Notes from an Introductory Lecture on the Philosophy

of History by Bernerd Lonergan, S.J. (These notes

vere taken from g tape-recordinz of a lecture given

by Lonergan on September 23, 1960; they have not

been corrected by Lonergan.s : ,
The subject I have tonight is on the one hand enormous and complex
and on the other hend one in which one very easily gets one's feet
off the ground and in which it is particulerly @ifficult to say any-
thing much in an introductory lecture. I don't know whether I shall
b =ble t0 present basic guestions but I shall try to do something a-
bon% basic notions, and I have divided what I have to say into three

2-ies: first of all, history; secondly, philosophy of; and thirdly,

philqsophy ol history. .

By history two quite different things can be meant: the history that
is written, and the history that is written sbout. My first point is
history that is written -~ history as a subject, as a specialized
field of inquiry, investigation, research; narked by the product of
procedures and by accumulative results {later historians use the work
of earlier ones); as a process of proposition, publication, criticism,
and use, deoing the same thing over and over again. This is a field
of knowledge that is developed and sustained by the academic process
of libraries, teschers, pupils, classes, and degrees. Now history in
. that sense (history of Cansda, history of Znzland, history of Europe)

- history that is history of can be divided perhaps into three types,
and the division, as we will see later, already ftelkes us into the
question of the philosophy of history. This 1s because the method-
ology of history is not aquite historic ( while the history of the
nethodology of history wiould be an historical question, the methodol-
ogy of history itself is not historic). I will speak first of occa=
sional history (very briefly on that); second, of technical history,
which ig the nore s0lid of the voric being done; thirdly, of explana-
tory history, whici tries to get off the ground.

Oncasional History., Herodotus wrote nis nins booits on why the Per-
sians fought the Greeks. Thucrdides wrote to say what the Pelopon-
nenian Var was, [e 1s supposed to have been influenced by the bio-
lozical, the madical concepts of his time; he waa doing a rsport on
tiie diagnosis, Livy wrote on what was thc virtve and giory of Roms.
GitPon wrote on tixe decline and fall of tihe Homan rmpire. All of
thise are nistorical works bearing on pvarticular issues.

. Tactnical History. History ag a scientific svbjoct had its principal
devclopmont in tae 19th contury, say, since Rankoj; and I will try to
supggest the notion of tochnical history., History becgins as bclicf --
tho historian is nmot at 21l places at all tines., He does not ses and
heaxr everything; lhe necds thae reports of other psoploe; and he takes
the word of others or wiet happencd elscwnere and at other tines,
Thers can arise conflicting testimonies; and in a conflict beotween
what the witnesses say cnd what ho tho historisn believes could rcally
harnen, therc will erisc a critique of witnesscs, what they could
know, how accurata their mowledge is likely to be, how truthful they
are, or whethor thoy have ultcerior motives, and so forth. dowever,
as Collingwood points out in a fablo in his Th¢ Idca of History, the
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oy possible for the historian to checl his understanding of this case
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historian need not be simply s believer. He composed a detectlve
story in which all the witnesses were lying, and all the clues vere
planted, and yet the detectiva could fizure wiat really happened.
He wagn't believing any of the witnesses, he wasn't trusting eny of
thq clues, yet he could determine just what nappened, who was the
criminel, etec, 4nd with that point reached, history turns over fronm
a collection of beliefs to something analogous to an empirical sci-
ence, It is concerned not with testimonies, but, if I may use the
womd of Profcssor Aenier, with "treces”. Iverything that gxists in
t23 present and had its origins'in ths past constitutes a trace of
t2a past. It may be g document, it may be anvihing else in tie way
¢? rulns, buildings, coins, descriptions, folkways, traditions, and -
g2 forth. All that comes from the past into the present is so much
raw matorial., To the historian, it is data, 1t constitutes data, and
as a datum it is valid. It is irrelevanti- es yet whether it is going
to be classified as somethins trutiafurl or a lie, & genulne moment of
the past or a fake. That will depend uvon ow we classify it, what
period it will be attributed to, what value will be placed upon it.
All of that will depend upon the judgment of the historlan. Just as
the physicist considsrs all the colors he sees in the spectroscope,
and all the measurements obtained, and so on, as so much data in
which he seeks an understending and as the start of the hypothetical-
deductive process; so, in a sorewhat similar fashion, the historian
13 not simply a believer of waat other people nave told him, a shrewd
) believer sizing things up, accepting some, discounting others; but
o gomething like a scientist sesking an understanding of all the traces
of the past that are existing into the nrescat.

That understanding reached by the historian is a thing that develops
ags do the emwnirical sciences. If one historian interprcts tue data
a certain way, another, by p01nt1ng t0 data that have been overlooXed
or misinterpreted, can challenge nls c¢onclusions and sct up a new
~view on the subjcct which can be a progressively improving internre-
tation of what hapoened in the past., However, it differs from the
enpirical sciences in two ways. Pirst of all, historical under-
standing is not of general laws; it is ol the perticular end the con-
crete, Consequenily, following upon this first difference, it is not

by appealing directly to other cascs. If the physicis® says that the
9110 between the angle of incidence and the angle of rerraction of

g ray of ligat is some constant in this »articular cese, then he can
gnpeal to all similer cascs to checl: his interpretetion, his account
ot the phenomena., The historian is internreting just this particular
case; other cases may all differ; ho has not got tinat type of a cieck

as the cmpirical scicntist does. On the othor hend, he docs have

sovething similer insofar as the historical intersretation of a per-
jod, of all the particular cases in a given section of space-time,
have to present sonsthing of a coherent plctv e (an interpretation

of one set of events has to be able to fit in with anotaer closely
related set of events); so0 there is a fair azalogy between the un-
derstanding the nistorian seeks of the traces crf the past, and, on
the other hand, the procedure of the empirical scientlst. That type
of historical work I venture to call tecinleal history. It differs
from the earller history that was largely & netter of sizing up of
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witnesses (I don't want to simplify tco much what the earlier peo-
ple daid, but history in the 19th century becaue largely a systematic
use of methods sciewhat of that type; the full consciousness of
methodology is not possible to develop now, and I am giving you a
Scheriatic view only. To go through the historians of the 19tk cen-
tury and say what each one did andé what the strong point of each one
was would require a whole course), But I think it hits off fairly
well what took place and I want to insist that that is a fundamental
element in historical work and sonething of real value. It hag its
limitations {we'll go into that later) but I want you to get the
point that there is an interlockins of the traces of the past that
¥ields an understanding, end that understanding is going to be inde-
rsndent of ths philosophic, the religilous, the nationsl, end all the
other limitatione of the individval who happers to be the historian.
T shall illustrate it not fror generel hlstory but from the history
of doctrine, by a case of work of .iy own.

