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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this paper is to depict the nature of human so

ciety when seen from the point of view of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, 

and to derive therefrom certain germane sociological implications. To 

date, interpretation and evaluation of what Teilhard called "hyper-

physics," or the scientific phenomenology of the cosmos, have focused 

2 
on the theological and philosophical connotations of that thought. 

This is directly counter to Teilhard's intent: 

If this book is to be properly understood, it must 
be read not as a work on metaphysics, still less as a 
sort of theological essay, but purely and simply as a 
scientific treatise,^ 

Further, Teilhard is adamant that his work, for all its seeming com

pleteness and comprehensiveness, is, in its import, essentially semi

nal, and that it therefore invites, even necessitates, explication and 

4 
extension. In effect, Teilhard challenges his readers to investigate 

Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The Phenomenon of Man, trans. 
by B, Wall, with an Introduction by Julian Huxley (New York: Harper 
& Row, Publishers, Inc., 1959), p. 30. Hereafter abbreviated PoM. 

2 
Ian G. Barbour, "The Significance of Teilhard," Changing Man 

The Threat and The Promise, ed. by Kyle Haselden and Philip Hefner 
("Anchor Books"; Garden City: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1969), 
p. 130. 

3 
PoM, p. 29. 

^Ibid., pp. 289-290. 



his observations, and "to try to do better," V/ith these considera

tions in mind, therefore, this paper v/ill aim to demonstrate the pre

sence of certain heuristic and ontological conceptualizations in the 

system of Teilhardian hyperphysics which constitute central implica

tions for sociological thought. 

The opening sentence from The Phenomenon of Man appears somewhat 

disingenuous, for the book is patently not "purely and simply a scien

tific treatise," in the accepted definition of the term "scientific." 

The contemporary conception of science and the scientific method en

tails ancillary methodological processes (e.g., objectivity, experimental 

verification of hypotheses) first explicitly posited by Newton: 

For Newton, then, science was composed of laws clearly 
stating the mathematical behaviour of nature solely--laws 
deducible from the phenomena and exactly verifiable in 
phenomena—everything further is to be swept out of science, 
which thus becomes a body of absolutely certain truth about 
the doings of the physical world. 

By this definition, the scientific method is essentially limited to 

analysis. Analysis, however, is for Teilhard insufficient. It reveals 

but half-truths, and hence is ontologically untenable. For Teinhard, 

the scientific method, to be epistemologically valid, must synthetical

ly incorporate within its methodological purview interpretation: 

During the last fifty years or so, the investigations 
of science have proved beyond all doubt that there is no 

^PoM, p. 290. 

Edwin Arthur Burtt, The Metaphysical Foundations of Modern 
Science (rev. ed. ; "Anchor Books ; Garden City: Doubledjy & Company, 
Inc., 1954), p. 226. 



fact which exists in pure isolation, but that every exper
ience, however objective it may seem, inevitably becomes 
enveloped in a complex of assumptions as soon as the scien
tist attempts to explain it.''' 

Thus, a science which seeks to treat of the whole of phenomena must be 

cognizant of the interrelatedness among the elements of that perceptible 

whole. Such cognition necessarily entails a "complex of assumptions," 

o 

which yields an "aura of subjective interpretations," defined by 

Teilhard as the realm of hyperphysics: 

, , , it is impossible to attempt a general scientific 
interpretation of the universe without . . , trying to 
explain it through and through. 

Teilhard thus takes the idea of science far beyond its present 

parameters. In doing so, does he, despite his declairaer, contravene 

science? This is one of the central questions presented by the body 

of Teilhard's thought, and the resolution of this question indicates 

the direction this exegesis must take. A cursory examination of 

Teilhard's thought indicates that it is scientifically suspect, as it 

talks of such as a teleologically directed evolution, and speaks of 

such notions as "spiritual-energy," "super-consciousness," and the 

"hyper-personal," It seems that his science is in fact but a vehicle 

for Christian apologetics. Indeed, this seems to be Teilhard's explicit 

purpose, for in his The Divine Milieu he states: 

So the purpose of this Essay—on life or on inward 
vision—is to prove by a sort of tangible demonstration 

"̂ PoM, p. 30. 

^Ibid. 

9 
Ibid. 



that . , . traditional Christianity, expressed in Bap
tism, the Cross and the Eucharist, can be translated 
so as to embrace all that is best in the aspirations 
peculiar to our time.-^^ 

Teilhard recognized the suspicions that would arise from his 

work, and in developing his thought tries to account for and amelior

ate such incredulity: 

Among those who have attempted to read this book to 
the end, many will close it, dissatisfied and thoughtful, 
wondering whether I have been leading them through facts, 
through metaphysics, or through dreams. 

For Teilhard to recognize this situation is to imply that there may 

be some validity to charges of connived obfuscation, whether such 

allegations derive from contextual consideration or merely from termi

nological Liisperception. Thus is implicated a question of validity in 
* 

the enucleation of Teilhard's thought. 

This question of validity ultimately arises from what must be 

seen as Teilhard's basic purpose, which is to effect a synthesis of 

science and religion: 

. . . as science outgrows the analytic investigations 
which constitute its lower and preliminary stages, and 
passes on to synthesis--synthesis which naturally culmi
nates in the realization of some superior state of human
ity—it is at once led to foresee and place its stakes 
on the future and on the all. And with that it out
distances itself and emerges in terms of option and 
adoration (i.e., religion). 

Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The Divine Milieu,trans, by B, 
Wall (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1960), p. 11, Here
after abbreviated DM, 

11 
PoM, p. 288. 



When, in the universe in movement to which we have 
just awakened, we look at the temporal and spatial series 
diverging and amplifying themselves around and behind us 
like the laminae of a cone, we are perhaps engaging in 
pure science. But when we turn towards the summit, towards 
the totality and the future, we cannot help engaging in re
ligion. 

Religion and science are the two conjugated faces or 
phases of one and the same act of complete knowledge—the 
only one )yhich can embrace the past and future of evolution 
so as to contemplate, measure and fulfil them. 

In turn, this purpose of conjoining reason and mysticism, which 

by virtue of its ubiquity in Teilhard's works must be considered as a 

Leitmotiv, derives from the fact that Teilhard was at once a noted 

paleontologist and a Jesuit priest. In Teilhard's life, then, is 

found the very synthesis he sought to elaborate into a Weltanschauung. 

This telle orientation which suffuses Teilhard's thought appeared 

early in his life. For instance, in a letter written in 1918 he says: 

Through my thinking, through the message I bring, through 
the practical activity of my whole life, I would wish to dis
close and make known to men the bonds of continuity that make 
the cosmos of our restless ferment into an ambience that is 
divinized by the Incarnation, that divinizes by communion, 
and that is divinizable by our cooperation. 

To bring Christ, by virtue of a specifically organic 
connexion, to the heart of realities that are esteemed to 
be the most dangerous, the most unspiritual, the most pagan— 
in that you have my gospel and my mission. 

If men could only see that in each one of them there 
is an element of the Pleroma, would not that, Lord, effect 
the reconciliation between Good and our age? If only they 
could understand that, with all its natural richness and 
its massive reality, the universe can find fulfilment only 
in Christ; and that Christ, in turn, can be attained only 
through a universe that has been carried to the very limit 
of its capabilities, 1̂3 

^^PoM, pp. 284-285, 

13 
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Writings in Time of War, trans. 

by R, Hague (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1968), pp. 219-
220, Hereafter abbreviated WIW, 
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In seeking to forge this synthesis Teilhard presents the central 

insight of the essentially evolving and converging character of all 

levels of reality. In dealing v/ith "man solely as a phenomenon, but 

, . , also . . . with the whole phenomenon of man," Teilhard argues 

human psychosocial evolution as a process of orthogenetic convergence, 

which directionality is achieved through tendencies, systematically 

16 
inherent, toward centralization, complexity, and consciouness. This 

evolutionary orthogenesis is perceptible orthos logos, that is, by the 

17 
classic scientific method of observation of observable regularities. 

Analysis, however, though necessary, is not sufficient for explanation. 

The apparent axial progression of evolution must be interpreted, by 

18 

virtue of the fact that its cosmological ubiquity. Thus, to explain 

the apparent "laws" of complexification-centralization non-epiphe-

nomenologically is to posit a "psychism," which must be seen as extant 
19 

at all levels of reality. From the historical perspective, which is 

Nicholas S. Timasheff, Sociological Theory: Its Nature and 
Growth (3d ed.; New York: Random House, Inc., 1967), p. 305, 

^PoM, p. 29. 

Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The Future of Man, trans, by 
N. Denny (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc, 1965), pp. 85-89. 
Hereafter abbreviated FoM. 

'̂ '̂ PoM, pp. 257ff. 

1 8 
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The Appearance of Man, trans, by 

J. M. Cohen (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1965), pp. 245-
246. Hereafter abbreviated AM. 

•̂ P̂ierre Teilhard de Chardin, Man's Place in Nature, trans, by 
R. Hague (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1966), p. 18. Here
after abbreviated MPN. 



requisite for an evolutionary ("transformist") point of view, then, 

it is obvious that the emergent evolution of matter (the "without") 

has as its intrinsic corollary the emergent evolution of sentience 

(the "within").^ . This development of consciousness has reached its 

21 apex with the advent of self-reflection in man. 

For Teilhard, this directionality of evolution is taken as evi

dence for the existence of God, His thought, therefore, constitutes a 

cosmological argument from design. He differs from classic cosmogony, 

however, in that he does not take recourse to the percept of vitalism; 

rather, he defends a creation of evolutionary type (God making things 

22 
make themselves). Thus, orthogenesis implicates purposiveness, or 

23 

the divinization of activity. By that indication, it becomes neces

sary, in the pursuit of a phenomenological synthesis, to exterpolate 
24 

the end, or goal, of evolution. That is, to discern an eschatological 
25 

orientation, which Teilhard identifies as the Christian Parousia, In 

sum, then, the whole of the complex myriads that are the universe are 

homologized into a Christogenesis, 

^QpoM, p, 56. 

•̂̂ Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The Vision of the Past, trans, by 
J, M, Cohen (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1966), p. 229. 
Hereafter abbreviated VP. 

22 
Christopher F. Mooney, Teilhard de Chardin and the Mystery 

of Christ (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1964), p. 173, 
23 
DM, p. 25. 

l l ooney . Mystery of C h r i s t , p . 1 8 1 , 

2^PoM, p . 34 . 
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The impact of the above summary of Teilhard's thought is the 

indication that explication of his work may proceed on the levels of 

either philosophy, theology, or science. To proceed purely on any one 

level, however, is to invite attenuation and distortion. Indeed, such 

a monistic explanation would inform Teilhard's purpose and method, 

the synthesization of levels of epistemology. Therefore, a realistic 

appraisal of Teilhard's thought must incorporate explications from 

philosophical, theological and scientific exegeses of his works. 

Further, though this paper is concerned with detailing the 

Teilhardian view of man's place in nature, an anthropogenetical delimi

tation thereto is not indicated. No fact exists in isolation; there

fore, to study the phenomenon of man is to study the phenomenon of the 

26 

universe. These considerations serve to indicate, rather, a review of 

the whole of Teilhard's thought. Such is the procedure this paper adopts, 

toward the end of delineating the sociological implications of Teilhard's 

thought. 

^^PoM, p. 34. 



CHAPTER I 

INTUITION AND PROJECT 

To review a man's thought, particularly where that thought 

appears as the development of a life-process, necessarily entails at 

least a modicum of biographical considerations. To do otherwise is 

to presuppose sua sponte nascency, an aetiological myth which was done 

27 

away with some time ago. Rather, the contemporary doctrine of causa

tion mandates the consideration of antecedent conditions. That is, 

one's thought is predicated on a social construction of reality, which 

is relativistic. Hence, to study knowledge there must be recourse to 

the historical situation within which that knowledge arises: 

All typifications of commonsense thinking are them
selves integral elements of the concrete historical socio-
cultural Lebenswelt within which they prevail as taken for 
granted and as socially approved. Their structure deter
mines among other things the social distribution of know
ledge and its relativity and relevance to the concrete social 
environment of a concrete group in a concrete historical 

28 situation. "̂  

This consideration of the historical situation is particularly 

27 
F. M. Cornford, From Religion to Philosophy: A Study in the 

Origins of Western Speculation ( Harper Torchbooks"; New York: Harper 
& Row, Publishers, Inc., 1957), pp. 139-140. 

28 
Alfred Schutz, Collected Papers, (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1962), 

I, 149, quoted in Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The Social Con
struction of Reality ("Anchor Books"; New York: Doubleday & Company, 
1967), p, 16. 
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important in discussing Teilhard's thought. It has been noted that 

Teilhard's purpose and method, and his most original contribution, the 

synthesization of science and religion, are paralleled by the fact 

that Teilhard was at one and the same time a scientist (paleontologist) 

and a religionist (Jesuit priest). It remains to explore the genesis, 

nature, and effectual implications of what seemingly, by definition, 

constitutes a dichotomization. 

Marie-Joseph Pierre Teilhard de Chardin was born in 1881, the 

fourth in a family of eleven, into a family of small, landed gentry in 

29 
Auvergne, France. His father was an archivist of some local repute, 

who endeavored to instill into his children a sense of history and a 

30 

scholastic bent. His mother was the countenance of piety and self-

effacement, exemplifying for Pierre the mulier fortis of Ecclesiasticus, 

The sociocultural milieu of Pierre Teilhard's generation was one 

of reaction and repression. The Catholic Church had, since 1789, been 

32 

antagonistic toward French republicanism. By the 1830's, as evi

denced by Vicomte de Villeneuve-Bargement and Frederick Oznam, French 

Catholic social thought had become systematized into a conservative, 

31 

29Robert Spreaight, The Life of Teilhard de Chardin (New York: 
Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1967), pp. 21-22, 

^ Q i b i d . 

"̂""rbid. , pp. 22-23, 

32 
Jacques Chastenet, Histoire de la Troiseme Republique (Paris 

Nachette, 1960), Vol, I, chap, viii, quoted in Michael H. Murray, The 
Thought of Teilhard de Chardin (New York: The Scabury Press, Inc.'j 
1966), p. 2, 
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reactionary advocacy of return to the ante-status quo socioeconomic 

33 

philosophy of the Middle Ages. Meanwhile, a schism had developed be

tween science and religion as, under the influence of the post-Carte

sians, science became increasingly oriented toward Laplacean posi-

34 
tivism. With the deposition of Napoleon III in 1870, bourgeois re-

35 

publicanism developed into the anticlericalism of the Third Republic. 

This acrimony was becoming steadily more strident when Teil

hard entered the Jesuit college of Notre Dame de Mongre at Vaille-

franche-sur-Saone in 1892, Here his two avocations took formal shape, 
og 

He studied geology and mineralogy, and entered the Jesuit order. 
Under order of the Combes government in 1901, the Jesuit order was 

37 
outlawed. Teilhard fled to the island of Jersey, where he studied 

philosophy for two years. Thence, he spent three years in Cairo, 

38 
teaching physics and acquiring a competence in paleontology. 

In 1908 Teilhard went to England for four years of theological 

study. Here his attention was drawn to the controversies over Darwin's, 

^^Melvin J. Williams, Catholic Social Thought (New York: The 
Ronald Press Company, 1950), pp. 15-17, 

Floyd W. Matson, The Broken Image ("Anchor Books"; Garden 
City: Doubleday & Company, Inc, 1966), pp. 10-11. 

35 
Murray, Thought of Teilhard, p. 2. 

Spreaight, Life of Teilhard, pp. 27-28. 

37 
Chastenet, Histoire, Vol. Ill, chaps, x, xi, quoted in Murray, 

Thought of Teilhard, p. 3. 

^^Spreaight, Life of Teilhard, pp. 32-35. 
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Lamarck's, Huxley's, and Spencer's interpretations of evolution.^^ By 

1912, when he returned to Paris, the idea of evolution had become his 

profound interest, particularly due to his study of Henri Bergson's 

40 

L'Evolution Creatrice. Here he worked with Abbe Breuil in the Insti

tute of Human Paleontology and assisted in the investigation of the 

recently discovered (now notorious) Piltdown skull. 

During the war Teilhard served as a stretcher-bearer. His 

duties, not excessively onerous, afforded time for contemplation and 

41 
the determination of his major life goals. Between the outbreak of 

war and 1919, Teilhard wrote thirteen essays which describe his awaken-

42 

ing thought and contain, in germ, the future development of that thought. 

The essence of this developing thought is the perception, from the social 

estrangement of his own days, of the ultimate and necessary reassocia-

tion between Christianity and man. 

The war, as it exposed Teilhard to a de-Christianized world 

suffused with anguish of which he had not been poitnantly aware, served 

as a catalytic and focusing agent. The genesis of Teilhard's thought, 

then, the origin of his attempt to explain the nature of the human 

condition, must be traced to his involvement in World War One. As 

Teilhard remarked in a later letter: 

•̂ ''Murray, Thought of Teilhard, p. 4, 

40 
Julian Huxley, Introduction to The Phenomenon of Man, p. 21, 

^^Emile Rideau, The Thought of Teilhard de Chardin, trans, by 
R. Hague (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1967), p. 21, 

42 
Spreaight, Life of Teilhard, p. 75. 
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These thirty months have been like a long retreat. I 
have become at the same time very mystical and very realistic. 
. . . No doubt my ideas were there from the beginning, like 
'genes,' but it was only in the atmosphere of the Front that 
I really began to be aware of them.'̂ ^ 

His developing thought, however, is not in this sense to be con

sidered reactionary. That is, it proceeds not from any sense of the 

horror of war, the perception of its futility, but rather from a 

heightening, a stimulating of energy: 

Activity culminates in a sort of intense but complete
ly calm paroxysm, which dilates it to the scale of the vast 
work in which it is playing its part . . . The front has 
an irresistible attraction, because it is, in one way, the 
extreme boundary between what one is already aware of, and 
what is still in the process of formation. Not only do you 
see there things that you see nowhere else, but you see 
emerge from within you an underlying stream of clarity, 
energy and freedom that is to be found hardly anywhere else 
in ordinary life,44 

Teilhard's service in the war made him conscious of the collec

tive in history. Seeing masses of men combining their diversity into 

a composite whole, he "(perceived) in it the crest of a wave that was 

washing humanity forward to an unpredictable destiny."'^^ Further, in 

these masses, the history of his day, he perceived a natural continuity 

not only with the history of the past but with the history of the whole 

of nature: 

^^Teilhard de Chardin, letter of July 27, 1917 to Victor Fontoyn-
ont, quoted in Spreaight, Life of Teilhard, pp, 67-68. 

''•̂ Teilhard de Chardin, letters of September 23, 1917, and Sep
tember 25, 1919, quoted in Rideau, Thought of Teilhard, pp, 288-289, 

^^Rideau, Thought of Teilhard, p, 69, 
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Yes, the moral and social development of mankind is 
indeed the authentic and "natural" consequence of organic 
evolution , , . All moral perversions are found in embryo 
in the most "natural" of activities, the most passive (in 
appearance) in the hands of the first Cause; they are 
tamed therein, but not by-passed, nor surmounted, nor 
overcome,4 

As Teilhard sees it, contemporary man is filled with anguish 

and despair, as exemplified by the disastrous misery of the war. In 

Mastery of the World and the Kingdom of God (1916), he outlines what 

he considers to be the historical antecedents of this condition: 

For many centuries after the apostolic age—practically 
until the Renaissance—the duality of the two currents of 
life, the current that runs within the earth and that which 
comes down from heaven, remained blurred. To all appear
ances, they ran in one stream; , . , Nevertheless, the 
time came when the autonomous pressure of natural aspira
tions made itself felt . , , Reacting against what it held 
to be an enslavement, the earth reviled the Church, and 
claimed the right to develop without any need of heaven, 
of its counsels or its help. This took the form first of 
naturalism and later of secularism. The Church, in turn, 
anathematized the world, and appeared to regard the work 

47 
of Progress as diabolical. 

