specificatur a termino ”—move-
ment has its nature from the terminus towards which it is directed. Our author
recognized this truth when he wrote, “In order to obtain a value-scale for
civilizations which, instead of being simply relative, is in some sense absolute, we
must compare them, in respect of value not only with one another, but also on the
one hand with the common goal of their endeavours, and on the other hand with
the primitive societies from which they are distinguished by a common specific
difference.” (I, 176, emphasis added)

1% The philosopher of evolution, just as the philosopher of history, can not
long escape this problem.

197 Cf. Maritain, J., La Philosophie Bergsonienne, Paris, 1914, Ch. IV and especi-
ally p. 885.

195 The conception of finality which Bergson so rightly rejects is, in reality,
a Leibnizian “ bogey.” (We shall have occasion to return to this rationalistic
conception). Our subsequent exposition will show Toynbee’s independence in the
details of this doctrine. We may conveniently summarize Bergson’s mind on the
question of teleology. With regards to the whole movement of the elan, Bergson
was constrained to admit a certain finality Collins, 4 Hist., p. 837), which he
hastens to declare is not the Leibnizian one. In fact, he attempts to confine his
explanation of “direction” to the order of efficient causality (Maritain, La
Philos. B., p. 885). In a particular stage of the elam, he denies all finality,
whether it be considered ‘ qua élan’ (Collins, p. 831) or whether it be considered
as an act of human freedom (Collins, pp. 824-825). In the correlated question of
morality, teleology finds no place since Bergson’s “closed morality ” is infra-
intellectual, while his ““open morality ” is supra-intellectual (Cf. Collins, p. 845;
Maritain, Ibid., p. 261 ff.).
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Let us now examine Professor Toynbee’s conception of
finality, and the manner in which his Bergsonian inhibition
prevented that conception from coming to a philosophical ma-
turity and exerting its true role as a guiding principle.

Though for the modern mind the term “ finality ” is imme-
diately applied to the progressive movement of the universe,*®
this application of the concept is a derived one. For Socrates
and Aristotle, the philosophers who first attained to the notion
of finality, it finds its most intelligible realization, as far as the
human enquirer is concerned, in the individual act of man, the
intellectual agent. It is by analogy with this type that finality
is applied to the motion of the universe, under the direction of
the Supreme Cause, Intellectual ‘par excellence.” Aristotle
formulated the classical definition of final cause as “ that for
the sake of which a thing is.” **°

As we have already noted, any essay in the field of philosophy
of history is unintelligible without some finalistic principle of
judgment,”* and in fact A Study of History is dominated from
the first volume to the last by the recognition of a “ goal of
human endeavours.” *** Man’s evolutionary progress is ensured
when his liberty is properly used to direct his social endeavours

1%® Oxford Dictionary.

119 Aristotle, Met. V, 2, 1013a33. A certain confusion is introduced into this
particular question of finality by the general problem of analogy already referred
to. Professor Toynbee protests “. . . the idea of ‘direction’ can have no literal
application except in the physical world, and we must be on our guard against
going astray when we apply the same idea metaphorically in the psychic field”
(111, 124-125) ; which is true and well said. The Aristotelian would hasten to add
that, similarly, to speak of an end “moving” is to speak metaphorically: but
beneath that metaphor is had a clear concept of a peculiar form of causality (“for
the sake of which ™), distinct from the efficient causality of the literal meaning
of the metaphor. The Aristotelian moderate realist would maintain that this
concept could be expressed, if more awkwardly, in a non-metaphorical paraphrase.
We may note that this emphasis of the metaphorical character of finalistic expres-
sions in A4 Study of History, leads to a certain equivocation in the use of the terms
“end” and “goal,” which may signify either “finis” in the formal! sense or
“ terminus ” in a purely physical sense.

111 Toynbee, op. cit., I, 176, already cited. Cf. I, 176.

113 Ibid., 194; 111, 172, 373, 383; 1V, 5, 123 128, 244 etc. This goal is described
as a “ community of scints” or a “ superhuman™ state.
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towards a state of perfection which is envisaged by certain
leaders. In other words, man’s social striving is for the sake of
a certain end: it is finalistic.!*®

In the mind of the author of “ A Study of History,” man’s
social ¢ élan ’ is not directed solely by the human agencies in-
volved, but the “ First Cause” intervenes in some ineffable
way,"* directing the creature towards the goal of * super-
human * perfection. In the Part, “ Law and Freedom in His-
tory,” apropos of the cyclic phenomenon of the historical
process we find a splendid metaphor for this agency of the
Creator in History: these cycles are not vain repetitions, but
“ wheels that God has fitted to his own chariot * for the purpose -
of conveying it “ towards the driver’s intended goal.” *** True,
in its context this passage is not unconnected with the new
emphasis the writer’s thesis has received in the post-war volumes
—undoubtedly making him more susceptible to the idea of
finality—but in the Parts published before 1939 we find the
same conception expressed in almost identical terms.’*® Indeed
in the very first volume, “ the omnipresent power > of a “ tran-
scendent first cause ” receives recognition as illuminating A
Study of History™*" What is more, the Creator Himself con-
stitutes the goal of human endeavours."*®

112 We have noted that even Bergson found himself constrained to admit a certain
teleology in the course of the “Elan Vital ”—towards the appearance of “self-
conscious duration,” man. But this cautious admission comes “ post factum.” He
would not concede a foreseeable goal, which he considers as necessarily involving a
Leibnizian predeterminism (Cf. Collins, A History .. ., p. 831), and which would
not square with his understanding of intellectual knowledge.

114 The interrelation between human freedom and the universal agency of the
First Cause is not discussed by our author. The coexistence of freedom and certain
necessities in the historical process in the section, “Law and Freedom in History
is considered from a ‘de facto’ point of view.

115 Ibid., IX, 174.

¢ Ibid., 1, 169, “ God’s Work ” is declared a necessary element in human progress
and necessary to the conception which will guide the author throughout the whole
Study. The figure of the wheels appeared already in IV, 85. On the previous page
the metaphor is the shuttle and the loom, “ in which there is manifestly ‘a progress
towards an end.”” _

17 Ibid., 1, 249. For a passage in which the Bergsonian inhibition is very evident,
cf. I, 301.

18 Ibid., Cf. III, 890; X, 8. Perhaps the citation of the Koran in each of these
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Given such a constant undertone of finality in the thought
of Arnold Toynbee, it is bewildering to find what almost
amounts to its explicit rejection when it comes to be considered
philosophically. Such a consideration is essayed in the section,
“The Nature of the Growth of Civilization.” ** Its examina-
tion shows the ambiguity which exists in our author’s mind, as
well as the confusing intrusion of Bergson.

“Is this element of direction an essential feature in the
process of growth? ” asks Professor Toynbee.'® “ Direction ” is
certainly only verified metaphorically in its present applica-
tion.’** In the psychic field, we must look for a different meta-
phor, for “ the movement of the Psyche is not  directed,” either
by a deterministic push or by a teleological pull ” (ibid. 125).
The Bergsonian inspiration of this declaration is put beyond all
doubt by the two long passages from Les Deux Sources de la
Morale et de la Religion which immediately follow. We quote
the significant central assertion:'*

“ Pure mechanism” (and) “pure teleology ” (are both rejected
because) “on both hypotheses alike the creations of Life are pre-
determined, since on the one hypothesis the future can be deduced
from the present by a calculation, while on the other it is delineated
in the persent by the form of an idea—with the consequence, in
either case, that Time is of no effect.”

To the attentive reader of these passages, two things are
clear: firstly, that the teleclogy which Bergson rejects is the
degenerate form proposed by Leibniz,** conceived after a

places indicates that we are passing from the field of reason to that of Faith,
acknowledged by our author (Cf. e.g., IX, 380 note). The Creator’s intervention
just discussed is affirmed on rational grounds (Cf. IX, 174).

19 Ibid., 1T, 112-127.

120 Ibid., IXI, 124.

12 Cf. note 108.

122 Bergson, H. Les Deux Sources, pp. 119-120, 288-289.

123 Cf, Bergson: L’Evolution Créatrice (Paris, 1917, pp. 55-57) Leon Husson:
L’Intellectualism de Bergson (Paris, 1947, p. 81 note) Collins, A Hist. . . . p. 831.
The conception of Leibniz is well summed up by F. Thilly (4 History of Philosophy,
revised by Ledger Wood, New York, 1953, p. 391). As bodies act according to
efficient causes or motions constituting “ divine automata” (Monadology, Sec. 64),
so “souls act according to the laws of final causes by means of desire, ends and
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mathematical model. And well does he reject it, recognizing
that it can not be reconciled with the creative function of human
liberty. He was in error, however, if he thought that in debunk-
ing the Leibnizian conception he had finished with teleology as
such. The second thing which will become evident to the reader
of these passages is the basing of Bergson’s position (as so many
others in his philosophy) upon his doctrine of conceptual
knowledge as spatialized and imperfect in its representation of
reality, apt to assist making but not doing,'** and by means of
which it is impossible to “foresee the forms that Life cre-
ates:” '* only by intuition, in which one assists at the creation
of these forms, can they be known.

When, therefore, Professor Toynbee states on the following
page, < a teleological formula may be adequate to express any
single term in the progression; but it may become misleading
when it is applied to the summation of the whole series,” ***—
a statement, certainly, which Bergson would not have admitted
—it becomes clear that his philosophical mentor has confused
rather than clarified the issue in his mind. The hesitant cita-
tions which provide an alternative “ teleological formulation of
the transit from one integration to the next differentiation > **7

means ” (Ibid., Sec. 79). “ God . . . has arranged his universe in such a way that it
works without interference from him > (Thilly-Wood, loc. ¢it.). It is to be noticed
that the passages quoted from Bergson already betray an ambiguity of conception
(Cf. Maritain, La Philos. B., p. 885). With regards to Toynbee, the philosopher
of history, we may recall that Hegel’s reinstating of Rationalism—removing the
Kantian problem by the expedient of identification of subject and object in knowl-
edge—introduced into the philesophy of history of the 19th century a notion of
finality which is not without affinity with the Leibnizian conception (Cf. Maritain,
On the Philosophy of History, New York, 1957, p. 20). It was natural therefore
that Toynbee, striking away from the previous dogmatic tradition of the “new
science 7 (Cf. IX, 395), anxious to safeguard the precious element of human
freedom, would view with suspicion a dogmatic philosophy of teleology.

*24 Cf. Collins, 4 Hist. . . ., p. 846,

%5 Bergson, Les Deux Sources . . ., p. 118,

*%¢ Toynbee, A., op. cit., V. The text continues, “. . . and in attempting to
express this whole—in which the essence of growth consists—we shall find the
concepts of mastery and articulation more illuminating than any others.”

%7 Huxley, A., Brave New World (London, 1932, pp. 106, 209); Smuts, J. C.,
Holism and Evolution (2nd ed., 1927), pp. 185-7 (Cf. X, 235).
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from the pens of Aldous Huxley and General Smuts, can only
confirm this impression. The passage concludes on a note of
dissatisfaction: “ Perhaps this is as far as we can penetrate
into the nature of the growths of civilizations . . .” **®

So much for the whole movement of the ‘ élan’ of a civiliza-
tion. One of the last passages quoted made reference to the
teleology of a “ single term in the progression,” and to this con-
ception we now propose to turn our attention. Let us consider
Professor Toynbee’s conception of, firstly: individual moments
of social progress in general, and secondly: individual moments
under the particular aspects of the exercise of liberty and the
implication of morality.

The most potent principles employed in A Study of History
are sociological ones. Clearly, finality (planning,  creating,”
cooperating, for the sake of an end envisaged) can not be re-
fused a place in the concrete realizations of social activity. In-
deed the all-important * Challenge-and-Response ” pattern of
the growth of civilizations is basically a finalistic one. How
often the author formulates the goals which were not achieved
by civilized societies—a failure which spelt their ruin! **°

Does our author recognize the profound finalistic truth im-
plied in his words when, discussing the plight of a Soul that has
“ been called upon to play its part in life in the tragedy of social
disintegration,” he writes: it “ cannot repudiate all movement
or aim or purpose ” for that would be *“ committing outright
spiritual suicide? **°

That the precise manner in which this goal will be achieved,
and the concrete means which must be created by human genius
to reach it, can not be foreseen from the outset does not rule
out the presence of finality. The end is more or less clearly

128 Toynbee, A., op. ¢it., V, 18 .. . C£. V, 13, “. . . we hesitated to apply (the
convenient spatial metaphor of ‘direction’) when we were attempting to compre-
hend the nature of growth.”