I wrote a series of articles in Theological 3tudies (1941-42) on
fioperative Grace in the Vritings of St. Themas [quinas? and can use
it to illustrate the interlocking of data on this subject. First

of all, thers was e German by the name of Arthur Landgraf, later a
bishop, who investijgsted the doctrine of grace throughout the 1l2th
and early 13th centuries. The whole movenent of thought is tabula-
ted in 8 long series of articles by this Arthur Tandgraf. There was
another series of articles by Dom Leutin on the conceptions and the
development of the notions of freesdom from 3t. Anselm to St. Thomas.
And that provided me with the set-up, what the situation was when
St. Thomas started writing, Now there were turee places in which
St. Thomas exnllicitly discussed operative grace and he had three
different views on the subject in the three places. Successively
these were: the Sentences, of his youth; the De_Veritate, a few years
later; and the Surma, towards the end of hig life. Three entively

- different views, Tundepentally Gifferent views on the subject! Con-

comitantly with this difference in his views on operative grace,
there were changes in his view of what Pelegianism consisted 1in.
The notion of Pelsagianism is very closely related to the notion of
grace, There were developments in-his notions on overative grace
and on God's operation on the will, develorrments in his notion of

the will itself, and developmonts in his notion of liberty; and all

thase developments viere not just single strands; they all tied to-
gother; vou could almost see him think. Neow taat work does not give
ca absolutely certain conclusion about just wiere 3t. Tionas ves
when he Tinished writing on the subject, what ewactly were his views,

‘Just what aspect tiad them down, But the mevenent itself end the

interlocking of the data provide an unéerstanding of St. Thomas as
thinking, as dsveloping, as changing his opinions, that is extremely
difficult to interpret in different ways. (I give that as an il-
lustration of the meaning of what I ccnceive as technical history.)

On the other hand, technicel history has its weaekness., That type of
interlocking of the data is not & thing that can be. applied along
the whole historical centinuum. Tiaere are points at which that
technique can be apnlied; but there are cqgually the lacunas, and the
Jacunae can occupy rany more places than the points., <Consequently,




‘philosophy for interpreting the New Testanent is Heidegger's., I
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there remeins a nernanent terptation for the historian to fill in

the blanks, and there is a fundanental problen in historical method
wlth regard to these periods in which there are some data, but not
enough to give you the interlocking of a whole series of considera-
tlons that pins down the ueaning of the event. Butterfield (I am

not sure whether he says this in his book on Christianity and History)
takes the stand that history is a limited underfalking. We o waat we
can, we don't undertake to answer all ¢uestions; and that is nretty
much the common sense of the historian., He will integrate his vari-
ous degrees of confidence in the exactitvde of what he is saying,
point out that he is not quite sure of that, and so forth. One does
nct hesitate to say one does not know, is not sure. A second view is
r2lativism. Now this is an extremely large doctrine, I will just
teke a single and retier simnle example of it, using one of the set
of papers presented to Ernst Cessirer on ais 60th birthday; the set
of papers was entitled Philosooav and Historr, was edited by Dr, Kii-
bansky end first published by the Clarendon Press in 1936, then re-
published by Harrer Torchbooks in 1963, If T romember rightly, the
first essay was by Huizinga ("A Definition of the Concept of History?)
and his definition was that history is a people internreting to it-
self its past. DBut the peovls of today who do the interpreting are
not the people who did the interpreting fifty years ago, and much less
of a hundred years ago, and so on. There are several histories., This
relativism can come out in many ways. You can have the Inglish his-
tory of England, the French history of Englsnd, the Gerren aistory of
England, and they are not all three exactly the same, iAnd similarly,
you can have several other combinations, and the pogsibility of that

arises ingscfeor as history is net sinmply ths strict tscunical history,
insofar as it fills in the blanks or holes, or lesns rather heavily
on possibilities and »robabilitles that depend a good deal upon the

gubject who ls writing the history.

Now & third attitude comes out in Rudolvh Bultmann., He distinguishes
between understanding and pre-understanding, Verstandnis and Vorver-
sténdnis., The understanding, the Versténdnis, is thig interlocking

Of the data, althoughr he expresses hiuself sonewhat differently. But
tlie pre-understanding, the Vorversténdris, is a philoscphy, end his

think he has the better nart of tihe argument against the less sophis-
ticated MNew Testarient scholars, inscofar ss they say tiwet he is using
a philosopuy to interpret the New Testarent. ‘But so are you," he
srys, Y1 know what ny nhilosopay is; rours ls Jjust a set of uncon-
scious assumptions. I am maizing it quite plain to people what I am
presuming, You are unconsciously, parieps delibzrately, but then

you are just trying to Tool them, padding off your assumptions with-
out letting them lncw,” It is azain a case of tiwe interlocl:iinsg of
the data; give one, take one, so far, but the questions that are
raised abvout histecry, and esnecially ahout a history svch as the

New Testement, are not easily settled in tanat zanner. The historian’s
view of human nature, of hunan destiny, plays a fundamentel role in
the selection, first of ell, of the ficld that he studies (Why is he
interested in the Mew Testanent?), in the way he goes abont it, in-
the tynes of thought he apnesls to to illuminate the New Testement,
in the selection of topics, and so on. I suppose there is no element -
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In history that is studied with such intensity and such terrific
flow of wolurws auring the past century &s all that 1s concerned
with the New Testsment. It's an overworked field in many ways.)

