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‘external activity, merely as an external activity, i1s a motion for an

_the liberal states have been vindicating as thelr rigﬁt.

‘there 1s an end to individual external acts, and to sefs of such f»“'

PHILOSOPHY OF HISTORY.

The significence of the guarrel between church and stsate is
not to be confined to the period extending from the middle ages tcf;
the successful and complete emergence ofvliberalism. For however » ;'tﬁ
successful liberalism may be considered‘inasmuch as 1t}holds pcwer,f ff
there can be no doubt that this fact of power is at the root of E
the distempers of the present day. A rhilosopher cannot be content to;f
ask of history, Who holds the power? He must ask whether this incidence

of power is for human progress or for human extinction. There 1s:much

in the present world=-situation to confirm the view that liberalism in
power is for the destruction of civilisation. |

But the philosopher need not confine himself to this single questionQ??

To analyse liberalism fundamentally leads to the discovery that there ;;"
are two aspects to human life: every act of the person is an internal
act of will and an external activity; the internal act of the will has l-f

been the concern of the church and its opnosition to liberalism, the
end in its own order and it hLas been the control over,this orde?:that-

Plainly, we put the uestion in its full philosophic generality

when we ask what is the end of external human action as such. For 1f

external acts, so there must be an end common to all external acts.
If we determine this end and determine the laws by which it is attained
and under which fmnmhs action to the end evolves, we arrive at what 1s c
called a philosophy of history. . ‘ V
We define the pnilosonhy of history as the pure theory of external

human action. We premise that human action is In its material cause




in its effective control the act of~freefWill; which in itself iss
an act of love for the intelléble form (apretitus rationalis seguens
formam intelleétus), which in its implicit effect is an apr robation

' - Shande
or an inhibition of what is haprening in the flow of‘change. Thus,

in the action of the individual there are three things: the physico- %' . i

sensitive flow of change; the intellectual forms with respect to the

phantasmal flux, the power of imrosing the 1ntellectua1 forms upon
the .flow of chanze, thus transformling behaviour ¢nto rational conduct =~ ik

. o
pusda o
and coweme- into rational discourse. These three causes merge -to - TR

constitute a single action: for what 1s caused by a material, a fornslﬁi:@f;?
and an efficient cause is one and not three. Further, it is bo be noticéd§?$?
tuat the baslis of thznguman flow of action lies in the material-physical-:vi%
sensible order; what takes place in this order is pre-moved and (prescinding—
from the immanent control) bredetermined by what takes place outside ‘
the individual; on the other hand, the immanent control of intellect

and will 15 no more then a control; it is not a poWer'of initiation

but only a power of apnroval or inhibition. What you can think about

depends upon external experience. What you think about it depends upon
the mentality you have imbibed from an environment of home, school ,s;
university, and the general influerces of others. The man W th original
thoughts from tbe view-point of history 1s merely an exception to thelg
general rule; he 1is an instruweth of social change and he 1s taken into

account only in the theory of change and not in the theory of the o

regular event. Finally, tbe end of the individual as an individual 1s }

to accept the intellectual f£6rms (efiective assent to the true, consent

to thwe good); by this means he sttains the lVl[jt‘&- of his ersonallty,:

on the otlher nand, inasmmuch as he fails to accept the intelligible

dictate and meke it effective, he is merely predefermined by the physical

. «Jﬁ.".: e

flow; also, he sins for sin is the failure to obey reason. But on top ;l

M
of this,end of individuals as irdividuals there is tﬁe—end—of—the

externaf&; tion, which 1s reasonable or unreasonable according to the

l

goodness of tne 1nd1v1qvals, which none the less is someth;np in. 1tself;'

. - . FPEI . v e e -.:;,u_l” 4'!,,~._ e e 4‘ LR T ..}g,

N




Now we must grasp the intimate connectlion between the interndl
and Irmanent action of man end his external and transient sction. .
Tbis connection 1s the intelligible unity and the materiul distinctness'
of nen.

 len are one in possessing one neture. A ﬁatnre is the intelligiblb

| yS-Arry
form explaining why a thing 1s /wiewd 1t is.

'1s 8 contradiction in terns. To deny the principle of the extrinsic

.if it does not act, then it sins in failing to follow the dictate.ofl”'

X

_for the change at any time and, besidos, that it was not suffieient if

ien are many by uatter. I an I and not sonebody else, not for
any sssignuble or conceivable reuson but purely and simply as a matteri
of faect. Matter is the sensible sntecedent to thonught in its irreducible
form; it is what can never be abstricted from phantusm send so never
can be explained; znd it cén never be abstracted und never explained
because~there is no explanation, becanse it’is pure matter of fact,
the ultinate empirical.

Finally, men sre one in their worhwmemad action. Quidquid movetur

2b alio movebur. This 1is ezsily demonstrated. For if anything changed"“
without reference to something else, then it would be from every pointjt
of view the sole sufficient reason of its chsnge. If it were the soleéc:
sufficient reason of its chanae, then there would be no change nbw ?

but the thing would alw:ys have been whet 1k now 1s beconinb. Phis
mover is to suppose thot a sufficient reason for change is not sufficient“
but beeame sufficient without any sufficient reason for the becomingyf'

Hence, everything that a wman does of thinks is pre-moved by thbzfi

action of other things. Further, thls pre-notion extends into the

intellectual field and constitutes the pre-motion of the will. In reaponse

to this release of pre-motion the will need not act: but if it does

act then it acts sccording to the pre-determined Iintellectual form;

reasén, while what takes place in sction is pre-determined by the

sensitive mobiles, the previous 1ntellectual'pattern,hhabits, otea}f'

all of which are pnedetermined..
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Thus, besides the unity of huuan nature there is the unity of

humen action. Human section 1s always pre-determined to either or
two alternatives: one rational the other irrational, Which is elected S
is not ultimately pred@termined, though it may be proximately by the
personds character or habit of will’:;MtAthe se human electionakare

gtrictly suerdinate to a statistical law. Men turn out in ever mmech i?

the same propprtion of good, indifferent and bad. Whut differentiates ifA
one social epoch from another does not lie in the individual wilis .

of the time but in the upper and lower limits set these wills by the

previous age. No man can be better than he knows how and no man can be. = -

st e

~\’vora&e than his temrtations and opportunities. Thus the heritage of

“Intellectual vacuity and socilal chsos giveﬂ“tho nineteenth century.

to the twentibth is the real reason why the twentie&th 1s such a méa:.}7
Now, consldering that all thst takes place out'¥f the human ofdér}f )

in this world 1s predeteriained, considering that all of human action j”

follows the prefkotions of the material world and rrevious Taman gctidéi
according to a statistical law, we arrive at the conee;tion‘of hiatéryf‘
ns'the flow of human acts proceeding from 6nerhuman niéure, ﬁ@terihily
individuated in space time, and all united according to the principl
;of pre-motion.
' Hence, nature explains why man 1s of the kind or being that he 1si
History explains why men are doing what they are doing.
Matter 1s the principle which maskes the one human naturé 1nto ’
a successive manifold of individuals oper¢ting the earlier upon ther
later according to the law of & pre-determined braeket of influenco x

"and a statistical uniformity within that brackét.

Now, plainly it is impossible to influenee human wills to do good ;;i ;
without exerting en influence upon the external action that pre-moves f:ih~¢
and stetistically predetermines wills. This is the claim of the church,  }

of spiritual authority. On the ot%er hand the flow of humnn action

under the control of the wills. This is the basia of the continuo

RN ' i "'h*
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’all the blunders conceivable. The nineteenth century was a century of :

that they are reasonable. Nor is any effort of the epoch to stabiliae;ﬁ

| metaphysic of history, a differential calculus of progress.
. data. It is the guiding form, statlstically effective, of human actioxi:j

'form and providdng a statistically effective form for the next cycle of
‘human sction that will bring forth 1n reality the incompletoneas

rebellions of the state from mediszeval times to.the;pfesent day.yi
We put the problem on its true philosbphic basis by asking_thé o
meaning of history, the purpose of the external flow #s such. '

Now, despite the cries of obscurantists to fhevcontrary there'isfﬁi-

a3 a nmatter of fact such aAthing as progress., It is further manifest .
that progress is the fundemental concept in any theofy of the external,»§<}£
flow, the effective solldarity of mankind. For what is important in |
any flow is its differential. What flowed in the dim and distant past-

is of no earthly interest to us. But the differentials of what has

flowed since 1ntearate into. the reullty of the rresent, and that 1is
of supreme concern to us. Further, the differentials of flow are 5
something beyond the elements, the individuals in the flow. The nineteenth ;
century was a cehtury prating of Truth, Be&uty, and Goddness. It»had‘ ol
no concern for the differentials of flow in virtue of an aainine'confideﬁééi )
in political economists. It has laonded the twentieth céntury in an .

eirthly hell.-All the good intentions in the world are conpatible wifh

good wills and bad intellects. The combination is fatal. Men being

reasonable according to thelr individual lights of reason 4; no guarantee,

intellect, to make all think alike whether by newspgpers, government
deey

education, official ﬁg;§£55;=$=8 and hiatories and all the rest any

guarentee that the totul und thre differential of the total wisdom of

the époch is truly Intelligent and reasonable; What is needed ia a

But what 1s progress? : } , Co
It is a'métter of intellect. Intellect is undersfnnding 6f Sensible ; :

. transforning the sensible data of life. Finally, it is a fresh 1ntell§étuiiﬂ

synthesis understanding the new situation created by the o0ld intellectual i

or the
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4ﬁeaxione act of intellect. by settinq 1t new problems.
This follows from the very nature of ‘the human intellect. It ia

potency. A poteney does not leap to ite_penfect act but goes through

a series of Incomplete acts on its way‘to_atteining the perfect act; : Hi
nhich ds, as St Thomas says, perfect science. Let us gener alise, The. |
angelic intellect 1s instantaneous. It underetands all that is to be
understood in its individual world simply by being that individuality;
it is intellect in act. The human intellect is intellect in poteney;

it is gradual; it arrives at its perfect sect through a series of

418
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interactions between objoctive situations giving rise to intellectual

theories and intellectual theories changing objective situations. Finally,;;

b

as the angelic intellect knows all its to-be-known in the single instant
of its being (aevum) so the human intellect works through its stages
of i#s development in the instant of its being which is all time.