The result of this dichotomization has been a crisis of con

sciousness. On the one hand, the existential world has experienced 

disappointment and confusion: 

Not only does reason find it impossible to choose 
between the kindly doctrine of charity, that has compas
sion for the portionless, and the stern school of might 
that picks out the victors, not only can it not impress 
on men the eminent value of virginity, nor convince them 
of the duty of fecundity—but, what is more, it realizes 

46 
Teilhard de Chardin, letter of July 10, 1916, quoted in 

Rideau, Thought of Teilhard, p. 288. 

^ \ T W , pp. 84-85. 
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that it is incapable of finding a natural basis for moral
ity itself. The imperative pronounced by its exponents is 
always an absolutely unqualified statement, or an express
ion of economic necessity, Man's autonomy then revolts 
against a duty that cannot justify itself rationally, and 
abandons itself to enjoyment and the line of least effort, 
or, perhaps, to violence and anarchy. The whole work of 
human development, the object of such wide adulation, seems 
as if it must disintegrate in a corruption for which there 
is no remedy.'*^ 

At the same time, religion is aware of its impotence and defenseless-

ness, and has become reactionary and aplogetic: 

Too often. Christians have seemed to behave as though 
the universe around them were immobile. 

Think of all the infantile maledictions pronounced by 
Churchmen against new ideas.' 

Think of all the avenues of enquiry that have at 
first been forbidden and later found to be rich in results,' 

Think of all the futile subterfuges designed to make 
people believe that the Church was directing a movement by 
which it was, in fact, being forcibly dragged along,"^^ 

In these early writings of Teilhard, then are presented the 

essential, formative perceptions around which he later constructed 

his idea of a scientific-religious synthesis. 

After the war, Teilhard returned to the Sorbonne, to teach and 

50 
take his Doctorate (in paleontology, 1922). His essays and teach-

ings of evolutionary ideas began to attract suspicions of heterodoxy, 

however, and in 1926 he was effectively exiled to China,^-^ 

4%TW, pp, 85-86, 

^^ibid,, pp. 86-87, 

^^Spreaight, Life of Teilhard, p, 112. 

51 
Ibid,, p. 112. 
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In China, as scientific adviser to the Geological Survey of 

China, he participated in numerous paleontological expeditions, includ-

52 
ing that of Davidson Black which unearthed the skull of Peking Man, 

In 1938 he was appointed Director of the Laboratory of Advanced Studies 

in Geology and Paleontology in Paris, but the outbreak of war forced 

C O 

him to remain in China. "̂  During the twenty years he spent in China, 

Teilhard produced 163 scientific articles, thereby establishing his 

claim as a scientist.54 During the period 1926-1946 he also wrote sev

eral essays and books on the various aspects of evolution and its im

plications, most notably Le Phenomene Humain (1938). 

Teilhard returned to France in 1946 to find that publication of 

his works was forbidden by his superiors.^^ From 1948 to 1951, he par

ticipated, under the aegis of the Wenner-Gren Foundation of New York, 

in studies in South Africa of Broom and Dart's discoveries concerning 

Austra-lopithecus. He retired to New York to oversee the collation 

of his work in hopes of posthumous publication, and died there on 

April 8, 1955.^^ 
In his later works, Teilhard expanded his original thought of 

^^Huxley, Phenomenon of Man, p. 23. 

^^Ibid. 

^'Slideau, Thought of Teilhard, p. 28, 

Spreaight, Life of Teilhard, p, 314, 

^^Ibid., p. 314. 

^^Ibid., p. 332, 
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the "autonomous pressure of natural aspiration" creating a crisis of 

consciousness. From this early, inchoate perception, he later posited 

a transformation in the general condition of knowledge which generated 

disorder and despair: 

Until the sixteenth century men in general thought of 
space and time as though they were limited compartments in 
which objects were juxtaposed and interchangeable. They 
believed that a geometrical envelope could be traced round 
the totality of the stars. They talked, thinking they under
stood, of a first and last moment discernible in the past, 
the future. They argued as though every element could be 
arbitrarily moved, without changing the world, to any point 
along the axis of time. The human mind believed itself to 
be perfectly at home in this universe, within which it tran
quilly wove its patterns of metaphysics. 

This attitude, which afforded an essentially reassuring view of the 

universe and man's place in it, began to change under the influence of 

a variety of internal and external causes: 

Spatially our awareness of the world was extended to 
embrace the Infinitesimal and the Immense. Later, in tem
poral terms, there came the unveiling, behind us and ahead, 
of the abysses of Past and Future. Finally to complete 
the structure we became aware of the fact that, within 
this indefinite extent of space-time, the position of each 
element was so intimately bound up with the genesis of the 
whole that it was impossible to alter it at random without 
rendering it 'incoherent,' or without having to readjust 
the distribution and history of the whole around it. To 
accommodate this expansion of our thought the restricted 
field of static juxtaposition was replaced by a field of 
evolutionary organization which was limitless in all direc
tions (except forward, in the direction of its pole of 
convergence). 

The great change in perception (the "autonomous pressure of 

natural aspirations") then, was the discovery of the temporal world. 

C O 

FoM, p. 58. 

59 
Ibid., p. 59. 
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With the apperception of an experiential existence of duration there 

came the discovery of a new power of acting upon the world : 

According to a familiar form of idealism, matter and 
its interconnexions do not exist in themselves, but re
sult from a mechanization, a concretion, of thought. 
Matter is a fixation, an 'ankylosis,' of Spirit; it is 
Spirit in an excessive state of fragmentation. All 
that would be required, therefore, would be a mental 
effort sui generis (individual or collective auto-sug
gestion) to reanimate the vast mechanism of the cosmos, 
and so to expel chance and death from this universe, now 
fully subject to Spirit. If we wish to win dominion over 
the future, all we have to do is boldly to bring the 
weight of our will to bear upon things, and at the same 
time to adjust the range and focus of our intellectual 
outlook in a particular way. 

Such is the horizon, essentially practical and terres-
tial, that opens up for natural faith: not only, we see, 
as a doctrine presented for its assent, but also as a re
sult that may be expected from its operative power. Natural 
faith is above all an operative faith, and operative here 
below. The man who adheres to it believes that he can free 
the world by believing. And in so doing he adopts an atti
tude that is natural (naturalist) on two counts: 

(1) First, because all he has in mind, and all he 
wants, is a transformation of the experiental universe. 

(2) Secondly, because he tends to make the human mind 
itself the agent of universal betterment, the Centre spread
ing through all things that is to exert a direct influence 
on the cosmos and so reanimate and vitalize it.̂ '̂  

From the old statics, with its intimate juxtaposition of 

God and man, a re-orientation of thought toward dynamics necessitated 

the concept of an intervening world. The consequence of this schism 

was profanation, a shift from "other-worldly" to "this-worldly": 

In a fe^/generations Mankind has been literally con
verted, spontaneously, to a new sort of Religion of the 
World, ill-defined in dogma, but perfectly clear in its 
moral orientations. These are: the predominance accorded 

^°WTW, pp. 235-236 
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to the whole over the individual; a passionate faith in 
the value and potentialities of human effort; a very lively 
awareness of the sacred character of research along every 
line.61 

Under the machinizations of science and technology, man asserted his 

mastery of the world. The shift of the locus of man's thought, 

from God to man, to the collective destiny of the whole, effected 

a new humanism: 

Mankind; the idea of mankind was the first image 
in terms of which, at the very moment that he awoke 
to the idea of progress, modern man had to try to 
reconcile the hopes of an unlimited future with which 
he could no longer dispense, with the perspective of 
the inevitability of his own individual death. 'Man
kind' was at first a vague entity, felt rather than 
thought out, in which an obscure feeling of perpetual 
growth was allied to a need for universal fraternity. 
Mankind was the object of a faith that was often naive 
but whose magic, being stronger than all vicissitudes 
and criticisms, goes on working with persuasive force 
upon the present-day masses and on the 'intelligentsia' 
alike. Whether one takes part in the cult or makes 
fun of it, even today no-one can escape being haunted 
or even dominated by the idea of mankind."^ 

Thus mankind, "in a world that has suddenly become too big 

and too organized, temporarily loses its God,""^ This transforma

tion of man is accompanied by crises: as mankind takes on form 

and unity, it becomes aware of its isolation in the universe, and 

the feeling of liberty, that gives the illusion of being one's own 

master, is dispelled: 

I suddenly became conscious of the incurable isola
tion in which the glory of mankind is lost . . . I felt 

61 
Teilhard de Chardin, answer to a questionnaire, dated October 
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as if we were all, clinging on to one another, floating 
in the void. Heavy on me, I felt the weight of a final, 
irrevocable, isolation^—the agony a prisoner suffers 
when he explores the walls that shut him in and can find 
no way out. Man finds a companion in man—but mankind 
is alone . . . I saw the boundaries of mankind; I saw 
the blackness and emptiness that surround the earth . . . 
It will indeed be a critical hour when human beings 
awake, not simply here and there, but as one body, to a 
collective consciousness of their isolation in space— 
in which, as they raise their eyes to take in the whole 
picture of their world, they will see themselves im
prisoned.""* 

With this sense of isolation comes an attendant sense of insignifi

cance, of despair born of the mystery of one's destiny: 

It is a terrifying thing to have been born: I mean, 
to find oneself, without having willed it, swept irrevocably 
along on a torrent of fearful energy which seems as though 
it wished to destroy everything it carries with it. I am 
afraid, too, like all my fellow-men, of the future too 
heavy with mystery and too wholly new, towards which time 
is driving me. Then like these men I wonder anxiously 
where life is leading me.^^ 

The coming together of anthropocentricism and temporarily, the 

new strains in man's consciousness, were most effectively united in 

evolutionary theory. The idea that many was a species, and that 

species have a genesis and are mutable, at first gave man a rationale 

and a justification for his belief in himself, and served to replace 

an eschatological future with an idea of secular chiliaism: 

That is why 'Darwinism,' as it was then called, however, 
naive its beginnings, came at exactly the right moment to 
create the cosmological atmosphere of which the great 
technico-social advance of the last century stood in need 

6%TW, pp. 240-241; 243. 

^^HU, pp. 29-30, 
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if it was to believe passionately in what it was doing. 
Rudimentary though it was, Darwinism afforded a scientific 
justification of faith in progress,^^ 

But if species have a genesis, they also have a thanatos. 

The reality of the phenomenon of the continual disappearance of phyla 

in the course of geological time is indisputable. The sense of soli

tude, of isolation, is enhanced, for: 

Man now sees that the seeds of his ultimate dissolution 
are at the heart of his being. The End of the Species is in 
the marrow of our bones.' 

It is not this presentiment of a blank wall ahead, 
underlying all other tensions and specific fears, which 
paradoxically (at the very moment when every barrier seems 
to be giving way before our power of understanding and 
mastering the world) is darkening and hardening the minds 
of our generation?"' 

Moreover, in the very process of technico-social development, 

in the definition of "progress," the seemingly mandatory entailments 

of such as slavery, of alienative factory work, and of political 

state control apparently present a general anachylosis of the human 

mass. The idea of "progress" is thus seemingly self-contradictory, 

and its pursuit, requisite to the new humanism, generates a fear: 

When we see that our attempts to break through the 
circle that binds us together are constantly checked, it 
finally becomes clear that the forces of compression that 
invest us may well be no temporary accident but the symptoms 
and first indication of a permanent regime now being sta
bilized in the world we live in, and that it has come to 
stay—then, a truly "mortal" fear tends to possess us; the 
fear that, in the course of the transformation we see herald
ed, we may lose the precious spark of thought, so painfully 

^^FoM, p. 299. 

^^Ibid. p. 300. 
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lit after millions of years of effort—our own little "ego": 
the essential fear of the reflective element when it faces 
an apparently blind whole, whose vast layers enfold it as 
though to re-absorb it while still in the fullness of life 
. . . Have we, v/e ask, emerged into consciousness, and not 
only into consciousness but into consciousness of conscious
ness only to sink back immediately into an even blacker 
unconsciousness?—as though life, having carried us at arm's 
length into the light, then fell back exhausted?^^ 

Operating together, these factors have produced an existential 

fear and anguish. In the form the himian condition takes, this exper

ience stems from man's ontological condition: 

It cannot be denied that, in a primordial form, human 
anxiety is bound up with the very advent of reflection and 
is thus as old as man himself. Nor do I think that anyone 
can seriously doubt the fact that, under the influence of 
reflection undergoing socialisation, the men of today are 
particularly uneasy, more so than at any other moment of 
history. Conscious or not, suppressed anguish—a fundamental 
anguish of being--despite our smiles, strikes in the depths 
of all our hearts and is the undertone of all our conversa
tions.^^ 

How may this anguish be summed, such that in summing, in stating 

the problem, the answer is indicated? Essentially, man, isolated, 

feels imprisoned: He senses his future to be a dead-end, and he must 

try to find some source of relief, some means of escape: 

The universe has always been in motion and at this 
moment continues to be in motion. But will it still be 
in motion tomorrow? 

Here only, at this turning point where the future 
substitutes itself for the present and the observations 
of science should give way to the anticipations of a faith, 
do our perplexities legitimately and indeed inevitably be
gin. Tomorrow? But who can guarantee us a tomorrow any
way? And without the assurance that this tomorrow exists 

go 
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can we really go on living, we to whom has been given—perhaps 
for the first time in the whole story of the universe—the 
terrible gift of foresight? 

Sickness of the dead end—the anguish of feeling shut in 
• • • 

What makes the world in which we live specifically modern 
is our discovery in it and around it of evolution. And I can 
now add that what disconcerts the modern world at its very 
roots is not being sure, and not seeing how it ever could be 
sure, that there is an outcome—a suitable outcome—to that 
evolution. " 

For Teilhard, the only force that could restore man's faith 

in his destiny and give him new life is Christianity. However, the 

dichotomization between God and man has been effected not only by the 

new humanism, but also by reactionary Christianity. There is a gulf 

between Christianity and mankind, and for the anguish of man Chris

tianity is in no small way responsible. In the first instance, Chris

tianity has become authoritarian and hide-bound, unreceptive to the 

poignant aspirations in the new humanism and the new consciousness. 

In its rigid parochialism, Christianity has resisted the reinterpreta-

tion necessary to give it relevance to the times : 

But if, on the other hand, we refuse to regard human 
socialisation as anything more than a chance arrangement, 
a modus vivendi lacking all power of integral growth, then 
(excepting, at the most, a few elementary rules safe-guard
ing the living-space of the individual) we find the whole 
structure of politico-economico-social relations reduced to 
an arbitrary system of conventional and temporary expedients. 
Everything in the himian world becomes artificial in the 
worst sense of the word; everything is divested of impor
tance, urgency and interest; Christianity itself becomes no 
more than a sort of alien proliferation, without analogy or 
roots in the Phenomenon of Man.'''! 

'̂ P̂oM, pp. 227-228 

'̂ F̂oM, p. 226. 
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The faith which the new humanism inspires is essentially 

Promethean: given the power he possesses, why should Man look for 

a God outside himself? The Gospel, in failing to reinterpret itself 

for the changing times, then in the second instance remains essen

tially Manichean: 

. . . in which advances in knowledge and technology are 
still presented not as a primary co-condition of the 
spirituality of man, but simply as something extra."^^ 

Thus Christianity still presents a dualism in teaching and piety 

which is basically antagonistic to the modern spirit: 

The fact remains that at the present time a fundamental 
inner impulse, newly born in our hearts, is tending to find 
a dual, and divergent, expression in two apparently incom
patible spiritual forms; one the one hand, the spirit (let 
us call it 'Christian') of sacrifice and of union centered 
in the expression of an Apotheosis in the future; and on 
the other hand the Promethean or Faustian spirit of self-
worship based on the material organisation of the earth. 
The ambiguity is there. And because (always by virtue of a 
rhythm which may be reversed tomorrow) it is the material and 
tangible aspect v/hich at this moment of world history seems 
to hold the initiative in the advance of life, the struggle 
is proceeding in a way which suggests that the Promethean 
faith is the only valid one, or at least the more active. 
We see no other service of the world, or we run the risk 
of seeing no other. Hence the tendency (which is also as 
old as the world) of the defenders of the Spirit to regard 
as diabolical, and to reject as being among the most for
midable manifestations of pride, the irrepressible desire 
for growth and conquest, the unshakeable sense of power 
and progress, which at present fills the human breast."^3 

With the failure to reinterpret the Gospel, Christianity 

still retains a view of God which, sufficient for the juridicial and 

moralistic concepts of the Apostolic age, has little or no relevance 
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for contemporary times: 

In practice, if not in theory, our Lord has been pre
sented to our contemporaries too exclusively in the form 
of a moral complement—extrinsic, particularist and in
dividual, promised to their personality. They have been 
given a picture of Christ, dissociated from the universe, as 
a detached fragment which brings men into conflict with one 
another. It is hardly surprising that when the soul of the 
world, in turn, spontaneously entered into human conscious
ness, men should have seen it as a 'parallel,' or as a 
hostile or more powerful, Absolute--as a new Messiah more to 
be longed for than the old.74 

For reasons of practical convenience and perhaps of in
tellectual timidity, the City of God is too often described 
in pious works in conventional and purely moral terms. God 
and the world he governs are seen as a vast association, 
essentially legalistic in its nature, conceived in terms 
of a family or government. The fundamental root from which 
the sap of Christianity has risen from the beginning and is 
nourished, is quite otherwise. Led astray by a false evangel
ism, people often think they are honouring Christianity when 
they reduce it to a sort of gentle philanthropism. Those 
who fail to see in it the most realistic and at the same time 
the most cosmic of beliefs and hopes, completely fail to 
understand its 'mysteries.'^^ 

Christinity, in short, has lost its relevance for the times. 

Indeed, where it has been forced into contact with the spirit of the 

times, with consciousness and humanism, it has become reactionary and 

authoritarian. It has refused to consider the modern existential 

awareness, and has taken recourse in theological chauvinism. In doing 

this, Christianity has lost its appeal and thereby its ability to 

ameliorate man's anguish: 

For centuries we have studied solely and exactly the 
mysteries of the supernatural world, the relation between 
the Person of the Trinity, the nature of the hypostatic union, 
the hierarchy of angels and saints, the mechanism of grace. 

'^\TN, pp. 184-186. 

"^^oM, p. 293. 
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We have built up and embellished with loving care a theol
ogian's universe, a universe of piety. Absorbed in this 
esoteric task of organization, we did not notice that we 
were rapidly ceasing to make any appeal to the mass of human 
beings: as far as they were concerned, we were building our 
city in the clouds.76 

Among the most disquieting aspects of the modern world 
is its general and growing state of dissatisfaction in re
ligious matters. Except in a humanitarian form, which we 
shall discuss later, there is no present sign an3Avhere of 
Faith expanding; there are only, here and there, creeds 
that at the best are holding their own, where they are 
not positively retrogressing. This is not because the 
world is growing colder: never has it generated more 
psychic warmth J Nor is it because Christianity has lost 
anything of its power to attract: on the contrary, every
thing I am about to say goes to prove its extraordinary 
power of adaptability and mastery. But the fact remains 
that for some obscure reason something has gone wrong be
tween Man and God as in these days He is represented to 
Man. Man would seem to have no clear picture of the God 
he longs to worship. Hence (despite certain positive indi
cations of re-birth which are, however, still largely ob
scured) the impression one gains from everything taking place 
around us is of an irrestible growth of atheism—or more 
exactly, amounting and irresistible de-Christianization.77 

Thus,Teilhard perceives two antagonistic strains in the modern 

world: the sacred and the secular. The first is largely irrelevant, 

in its formulations to the times; the second, to which man has given 

his faith, has given in return anguish and fear. The transformation 

of man's consciousness, for all the deleterious effects that have 

gone with it, has been thorough and pervasive. Whatever attempt be 

made to assuage the human condition, there can be no return to a static 

cosmology: 

''̂ WTW, pp. 188-189. 