But thera is verv clsarly in the New Testanent, taken as an his-
torical documwnt, the problen of how far does ocur understending of
the text take us, and how much does that understanding of the text
depend upcon other fectors. aAnd finslly, of course, taere is the
naive approach, unaware of the issue., People have their own minds,
and that is good common sense. 'Then the othor fellow's assumptions
Dagin to appesr and reveal differences of interpretation, well, he's
wrong, - But they have not too much consciousness that they are doing
the same sort of txing themselves. So much for technical history.

Biplanatory History. Technicel history, I said, had a clear assimile
ation to empirical zcience, but there is a very Important and a very
fundanental difference nethodologically, end we have been heading %o
that difference in our discussion, for exznple, of Bultmann.

In empirical sciencs the most conspicuous nart is the work of ob-
servation, of measurenent, ol collecting measureuents, putting then
on a graph, curve fitting, finding a formula; but that is {shall I
call them insights?) simply the lower blade of the method. The
method is a pair of scissors, and it 1as not only a lower hlade, but
also an upper blade, and the two come together. Galllso proceeded
from falling bodies, falling from the leaning tower of Plsa, and
bodies sliding down inclined nlanes. He also had an upner blade:

the undexrstanding of nature was golrg to it into Tuclidean geometry.
That general assunption was just as mueih a deterninent of his resunlts
ag the obhservations and neasurements. Newton substitutes for Euclid-
ean geometyy a similar deductive science called mechenicg, It was
the matter of setting down definitions and axioms and deducing things
like moverent of bodies in central fields of foxce, discovering that
bodies noved just as Koevler had found planets to move. Again, that
mechanics was an uvdper blede that combined with the lower blades to
give you empirical science, Later there came in the place of New-

“ton's mechan ics Finstein's ralativity zechanics; and tie quanium

theory lntzoduces notions of discontinuity and indeterminacy. But
there is alwayg operative an upper blade; and the séme nolds in tihe
other empirical scicnecos. No, there is not just sinply this natter
cf proceeding from the data; there is also always overative an upnper
klade, usnelly expressed in difforential ecuvations or sometihing like
that. Can the weaxness of toeilncal history, the problem of going
beyond the suroe points where tihe data interlocls, of ‘having a systom-
atic type of bridgevrork botween thosc streng points, thosc, as it
were, plers, bo achieved by tie introduction of an uppoer blade into
historicsgl methed?

Now, in particuler fields that is not only possible, but achioved.
If you think of such & subject as tie aistory of mathenmatics, the
history of physics, th: history of cheristry, of astronomy, geology,
biology, nedicine, cconoiidcs and so on, it i3 quite possible in such
g limited field of history to write an exXplanatory history tiat goes
beyond the interlocking points in the data and satisfles everyone.
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And that is quite possible becauss thers is & science of methematics,
Physics, chemistry, and so on, on which everyone agrees. You cennot
write the history of msthematics unless you are-a mathematician, you
cannot write the nistory of redicine unless you are & medical doctor,
and you also have to be g historian and lnow the techniques of the
historian; but you have also to have tais specialized knowledse and
without it you would be lost. You would not be able to pick out what
are relevant data to & history of the field unless you know the sub-
Ject  inside out, You would not be able to pick out whet is signifi-
cant, or when what is significant arose, or what section is fulfilling
it promises immediately, and so on. A man who really understands his-
ma©ienatics can write an extrenely intelligible history of mathematics,
and similarly for these other subjects. The whole thing can be put
tozether as a whole, and you have operating in vour method not only
the lower blade that comes from the interlocking of the deta but also
the upper blade which is derived from the science at the present tlime.
And that type of historr, it too, is subject to revisiciu, Imsofar as
malhenatics or physioes, end so on, will.further devslop, new points
will become significant in the futurs that previoucly ware not; and,
similarly, 1nqofar as nev data come to light, you will have Iullar
datea to connect your history. But it is a type of change; it isn't
fglling into a relativism of any sort, but rather it is the same sort

- of "subjset te change® that is found 1n the enpirical sciences them-
selves.

Now we g0 a little furthor inte the comniexity of the problem, Ve ask
about the history of philosephy. 4 philosopasr from the viewpolnt of
his philosopnicen witite en explanatory historyr of tnilosophy and he
cao £111 in the lacunae, DBut another »rilosorher with a different
Fhilogophy can do the sane thing, and you get different resulis be-
cauge any philosophy will supnly an upper tlade If it is sufficiently
devaloped, end it can take on a form of a pailosophy of philosopihies.
Alsn, it can take on the task of fullfilling the function of an upper
blais in the _‘}_:z“sto v of pnilosophy. Tae troudle is that thers aTe
ety philnsopiiies and the debate here obviocusly shifts. It is not to
be settled so ruch by historical criteris as by the debate betueen the
philosophies themselves,

A third type, one which conteins the problem of relativism in reduced
foxn, is illustrated by the nroblem of the history of philosophy, and
a nerfect complication arises when you core to the history of art,
the history of a litersture or literaturo, the history of religlons.
Tho further conplication is not only that there are many types of re~
ligious belief, many types of 1i terature, and so on (as there are meny
philosophies, the nmaltiolicity of the pullosopihies is also reflected
jn the religions and the arts, cultures, and so on); but also because
in this case there 1s & concreteness, a resistance to systematic con-
cemtualization which is of' the essence, as it vere, of such subjects
a3 nathematics, physics, ard so on.