Trus, intelleetual achievement is not the achievement‘of individuslm

rien for individual men are unintelligibly different; 1ntellectual achieve-ﬁé

ment is thex achieveme t of the rice, of the unity of human action; 4

e vadiv<deal TS rews¥ ot v U Schefui~ .

Hoviever, Lhere is such a thing as sourd philosophy, thit is,
definitive knovledge with an Immitable basis. Philosophy stands above j 35
is »f

the shifting scene of time, Its basisAin the pnre forns of knowledge. $‘¥AJ

Sense knowledge, even in the perfect act of intellect will be knowledge'
hatis,
of an inexplicable multiplicity. the difference of this point from that

and of this instant from that and of this particulur thing from that

with no possibility of thelr being any conceivable reason why each

point,.each instant, eseh particular thing is the particular that it _
is and not another. This gives the first element in metaphysical reality:;fi
the categcry of mamk matter. Next, consciousneSs willfalways necessarily

be a consciousnéss of action, of something'ecting,vof?the self acting:é e

this existing substantial action, thils ens er se, 1s no more to be'"

understood in itself &s an existing ens _per se that the difference

.between points can be explained in terms of more pointa. We are forcedf
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vhide :
to set up another metanhysical cateoory, thert is the ultimate basis
. of their being anything to be conscious of 1ust as matter is the

ultinmzte basis of their being anytbing to perceive- this category isq;;

contingence and continnence can no more be explained in terms of otheﬁ
dcontingent beings than matter can be exﬁh&ined in terms of more mntter°1

contingence is the ultimate enipirical in the order of consciousnesa

Just as matter is the ultimate emrirical in the order of sense.

Finally trere is intellect &nd it has its form, This form is the truth ;ti
of the intelligible. Whenever you understand ,you go. on to ask whether§

.your understandinw is truve, for instunce, whetner the circle really ia

all that 1t is because hha it is the locus of points equidistant from'
a centre. And wren you understand that it is, then you know truth.
Now truth is true not in virtue of your knowin~ it. It is true in itselfjl,»
end the change merely happens in you in virtue of the" continﬂence of '
your beling. Thus, £eew= truth as an absolute, as, something that 1s. what it
- 1s in 1tself des pite whst you may hapnen to thing and indifferent to ,?
.what you hapnen to think, is thre ultimate form of intellect. Perfect'ﬂ
.science will be true. ; K
l Naturally, I can only outline the basis of the immutability or
_:philosonhy, of the way 1t takes hold of elements that will necessarilyf
- be found in the ultimute and perfect science of the perfect act of '
';the human int ellect. How phllosophy sets up a theory of life on the
:basis of the triple metanhvsical catcggry ofmmatter, contingence, ‘
‘and intelligible truth, is a question for a different essay" much more
: a553§:£t«ee than this one. The only point to be made clear at present‘
is the possibility of philosophy, of an universal ecience that is the i‘
form of all science because 1t rests on the forms the-outer edgea,iiul
ithe frames of &ll possible huwan knowledge. v .

Now the possibility of philosophy leads us to diatinguish between

:two pPhases in human progress: the automatic stage in Which there il'@f’

a constant succession of brilliant flowerings and ultimate failures,

'the philosophic atage in which the historical expansion of humcnity

i et




Tas its ultimste control in a sound philosophy that not only is sound
but &lso is able to guide the exnarsion effectively. (;

Newt, the zctusl course of human events divides this diﬁiSionbohee
more into two sections. Hence we have.jfg ’ . A_”. B
A, The world prior to the dlscovery of philosophj, that is, up to |
Socrutes, Plato and Aristotle. - '17~ ; _ i i
B. The failure of philosoph y to fulfil its social mission, that is, .
from Plato to the Dark Age. ,
C, The automatic cultural exrsnsion foilowing upon the ﬁark Age‘
ind continulng up ta the rresent. It has had sound pnilosopby but nox
soclal consciousness of the social necessity of pbilosoohy.
‘D. The future.

‘We may say a few words of each in turn.
A, This reriod es a period is eitler pre-history or révealed truth. e
Since Cathollcs believe the 0ld Testament because thej believe theiﬂeﬁii

we are following a logical order in postponing a consideration of . -:;;i

'revelation till the emergence of the New Govenant the Mvystery of Faith

53}in the Blood of Gbrist Hence we must turn to the pre-historians and

',I continue uysclf fortunste to he able to draw upon Jr Christopher
‘-Daw°on's undoubtedly brilliant end, by tle conpetent biWHly praised

Ave of the Gods. Unfortunately, my memory must act as intermediary between7
. holl in advance -
that book and this essay, 30 I ===t beg perdon for eny inicc1racies.j 2;
,v z .

Let us distinguish the: pr&nitive cultures of hunters, fruit-gatherer

fishers,. nnﬁunmm meaalith devotess, etc., together with the merely _

marked by Rt ]

peasant culture,nf painted pottery, from tLe righer cultu;e of the
Mesopotamian Temple States and the Egyptian Bynasties. ’

Ths theory of tf”ée last two 1s that the:discovery of them ox _

;and larve scale agriculture with its long-term investwents necessitated

‘& new idea of property - 1ind that was not merely inviolable as huntiné;

_.ground but damd not even to be walked on at will. This idea was made

fsocially effective by the cult of the Mother Goddess wko owned allvthe

”iand and all its frU1t3, dhoee sevvants the aericultnralista were”“
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each received the bounteous rewsrd of his laboﬁrs.

We rmust “ere notige first of all the effect of a new means of

exploiting natter leads to a greater and more strictly enforced social
solidurity. Second, that whut dllfereﬂtjates the higher culture of the

riear Eust from the painted-pottery culture generally 1s thi&s stricter .i?t?

soclal bond.

For it was in virtue of the Socialistic theocracy tlat the Temple i

ol e e s

Stati/ﬁcouired their capital supported an expansion of agriculture jf
into 1its subsidiary arts and crafts, led to richer rsligious rites .
with their Initial litersture of song and thelr initial malendsrm
science of calendars, hmdibonbhedn formed the basls of a wider exp#nsibnyri
through comﬂerce,ultim.telv to culminate in the stupendous temples .
-such &8s that of Carchemish dndﬁa caste of priests, the lkw-bivers,%<

the Aimecoth administrutors of justice, the directdes or it all.

Next to be'nofed 1s that the unity oflthé Nile valley quickly

imlosed a political unity or unities,fxx while the Temple btates

would long continue to flourish as distincf units. But tbis geographical
differgnce in no way affscted the ultimte result. The,god or‘goness: h
that is tled down and sacred to only one spot is unequal tobtﬁe ﬁgsk .
of Imposing socizl order hetwmean beyond his frontier. The gods of the‘jw
states made commerciszl treaties to quarrel again till finally the
whole w.s suallowed up in a Bubylon. Frisht \dhl. * traenin K“S‘ ‘
Finally must be observed the nature of empire, of bureaucrutic rulo.!
It is vigorvous as long «s it continues to expand, for zmx then 1t hasAzii
& social purpamse to which all else 1a subordlnate. But expansion.
inevitably ylelds to spuce; decreasing returns are as ruch a phenomenon

of Y
of enpire as,business. Next, once the expansion is ended, there is no

social purpose beyond preserving whut has been achievéd A bureéucracy‘;i ‘
cannot infegrute the individual differential forces that would make for ::‘1?
change and “dvancement 1t supyresses them, 1t rules by rule of thumbd o
which however excellent at the beginning of the rule,becomns more

and more antiquated, more and more the understanding Of a aituation'th

-~
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is enything but the existing situation. Hence, when there is no

tendency to advance a bureaucracy me rely_encasee a murmy, though :

the mumnies of Egypt have lasted longer than her dynasties. On the

other hand, given a\ bo= . the bureavcracy passes away

in a bath of‘kb}“eﬁi.wﬁ veuld, o prolas indl o e o et e Ghaels oty Freat Rt ..Ju.MZﬁ?
But ,the human spiritwls not eternally bsaulked. he enpires of