"̂ F̂oM, p. 260. 
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To accommodate this expansion of our thought the re
stricted field of static juxtaposition was replaced by 
a field of evolutionary organisation which was limitless 
in all directions (except forward, in the direction of its 
pole of convergence). It became necessary to transpose 
our physics, biology and ethics, even our religion, into 
this new sphere, and this we are in the process of doing. 
We can no more return to that sphere which we recently 

left than a three-dimensional object can enter a two- \ 
dimensional plane. The general and also the irreversible ; 
modification of perceptions, ideas problems: these are 
two indications that the spirit has acquired an added 
dimension,'° 

If there can be no return to the old sphere of consciousness, 

nevertheless Teilhard feels there can be, there must be,a reconcilia-

! 

tion between Christianity and the world. By virtue of his two orienta- | 

tions, scientist and priest, Teilhard believes such reconciliation to 

be his mission : 

Through my thinking, through the message I bring, 
through the practical activity of my whole life, I would 
wish to disclose and make known to men the bonds of con
tinuity that make the cosmos of our restless ferment into 
an ambience that is divinized by the Incarnation, that 
divinizes by communion, and that is divinizable by our 
cooperation. 

To bring Christ, by vittue of a specifically organic 
connexion, to the heart of realities that are esteemed to 
be the most dangerous, the most unspiritual, the most pagan— 
in that you have my gospel and my mission. 

If men could only see that in each one of them there 
is an element of the Pleroma, would not that. Lord, effect 
the reconciliation between God and our age? If only they 
could understand that, with all its natural richness and its 
massive reality, the universe can find fulfilment only in 
Christ; and that Christ, in turn, can be attained only 
through a universe that has been carried to the very limit 
of its capabilities."^9 

'^^Ibid,, p, 59. 

"^^WW, pp. 219-220. 
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Teilhard senses that his self-appointed task is not hopeless, 

and will not prove to be inordinately difficult. In spite of its 

appearance, the new humanism has a religious nature. The idea of 

the world, juxtaposed between God and man, takes on some of the 

characteristics of God: the view of consciousness extent in the 

universe yields the spirit of universalism, of a natural whole that 

is greater than man. In pursuit of progress, man becomes captivated 

by an almost religious fixation: 

In a positive sense, men began to feel themselves 
bound together, all united in a great task, and captivated, 
in an almost religious sense, by its progress. To know 
more, to be able to do more. Although many still take 
these words in a utilitarian sense, for the great majority 
they are already tinged with sacred value. In our days 
people constantly devote their lives to the "progress of 
the world. "S*̂  

Man, then, even today, wants a sense of the absolute: 
I love you as a world, as this world which has captivated 
my heart.' And it is you, I now realize, that my brother-
men, even those who do not believe, sense and seek through
out the magic immensities of the cosmos.°-'-

Moreover, this yearning for coherence, for an absolute validity, 

for all that the world is divorced from God, is directly derived from 

Christianity, by virtue of Christianity's valuation of time, history, 

and matter; by its effort to preserve the multiple in unity; and, 

above all, by its concept of an absolute fulfillment in convergence: 

The secret of the strength of western mysticism lies 
in this, that it is the first mystical system whose subject 
is explicitly no Longer the himian monad but the world. It 

^^VP, p. 172. 
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is essentially 'catholic': by that characteristic alone, we 
could recognize that, in spite of a number of appearances 
to the contrary, it is the true daughter—or, more exactly, 
the present term and evolved expression—of Christianity.82 

Thus, as a priest in a "world which has captivated my 

heart," Teilhard feels constrained to reconcile science and religion. 

His project is to restore contact between the "passion for the earth 

that is to be built up, and the passion for the heaven that is to be 

oo 

attained," the split between which he views as having created a 

crisis in man's spirit. 

82 Teilhard de Chardin, La route de 1'Quest, unpublished essay, 
1932, quoted in Rideau, Thought' of Teilhard, p, 307. 

^^Rideau, ibid., p, 38, 
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CHAPTER II 

SCIENTIFIC PHENOMENOLOGY 

From the determination to effect a reconciliation between 

materialism and spirituality was derived Teilhard's work. The 

problem of restoring contact is nothing less than a dilemma, for all 

the descriptive terms which may be applied (materialism, man, world, 

being, v£. spirituality, God, heaven, essence) to the two elements in 

man's life imply a basic antagonism: they are seemingly two separate 

worlds. Theoretically, there are three possible approaches to deal

ing with this dilemma: the terra "God" may be disposed of and the world 

only accepted as reality; the term "world" may be discarded and God 

only seen as having reality; or both concepts may be retained and an 

84 effort made to determine the proper connection between them. 

To drop the concept of "God" is to entail recourse to two 

related conceptualizations, atheism and existentialism. Atheism 

represents the extension into the real of the religious of skeptical 

philosophy, the outstanding feature of which is its reluctance to 

85 
deal with "transcendence." This skepticism recommends a universal 
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doubt, not only of our opinions and principles, but also of our very 

faculties, of whose veracity we must assure ourselves by a chain of 

reasoning, deduced from some original prescript which cannot possible 

Qg 

be fallacious or deceiptful (i.e., cogito, ergo sum). By definition, 

87 atheism appears only as a response, the effect of which has been the 

alienation of man from the essential structure of his historical exist

ence. This is the Biblical point of view. Within the Judaeo-Christian 

tradition, the atheist (the "godless man" of St. John Chrysotom)°° 

represents a contradiction in adieoto which deprives man of any mean-

89 

ing or value in the historical process of the world. This depriva

tion and alienation is what Teilhard referred to as the discontent 

endemic in the profanation of an existence dochotomized between God 

and the world: 

Among the most disquieting aspects of the modern world 
is its general and growing state of dissatisfaction in re
ligious matters Man would seem to have no clear 
picture of the God he longs to worship. Hence (despite 
certain positive indications of re-birth which are, however, 
still largely obscured) the impression one gains from every
thing taking place around us is of an irresistible growth 
of atheism--or more exactly, amounting and irresistible 

90 de-Christianization. 
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Being a response and a denial, atheism is thereby essentially 

negativistic. But, as Teilhard notes, man years for some absolute on 

which to pin his hopes and justify his existence.^^ To try to satis

fy this need, atheistic thought endeavors to formulate positive, 

92 
world-embracing visions.*^ For example, Marxist atheism has universal-

istic pretensions and positive offers of amelioration of the existen-

93 
tial conditions of human grief. But even here, in the paragon of 

modern organized anti-Christianity, Teilhard notes that atheism be

trays its religious aspirations: 

On the one hand, neo-human faith in the World, to the 
extent that it is truly a Faith (that is to say, entailing 
sacrifice and the final abandonment of self for something 
greater), necessarily implies an element of worship, the 
acceptance of something 'divine.' Every conversation I 
have ever had with communist intellectuals has left me with 
a decided impression that Marxist atheism is not absolute, 
but that it simply rejects an 'extrinsical' God, a deus ex 
machina whose existence can only undermine the dignity of 
Universe and weaken the springs of human endeavor--a 'pseudo-
God,' in short, whom no one in these days any longer wants, 
least of all Christians. 

Positivistic atheism, that is atheism which passes beyond mere 

denial of religious postulations to formulative elucidations of 

95 
Existenz, is closely analogous with existentialism. Disbelief in 
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transcendence and a view of reality as confined to "this-world" are 

hallmarked in existentialist thought. Thus in The Gay Science (1882) 

Neitzsche submits the tale of the madman announcing the death of God 

in the marketplace and entering the churches of the realm to sing a 

requiem aeternam deo in recollection of the God who once was, but is 

qg 

now slain by man.^" Indeed, as Sartre says, "Existentialism is noth

ing else but an attempt to draw the full conclusions from a consistently 

„97 
atheistic position. As with atheism, however, the implicit aim is 

not the act of divine usurption per se. For all its disbelief in re

ligious methodologies (metaphysics), the goal of existentialist thought 

remains the same as that of the ecclesia: a reaching beyond to the 

98 larger truth that lies ahead. Yet, though the goals be idential, 

the means of achieving them differ, and in that difference Teilhard 

attributes to atheistic existentialism the reasons for modern dis

quietude : 

In so far as we find ourselves, under the growing 
pressure of human totalisation, increasingly impelled to 
think and feel no longer only on the scale of society, 
but on that of the species, three existential fears (dif
fering symptoms of one and the same desire to survive and 
'transcend') rise in us and around us like a shadow: 

First, the fear of being lost in a world so great and 
so full of indifferent or hostile beings that humanity seems 
positively to have no more importance to it. 

Qg 
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Secondly, the fear of being henceforth and forever 
reduced to immobility—contained, as we are, in a zoologi
cal group so stabilised that even if the world were direct
ed by nature towards some summit of consciousness, the 
biological exhaustion of our species v\?ould force us to 
renounce all hope of ever reaching that height. 

Lastly, fear of being shut in, imprisoned within an 
irremediably closed world, in which, even if it were not 
lost or arrested at present, humanity could not help strik
ing tomorrow, when it reaches the peak of its trajectory, 
against an impassable barrier or reversibility which would 
force it to fall backwards,^^ 

According to Teilhard's view, then, atheistic existentialism, 

the "doing away with the concept of God," is untenable and without 

efficacy as, by its very postulations, it formulates the conditions 

100 

of man's anguish and, implicitly and ultimately, defines an aim 

analogous to that of religion. 

The second approach, diametrically opposite to the first, 

consists in abandoning the concept of "world." This is the epistem

ology of some philosophical idealists and mystics. For example, in 
102 

Hinduism and Buddhism the world is virtually non-existent. The 

Hindu Chhandogya Upanishad explicitly describes the unreality of the 

corporeal and the necessity of escaping one's body to become truly 

one with essential reality: 

0 Indra, this body is mortal, always held by death. 
It is the abode of the Self, which is immortal and in
corporeal. The embodied self is the victim of pleasure 

^^AM, p. 208. 

Rideau, Thought of Teilhard, p. 113. 

FoM, p. 227. 

•̂ ^̂ John B. Noss, Man's Religions (3d ed.; New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1963), pp. 148, 167. 
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nor pain touches one who is not identified with the 
body.103 

From the dark I come to the variegated; from the var
iegated I come to the dark. Shaking off evil as a horse 
shakes (dust) from its hair, freeing myself from the body 
as the moon frees itself from the mouth of Rahu. I fulfil 
all ends and obtain the uncreated World of Brahman.104 

Logically speaking, this type of thought is self-contradictory, 

For example, the philosopher Radhakrishnan, speaking on the nature of 

the Hindu religious experience, says: 

The supreme cause and ground and end of the world is 
certainly not less than what we know as self-conscious 
personality. Only it is not an object among objects, or 
a subject among subjects, but is the immanent ground and 
operative principle in all subjects and objects. 

That is, its philosophical rationale is much the same as that of 

extentialism. As Sartre says: 

Our point of departure is, indeed, the subjectivity 
of the individual . . . And at the point of departure 
there cannot be any other truth than this, I think, there
fore I am, which is the absolute truth of consciousness 
as it attains to itself.106 

Given the untenability of existentialism, what then may be 

said of this second alternative? Teilhard is against this approach, 

primarily because its logical extension entails a return to total 

mysticism, e.g., a return to the prior general condition of knowledge. 

103swami Nikhilananda, ed.. The Upanishads ("Harper Torch-
books"; New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, Inc., 1964), pp. 
356-357. 

104 
^ Ibid., p. 358. 
105 

Radhakrishnan, The Hindu View of Life (London: George 
Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1960), pp. 23-24). 

Sartre, "Existentialism is a Humanism," p. 302. 
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107 
which is impossible and which constitutes a withdrawal: 

The second alternative seems to pose a more delicate 
proglem . . . Here, at first sight, the answer is less 
clear. There is nothing extraordinary in itself 'in the 
idea of human ecstasy sundered from material things. 
Indeed, as we shall see, this fits in very well with the 
final demands of a. world of evolutionary structure. But 
with one proviso: that the world in question shall 
have reached a stage of development so advanced that its 
'soul' can be detached without losing any of its com
pleteness, as something wholly formed , . . (Thus) any 
immediate withdrawal from a world of which the burden 
grows heavier every day is denied to us, because it would 
certainly be premature,108 

• 

Thus, Teilhard disposes of the two extreme orientations, 

existentialism and mysticism. But in discarding these alternatives, 

he does not do away completely with their methodologies: as will be 

shown, he rather incorporates them. For Teilhard, then, it is the 

third alternative, wherein both concepts of God and world are main

tained in full, which offers the proper solution to man's dilemma. 

t» > which endeavour must be to discover a harmonious relation between 

them."109-

Early in his writings Teilhard's thought took the form of 

pantheism: 

I had always . . . been by temperament, a "pantheist." 
I had always felt the pantheist's yearning to be native 
to me and unarguable; but had never dare to give full rein 
to them because I could not see how to reconcile them with 

J my faith.110 

•"•̂ F̂oM, p. 59. 

1 08 
Ibid., pp. 49-50, 

I N . M. Wildiers, An Introduction to Teilhard de Chardin, 
trans, by H. Hoskins (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 
1968), pp. 23-24. 

•'̂•'•̂HU, pp. 53-54. 
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This "native yearning" did not last long, however, and he soon formu

lated his concern as that of the relationship between the personal 

God of Christianity and the universe: 

The general economy of salvation (which is to say 
the divinisation) of our works can be expressed briefly 
in the following syllogism. 

At the heart of our universe, each soul exists for 
God, in Our Lord. 

But all reality, even material reality, around 
each one of us, exists for our souls. 

Hence, all sensible reality, around each one of us, 
exists through our souls, for God in Our Lord .'HI 

That I should feel this so strongly can only mean that, 
in spite of any misconception of words or principles, there 
can be a reconciliation between cosmic love of the world 
and heavenly love of God. In my own action and in that of 
all Christians, through the harmonious collaboration of 
nature and grace, the cult of progress and the passion for 
the glory of God are in actual fact reconciled. There must, 
then, be a formula for expressing this rationally. Some
where there must be a standpoint from which Christ and the 
earth can be so situated in relation to one another that 
it is impossible for me to possess the one without embrac
ing the other, to be in communion with the one without 
being absorbed into the other, to be absolutely Christian 
without being desperately human. 

Such a standpoint may be found in the domain of the 
great unexplored Mystery, wherein the life of Christ 
mingles with the life-blood of evolution.H 

The explication of man's place in the universe: this must be 

regarded as the Leitmotiv that governs Teilhard's thought. The ques

tion now presents itself as to the method of interpretation. Is his 

explanation to proceed from Teilhard the scientist, or from Teilhard 

the priest? Teilhard's whole thought is toward demonstrating the 

impossibility of separating the two; nevertheless, he clearly 

adumbrates his starting point: 

1 

•̂'-•'• DM, p. 25. 

•'̂ •̂ T̂W, p. 57. 
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It is of course understood that in what follows I 
am expressly, and rightly, taking my stand on the ground 
of facts, that is to say in the field of the tangible and 
the photographable. Discussing scientific views as a 
scientist, I must and shall stick strictly to the examina
tion and arrangement of what is perceptible, that is to say 
of 'phenomena.' Being concerned with the links and order 
of succession revealed by these phenomena, I shall not 
deal with their deep causality. Perhaps I shall risk an 
'ultra-physical' excursus. But look for no metaphysics 
here,11^ 

Teilhard's approach to synthesis, then, is to be phenomeno

logical, in that it seeks a "vision" of the real. His phenomenology, 

however, is not limited to that of Kant, with its abstract distinctions 

114 
of materialism (phenomena) and spiritualism (noumena). Nor is it Zj 

contained by Husserl's elaboration of the concept of phenomenology ^* 

SI 
which sees the given (phenomena) as containing the essence of that £| 

115 f" 
which is (noumena). Teilhard objects to such phenomenology as gj 

f' 
not containing consciousness of the objective reality of a universal »' 

movement (dialectic) in history. Rather, his phenomenology is more 

inclusive: "This book deals with man solely as a phenomenon; but it 
117 

also deals with the whole phenomenon of man." That is, his 

^^^VP, p. 217. 

114 
Immanuel Kant, The Critique of Pure Reason, trans, by 

J. M. 0. Meiklejohn, Great Books of the Western World, ed. by R. M, 
Hutchins, Vol.XLII (Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc., 1952), 
pp. 95-96. 

Quentin Lauer, Phenomenology: Its Genesis and Prospect 
("Harper Torchbooks"; New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 
1965), pp. 3-4. 

116 
PoM, pp. 35-36. 

•'-•'•'̂Ibid. , p. 29. 
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phenomenology is positive and scientific, but the idea of dealing 

with the whole of phenomena necessitates the moving beyond mere de

scription to expansive interpretation; beyond analysis to a higher 

form of knowledge (synthesis) in order to express the nature and 

meaning of reality; 

Beyond these first purely scientific reflections, there 
is obviously ample room for the most far-reaching specula
tions of the philosopher and the theologian. Of set purpose, 
I have at all times carefully avoided venturing into that 
field of the essence of being. At most I am confidant that, 
on the plane of experience, I have identified with some ac
curacy the combined movement towards unity, and have marked 
the places where philosophical and religious thinkers, in 
pursuing the matter further, would be entitled, for reasons 
of a higher order, to look for breaches of continuity,H^ 

The justification for advancing beyond mere juxtaposition of 

facts and the empiricism of such juxtaposition is revealed by the S: 

c: 
course of development taken by empirical studies: 2| 

During the last fifty years or so, the investigations 
of science have proved beyond all doubt that there is no 
fact which exists in pure isolation, but that every ex
perience, however objective it may seem, inevitably becomes 
enveloped in a complex of assumptions as soon as the 
scientist attempts to explain it. But while this aura of 
subjective interpretation may remain imperceptible where 
the field of observation is limited, it is bound to become 
the practically dominant as soon as the field of vision 
extends to the whole. Like the meridians as they approach 
the poles, science, philosophy, and religion are bound to 
converge as they draw nearer to the whole. I say 'converge' 
advisedly, but without merging, and without ceasing, to the 
very end, to assail the real from different angles and on 
different planes, 

Teilhard, then, proposes nothing less than a new field in 

scientific thought: scientific phenomenology. That is, a process of 

•"̂•"̂ P̂aM. p. 30. 
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"hyper-physics" which is phenomenologically heuristic: synthesizing, 

by virtue of the necessity of studying the whole of phenomena, the 

data of science and ontological explanations of the meaning of such 

data, derived introspectively therefrom.-"-̂ ^ Central to this process 

is the perception of the distinction between analysis and synthesis, 

and the awareness of the need of the latter. Analysis, the method of 

"normative" science, is efficacious, but it is also problematical: 

, . . analysis, that marvellous instrument of scientific 
research to which we owe all our advances but which, break
ing down synthesis after synthesis, allows one soul after 
another to escape, leaving us confronted with a pile of 
dismantled machinery and evanescent particles.121 

g 
The problematic nature of analysis derives from what is termed C; 

the "Laplacean fallacy," the idea that the nature, and the future, of Ĵl 

S! 
the universe may be induced solely from the analysis of its constituent ,., 

122 

^^^aul Chauchard, Man and Cosmos: Scientific Phenomenology 
in Teilhard de Chardin, trans, by George Courtright (New York: Herder 
and Herder, 1965), p. 28. 

•*• """PoM, p. 257. 

122 
Harold H. Titus, Living Issues in Philosophy (4th ed.; 

New York: American Book Company, 1964), pp. 92-93. 

m 
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elements. According to this view (the whole is no greater than the Cj 

sum of its parts) the mind is valid only as an organizer of data, outside 

of which the investigator may stand: 

, , . we are surprised to see how naively naturalists and 
physicists were able at the early stages to imagine them
selves to be standing outside the universal stream they had 
just discovered. Almost incurably subject and object tend 
to become separated from each other in the act of knowing. 
We are continually inclined to isolate ourselves from the 
things and events which surround us, as though we were 
looking at them from outside, from the shelter of an observa-
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tory into which they were unable to enter, as though we 
were spectators, not elements, in what goes on,123 

Such, indeed, has been the position of science: 

For a century and a half the science of physics, preoccu
pied with analytical researches, was dominated by the idea 
°^ the dissipation of energy and the disintegration of mat
ter,^24 

The idea that one can stand outside one's data, however, is 

fallacious. The scientist cannot make sense out of multiple percep

tions unless he had initially a more or less ineffable, determinative 

framework of related presuppositions about the nature of reality. 