Now one cones to tle Cinol cuestion on tihis point of explanstory
history. Thers can ke an upner blade for things like nathematics and
medicine, and to get, a3 1t were, unambiguous results -- you do not
get the multiplicity of results -- you can write explanatory history;
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You can complement techincsl history with explanatory. Secondly, you
oan write explanatory history of philosophy and similar things,or of
theology, but the trouble is that you get nany histories becanse you
have many different upper blaGes., History of art and culturs intro-
deces a further complexity in its concreteness, Can there be an upper
blade for genseral history, history in the oxdinary sense as contrasted
with, say, a history of capitzlism? -

A contender for tihe position is sociology. Sociology is the study of
hunman society &t a given tile srmad place, but this sociology over tinme

. should provide history with an upper blade, should de for history what

the science of matheratics does for the history of mathenatics., Some~
thing along thet line was attenpted by a scciologist, a Russian emigre,
Sorokin. In the thirties he publiched four large volumes of Social
and Cultural Dyneamics., It is larsely ertistic, but deals aleo with
geveral otier types of things thuet he was c¢lassifying. Vhat e vas
proving was the existence of a cvcle, cnd it was applied to Hellen-
istic and Western culture extended over two thousand five hundred
years. All T know about this worlzis that, to do a-thing like this,
you have to introduce categordes like a field, etec.,, and Serolzin's
categories were not properly sociological; retiher, they wers philogs
ophic. His fundamental divisiom vis of cultures: were thiey sensate,
idealistic, or ideetional? (ind tlwose wers aie vords.) They roughly -
correspong to Klerkegaard's tlhres spheres ol existential subjectivity,
the aesthetic, the ethicel, amd thwe religious: and sggain, they corres-
rond to the three spheres you get from Insight according as your en-
phasis is on experience, undexrstandiing, or judgment. that Serokin
really was dolng was using rether vhillosophical categories and nobt
anviological categories. Sociclozicel catezories would be something
mach more precise and would find an aspplication {scy of 2 cyels, if it
were defined sociologically) without soing over trerendons amownts cf
tine., And, of course, in the hwvnan science it is quite a leap fron
the mercly descriptive type of seicnce in which youn talk sbout things
being heavy, hot, and so on, to tie exXplanatory scicnee in which you
talk about mass (which is somethinmg quitec distinet from weight) or
tenperature {but sorething quite distinet from being hot). ind that,
perihaps, in sociology 1s coxming out et the present time in tie work
of Robert Merton, Socinl Theozy and focial Structures (which the peo-
ple at the Gregorian in iomne o are teachlng socrology speak of as
the bible for socioclogists®) ., Robert ilerton seeuws to be introducing
explenatory categorics. Insofar as he is successiul therc perhaps
vill be Tron seciology a tool that will supply an upner blade., Ye
will discuss that Turther in this course, and rmany quesiions vwill be
raised.

inother illustration or contenter as en vpper blade in explanatory
history is provided by Jrneld Toynbee's A Tiudv of History., Yhat is
history about? TIs 1t lilze tae history ol Canacsa, or the alstory of
England, or the historr ol (zixhoslovaizia? History, says Toynbee, is
history of civilizatiozrs., The wnit of studr is tae clivilization., I
ping the subject dovn to one sibject, wict he cells the civilization;
he defines the civilizaticon ag g {ield ol interdepancdence. You cannot
writs the history of Cancda and prescind fron the histoxry of France




“secience, Another try along tiais line is Zrlc Voegelin. His Order
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and Ingland. TYou cennot write the hlstory of a European country and
Prescingd from the history of the neighboring Europeans. But you can
write the history of modern Burope {great jarts of it, anyway) and al~
low for merely incidental contacts between it and, say, China, And
consequently thers 1s here a norm of what he means by civilization --
the functional concept of the civilization. He uses this to say that
there are nany civilizations, and he makes a guess at the number.:
Zach hes its origin, its develomment, 1ts breakdowns, its decline,
1ts decay. There ars relations in space and time between different
civilizations, anc finelly, in hls last four volumes (as less appar-
ent than what he deals with in the Tirst six) the push, the moving
thing behind the whole business, behind the vhole of history, is re-
ligion, There you have, teken out of historical study, & set of ex-
planatoxry categories und a set of DTLHGl)&l QLostions for the nhis-
torian to deal with. Is there a simllarlty betreen tlat, does that
stand to explanatory history ess dirffercntiecl ecuations stand to phys-
lcal theory, physical exnlanation? That is {lie cuvestion., Of course,
I am not supposed to answer then alll

Now thaet is not the whole of Tovnbee. There is so,ething else besides
that fundamental conceptualizetion of what history is about: it is
about civilizations' distinctive developments. Trkis 1s supnlerented
by a set of humanistic categories. "I spoke a nonent sgo about terms
like weight, something heavy or hot, and so on, end terms like nass,
which can ultinetely be defined only by relation to other nasses, ul-
timately by the inverse square law of gravitation, And that is a
step which is a purely theoretical type of conceptualization. Again,
in Scholastic philosophy, your fundamental terms come cut in pairs:
botency aind act, matter and form, substance and accldent; and their
neaning is contalned in their relations to one another; you have a
closed conceptual system. Now humanistic categories are not of that
type. A large part of Toynbee's thlnklng is in catesgories drawn from
the Greek tragedies, from Shakespeare's plays, and tho bible, of
course, and from Goethe, And it is a type of systenatic conceptual-
ization that has a meaning to the cultured westerner., Buv it is notg
a type of systematic conceptialization that you have in explanaeTy

and Historv has, so far, three volunes puvlished -- after the =id-
fiftres -~ by the Loulslana State University Press, He has sincs
gone to llunich, Before taat, in the early fifties, the University of
Chicago Press published his New Science of Politics., In these werks,
the upper blade is a philosophy of nan, a nhllosophv of an ¢ the
type thet is not just tied down to helcegger, but is very uch iz tie
movement in which you find Heidegger and aistorians of relizicz of
the type of llicea Fliade and irnst Cassirer (Cagsirer's Prileos~ony of
Symbolic Forns), and 30 on, '

Well, this ciscussion of aistory es a subject provides perhars a svep

towards railosopny of history. I mentioned an occesional isTcrr.