129 ¢ Arrested ” civilizations adopted an abortive social pattern, which did not
allow the development of human potentialities. “ Broken down ™ civilizations fail,
for the most part, to construct an inter-state political order based upon principles
of morality, ete. (These questions have already been considered at length, above.)

180 Ibid., V, 383-384.
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envisaged—though even this conceiving of the end, especially
in the first instances of civilized society, is a splendid creative
act! The means to the realization of that end must be found
in an heroic process of trial and error, in the pangs of creation.
Most profoundly understood, this magnificent creative effort is
only intelligible in virtue of the vision of the end, which at every
moment inspired and sustained it: to repudiate aim and pur-
pose is to commit spiritual suicide! The Bergsonian alternative
of the deterministic “push” of mechanism and the determi-
nistic “ pull > of Leibnizian teleology is not complete: the crea-
tions of human progress germinate within the spirit of man, by
virtue of the conceiving of an end.**

The social “ values ” which form the basis of a “ pathology ”
of society reviewed in detail earlier in this article, are—as their
~name already implies—so many principles of the finalistic
dynamism of society.

We turn now to the particular consideration of the exercise
of liberty in individual moments of social progress—intimately
bound up with ﬁnahty in the Aristotelian tradition, in the spn'lt
of which this eritique is being conducted.

Arnold Toynbee is determined at all costs to preserve liberty
. from the philosophies of Determinism, be they Babylonie,'**
Positivist,’** or Marxist.'®* But it is one thing to reject certain
deterministic explanations of history, and quite another to ex-
plain in what manner the free act distinguishes itself from the
determined one.

It is intellectually exhilarating to w1tness the powers of induc-
tion which are exerted to show forth in history the special
agency of human liberty. As a starting point Toynbee notes
the fact of the comparatively recent emerging of the phenome-
non of civilization. The racial explanation of the rise of civiliza-
tion is discredited in masterly fashion.'* Nor can the uniformity
of human nature, reacted upon by environment alone explain
the rise of civilization; an empiric survey shows the presence of

131 ¢ Creativity  will be considered in the last pages of this article.
132 Ibid., 111, 57. 134 Ibid., III, 202.
132 Ibid., IV, 85, note. 128 Ibid., 1, 207 fi; cf. p. 288.
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some other potent, intangible factor emanating from the human
agency. Civilization, the Initial environmental challenge and
the material responses of which were almost identical, display
little similarity in their spiritual characteristics—religion, art
and even social life.**®

To determine the nature of this creative liberty, all impor-
tant, if one is to comprehend the Genesis and Growth of Civi-
lizations, Arnold Toynbee twice marshalls all the resources of
intellect and erudition at his command.*** Is it the recently
published Les Deux Sources, lying at his elbow, which keeps all
thought of finality from his mind? The truth is that he neglects
to consider liberty as something peculiar to man, and endeav-
ours to explain it as a manifestation of the spontaneity common
to the whole ‘ Elan Vital.” This confusion, in fact, exists already
in Bergson who, not admitting an intellectual root of liberty,
has great difficulty in avoiding its identification with pure
spontaneity and vital determinism.**®

It is our opinion that, were it not for the intrusion of Berg-
son, Toynbee may have hit upon a more complete solution to
the problem. Is he not inclining towards it in his own mind
when he writes: “ May (it) be that a certain faculty, latent in
all alike, was evoked in those particular members, and in those
only, by the presentation of a challenge to which the rest did
not happen to be exposed ” ? *** Certainly, when he returned to
the problem of liberty in the new context of the section “ Law
and Freedom in History,” in post-war Volume IX, he formu-
lates a simple and profound definition of liberty.**

“The distinctive gift of Consciousness is a freedom to make choices
—Dbetween alternative courses of action for the Will, and between
alternative ideas and beliefs for the Intellect; and . . . this path of

128 The Egyptian and Sumeric civilizations both faced the challenge of the desicca-
tion of Afrasia and initiated their civilized societies by the constructing of an
irrigation system by way of response.

187 Cf. especially I, 271 ff; III, 112 ff,

138 Cf., Maritain, La Philos. B., p. 271; Cronan, E. P., Bergson and Free Will, in
“ The New Scholasticism,” X1 (1987), 1-57; Collins, A Hist. . . . , p. 826.

120 Toynbee, A., op. cit., I, 318.

140 Ibid., IX, 331.
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freedom has an inner law and other of its own which is manifest
from within to the thinking, planning, and acting personality
itself ...’

The basis in intellectual knowledge and the finalistic ordering
now implied—precisely the elements which were denied him
by Bergson—now render liberty intelligible and distinguish it
from a blind spontaneity.'**

Morality in social activity is obviously linked with the prob-
lem of liberty which we have just considered. Men are free to
determine the future for themselves,'*? and as we have seen at
length in our previous section, this social activity must be
founded upon principles of morality; idolatry—the changing of
a relative into an absolute—is immorality of the most per-
nicious form as far as the social well-being is concerned. But,
apart from these valuable principles, the nature of morality is
not developed philosophically.

Our author’s philosophical counsellor would have been of
small assistance. Bergson, to quote Maritain’s pungent epi-
gram, “preserves . . . all of morals except morality itself.”
Intellectual knowledge, as Bergson conceives it, could not pro-
vide the foundation of a peculiarly human perfection, the
ordered self-making of the rational nature: morality in its
genuine sense.'*®

To this point, our critique has been directed to the analysis
of the philosophy which underlies the thought of A Study of
History, and in particular, the ambiguous nature of the central
concept of finality. Now, we propose to put forth into the field
of constructive criticism, evaluating the function finality could
play were this confusion removed.

141 To the end, Professor Toynbee is not satisfied with his conception of liberty.
He writes in one black moment of the “ possibility—improbable though he per-
sonally felt this to be—that the appearance of freedom in human affairs might be
dissipated one day by a progressive increase in the candlepower of Science’s dry
light” (IX, 878).

42 Ibid., IX 831.

143 Bergson’s infra—intellectual (“closed ”) and supra—intellectual (“open ™)
morality are forced upon him by his distrust of conceptual knowledge and his
admission of only the infuition of duration (‘in actu’). (Cf. Collins, 4 Hist. . . .,
Maritain, La Philos. B . . . , pp. 263-274)
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Professor Toynbee’s attempt to express philosophically the
nature of society is not satisfactory in his own eyes, as we have
seen. The “ common field of action ” has not sufficiently ex-
plained the unity existing between the various persons consti-
tuting a society: the “problem of the ‘ common will’” re-
mains."** We propose to demonstrate how finality can provide
a sound basis for the resolution of that problem.

This attempt to lay bare the ontological nature of society ***
is a witness to the keenness of the mind which conceived A
Study of History. The problem is aptly posed, the erroneous
extremes excluded, and a solution proposed whereby society is
constituted by relations between the members—relations aris-
ing from the activity of the members in a common field. Thus
society is defined “ a relation between individuals . . . (which)
consists in the coincidence of their common field of action.” **

We concede that the conjunction of individual activities is of
the nature of society, and that by reason of this activity many
social relations are constituted, but we maintain that if we look
more deeply into social reality we shall find a basis for this con-
junction of activities—making it more than the mere “ coin-
cidence of fields of action,” as Professor Toynbee’s definition
would have it. This basis consists in another order of relation:
the relation of coordination—arising out of the pursuit of a
common end. Let us-develop this point, recalling the finalistic
tenor in the thought of A Study of History as regards to both
the whole movement of the body social and its individual
moments.

In the previous chapter we showed that, in our author’s mind,
the health and growth of a society are only ensured if its social
action is ordered towards the perfecting, in a human sense, of
the community: which is as much as saying that social activity
is for the sake of the pursuit of genuine human perfection.

Every individual who gives his allegiance to a civilized
society, in some way recognizes that membership in this new
community will be of more benefit to him than a life of isola-

14 Toynbee, A., op. cit., I, 443. 145 Ibid., IIX, 217 f1. 148 Ibid., I, 230.
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tion, or the old treadmill of primitive life. In some way, be it
ever so crude,”” he knows that his spirit is expanded, that he
is perfected, and it is for the sake of that perfection he joins
the social  élan.’ -

We may formulate a conclusion: the activity of each member
of a civilized social body is ordered—with more or less adequate
comprehension—to the formation of a body of social institu-
tions which provide a means to the pursuit of unhampered
human perfection. This embracing of a common end specifi-
cally distinguished, e. g., from the cramped and static aims of
a primitive community of which these persons were previously
members—is the principle which unites their social activity.
It explains, to our mind, the phenomenon of the “ common
will ” and the unity of societies “encountered as objects of
thought.” **®* It may also help to justify the coherence of a
civilized body social, above all in the period of growth, so im-
portant to the general theory of ©“ A Study of History.”

In the Aristotelian tradition, this integral, unhampered good
of man which is the end of society, constitutes the genuine sense
of that much abused term “ common good.” **°

147 Cf. “ Mimesis > as set out earlier in this artide. In IV, 123 note, we find a
discussion of a cognate question, the more or less perfect comprehension by various
men of the good, according to Plato.

48 Ibid., T, 448.

149 This termn will make for clarity of expression, rendering unnecessary a
laboured paraphrasing. But, because it is apt to assume a different signification in
each new theory of society, it may be well to define it carefully. Simply speaking,
social activity is for the good of the individual persons who are members of the
society. The “common good ” is so called, not insofar as society constitutes some
superi(}‘ entity taking precedence over the ““good” of each member, but because
the individual member cannot attain to his integral human perfection except in-so-
far-as he becomes a member of a society. Toynbee quotes Plato as contending that
the personal happiness of a member of society is of no account, “ for the individual
human being exists, not for his own sake, but in order to promote the welfare of
the commonwealth of which he is a member ” (III, 95). We must leave to special-
ists the interpretation of the mind of Plato in the context—the text cited, Republic
IV, 419A-421C, does not appear to exclude necessarily a more benign interpreta-
tion. Be that as it may, the special problem of the manner in which, in certain
circumstances, the particular good of some member must be sacrificed “for the
common good ” of society helps to illuminate the true concept of the common good:
rather than being set aside for the sake of the collectivity, the good of the person
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The social “ values” of the various levels of life of a civilized
society, recognized by Toynbee and set out in detail in the first
part of this article, now take their place in this conspectus. The
order which must exist in cultural, political and economic activi-
ties 1s dictated by the common good of the members: the ele-
ments of the cultural, pertaining more essentially to man’s
proper perfection than technology and politics, must not be
impeded by the disordinate emphasis of these latter. If that
harmony is broken, if the institutional complex is so deformed
that the effectual pursuit of the common end becomes more
and more questionable, with it the finalistic principle which
is the basis of unity in the society begins to perish. In time,
should the process of disharmony proceed far enough, members
of the society will begin to withdraw their membership—just
as they gave it: sensing the perfection they were receiving from
social communion—and give it to the distinet social movement
of a nascent society whose vitality, despite its rudimentary
character, offers greater promise of carrying them towards the
realization of the common good.

In Arnold Toynbee’s mind, this integral good of mankind is
constituted in a certain manner by the Uncreated Good. We
have noted that God is declared the End of civilized endeavour.
In the condemnation of idolatry, we have mplicit recognition
of the foundation of morality in this same finality. Idolatry is
the directing of social forces towards the creature instead of
the Creator, to the relative instead of the absolute.**® In final-
istic terms, we could define-it as the converting of intermediate
ends-—which should also be means towards the Supreme End—
into ends sought only for themselves. Such a perversion of the
right order of things stifles the spirit of man, deprives him of
the possibility of attaining the common good, and opens the
way to social disruption.

There are some loose ends in this doctrine of God as the

is realized in a splendid way in that act of virtue which the sacrifice requires. A
ultilitarian ethics, of course, is incapable of comprehending such a teaching, although
it be the only solution to a problem posed continually in practical reality.