Particulars are meaningless without relation to a rational pattern, 

but the pattern is not derived ipso facto from the perceptions it 

organizes, for 

. . , assertions can only be made within a framework (of 
presuppositions) with which we have identified ourselves 
for the time being. As they are themselves our ultimate 
framework, they are essentially inarticulate,125 

Prior to the time of Pascal, the a priori assumption which 

formed the framework of views of reality was that of the static juxta-

position of phenomena. Under this assumption, any object could be 

arbitrarily displaced and removed to another point without undergoing 

any change in its environment or in itself, Aristotle could have been 

born in the place of Augustine, and vice versa. This produced in a 

sense a theory of changlessness, or a system of history that might 

l^^Ibid., pp. 218-219. 

•'-̂ '̂ PoM, p. 78. 

125 
Michael Polanyi,Personal Knowledge (Chicago: The University 

of Chicago Press, 1958), p. 60. 
126 

Ibid„, p. 58. 
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127 
be described as cyclic. Then in the eighteenth century a shift 

in assumptions occurred, and modern science began to appear: 

The faith in speculative a priori metaphysics was 
waning, and the Baconian temper (if not precicesly the 
Baconian procedure), the spirit of patient empirical 
inquiry, continued its triumphant march in science, and 
was an object of fervent enthusiasm among a large part 
of the general educated public.128 

Since then, a new concept has shaped itself under the influence 

of the sciences : 

We have in the first place realised that every consti
tuent element of the world (whether a being or a phenomenon) 
has of necessity emerged from that which preceded it—so much 
so that it is as physically impossible for us to conceive 
of a thing in Time without 'something before it' as it would 
be to imagine the same thing in Space without 'something 
beside it.' In this sense every particle of reality, in
stead of constituting an approximate point in itself, 
extends from the previous fragment to the next in an in
divisible thread running back into infinity. 

Secondly, we have found that the threads or chains 
of elements thus formed are hot homogeneous over their 
extent, but that each represents a naturally ordered 
series in which the links can no more be exchanged than 
can the successive states of infancy, adolescence, matur
ity and senility in our own lives. 

Finally, we have gradually come to understand that 
no elemental thread in the Universe is wholly independent 
in its growth of its neighboring threads. Each forms part 
of a sheaf; and the sheaf in turn represents a higher order 
of thread in a still larger sheaf—and so on indefinitely. 
So that. Time acting on Space and incorporating it within 
itself, the two together constitute a single progression 
in which Space represents a momentary section of the flow 
which is endowed with depth and coherence by Time. 

127 
Herbert Butterfield, The Origins of Modern Science ("Free 

Press Paperbacks"; New York: The Free Press, 1965), pp. 222-223, 
1 98 

Arthur 0, Lovejoy. The Great Chain of Being ("Harper Torch
books"; New York: Harpwer & Row, Publishers, Inc,, 1960), p. 183. 

•••̂ F̂oM, p, 84. 
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Thus, the conceptualization of the continuums of time and 

space as constituting a matrix of interdependence forced the reorienta

tion of basic assumptions about the nature of reality. Specifically, 

this shift in the "general condition of knowledge" gave rise to the 

idea of progress,^^^ which, as Teilhard sees it, served to effect a 

dichotomization between religion and science.1^1 The transposition 

of this idea of progress to the concatenations of life in turn de

veloped into the idea of evolution. As it first appeared in the-

biological studies, the idea of evolution entailed the assumptions 

of interaction, interdependence, processual development, and con-

-| op p5 

vergence; in short, an orientation toward synthesis. Given the g» 

recognition that "no fact exists in isolation," the transfer of these itj 

S! 
assumptions to all realms of science was inevitable, such that evolu- h-

Q:i 

tionary presuppositions now form the framework, the rational pattern î 
r 1 

to which particulars are related: 

Is evolution a theory, a system or a hypothesis? It 
is much more: it is a general condition to which all 
theories, all hypotheses, all systems must bow and which 
they must satisfy henceforward if they are to be thinkable 
and true. Evolution is a light illuminating all facts, a 

1 oo 

curve that all lines must follow. 

In the effort to study the whole phenomenon of man, then, the point 

of view must be that of these evolutionary assum.ptions : 

ISOgutterfield, Origins of Science, pp. 230ff, 

^^•^WTW, pp. 84-85. 

^•^^PoM, pp. 217-219. 

^^^Ibid,, p. 218. 
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Being a collective.reality, and therefore sui generis, man
kind can only be understood to the extent that, leaving 
behind its body of tangible constructions, we try to deter
mine the particular type of conscious synthesis emerging 
from its laborious and industrious concentration,134 

Nevertheless, the dichtomization of effort posited by Teilhard 

is yet extent, and by this fact a valid synthesis is infirmed: 

On the scientific plane, the quarrel between material
ists and the upholders of a spiritual interpretation, be
tween finalists and determinists, still endures. After a 
century of disputation each side remains in its original 
position and gives its adversaries solid reasons for 
remaining there.135 

To achieve a true, synthetic picture of man and his place in the uni

verse, then, the orientations of science and of religion must be united, 

in an evolutionary perspective : 

I am convinced that the two points of view require to 
to be brought into union, and that they soon will unite 
in a kind of phenomenology or generalised physic in which 
the internal aspect of things as well as the external aspect 
of the world will be taken into account.13^ 

^34ibid,, pp, 247-248, 

•^^^Ibid,, p. 53, 

•'•̂ SoM, p. 53. 



CHAPTER III 

THE PHENOMENOLOGY OF HISTORY 

The most complete presentation of Teilhard's thought is to 

be found in The Phenomenon of Man. The purpose of the book, the 

study of "the whole phenomenon of man," is aimed toward one point: 

. . .my only aim in these pages—and to this aim all my 
powers are bent—is to see; that is to say, to develop a 
homogeneous and coherent perspective of our general ex
tended experience of man. A whole which unfolds.137 

Given the necessity of adopting an evolutionary perspective, it is 

^^'^PoM, p. 35. 

^3%urray, Thought of Teilhard, p, 11, 
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not sufficient to study man narrowly in himself, Man is a part of 3 

nature; to study man, therefore, is to study nature, the whole of j., 

nature. According to the method of scientific phenomenology, this Cj 

study must involve two processes: analysis, or the study of events 

in the past, and synthesis, or interpretation of the determining 

nature of these past events. The union of analysis (past) and 

synthesis (future) forms a phenomenology which is historical: it 

describes the reality of a world with a genesis, which develops along 

1 "̂ 8 
a temporal axis. In this historical process, the universe presents 

itself as a succession of events, of which there are three most im

portant: the build-up of matter (pre-life), the vitalization of 



in a state of evolution: 

. , , from its most distant formulations matter reveals 
itself to us in a state of genesis or becoming—this 
genesis allowing us to distinguish two of the aspects 
most characteristic of it in its subsequent stages. 
First of all, to begin with a critical phase, that of 
granulation, which abruptly and once and for all gave 
birth to the constituents of the atom and perhaps to 
the atom itself. Next, at least from the molecular level, 
of going on additively by a process of growing complex-
ity.142 

Along the temporal axis of evolution, the development of mat

ter presents itself as a dialectic: diverse elements unite (e.g., 

^^^PoM, p, 34, 

140^. ., CO Ibid,, p, 68, 

I'^llbid., p. 40. 

^"^^Ibid^, p, 49. 
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matter (life), and the hominization of life (thought) ."''̂^ 

The world presents itself to man in an ordering of "spheres"; 

the barysphere, lithosphere, hydrosphere, atmosphere, and strato-

140 
sphere. These "spheres of existence" are all composed of matter, 

the analysis of which has been the traditional purview of physics, 

When looked at from the analytical point of view, elemental matter 

(at any moment, at any point, and in any volume) presents three ele

ments : 

. . . the stuff of tangible things reveals itself with 
increasing insistence as radically individual or particu
late yet essentially related, and lastly, prodigiously ac-
five. Plurality, unity, energy: these three faces of W 
matter.^^^ £ 

That is, the universe is composed of particulate, multiple configura- r?| 

s; 
tions, which are unified into a systemic whole with a capacity for h. 

Ol 
action (or, more precisely, interaction). This matter is seem to be |'i r t 
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sub-atomic particles into atoms) and in turn diversify (e,g,, various 

atoms form myriad molecular types). These two phases of the dynamics 

of matter are described by the processes of crystallization and poly

merization. 1^3 rpĵe result of the two phases together is the produc

tion of new entities which are more complex and more centered than 

their constituent elements. This is what Teilhard calls the "Law of 

complexity-centricity,"144 which denotes the functional relation of 

every part to the whole. Finally, this process of growth is described 

by the quantitative laws of thermo-dynamics, which posit a loss of 

available energy for every subsequent synthesis (entropy).145 

Such then is the view of the physicist of the "without" of 

things, the only legitimate existence or reality that is knowable. 

ultimate dissolution—a pessimism, the awareness of which Teilhard 

seems as genetic to man's feeling of anguish in his existence. If 

this despair is to be assuaged, there must be discovered an antien-

tropic process sufficient to warrant an ultimate optimism. For Teil

hard, that process is to be found in the presence in man of consciousness 

Consciousness in man has traditionally be posited as an epi-

146 phenomenon, hence justifiably elimiated from models of the universe. 

^^^Ibid., pp. 68-71. 

144 
Ibid., pp. 48, 61, et passim. 

^"^^Ibid. , p. 52. 

Nicolas Berdyaev, The Destiny of Man ("Harper Torchbooks"; 
New York: Harper & Row, Publishers'^ Inc. , 1960) , p. 48. 

The logical extension of the process of entropy, however, predicts C; 

it 
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Yet, it has been the experience of scientific inquiries that v/hat 

appear to be irregularities in nature are, on closer investigation, 

universal properties unrecognized: 

Properly observed, even if only in one aspect, a phenomenon 
necessarily has an omnipresent value and roots by reason of 
the fundamental unity of the world.147 

According to this logic, then, the fact that man is conscious, by 

virtue of the fact that man is in nature, must indicate that con-

sciousnes is present throughout the universe: 

It is impossible to deny that, deep within ourselves, 
an "'interior' appears at the heart of beings, as it were 
seen through a rent. This is enough to ensure that, in ^ 
one degree or another, this 'interior' should obtrude it- rj! 
self as existing everywhere in nature from all time. gl 
Since the stuff of the universe has an inner aspect at one "* 
point of itself, there is necessarily a double aspect to ^ 
its structure, that is to say in every region of space 5! 
and time—in the same way, for instance, as it is granular: j-
coextensive with their Without, there is a Within to Cl 

things. ̂'̂ ^ I' 

Thus, parallel to and coexistent with the "without" (or the 

observable regularities of things) of matter, there is a "within" 

(or rudimentary responsiveness or sensitivity) which from the his

torical perspective must be seen as the forerunner of sentience. 

Further, the "within" and the "without", as they are grounded in 

reality, must be seen,as different ways of looking at the same inte

gral system. As the "within" mirrors the "without," so must it 

1 47 

•^^'PoM, p. 56. 

^"^^PoM, p. 56. 

•••̂ Îbid., pp. 60-61. 

ei 
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follow the observable regularities of matter. Thus, the "within" 

of things (or consciousness) displays atomicity: 

Which means to say that, by virtue of the principles 
of homogeneity and continuity, the pre-living can be 
divined, below the horizon, as an object sharing the 
corpuscular structure and properties of the world.150 

Further, the constituents of conscious, in the course of history, 

complicate and differentiate, as the constituents of matter which 

they subtend: 

Refracted rearwards along the course of evolution, 
consciousness displays itself qualitatively as a spectrum 
of shifting tints whose lower terms are lost in the 
night.151 

That is, the elements of consciousness follow the law of complexity-

150_, ., _Q 
Ibid., p. 59. 

^̂ •'̂ PoM, p. 60. 

Ibid. 

Ibid., p. 62. 

f*i 

centricity. Thus: Ĵl 

S! 
The degree of concentration of a consciousness varies j,. 

in inverse ratio to the simplicity of the material com- Oi 
pound lined by it. Or again: a consciousness that lines t\ 
a richer and better organised material edifice is much more j' 
perfected. 

Spiritual perfection (or conscious 'centreity**) and 
material synthesis (or 'complexity') are but the two as
pects of connected parts of one and the same phenomenon.152 

At this point a problem arises, that of the question of 

energy. According to the postulates of physics, the amount of energy 

given in the universe is finite, and steadily decreasing. Teilhard, 

however, posits an associated, spiritual energy extant in the uni-

153 
verse, which is anti-entropic. This spiritual energy is analogous 
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to consciousness. It is thus spread throughout the universe (i.e., 

it is not an epiphenomenon), hence must be reckoned with in the . 

phenomenology of the universe. As noted however, the idea of two 

energies has forced a dualism in the general condition of knowledge: 

On the one hand the objective reality of physical effort 
and work is so well established that the whole of ethics 
rests on it and, on the other hand, the nature of this 
inner power is so intangible that the whole description 
of the universe in mechanical terms has had no need to 
take account of it, but has been successfully completed 
in deliberate disregard to its reality.l^'* 

However, science is based on the idea of a coherent unity underlying 

155 
all phenomena. To preclude a phenomenon from consideration in 

a world-views is to be unrealistic and fallacious. As Teilhard sees 

^^.^PoM, p. 62. 

155 
Butterfield, Origins of Science, p, 225, 

PoM, p, 63, 

•'•^'^Ibid,, p, 64. 

n 
it, then, the problem is that of establishing a connection between J^i 

S! 
physical and psychical energy: ,,. 

Si 
Without the slightest doubt there is something through CJ 

which material and spiritual energy hold together and are ;' 
complementary. In the last analysis, somehow or other, 
there must be a single energy operating in the world.1^° 

In order to avoid a dualism, Teilhard posits a fundamental 

relationship between the two energies, which are "spread respectively 

through the two layers of the world (the within and the without)." 

The evidence for this relationship is found in the dialectic previously 

described as the law of complexity-centricity, which is now amended to 
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the phrase "the Law of complexity and consciousness," By this 

process, physical energy rises from a state of plurality through 

state of increasing complexity until, at a certain point, its forms 

centralize upon themselves to the extent that they seem to evidence 

a purposive independence in relation to the deterministic forces 

159 
around them. This is an evolution of continuity, at each stage 

of which there are discontinuities, or steps, in the continuum (i.e., 

thresholds for development). When such a threshold is crossed, a 

complex and centered whole displays a new quality, which cannot be 

explained by analyzing it back into its component parts, yet which ^ 

must have been a potential property of the physical energy from the g 

start.^ Thus different atoms interact and conjoin into myriad molecu- gl 
»: 
f« 
«i 

158poM, p. 61. 

Murray, Thought of Teilhard, p. 13. 

Ibid. 

'> 
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lar configurations, in each of which the whole is greater than the sum 

of its parts. At a certain level, this newly emergent quality is con- |' 

sciousness, and is defined as life. 

The inescapable conclusion, then, is that spiritual and physi

cal energy are the inner and outer aspects of the same universal stuff, I; j jj 

Thus, the parallel development of the structure of matter and the rise 

of consciousness establishes an empirical parameter by which matter 

and spirit are functionally related; l| 
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In hominised evolution the Physical and the Psychic, 
the Without and the Within, Matter and Consciousness, are 
all found to be functionally linked in one tangible pro
cess. Setting aside all metaphysics, the two terms in 
each of these pairs are articulated in a quasi-measurable 
fashion one with the other; with the twofold result not 
only of at last affording us a unified concept of the 
Universe, but also of breaking down the two barriers behind 
which Man was coming to believe himself to be for ever 
imprisoned—the magic circle of phenomenalism and the 
infernal circle of egocentriara,l^l 

Historically, this stuff of the universe, by virtue of an 

inner dynamic ("radial energy")1^2 collects and concentrates itself 

to be an ever greater degree of intensity. This phenomenon may be 

regarded as a process of "involution," and interiorization,1^3 Thus, 

by simple aggregation, the elements of pre-life over an extremely long 

period of time formed ever increasingly complexes of wholes. At some 

point in this development there occurred the crossing of a threshold 

between non-life and life. There can be no precise determination of 

this point: 

At such depths all differences seem to become tenuous. 
For a long time we have known how impossible it is to draw 
a clear line between animal and plant on the unicellular 
level. Nor can we draw one . . , between 'living' proto
plasm and 'dead' proteins on the level of the very big 
molecular accumulations. We still use the word 'dead' for 
these latter unclassified substances, but have we not already 
come to the conclusion that they would be incomprehensible 
if they did not possess already, deep down in themselves, 
some sort of rudimentary psyche?1"4 

^^^FoM, p p . 2 0 9 - 2 1 0 . 

^^^PoM, p p . 6 4 - 6 6 , 

1 go 

W i l d i e r s , In t roduc t ion to Te i lha rd , p , 74, 

^^^PoM, p , 77, 
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There is somewhere, though a discontinuity in the continuity, 

such that a new sphere of existence is formed: the biosphere, or 

the area of life. Here, then, is a new quality of life. Beyond 

mere aggregation and juxtaposition of elements, life takes on new 

processes of reproduction, conjugation, association. Thus, as the 

complexification of matter ensues, there is a corresponding complexi-

fication of modes of interaction.1°^ The particles of life become 

multiple and evolution now proceeds by three attitudes: profusion and 

groping, as a myriad of life particles try everything to gain a foot

hold on existence by implaccable and reckless self-reproduction; con- ^ 

structive ingenuity, or the appearance of chance mutations; and in- g 

differences, which is to say a lack of perception of the future and m 

166 totality. These processes add up to development in a horizontal j-
Q:i 

direction. Life, however, has undoubtedly progressed vertically, fi 

toward ever increasingly complex forms. To thse attitudes, or ways, 

of evolution, then, mvist be added one other: 

It is at this point that the phenomenon of additivity 
intervenes and acts as a vertical component. 

There seems to be no lack of examples, in the course 
of biological evolution, of transformations acting horizontal
ly by pure crossing of characters. One example is the muta
tion we call Mendelian. But when we look deeper and more 
generally we see that the rejuvenations made possible by 
each reproduction achieve something more than mere restitu
tion. They add, one to the other, and their sum increases 
in a predetermined direction. 

^^^Ibid., pp. 104-107, 

•"^^^Ibid,, pp. 109-112. 

•"•̂ P̂oM, p. 108, 
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That is, the processes of evolution present, by the law of complexi-

fication-centralization, what can only be described as an ortho

genesis : 

, . . in other words, the apparition of the line as a 
natural unit distinct from the individual. This law 
of controlled complication, the mature stage of the 
process in which we get first the micro-molecule and 
then the mega-molecule and finally the first cells is 
known to biologists as orthogenesis,1^^ 

The implication of this perceptualization is the attribution 

of the drift of the stuff of the universe toward complex arrange

ments and of consciousness to a purposive, teleological principle. 

The complexification of the without is readily perceptible; that jj 

of the within, however, is debatable, precisely because of the 

psychic nature of consciousness. Indeed, science typically denounces ^, 

attempts to impute directionality to evolution: wl 

f; 
Science in its development . . . is marking time at I 

this moment, because men's minds are reluctant to recog
nise that evolution has a precise orientation and a 
privileged axis.1^0 

Nevertheless, as Teilhard sees it there is a corresponding 

development of consciousness, from the simple to the complex, in the 

process of evolution. The degree of complexity of consciousness, as 

the psychic must parallel the physical, is indicated by the degree of 

"cerebralization" of the organism. Thus, the indices of cerebral-

1 I I 

Ig^Ibid. 

^^^PoM, p. 142. 

•'•'̂ Îbid., pp. 143-144. 
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ization—volume, density, and extent of convolution of neural matter-

also function as a guide to the degree of complexity of conscious-

171 
ness. From this consideration, two conclusions are presented: 

Among the infinite modalities in which the complica
tion of life is dispersed, the differentiation of nervous 
tissue stands out, as theory would lead us to expect, as 
a significant transformation. It provides a direction; 
and by its consequences it proves that evolution has a 
direction. 