which we did not botier to analyze, to set up- in 0Dp031t_C:; :e:;x;—*

cal history, wiaich is very nueh down to earth, and very scili, tut 24r7

peals to nrofessors (it does not appeal so nuch to the pupil, 2zl .

oven less to tile man on the street ~- he wants uesningful zoswars 0

Questions). And, on the other hand, thers is explanatory nis:cTy,
et R R ..
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which has & great appeasl and ig beget with very fundamental difficul-
tles, The dAifficulty that ias been most conspnicuous is the vroblem
of relstivism. It becomes conspicuous in dated history ~-'was a fine
historical work, but for 1850 or 1910; but it does not count any more!
~= Oor national history, or histoxry that is acceptable to people of
certain philosophic convictions or of certain religious convictiong -~
Catholic history, Protestant history, Jewish history, history that
will satisfy Arabs, an so on. That problem of relativisia, and the
possibility of surmovnting it somewhet on the historical level, was
raised in connection with the notion of explanatory history. I will
now attempt briefly to handle ny second topic, namely, philosophy of.

I began with historr as a subiect, swoke of occasional history, tech-
nical history, € exglanatory nistory; now vie will nove to the second
topic, philosophy oT.

One is asgked to think traditionallzr of nhiloscphy absolutely; phil-
osophy 1s something, it 1s not of sorwething else; philosophy is logic
or epistenrology, or ontology, or psychology, or cosnclogy, or ethics,
or natural theology, or preferab]y, all put touetner bvt it is that
end nothing more or less, "Yhat is this philosonhy o Philosophy of
history is one nmember of a species ox genus., Go-ers 1 lS philosophy of
nature, »hlloscophy of science, philoscephy of swpirit, philosophy of
man, philosophy of law, vhilosophy of religion, 1}"11103013 1y of educa-
tion, philouophy of art philosophy of histery. What is this "phil-
osophy of'*? Tt is a quebtlon tuat can be riven 8 general answsYy very
easily in traditicaal terms. (Philosophay (it iz one case of & very
explicit and delibsrate etymology) masans love of wisdom, It i3 a
modest renly to the assertiveness of the sophists who nropesed to
hand out wisdom, while the philosopners haed @ lot nore dut did not
think that they had got there yet, Yisdon is the ordering of all,
And becauss it is an aporchension of universal crder, it is also a
potentiality of ultinate judgient. 4 Judgment on anything has to take
into account everything that is relevent to that peint; and conse-
quently ultimate judgments have to take into acccunt everything: And
consequently, wisdom is not only a princinliec of universal order, but

‘also of ultimate Judgnent. But while wisdor as such 1s concerned

with aniversal order and ultimate judgment, still it will of its very
nature have application to particular ficlds., Preciselr beceause it
is universal anc ultinate, it will have its rarticipation in such
fieldy as science, nature, spirit, art, lav, education, rcligion, his-
tory; and sc you have thig "philosophy or?,

The goneral ansver is one thing, and the tecinigue of setting up a
vphilosopny of", a philosophy thet 1s so conceived that it autouetice
glly becomes a *philosophy of*, is quite another, Phailosophy can be,
I would say, misconceived as a dam thet flowrs across the river of life
gnd thought ratiler then *he bed in whica the river flcws. And vaat
geerls to me to have nrovolzed that view of philosophy erises fron
taking tie easy way ol coaceiving one's owniatellect, one's own in-
telligence, pretty rweh in the sane way as onz coies to know God.

You know tle methodological procedure in notural taeology of coning to
the concexnt of God, Tt is to begin from the effocts and procaed by a
nethod of analogy, of affirration, negation, and eminence’'to a con-
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cept of God., DMan can proceed in exactly the seme viay to knowledge of
his intelligence. There ere the effects of intelligence in the sci-
ences -- sciences in tas sense of written books of science -- and in
the use of cormon nemes, in intelligent products., Aind from that, onse
goes on, proceceding on the analogy that just as with our eyes wie see,
80 there 1s a spiritual eye, -And if we use common namos, the spirituel
eye looks &t universals, And, since ve iiave general princinles, the
spiritual eye sees the connoctions betwsen these universels, And vhen
1t sees that connection, you have a wniversal and necessary truth of
which you are absolutely certain. And when particular peopls might
not be certain about it, still per se, of itself, it is certain. And
while these truths, since ther are universal and necessary, nold for
all pogsible worlds, still thore mey bhe very many qualifications to be
added on. But still per ge they are true, and their belng true is

not being truch, wiieh Is Forneliter in ju@icio {formally ia the Jjudg-
ment), something that is iW the mind; rather, the truths are "out
there’? too, [Minslly, tic notion of system 2s a dedvuction from a set’
of principles., hat system? Well, something like Zuclid's Zlements,
You lay down avioms as dofinitioms and then you proceed to deduce,

IT philosophy 1is conceived in that maasner, it is zoing to be oxtremely
difficult to get the tyne of wisdom that finds its applications in
particular fieclds. '

Let me handle very brielfy tlie notion of systen. If anyone reads St.
Thomas, one notices no similarity to Fuclldean procedurs, He does not
start from a set of definitions and axioms, and he never treats any
vestion by giving one nroof and writing off nund erst dermonstrandum
what must he proven). But rather, he sots up en ordered series of
questions end in the Summa Theologica e subdivides the questions into
erticles, Xn s worlz lilke the Svrma Contre Gentiles in his ordered set
of topics, he btrings to “ear on zach not just cne argument, but ap-
proximately twenty and the twenty are all different; but waen you nove
40 the next question, it is pretty much the same twenty coming up
agein in a somewhat different application; and so on. Now St. Thomas
is systematic. In what does system consist? It consists in a basic
set of opcrations thet can be combined and recombined in various ways,
and the various combinations are able to handle all the guestions that
arise. To conceive a system, then, involves a concept, a notion of
system that i3 something far-less static and abstract than this ZHu-
clidean deduction. Horeover, it is a notion of system tnat can be ap-
plied to very concrete, very human developrenis. It is tie fundauen-
tal notion of Plaget's about twenty velunmes on child psyciology. liow
“if you concelve system —- g nan has @ system, he is thinking systen-
atically, he is resching systeratic Znowledge insofar as he is poss-
esging a basic set of related operations -- then because the relatlons
are related, the terns, the prodvcts of the operations will be rela-
ted, DBecause tlie omerations are roleted tc one enother, the odera-
tions can be coxbined ia varions ways, 7You can have all sorts of
terns, all sorts of »roblens; and you will know exactly what the mean-
ing is in each tern bceouse you know exactly what tlie operatlons are
and what are the rolotioas between then., llorenver, one nas, as it
were, the nastery ol a ficld to vaich this zgrovp of operaltors is more )
or less the principle and intelligivility. iow philosophy can be con-
coived as a basic grovp of oporationg; and es an insight into what
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that basic group of operations might be, you can take experiencing,
understandinz, and judging, The understanding can be differentiated
and you can get different Lkinds of combinctions of experiencing, un-
derstanding, and judging.