150 I'tid., IV, 262.
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End of man—symptomatic of the necessity, at all costs, of a
finalistic framework for the elaboration of a philosophy of his-
tory. God will be attained in the “ communion of saints,” that
is, when social progress has proceeded so far that “ mimesis ”—
a great weakness in the functioning of society,** is rendered
unnecessary, since the whole of society has attained to the
mystical intuition of the Life-giving Creator. This conception,
of obvious Bergsonian inspiration, is gratuitous in its assump-
tion of a universal evolutionary process,*** and in its extension
of this evolution to embrace the possibility of mankind’s arriv-
ing ‘en masse’ to heights of mysticism similar to that of the
great Christian mystics. It is difficult to see how our author
escapes his own criticism of the Marxist Utopia as an irrational
relic of Judaic Messianism.*® Perhaps he would appeal to
faith,*** but though we cannot doubt his sincerity, if he is not
able to justify this faith, proving that it is more than a baseless
credulity, is not this too to be suspected as another irrational
relic of the Judeo-Christian tradition? **° '

This unsatisfactory hypothesis of the “ communion of saints »
becomes unnecessary if one recognizes that the common good
is an analogous term which may be understood of the Uncreated
Good—communion with whom, whether individually or so-
cially,’ man finds his supreme perfection—and a created order
which man must construct as a means to attaining this end.

In considering this created order, Arnold Toynbee’s mind is
not clearly expressed, because he tends to conceive all created

151 Ibid., IV, 199 ff.

%2 The truth of this evolutionistic hypothesis is never questioned by Professor
Toynbee.

158 Ibid., V, 178-179.

54 Ct., op. cit., IX, 880 note.

155 Ts there not a certain inherent weakness in the position of both Bergson and
Toynbee, proposing the Christian mystics as leaders who have far outstripped the
rank and file of mankind, and at the same time offering an explanation of their
mysticism which patently implies that the mystics’ own explanation—prepared with
great pains, in the case of the Spanish mystics, e.g—was very naive in its
“ orthodoxy ”?

*5¢ This distinction could be introduced with benefit into Professor Toynbee’s
thought, without denying necessarily the intimate interdependence of the two.
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means as mere means, so that any valuing of them for their own
sake is frowned upon. His conception would become clearer
were he to introduce the distinction between mere means and
intermediary ends.® The latter are willed for the sake of
attaining a higher end, and for the sake of their own inherent
perfection. The created institutional complex which bears man
on towards an ever more complete realization of human per-
fection is not a mere means; “ relative ” though it is and must
always be considered—as our author justly points out—it de-
serves to be prized in itself for the wealth of human achievement
it connotes.*™®

This institutional complex—although it may be termed an
ultimate end within its own created order—is finite in itself.
Thus the very moment it ceases to open out onto the endless
vista of unrealized human perfection, and is sought for itself
alone, it ceases to possess the true character of common good—
for the spiritual nature of man knows no adequate end but an
unlimited object.**®

157 The application of this distinction will help determine the rightful place of
political institutions in the life of a body social. We have already drawn attention
to a certain confusion in our author’s mind on this point.

155 The sober Aquinas who wastes no superlatives, remarks: “Ille autem qui
instituit civitatem, fuit causa hominibus maximorum bonorum ” (In I Lib. Politi-
corum, lect. 1, ed. Marietti n. 40).

15 Tt may be objected that this conception of the created common good—of its
nature finite—and the positing of an infinite end as the only adequate end of man’s
spiritual aspirations is contradictory. (Cf. III, 226 fI., “. . . like so many intuitions
of the medieval scholastic genius, this answer to a practical question is no answer
for practical purposes.”) Abstracting from the Transcendental Common Good
upon which social, as well as individual, life must open, we may observe that an
end does not “move” in so far as it exists, but in so far as it is known (“finis
primus in intentione, ultimus in executions,” is the scholastic tag). Now the
institutional complex of a society may be comprehended and considered in étself—
and thus it is a finite entity, and (in a secondary manner) it is willed for its
finite goodness. Or it may be considered under the formality of making possible
further unlimited perfecting of the human person—and considered in this way,
it is in a certain sense infinite, and connatural to man’s spiritual nature (an ulti-
mate end in its own created order).

Let us hope that the “oracle of scholasticism ” has now explained itself more
satisfactorily. It is to be regretted that Professor Toynbee’s knowledge of scholastie
thought would seem, like that of so many moderns, only second hand. In the pre-
war volumes, he cites the work, The Medieval Mind, Taylor, H. O. (London, 1911).
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It is interesting to note the functioning of this principle in
history. The former primitives who created the first rudimen-
tary orderings of a civilized society on the Lower Nile, for
example, were effectively pursuing the common good: for their
résponses were apt to carry them on towards an ever more rich
human perfection. The Spartans, by way of contrast, with
a social order and discipline which has captured the imagination
of every age, had renounced the true common good—for their
rigid institutional complex stultified the creative breath of the
human spirit, and thus proved a “ reversion to animalism.”

To summarize our constructive criticism of Arnold Toynbee’s
social philosophy: this critique is founded upon the common
good, the finalistic principle of the unity of society; this com-
mon good is not the good of society which, as a higher organ-
ism, would take precedence over the human “cells” which
compose it,’*® but it is the good of the member of society, pre-
cisely in so far as human beings could “ not exist at all—or at
any rate humanly—without being in . . . social relation with
one another.” *** This common good of man is an analogously
realized term: in the T'ranscendental Order, it is the life-giving
Creator towards whom every spiritual activity must be directed,
while in the created order it is the institutional complex of a
healthy society, which—as an intermediary end—is of immense
value in itself (end), and has the function of opening the way
for the human members of the society towards the unlimited
perfecting of human nature (intermediary). Men strive to
attain the common good, exercising their liberty in the adapting
of means to end.  Morality is that order which, according to the

He also knows E. Gilson’s The Spirit of Medieval Philosophy (Eng. translation
London, 1936). In Part VII, “Universal Churches,” the Catholic position is
upheld, somewhat unsatisfactorily, in several fooinote comments by a “ Catholic
friend.”

180 Cf, TII, 219-223. This passage corresponds substantially with our viewpoint.
‘We would criticise, however, the refusal to admit not only organic unity, but also
a certain “ personality  to society. Certainly society is a person in a metaphorical
sense only, but (in view of the unification of social activity by a common finalistic
principle) to call this a “ fictitious personification ” must be suspected as savouring
of the liberalistic social atomism which Professor Toynbee himself rejects.

161 Ihid., I, 223.



ARNOLD J. TOYNBEE'S PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY 243

very nature of things, should exist in this exercise of liberty,
and which alone can assure the attaining of the true end.

The philosophy of history could well be defined as the con-
sideration, in a philosophical light, of human changes. Since
change is incomprehensible without reference to terms, finality
in some form or other is indispensable in such a study. Simi-
larly, the nature of change as it occurs in a certain subject and
involves in some way the nature of that subject must capture
the attention of the philosopher of history. On this account it
may be well to conclude our article with the consideration of
this problem, which troubled Toynbee—and Bergson before
him—and which was of no small account in their embracing of
evolutionism as an alternative to teleology.

Both of these thinkers are at pains to emphasise the appear-
ance of a mew reality at each advance of the evolutionary
process, epitomised in the expression “ creation.” Their thought
can only be appreciated if it is borne in mind that they are
reacting against a mechanistic conception of the process of
thing, canonized in Rationalistic philosophy by the Leibnizian
conception of physical and intellectual causes functioning like
the running down of a piece of clockwork. They recognized
that the process whereby reality is continually enriched—par-
ticularly in the sphere of human realizations—whereby some-
thing comes into being which before was not, could find no
place in such a conception.

But like so many Kantians after him; Bergson neglected to
look beyond the unsatisfactory metaphysical system of Ration-
alism for the explanation of reality.’*®* The metaphysic of
Leibniz, conceived as it was according to a mathematical model,
did not fully appreciate what was probably the greatest meta-
physical achievement of all times, Aristotle’s recognition of the
distinction within BrING between ACTUAL BEING and BEING IN
POTENCY.

Rooted in this metaphysical distinction of reality lies the

162 Ope is reminded of Toynbee’s oft repeated criticism of the illusion that all
progress proceeds in a straight line.
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key to the true understanding of the great creations of civilized
man. In the unformed psyche of primitive man there existed a
certain ordering towards self-perfection in social intercourse, of
which the ¢ totums * of primitive society were only a caricature.
The tremendous effort which stirred these capacities out of a
millenial slumber, which actuated what was potentially traced
in the configuration of the human psyche were acts of sublime
creation.

Is not this truth implicitly contained in a doctrine of social
progress which must always be directed towards man’s genuine
perfection: namely one which follows the true configuration
of the potentialities of his nature, the primacy of the spiritual
over the material, the right ordering of economie, political and
cultural values? Even abstracting from the metaphysical basis
of such a conception, it certainly presents a more intelligible
doctrine of human progress.'®®

Essential, too, to this understanding of creativity is human
Liberty, the possibility *** of accepting the elaborations of pre-
vious generations or of harnessing the tremendous energy
locked in man’s spiritual nature—its thirst for the absolute—
and driving that spirit to undergo the pains and toils of seli-
realization and enrichment, forging in itself those relative reali-
zations which will carry it towards the absolute. This is no
reading off of a predetermined blueprint; the possibilities of the
human spirit are almost unlimited in their varied perfection.**®

163 The supernatural order, in the strict theological sense of that word, the be-
stowing on man’s nature of realities which surpass the connatural ordering of its
created potentialities, raises a particular problem of “ creativity ” through what the
scholastics call “ obediential potency,” which we have no intention of entering here.

%4 In liberty there is found a particular realization of the distinction between
potency and actuancy. ‘

%% These possible lines of action conceived in the mind do not act upon the will
like so many forces of various “strengths” (the Leibnizian notion). They elicit
the will in so far as they are comsidered as good. Every finite object may be
considered as in a certain way good and desirable, or as in a certain way undesir-
able, arduous, etc. The secret of freedom lies In the mutual interaction of will
and intellect brought by the agent to dwell finally and efficaciously on one of
these finite means. The human agent can never renounce the willing of the
Absolute, the Infinite, in virtue of which every choice of means is made.
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Let us resume the capital conclusions which have emerged in
the course of the second part of our article. The philosophy
of 4 Study of History is not essentially dependent on the
thought of Henri Bergson. Its author, primarily interested in
social and ethical principles which may illuminate his investi-
gation was not concerned with the metaphysics of the “new
philosophy,” but found its concepts a welcome medium of ex-
pression for a body of thought which the positivistic philosophy
of his native milieu was incapable of formulating. It was un-
fortunate therefore that this philosophical counsellor denied
him the very doctrine which would clarify the all important
social and moral principles he employed so magnificently in his
study—a sound philosophy of finality.

The introduction of a finality conceived according to the
more congenial Aristotelian tradition does little more than com-
plete the grand lines of thought traced already in the intuitions
of Arnold Toynbee.

APPENDIX: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PHILOSOPHY
OF HISTORY AND PHILOSOPHY *

The preceding article has made it clear that the philosophical principles
employed in the interpretation of history must be social and ethical. Arnold
Toynbee’s neglect of the finalistic nature of ethical and social truths has
led him to overlook their dependence upon the same philosophy of morality.
He recognizes that political institutions must be vivified by ethical prin-
ciples, but he tends to consider this an extrinsic guidance, not recognizing
that, philosophically considered, morality is an essential property of social
activity according to its very noturel In the Aristotelian tradition, ethics

* Eprror’s Nore: The insights developed in the preceding article are further
applied by the author as he sees moral science as the keystone in the understanding
of history’s meaning.

L One will recall his division of the three planes of social activity: cultural,”
“ political,” and “ economic,” and his opposing of cultural activities on the one hand,
to political and economic on the other (V, 200). Unfortunately, it is only too true
that the politics of our own society are often divorced from any sense of moral
responsibility. Christopher Dawson has pointed out that in other ages a king or

noble was “good” or “bad,” whereas today the office of the politicians of our
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and social philosophy constitute the one science of morals. The activity
most proper to man is a purposeful activity. Moral philosophy is a norma-
tive science directive of human acts according to their proper finality. It
may abstract from social considerations, and consider purposeful human
acts according as they are personal; or it may consider a man’s acts inso-
far as he is a member of society.