Egypt, Babydon, Crete, Assyria, the Hittites passed avay and on theiri: & ::

fuins though on th: fringe of their_fiontiers were bopn the cityv ‘

states of Greece, Hers we have the same phenomenOn as.the-Temﬁle States;i

trte small social unit thgt is not primarily an unit of blood but of

seographical position. Bu% there is the difference that the Greeks

did not owe their rise to sages who called themselves priests but to
sages who vere simrly law-zivers, the lesders of comrades who fought

side by side 4n battle. Death, the greut leveller, is st the root

of democracy. And democracy was the social form that made philesophy
possible.,
Gotana would have been as great a dislecticisn as Socrates had

he lived 1n Athens. But le lived where men had not the habit of

.‘demanding the reaeon why for everything, of iistening;to oratoreff
and appraising their arguments, of folleﬁing.the SOphasts to leain
to be orutors themsclves. This social fact differentiated Socrateeb
from all tae wise and profound men who prededed him. It V5.8 the @{'.: 
~birth of philosophy, of following resson like a breeze, blow where 1t ?{

will. It wus t*e promise of the etsrnal search for the reasons for

everything up to the ultimum cur.

: to be dispelledﬁfv
But philosophy }ud other presuppositiors. Not only had the herd S

RN S e e

‘instinet of being satisfied with whut the wise man said withqut botaering;ﬁ

for any "why" beyond the fact tirst he was wise; there;was the need of’

a rich and precise lang ua;e, of a literature to make men think of men

in gensral terms, of science to reveal there was such a thing aaiscience;

~and so the possibility of a science of science,

il




B. Philosophy emerged with the 4sucrtion of its social si nifiaance.
"Men «nd cities will not be hapry till philosophers are kings is the - H
central position of Plato's Republiec, and‘the Republic is the centre of |
the dialogues. To Plato, Peridles, thé!i&bl of Athenian aspirations, | ~y
wes an idiot; he built docks and brougﬁt tﬁe fruits of all lands to
Atheps and beautified the city and pursued a policy of ﬂhamhnilnﬁn
anticipating enemies while they were still weak; but he neglscted thie

one thing necessary, the true rapriness of the citizens., For did not

the dialectic reveal trat no man without self;contradiction could dénj
that suffering injustice was better than doing injustice, that pain

was compatibile with happiness, thaf shame, the interior contradiction;
tihe lie in>the soul of a man to himself, was incompatible with happiness.
And whom hgd Socrates éver met that he could not reduce to nonsense?

To put the truth in ang easier form, let me recall a sentence from

one of Mr. Dawson's reflective essays: You can'give mhen better hones

and fo2>d and clothing; you can build them theatres and rarks and recreation~?
. grounds; you can decresse their labour and increase their wiges and

multiply a thousandfold the products of 1ndustfy and t@e earth; and

vstill men will not be content: but youfcan lead‘them t?rough pain

and misery, through toil and privation, and they will be happy if only#

they have something to die for. The point is a common-place of history '

and literature;. it is a fundamental element of human nsvchology, and it ..

is none the less true becsuse the nineteenth century liberals believed.

'exactly.the contrary.

The function, then, of the state is to tecach virtue. But to téuchi_
virtue you must know it; only the philosopher can know it; none but ‘
the philosorher may be king, if the state is to attain its end, 1f men
are to'be hapoy. ' |

We cannot but grant the truth of the Platonic position; 1ts truthiA

is guite a diffe ent mautter from its practicability. But we rmst measure:j

both the stréngth and weakness of platonism. It was evident to nnyoné'




~ East, 1like the march of the semi-barbarian legionariea through the

. R LA 4 d
the policies of the city states, what w.s the worth of the stateszien,
the voters, the policies, what wus the inevitable outcome, that tlere
was an imperative need of a higher control. This was as evident to

Plato then as it is evident to-dsy whether we cast our eyes within

‘the frontiers of our ever so sovereign states or beyond into the
chisos of international dlploaacm or close our eves to the preeent with f
the relief of waking from a nightmare, to meditéte on the rise und é yE
decline of all cultures and political forms.:They did‘not pass.away:i5ﬁ
" because soma stronver thing arose to crush them; they passed away

because they first decomposed., Thre march of Alexander through the near'

Roman Empirexmnnmhhamvnnqunsnsauﬁvhhavﬁonvn&nvﬁnm@htnumvmn1mhn vias but '
the profanution of a corpse snd the scattering of‘asheskof what long .
since lay dead;‘But however great the need for a higlier control, forr
the rule of reuson soclially dominant and freeing s@ciety from & cyclie
karma as the rulé of rezson frees sn individual man from the &esS
1ntermittenf domination and ultimste collapse of his passions, what ﬁe
- have to consider was the possibility of Platonism meeting the need.

The achlevement of Platonism lay In its power of criticism. The P

search for a definition of virtue in the earliey dialonues establiahel;i
that virtﬂe is an i*redacible sowethi1g, the emergonce of a new light
upon exper;ence that cannot be brought bagk and expressed in terms of'
experlence. This discovery of the idea, of 1ntellip¢ble forms, gave |

not only the dialectlc but also the means of socizl eriticism. For it

enabled men to expr.iss not by a symbol but by a conceypt the divine.
Primitive men could understand tlist there was a God but they could
no more express this uct of understanding that transcended experience;,
then Einstein can make you a working model offspace;tlme s0 that you -
will be able to understand the way he understands physical namhity A
.phenOmena. Tbey expressed symbollically this understanding,.they tended'i
to vary threir symbols with the form of their society; the hunters |

had mystic animals; the peasants the Mother'Goddesslhnd her'consort;yff‘b
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and ﬁhe Egyptian éults offer an ipterestihg exémple 6f a super-po;ition:' :;
of the 1atter on the forner- tlieg there were the sky-gods of the nomads |
familiar in Greek, Homan, and Teutonie mythology, while tle cult of
the dead, the suzcredness of the family tie; the beauties of nature and'
its terrors provided a subsidiary host. ‘ | |
The sujrreme difficulty of substituti;é-a'concept for symbolism
constant

is borne in upon us by the mmnnmmhnnh warnings of the Hebrew propheta

which had their ground in the constant bsck-slidings of the Hebrew people.

The saxfexample shows us the dangers of symboliém, the ease with which
it passed into idolatry snd superstitdon and, finally, orgiastic lust

whether in the sombre cruelty of Baal or the routs of Dionysos. Nor is

the origin of such degradation hard to find. The security and wealth S 7??

of the settled state where religion tends to be the symbolism of a

s R e

concrete utility, socizl order, mma rrovide quits a different psychologicaféﬁ
setting from the isolation snd nisery of primitive nen; there is quite e
manifestly a temptation to thiink of the present good as the weaning of
religion in the former case while only tbé franscendent can be good

in the latter. Again, religion *s the explanation of reality and reality E
offers a t.ofold aspect good snd evil., This gives rise to a polythoism =
which even Plato herdly dared oppose. He was content that the gods be

good, thut men did not seek to justify their pussiona by rainting the

gods as worse than such as enjoy a mohammedan paradise.. 5 ;‘ | g.
As the basis of socizl reform, Plato ‘eriticised the gods and goddeases
of Greece and in this he sought to make ednucation his ally by mnnﬂ purifyingy
it of its manifest corruptions., Bnt his positive work was weak, His |
guardisns were trained in what can only be called a ~cbool of mysticisnm, vﬂfﬁ
yet mysticism is hardly an art to be acqguired even in its natural ,finrms
merely meta-psychic forms. His theorym of marital commnism was a fallure,:
however excusublé in Greece, to grasp the significance in socisl life |

of monogamy and the education of children, since parents love their

children.even as. Plato loved his philosophy with a love eoually aaxs?

;.:, .

disinterested and far more easily mminiem attained. Finally, hia crossing :




th ‘mine’ and thire' from the dictionary Wus,bﬁt_nmnnpanﬁinmxﬁmnhhnkn' pgiﬁg
& bludgeon where 1is needed,ﬁ rapier.
Plato!'s greatness lies in his fidelitj to the social problem in its

Kritik, A
most acute form. lis Republic, like Kant's Eﬂmk&kmx, set a perfect uuestion L

‘hut utterly faided to snswer it. But Plato stayed with his task. He , o
tried to develop the diulectic in a series of dialogues that puzzle the 1 §
modern student from thelr mixture of profound and simpie problems that are‘ €
all taken im with egual earnestness, He remuined a teaclher, never putting .fi
forth an idea that wus not so refined and podished that a smart lad : 5;%
could not get the point from the otler end of:the diaslectical game. | F
But eventﬁally he renounced i:ls projected Philosophos and with 1t
philosophy; he wrote the Laws in &n attempt to play in his very iodern
times the glorious role of the sage and law-~glver ﬁ&iﬁays 30 long gone .
by. He passed his mintle on to Aristotle; but for Aristotle tlie one
issue wzs science and the only science of'Ethiés thét'Aristotle wéuld . i,ff
attempt was a practical ethics that neatly dod zed the real questions “;E
'about the ultimate of society. : -.