Now to the more difficult topic -~ philosophy of history. To bring
the two together is the problem. Iet us take philosopny of history
as reflsction on history, philosophic reflection on history, a mutual
11lunination of philosopiy and of history. And now history has to be
understood in the twofold sense of the nistory that is writien and
the history that is written about: the history that is written asbout,
historical process, the tctality of human action or human actions; and
again historicity, 2 rather difficult concest -- trving to translate
the German geschichtlicieit as a dizension of human reality, Inso-
far as one 13 concerned with the relations between philosophy and
history that is written, our Tirst topic was largely ensaged in doing
this. I was using ry own philosophic catezories to clarify notions
of history as a science, its problens, and its-possibilities. The in-
dications of the distinctions erong occasional, tec:nical, and explan-
atory history came right out of notions of what the nature of human
understanding is as developed in Insisht, There is a further point
ingofar as, just as metaphysics is conceived in Insight as the inve-
grating subject, just as the potion of being is conceivad as tite no=-
tion that underpins, penetrates, and goes beyond all other notlons,

A sc metaphysics is, as it wvere, the science of fundanertal inguiry.

— This inquiry is brolken up into the inquiries of the several sciences,
It is an inquiry that also criticizes tie inquiry of the several sci-
ences, It is an inquiry that also ciriticizes the result-of those in-
quiries and integrates them and goes beyond them. S0 too, taere is,
from that view of metapihrsicy, a connection with history. Insofaxr as
the historisn is operating in the light of a philosophy, he can deal
with concepts and raise questions that men are interested in even
“though thoss concents and questions do not pertain to a specialized
notion of history {such notions as the good, whet is risht, what is
wrong, etc.). Again, insofar-as you conceive your "philosophy of* as
the baslc group of operations, experiencing, understending, juiging,
what would be true about thosc operations and their products agein

my will all be true of the operations conducted by the historian: cua

experiencing the traces now existing from the pest, his understending
them, and passing judgments. ind that conception of "philosophy ol
on the one hand involves mo intrusion into tie speciflic »procedures,
the autonomy of the historian qua historiegn; and at the sare tine,
it faciliates either his or his critics' discussion of the fundementel
notions involved, and the valuation of his ode of conceiving then
and the relation of his work to otiaer works. Again, that piailosoniic
baclkground nakes it nossible to relieve the historian of nroblens that
really do not bother him, ({The historians have been greatly troubdled
by the problem of relativism, and this has been rather pronounced
since large nurbers of ther were expelled Ifrom Nazi Germony, and taey
' ecould not say, "VWell, one opinion is just as sood as another; they
~\,J are all just so maay opinions.® Zxperience was s litile too deep Tor
that.Particularly notable is .2rl llannhein who did his work especial-
ly on the sociology of knowladge.)
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However, what T wish to communicate in the time that remains are cer-
tain fundamental notioas that arise when reflecticn on history -- on
the history that is written asbout -- occurs on the philosopnic level,
It is said, or Hegel said it hinmself, that he (Megel) transferred
phllosophy from the substunce to the subject; Spinoza wrote about the
substance, he vrote avout the subject. And the notion of the subject
is & difficalt notion to get hold of., One is not a subject, thouzh
one is a'subatance, when one ls asleepaad not dreaming. If one starts
to dream, one becories-a subjaect, though a subject of an inferior type.,
But when one wakes up, one i3 ruch rore of a subject; one is-an em-
pirical subject, a subject of acts of sense, zeeing, hearing, and so
on, r one Iinguires, nicerstends, a new dimension emerges in con=-
sciousness; one is rot only an erpirical, but elso an intelligent
subject: If one questions one's etnderstanding; proceeds to judge, one
becomes, one takes on the further dinension of, the rational subject.
When one comes to ral:ing a dscision or choice, the choice involves

not only the chosen, but the clwoser; and one is in the Tinal level of
the human subject, the self-corscinus stbiscti Vhat is the subject?
The subject is what is lclown 1xi coasciousness, it is a term thet, as

it were, involves a leavn irom such netaphysical terms as substance and

subsistence which are defined and are verified independently of wheth-
or the subject is conscious or not. The subject is this substence in-
asmuch as he 1s known by consciousness; and not only is the subject
known by conscicusness, but it is constituted qua subject by conscious-
ness, It 1s when one moves from-the level of thinking to another lev-
el that there is a discontinuity, and T was talking about the nction
of the gubiect to illustrate thet diccontinuity., 7le are alweys sub-
stances, buet we are only suvbjects wien we are ewske, and vie aec sub-
jects in diffexrent degrees according te what type of activity is going
on ingide us., Now just as man i3 subject known and constituted by

‘consciousness, 80 also man is known and constituted in his hunmanity by

historicity, by the historical dimension of nis reality. That notion
is the one that happens to be receivinz all sorts of attention this
century. From the thought of Ibrtin Heldegzer there has rasdiated =--
often with decreasing degrees of deperdsice -- a wiole series of il-
luninations and transformations in previocus wavs of thinking of things.
The notion goes bacl nuch furthsx then Heldegpger, but an illustration
of it is the applicetion of Heliegzer's existentialisnm to denth psy-
chology; and I will try to use a naper by Ludwiz Binswanger on (I
think the title of "it is The Dzecn) the lream erd oxistence {cf,