The special relationship of the philosophy of history towards moral phi-
losophy in the integral Aristotelian sense, is confirmed by a re-examination
of the object of the philosophy of history. Recent discussion concerning
the nature of historical method has drawn attention to the eminently
human character of the historical process.?2 If it is not entirely the product
of human liberty—conditioned, as it is, by accidents of nature-—free human
agency may be said to constitute its animating principle. Now, since that
which is most formal in the free human act is its purposeful character, its
ordering towards an end, it is evident that any attempt to understand the
historical process must invoke the science of human finality, moral phi-
losophy. When modern man first became conscious of the time-process, his
spontaneous conception of “ Progress,” as directional, betrays the essential
part which the philosophy of human finality must play in an interpreta-
tion of the historical process. Moreover, the essential derivative of the
historical process, human culture, is only understood in the light of social
finality; our considerations of it have made it clear that the institutional
complex of a culture must function, and must be judged, in its relationship
to the true common good of man. The place of social finality in 4 Study of
History, as has been pointed out, is made clear in its dominating ideal of
the “ Goal of Human Endeavours.”

If the essential dependence of a philosophical interpretation of the his-
torical process upon the normative judgments of moral philosophy is to be
admitted, does it follow that the philosophy of history must be identified
with moral philosophy?

Jacques Maritain would be inclined to answer in the affirmative, but
does not determine the manner of the identification.® In a recent study,

bourgeois society is looked upon as a-moral: one never speaks of a “bad”
politician as one spoke of a “bad” king. (Cf. Dynamics of World History,
editor Mulloy, London, 1957, p. 227).

?Marc Bloch wrote, . . . 'objet de I'histoire est par nature ’homme. Disons
mieux: les hommes . . . Derriére les traits sensibles du paysages, les outils et les
machines, derriere les écrits en apparence les plus glacés et les institutions en
apparence les plus detachées de ceux qui les ont établies, ce sont les hommes que
Phistoire veut saisir. Qui n’y parvient pas ne sera jamais, au mieux, qu'un man-
oeuvre de 1’érudition.” Cited on the rear cover of the Toynbee number of Diogéne,
1956 (18).

3 On the Philosophy of History, pp. 37 ff.
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another author would identify the philosophy of history with moral phi-
losophy in an unqualified sense: to the traditional branches, Monastic,
Domestic, and Political Ethics, he would add Historical Ethics.t D. B. -
Richardson claims that, just as there is a good of state beyond the personal
good, so too there is a good of civilization and culture above and beyond
the good of state. The practical science directive of human acts towards
this good he calls Historical Ethies.5

Now it is a well known Aristotelian principle that the practical sciences
are distinguished according to the diverse ends towards which they direct
human action.® Richardson is therefore right in recognizing that a new
branch of moral science must be founded upon a specific distinction of
ends; but when the original division of ends—providing the basis for
Monastic, Domestic and Political Ethics—is most formally understood,
it is difficult to see upon what grounds a new member may be introduced
into moral philosophy.

The fundamental distinction of moral sciences is clear. According to the
original division, Monastic or Personal Ethics is directive of human acts
towards the personal end of man: in so far as he is directly ordained to
God, the Transcendent Ultimate End. Social Ethics is directive of human
acts, as it procures the end of a society, of which man is a member.

Social Ethics is further divided on the basis of social ends. Domestic
Ethics directs man’s actions, insofar as they are ordered towards human
generation, and its matural consequences, in the society of the family.
Political Ethics directs man’s actions, insofar as they are ordered towards
integral human perfection, in civil society.? Most formally, considered, the
ends towards which the two members of social philosophy are ordered are
“ esse simpliciter ” and “ perfecte esse.” The first ordering, radicated in
man’s biological nature, the second in his rational nature.

The name Political Ethics stems from Aristotle’s erroneous judgment of
cultural reality, whereby he considered the city-state to be the perfect
organ of the common good. His principles, however, are clear.® Aquinas,
who makes explicit reference to the threefold division of moral philosophy,®
is more far-seeing than Aristotle. Commenting on Aristotle’s assertion that
Political Ethics constitutes the supreme practical science, by reason of its
ordination to man’s most perfect created end, he declares that it is more

* Richardson, D. B., “ The Philosophy of History and the Stability of Civiliza-
tions,” in The Thomist, XX (1957), pp. 158-190.

5 Richardson, D. B., op. cit., p. 159.

¢ Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas, in I Ethicorum, lect. 1 (Ed. Marietti, nn. 12 ff.).

7 Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas, In I Ethic., lect. 1 (Ed. Marietti, n. 2), lect. 2 (n. 25);
In I Politicorum, lect. 1 (n. 11). :

8 Cf. Ross, W. D., Aristotle (London, 5th Ed., 1956), pp. 238-239.

¢ St. Thomas Aquinas, In I Ethic., lect. 1 (Ed. Marietti, n. 6).
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perfect to seek the good of a city than to seek the good of a particular
individual, and more god-like still to seek the good of a whole people
embracing many cities1°

It must be concluded, therefore, according to Aristotelian principles, that
the cultural good towards which Professor Richardson would order his
Historical Ethics is already included in the common good of the traditional
Political Ethics. We may recall our considerations of the created common
good in the preceeding article. It was shown that even in the created order,
the true common good of society is in a certain respect infinite. It is this
same common good which must rule the political mstitutions of a civilized
society and its cultural life. Their consideration belongs, therefore, to
the same part of moral science. In the modern age of what have been
called more than once “ Machiavellian ” politics, it is easy for one to form
the false idea of separate—even opposed!—political common goods of the
various nations, divorced from the cultural communion in which they all
share. Such a state of affairs, insofar as it exists, is an anti-social rather
than a social reality, and can in no way provide a basis for the scientific
division of moral philosophy.

It seems clear, therefore, that the status of the philosophy of history in
relation to the traditional moral philosophy must be determined in a manner
different from that proposed by Professor Richardson. We will agree with
him that the philosophy of history must be given a place within the corpus
of moral philosophy, for it is essentially a normative discipline. We have
made clear how the philosophical light employed in the understanding of
history is, most properly, the normative light of moral philosophy. Since
the light under which a philosophical discipline proceeds determines its
object and nature, it was natural that the moral philosophy which animates
the philosophy of history should impart to it the normative nature of a
practical knowledge. Arnold Toynbee’s famous simile of the climbers of
the mountain,* the laws of Challenge-and-Response, bespeak the normative
nature of his work. When one of his critics says that the object of his

1® Ibid., op. cit., In I Ethic., lect. 2 (Ed. Marietti, n. 30). In the Ross translation,
Aristotle’s text is rendered: “. .. though it is worthwhile to attain the end merely
for one man, it is finer and more godlike to attdin it for a nation or for city-states
(#ver kal mwéheoiv)” (1094b9). St. Thomas may have seen an allusion in this
last phrase (iranslated: “ melius vero et divinius genti et civitatibus” in the
medieval version) to a higher social order than that of the Polis. Ross makes clear
his interpretation of the mind of the Stagirite: “ Though Aristotle stood at the
end of the golden period of Greek city life and was in close touch with Philip and
Alexander, it was in the city and not in the empire that he saw not only the highest
form of political life up to date, but the highest of which it was capable,”
Aristotle, p. 237.

1 Toynbee, A., 4 Study of History, I, 192-194, 196, 281 etc.
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latter volumes is to champion the union of mankind in the love of God, our
author concedes that this is a true evaluaiton of his work.*? Christopher
Dawson’s philosophy of history, to instance another recognized author, is
likewise of a practical nature 13

If one examines the normative principles which constitute the conclusions
of the philosophy of history, it becomes clear that—by reason of their
nature—this discipline must be accorded a status in moral philosophy which
is quite distinct from that of the traditional body of ethics. In each case
the philosopher proceeds under the light of the practical intellect, turning
the realistic principles arrived at in speculative philosophy to account, as
directive of human self-determination.’* For that reason, each discipline
must be allowed a place in the corpus of moral philosophy. One may
express the difference in the nature of their normative conclusions by
saying that those of ethics are essential norms, whereas those of the
philosophy of history are circumstantial norms. Social ethics considers the
essential ordination of man’s actions to the common good of society; the
philosophy of history considers the vicissitudes which condition man’s social
strivings, and which must be taken into account in any realistic pursuit
of the genuine common good of human society at a determined moment in
its history.

The root of this difference is to be found in the matter which the prac-
tical understanding considers in each case. Ethies considers-human acts
according to their natures. The practical knowledge which it prerequires,s
is ordained to providing the philosopher with an understanding of the whole
amplitude of human action so that he may grasp its complete moral struc-
ture and formulate its unchanging normative principles. The philosophy of
history, for its part, is not formally directed towards a consideration of
human actions according to their unchanging, universal natures, but
according as they have produced the contingent, precarious reality which
is the historical process. Ethics considers the ordination which is imprinted

2 Cf. Professor Geyl, Toynbee the Prophet, Journal of the History of ldeas,
1955 (16), 260-274; and Toynbee’s comment in the same periodical, 1955 (16), 421.

13 When he names one of his words “ Understanding Europe,” e.g., it is a
question of a practical understanding: on the first page we read: “ Whatever may
be the ultimate cause of this crisis, it is certain that it is a spiritual one, since it
represents the failure of civilized man to control the forces that he has created.
It is due above all to the loss of common purpose in Western Culture and the
lack of a common intelligence to guide the new forces that are changing human life.”
He concludes Religion and Culture with the declaration, “ The recovery of moral
control and the return to spiritual order have now become the indispensable con-
ditions of human survival.” (p. 218).

4 Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas, in I Ethic. lect. 3 (Ed. Marietti, n. 85).

15 Ibid., op. cit., in I Ethic., lect. 3 (Ed. Marietti, n. 88).
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in the rational nature of man and his actions. The philosophy of history
considers the existential order which human agency has imprinted in the
historical evolution of mankind. Ethics judges reality as it should be, uni-
versally. The philosophy of history judges of reality as it tends to proceed
in a typical moment of history. Moral philosophy judges with certitude.
The philosophy of history, provides norms which are always hypothetical
in character.®

We could sum up our conclusions concerning the status of the philosophy
of history as a part of moral science by stating that, whereas social ethics
provides the major proposition of the prudential syllogism, the philosophy
of history is ordered towards the formulation of its minor proposition:
bringing universal moral norms into contact with an existential reality,
all important in the realization of the concrete human act which is the
end of all moral science. Christopher Dawson opens up the full dimensions
of our thought when he writes, “ every social way of life may be a way to
God, so long as it recognizes its human limitations and does not attempt to
force its particular historical values into the place of universal divine
truths,” 17

Let us conclude our considerations of the relation of the philosophy of
history to moral philosophy, by noting a valuable observation of Jacques
Maritain in his recent work. '

If one is to admit the existence of certain necessary trends in the his-
torical process, Maritain points out—viewing this necessity in the light of
human finality, which is the soul of Aristotelian morals—that this necessity
is. more material than formal. It concerns the material circumstances in
which human beings are called upon to live their lives—and which, cer-
tainly, tend to limit the cultural achievements possible to them. The

¢ Toynbee, sharp in his criticism of Spengler’s misuse of the inductive method,
“ attempting to mask the inadequacy of the evidential basis on which his tre-
mendous induction has to stand, behind the (organic) simile . . .” (IV, 11-12),
is careful to make clear the hypothetical and provisional nature of his Study:
“no synthesis or interpretation is ever final, because there are always fresh facts
to be found after the first collection has been provisionally arranged” (I, 49).
After the publication of his final volume, Professor Toynbee writes, “since it has
only recently become possible to present this panoramic view of history, the first
attempts (and mine among them) will certainly be revised, corrected, discarded,
with the passing of time and the dedication of a greater number of thinkers to this
exciting intellectual undertaking” (Diogéne, 13 (1956), p. 10.

Many of the critics of A Study of History have overlooked Toynbee’s underlining
of the provisional nature of his study.

The conclusions of a philosophy of history will always retain a hypothetical
character by reason of their material dependence upon the findings of positive
history. In this sense they may be called “empirical.”