- The stream of pructicel iInfluence tbat rroceded from bocrates forget

Plato and Arlstotle to divide into Cynie and Gyrenaic,,Stoic and

Epicurean. The Epicurfan simprly rdnounces &£11 atteﬂpt &t hlgher control°»
the Stoic manfully seeks it but can succeed only for the ind;vidual
teaching all men, but am mors populsar in times of stress and general

misfortune than in times of joy, and, when pOpular, not teaching men

to achieve but only to die with dignity.

The pods and goddesses theat Plato mildly rebuked remained as strong 'E
as ever, a pall of gibhering ghosts to dim the lustre of the decaying ': :géﬁ
empire of Rome. The Stoics whether the victims of Imperial arbitrariness (R
or the rulers from tlie tlrone of the Camesars could not halt that decayié
And though in the fourth century Christianity was sn ever growing and

nznifest power, still Chrlst hsd not come to save the world.

L




c. This period is a continuous advance sccompanied by a continuous

retrogression. The initial situation are the infinitesimal unities j;fa

‘
i
i
i

thet were later fwsch integrated intbd the feudal hierarchy and, on th
canonista
‘other hand, the Chr;stian"“hurch. From‘the churchhcame the laws that
vere the basis of an economic>exp&nsion by conuerce, just as previously
fron thé mnonastic centres came tﬁe agriculture that was the foundation
of comrerce. he full flowering of these two mey be represented by
tre gothic cathedrals and the ronarchies not yet exhalted by any
absolufist doctrine of the divine right of kings. Again from the
church come the universitles and the scholsstic scisnce which put
Christianity on a fuar higher nstural basis thah had been known in
tle early church. 'fhe scandal of the anti;popes was the turming point
of the whole period. For vwhen in Italy; more under Byzuntine influence
than under that of the HNordic cult re which riay be represented by a
circle with its centre at Aix-la-Ghapellgjozg:)discovery of ancient
literature,gzze a new birth to. modern 1iteratureAbﬁt as well gamm
cast a glamour over ancient ragenism, a section of the North was\abl&i
"~ to secedes from tﬁe intellectual unity of Christendom; thié seces;ion .

; cause :
- had a double xmkiwm, pagan corruption and the obscuratiop of papal

'authority. History now flows in two streams ahd tlhe villain of the péecdl_ﬁ

13 the state. The 3tate stabllised the heresies.'The wars of religion
between the states, in which religion was not the determinihg'faétor
(Richelieu), gave birth to a new principle,lLiberulism: this was |
the negation df the need of higher control; what Plato longed for,

the 11befal threw away. The biberal state considered itself an absolute
‘soveréign, as much the Catholic as the Protestant, as much the kings
as the later democrscies. Meanwhile tke pOSitive rrogress continued;
to law and scholastic philosopry snd modern literstire wis added the

deliriously brillisnt achievement of mathemstical science. Science

combined with liberalism to mske politlcal economy and to transfer powér :

from an aristocrcecy to a prlutocracy. Liberalism is a fact not a theory.

[

bht it inevitably tends to either of two theories, moderniam nndn of

I O
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Bolshevism, ﬁeither of which are sutonomous theories but arime°from thoff
oblective situation and represent two' directions that may be adopted to .

make it a consistent unity. The modernist desires to leave the whole of -

history without sany higher’control: all thought that i1s not positive
science has no justifiable arrlication to the objective situation'aincof'?
such thought has only = subjeotive value; all thought that 1s positive.

science merely represents inévitable 1éw, the truth of whut 1is golng

to hapyen in any case. The Bolshevist on the contrary takes as hils
starting-point «recisely the indifference of the modernist to the ob*ective
situation, argues that his religion is merely a sham, en oplate to soothe i?

the misery of those op;: res«ed by the modernist state. However, Bolaheviam_i;

LA e e 'v}-'shw’.u::l'_;f CROE R S %

uses theory only as a starting-point: its intrinsie nature is the

domination of the fait accompli. It is the science of propaganda,. the

strategy oflrevolution, the political creed of cowing men by brutality

. and terror, and the art of permanently winning Keir hearts by moral
perversion. As Mme Kollontzi put it: "Immorality is progressing
favourably in the schools.”" Bolshevism is 1udicrous with its initial ’
assertion that man is no more then an animal, but Bolahevism is terrible

in its power to prove its own truth by makine man no more than an animal.

The present eltuation is on the one hand the Bolshevist assertion’;3 
of the animal in man and on the other hand the Ghurch's absolute assertion
of the spiritual nature of man, Between these two historie forceu 1ie V
the 1ibera1 sovereign stutes wlth their eoonomic rroblems’ and their
political hatreds and fears: these are the pawns in the game however
solid they may appeer with their devotion to wratever 1s merely because
it is,

We now return to the gemeral theory, which we left with the diviaion
of progress into automatic and rhilosophic. We observe that the initial :l
automatic period led automstically to the emergence of philosophy. .

Intellect discovered the possibility of social organisation for the

fuller exploitation of material goods, this took the form of a sociulistic

'tbeocracy and gave rise to all the material achievemont of man up;QO




'  !the industrial revolution, it lalid the basis ror the enrichment of

o language 1nto 1iteratnre and tbe discovery of science- the postulate
| of hizher control over com:erce cbanped the rule of priests into & j" “ii
rule of wirriors; on this followed decay because the warriors could "‘ ‘}
do nothing more once they had an empire, Still out of the azclent -
culture and on the fringe of its influence arose tr; J;rrlor and so“w
democratic city stutes of Greece' democracy rude philosophy possible.
Next to be observed is the imp -otence of philoso'hy to fulfil
its dnbhdesm function of higher control. lien want symbols and philosophy
po«Lul-tes concepts.,
Third to be observed is the fact that Christlanity was at once
a symbol and & trans-philosophic higher controi. In consequence modern
history as a progress 1is 1ﬁw;everse order to ancient history. The
'modcrns began with philosorhy, went on to literature, developed : 2::'
sclence and then zpplied it. The ancients first 1earnt the practical
s&rts, thken 1lit: rutLre, then science and flnally philosoply. On the other:_:é
>Land, tlie reformaetion does not dlffer from polytheism and liberalisr ‘ fg
does not differ from the depratation of polytheism: the_reformation ;‘ {F?
sccepted the states instdéd of the church beeause.thefe w.s somethinﬂ’; o
it diqd not understand; mhm liberalism denied higher confrol to bring &

== theory into accordance with objective fact.

Fourth to be observed is that while:the‘ancieq!picycle was a .
dialectic Rm of fact, the modern cycle was a dlalectlec of thought;
these differ in that thie dizlectic of fuct hﬁa its first motiph‘in

material needs (socislistic agriculture, empire, democracy, more empire) o

5 wp

“the dislectic of tbounht has its first motion from thought (canon law,
nmonarchy, rhilosorhy from theology, applied scisnce from tleoretical :
science). _

Fifth to be observed is that the retrograde movement in the»modérﬁ
reriod arises from the super-position of the dislectic of fact ubon'

the dialectic of thought. The reformation arpealed to the councila

above the antl-popes (not really 80 but apparently ao, which is the point

t . . « .
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of this dialeetic)° liberaiism apnealed to the religious wsars as

fought for nothing (true of tle way they were fouoht ‘but not true of’ o
foy might have been o
what mma fought for); modernism appealed to Kantian agnosticism oo

(a problem'not‘a phiLosophy); communisﬁ'uprealed to thre indifférenceij "fé

of religion to the socizl problem (trre of some religlon, namely,
such as dosmm does not virndicate its right to dictste to all consciences
as consciences on 21l iusues)

Sixth, comes the emergence of the pu e dialectie of fact, the

realisation of the materialist concertion of history that Karl Harx
supposed to bz the true conception of history. Bolshevism deals only ,_{f
with facts: but it makes the fects it deals with.

Seventh, we prove our tssertion that the state is the villain of

the modern piece. KIvtinrTINc RrorThe~atate-trefunction-af inbernal - {i
e oyl e~QudTs bre- o HivieNEHRen of dustice +xd the dsyedereret—of
W NulHAT N rreshquogition of AR P B e e BT Fbv, in so f}

far =s tlie stute really could progress, it had to be subject to the

higrer coztrol of intellect. The hlgﬁer control of intellect we may
nor o
" honestly attribute neitier to the qcneral run of kings of xarliaments.ﬂ

Yet as long as the state was subject to the higher infellectual

control, it wzs 1n continuous rebellion; when 1t laid this control
{ Rfrrantin Ratliiatsnm) L
aside, it surrendered itself hands bound to the domination of economic-h
(Lbetn—) v .