Traun und Existenz, 1930}, He dZstinguishes two tynes of dreans: the
Arear. oi the night, which is nors largely determined by somatic in-
fluences, and the dresa of the noming, in whieh the existent is shap-
ing himself and hais worlid. Conseiousness is suca that there is al-
ways a subject conscicus of sometiing and the range of tihings the sub-
ject 1s conscious of is itle torizon, Nou the dream of the morning is
a symbolic, incipient, positing of the subject and his world; and that
world is not just a worll of obdiects; it is a world in which the sub-
ject is actinz; and because tixis mnen acting is deternined, condi-
tioned, by the listouriczl developments of the past and a contribution
to vhat the immediate Tuture i3 to he, you also have its historicity
in the very constitution of the subject. To try to get hold of tails
notion from a sligatly d:fferent angle, or perhaps, to carry tiae point
a step further, & person suffering from ernesia does not know who he
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18, If I were to forget thrat I was a Jesuit, a priest, a professor
of theology, and 9o on, ny possible activities must be entirely out

of conforulty witia whet I am, iy wemory of myself is constitutive, a
fundamental determinant of what I do., And if you generalize, ifl =
people were to forget therwselves as a neople, if gll Canadiens were to
have amnesia inscfar as they are Canadians, taen Canada would no long-
er exlst, and the same is true of any other people. There is an ex«
istential memory, and that is constitutive of the people qua neonle,
Just as there 1s an existertiaml memory constitutive of a personality
qua personality., Agsin, the history of a pesoovle 1s an account, an in-
terpretation of what the peosrle were; but what the psople were was
their own selfl-interpretction. A man is not just a thing, He is what
he does., Vhat he says, what he works for, is all & function of his
experience, his accurmlatel ezperience, nnderstanding, judgment, his
mentality, his way of thinkin;;, what he spproves of and vhat he dis-
approves of, what he wants and dozs not want, Fis uental activities
are the main determinants of all hia ecticnks, and his mental activi-
ties include an interpretation, an idca of what he himself is and wiat
he 1s for -- hils nature and destiny. 4nd as this isg true of the in-

~dividwal, so also it is true of the group, The historian in writing

the history of the peuple, in internreting whiat the people were, is
not the first to ster into the field of intersretation. There is an
understanding that was constitutive of the history thaet i3 written a—
bout, not only the understending of the aistorian., And so history lte-
comes an objectification of the existential memory of tie people, of
the self-interpretation. dJust as drama is an objectification, a syu-
bolization of human Life in sone asnect or some situations, so on a
more fundarnental level you could sar that 2ll 1living in a sensse is
drama, people dealing with pecple and things., 4nd that more Iunda-
mental drama is the nore fundanental objectifiication in civilization
of whet, more fundanentally, rore originally, the persen is. In thst
way, cne las a comparison between drama and history -- as though dra-
ma, as it were, is a pre-historical, nore simple type of history, of
objectification, aad criticism of the way that people live; while ais-
tory is a fuller, nore ample, nore reflective drana, Now whiat L have
been trying to do is to suggest this notion of historicity; dut it is
a very difficult notion to get hold of, On the other hand, it is a
tield of very fruitful reflecticns on tiae neture and significance of
history.

I cannot carry thls notion any further, I will £o on to another no-
tion that emerses on the lavel of nuiloscnhic reTlection on aistory,
The notion is dislectic., .[fter the besinning of the decade, Joseph
Morrow wrote & very suall book on Idealisn and Realisnm in Plato, and
its finel paragrapn ended un with a statanent Ircp Blondel, De 1l'hce~-
tion (1893?, in which Tlondel stated that ¢ fully coherent ideavrism
ends by eliminatving all toe differeanccs thet senarate it Ifrom realism,
It is the statcuent thet one tynme of pbiloscpay, if Iuvlly coherent, if
worked out to tne end, becomes another., And there you have a funda-
mental ovnosition betiesn what I call positions end counter-positions.
Positions express tae dynanic structure 27 tae subject qua intelli-
gent and qua reasonable., Counter-positions contradict taat structure,
Vhenever a person is explicitlr affimming -- sresenting or affirming --
a counter-position, he is involved in & queeX type of contradiction,
The contradiction is not between staterents that he mekes; the con-
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trediction is botween the statenents that lie nakes snd the subject
thet he is. He is intelligent and reasonable and purports to be in-
telligent and recsonable, and he wonld not sdnit any fall from in-
telligence or rnasoinableness. ‘Yet, the implications of the one, the
real consequences, go to speak, of the one;, and the implications of
the other, which are in & concenteal field, or a judicial field of
conceptions or judgnents, are in conflict. Such a conflict tends %o
work its way out in one way or another. It sets-up a tension and it
is a principle of movereit; and that, to rv mind, is a fundamental
instance of what is neent by dislectic, It is in the concrete, it in~
volves tension and opposition, and it is a principle of change; and
the change is not so ruch or not merely in the statements; it will al-
8o be in tlie subject who cores to a fuller realization, a fuller ap-
propriation of what he hinself really is, The effect of the dialec-
tic is not merely a natter of streiniiteniue out the sentences and af-
fiming the ones that are true and denying the ones that are false,

A person can be afflirming nropositions thst are true but nmisinterpret-
ing them; and you cannot correct what is wrong with hin by telling the
right ones, because lie is always going to bring in the misinterpreta-
tlon, There is & more fundamental sten: the development in the sub-
Ject himself through the dlalectic, Ilow that dielectic goes on, not
nerely within the individvral, Platonic dieslectic was dialogre, There
was ruled out eristic, i.e.,arzurent for srgument's sake -- the man in
the deserted village, though vanguished, could still ergue; eristic -
dislectic -~ that was eliminated. But let the argument have its run,
let it have its free course, and things will cone to light that we had
not thought of befors. The Platonic dialogue was a concrete, £roup
use of dialectic in that individval sense, The individual will meke
his statements and another individual will state what his subject
really is, .in an implicit nanner no doubt, but there is here anothsr
eXample of dialsctic. .