1" Dawson, C., Religion and Culture,” p. 211.
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manner in which they make use of these circumstances, the spiritual or
rational meaning which they will give to their lives, is still dependent upon
their freedom, upon the finality with which they. choose to animate
their lives.

If, as it would seem, the world is necessarily moving towards an oecu-
menical technological order, it is still open to human freedom whether man
is to be the drudge of the machines which he creates, or is to employ them
as a means towards a greater freedom of spirit.18 '

This distinction reaffirms the complementary functions of social ethics
and the philosophy of history. It makes clear the primacy of the former;
and helps to dispel the air of pessimism so often associated with the latter.

JouN THORNHILL, S. M.
St. Peter Chanel Seminary,
Toongabbie,
New South Wales

1% Maritain, J., On the Philosophy of History,” pp. 25-26.



ACTION AT A DISTANCE
I

InTrRODUCTION

HE explicit problem in action at a distance is: “ Can

I an agent body the substantial reality of which does
not in any way touch a patient body, e. g., at its sur-

face, affect the patient without using a third body called a
medium? The problem must be understood in this way if the
following discussion is to become intelligible. To the imagina-
tion this proposition seems impossible or, at least, seems to
require some mysterious occurrence which once granted cannot
be explained. Besides, every action experienced in our universe
can 'be, or seems to be, adequately explained by means of sur-
face contact, either directly between the agent and patient or
between the agent through a mediating body and the patient.
A legitimate question at this point would be: “ Why does the
problem even arise; how, indeed, can there be a problem?”
Now, we might say that the problem appears because of some
physical phenomena investigated and explained during the his-
tory of physical science, for example, that of light. Although we
will have occasion to refer to some such scientific questions, the
philosophical problem however arises from the nature of, certain
notions used to describe corporeal reality and in particular
that corporeal activity which is called transient action, namely,
such notions as “ action,” “ distance,” “ contact,” ““ medium.”
This paper rests upon the conviction that these notions, for the
most part, have failed to describe corporeal reality adequately;
more specifically, these notions fail adequately to explain tran-
sient action. To support this view we will examine the notions
and assumptions latent in the various types of arguments used
to prove the impossibility of action at a distance. Since Pro-
fessor Van Laer has done a commendable job in surveying and
grouping these arguments and, moreover, has added one of his
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own to the list, we shall first consider his work, one of the latest
essays on the subject.!

I

ProBLEM

It may be well to preface our consideration of Van Laer’s
arguments with the opinion that his formulation of the argu-
ments against action at a distance is well stated; moreover,
one may also argue that his criticisms of the proofs other than
his own are valid, for none of them demonstrates the impossi-
bility of action at a distance. Some beg the question; others, as
Van Laer points out, deduce ambiguous conclusions. Therefore,
it seems unnecessary to reproduce here an analysis that is al-
ready quite clear. For our concern is not, in the first place,
with the logical validity of the arguments, but with a funda-
mental insight at the basis of all such arguments. This is the
principle that presence is necessary for action. It may be possi-
ble, indeed, to reduce all arguments to the use of the same
principle expressed in five different ways, corresponding to the
five typical groups of arguments which Van Laer examines.
The following table, to be read in conjunction with Van Laer
shows, on the left, a summary formulation of the principles on
which rest each of these “ ways ”’; on the right is indicated how
presence plays an essential role in all of them.

1. An agent acts only where it 1. One body: As an agent it is

exists. present to itself.
2. Distant bodies are not in 2. Two bodies: One as an
contact. agent is not present to and
is distant from another as a
patient.
3. Accidents are only where 8. The accident of activity: As
they exist. inbering in a body it is pres-

ent to itself and its substance.
4. The causal relationship im- 4. Two bodies: If they are in

1P, Henry Van Laer, Philosophico-Scientific Problems, trans., Henry J. Koren
(Pittsburgh, 1953), pp. 59-114, esp. pp. 79-94.
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plies an intimate union, and
bodies are intimate only by
local contact.

. Action at a distance, taken
as a propagation through
empty space, would prevent
direct action.

JAMES TALLARICO

local contact they must be
and are present to one
another.

. The accident of activity:

When it is between the agent
and patient, it is present to
neither.

The first argument obviously means that action at a distance
would require an agent to act where it is not; therefore, there
cannot be action at a distance. Besides, there is another diffi-
culty: as Fr. Bittle says, “ no being ezists at a distance.” * Since
a being is present only where it exists, it is not possible for the
agent to affect a possible patient which is at a distance. The
argument requires, quite correctly, that presence be necessary
for action.

The second way disguises the same conception of bodily
activity. Since distant bodies are not in contact, they are not
present to each other. Lacking presence, influence cannot be
attributed to the agent. Van Laer, in relating certain argu-
ments of John of St. Thomas and Hugon to this formula, says
that they “ emphasize that an agent which causes a new form
in the recipient must be present with the recipient.” ®

The third way restricts the essence of the first formulation to
accidental being. In paraphrase, we might say that no accident
exists at a distance. In his criticism of this view, Van Laer says
that, considered terminatively, the coming to be of the effect
is in the recipient as an accident. Surely, however, action is
not an absolute accident inhering in the agent as are, for ex-
ample, quantity and quality. It is at most a relative accident
of the agent, so that its essence consists in a respect to some-
thing else. Action is truly one entity considered from two
points of view.* The argument, therefore, is that where there
is no existence there is no presence and consequently no action.

The fourth way is quite simple; it hinges upon the supposi-

2 C. Bittle, Aether to Cosmos (Milwaukee, 1948), p. 190.
®Van Laer, p. 84. * Ibid., p. 85.
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tion that presence is a prerequisite of intimacy. In fact the
minor premise of the argument explicitly states that “a causal
relationship between two bodies presupposes local presence.” ®

The fifth way is also clear, though we must focus our atten-
tion on the words, “ direct action,” if we would not mistake the
argument to be based on a false conception of action at a dis-
tance. Van Laer’s comment should be noted here. “ The ques-
tion is precisely whether this distance prevents such action or
not.” * What is meant of course, is that once the activity as a
propagation has left the agent, it is present neither to the agent
nor to the patient. In such a case the agent would not act
directly on the patient because the agent would not be present
with the activity when it activates the patient. The activity
would in this case be only the activity of a third body travelling
to the supposed patient of the first body.

This brief summary is not meant to prove but only to indi-
cate that there is one principle, basic to all the arguments,
which may well be the stumbling block: “How can distant
bodies be present to each other.” This indeed is the primary
question. The question immediately following upon it is pre-
cisely the one Van Laer asks: “ How is an agent directed to a
subject? ” His answer is: only by local contact can we under-
stand the order of agent to patient and vice versa; for only by
local contact can we understand the presence of agent to pa-
tient that makes possible the influence of the one upon the
other, and only by local contact can we understand how a
bodily recipient is determined to have such a relation of depend-
ence to the agent that it is able to undergo the action of the
agent.’

Presence and determination are the two notions which fix the
necessary prerequisites for action; and Van Laer rightly uses
them to focus our attention on the heart of the problem of
action at a distance. But Van Laer believes that only local
contact provides these two prerequisites. It is to this question
that we will now turn.

8 Ibid., p. 86. ® Ibid., p. 88. 7 Ibid., pp. $9-90.
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By the very meaning of transient action, everyone would
agree that the patient must have a relation of dependence to its
agent. The problem is in the minor premise, which states, in
effect, that this relation of dependence arises only by local
contact. However the minor itself appears to rest upon two
prior views: (a) the potencies of bodies give them a certain
remote ability to exercise or undergo action, but action requires
that bodies be immediately capable of exercising their poten-
cies; (b) the possibility, kind and intensity of material action
depend upon both the nature and qualities of agent and patient.
These bodies must be capable of co-determining each other.
Upon this the proof follows, and it may be well to quote it in
its entirety and to have it immediately before us.

“In order to obtain the necessary mutual conditioning mentioned
in the foregoing paragraphs, [summarized in a and b above] bodies
must have local contact. The proof is as follows. For the required
mutual conditioning it is necessary at least that agent and recipient
form one system. This system must belong to the order in which
the two bodies are agent and recipient; hence they must form one
system in the material order, one corporeal system, one quantita-
tive whole. But in the order of extension agent and recipient cannot
form one quantitative whole unless they are locally related to one
another. Now such a local relation can be obtained only by means
of local contact, whether this contact be immediate or mediate,
i.e. through intermediary matter which is in immediate contact
with both agent and recipient. If such contact does not exist, two
bodies may have an existence of their own, but with respect to one
another they do not exist and therefore cannot influence one
another. Hence the conclusion follows that for the interaction of
bodies material contact is a necessary condition.”

The goal of the argument is to show that local contact is
required for bodies to exist with respect to one another, because
bodies that exist in this way can influence each other. With this
as a background, the statements in the argument in support of
this are as follows:

1. A quantitative whole occurs only by local relation.
2. Local relation occurs only by local contact.

® Ibid., pp. 90-91.
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3. Bodies exist with respect to one another only by local contact.
4. Finally, for the interaction of bodies material contact is
necessary.

The argument, then, is as follows:

Definition: A quantitative whole is a whole composed of bodies
which exist with respect to one another,

Major: A quantitative whole occurs only by local relation.

Minor: But loeal relation occurs only by local contact.

Conclusion: A quantitative whole occurs only by local contact.

Two points are noteworthy: (a) that local relation makes
bodies exist with respect to one another and (b) that the
crucial point in this argument, which is the proof of the minor,
is that local relation occurs only by local contact. Keeping
these points in mind, here is the ““ thought-experiment ” which
(a) supports the argument that bodily interaction requires
local contact and (b) helps to determine the role of the medium
between distant bodies.® A body, A, exists in a vacuum. Now
if a body, B, is introduced there are two possibilities. If we
maintain that A’s activity was present in the vacuum prior to
B’s entrance, we maintain that an accident can exist without a
substantial support. On the other hand, if we maintain that the
activity was present only at the time of B’s arrival and that
only then did A by its activity influence B, then we have an
insoluble difficulty. For we seem to have no way to explain how
A, a non-knowing being, would know either of B’s arrival or of
its capacity to be influenced by A. Van Laer implies that there
is no mutual conditioning or co-determination. In other terms,
there is by definition no communication between A and B in
the first place; therefore, there can be no further communication
between them. Certainly if there is no communication, to
maintain that A influenced B would be to maintain that there
is no reason why the action occurred. If A were travelling
through the vacuum and B were in its path, the collision would
have a reason for its occurrence. However, if the bodies are
completely isolated from each other by the vacuum and neither
is in locomotion, there is no possibility that an action could

® Ibid., pp. 91-92.
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occur even if the potencies of both beings were perfectly suited
to each other. If the vacuum completely isolates bodies, it is
equally absurd to speak of determination or action or the direc-
tion of action from A to B or B to A between the bodies. Simi-
larly were we to admit a medium which locates bodies, gives
them position relative to one another, yet which does not play
an active role in the activity among bodies by determining the
bodies with respect to one another, then our situation has not
changed at all. This type of a medium would isolate bodies just
as effectively as a vacuum. Bodies would have a position rela-
tive to one another but would not be present to one another;
they would not exist with respect to one another. There is,
apparently, no way to avoid this conclusion. The bodies are
related locally, yet they do not exist with respect to one another;
they are not present to one another as they were in the “ quan-
titative whole ” of the main argument. But does this not sug-
gest that local relation and local contact in the main argument
are really synonymous phrases? If so, the argument begs the
point at issue, since it is maintained that only by a local
relation do bodies exist with respect to one another.

We are told, however, that this whole proof *“ has value only
for those who accept the contact theory as the explanation of
the localization of bodies.” ** Is this true? In this theory of
localization the medium relates bodies and places them in
mutual contact. This is not enough, because bodies in an inert
medium are in contact and yet do not exist with respect to one
another. If neither local relation nor local contact of themselves
allows bodies to exist with respect to one another, the medium
must do so. But the medium is that which gives local rela-
tion and contact to bodies. In other words the question is:
“ How can bodies exist with respect to one another? The hope
is that material, i.e., local, contact will be required but not
assumed. There are three ways that this can be accomplished
and they are implied in Van Laer’s proofs.

1. By local contact: This begs the question.

1% Ibid., p. 93.
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2. By local relation: This is not sufficient when we are concerned
with an inert medium.