" law, In both cases it deliberately foatered tha rers dialectic of

fact in the form of nationalism - the stupid apreul to a common languégé:
aund an united geograrhical position as somethling of real significance.
In both cuses it had to do this: in the former to have a weupon against'

syiritual authority,

in the laéér to have a wea,on against economio

rivals,




D. We turn to the philosophic estimate of the future.

The, fhrst point to be noted is that the entinomy of church and
state is fundamental. The state 1s the social expression of the natural
ambitions and desires of man; 1t is the home of literature with its
universal gﬁbraee from the mysticism of romanticism to the sober,

humanistic beauty of classicism and ncsturally ordered human life; it

is the supvort of scientific effort with its inward enthusiasms and

outwardly manifest benefits; it is the comnon effort of a people whose

mentality 1s moulded by a common language, commen manners, CowmION .

hilstorlcal memories of triumphs and deep grievances, to carry on the

S NN e <, R

work of humen advancement ti11l the dream of a demorracy whiich is an

aristocracy for all be rsalised. But not only does the state sum up

A:!-:é'.’ﬂ':' - ,'l‘«

the natural ambitions and desires of man at their best; it is the real

T
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power of modern times as in any time in the past. It deliberately

exploits‘all that is excellent and much thst is évil in the social

mentality and in the desires of individuals to meke its power an

absolute and unguestionable rpower.
Against this stands the church with its foundation not in thelout-v f@'
" ward flow of history but in the consciences of irdividuals. For the -
church to take édvartage of state surport 13; indeed; in the reasondﬁie
order df things. Bat this suprort is in tbe‘laét analysis no za.cld.’n.t:ton*j

,).-,

to the church'!s real foundation which 1s in tne 1ndiv1dual conscience,,,

s

it is a suprort that will wrather the squalls and the smaller storﬂs-”

of the historical process; it is not a suprort that will see the churdh

through the incessant drag of the dialectic of fact. For this dialectic %
also has its hold on the conscience. The good men would do they do not
ao. This contradiction in the ccnscience itself ever tends to the

rationalism of msking wrong into right. T1ll wrong is openly asserted

to be right, sin is but an incidental element in the'historic flow; 1t
is a constant that vaﬂishes when one differentiates to find the if‘orc:eisj._,‘i

But when wrong sets itself up as a theory, then it becomss a force'

then sin really -enters into the world; then,men‘are unconsciouslyf'”
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coprupted. This corruption is not merely moral; it is not mereiy
the generalisation and un‘versalisation of the defended sin; it 1s
a continuous potentiality of further rationa11sm, for the false

that is in men's minds seceks to be made consistent with the truth P

fhat hey rossess and ik the process inevitabiy ends with the falSificatiéﬁ?
of all that is true. Once error has found an entrance in the name of ‘
sin, it can hardlyk be exorcised. For to crush the error, theﬁ;lst '
first be crushed; and ex hyionthesi the sin could not he crnsqed even

when men had the truth.

Against the rationalising dielectic of fact, the churech has a
double weapon: to remove the contradiction from the individual conécience,:?
to meke the sinner affirmag that sin is sin and so prgclude the possibilityé
of his trying to make out that sin is noﬁ sin, there 1s the sacrément “
and the practice of auricular confession;.to crush any incipient movement::'z-l'%If

of ratlonalisation in the social field, there is the teaching rmgesterium

of the church. Togéther, these two form a peffect bulwark. Hencs the
heretics of the sixteenth century had to precedé the rationalists of
the eighteenth, just as the rafionallsfs of the eighteenth century

"had to rrecede the commnists of our own. On the other hand, everythihgﬁ:
rin the modern wmmbrum mentality outside the church - in so far as thaf:

mentality rests upon traddtion set up since the reformatlon - is

‘necessarily in oprosition to the church.‘Oniy the miné‘that can sﬁeép}G
away the whole of the mmmumhmtymiinech ogtiook imposed uron it by its .
environment is capable of coming back to the church: the difficulty

‘of the task may be estimated by the fact that it took lewman over
fiftéen years‘to do so. However highly we estimate the power of the ‘Lﬁi
charch to attract souls, we must rememﬁer tﬁat those attracted must
from the nature of the case be a select minority. The first three centuriéé?
of Bhristianiby gave the conversion of only from ten to twenty per cent :
of the Rowman Em;ire. | ! v
Liberalism is the supreme social doctrine of m\dern times, in Cathslic

countries as well as non-Gatholic. Intrinsically, that 1is, as far aa logic
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goes, liberalism is simply a cypher: the assertion that logic has nothing fi
to do with the control of social 1ife: with history. It was on this

ground tlat we asserted liberallsm to kkm be the pawn between’bolshevismtfﬂ

and Catholicism. It may last for centuries, as did Egyrt, Babyion, Rome.

It cannot last forever. The political mechanism on which it rests is
the abllity of England to :maintain the balance of poﬁer on the continent é“L
of Europe - a process thet willl last just so long as no powver on the :ﬂ i
continent can snap its fingers at England. When that day comes we sheil
have an Europeen empire; a beneficieht.despot or an utter-tyraﬁt
according to circumstaénce and mood; absolute,for the modern means of
warfare mamtimap give a central government as great a power over zn‘_

a greater area as did mun~-powder to the monarchs; great or 1nsianificant
according to the cernage and cost of the initial achievement; decadent,

for the economic problem will remsin wd LW‘L&“' ’“’f"' s wffe “ﬂ"t“‘" .

ieanwhile we note that the modern state has no claim to be a

sovereign state, to make final and absolute decisions. First, becaueer
no modern state is a perfect society. A perfect soclety has the right :
of making final and absolut: decisions. because it holds under 1ts a
‘eontrol and responsibility all that is affected by the decisions.
No modern stsate, generally speaking, is eifher economically or
politically 1ndependent. The world is run by an oligarchy of Grossmachte
and the justice of theilr decisions is as much open to question as
' the existence of their right to meke decisions. : ' | %;2
Thﬁs; there 1s a triple reason for the iiquidetioh of the present
order of sovereign states. First, 'theyJ:;;-conducted on no 1ntelligible i
rrinciple; they,a;gue not from what ought to be but solely from what is; h:
they u&q.liberalﬁ'uecogzﬂneound social theory as theory can assign no j ff
basis to their pretended right to making absclite decisions; they are:‘i |
neither economically nor politically inderendent and therefore:theybafe.ﬁxe;

not sovereign. Third, their action is immoral and cannot but’be 1mmoral;'i

It is immoral in the domination of the ureat Powers. even were they wise‘j;’
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sagamé; it is lmmoral in the fomentatlion of natlionalism by the perversion

of hmmin the newspaper, the school, and practically everything else:
nationalism is the setting up of a tribal god not merely in the case
of Germany - at whom the world smiles for its self-idolatry - but in  t%

every case; every nation foments nationalism according to its need- ' ; |

Germany's exaltation of the nation is only the index of = breater need; _gi§
t Vo fhtin b S
every country does so, because no country 8 conducted on an 1ntelligible“p£
prirciple and so it must be conducted on an asinire princirle. 'Hsed,
the action of the sowereign stetes is necesserily immoral in the matter

of armament manmifacture: no country dare tell the private firms to

B e g

close up shdp, because no country knows when it will need them. gut-Auif
ns>t only in this mafter but 1in every economic.question the anticuated

soverelgnty of the state 1s the fundamental aifrei culty; this will ‘ .ffk

sufficiently ap:ear from our discussion of economics.
When we rass from liberalism to bolshevism we mamm descend fmem to ;;3
a lower level in the dialeetic of fact. The liberal argiaes from what 1s;

i
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the bolshevist argues from what the bolshevist by propaganda, revolution,;

terrorism,'and XEXXIXXAEYAR Sexual ﬂérversion will make of man. As the

. barbaric 1egionaries destroyed the decaying Roman Empire, bolshevism :

will do all it can to destroy the decaying 11bera1 world. The bolshevik
iétconsidered a power. in the modern world_much as Philip of Macedon

&

wisTconsidered a power in the Greek world. It is not impossible that

. all attempts to unite Europe will be as futile as Demonsthenes’Phillppics.‘f
But it 1s manifest tiat the modern Philip. has a-hold upon the modern e
states not only in his power of arms but also;in his power to win the?
allegiance of everyone in the liberal states ﬁho wishes Jjustice but

not Christ.




Before attem:ting the synthesls, we distinguvishi :

The absolute dislectic: revelztion, prophecy, development of'dogma.'

The dialectic of fact:

a) Mere fact: the ancient higher\ipltwve o{’the ﬁear Bast.

b) Sin: decorrultion of arclenﬁﬁand‘;ggggh‘Z:Eznre.

¢) Revealed fact: the development of the Jews and of Christendom
up'te the end of the middle ages..