That is my first conclusion. But it has its corollary. 
We began by saying that, among living creatures, the brain 
was the sign and measure of consciousness. We have now 
added that, among living creatures, the brain is continually 
perfecting itself with time, so much so that a given quality 
of brain appears essentially linked with a given phase of 
direction.1^2 

That is to say, the direction of evolution, from the point of 

on their position in the development of complexification, considerk-

tion must be given to cerebralization. This leads directly to the 

primates : 

What makes the primates so interesting and important 
to biology is, in the first place, that they represent a phy-
Ivmi of pure and direct cerebralisation. In the other mam
mals too, no doubt, the nervous system and instinct gradually 
develop. But in them the internal travail was distracted, 
limited, and finally arrested by accessory differentiations. 
Pari passu with their psychical development, horse, stag and 
tiger became, like the insect, to some extent prisoners of 
the instruments of their swift-moving or predatory ways. 
For that is what their limbs and teeth had become. In the 
case of primates, on the other hand, evolution went straight 

•'•'̂ •'̂ Ibid. , p. 142. 

^"^^Ibid. ,p.l42. 

^\ 

view of the increasing complexification-centralization of matter and i^ 

S 
consciousness, is indicated by the progressive development of the ,.. 

5i 
brain and nervous system. Hence, if the forms of life are to be graded ?j 

; I 
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to work on the brain, neglecting everything else, which 
accordingly remained malleable. That is why we are at 
the head of the upward and onward march towards greater 
consciousness. In this singular and privileged case, the 
particular orthogenesis of the phylum happened to coincide 
exactly with the principal orthogenesis of life itself.173' 

From this point of view, to range organisms downward from the 

primates is to measure by their index of cerebralization their degree 

of consciousness. Thus, the closer one gets to man on this scale, 

the closer the 'psychical' make-up seems to reach the borders of in

telligence. 174 Reaches, but does not quite cross it, for there is 

a threshold between man and the rest of the primates, a "threshold 

175 
of reflection," That is, with man there is a vast and enduring 

Ih 

pl 

change in the quality of existence, as consciousness develops into 

reflection: 

. , . because the specific orthogenesis of the primates 
(urging them towards increasing cerebralisation) coincides 
with the axial orthogenesis of organised matter (urging 
all living things towards a higher consciousness) man, ap
pearing at the heart of the primates, flourishes in the 
leading shoot of zoological evolution. . . . The biological 
change of state terminating in the awakening of thought 
does not represent merely a critical point that the indi
vidual or even the species must pass through. Vaster than 
that, it affects life itself in its organic totality, and 
consequently marks a transformation affecting the state 

of the entire planet. 176 

?l 

Thus, with the appearance of man, consciousness becomes 

173 

174 

Ibid,. p. 159. 

Ibid., p. 167-168. 

175 Ibid., p. 178. 

^"^^Ibid., p. 180. 
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self-consciousness, and with this development selfconscious becomes 

able to some extent, to transcend space and time. Man, now, can over

look the history of evolution, and can at least to some degree take 

charge of his evolution. Thereby is formed a new age: 

With and within the crisis of reflection, the next turn 
in the series manifests itself. Psychogenesis has led to 
man, not it effaces itself, relieved or absorbed by another 
and a higher function—the engendering and subsequent de
velopment of all the stages of the mind, in one word, noo-

177 genesis.-^'' 

As with the appearance of life, so the appearance of mind forms a new 

sphere of existence on the world: the noosphere, or the world of 

. , 178 mind. 

Being a phenomenon, a part of nature, the development of mind 

must follow the laws outlined for the development of matter. This it 

does, but with one important difference: the "within", which hitherto IgJ 

worked only through the play of statistical reality, now begins to *' 

take conscious control of the process of evolution. 

With this assimfiption of conscious control there arises the 

question of the duration of the evolutionary process. Every level of 

existence reaches a limit of complexity. 1''̂^ Thus heavy atoms are 

unstable, as are complex molecules. Progress, then, can only continue 

by changes of state, such that the units of one level are incorporated 

180 
into higher entities. This has been the course of development taken 

177 
PoM, p. 190. 

Ibid. 

179 
^ FoM, p. 290, 
1 OQ 

HU, pp. 21-22, 

9 

i 

' i 

J 
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by the dialectic of evolution, and it must be the course to be taken 

by man. 

Mankind has shown this process of development, Teilhard says, 

and is continuing to show it. The process of ramification, or 

diversification, has been shown to precede that of convergence in the 

pre-life world and in the biosphere. In man, however, this develop

ment occurred not on the morphological level, but on the mental level. 

So mankind began by multiplying splitting into diverse groups, and 

covering the earth. When his numbers had built sufficient pressure, 

convergence began: trade, communications, exchanges, accumulations. 

?1 
Out of the necessity of working together and thinking together, there 5; 

SI 
arose the "noosphere," or the global collective mind.*̂ -̂'- This is ]5| 

S! 
man's situation today, seemingly static. For Teilhard, however, it ^, 

si 
presages the approach of a new threshold, the preparation for a §j 

synthetic leap. 

Within man's evolutionary history, the phase of divergence 

is-advanced, and convergence has begun. Convergency by itself, how

ever, is not sufficient. According to the dialectic, there must be 

a threshold, marking the passage to a new level of existence. As 

Teilhard sees it, this new level must consist of the diverse elements 

of the noosphere synthesizing into a collective whole: 

We are faced with a harmonised collectivity of con
sciousnesses equivalent to a sort of superconsciousness. 
The idea is that of the earth not only becoming covered by my
riads of grains of thought, but becoming enclosed in a single 
thinking envelope so as to form, functionally, no more than 

ISlpoM, p. 251. 
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a vast single grain of thought on the sidereal scale, the 
plurality of individual reflections grouping themselves to
gether and reinforcing one another in the act of a single 
unanimous reflection. 

This is the general form in which, by analogy and in 
symmetry with the past, we are led scientifically to 
envisage the future of mankind.1^^ 

This is man's condition at present, wherein he is presented 

with a choice of action, which is necessary on two levels. First, 

there is the biological level: as evolutionary history shows, every 

organism which reaches a level of complexity without crossing, the 

next developmental threshold to a new level of centered unity inevi

tably disintegrates. Thus man as a species faces a fight for survival. 

Second, as Teilhard already intuits, man faces a crisis brought about j^ 

by his failure to bypass mere analysis to accede to a synthetic view i?| 

5! 
of the universe which would show man to have a future: ym, 

MM. 

Q!l 
After the long series of transformations leading to §! 

man, has the world stopped? Or, if we are still moving, 
is it not merely in a circle? 

The answer to that uneasiness of the modern world 
springs up by itself when we formulate the dilemma in 
which the analysis of our action has imprisoned us.l°3 

In short, man has taken charge of his own evolution as he has 

become aware of that evolution. Now, rather than waiting on the bio

logical forces of evolution to work, man must take charge of his 

own evolution: 

We cannot wait passively upon the statistical play 
of events to decide for us v/hich road the world is to 
take tomorrow. We must positively and ardently take a 
hand in the game ourselves. If it is true, as I suggest, 
that salvation lies in the direction of an Earth organi-

S 1 

182-,., Ibid. 

•••̂ Îbid. p. 231. 
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cally in-folded upon itself, it is then surely evident that 
through a reciprocal mechanisri! of action and reaction, the 
vision and prevision of this ultimate end, this outcome of 
History and of Life, may be made to play an essential part 
in the building of the future, if only by creating the 
atmosphere, the psychic field of attraction, without Vv'hich 
it will be impossible for Humanity to continue to converge 
upon itself.1°4 

The union of man, however, must be accomplished freely and 

with complete regard for the personal. To do otherwise is to offer 

recourse to totalitarianism, which nurtures mechanization rather than 

185 

consciousness. Rather, in a complex-centered whole there must be 

a spontaneous inner force of attraction and cohesion, which person

alizes. For Teilhard, this inner, spiritual form of energy is found 

in Love, which, by virtue of its existence, becomes a factor for 

•••̂ F̂oM, p. 256. 

•'-̂ P̂oM, pp. 256-257. 

186.,, . , „„ . 
Ibid., p. 264. 

- I 
phenomenological analysis: '̂-

Considered in its full biological reality, love— j;!.| 
that is to say the affinity of being with being—is not 1-* 
peculiar to man. It is a general property of all life 
and as such it embraces, in its varieties and degrees, 
all the forms successively adopted by organized matter. •^°" 

In love, then, is seen that original, universal, anti-entropic 

energy by which the plurality of the elements of the universe is 

directed into complex unities, by the integration of individuals into 

higher entities : 

Driven by the forces of love, the fragments of the world 
seek each other so that the world may come to being. 
This is no metaphor; and it is much more than poetry. 
Whether as a force or a curvature, th? universal gravity 
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of bodies, so striking to us, is merely the reverse or shadow 
of that which really moves nature. To perceive cosmic energy 
'at the found' we must, if there is a within of things, go 
down into the thermal or radial zone of spiritual attrac
tions. 

Love in all its subtilties is nothing more, and nothing 
less, that the more or less direct tract marked on the heart 
of the element by the psychical convergency of the universe 
upon itself,•'•̂ ^ 

Throughout the history of evolution it is this capacity for love, as 

it developed from its rudimentary to its conscious states, which gave 

direction to development of consciousness. The role of love must be 

seen as continuing now, as cosmic history gives a spiritual value 

to matter.^^^ 

However, to speak of the necessity of a personalizing universe :1 
is not to seek to transpose, except in terms of analogy, the concept Jfj 

of individual personality to this new level of synthesis. Rather, as 

the new level is one where the ideas of individuality and community must CJ 

be equally extensive, it can only be considered as something to be 

taken on faith (as the quality of the level of synthesis is unpredict

able from those which preceded it): 

It would be manifestly an error to extend the curve of 
hominization in the direction of a state of diffusion— 
It is only by hyper-reflection—that is to say hyper-
personalisition—that thought can extrapolate itself,1°^ 

On faith, then, man must accept that evolution has a goal. The nature 

of the posited new level of synthesis is unknown. However, from the 

necessity of the personal and the continuing presence of love, certain 

IS'^Ibid. 

•"•̂ F̂oM, p. 45. 

l^^PoM, p. 258. 
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attributes of this goal may be ascertained: 

Accordingly, however, marvellous its foreseen figure, 
Omega could never even so much as equilibrate the play 
of human attractions and repulsions if it did not act 
with equal force, that is to say with the same stuff 
of proximity.1^0 

That is, the goal of evolution ("Omega Point")"̂ '̂ '̂  must, in 

order to inspire men, be personal and loving. Moreover, its attractive 

force,- to be efficacious, must be actual and present, and, in uniting 

the many, it must allow for the expansion and fulfillment of person-

192 

ality. This seems paradoxical, but the validity of the statement 

that "union by love differentiates" is indicated by history. In a 

totalitarian state, for example, individuals are more or less inter- rj 
changeable. This, it will be recalled, is the point of view of the 

general condition which prevailed until the sixteenth century. On 

or community, which is motivated by love, then he achieves his true 

self. Thus, by Omega Point is meant a centralization of multiple 

centers of consciousness. This focus creates a new totality in which 

individual personality is retained and at the same time extended in 

193 loving relationship to all other centers through the Omega Point, 

Finally, Omega must be possessed of transcendence of inevitable 

190 
Ibid,, p. 269, 

191 
Ibid,, p. 260-262. 

192 
rbid., pp. 267-272 

•̂  Ibid., pp. 261-263 

ii 
the other hand, when an individual participates in a complex state, 3» I; 
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194 
material death, else whatever hope it purports to offer is fallacious. 

Thus : 

. . . we now see ahead of us a psychical centre of universal 
drift, transcending time and space and thus essentially 
extra-planetary, to sustain and equilibrate the surge of 
consciousness. 

The idea is that of noogenesis ascending irreversibly 
towards Omega through the strictly limited cycle of geo-
genesis. At a given moment in the future, under some in
fluence exerted by one or the other of these curves or 
of both together, it is inevitable that the two branches 
should separate. However convergent it be, evolution 
cannot attain to fulfilment on earth except through a 
point of dissociation. 

With this we are introduced to a fantastic and in
evitable event which now begins to take shape in our per
spective, the event which comes nearer with every day that 
passes: the end of all life on our globe, the death of •*i 
the planet, and ultimate phase of the phenomenon of man. 1^5 p̂^ 

SI 

5! 
194 

Ibid., pp. 270-271. 

^Q^Ibid., p. 273. J; 
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CHAPTER IV 

EVALUATION OF TEILHARD'S THOUGHT 

The preceding chapter presents the general form and main lines 

of development of the phenomenology of history, a synthesizing point 

of view which represents the governing principle of Teilhard's 

thought. As noted earlier, his central insight is the essentially 

evolving and converging character of all levels of reality. When 

looked at from the perspective of seeking to incorporate coherently HJJ 

the whole of phenomena, rather than settling for delimited analytical K 

explications of phenomenological particulars, history presents itself ?;» 

as an evolutionary process whose basic element is spiritual. In this y. 
it 

process, man, firmly rooted in nature, is an integral part of the uni- s,i 

fied, evolving universe. As this evolutionary process unfolds, it 

reveals direction and purpose orthogenetically, which direction is 

toward centralization, complexity, and consciousness. Teilhard ex-

terpolates this directionality to a future global convergence of man

kind into an interthinking collectivity of consciousness, which is at 

once personalizing and individuating. The apparent paradox of per

sonalization through socialization is resolved by the postulation 

that the motive power of directionality is essentially spiritual. 

For Teilhard, the facts of convergence and complexification of the 

consciousness of the world indicate that purposive evolution has an 

end: 
65 

"•• iR 
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And what can this mean except that . . , the curve 
of consciousness, pursuing its course of growing com
plexity, will break through the material framework of 
Time and Space to escape somewhere towards an ultra-centre 
of unification and wholeness, where there will finally be 
assembled, and in detail, everything that is irreplaceable 
and incommunicable in the world. 

And it is here, an inevitable intrusion in terms of 
biology, and in its proper place in terms of science, 
that we come to the problem of God.l^^ 

Thus, pursuing to its logical end the fact of directionality in evo

lution, which is scientifically perceptible, the point of view of 

phenomenological synthetization is led to inference of the necessity 

of God as the end of the genesis of the world and of man. The end 

of Teilhard's thought, then, is a combination of evolutionary optimism "»! 

with a Christian eschatology.^^ ' ''* . 

The impact of Teilhard's thought, accordingly, is that history J|l« 
•"• 

has an absolute and a divine value : 31 
ail 

Thus, the physical laws governing the progress of the 
stream of 'improbability' in the universe inevitably ex
press themselves, on man's level, in terms of morality 
L H ,.oi-!«.-îr. 198 and religion. 

The conclusion, arrived at by an appraisal of the evidence of histor

ical evolution of the world and of man, is that the necessary and 

ultimate meaning of man in the universe is a progression toward union 

with the personal God, the "Omega Point," or Christ: 

A Being was taking form in the totality of space; a 
Being with the attractive power of a soul, palpable like 
a body, vast as the sky; a Being which mingled with 
things yet remained distinct from them; a Being of a 

^^SoM, pp. 180-181, 

197 
Barbour, "Significance of Teilhard," p, 139, 

^^^VP, p, 173, 

X.* 
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higher order than the substance of things with which it 
was adorned, yet taking shape within them, ' 

The Rising Sun (of Jesus) was being born in the 
heart of the world.1^^ 

For one who seeks to derive insight from Teilhard's thought, 

the first impression that arises from considering it is that it evi

dences a considerable degree of diversity. The components of his 

thought are variegated and many-faceted, and their activity borders 

on the chaotic as science, philosophy, and theology are conjoined. 

When looked at closer, however, it is evident that his thought has an 

organic unity, such that it may be reduced to one central problem. 

For Teilhard, his whole life and endeavor was centered around two |n 

m 
concepts, God and the universe, his task being to seek a connection 

ml 

between them. Thus, as has been seen, Teilhard attempted to forge ^, ^ 
••« 
• • « • 

a synthesis of scientific and religious insights. There arise any ii!l 

nimiber of problems in this endeavor, objections to his content as 

well as to his method, which must be considered in attempting an ap

praisal of his thought. Before examining the implications for sociology 

of the underlying issues between evolution and religion, then, an attempt 

must be made to establish the validity of Teilhard's thought and his 

process of synthesization. 

According to Teilhard, the evidence of biological evolution 

is sufficient to implicate and substantiate a claim of orthogenesis. 

This directionality, later expanded into a teleological argument for 

a Christogenesis, is posited as processually inherent, as evidenced 

1^%U, p. 68, 
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by the-trend to complexif ication. Further, associated with complc.xi-

fication is a trend to consciousness, which is the central phenomenon 

of "vitalization." That is, with the development of the material 

"without" of organisms there is an associated and parallel develop

ment of a reflexive "within," the dynamic relationship betv/een. the 

two constituting the dialectic of history. In the course of this 

dialectic, evolution has reached the point v/ith man where the "with

in" (reflection) has supplanted the "without" (material) as the de

terminant of evolutionary progress. That is, the biological evolu-

201 tion of man has peaked, and is replaced by cultural evolution. 
•*! 

Thus, the phenomenology of Teilhard may be summed up in three proposi- r̂  

i! 
In the material universe, life is not an epiphenomenon, 

but the central phenomenon of evolution. :);i 
In the organic world, reflexion is not an epiphenomenon, v, 

tions : 

In the domain of reflective life, reflexion is not an 
but the central phenomenon of vitalization. 

In the domain of reflective life, refl 
epiphenomenon but the essential phenomenon of hominization. 

Teilhard's claim is that his thought is based on the evidence 

of science, and that from that evidence may be deduced a law of re

currence which expresses the successive appearance in time of the 

203 
antecedents and consequences of the elements of the universe. 

^QQpoM, p. 63. 

^^^Ibid., p. 220. 

202 
Rideau, Thought of Teilhard, p. 63. 
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What are the arguments from the evidence of science pertinent to 

Teilhard's methodology? Concerning the evolution of matter, Teil

hard argues : 

As seen in its central portion, which is the most 
distinct, the evolution of matter . . , comes back to 
the gradual building up by growing complication of the 
various elements recognised by physical chemistry. . . . 
(thus) from its most distant formulations matter reveals 
Itself to us in a state of genesis or becoming.204 

This is in accord with current thought: 

. . . there is no theoretical difficulty, under conditions 
that probably existed early in the history of the earth, 
in the natural origin of complex molecules capable of 
influencing or directing the synthesis of units like them
selves. It has been demonstrated experimentally that nomi- *j 
nally organic molecules, those containing carbon in com- ^ 
binations of varying complexity, can originate by nonorganic /i 
(nonliving) means.^05 . 

Concerning the advent of life from non-life, Teilhard admits 

^Q^oM, pp. 47-48. 

^05QgQj.ge Gaylord Simpson, The Meaning of Evolution: A Study 
of the History of Life and of Its Significance for Man (Rev, ed. ; 
"Yale Paperbounds"; New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967), pp. 15-16, 

^^^PoM, pp. 77-78. 

;xi 
that we can have no direct knowledge of the point of genesis of the 3!l 

:•• 1 

' organic: 

So, in a sense, we can no more fix an absolute zero 
in time (as once was supposed) for the advent of life than 
for that of any other experimental reality. On the ex
perimental and phenomenological plane, a given universe 
and each of its parts can only have one and the same 
duration, to which there is no backward limit. Thus each 
thing extends itself and pushes its roots into the past 
ever further back, by that which makes it most itself.206 

Again, this is congruent with contemporary thought: 
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The trouble is that no one has designed a definition 
of life that perm.its clear-cut distinction between living 
and nonliving forms of matter. Most would say that a 
single-celled amoeba is alive and that a primeval pool of 
hot dilute hot soup is not. . . . However, there would be 
little agreement on precisely where the line between non-
life and life is crossed.207 

This much of Teilhard's phenomenology is based on scientific 

fact (or better, perception of observable regularities). At this 

point, however, Teilhard passes beyond analysis and proceeds to an 

a posteriori interpretation of the data of this analysis. Specifi

cally, Teilhard argues that the presence of consciousness in man, in 

view of the fact that man is an integral part of nature, indicates ,. 

the nonepiphenomenological nature of consciousness. Thus, conscious- »» 

ness, in however rudimentary a form, must be present in all forms of t] 

matter : 

ness in man, , . . therefore, half-seen in this one flash of 
light, it has a cosmic extension, spatial and temporal 
extensions. 