3. By the medium: This gives local contact to bodies and there-
fore also begs the question.

If it is replied that this is why the proofs have value only for
those who accept the contact theory of localization, this still
does not explain how bodies exist with respect to one another.
Rather it is the medium as operational that explains this.
The medium as operational, active or passive, makes one body
present to another. It does this by “ passing on ” the determi-
nations of events from one body to another. This is the true
contact that is being sought. Local contact, as in the theory of
localization, has no part in this operational scheme, except that
it allows for the distance between bodies and the direction of
activity, since this contact is within a third body—the medium.
In other words, the medium as operational relates or carries
the determinations of one body to another body. By this means
the bodies are present to one another, exist with respect to one
another and can influence each other. In the proof quoted, the
notion, “to relate determinations,” was the reason why local
relation made a quantitative whole. The parts of the whole
exist with respect to each other. The intention to make rela-
tion that by which bodies exist to one another is present; but
there is too much emphasis upon locality, contact and medium
to make the notion of relation sufficient for the mutual exist-
ence of bodies. Understood in this way, local contact, in order
to fulfill the role prescribed by the argument, cannot refer to
contiguity but rather to the determinate effect of one body
upon another. Bodies affect one another prior to action. This
effect is not an efficient effect; rather it is what we shall call
later a formal effect. However it is just this type of effect which
gives relations among bodies their significance. To try to under-
stand action among bodies by means of surface contact robs
bodily relations of their reality and their ontological status.

It cannot be maintained at this point that relation is the
fundamental notion in Van Laer’s argument for thé reason that
a quantitative whole is a whole because the parts are related
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and contiguous. We must either identify relation with conti-
guity or we must say that relation between bodies occurs only
by means of contiguity. In this case both alternatives must be
proven, especially in the light of traditional philosophy.

The proof as a whole and the notion of a non-inert medium
are based on conceptualizations which appear to be obscurely
implicit in the notion of relation, i. e., presence and determina-
tion. It is the local relation of bodies that binds them together
and brings about an interacting community. Instead of return-
ing these notions to their proper place, the medium must support
them not by but at the surface of contact. Contact, at the point
of contact, must bring about presence and determination, the
primary properties of relation. This aspect is so important that
those arguments which conclude to the need for contact because
action can only occur at the moment of contact were criticized
by Van Laer for begging the point at issue.”* Those arguments
assume the conclusion that surface contact generates presence
instead of introducing a third factor, such as relation, to con-
nect them. This is the reason why a theory of “place ” is not
the most advantageous point at which to begin an argument
against action at a distance. For what value would a theory of
place have if it did not relate the places of bodies to each other,
not only according to position and direction but primarily
according to the existent body in each place? The theory which
accounts for relating the existents to each other would be a
different theory, just as it is in Van Laer’s account. To transmit
determinations and to locate bodies in place are two separate
notions not necessarily related to each other.

Therefore the formula, “ local relation,” must not be under-
stood as relating the localities but rather as relating the existent
bodies in their localities. It should not be understood as ad-
mitting other relations between the existents, but as allowing
that general, unspecified, fundamental relation of existence by
means of which relations of potencies, similarities and other
specific relations are possible. It is not itself a relation, but

1 Ibid., e. g., pp. 82; 86.
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clearly if bodies do not exist with respect to one another, they
cannot be related by certain similarities.

Below are four syllogisms stated as simply as possible, which
carry the main points of the analysis.

(1)
A quantitative whole is made up of bodies which have a certain
respect to one another.
This certain respect is local relation.
A quantitative whole is made up of bodies which have local relation.
®@
A respect to another is a relation.
Bodies only have a respect to one another if they have local contact.
Bodies are related only if they have local contact.
(8)
For bodies, to be related is to exist with respect to one another.
Bodies can only be related by local contact.
Bodies exist with respect to one another only by local contact.
4)
Bodies which exist with respect to one another can influence one
another.

Bodies exist with respect to one another only by local contact.
Only by local contact can bodies influence one another.

If, thus, relation is explicitly recognized as the expression of
presence, the questions that immediately follow are: “ Why is
relation an expression of presence? ” and “ What does relation
require in order to exist? ”

IIT

REeLaTioNn

The conclusion implicit in the view that action at a distance
i$ impossible is that bodies are isolated. (At present it is of no
concern whether bodies are in fact isolated. This we will leave
until later. Our concern at present is only with the implicit
suppositions in the argument.) The fact of action requires the
explicit conclusion that beings in action are present to one
another. Most authors say that local contact gives presence.



262 JAMES TALLARICO

One of them gives the answer, relation, but he emphasizes
something else to the point of misinterpreting the basis for his
proof. Our task then is to understand relation, to see how it
allows presence and determination and to notice what condi-
tions it requires. Then we will understand the truth which Van
Laer touches upon but does not fully honor.

Our procedure will follow three stages. First, we will give a
commonly accepted definition and then some introductory
remarks concerning relation. Next we will discuss two general
characteristics of relation, presence and determination. The
first of these is comprised of three primary properties: (a)
inherence, (b) modality of the foundation and (c) being to
another. The second is indicated by the property of specifica-
tion. The third and last stage will present the conditions for the
existence of relation followed by a few possible difficulties
brought about only by a possible misunderstanding.

As John of St. Thomas says, if we understand relation in its
most general sense, no one doubts that relation is real. What
has been doubted is the ontological status of the relation which
the logician calls predicamental, which is defined as “a real
form whose whole to be is to something else.” ** The reason for
this doubt of course is that an accident must have a being of
its own, not in the sense that it can or does exist apart from a
substance, but in the sense that its being refers only to itself
and to itself as existing in a substance. On the contrary, the
entity (relation) referred to above seems to imply some thing
which exists and yet primarily exists to or with respect to
another. Its only reference is to another. It is a rather strange
being. Why not, say the objectors, be satisfied with the relation
as expressed with reference to beings because of the foundation
for the relation which exists in the beings? This relation is
called transcendental. It is not anything distinet from things
considered absolutely in themselves and for this reason is called
an absolute entity. It does not make up a separate category

12 The Material Logic of John of 8t. Thomas, trans., Simon, Glanville and Hollen-
horst (Chicago, 1955), p. 316, v., p. 609, n. 12.
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but enters into all categories. Because of this transcendence it
has the property of being embodied in the thing absolutely
rather than being distinct from it.** It seems superfluous to
demand any other type of relation.

In answer to the objection that we have no experience of
these relations, John of St. Thomas replies that no greater or
different kind of knowledge is required for relation than for the
other accidental forms. In the latter just as in the former, we
experience effects but not their distinetion from substance; and
from the effects we can conclude to their distinction from
substance. In the physical world we experience things subject
to order, to resemblance, to dependence. “In these instances,
regarding, which is the effect upon consideration, is not com-
bined with any absolute essence: the whole being of resem-
blance, fatherhood, order, ete., consists in a respect.” ** They
cannot be understood in terms of some absolute entity.*® It is
true that in most cases a predicamental relation such as the
relation of the effect to the cause, is founded on a transcen-
dental relation; but if the term of the relation is removed and
destroyed, “the transcendental relatedness remains, not the
predicamental one.” ** This would be true only if they were
distinguished. "This also indicates the reality of predicamental
relation. It cannot be a mere construction of our intellect.
When the term of a relation stands before us, no mental trick
will make the intellect misunderstand or ignore the meaning of
its existence. There are new real possibilities because of the
existence of a term for relation. A stone travelling through the
air can hit something besides the air. This can takes on an
active meaning if something is there, near or in its path. For by
existing, the relation of effect to cause is meaningful just as it is
meaningful when the term is destroyed to call the other a cause.
A real predicamental relation requires a really existing term; **
but once related, for example by actual causality, the removal
of either cause or effect will not remove the designation “ cause ”
or “effect ” for the term which remains.’®

% Ibid., p. 385. 5 Ibid., p. 808. 27 Ibid., p. 865.
1 Ibid., p. 812. 1 Ibid., p. 331. ’ '8 Ibid., pp. 333-34; 362.
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The prime reason for the endurance of relation, or rather the
relatedness left behind by relation, is its character of being a
real form which exists in its subject as an inhering accident."
The reality of relation is derived from its foundation which
exists in the subject.?® In fact “it is the function of the founda-
tion to provide relation with existence by inherence. (This
existence by inherence is what relation has in common with the
absolute accident.) ” ** It is no surprise then that the related is
denominated by “ what inheres in.” 2 The transcendental re-
lation chiefly refers to the absolute subject and only secondarily
to others. It grounds a relation more than it gives rise to one,
and the reason is that it “ is not a form that accrues to a subject
or absolute thing; it is embodied in its absolute subject.”
Nevertheless it connotes something extrinsic to itself with
which it is concerned. The transcendental relation first refers
to the foundation then to the relation. But since the point of
view of predicamental relation is first to something, and it exists
only as it proceeds from a foundation,” the foundation can be
called the root which is present in a subject. Upon the positing
of a term, a relation proceeds from its foundation as from a
root wherein it was precontained.*® In this way a subject re-
ceives a new determination when a relation to this and that
term is posited.*® Action certainly “marks” a power so that
after the action and even after the destruction of one of the
terms, there is still an “effect ” in the agent or the effect in the
patient—in the agent because the being no longer regards the
effect in the patient as something it could produce,” and of
course in the patient since the action occurred there. Not all
relations occur by action however. There is an “ effect ” in the
subject due to the presence of the inhering form of the relation;
but upon destruction of the term this formal effect ceases.”
This state of affairs is only intelligible if relation bears some

*® Ibid., pp. 308; 336. 2 Ibid., p. 854.

20 Ibid., pp. 319; 313. 25 Ibid., p. 360.

2 Ibid., if)su. 2 Ibid., gp. 340; 341; 334.
22 Ibid., p. 810. 27 Ibid., pp. 333-34.

. 2 Ibid., p. 815. 28 Ibid., pp. 336-87.
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significance for the things related. It can have it because the
order of the relations parallels the order of the related things.”

As relation exists in a subject so also Is it concerned with
other subjects. By definition its very being is in reference to
another.®® Relation, indeed, receives its name because of the
referring to another.

“ Relation derives its denomination not only from what inheres—
1. e., from its own entity as an inhering thing-—but also from what
is external to its subject, 1. e., from its term and from its tendency
toward it. This does not rule out its inherence but, on the contrary,
presupposes it.” 3

“ Relation alone is both being and to being’ . . . The reality of
relation originates in one side, viz., in the foundation, and the
positive essence expressed by the preposition  to’ originates in the
other side. This positive essence derives from the term, and the
term does not bring forth the property of being but that of being
relative to being.” 2

As long as a foundation exists for a relation, this foundation will
bear a relation to whatever corresponds as a term to it.*

A foundation is precisely that aspect of a thing which has the
property of relating one thing to another, and there is a neces-
sary correspondence between it and the formal term of a rela-
tion.** Take for example the relation of a possible agent to a
possible patient of this agent. The foundation just prior to
action concerns this effect which is to be produced by this
power in this agent.** “ By proportion and power, the founda-
tion contains the term in itself, for a foundation does not refer
to such and such a term unless it 1s itself such and such a foun-
dation, and conversely.”*® It is for these reasons that we can
say that “ this individual relation regards this individual term
determinately.” * Further, since every relation depends upon
its formal term, not as upon a cause but as an opposition which
is co-related to it, the relatives if they are related in reality

* Ibid., p. 854. % Ibid., p. 319. % Ibid., p. 333.
80 Ibid., pp. 313; 355. 38 Ibid., p. 311. 38 Iind., pp. 355-56.
* bid., pp. 312-13. 3 Ibid., p. 324 ST Ibid., p. 859
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must be interconnected, precisely insofar as they are related,
for ““ one cannot be without the other.” *®* Among the relations
congsidered by logie, perhaps mutual relations are the best ex-
ample of this because the relations are of the same order, are
present in both extremes and thereby conmect the extremes
with each other; for example, father and son are mutually
related.®®

Scattered throughout the last section were quotations and
references to quotations which indicated the specifying and
determinative character of the term to which relation refers.
This was unavoidable considering how intimately joined are
these two notions and aspects of relation. We mentioned
that the foundation is of this effect to be produced, that
the foundation is of such and such a term, that there is a
necessary correspondence between the foundation and formal
term and that relation regards determinately. Now, speaking
from the viewpoint of the term, we can say that it is not some-
thing entirely absolute and concerned only with itself. As a
term it is of something, and of something distinct from itself.
As such it involves relativeness *° and relative opposition, i.e.,
co-relation. In the specification of relation, it is true that the
relation does not derive its specification from its term; however
it is “ specified (in relation) to it.” The foundation specifies in
the capacity of a principle and cause but it does this “ in rela-
tion to the term in which specification is completed and ter-
minated.” ** The term, one might say, makes its influence felt
in an indirect manner, i.e., in such a way that those things
which are expressed in relation to others are distinguished
according to the distinction of the terms to which they refer.*”
It should be recognized, however, that in relative opposition
such.as this, the work of neither foundation nor term is sufhi-
cient nor is one exclusive apart from the other. “ One extreme
does not take away the other, but rather posits it or presupposes
it, so that the specification of the one may be relative to the
other,” ¢ which indicates the close inter-connection of the rela-

% Ibid,, pp. 361-62. 4 Ibid., p. 344. 42 Ibid., pp. 854-55.
% Ibid., p. 328. “ Ibid., p. 368. 3 Ibid., p. 357.
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tives. The term then does prepare the way for this activity
rather than that activity, because it is the term of this thing
with this foundation rather than another thing and foundation.
The term specifies by completing and fulfilling the relation
which is the very meaning of the foundation. Van Laer calls
this mutual conditioning and mutual determination. There is
only a difference in terminology.