The dialectic of thought:

a) Katural rescson: Platohs sttemnt at a social philosorhy.
b) Rationalism: reformation, liberalism, bolshevism.
c) Faith: scholestic social theory culminzting in the encyclical's
of His Holiness, Pius XI.
We observe an &nomaly, the necessity of the supernatural and the fact

that the supernstural does not eliminate a diaiectic based upon sin as
irreflective action or pv

a datum forAtbeory of what 1s, even thoogh sin is non-ens. The necessity

of the supernztural appesrs in the failure of the ancients to produce
secular
a social philosophy aend the fact. tbat the modernndialectic of thought _

made sin a datum for its social theory to end with the cult of sin, . .
EIREET
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" bolshevism. The fact that the supe rnatural does not eliminate a dialectic.gl

(

’ based on sin appears both in the ultimate corruption of the Jews who,r
crucified Christ (1rref1ective dialectic of s*n) and in the scandal of

the anti-nopes, the reformztion, and the subseqnent dialectic of thought?

trhat had sin for its premise. We note in passing that fhe hoLe of the
future lies in a philosophic presentation of the supernatural concept;
of social order: it must be guided by the faith for reason alone 1n

inadeguate as we see both in the failure of Plato's thought and in the

im;-ossibility of presenting pure phllosophy &s an idée-force; but thouéh‘,

supernatural it must also be philosophie, for only a sound philosophy 3

can establish the irtellectual conviction necessary to zan rcassure men,
can

k= eliminate false theories in a nurely natural sphere, can give positive;j

guidance in whet the Pope called in his encyclical "technical matters“

lying outside the scope of his pestaral office. S oo s ”;
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It will be useful to ask in what this neceséity:of the sﬁbefﬁaﬁufél,

as revealed by the dialectie, consists.-
It is a necessity not of nature but of action.

Humen action 1s one: a statistically predetermined flow; all the

individual can do is accert of reject the intellectual forms supplied i
him for the guldance of his sctlon by the environmsent; if he thinks of
anything not sup:lied him by the environment, he is merely im incidental,«,
&n instrument used by humenity to bring forth a new idea which will !
existing :

become part of someAmovewent or tle initiation of a new movement.

The necessity ef—Et$aan4£&¥ﬁ£he sapernatureﬂ“does not prove that
the supernatural is not supernatural. The supernstapradl is wuat ix
transcends natvure in its constituents, consequents, exipanctes. Ihe
need of the supernatural for action does not contradict this transcendence
of nature. For the need of the surernatural for action has its sole R ﬁ
premise in sin.-But-sin is not a constituent of nsture; it is not a
consequence of nature; nor does nature by sinning esteblish any
exigence in the order of rights but only a retition to the Divine HNercy - ;'i
for the gratuitousness of grace.' |

But it would seem that sin establishes an exigence in the order of oL

rights: the present generation 8uffers for the sins of the past; that

the present should suffer for the past 1s unjust. . éj Sk
_ - ; o zﬂé

That the present should suffer for yhé past 1s not unjust, for humanity ;-

is not an agrrégation of individuals., It 13 one realit& in the order

of the intelligible., It is a meny in virtuve of matter alone. low any

right and any exigence ras its foundation only in the 1ntelligible. Mattér:fj
1s .not the basls of exigence but the basis of potentiality. The one

1ntelllg_plex reality, man, bumanity, unfglds by means of matter into

a material multiplicity of men, thet the materisl multiplicity mey

rise,not from itself, £x but_ from the intelldgible unitj,to an 1gt§111g1ble

multiplicity of personalities. Men become from man as grapes from the

one vine; if the vine corrupts, so do the praaes' bat the grepes suffer,'

no injustice from the vine; they are but part of the vine.‘ : ?
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As 1is piain, there is & reculiar reletion_between‘the earlier
and the later in history. We put this reletioniin the iimiting case
vheh we think of the first man. For the first'nan sinned,ieaving mang
spoliatus gratuitis, vulneratus in naturelious. Spddiatus gratuitis,
for the unity of human nature #ost its divine adoption. Vulneratus
in naturalibus, for the course of history was reversed: man inSteed of
develpping from an initial knowledge of philosonhy had to develop
by the exploitation of metter in a social form. In addition to- this
was set up the awful tradition of sin. ".. by one man sin entered into
this world and by sin death; and so death passed uron all men, in whom .
all have sinned.” (Rom. 5.12) But there was a second Adam, to restore
thie divine adoption by a new creation, to set up as first mover a new
tradition of grace. "Por if by the offence of Qne, m__y died: much more ‘4-
the grace of God and the' gift by the grace of Qne man, Hesus Ghrist, iwj
hath abounded unto many. And nct as it was by one sin,.so also is the‘-f
gift. Por judg sement indeed was by one unto condemnation. but grace is i

"of many offences unto justification. For if by one man's offence death

reigned through one. mich more they who receive abundance of grace andu
of the gift and of justice shall reign in 1ife through Qne, Jesus Christ.
Therefore, as by tre offence of one unto all men to condemnation. 3°ﬂél.

also by the justice of gne, unto all men to justification of life.-Fofﬁi

as by the disobedience of qne man, many were made sinners: so also by:-
the obedience of one, many shall be made just." (Rom. 5. 15 = 19)'

There 1s no need to argue that we have here an insistence upon the

the physical in the fact that sin set up the dialectic of fact to br;n.g’:vﬂ
about the "many offences" and the general corruption of history. “For we

have charged both Jews and Greeks that they are all under sin.'As'itiis'

'us none thatlseeketh,after God. All have turned out or the way: they erejl
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become unprofitable together: there is none that doth good, there is

not so much as cne. Theilr throat is an open sepulehre: with their tengues j}“

they have dealt deceitfully. The venom of asps is under their lips. Whose'-n

mouth is fullvof cursing and bitterness"theif'feet swift to shed bioodﬁ '
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destruction and misery in their ways: and the way of reace they have not

known. There 1s no fear of God before their eyes." (Rom. 3. 9 = 18) | :
"And as they liked not to have God in their knowledge, God delivered ‘ ;eé
tliem up to a reprobate sense, to do those things which are not convenieht. o
Being filled with all iniquity, malice, fornication, avarice, wickedness:“gig

full of envy, murder, contention, deceit, malignity: whis erers, detractofs

hateful to God, contumelious, proud, haughty, inventors of evil things,:
disobedient to parents,Afoolish, dissolute: without affection, without

fidelity, without mercy. Who, having known the justice of God, did notfﬁn

understand that they who do such things, ave worthy of death: and not

only they that do them, but they also that consent to them that do them."

(Rom. 1. 28 -32); These are the meny offences, the height of humen

corruption, arising from the refusal to have God 1n human knowledge,

and brought about by a corporate resnonsibility of those who do evil and:'
those that consent to evil-doers. Now &x Christ not only restores the ;
divine adoption: he 1s also the first mover of a new,order. But "not

&as it wes by one sin, so also is the gift." The one sin proceeds from

its unity to the many ofiences- but the gift rroceeds from the many

offences unto one justification in Christ Jesus., The many offences are

brought under a higher control, are integrated into a new movement, "in'

the dispensation of the fulness of times, to re-establish ('NHQFL}*L(“‘G-*‘ ;
integrate) all things in Christ, that are in heaven and on earth, in him." é
~ (Eph. 1.10) : i
| Let us study this movement of 1ntegration, of bringing the scattered
elements of humanity no longer submissive to the law of reason back under

the control of that law,

There 1s no difficulty in idéﬁfifying the unity‘bf.human actidn""s

5
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that 1s conseqguent to the action of Christ as nndmenmuman a new prime \?‘
mover in society, a second Adam, with what is called. the mystical Body

of Ohrist, thet is, the "many" of his mcbaphysical “one" in the "new
creation” of humanity. In this new creatien there are the two aspects

. of nature and action: nature 1s elevated by sanctifying grace; action

is made good by actual grace. As we deal with the theory of human action,

we concentrate attention on the latter.,l" o
I would define actual grace as the pre-motion consequent to Christ.E
. Its social form is the &“VQVtL s the sharing with Christ, the commnnion

with Yhrist. In itself, this soclal form has a fourfold aspect. As
& body that lives by the blood of Christ,
mmxnxﬁanxnﬁnkhenxmehan:nfngnxnanxn&nmhannainxhnnnghnmhinhnxhxnxﬁinx,

eternal
it 1s the priesthood according to the order of kielchisedech and the
sacraments that‘apply the grace'of Christ!s sacrifice. 4s a body that
ie but an extension of the body of Christ, it ix exerclses a pewer
of Jjurisdiction, admitting members into the body by baptism,.excluding
.decayed cells from the crganism by excommnication. As a body united

to Christ as Head, it is of one mind_ahd with the authority of a

 divinely constituted tescher; "we have the mind of Christ" (I Gof 2,16)

and that nind is not only one but authoritative. Finally, as Christ's
Body, it executes the will of the Heed, of Him who exclaimed. "Jerusalem,
'Jerusalem, thou that killest the prophets and stonest them that are ;

sent unto thee, how often would I have gathered togetler thy children,-
as the hen doth gather her chickens under her wings, end thou wouldétfnet
It is in the Body of Christ that the Ghristian lives and moves, 11ves"" |
- the 1life of a soul elevated to the supernatural order, moves mndiem L
in obedience to the idée- force, the 1ntelligible or rather trans- intelligi-j

ble form which by revelation is the €hristian's dictate of reason. Christ .