As Teilhard interprets it, this psychicism, as it develops according 

to the development of its associated material matrix, is motivated 

209 

by a type of energy which is unavoidably spiritual. Being 

spiritual, this energy proceeds from the postulated end-goal of 

evolution, the "Omega Point," or Christ.210 By this, Teilhard does 

207Dean F. Wooldridge, The Machinery of Life (New York: The 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1966), p. 87, 

^^^PoM, pp. 56 and 57n, 

^^^Ibid,, p, 289, et passim. 

2^^Ibid., pp, 291-292. 

II 

There is evidence for the appearance of conscious- -• 
3;i 
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not imply a kind of doctrinaire vitalism.̂ ''"''" That is, he does not 

postulate a divine intervention in the mechanics of evolution. 

Rather, he says that the whole process displays direction and purpose 

as consciousness develops toward self-reflection, a progression 

culminating in man: 

. . . because the specific orthogenesis of the primates 
(urging them towards increasing cerebralisation) coin
cides with the axial orthogenesis of organized matter 
(urging all living things towards a higher conscious
ness) man, appearing at the heart of the primates, 
flourishes on the leading shoot of zoological evolution. 

Thus, Teilhard is defending a creation of an evolutionary 

type, in which purpose is expressed in the operation of the natural r| 

causes which produce directionality. To a certain extent, Teilhard's 

lack of recourse to a "miraculous" interpretation of life and con

sciousness is in keeping v;ith the tenets of analytical science, par

ticularly as that method of searching for knowledge determines to 

reduce phenomena to Newton's "mathematical laws": 

As we encounter more evidence of the almost explosive 
accelerating power of the forces of evolution, we shall, 
of course, keep constantly in mind the fact that nothing 
vitalistic or even uniquely "biological" is involved.213 

But beyond this, what we call "normal" science and Teilhard's 

point of view sharply diverge. In keeping with the principle of 

scientific parsimony, scientific analysis strives to reductionism, 

•̂'••̂ Eulalio R. Baltazar, Teilhard and the Supernatural (Balti
more: Helicon Press, Inc., 1966), p. 26f. 

212poM, p. 180. 

^•^^ooldridge, Machinery of Life, p. 87. 

ft 
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even where the phenomenon of consciousness is concerned: 

. . . all aspects of behavior, including those which we 
call 'intelligent,' will ultimately be found reducible 
to the operation of a combination of physical principles 
not fundamentally different from that which underlies the 
design of advanced versions of man-made computing and 
logic machines. 

The available evidence is consistent with the expec
tation that the properties of conscious experience may 
ultimately be found to be . . . explained . . . by the 
content of modern physics. 14 

Teilhard, on the other hand, is adamant that analysis is not sufficient 

if one is seeking a true picture of the universe, and specifically of 

man's place in it. Rather, analysis, while necessary, must proceed 

-I 
to synthesis : *i 

Man will only continue to work and to research so long 
as he is prompted by a passionate interest. Now this rj 
interest is entirely dependent on the conviction, strictly f! 
undemonstrable to science, that the universe has a direc
tion and that it could—indeed, if we are faithful, it should-- i:i 
result in some sort of irreversible perfection. Hence comes :., 
belief in progress. 

Scientifically v/e can envisage an almost indefinite 
improvement in the human organisr;i and himian society. But 
as soon as we try to put our dreams into practice, we 
realise that the problem remains indeterminate or even 
insoluble unless, with some partially super-rational 
intuition, we admit the convergent properties of the 
world we belong to. Hence belief in unity. 

Furtherm.ore, if we decide, under the pressure of 
facts, in favour of an optimism of unification, we run 
into the technical necessity of discovering— in addi
tion to the impetus required to push us forward and in 
addition to the particular objective which should deter
mine our route—the special binder or cement which will 
associate our lives together, vitally, without diminishing 
or distorging them. Hence, belief in a supremely attrac
tive centre which has personality. 

In short, as soon as science outgrows the analytic 
investigations which constitute its lower and preliminary 
stages, and passes on to synthesis—synthesis which 

-̂*-"̂ Wooldridge, Machinery of Life, pp. 203-204. 
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naturally culminates in the realisation of sor:ie superior 
state of humanity—it is at once led to foresee and place 
its stakes on the future and on the all. And with that 
it outdistances itself and emerges in terms of option 
and adoration.215 

From this, it will be seen that an evaluation of Teilhard's 

thought is centered around three questions: (1) In positing the 

necessity of sj'nthesis, does Teilhard contravene science, or does 

he indicate the necessary development of science?; (2) Is Teilhard's 

thought, as it posits a new argument from design for the necessity 

of God, valid in terms of the phenomenological percepts it is based 

on?; and (3) admitting the affirmative for question (2), is the Pleroma 

:* 

of Christ the necessary condition of knowledge, as Teilhard claims? •: 
r,\ 

The first question constitutes much of the body of concern of the 

next chapter, and so will be considered only incidentally here. To 
" « 

answer the second and third questions, an examination of whether tlie ;;t 

data of evolution supports a teleological interpretation is indicated. 

Contemporary genetics indicates that the formation of species 

may be satisfactorily explained in terms of mutation, recombination, 

216 
fluctation of population nimibers, selection, and isolation. The 

question of whether the evidence of phylogenetic trends supports 

orthogenetic attributions centers on whether or not there is an in

dication of the functioning of other, autonomous factors in evolution. 

215poM, pp. 283-284. 

216Bentley Grass, The Genetic Basis of Human Races," Science 
and the Concept of Race, eds. Margaret Mead jet aJL. (New York: Colimibia 
"UrTiver.sity Press, 1968), p. 89. 
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Obviously, Charles Darwin did not consider such additional factors 

as necessary : 

(The) principle of preservation, or the survival of the 
fittest, I have called Natural Selection. It leads to the 
improvement of each creature in relation to its organic 
and inorganic conditions of life, and consequently, in 
most cases, to what must be regarded as an advance in 
organization. 21''' 

Following the publication of On The Origin of Species, no autonomous 

evolutionary factors were posited until the 1930's, when an ever-

increasing amount of material apparently rendered impossible any 

218 

interpretation by principles of selection. The idea of ortho

genetic tenability was advanced only subsequent to this date. For '! 

example, in 1935 H. F. Osborn coined the term "aristogenesis," by 

which he meant a creative principle causing the development towards 

point of view, however, causing a return to strict analytical inter-

^ ^ . 220 

pretations. 

The question of a directed evolution would tend to be answered 

in the negative if there is evidence of the occurrence of inharmonious 

morphological or physiological characteristics in the process of phy

logenetic differentiation (that is, evidence of nondirected mutation). 

217charles Darwin, The Origin of Species by Means of Natural 
Selection, Great Books of the Western V.'orld, ed. by R. M. Hutchins, 
Vol. IL (Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc., 1952), p. 63. 

218 
Edward 0. Dodson, Evolution: Process and Product (Rev, ed, ; 

New York: Reinhold Publishing Corporation, 1960), pp. 83-84, 

219 
Indeed, Teilhard adopts Osborn's term "aristogenesis" and 

uses it specifically to denote the orthogenetic nature of cerebcral-
ization in man in PoM, pp. 159-160, 

220 
Dodson, Evolution, pp. 84-85. 

at 

i 

219 
a certain end. Developments in genetics tended to overcome this i:i 

I 

I 
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There is indeed extensive evidence indicative of nondirected evolu

tion : 

. . .undirected development is a widespread phenomenon 
in transspecific evolution and in the formation of new 
anatomical and physiological arrangements. A proper and 
reasonable understanding of the multitude and diversity 
of animal forms would be impossible without accounting for 
this undirected 'testing' of constructive transformations 
in phylogeny. Hence, we may state that the effects of 
undirected mutation and selection as the essential factors 
of race and species formation range into the evolution of 
transspecific categories, and that they are a fully suffi
cient explanation of al . . . cases.221 

The import of this evidence is the contraindication of autonomous 

evolutionary forces : 
; | 

. . . essential trends in the evolution of structural types ^ 
and in progressive animal groups are necessitated to a 
large extent. Hence, certain types of organs highly sig- n 
nificant in some progressive animal groups are strictly 
necessary, because they represent the most efficient or 
most favorable construction or the sole mode of realizing 
a certain vital function. It is remarkal;le that such a 
determination can clearly be traced in recent and fossil 
animals in spite of the diversity of patterns of undirected 
evolution. We may well consider such necessary differentia
tions as the result of directed selection (orthoselection) 
acting upon the materials provided by undirected mutation, 
as the changed favored by selection, lead in more or less 
the same phylogenetic direction. Hence, there is, for the 
time being, no reason to assume that an autonomous evolu
tionary force guides these directions of phylogeny. 

In summary, then, the evidence of evolution will not strictly 

support Teilhard's contention that the increase in complexity of organ

isms indicates an orthogenesis whose motive force is spiritual (i.e.. 

22lBernard Rensch, Evolution Above the Species Level, Columbia 
al Series, No. 19 ( 

&, Sons, Inc., 1966), p. 68. 
Biological Series, No. 19 ("Science Editions"; New York: John Wiley 

^^^Ibid., p. 76. 
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autonomous from the multiple, interrelated forces of natural selec

tion) . 

This argument holds true for what Teilhard calls the "with

out" of things. However, Teilhard posits a corollary evolutionary 

development in the "within" of things: as organisms increasingly 

complexify, there is an associated increase in consciousness, from 

rudimentary responsiveness in the lower organisms to self-reflection 

in man. The motive force of this development is, again, essentially 

spiritual. In making this postulation, Teilhard is advancing the 

view that the difference in kind between man and the rest of the ani-

«;! 

mals IS radical and qualitative, by virtue of an effectual discontin- at 

uity in the evolutionary process, attributable to the process of r\ 

"hominization" (socialization) of mankind. On the count of a 
i;} 

''A 

posited radical difference in man, the evidence, by virtue of the .. 
principle of parsimony, is contraindicative: 

. . . it is probable that processes of volition do not con
tain fundamentally different parallel 'psychic' components, 
as they can be understood as processes necessitated by the 
properties and constellation of conceptions. And especially 
in the animal world, 'will' certainly is not 'free,' but 
depends on the intensity of excitations and emotions, as 
well as on inherited association patterns. Above all, 
there is no indication that the causality of nervous pro
cesses should not be as continuous and gapless as all other 

PP4 
processes of physiology."^"^^ 

Thus there is no necessity of recourse to an autonomous evolutionary 

^^3j^ortimer J. Adler, The Difference of Man and the Difference 
it Makes (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967), p, 128. 

22^ 
•'Rensch, Evolution, p. 356. 
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force to explain the development of consciousness in man. Rather, 

the development of consciousness in man (which Teilhard correctly 

associates as adjunctive to neural complexification225) ĵ ŷ be ex

plained in terms of the concept of natural selection: 

, . . there are many reasons for thinking that it (neural 

expansion and com.plexification) was at first favoured 
and poDhaps accelerated by the conditions of existence 
associated with an arboreal mode of life. The growth of 
the brain . . . is simply the result of the fact that the 
Primates were able to maintain themselves in the struggle 
for existence by the exercise of wile and cunning in 
situations where lowlier and less progressive types of 
animal were compelled to develop specialized weapons of 
defence and offence in order to ensure the preservation 

o o c 
of their species. 

»; 

An associated parameter to Teilhard's concept of the evolu- 5̂  
11 

tion of mind is the idea that in man the process of biological evo- 1̂ 
w 
• • 

lution has been superceded by that of cultural evolution. That is, 
;i 

by virtue of his advanced intellect and the process of socialization, •• 
1 

man has reached the point where he may control evolution, and not be 

controlled by it.'̂ ''̂ ' Here, Teilhard is entirely in accord with the 

consensus of contemporary thought: 

Attention has been drawn to the fact that there is no 
good evidence to support the assumption that man's neural 
system has undergone any progressive alteration in the 
direction of greater size or complexity since the middle 
of the Pleistocene. It was at this period that cultural 
development became manifest, and the hypothesis is advanced 
that, with the advent of culture, man achieved a degree of 
independence from his environment and was therefore no 
longer under the necessity of developing structural modi
fications to survive. Consideration is drawn to the fact 

"̂  W. E. LeGros Clark, History of the Primates (411i ed. ; 
"phoenix Books"; Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1964), 
pp. 180-181. 

^^^PoM, pp. 180-183. 
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that the culture man has created has itself become a 
selective factor in his development and has resulted in 
great variation in the species.228 

This element of Teilhard's thought will be discussed more 

extensively in the next chapter. It is, in large part, peripheral to 

the problem of evaluating his theories. This is because the central 

element in his thought is the perception of a divine guidance or 

directionality in the evolutionary process. As has been indicated, 

the balance of the evidence of science does not support this deduction. 

However, it is Teilhard's contention that precisely in focusing on 

analysis and objectivity, science has truncated its effectiveness and 

appeal. In denying a synthesizing point of view, science has occluded 

the valuable insights which may be gleaned from what is basically a 

religious point of view. The text of the next chapter will argue 

that Teilhard's general attempt to synthesize science and religion is 

' tenable and presents especially valuable implications for the sociologi

cal orientation. For the present, it is the contention of this writer 

that the specific implication of Teilhard's thought does not necessaiily 

follow from his methodology. The preceding discussion indicates that 

Teilhard's teleological argument from design is not substantiated by 

the phenomenological precepts upon which it is established. By that 

judgment, Teilhard's attempt to reconcile the supernatural elements in 

Christianity with the facts and implications of evolution is not vind-

able. But even if, for the sake of argimient, the idea of a teleoklic 

M 
II 

^^^Fred A. Mattier, "Culture and the Structural Evolution of the 
Neural System," Culture and the Evolution of Man, ed. by M. F. Ashley 
Montagu ("Galaxy Books"; New York: Oxford University Press, 1962), 
p, 197. 
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evolution were evidentially confirmed, the idea of a Christogenesis 

would not yet follow, as Teilhard says, of necessity: 

To confirm the presence at the summjt of the world 
of what we have called the Omega Point, do we not find 
here the very cross-check we were waiting for? Here 
surely is the ray of sunshine striking through the clouds, 
the reflection onto what is ascending of that which is al
ready on high, the rupture of our solitude. The palpable 
influence on our world of an other and supreme Someone. 
. . . Is not the Christian phenomenon, which rises upv/ards 
at the heart of the social phenomenon, precisely that?229 

Ultimately, Teilhard's thought cannot be seen other that as 

proceeding from an a priori assumption that Christ is. Thus, the 

whole of Teilhard's thought must be considered as an apoloj^etic, with 
•I 
'I 

a particular contextual orientation that is phenomenological: ^\ 

229poĵ ,̂ p. 298. 

•^^^llenrl de Lubac, Teilhard de Chardin: The Man and His Mean-
ing, trans, by R. Hague (New York: Hawthorn Books, Inc., 1965), 
p7~148. 

r t 

In other words, in this "existentialist" style of ;j 
context, and expressed v/ith a personal emphasis, Teilhard's 
basic affirmation once more corresponds to the basic af
firmation behind every similar attempt at demonstration: 
this is, that the V»'orld is an escapable fact, and must be 
intelligible. Only, the apologist also knows already in 
his own mind, from mature reflection, where he wishes to 
proceed: through this World, he can already distinguish 
the essential conditions of its intelligibility and good
ness, conditions which he is keeping to himself, to be 
revealed step by step to his fellow searcher.230 



CHAPTER V 

SOCIOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS OF TEILHARD'S THOUGHT 

The preceding discussion has indicated that, ultimately, the 

whole of Teilhard's thought constitutes a Christian apologetic. 

Hence, Teilhard's attempt to reconcile Christian mysticism with the 

data of evolution is objectively untenable. To make this evaluation, 

however, is not to detract from a definite positive value of his 

general approach, the synthesization of the perspectives of science ;,j 

and religion. The discussion in this chapter will seek to bring out ';i 

:| 

this positive value. 

At the beginning of this paper, it was noted that what inter

pretation of Teilhard there has been has centered almost exclusively 

around the philosophical and theological implications of his thought. 

What note has been taken among scientists of Teilhard's thought has 

almost unanimously evaluated its worth as that of popularization: 

To great numbers of people unlearned in the subject, the 
fact of evolution has been emotionally distasteful and has 
been rejected on this basis alone, although the rejection 
has often been rationalized in other terms. Vitalistic 
and, more particularly, finalistic theories have persuaded 
many of these wishful thinkers that evolution is, after all, 
consonant with their emotions and prejudices. For them 
the pill has been sugar coated. In this respect, even Teil
hard's The Phenomenon of Man, currently the most popular but 
even withoutHbheTinalist I'old one of the least truly scientific 
of such efforts, may have rendered a real service.231 

^31sinipson, Meaning of Evolution, p. 275 

80 
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To be sure, such placebic activities as that of popularization are 

by no means to be disparaged out of hand. it is the contention of 

this writer, hov.ever, that while Teilhard's thought very probably 

does present this service, it proffers much more positive functions. 

Specifically, even when stripped of the apologetic orientation which 

constitutes so much of its body, the thought of Teilhard imports viable 

considerations for the epistemology and heuristics of the scientific 

method. 

Perhaps one of the more lasting values of Teilhard's thought 

is that of methodology. As noted previously, Teilhard's aim of con

joining science and religion is predicated upon the contcjiporary 

scientific outlook of interdisciplinary convergence: 

During the last fifty years or so, the investigations of 
science have proved beyond all doubt that there is no 
fact which exists in pure isolation, but that every ex
perience, however objective it may seem, inevitably be
comes enveloped in a complex of assumptions as soon as 
the scientist tries to explain it . . . Like the meridians 
as they approach the poles, science, philosophy, and re
ligion are bound to converge as they draw nearer to the 
whole.232 

To put it rather simply, the witness of scientific thought today is 

that of a type of return to the ante-status quo of medieval thought: 

For the Middle Ages man was in every sense the centre of 
the universe. The whole world of nature v/as believed 
to be teleologically subordinate to him and his eternal 
destiny. Toward this conviction the two great movements 
which had become united in the medieval synthesis, Greek 
philosophy and Judaeo-Christian theology, had irresistibly 
led. The prevailing world-view of the period was marked 

I 
I 
* 

232poM, p. 30. 



82 

by a deep and persistent assurance that man, with his hopes 
and ideals, was the all-important, even controlling fact 
of the universe.233 

That is, what passed in the Middle Ages for the science of the day 

and the machinations of revealed religion were inextricably interwoven. 

As Teilhard notes, however, after the sixteenth century science and 

234 

religion became increasingly separated. The object-subject, matter-

mind dualism of Descartes paved the way for a dichotomization of 

o o cr 

thought that gave rise to modern science. *̂  This new method of 

scientific inquiry served to give a view of Homo ex Machina, whereby 

all knowable reality was inexorably reduced to the dimensions of 

objective mechanism.^36 This orientation was systematized by Newton

ian thought, such that : -j 
• • 
• 

By the close of the eighteenth century Newton's method, 
the method of causes and mechanisms, had become standard ij 
procedure throughout the respective sciences of nature, of [ 

life and of man.237 ' 

From the method of Newtonian physics are derived two postu

lates fundamental to modern science: neutral objectivity and analytic 

reductionism.^38 These two postulates, which may be seen as methodo

logical assumptions, comprise the framev/ork within which scientific work 

233Burtt, Foundations of Science, p, 18. 

^ ^ \ T W , pp. 84-85; FoM, p. 58. 

^^^Russell, History of Philosophy, p. 568, 

^^^Burtt, ibid., p. 212. 

3̂'7j,Iatson, The Broken Image, p. 15. 

238jbici. 

'.t 
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is performed. As the assimiptions are acknov.ledged by the scientific 

community, they define a model of the universe according to which 

po Q 

students are taught to envision reality. Further, these assump

tions outline a conceptual framework, within v/hich research is carried 

out. That is, research is directed according to goals which are 

selected according to these assumptions. As Teilhard says, these 

assumptions constitute 

. . . a general condition to which all theories, all 
hypotheses, all systems must bow and which they must 
satisfy henceforv/ard if they are to be thinkable and 

241 -̂  
true. 