These last few considerations are intended to show how rela-
tion can give presence and determination. By inhering, by
bringing about a new modality of the subject, by being to
another, by mutual implication of foundation and term and by
the mutual specification of foundation and term, relation, at
the very least, appears to bear the credentials of a communicat-
ing form,** a form that would present beings to each other so
that they would exist with respect to one another. Of these
there is perhaps one characteristic which would pose the great-
est difficulty. If something inheres and by inhering brings
about a new modality of the subject, there should be a change
in the subject. There are texts of St. Thomas which say that
a being does not change when it is related, and yet there must
be a change “ cum nihil de novo adveniat alicui absque muta-
tione eius cui advenit.” ** This is important because the doc-
trine of presence and determination depends precisely upon a
new formal effect occurring in the thing related. It is this effect
which makes one being communicate with another. To under-
stand “ change  in this context we must answer two questions:
(a) How is formal effect possible? and (b) What does it do for
bodies and for interaction in general?

The first thing we must remember is that relation is not,
strictly speaking, a thing; it is a mode of a thing. Therefore
the change that comes about in relation is not entitative, nor
a fortiort some type of physical change. St. Thomas brings
this out quite well. Since relation is usually considered in two
ways, as foundation and as to another, when the relation as

“ Ibid., p. 837. _
45 St. Thomas, In Physicorum, 5, 3, Opera Ommia, Vivés edition, 34 vols. (Paris,
1884), Vol. 22, p. 504.
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foundation changes then there is change, physical entitative
change. Indeed the change is so real that there is a new relation.
A relation in causing a change removes itself and brings a new
relation to bear. This is strange only if we do not remember
that the relation—that whatever changes here—is not predica-
mental relation but is transcendental relation. Transcendental
relation is primarily the absolute entity itself. Therefore in
this situation relation does not cause a change; it is the change
wrought upon the subject which changes relations. St. Thomas
gives us an example of the genesis of a predicamental relation.
If something through its changing becomes equal to me while
I remain the same in quantity, that equality which now exists
between us existed in me in some way as in a foundation from
which it now has real being. The foundation which could ex-
press equality with all things equal to myself, at this moment
“ determinatur ad istum.” There is determination. Yet imme-
diately following this he says: “et ideo nihil advenit mihi de
novo per hoc quod; incipio esse altert aequalis per eius muta-
tionem.” ** It seems obvious that by *mutatio” Thomas
means physical change. Even so something real occurs in me
without a physical change. St. Thomas seems to be saying
that for predicamental relation something real occurs in the
subject without a “ mutatio.” In other words we cannot hold
that relation is an intrinsic form, a predicamental accident, and
that relation brings about physical change, because in bringing
about physical change the relation which is concomitant with
it no longer exists. We have a new relation and this process
would go on ad infinitum as the change which occurs by reason
of the relation becomes now a basis for a new relation while
destroying the old. Neither can we hold that relation is ex-
trinsic and still demand that it bring about a physical change,
because if it is something extrinsic it cannot bring about an
intrinsic change unless we are to identify relation with action.
Nor also can we make relation something extrinsic to a body
without making it a thing. Accordingly if relation is admitted,

¢ Ibid., p. 504.
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it must be an intrinsic' form which brings about a formal effect
without a physical change.

- The greater part of the difficulty would vanish if we realize
that relation is not prior to a new way of existing but posterior
to it. Relation is based upon the way a being exists; and, at
least among bodies, the way a being exists depends upon how it
can exist with respect to another, when the other exists. “ Re-
garding ' is the term used to indicate this existence to another.
Perhaps we can tie these threads together and at the same time
indicate the necessary conditions for relation. John of St.
Thomas poses this objection: “ If relation is an intrinsic form,
it should cause an intrinsic change.” ** In his reply he says that
relation comes to its subject without any mutation whose direct
and immediate term would be the relation itself; but it cer-
tainly requires a mutation of which it is the mediate and in-
direct term. Just as the power of laughter comes into existence
through the action which produces man, so the production of a
white thing involves the production of resemblance with any
other existent white thing. If another white thing should not
exist, then as result of the production of the white thing, re-
semblance remains as it were in a state of virtuality from which
it will be brought into existence as soon as its term is posited.*
Therefore while bodies do not in their substantiality exist at a
distance from themselves, they do exist with respect to one
another at a distance by regarding each other in a determinate
respect. This regarding or “ reference ” or “relativity ” frees
bodies from isolation and thereby makes a unity of many—a
whole. Let us say once again that to describe a quantitative
whole, composed of many individuals which retain their indi-
viduality, in terms of surface contact is to beg the question at
issue. Bodies can compose a quantitative whole because bodies
are quantified; they can be a quantitative whole because they
are related. Bodies can become a whole while remaining in
actuality many, simply by being related, because in relation

47 John of St. Thomas, p. 810. This is a paraphrase of the first objection.
4 Ibid., p. 331.
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they stand in each other’s presence by the inherence of the form
of the other.

It should be clear to us by now that the foundations for real
relations are brought into existence by the very fact of the
production of a being and at the same moment of its produc-
tion. Even if the generator of the being no longer exists, it has
left its power in the being in the form of a “ foundation sufficient
for the emergence of a relation.” ** The term does not cause the
formal effect of relation in the subject.® The foundation does
this. The term, however, is the necessary condition for the
actual existence of the relation which brings about the formal
effect.”* Fundamentally the being is related. Only the existence
of the term is lacking. A new relation is brought about by the
mere positing of its term at any distance. “ Distance is neither
an advantage nor an obstacle,” precisely because the term does
not cause a relation in the other extreme, rather the term plays
the part of a condition.** Note that “ term ” here does not mean
the formal term but the material term. It is the physical
being considered as able to be a formal term, because the being
actually exists. Only a subject, foundation and term are re-
quired for relation. The existence of a being gives the first two
and the existence of another body will give the other if it is the
term of this foundation; and it is the term of this foundation,
not by something that must occur prior to the related thing,
but only by what is concomitant with the being’s existence.
It is a term simply by what it is, not by some event that must
occur to it after it exists or by something outside it as an ether-
body. Relation is the expression of the way things exist and
therefore the way they can exist to each other once the term
exists. Relation depends upon existence, not upon surface
contact. Notice that to the charge that “ co-existence and dis-
tance determine an extrinsic denomination,” John of St. Thomas
replies: “1I see no reason why the character of real relations
should be denied to them.” ** Notice also that there could not

 Ibid. st Ibid., pp. 887; 811.
50 Ibid. 52 Ibid., pp. 810-11.
52 Ibid., p. 831, This is a paraphrase of his reply to an objection on p. 828.
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be any intrinsic effects to beings in an inactive medium even
though the medium makes distance possible.” This is of course
because they are not related in Van Laer’s inactive medium,
1.e., related with the true effects of relation. In the view here
taken beings can be intrinsically affected without reference to
an active or an inactive medium. It may bear repeating that
the fundamental point lies right here and that the real question
we must face at this point is: ‘Does relation depend upon the
fact of existence or does it depend upon a certain kind of
medium or event, such as surface contact? Relation considered
in itself contains no reference to surface contact or to an inter-
vening medium. Relation viewed as indicating something in
the real world, refers only to the way beings exist and therefore
how they exist with respect to one another.

In truth this question should be asked of those who maintain
that surface contact relates bodies: “ What is your view of
relation, if it is true that the surfaces of bodies must touch in
order for the bodies to be related? ” Is this touching an event,
an action? Is then an action required prior to transient action
in order that action may occur? Is it an event like the formal
effect of a relation? Perhaps they would not argue to that con-
clusion. But if not, then why does contact occur? Does it occur
for no reason or does it occur because there is a reason, a foun-
dation in the being because of the way it exists potentially?
If it is this, then the event itself is foreshadowed, as it were,
in the being even when they are apart. If it is foreshadowed in
the beings because of what they are and when they are apart,
then they could exist in a vacuum, in isolation, and still fore-
shadow what will take place when they cease to exist in isola-
tion. How else could we maintain that there are real relations
among bodies? Moreover, if real relation do not occur by
chance, is there a motion towards the generation of relation?
If so, however, the end of the motion must be present to the
moved, and this is as much as to admit that a real relation is
a prerequisite to the motion whereby a relation can come into

5¢Van Laer, p. 92.
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being. Besides, a movement in itself terminates in a new entity,
a new mode which is the essential term of the mutation. To
reach the place where the places touch so that there is surface
contact is an achieved term. Relation, however, is something
produced through something else. It is a being obtained
through a foundation and a term. It terminates an emanation,
not a distinct production. Relation as accident certainly can be
the term of a mutation such as place or position,” but it is a
modal accident. It is the accident which exhibits the mode of
another accident such as place or position, to another being. It
can do this because it does not refer to itself but to another.
Place or position can refer to other places and positions only
because the modal accident, relation, relates this place to that
place and this position to that position. Of all the accidents,
relation has the lowest being. This is why it can “ rest ” upon
another accident. This also is why its effect is a formal not an
efficient effect as are the other accidents. It inheres in the
substance by means of a foundation and the foundation itself
is an accident of the substance. It is a mode of an absolute
accident and as such it completes an accident. Relation is a
modal being as well as a relative being. Therefore if it is a
modality of the foundation, and the foundation is the physical
being itself in one of its accidental aspects, then relation must
express the way in which one being exists with respect to
another.

v

Acrioxn anp ConrtAcT

We have dwelt upon the subject of relation and its character-
istics in the opinion that relation brings about the community
that transitive action at a distance requires, for bodies are not
isolated from each other if they are related. If this is true, the
charge that action at a distance without the use of a medium
implies that bodies “ suddenly and, as it were, out of nothing ”
reveal their presence to one another,* is no longer valid. How-

5% John of St. Thomas, pp. 341-42. % Van Laer, p. 79.
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ever, two objections to the position taken here may present
themselves: “How is it that the action of the agent passes
over into the patient? ”*" and “Why does action actually
occur? ” These questions imply one another as well as certain
assumptions which must be brought out. The discussion will
not try to isolate them, but a view of the whole problem of
action at a distance should clear them up. Moreover, for the
moment we will touch only upon action and contact. Later
when it is time to discuss distance, direction, power and
medium, farther light will be thrown upon all of these “ sepa-
rate ” problems.