is the vine and we are the branches. By Him we are all trat we are, for
~ being is act and every act hasfits pre-motion while sin 1s non-act, non-ens‘

the failure of the will to perform its immanent act of love for the
"intelligible form which makes action rationali




- no firmer foundation then actual i‘act ‘and with no. tbeory save, aJ t

N IDR

But tbe Christian and uhe soclal form of Christianlty, the Church
is in the world. "I pray not that thou shouldst ‘take them out of the _
world but that thou shonldst keep them from evil.? (Jonn 17. 15)"‘ ' »? €
The presence of Christianity in the world gives rise to a tNO-fOld '
movement eacargf which divides into a° prior dlalectic of fact and a ?%
subsequent dialectic of thought. There is the movement of Christianity~?"ﬁ
assimilating the world to itself the work of the leaven that leaveneth

convicted
the whole mass. There is movement of. the world, mommimmmd of sin yet

refusing grace, in opposition to this intussusce:tion of ail thiﬁgs
into the Body of Christ..?urther the movement of Christiahity may be

A simple dialectlic of fact, the spontaneous expansion through the B
zeal of apostles, the courage of martyrs (sanguis martyrum, serien ;
ecclesiae), the moral beauty of Christian life. And similarly tle
rejection on the part of the world may be a spontaneouﬁ movement of-j‘f
hatred: such weas the frry of the Roman persecutioné (Tgcitus: odio
humeni generis cénvicti sunt; Tértullian; Apol. 7: coepit veritas; el
simul atque annarfit inimica esse) and the lihe“al doubts about khn_:f‘v
"odium fidei" as tne basis of the persecutions not only have X no,
foundation in historical science but argue a singular suherlicialityf h$

in human psychology. Again, there mm 1s the long interplay of static . |

actlion and reaction, in which the church learns the value of phiiesdphji
from the definition of the "homoousios" through the scholastic systematis
ation of dogma to the modern elevation of St Thomas. On the other hand,t
durlnw thls same period the world builds up its dialectic of thougbt :
to arrive at Bolshevism as tie one logical position for its resistgncé} ;
to Truth. Finally, there 1s the new épostoiate and the new fergecﬁtioﬁifw
These proceed from the conclusinns of the dialeétic of. thought. The

Churcﬁ turns to scientific sociology and missiblogy.‘8§n turns tq‘,‘

scientific propagenda, physicsal domination, moral perversion; Betwééh‘f; i
these two contending forces, the -N'V\Q GVW)“H“‘ end the W*‘? N-?K asd ‘

1

-lies the liberal idea of merely natural man, the W‘\T ‘tax\ &as ’ with
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‘that ignores the two funcamental facts of original_sin ana tvine incalilabiUlle:.

; We now advance to our final conclusion, ftfst examining the 1ogic
of our analysis of history, second asking what is the meaning of history{nﬁ;
Our analysis is strictly philosophic. We lay down the theory of "Ki¥
the intelligible unity and material difference of humanity; we divide .- ;
the intelligzible unity into an unity of nature and an unityvcf action;5
we demonstrate the unity of action from the principie of pre-motion; |
we explain the limitation of free will by noticing that the act of

free-will is either en accentance of a rationel dicf te (and what reason

dictates is predete:mined) or the non-acceptance of the rational dictate
(and what then happens is entirely predetermined). Perhaps, it will
be necessary for our outline of a Summa Philosophica to be read for
the full appreciation of thadse philosophic points, purticulerly in i j“ 3
whet concerns freedom and the rationalisation of sin. However, we ‘ |

legitimately assume here what we prove elsewhere.

Second we study change in itself. We dlvide change into three kinds,
laccording to its historic sionificance. First is the mere change of'
‘ordinary action: man lives as hls ancestors. Second is the change that
follows from the emergence of new ideazs. Third 1s the chan&e that
follows from the emergence of systems of ideas, of pnilosophies. A

The finst ¥ind of chenve is of no interest. The second kind of change ;
' falls into tiree classes: ideas that understand the objective world'v*
idecs that are vitiated by the ex‘stence of sin in the objective world' :
ideas that are elevated by the influence of divine revelatlon. In theé 1:A 'é
third section we again have these same.three divisions: but there is : ?}
an essential difference. The 1deas of the second kind of change are -
ideas in the concrete while those of the third kind are ideas in the

abstract. The logic of thenfinatrisindnad ideas in the concrete 1s the

logic of fact: it does nst work out in pure thOOWPt but in the objective

situation. Thus, the temple states of Mesopotamia and the city states

'of Greece had no unifving idea effective in the concrete. they wereQ




not work out as a syllogism but by wars. Similarly, the emnires were .
logically bound to fail for the lack of an idea thet would integrate.:‘ i
tlie differentials mmd of change and progress in their far-flung
territories: but Egynt, Babylon and Rome passed awvay not by force of
"logie but by fnner decay. On tnesother hand, the function of the applied '
dizlectic of theﬁght is to anticipate the need of the objective situationtﬁ
Thus, the commnist anticipates the break-down of caplitalism. The

Church executes a plan for the social order, The liberal was confident
that "laissez faire" wus an infallible recipe for the grestest happiness::
of the greatsst muiber. The C€hurch, the liberal, and the communist

bring about objective social change not by'ideas in the concrete but

by ideas in the abstract. ' N o -

It may be asked, especially of one who wriltes in English, what is

br velue of abstract ideas ap; lied to the situation. Let us be practical!a
Tre ansver is thet the abstract ideas haeve, indeed, a greater possibilityv>
of being wrong than the concrete ideas. Also, they work out for good ‘ /
“or evil far more rapidly. But, whether we like 1t or not, the wqud

~ has got beyond the stage where concpete nroblems cah%be solved ﬁerelffﬁ

l in the concrete. Economics supplies us with the most 2alpable example,=

~you have to have some economic theory in conducting the state and
changing from one to another with every change of aovernment is neither ;
intelligent, fair to ths people, or fair to the wide world whichxhas,ﬁ

to have an universal solution to the problem of ge‘to pieces. Politiésj;f

supplies us with another example. The modern state does not think in
terms of the past, of its merits or demerits in being what it is; it
thinks in terms of the future and if it foresees tnat it is being put
out of the running by those with more economic power and more diplomatic
- 8kill, then it simply ;;;:sberserk in the name of Odin, Thor, or what
you please. The sua and substance of the whole issue is thet ideas nmﬂ i

in the concrete will build you a shanty but not & house and still less

a skyscraper. The moaern situation demands that Luestions be settled




wes the developrent of philosophy from Plato to'the,eﬁergence of the 7 ]

- phllosophy as the prime mover in social 1life is recognised nenerally{,Tq'

Aal sk, ke bisa Boee :
Qety,vizs ineVitable as long as Catholies did nbt graSp the siﬂnificance Lk

'Jintellectual,development.in soclal chapge. this failure of Catholic

.

idea of a social philosophy: this peridcd continues till the need ofv 3@3'

grabbing all they can because they can and make a virtue of not doing';i=;t:

imrossible
what they know either to be unprofitable or mnnﬁnnn, but in terms of

pure reason. Physical reality functlons perfectly in blind obedience
to intellizible law. Humenity must first discover its law and then
apply'it: to discover the law is a long process and to ap;ly(it'a
painful process but it has to be done. The alternative is extinction.
And prectical minds are orientated towards extinction just as much
whether they realise the point or not. .

To return to history. From the point of view of the seven dialectics;
the absolute Geist of revelation which develops in its reaction to ‘

the world, the triple form of the dialectic of fact and the triple foﬁm

of the dialectic of thought, we do not. pretend that these do not super-posei

and interact: on the contrary that 1ls their very nature. Cn the other
"apd, we may distinguish = three distinct periods thnt view these
alectics from a different point of view. The first peliod was tre
development of nind by mzterial need and soclal collaboration: it
gave the world the idea_of philosophy in Plato. The second perilod

P

The third period is the development of society under the control of ;
a social philosophy: liberalism, the negatlon of any social philosophy,
wes the fact that makes a soclal philosophy a necessity of which men

cen be conscious; communism is wild-eyed attempt to give the world such

- philosophy, Catholic social theory has existed since the middle ages : ;1

but the degree to which Catholics were conscious of the importance o

a social philosophy has been small almést up to the present time.