I 
I 

By this, it is seen that the idea of objectivity is informied J 
:i 

by the very methodology within which objectivity is deemed of para- ;| 
< » 

mount importance. That is, a scientist cannot coherently organize 
I 

his data unless he has, initially, a more or less ineffable framework » 
of related presuppositions about the nature of reality. The particu

lars of perception are meaningless unless they are related to a ration

al pattern. Hov.ever, a pattern is not derived ipso facto from the 

perceptions it organizes, because 

. . . assertions can only be made within a framework (of 
presuppositions) with which we have identified ourselves 
for the time being. As they are themselves our ultimate 
framework, they are essentially inarticulate.242 

^•^^Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions 
("Phoenix Paperbacks"; Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 
1965), p. 10. 

Polanyi, Personal Knowledge, pp. 70ff. 

^^^PoM, p. 218. 

24*̂  
"Polanyi, Personal Kno.vlccl;':o, p. 60. 
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Thus, science is ultimately founded on a series of presuppositions, 

or a "complex of assumptions," as Teilhard calls them, which form 

paradigms of nature. 

Considering the paradigins of nature which are extant at any 

given time, there is a real problem in explaining just how man's 

knowledge of nature has advanced. From the perspective of "normal" 

science as outlined above (e.g., the paradigms of nature extant at 

any given time), scientific progress would appear to be simply linear 

and cumulative. Indeed, this is the implication of current textbooks 

243 
of science. If this picture vvere true, however, our framework of 

^̂ *̂ A. H, Cottrell, "Scientists: Sole or Concerted," The 
Sociology of Science, ed. by Bernard Barber and Walter Hirsch 
XGlenco'e'T The Free~Press, 1962), pp. 388-390. 

'̂̂ '̂ PoM, p. 58. 

assumptions about the nature of reality would be the same as those ,•* 

in the time of Copernicus. Teilhard says, however, that there is no ' 
• 

step-by-step transition from one paradigm of nature to another, but ; 
I 
I 

changes in the general conditions of knowledge: • 

Indeed the past history of human intelligence is full of 
'mutations' of this kind, more or less abrupt, indicating, 
in addition to the shift of human ideas, an evolution of 
the 'space' in which the ideas took shape—which is clear
ly very much more suggestive and profound. 

Thus, the view of linear grov/th in science is inf irmed. In

stead, thought develops by means of revolutions, new syntheses of 

data. That is, the change from one set of assumptions to another 

requires a mental transposition: 



85 

, , . the art of hand!ing the same bundle of data as 
before but placing them in a new system of relations with 
one another by givin- them a different framev/ork, all of 
which virtually means putting on a different kind of think
ing cap for the j:io!.iont .245 

The scientific orientation of today, a legacy of Nev/tonian physics, 

proceeded from just such a shift in the general condition of knowledge, 

which can be traced back to the Copernican revolution: 

Until the sixteenth century' men in general thought of 
space and time as though they v/ere limited compartments in 
which objects were juxtaposed and interchangeable. They 
believed that a geciietrlcal envelope could be traced 
round the totality of the stars. They talked, thinking 
they understood, of a first and last moment discernible 
in the past and future. They argued as though every . 
element could be arbitrarily moved, without changing the l 
world, to any point along the axis of time. The human mind t 
believed itself to be perfectly at home in this universe, 
within which it tranquilly wove its patterns of m.etaphysics. j 
And then, one day, influenced by a variety of internal and ; 
external causes, this attitude began to change. Spatially 
our awareness of the world v,as extended to embrace the Infini- ! 
tesimal and the Immense. Later, in temporal terms, there came « 
the unveiling, beliind us and ahead, of the abysses of Past 
and Future. Finally, to complete the structure we became 
av/are of the fact that, within this indefinite extent of 
space-time, the position of each element v/as so intimately 
bound up v/ith the genesis of the whole that it was impossible 
to alter it at i-andora without rendering it 'incoherent', or 
without having to readjust the distribution and history of 
the whole around it. To accomm.odate this expansion of our 
thought the restricted field of static juxtaposition was 
replaced by a field of evolutionary organization which was 
limitless in all directions (except forward, in the direction 
of its pole of convergence). It became necessary to trans
pose our physics, biology and ethics, even our religion, 
into this new sphere, and this we are in the process of doing.246 

If the advancement of modes of thought is not by progressive 

elaboration of the extant paradigms of nature, it must involve a denial 

^^^Butterfield, Origins of Science, p. 13 

246 
FoM, pp. 58-59. 
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of the validity of such assumptions of reality. Thus, instead of a 

compendium of fait accompli, wherein the thought of the past is 

interpreted in terms of contemporary conceptual frameworks, the history 

of thought must present a series of crises. These crises come at 

points when the extant paradigms necessitate the circumvention of 

anomalous observations which are unexplainable by the laws of "normal" 

science. Thus the Copernican revolution proceeded from alternative 

explanations of the phenomenon of motion, based upon the ambiguities 

247 

and contradictions of Aristotelian thought. Medieval scholasti

cism was based on the dicta of Aristotle, as evidenced by the 

p AQ 

epicyclic structure of thought that v/as the Ptolemaic system. At ,•» 

the time of the publication of De Revolutionibus Orbivmi (1543), the 

2 49 by the Ptolemaic method. To proceed from Ptole:iiy to the helio-

centricism of Copernicus, then, was to present an either-or situation, 

i.e., a crisis point. Moreover, as the Ptolemaic method v/as more or 

less accurate, considering the instrumental limitations of the time, 

to make the transition required an intuitive act and a faith in the 

validity of the nev/ hypothesis: 

A first flash of illumination, intuitively accepted despite 
the risk of error; and as the intuition was increasingly 

^'^Butterfield, Origins of Science, p. 33. 

IJbid. , pp. 33-34. 

249 
Burtt, Foundations of Science, ]j. 36. 

Ptolemaic system possessed the advantage of concrete demonstration: 

t 

there were no known celestial phenomena which were not accounted for • 1 
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confirmed by observation and experiment, it came to be 
embodied in the inherited core of hî uan consciousness. 
In the 16th, century . . . men found themselves suddenly 
'up against a blank wall' in the sense that they felt in
stinctively that they could not continue to be men without 
adopting a positive position towards a given interpreta
tion of the phenomenal framework enclosing them.250 

That is to say, then, scientific progress is basically heuris

tic, proceeding- from intuitive illumination. As Teilhard describes 

his expei'ience: 

It began with a particular and unique resonance which 
sv/elled with harmony, with a diffused radiance which haloed 
each beauty. . . . All the elements of psychological life 
were in turn affected; sensations, feelings, thoughts. Day 
by day they became more fragrant, more coloured, more intense I 
by means of an indefinable thing-"the same thing. Then the '! 
vague note, and fragrance, and light began to define them- » 
selves. And then, contrary to all expectation and all 
probability, 1 began to feel what was ineffably coiumon to ' 
all things. The unity communicated itself to me by giving : 
me the gift of grasping it. 1 had in fact acquired a nev/ ; 
sense, the sense of a nev quality or of a new dimension. J 
Deeper still : a transformation had taken place for m.o in • 
the very perception of being. Thenceforward bein̂ ;; had 
become, in some way, tangible and savorous to me; and as 
it came to dominate all the forms which it assumed, being 
itself began to draw me and to intoxicate me.251 

The route to original and creative scientific thought, then, is not the 

way of "normal" science, with its step-by-step method of successive 

elaborations of paradigms about the nature of reality. Rather, creativ

ity consists in a transposition between the established system of thought 

252 and an intuition, largely ineffable, of possible relationships. 

^^'^FoM, p. 248. 

^^•'"m, p. 108, 

252 
Polanyi, Personal Knowledge, pp. 123ff. 
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This concept of intuitive cognition need not be posited on 

extraneous, autonomous, or metaphysical factors. That is, it is not 

epiphenomenolo^',ical : 

. . . the existing body of scientific knowledge and evi
dence, as well as the position of scientists on this 
problem, shows, with a reasonable degree of certainty, 
that the intuitional and the rational (logico-methe-
matical) ways of cognition were discovered long ago and 
have functioned fruitfully for millenia.^^3 

As Teilhard notes, however, by virtue of the present postulate of 

science of analytic reductionism, supersensory intuition is simply 

inexplicable, an ephemeral property. ^^ Nevertheless, it is, and 

because it is, the scientific method becomes problematic: J 

1 

The mechanistic and functionalistic theory is highly * 
valuable as a current in sociophychological research. It ' 
fails, however, when it is placed in the total context of • 
life-experience because it says nothing concerning the . 
meaningful goal of conduct, and is therefore unable to » 
interpret the elements of conduct v/ith reference to it. « 
The mechanistic mode of thought is of assistance only as 
long as the goal or the value is given from another source 
and the "means" alone are to be treated. The most impor
tant role of thought in life consists, however, in provid
ing guidance for conduct when decisions must be made. 
EVery real decision (such as one's evaluation of other 
persons or how society should be organized) implies a 
judgment concerning good and evil, concerning the meaning 
of life and mind.255 

This problematic nature of the scientific method, as it is 

^̂ 3pj[-tirim A. Sorokin, Fads and Foibles in Modern Sociology 
and Related Sciences (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1956), p. 284, 

254poM, p, 258. 

255 
Karl Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, trans, by Louis Wirth 

and Edward Shils ("Harvest Books" ; Iŝew York: Harcourt, Brace S: 
World, Inc., 1936), p. 19. 

I 
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currently based in analysis, was noted earlier as Teilhard's percep

tion of the alienative condition of modern m^n.^^^ The effect of this 

problematic has been the sundering of man's self-image and his per

ception of his place in nature: 

. . . the historic reliance of the social sciences upon 
root metaphors and routine methods appropriated fro:.a 
classical mechanics has eclipsed the ancestral liberal 
vision of "the whole man, man in person" (to use Lewis 
Mmnford's phrase) — a n d has given us instead a radically 
broken self-image. The tragic history of the breaking of 
the human image parallels the disintegration of the inner 
sense of identity, the flight from autonomous conduct to 
automaton behavior, in the modern world.2^7 

This sense of the problematic is endemic to "normal" science, 

as previously defined. Thus science (or "scientific analysis," as 

Teilhard calls it) is a strictly limited methodology: 

2^^WTW, pp. 85-86. 

257 
Matson, The Broken Image, pp. v-vi. 

p CO 

Gerhard Hii-schfeld, An Essay on Mankind (New York: Philo
sophical Library, 1957), p. 58. 

It is the task of science, as a collective human under- [ 
standing, to describe from the external side, on which alone j 
agreement is possible, such statistical regularity as there I 
is in a world in which every event has a unique aspect, and ' 
to indicate where possible the limits of such description. 
It is not part of its task to make imaginative interpreta
tions of the internal aspect of reality. . . . The only 
qualification is in the field of introspective psychology 
in which each hur.ian being is both observer and observed, 
and regularities may be established by comparing notes. 
science is thus a limited venture. It must act as if all 

2 58 phenomena were deterministic. 

Teilhard's thought, however, indicates that this strictly de

limited methodological approach to knowledge is not valid. That is. 

1^-
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"nomal" science is a necessary but not sufficient means for dealing 

with the whole of phenomena, especially the phenomenon of man. 

Rather, science must proceed along two fronts, each of which involves 

a transposition of current paradigms of reality: from analysis to 

synthesis, and from pure objectivity to both objectivity and subjectiv

ity. In the first instance, Teilhard seems a contemporary shift in the 

general condition of knowledge, analogous to that which presaged the 

scientific revolution: 

What is happening in the world today is as though, 
four hundred years later and at a higher turn of the spiral, 
we found outselves back in the intellectual position of the 

pKQ •̂  

contemporaries of Galileo. 

This tranposition of mind, a shift in a priori assvuaptions, is such 

that it is effecting a nev/, or a re-made image of man: 

Gradually, but by an irresistible process (through 
the work of Auguste Comte, Cournot, Durkeim, Levy-Bruhl, 
and many others) the oiganic is tending to supersede 
the legalistic approach in the concepts and foimulations 
of sociologists. A sense of collectivity, arising in 
our minds out of the evolutionary sense, has imposed a 
framework of entirely new dimensions upon all our thinking; 
so that Mankind has come to present itself to our gaze 
less and less as a haphazard and extrinsic association 
of individuals, and increasingly as a biological entity 
wherein, in some sort, the proceedings and the necessi
ties of the universe in movement are furthered and achieve 
their culmination. 

As Teilhard sees it, the basis for this transposition of para

digms lies in the discovery of the time-space continuum of evolution, 

and the application of that paradigm to the phenomenon of m.an. With 

^^^FoM, p. 257. 

260^. . , T ̂ ^ Ibid., p. 155. 
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.n increase in the complexity of the biological organism, there is 

n associated increase in the cojaplexlfication of mind, leading to 

261 
consciousness in man. As man the species has spread throughout 

the world, the capacity for conscious reflection has effected a mental 

layer of activity (noosphere) on the world. This mental layer has 

in turn evolved in ways directly analogous to those of biological 

evolution: an initial ramification, followed by a convergence and 

.-, ... .. 263 collectivization. The phase of convergence and collectivzation 

is concomitant with the appearance of socialization (or "hominiza-

O A zl 

tion"). With the development of social groupings, the process of I 
I 
I 
a 

evolution took a turn away from biological determinism, such that in ' 

265 man evolution continued by an involution of consciousness. That 

Ancestors of the human group must have made the shift 
over to symbolic communication to initiate specifically 
human evolution. Such an adaptive change corresponds to 
Simpson's evolutionary mode. The quantvmi evolution. Once 
such a shift toward this new adaptive zone v/as initiated, 
a high selective advantage for individuals better adapted 
to learned behavior and symbolic communication must have 
ensued, . , . The progressive increase in biain size is 
interpreted here as indicating the process involved in the 
evolution of a species adapting better to a cultural v/ay 
of life. In terms of selection theory, individuals with 

261poM, pp. 299-303. 

9fi9 

Ibid., pp. 202-211. 
2fi? 

^̂ •̂ FoM, pp. 157-160. 

^^SoM, p. 304 

265 
Ibid., 

is, evolution appeared operant in the genesis and development of ; *̂^ 

i 
culture: • 
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better brains would bo better adapted to a cultural en
vironment, v̂ 'ith resulting superior viability and greater 
reproduction of culture-adapted characteristics.266 

Thus, an epiphenomenal viev/ of culture is unreasonable and 

empirically undemonstrable.267 .pj-̂ ĝ being true, then Teilhard's 

assertion of the necessi_ty of studying the "within" as well as the 

"without" of organisms, especially man, is confinned.^^^ That is, 

the epistemology of scientific knowledge must strive for synthesis: 

Granted that natural selection is the only effective 
agency for producing change in biological evolution, a 
high degree of mental activity and mental organization 
could only have come into being if it was of biological 
advantage to its possessors. This at one stroke over-
throv/s all theories of materialism, for they deny the 
effective reality of mind, or reduce it to a m.ere fly on 
the material wheel. . . . This does not mean tliat v/e should 
neglect the material aspect. We shall get nowhere v/ithout 
intensive study of physiology and material structure and 
observable behavior; but unless we combine this v/ith intro
spection, interpretation, and deduction from subjective ex-

269 perience, we shall not get very far. . . 

In studying the phenomenon of man, then, scioice, as it pro

ceeds from analysis to synthesis, affords a view of the totality of 

that phenomenon 

^^^Neil C. Tappen, "A Mechanistic Theory of Human Evolution," 
American Anthropologist, LV (April, 1953), 605-607, quoted in Anthony 
C, WaiTace, Culture and Personality (New York: Random House, Inc., 
1961), pp. 55-56. ~ ~ 

267 

268 

269 

Wallace, Culture and Personality, p. 56. 

PoM, p. 53. 

Julian Huxley, Evolution in Action ("Perennial Library''; 
New York: Harper & Row, Publisheis, Inc., 1966), p. 78. 
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Anthropologists, sociologists, and historians have 
long noted, without being very well able to account for it, 
the enveloping and concretionary nature of the innimierable 
ethnic and cultural layers whose growth, expansion and 
rhythmic overlapping endow humanity with its present 
aspect of extreme variety in unity. This 'bulbary' 
appearance becomes instantly and luminously clear if we re
gard the human group, in zoological terms, as wim.ply a 
normal sheaf of phyla in which, owing to the emergence 
of a powerful field of attraction, the fundamental diver
gent tendency of the evolutionary radiations is overcome 
by a stronger force inducing them to converge. In present-
day mankind, within (as I call it) the Noosphere, we are 
for the first time able to contemplate, at the very top of 
the evolutionary tree, the result that can be produced by 
a synthesis not merely of individuals but of entire zoologi
cal shoots. ̂ '̂ ^ 

That is, an evolutionary synthesis provides a new perspective for 

viewing the human conglomerate in its manifestations. As Parsons ' 

puts it : 

'̂̂ F̂oM, p. 160. 

271 
Talcott Parsons, "Evolutionary Universals in Society, 

American Sociological Rrvirw, XXTX (June, 19 1), p. 339. 

• ,-î  

I 

Slowly and somewhat inarticulately, emphasis in both • iTf#< 
sociological and anthropological quarters is shifting from 
a studied disinterest in problems of social and cultural 
evolution to a "new relativity" that relates its universals 
to an evolutionary framework. 

The older perspectives insisted that social and cultural 
systems are made up of indefinitely numerous discrete 
"traits," that "cultures" are totally separate, or that 
certain broad "human" universals, like language and the 
incest taboo, should be emphasized. . . The "new relativity" 
. . . tries to consider human v/ays in direct continuity with 
the sub-himian. It assimies that the watershed between 
subhuman and human does not mark a cessation of develop
mental change, but rather a stage in a long process that 
begins with many pre-human phases and continues through 
that watershed into our own time, and beyond. 

There now arise two criticisms of Teilhard's thought which 

must be considered. At one point, Teilhard presents what can only 
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be described as an "evolutionism": 

Formerly, on the tree of life we had a mere tangle of 
stems; now over the whole domain of Ko.iO sapiens we have 
synthesis. 

But of course we do not find this everywhere to the 
same extent. 

Because of the haphazard configuration of continents on 
the earth, some regions are more favourable than others for 
the concourse and mixing of races—extended archipelagoes, 
junctions of valleys, vast cultivable plains, particularly 

_ when irrigated by a great river. In such privileged places 
there has been a natural tendency ever since the installation 
of settled life for the human mass to concentrate, to fuse, 
and for its temperature to rise.2'2 

In explication of this observation, Teilhard proceeds to rank certain 

societies on an evolutionary scale of noogenetic development, ending 

with the observation that "during historic tim.c the principal axis 

of anthropogenesis has passed through the West."'̂ '*̂  This is essen-

274 tially a conjectural hypothesis, and the objection may be raised 

that his fixed criteria of development, as he relates them to the 

"scaling" of societies, precludes the possibility of explaining these 

phenomena of socialization in terms other than the ones he proposes. 

It must be admitted that Teilhard does not deny the import of this 

objection. Rather, he explicitly states that such is both his purpose 

and method, as he says there is no valid perspective but that of the 

evolutionary. 275 

272poM, p. 208. 

273 Ibid., p. 210. 

^"^^Percy S. Cohen, Modern Social Theory (New York: Basic Books, 
Inc., 1968), p. 38.. ~ 

275 PoM, p, 208, 
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A more serious objection arises from the fact that Teilhard 

develops his model of "homonization" along the lines .of organicism: 

It may be said . . . that in asserting the zoological 
structure and nature of the Noosphere we confirm the . . . 
view of human institutions as organic. Once the exceptional, 
but fundamentally biological, nature of the collective human 
complex is accepted, nothing prevents us . . . from treating 
as authentic organs the diverse socJal organisms which have 
gradually evolved in the course of the history of the hiuuan 
race. . . . Thus, for example, . . . it becomes legitimate to 
talk in the sphere of economics of the existence and devel
opment of a circulatory or a nutritional system applicable 
to Mankind as a whole.2"^^ 

Society and biological organisms are both, of course, systems, in the 

sense that they are both wholes, v/ith interdependent parts possessing 

? 7 V varying degrees of semi-autonomy. '' However, the organic analogy holds 

only to a certain degree, beyond v/hich it becomes improper to transfer 

278 biological propositions into society. Thus, as in the case of 

Teilhard's posited theological orientation of evolution, what he has 

to say can be taken only so far. 