Now, Van Laer correctly observes that action is a relative
accident. From the point of view of the agent it is action: from
the point of view of the patient it is passion. Yet the action is
in the patient, since it is the patient that is affected and
brought from potency to act. Granting these characteristics of
action, where is there a necessary reference to surface contact?
There is none. In the light of what we have seen concerning
relation, the presence and determination required to make
action conceivable are already given. The question is now,
“ Why does action actually occur? ” There is only one possible
answer to this question. The action actually occurs, not only
because the potencies of agent and patient are mutually com-
patible, but because the compatibility has reached that state of
existence that allows the action to occur: action has an ignition
point, as it were, a kindling temperature. This i1s an obvious
everyday observation. The lighted match will make it possible
that a piece of paper will burn only if the dispositions within
the paper are such that the paper can burn. These dispositions
are dependent upon the nature of the body. (Experimental
science studies these dispositions mathematically and measures
them by the means at its disposal and in many cases defines the
bodies in terms of dispositions relative to various kinds of
activity.) Conversely, the reason why a lighted match would
not make it possible for a log to burn (grant that in this ex-

57 Ibid., p. 75, v., pp. 66; 83.
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ample it does not) is because its active power is not great
enough. In truth, by itself it is not disposed to this action.
What do we do? We light paper, which lights slivers of wood
and the total power available allows the log to burn. Therefore
it is not that the power of the lighted match is dispersed or
lost while being applied only to the log and not first of all to
paper and kindling wood. This may be partly true but it is not
the essential reason why the log fails to catch fire. Rather the
power of the match is not sufficient.

Here is one answer to the objection that those who maintain
action at a distance without a medium or with a medium which
does not participate in the action cannot explain the loss of
energy or loss of intensity, e.g., of radio-active propagation
when the distance increases.”® If we want to indicate the dis-
tance as so many inches, feet or miles then certainly, if we
measure the amount of energy present at various points of
inches, feet or miles, we will find various degrees of the power
of the agent. But we are not necessarily measuring the “loss ”
of energy. We can only say that we are measuring a loss if we
take a standard e. g., the amount measured as close to the sur-
face as our physical means allow. But what right have we to
take another amount of what appears as the same activity and
say that the difference is a loss? We can say this only if we
assume that there has been a loss. We can only validly con-
clude from this experiment (a) that there is a difference, and
(b) that if a body were at that distance it would be able to be
affected by so much power of the agent. Therefore if the power
present at a further distance is less than that present at a nearer
distance, the only conclusion that necessarily follows is that
the power of the agent at this moment is not great enough to
affect the farther object as strongly as the nearer object.*

58 Ibid., p. 100.

*° Furthermore how can a conception of distance as implied in the above objection
of itself cause a change in intensity or a loss of energy? It cannot unless it is made
into a thing. Also, if the medium does not absorb the part of the intensity called
“loss” (Van Laer, p. 102) there is no rTeason which accounts for this “loss.”
However the reason for the loss or apparent loss, i.e., the difference in intensity,
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Therefore the distance indicates what is the effect that can
be made upon an object, and the effect upon the object is de-
pendent upon the power of the agent. Distance then has a
direct relation to the agent as agent, i. e., as acting or exerting
its power. Therefore it is not true that “ nothing can change in
the agent by the mere increase or decrease of the distance.” *
Action and distance are related. True, there is no physical
change in the agent or patient but the agent as agent has a new
status. Its status is that the same power will not do as much
as before if the object is now farther away. Conversely, that
patient is less disposed to the same power of the agent than
it was before. Power and distance are related in some of their
notional aspects just as power and action are related. Further
whether or not we admit that relation reveals the presence of
one body to another, still the relation between the bodies 1is
different. All four notions are related. Make the distance
smaller and the relation has changed with the result that the
same degree of power in the agent will effect a larger or perhaps
a different action. Strip a body of practically all its power and
regardless of how close geometrically we bring another body,
the latter will not be affected. Since no action can occur, the
relation of cause to effect cannot occur. Action, as the act of
a potency, cannot be divorced from any of these conditions.
Action, as an activity, obviously is not passed from hand to
hand as a third thing. It is an occurrence dependent upon con-
ditions present in the individual bodies concerned. These con-
ditions present themselves just as forcibly to those who require
surface contact for bodily action whether the surface contact
is between agent and patient or between agent and medium
then medium and patient. If we admit transient action as dis-
tinct from immanent action, to place bodies extremely close
together does not make transient action more intelligible. 1f
the agent, patient and medium each remain substantially dis-

is what must be discovered. The search for this reason is at the same time the
search for the understanding of action and why it occurs.
% Van Laer, p. 100,
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tinct from each other, then transient action continues to retain
its essential characteristic, namely, the agent becomes the cause
of the act of a potency in another body. If those who admit
action at a distance were criticized because, there is not much
they can say about the manner in which the action is supposed
to pass over from the agent to the patient, it might be answered
that (a) the expression, “ pass over,” is unfortunate and mis-
leading, and (b) the manner in which action takes place can
only be understood in terms of power, distance and relation,
the discussion of which will be resumed later. Besides, to speak
ad hominem, these objectors themselves, if they hold that
action can take place upon contact, do not trouble to explain
how action “ passes over ” from agent to patient once contact
is established. Van Laer himself, though he propeses to use
arguments based upon the nature of material action,®* has
based his arguments, as we have seen, on the need for presence
and determination and these requirements for action he has
identified with surface contact.

Contact between bodies cannot mean that the two bodies are
continuous. If they were, (a) there would only be one body
not two, and (b) transient action would be reduced to im-
manent activity. Even if we grant that neither alternative is
true the problem still remains to show the necessary relation
between the intelligible characteristics of “ surface contact”
and action. We cannot appeal to simple sense experience be-
cause this experience does not give us a distinction between
surface contact and action. Contact, in sense experience, means
action. In fact we are certain that there is contact between
two bodies only when we have seen action occur. A rocket has
made contact with the moon when it has acted upon it. We do
say that two bodies are in contact when an action is imminent
but in this case the imminence means either of two things:
(a) that action will prove that they are in contact or (b) that
the conditions for the action we are referring to are, as far as
we know, at an optimum point. In the first case contact is

ot Ibid., p. 75.
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reduced to action, because either is proved by the other. In
the second case to maintain that this optimum point is brought
about by surface contact is to beg the question. Moreover, it
must also be shown that surface contact is the only possible
means or point for action. This as yet has not been done. Also
how surface contact is able to bring about this optimum point
has not been described. Therefore if we should maintain that
surface contact is needed between the bodies directly or indi-
rectly through or by means of a medium, the only reason given
and the only reason that can be given is that only by this
contact can bodies codetermine each other. But this determina-
tion must be something; it must be some type of event, some
type of actuality. If it is something, it obviously does not
change the bodies in the manner in which an ordinary event or
actual occurrence does so. Yet it must leave its mark upon the
bodies concerned and in doing so it acts as a necessary pre-
condition for action. Contact must bring about a conditioned
state within the bodies so that action is possible, intelligible and
imminent. This condition must be real. It does not effect a
physical change but makes possible a physical change. How-
ever this condition is the effect brought about within the bodies
by contact. Its reality is tenuous but real and absolutely essen-
tial. If it is absolutely essential it cannot be nothing. It must
be an effect of some kind and yet it is not like the efficient
effect brought about by action. Let us call it a determinative
effect due to the presence of the formal state of one body in
another body. Since form is determinative let us call it a for-
mal effect. This however is precisely that which we described
earlier as the effect of real predicamental relation. In this
view of material action, contact is synonymous with relation.
As a result relation is ruled out of the categories applicable to
bodily being. There is no reason for this procedure unless we
assume that relation requires that the bodies which are related
must have their substantial being touch one another at the
limits of their extension or their substantial being must touch
some other type of bodily being as a medium. According to this
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position bodies can be related only if being is bounded by being,
body by body. This is to make relation not something whose
formal defining characteristic is to being but rather something
which is being. Therefore, this view would reduce all relations
to transcendental relation, that is, to so-called relations which
are really no relations at all. For Thomists this is clearly un-
Thomistic; and for them as well as others this amounts, in any
event, to the rejection of the observation that we can make
meaningful judgments concerning the “ towardness ” of bodies
to each other: This man is not to this man as father, nor this
human being to this human being as son. Rather, this human
being is and this man is. An effect, perhaps, has occurred, and
a man was a cause, but we would have to deny that there is a
meaning in the expression that the effect is the effect of a cause,
and the cause is the cause of the effect. We would have to deny
that an occurrence has taken place, and that the meaning of
the occurrence 1s fatherhood and sonship.

Contact, then, means that there is a determinative effect
which refers to another; it does not mean that body must be
bounded by body or, indeed, by any kind of being. Therefore
the formal element in the conception of “ contact ” presented
above is relation; this is precisely what was indicated from the
outset when we saw that relation as the foundation of action
at a distance was disguised under the name of contact and by
the definition ““ when surfaces touch.”

Vv

DistaNcE, DIRECTION

We have approached action at a distance slowly and by
inquiring whether a medium can give presence and determina-
tion. In other words a medium does not seem to be required
for action; but since action is over a distance and in a certain
direction, it is maintained that there must be a medium of
localization which gives distance and direction. Therefore
action cannot be “ across” an absolute nothingness. The ob-
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jection is not empty, and therefore demands an investigation
of distance and direction. Let us begin with direction.

The objection stated above obviously places the foundation
for direction between bodies (and perhaps places, even bodies
themselves), in imagination, upon a huge grid-like structure
by means of which we can see that bodies have a certain direc-
tion with regard to one another. We ordinarily understand by
“south ” and “ north” the reference that a body has to the
land and sea areas at zero latitude. Since these areas remain
relatively fixed they suit our purposes as reference points. If,
for example, an automobile is in motion on a road and its dis-
tance is, at least on the average, decreasing with respect to the
North Pole, we say it is travelling in a northerly direction.
We correctly recognize that not only does distance require two
bodies but also there must be a direction of the distance either
as from A to B or B to A. When the distance to a point de-
creases we say that the activity is directed to that point, at
least for the moment, that is, we determine the direction from
the increase or decrease of distance; but distance requires direc-
tion before we can designate a distance. For example, to say
that the distance is 10 miles between A and B assumes that for
either direction, from A to B or from B to A the distance is
10 miles. Direction and distance seem to be interrelated but
they are not identical even though we can sometimes use them
interchangeably. For example, suppose we have two houses one
mile apart situated on a level plain and we decide to walk from
one to the other and then back again. The direction of our
walk and the distance to the house and back are the same,
i.e. in either direction the distance is the same. Similarly we
can say that the direction and distance from a house on the
plain to the top of a hill and back to the house are the same.

The situation in the two examples however is quite different.
In the first we require very little change in the amount or type
of activity going to or from one house to the other. We only
have to turn around. In the second example, though the dis-
tance may be exactly the same in feet or yards, the energy and
type of activity and time needed to go up and come down are
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not the same. Going up the hill ' we have to climb, perhaps, at
times, crawl. Coming down we may slide or trot. We may be
exhausted when we reach the top; when we arrive back on the
plain we may be refreshed and comfortable. It may take an
hour to climb but only a half hour to descend. Though this is
a homely example it reveals something very significant. Why,
if the distance and the direction are the same are there such
striking differences in the activity? The obvious reason is that
the direction is not exactly the same. We recognize this when
we say “It is one thing to come down, but quite another
thing to go up.” Direction seems to add a factor beside the
notion “ from this to that.” What the “ this ” and the “ that ”
are is very important. In abstraction, as on a map, the recipro-
cal components of direction are identical except, of course, in
the fact that the point of origin of one direction is the termina-
tion of the other. In the world of existing bodies this is not
true. In reality, direction adds a third dimension, and often we
relate this dimension to the distance between bodies. As mea-
sured, 1. e., as counted in so many feet or miles, there is no
difference in either direction; but to traverse that measure-
ment in both directions results in a surprising difference. Direc-
tion not only specifies distance as from this to that but actually
influences the distance between bodies. Understood with this
qualification, real distance between bodies is directional dis-
tance.

Of course we may not care to understand distance in this
way; we may want it to refer to constants present in either
direction 1. e., the number of feet or miles. Further one could
point to the long standing physical formula d=rt where d
stands for distance, r for the rate of travel and ¢ for the time
of travel. Notice however that this formula abstracts from
both direction and the activity of bodies. Physics, when it
uses this formula, can only be concerned with what can be
reduced to the same type of numerical measurement, length,
whether circular or rectilinear. R in the formula means that
length which is to be the unit taken so many times e.g., in an
hour. The formula is only concerned with the total number of




































































































