~ Again we digress to note the peculiarity of Catholic developmen%.‘vhhnv
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Catholic develOﬂment is by reaction)

of intellectual development and the necessary consesuence of such
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has always been a failure on the nart of iadividuals; Tnere were bishobs
who objected to the term "homoousios” because it was not in Seripture;
there were contemporaries to oppose St Thomas who followed Aristotle

end took the trouble to talk about the Arabs and fefute them; there

are Thomists whose last fhought is to imitate St ThOm;s in this matter

of thinking in pace with tne times. Similarly, what is called anti-

- clericalism is at root the antinomy between a merely traditionsal mentalitjl?
and a mentality thet is thinking in terms of the future and of problems Tfi
of which the mere traditionalist has not the ghost of a notion, in fact, .
would flatly deny their existence, oBf, if they exist, that something
should be done about 1it, or, if that is manifest, then that anything
can be done about 1it. It is not indeed to be denied that the reactionary
attlitude has not a very firm foundation in fact, namely, in the very
palpable fact that all the progressives are more or less in error,  E
more Or less j:erverse, more or less destructive. Nor is it to be. 2
denied that the reactionaries had anym other course open to them In the
past. You can protect the good either’by simply sitting back or by |
advancing with the good; but to advance with the good you have to have
a theory of progress and a will to progress; tliese were lacking.,

Thus it is in the theory of social order, in the re-establishmentvof

all things in CGhrist, in the leadership of Ghrist King of the histonical RN

process, Prime Mover of the new order, that Pope Plus XI has laid the ?
< ,

ové e
foundations for a triumph && an o0l4d, inevitable, and regrettable antinomy.:ﬂﬁ

PRI,

‘Por it is only In the rhilosophy of the church that can be attained
the realisation of tnat concention which Flato could not realise. It

was true when Plato penned his Republic but it is even more manifestly

true to-day that "Men and cities can not have hapriness unless philosopheréfj

. H
are kings." To the world in its present pkight of economic distress and o

political insecurity Lue Church offers not philosoohers but philosophy,
nay, "\lf(d iDQﬂP\ the wWord made flesh, Truth consubstantial with the :
- Father ard the Spirit, as et«rnal King, as ruler of the historic process

; e
i d e‘!
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now that history has entered on its final stage of rcalising abstraet ideas{i
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WNe deduce the meaning of history:from the thared intention of
God's creatina men as one, one in nature and one in action.

Creation aims at the manifestation of subsistential Wisdom, the Word. .
_The angelic intellect is to the Word as the contingent to the Absolute; .
'human intellect is to the angelic as potency to act. ¥The contingent

and the Ipent;al intellect are Y 8 apurtid e 11
mere

LoFYS =g T N1 not merelzﬂparticipations of the absolute Wisdom .

but also are wisdoms in potency. To be wisdom in act they mist meet
with an act of love for the intelligible on the part of the will,
apretitus rationalis sequens forman intellectus. But tie will is free;

To Argont Aess
you love because you love. ues creation divides into two ‘parts.hthe

angelic creation of pure individuals, spe¢dfically different from one
znother, and in this creation the good manifest Wisdom while the evil
are the prime movers of sin in a world where there are not pure
individuals but merely individuation by matter. Inqgkm.‘world the

manifestation of Wisdom lies in the triumph of good out of evil;

because evil caused evil in tnhe world, the wo:ld brings good out of

this evil for a final vindieation of good and a f;nal triumpbhki of‘“»

Saplentia manifestanda.

Because men are but one in nature and action, all the good in the ,”
world flows from the pre-motion of Wisdom and would not be were it notﬁr

for that pre-motion. On the other hand, all the evil in the world

nroceeds from its arbitrary basis of refusing the dictate of reason,
spreads by a dialectic of evil till avil is crushed by its own excess

" to glve rise to a contrery and higher movement for still greater good.,

R e

No flesh may glory in the sicht of the Lord for all qood has its RN
causation both physical and moral in the pre-motion of Christ. No evil‘
can triumph for every evil 1s permitted merely that good mayvmgre
fully abound. - S T
The role of the individuel in the historic flux is two- fold. S
Pre-motion offers him an 1ntellig1ble_§ictg§e. He nmy accent, but hgs‘:J f




acce. tance is not an act of his bul simply an act theat takes place in
him: for the will nszturally follows the dietate of reason; that is its
"inelirstio naturelis™. He may not accert, bat then ke sinply does nothingpe
for sin is non-ens, the failure of the will to act; some thiing uncaﬁsed
and inexplicable (becsise against rcason), puwre malice that 1s entirely
nis. Iis 1s regarding the individual xik from the view- oint of the
antecedents to his act or non-smct. But the iIndividuslss act is not

only a bracketed pwroduct of the past: it is a yfe-motion for the future.
‘"he motion of the Prime lMover is pasced from one individual to the

next. ow according as he individual acts according to reuson or fails
to do so, he decreases of increases the uantity of objective evil,

of a dishermony betwe:n reason and objective fact In the worlde.

Every individusl is an instruament in tie trunsmissién of tlie pre-motion:
but he may be 4n instrument for nore sin or for ess. He nay he an
instruuent of sin or of Christ.

' "Let not sin therefcre reirn in your mortsl body, so as to obey
the lusts thereof. FReither yield ye your m:mbers as instruuents of
inicuity unto sin: but resent yourselves to God, as those tuat are
alive from Lhie dead; and your members gF as instruﬁent%)f jugtice

unto God." (Rom. 6. 12,13)cf. ibhid. 6.19; 7.5,6.

The meaning then cf nistury is plain. It i1s the ever fuller manifesta-
tion of Eternal Wwisdom Tirst in a dialgetic of fazet and then through
revelation in a dialectic of thought. The significance of thwe individual,

Yendured with mach ratiénce zs a vescel Aomram of wrath fitted{br destruction
... or a vescel of mercy... pre-ared unto rlory" (Rom 9.32,26), is to
be a transmitting un-t of the pre-motibn of wisdom of to foil in doing
so thus creating the growinc evil of tihw weorld. The direction of the
historic flow 1s an accslerating progress as man posses from the fuctual
more and more into the reflsctive dialectic. Yhe nature of nrogress is
to reconguer through Christ the loss nsture sustains througi sin. For
from origi\jal sin we derive a double evil: ignorénce of the intelligible

end difficulty in oreving the intellisible. Uxe function of progress is




fo increase leisure that men may have mbre ti@e to legrn, to conguer
material evil in privation and siclmess that men havelless occasion .

to fear the merely factual and that they may have more confidence in

the rule o£ intellect, to strugczle against the inherited carital of
lrjauticeW£;;2 creates such ob ‘gctive situations thet men cannot he
Fruly just unless first the objective situation l1s changed, and, finally,
I am not certain I syeak wildly, out of the very'urogress itscll to
roduce a mildness of manners and temper;ment which will support _
and imitate and extend the mighty power of Christian charity. This then -
is the virtue of progress, the virtue of social justice, by which man
directs his action so that it will be eamier for his neishbouirs and

his postexrity to know end to do what 1s rinht and just. Yo this virtue

are all men bound by the unity of human action, for the  humsn act is

twofold: an imranent rightness of will and an external transient rightness

mﬁbin thie transmission of pre-motion. ﬁo man's achievem:nt is his own:
hz is no more than a product of the past whether ih the goods of the
bodv or tihe goods of the soul. Ko man's achieve:ent 1s for L&ﬁself'

it is but a wndification for gocd or evil of the zre-motion the world
has from Adam and from the second Adam, Christ.

We sum up the significance of the external action of man in a

citation: df¥vinorum operum ormium divinissimum Deo cOOperari in balvgtiond;:

animarumn. That is the significance of:tur exterhal\acts. They are the
activity of our.members and our 1embers are eit?éfvihstruments of

sin for pgreater sin or instimpuients of justlce unto the Justilication
of others. Man is one in neture and in action.

We have mentdnned the fact thet the greatest evil in the world is
the evil that is‘concretised inkm the h;storic flow, the capital of -;V
injustice that hanzs like a nall over every brilliant‘thing, that;makes
men and nations groan over others! glory;vthat provokés anger andlsuidide

and dire wars,'tﬁat culminates in the dull mind and sluggish‘bﬁdy -
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of the enslaved neople or tre decsyed culture. Tue Christian counter-
piece to this in the Christian's victory ofer sin is charity. For
charity becomes not angry over wrongs, charity does not nourish hatred

or threaten war, charity does not desrair; charity 1s an eternzl fire .

of optimism and of energy, dismayed at naught, rebuked by none, tireless,

determined, delibefat@; with deepest thought and unbounded spbntaneity
charity ever strives, strugnles, 1ab6urs, pmemh exiiorts, imilores, prays
for the betterment of the unit action of man, for the effective rule
bof sweetness and light, for a fuller manifestétion of wlhst charity loves;
Wisdom Divine, the Word nade Flesh,

The Sovereign Pontiff has proclaimed the Kingéhip of Ciarist. Do
you lnow His Kingdom?

"In the last days the mounteln of the hcuse of tlie Lord shiell be
rrepeared on tﬁe top of the mountains, and it shall be exulted above the
hills: and all nations shéll flow unto it. &nd manj people shall go and
say: Come, and B t us £o up to the mountain 68 the Lérd and to the house

of the God of Jacob: and he will tsach us his ways and we will walk in

his paths. For the law shall come forth from Sion: and the word of the '

Lord from Jerusalem. And hie shall judge the Centiles and rebulre many
reople: and they shall turn threir swords into plovghshares and their
.spears into sickles. Mationx shell rot 1lift up sword against nation:
neither shall they be exerclsed any more iiowar." (}Nuih 1:1‘4) :
Is this_to.be talten literally or s it figure? It would be fair

‘end’ fine, indeed, to think it no figure.

A Rl

M AT TR R AR L i

P Te