However, Teilhard's claim of the insufficiency of analytic 

reductionism remains tenable. As Teilhard states, science must pro

ceed from analysis to synthesis : 

, . , looking at the progress of transformist views in 
the last hundred years, we are surprised to see how 
naively naturalists and physicists were able at the 

^'^^FoM, p. 161. 

277 
Timasheff, Sociological Theory, p. 39, 

^'%orris Ginsberg, Essays in Sociology and Social Philosophy, 
Vol. Ill: Evolution and Progress (New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1961), pp. 241-242^ 

> % 
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early stages to imagine themselves to be standing outside 
the universal stream they had just discovered. Almost 
invariably subject and object tend to become separated 
from each other in the act of knowing.^"^^ 

For a century and a half the science of physics, 
preoccupied with analytical researches, v/as dominated 
by the idea of dissipation of energy and the disintegra
tion of matter. Being now called upon by biology to con
sider the effects of synthesis, it is beginning to per
ceive that, parallel v/ith the phenomenon of corpuscular 
disintegration, the Universe historically displays a 
second process as generalised and fundamental as the 
first.2S0 

Analysis is concerned v/ith reduction, with tracing back the present 

and the extant into simpler elements and simpler processes. Synthesis, 

by contrast, is concerned v/ith tracing the complexification of things 

as things, and involves extending the present into the future.̂ "̂-̂  

Thus, as evolutionary theory introduces a dimension of time, science 

can no longer exclude man and his mind. From this consideration are 

derived two considerations implicative to science in general and 

sociology in particular. 

Teilhard has said that "there is no fact which exists in pure 

pop 

isolation." Data, when it is perceived, is ordered around a set 

of assimiptions about the nature of reality. These systems are not 
> 

innate, but are acquired by the process of socialization. This pro

cess entails the existence of persons whose assumed paradigms about 

nature are deemed authoritative. Thus, at any given time what con-

^^^PoM, pp. 218-219. 

^ ^ % M , p. 78. 

^̂ -'-Murray, Thought of Teilhard, p. 134 

pop 
>oM, p. 30. 
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stitutes science is a body of beliefs shared by a mutually accredit-

283 
ing community, and therefore the science of any given community 

depends upon its social organization and its associated hierarchy of 

values. 

If science is to progress, then, it must occur in a society 

with a positive valuation of creativity, which, as we have previously 

defined it, consists of the questioning of extant paradigms and 

ideological aims. As Teilhard sees it, this means that science is 

ultimately and inextricably connected to the moral values of society: 

, . . it has become plain . . . that however urgent may be 
the planetary pressures driving us to unite, they cannot 
operate effectively in the long run except under certain 
psychic conditions . . . which merely recall and re-express, 
with a precise biological foundation, the broad lines of 
the empirical and traditional Ethics which has been evolved 
in some ten millennia of civilization. It is enough for 
me to cite the twofold respect for things and for personal
ity in the individual. Clearly whatever we may seek to 
build will crumble and turn to dust if the workmen are 
without conscience and professional integrity. And it is 
even more abundantly clear that the greater our power of 
manipulating inert and living matter, the greater proportion
ately must be our anxiety not to falsify or outrage any 
part of the reflective conscience that surrounds us. Within 
a short space of time, owing to the acceleration of social 
and scientific developments, this twofold necessity has become 
so clearly urgent that to refer to it is to utter a common-
place.284 

As evolutionary theory has shown that man's progress is tied to the 

development of consciousness, and that in man consciousness develops 

into reflection by. the pressures of socialization, the necessary 

^^^Murray, Thought of Teilhard, p. 134. 

284FOM^ PP^ 202-203. 
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implication is that science cannot exclude moral values from its 

purview: 

The ethical principles which hitherto we have regarded 
as an appendage, superimposed more or less by our own 
free will upon the laws of biology, are now showing 
themselves—not metaphorically but literally—to be a 
condition of survival for the human race. In other 
words Evolution, in rebounding reflectively upon itself, 
acquires morality for the purpose of its further advance. 
In yet other terms, and whatever anyone may say, above 
a certain level, technical progress necessarily and 
functionally adds moral progress to itself.285 

On the basis of this argument, then, the scientist cannot re

serve judgment on moral questions which affect society. Science must 

proclaim that certain emotions are right, that is, that they are in 

accord with the evolutionary processes of consciousness and socializa

tion. There can be no middle ground, for not to adopt a system of 

286 values is to reject it and act on another. As Teilhard would have 

it, then, science as a whole must attempt to synthesize its under

standing of reality, because the results produced by each scientific 

discipline cannot be understood unless they are related synthetically 

with all the others. Synthetic reasoning, however leads to philosophy: 

The future of knowledge . . . As a first approxima
tion it is outlined on our horizon as the establishment of 
an overall and completely coherent perspective of the uni
verse,287 

Philosophy, in this sense, is not meant metaphysically, but in the 

sense that "to philosophize is to put in order the lines of reality 

285ibid,, pp, 203-204. 

286poM, p. 232, 

287ibicl., p. 248. 
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around us."^88 

In summary, then, it may be said that science must proceed 

from intradisciplinary analytic reductionism, wherein the various 

understandings of reality exist divided into their separate, water

tight compartments, to an interdisciplinary synthesization of thought. 

This process is informed by evolutionary theory, the explication of 

which has established the functional interdependence of observable 

regularities as they are subsumed in a comiplex of assumptions about 

the nature of reality. Further, evolution, as it shows the progressive 

development of man to consciousness through socialization, predicates 

the assumption of a moral perspective within science, as the implicit 

aim of each discipline is the increase of man's control and under

standing of reality. The fact of increasing socialization is of 

paramount importance in delineating the requisite moral perspective 

of science : 

These and other assembled pointers seem to me to 
constitute a serious scientific proof that (in conformity 
with the universal law of centro-complexity) the zoological 
group of mankind--far from drifting biologically, under 
the influence of exaggerated individualism, tov/ards a state 
of growing granulation; far from turning (through space-
travel) to an escape from death by sidereal expansion; or 
yet again far from simply declining towards a catastrophe 
or senility—the human group is in fact turning, by arrange
ment and planetary convergence of all elemental terrestrial 
reflections, towards a second critical pole of reflection 

p oq 
of a collective and higher order. 

Thus, the em.pirical evidence of evolution indicates that the 

288poM, p. 306. 

28^Ibid. 
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process of evolution (e.g., the law of comploity-centricity) has 

proceeded from the realm of biological determinism to that of con

scious purposiveness: in man, evolution ha,̂. become conscious of 

itself. It becomes the moral duty of science, as it proceeds from 

analysis to synthesis, to facilitate this emerging evolutionary 

consciousness. 

This facilitation becomes particularly incuiubent upon the 

social sciences, whose manifest object of knowledge is man. As 

Teilhard shows, the development of consciousness in man is through 

the phenomenon of increased socialization, proceeding toward a planet-

ization of thought: 

For innumerable convergent reasons (the rapid increase of 
ethnic, economic, political and cultural links) the human 
individual finds himself definitely involved in an irresist
ible process tending towards a system of organo-psychic 
solidarity on earth. V/hether we v/ish it or not. Mankind 
is becoming collectivised, totalised . . . on a planetary 
scale. Out of this has arisen, in the heart of every man, 
the present-day conflict betv/een the individual, ever more 
conscious of his individual worth, and social affiliations 
which become ever more demanding ."̂ ^̂  

This process, extant and functional, constitutes a general condition 

to which all disciplines of inquiry must bow and satisfy. It is a 

condition which particularly impinges upon sociology, the study of 

society. Thus, sociology, as a discipline studying man, must have a 

moral perspective, designed to ensure the progress of evolution as it 

is now operant in the real of socialization: 

We must no longer seel: to organise the world in favour 
of, and in terms of, the isolated individual; v/e must try 
to combine all things for the perfection ('personalization') 

990 
"̂  FoM, p. 193. 
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of the individual by his well-ordered integration with the 
unified group in which Mankind must eventually culminate, 
both organically and spiritually. 

Thus transposed into the framework of an operation 
with two variables (the progressive, interdependent adjust
ment of the two processes of collectivisation and personal
isation) the question of the Rights of Man admits of no 
simple or general answer. But we can say that any proposed 
solution must satisfy the following conditions: 

The absolute duty of the individual to develop his own 
personality. 

The relative right of the individual to be placed in 
circumstances as favourable as possible to his personal 
growth. 

The absolute right of the individual, within the social 
organism, not to be deformed by external coercion but in
wardly super-organised by persuasion, that is to say, in 
conformity with his personal endov/ments and aspirations.291 

The real crux of the issue of Teilhard's thought, then, is the 

question of value. Can there logically be any such thing as a "value-

free" social science? From the evolutionary perspective that Teilhard 

outlines, the answer is no. Ultimately, social science is rooted in 

valuations, and it can progress only by synthesization of a moral 

perspective. This is a question which has plagued sociology since 

its inception, and which can not be resolved by limited argument of 

this paper. Nevertheless, a review of current thought on this matter 

seems to indicate that in this Teilhard's thought is the mainstream 

of development. Thus, a past president of the American Sociological 

Association says: 

The only effective enemy of man is man himself. Now 
that must give us pause. Is it then the law of the jungle, 
or Social Darwinism that still explains our state? No, 
I suggest that mankind has conmion goals. 

, . . despite cultural differences every^vhere , . . men 

291 Ibid., pp. 194-195. 
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everywhere prefer health to sickness and longevity to 
early death. Men everywliere prefer material well-being 
to poverty . . . there is some basis for suggesting the 
existence (or perhaps emergence) of less materialistic 
values that unite mankind. One of these might be expressed 
as the rule of law, that is, the quest for orderly ways of 
resolving conflicts without bloodshed. . . . Another value 
that is even less certainly universal but seems to have 
spread rapidly in this century is the extension of the com
mon rights of citizens in contrast to differential privi
lege deriving from wealth, power, or mere lineage. Some 
of these common rights are, once more, access to health 
services and economic opportunity; others relate to 
political paricipation and encounters with the law. And is 
it not fair to view the end of colonialism as an extension 
of the concept of citizenship in the world community?^^^ 

These common values of mankind are no different from the con

ditions of ensuring the progress of socialization which Teilhard says 

must be the moral, valuative orientations of science: the preserva

tion of the ecological balance; the control of population expansion; 

the provision of adequate foodstuffs; the rational, non-spoiltive 4"S 

use of natural resources; the ensurance of health and well-being; 

and the ensurance of increasing liberty and personalization, as an 

adjunct to the increasing specialization of collectivization.293 

Whatever the specific values that science postulates, they all essen

tially reflect a common aim: a shift from the strict mechanistic de

terminism of analytical science, with "its shriveling consequences for 

the self-image of man imposed" by its one-eyed perspective upon his 

nature and conduct," to a more "normal" vision of the nature of 

292^ilbert E. Moore, "The Utility of Utopias," American 
Sociological Reviev/, XXI (December, 1966), p. 771. 

293£oM^ pp. 232-236. 

294 
Matson, The Broken Image, p. 247. 
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man and his place in the universe, such that 

, . . the outlook of the observer requires to be balanced 
by the insight of the agent. When that is done, more is 
changed than the angle of vision: the object disappears 
and is replaced by a subject. What then emerges into vie-\ 
is none other than the forgotten man of contemporary 
behavioral science: the missing human person.^^^5 

295ibid. 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

This paper has attempted to describe the nature of human 

society as seen from the point of view of the thought of Pierre 

Teilhard de Chardin. By way of summary, that thought may be charac

terized as the insight of the evolving and converging nature of all 

levels of reality. Teilhard's vision is of an evolutionary process 

whose basic element is spiritual. In the process of evolution, man, 

firmly rooted in nature, is an integral part of the evolving universe. 

This evolutionary process reveals direction and purpose as it unfolds, 

not through the direct intervention of the divine, but orthogenetical

ly. That is, its directionality is inherent in the system, and de

velops by means of tendencies toward centralization, complexity, and 

consciousness. From a historical perspective, even lower organisms 

have a rudimentary responsiveness or sensitivity which is the fore

runner of sentience. This "within" is another way of looking at an 

integral system whose "without" is matter. Teilhard exterpolates the 

directionality of past evolution to a future global convergence of 

mankind into an interthinking fabric of himianity, or a collectivity 

of consciousness. As complexification involves specialization, and 

as in man the complexifying process of evolution is focused on the 

involuting of consciousness, the increasing socialization of mankind 

is a phenomenon that is at once personalizing and individuating. 

104 
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Teilhard is confident that the social organization developing among 

mankind will be inforiacd by diversity in unity and freedom rather 

than totalitarian uniformity, by virtue of the fact that the motive 

force in collectivization is spiritual, that of Christian love. His 

view of the final fulfillmont combines an evolutionary optimism with 

a Christian eschatology in which the activity of man and the world 

contribute to the actualization of the Kingdom of God. 

This paper has shown that Teilhard's thought is based on an 

attempt to synthesize scientific and religious insights, an effort 

which derives from the life experiences of a man who was at the same 

time a priest and a scientist. Out of this effort, however, it has 

been determined that ultimately the whole of Teilhard's thought con

stitutes a Christian apologetic. 

Nevertheless, it is the contention of this paper that Teilhard's 

methodology of synthesization, to the extent that it can be divorced 

from its Christological implications, is in the mainstream of contem

porary scientific thought. Thus, as Teilhard shows the interdependence 

of. materialistic and valuistic perspectives, it becomes no longer pos

sible to maintain that science and religion (in the sense of religion 

as concerned with the ordering moral values) are mutually exclusive. 

Rather, they must be seen as complementary and mutually informative. 

By virtue of this interdependence, Teilhard's methodology 

presents certain implications for science. Thus, the incorporation 

of a religious perspective into the scientific method necessitates 

the disavowal of the paradig-m of analytic reductionism. In turn, 
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this posits recognition of the adoption by science of a value system 

and of the untenability of refraining from making moral judgments. 

Rather, with the perception that with the development of reflection 

evolution has become consciously determinative, the progress of science 

depends on its taking a judgmental stand as to the continued progression 

of evolution. Specifically, that progression, having become in man pri

marily a psychosocial process, leads to new types and higher degrees of 

organization through planetary socialization. Thus the progress of 

evolution is involved in the increase of the variety and degree of 

individual fulfillments through specialization, a concomitant of 

complexification and collectivization. This progression is consciously 

determined, however, which means that the possibility of stagnation 

(which, as the history of evolution shows, leads to dissolution pro

portionate to degree of specialization) is presented. It thus becomes 

incumibent upon science, and particularly social science, to give a 

positive valuation to the conditions of advance: planetary unity of noetic 

organization; individual variety and fulfillment; cooperation; personal 

integration; internal harmony; and increasing kno-wledge. 

Any conclusion to be made from Teilhard's thought centers, ob

viously, around the implication that this paper has presented of non-

value-free science. Can in fact a science with an orientation toward 

judgmcntation be posited? Or, to rephrase the question with a slight 

twist, can a value-free science say anything about goals and or ends, 

or must it be limited to strict instrumentation? It rather socms 

that to go to either extreme would be dangerous. As Moore says, these 
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questions are valid enough in principle, but their practical sig

nificance has probably been exaggerated .̂ "̂̂  

It has been pointed out that what is defined as "normal" 

science developed from the deterministic legacy of Newtonian 

physics. By this perspective, the apparently deterministic laws of 

nature were subsequently interpreted as statistical descriptions of 

consistent behavior. The task of science thus became that of de

scribing the statistical regularities in the world as they affect 

minds, and not to attempt the impossible task of interpreting pheno

mena as they seem from within. Consequently, the scientist, as such, 

restricted himself rigorously to the objective, mechanistic type of 

interpretation to preclude duplicate interpretations involving inde

pendent, autonomous factors. 

This determinatism was based on philosophic grounds, that the 

mental and the physical belong in separate realms of being which are 

only related in some inscrutable way. As Teilhard notes, it was at 

this point that science and religion began to separate and become in

creasingly dichotomized. Science proceeded to recognize only the 

efficacy of analysis, even when the evolutionary point of view (the 

perception of duration in time) became prevalent, and religion simply 

disparaged the idea of evolution. 

The idea that mind and body are related in some ineffable way, 

seen from the evolutionary perspective, yields a point of view that may 

29%oore, "The Utility of Utopias," p. 771. 
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be termed psychophysical parallelism. The evidence of evolution, 

however, indicates that mind and body are inseparably and organically 

related, and do not represent mere adventitious juxtaposition. The 

evidence is convincing that feeling and thinking, functions of the 

mind, are performed by a specific body organ just as is, say, digestion 

Therefore, one has to take a psychobiological view that experiences of 

the mental and the physical, however apparently dissimilar, arise from 

a whole, the body. Also, the idea that unity has developed from some

thing simpler than its present is necessitated. 

Ultimately, all science is based on human experience. But, 

what is experience? It seems obvious that conscious experience occurs 

on two levels. There is a physical, or sensorial, experience, depend

ent upon sensory excitation, either external or internal (horaeo-static 

mechanisms) to the body, which occurs within relation to a spatio-tem

poral framework. On the other hand, there are experiences which may 

not have sensory excitation as such. These arise in the brain and may 

contain no external reference. They lack limitations of space and 

time, as, for instance, anticipations of the future. These may be 

called conceptual experiences. 

Thus, body and mind have developed together in an indissoluble 

relationship, and what distinction there is posited between them arises 

in human experience as the contrast between those components of it 

which are objectified and set over against those which are not objecti

fied. This antimony is reflected in himian thinking as the contrast 

between extraspection and introspection. This distinction, however, 
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is essentially arbitrary, which, by extension, is to say that the 

dichotomization betv/een science and religion is forced and, ultimate

ly, superficial. This, of course, is basically Teilhard's position. 

Combine this perception with the recognition that in man 

evolution has reached the stage where it may be intelligently controlled 

and a question of humian survival enters. Scientific analysis can give 

no assurance that change, the rate of which is accelerating, will pro

ceed in a direction that will be favorable for himian survival and 

welfare. This is because it has effectively divorced itself from 

consideration of the values of v/hat constitutes human welfare, values 

which proceed from conceptual experiences. Thus, we have reached a 

stage in human evolution where certain codes of decency, honor, and 

cooperative enterprise have actual survival value. If these codes, 

with their survival value, are to be made effective, then by necessity 

science must adopt the valuative standpoint which they represent. 

Therefore, Teilhard's contention of the necessity of a valued science 

is valid, and the only exception that can be taken to this is Teilhard's 

statement that these values proceed by definition from Christianity 

alone. 

The basic attitude tov/ard explanations of man's place in 

nature must be scientific. As Teilhard notes, the reason why analytic 

science achieved such wide acceptance in the first place was that it 

had the enviable quality of working; moreover, of working in the 

material realm where results were directly perceptible, tangible. 

There is a danger of semantic confusion liore, however, and it must be 
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seen as an important consequence of Teilhard's thought that this con

fusion is erased. The word science, like the word God, has been 

narrowed down, as Teilhard shows, to such a special meaning that it 

is seen as separate, if not hostile, to religious or artistic exper

iences. The implication of Teilhard's thought, which proceeds from 

the necessity for a valued science, is that religious and artistic 

experiences (using these in a broad, residual category) must be seen 

as extensions of the scientific method. Their approaches to reality 

are different, but not contradictory. As Teilhard said: 

Like the meridians as they approach the poles, science, 
philosophy, and religion are bound to converge as they drav/ 
nearer to the whole. I say 'converge' advisedly, but with
out merging, and without ceasing, to the very end, to assail 
the real from different angles and on different planes.297 

In fact, it may be argued that the ability to synthesize these 

different techniques of knowing concisely defines v/isdom--an ability 

generally regarded as the most desirable state of mind a man can 

attain. 

297poM^ p, 30. 
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