A third, what Aristotle called dialectic, wes reviewing the opinions
of all the people thet discussed the cuesticn before hinm; and tlhere
you have the dialogue put out into-tire., But whet goes on in the sub-
ject, what goes on in the dialogue, vaat goes on in the developmnent

of opinions on a single question, that also has relevance to the to-
tal field of human developnent; and that is history. MNow that notion
of developrment has cozie to notice todey, It ig & little hard to de-
seribe it; there has been both Hegelilen and Ilarrist dialectic. Think
of Megel's account in the Phenorenolory of Snirit of the naster-slave
relations, It is a beavtiful piece ci werl.,, 1t describes the initial
gituetion where you heve a nester wae i3 reelly raster and the slave
who is really slave., DBut uime goees on and the noster becones nore and
nore depeident vpon the sluve and the roles bvecorne nore reversca., And
that is an illustration ol the nction of develorrent of situations
working themselves out to their consetuencos. But thet notion of dia-
lectic has been plunged into the problen ci tiac interpretation, the

- grand scale interpretetion of history on

that is very mvch a nroblewn of cur LHine.
lightenment and then the Liberals -~ had
of history in terrms of »rograss., Thirgs
ter. The neriists hod an internretation

they call the materialistic dialcctic, {i.

the philosophic level; and
Tre Ziberals -- the En-

g doctrine, an interpretation

viere getting better and bet-
o7 history in teims ol what
a., of bhistory, and wilch has
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become thelr interpretction of humen reality in Russis snd in China;
and 1t geemns teo be accepted theras in all sericusncess as the correct
view of this world and what its nesning is and what it is about. Ve
have had others of these grard scale intersretations of history. 4n-
other example is Roscaberg's Ilyth of the Twentieth Ceatury, which is
the interpretation of history behind tie Wazi moveLent. liere is very
definitely a probvlem nore., Christopier Dawson in a recent book, The
Historic Reality of Christian Culture (1958), spealis of tiese move-
nents as going on and of the Chrictlans as havinz verv little influ-~
snce vecause of the largely nassive attitudes., And ZEric Vosgelin in-
his New Science of Politico sugzests,  perhaps does more than suggest,
that the Christian view of tiis world, ag awalting for the second com-
ing of Christ, left a vacounr of meecning in thst moerely day-to-day as-
pect of human living, wiich these modern philosophies of history are
attenpting to fill, ‘'rhen they £ill it, ther obtaln the stupenious re-
sults, the stupendous influence over htman life in all its aspects,
that are illustrated by 19th century progressivism -~ it goes on well
into this century -- ani the influence of llarx at the present time.

A third notion is of stases. Ilogt of you are familiar from the study
0f the IMew Testament aud the 01d Testarnent with the difference be-
tween the Greek and Helbrew mentality. The differonce is essentially
that the Greel: view ol nan and the Greeck's apprehension of himselfl was
nore differentiated than that of the Hehrew. In the cultured Greck
. there was the difference between intellect and sense, betweoen epore-

— hension and appetition, between appetito snd choice, These were 4if- !
ferences that vere very cleaxr and exnlicit, The lebrew thinks of nan
nore corpactly, as a whole. interiocr to bothh the Greeslk and thie He-
brew is the energence of individuvalism. 4 primitive tribe is not a
group of individuals, each of vinom thinlis and judsges and decides. The
thinking, judging, and deciding is & cormunity opcration; and Karl
Jaspers, in a very stimmleting book on The Origin end Goel of History
{ebout 1949), places this emnersence of ‘Individualisn, O1 1ndividuai
responisibility and individual judzrent, in tlhe period between 300 angd
200 B.Ca., in China, Indla, Persia, in Isrsel with the prodhets, and in
Greece with the sophists and the philosophers and the tregedians.

In ordexr to do the nistorical woxk of extending history baci into the
relatively primitive, or to understend the diflferences of tie earlier
and later civilizations, tlhexe is neelad sone exact knowledge of that
differentiation, that moeverent {xTorm ths undiflersntiated conscious-
ness, the primitive, to the Jatexr ond Ifuller diflerentliation of con-
sciousness (and also witl some yndersta-ding of the problenm of the
primitives in ocur own days; in our owr mass sccieties, the public re-
version to the primitives), and one s to diaw upon philosonhic con-
¢epts, the difference Wwiveen the high civilizations of Bebylon, Z-
gypt, the Indus, the l'ayes, the Incas . . . They possessed rirst ol
all large states; they corried on enoriwous enfinsering projects; and
they knew nathemavics, m¢ $0 on. But there fundanental thinlting nad
not broeln througa tine nxthicel tvpe of consciousaess, in which the
ginple, naive, the nene of reality, the symbol, tie exact conception,
and so on, are all »retiy much of a blur., Tne uvnderstanding of that
primitive, and taeci in the tines of trowbles Ilollowing thoss civil-
izations, this breakiny Torti of individuelisn is rather convineingly
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put forth in that book by Jaspers. And this is, agein, another as-
pect oi that notion of historicity I was trying to comrwnicate earli-
er, namzly, if differeatiated consciocvaness Itsel? is a »nroduct of the
historic mrocess, it hecomes evident in a particularly clear way that
thaere is a dimension of human nature conteined in historicity itself,
(Think of Heicdegger's famous. title, Sein und Zeit; Being and Tine.)
Further illuminations, Turther types or cuestions, projected into hig—
tory from philosomiic reflections, regard tie notion of the good and
the problem ol evil, In a rather celebrated fantasy satire, 1066 snd
All That, the history ol Zngland was recounted in terms of 108 good
things, Vhat is the good? The position of a developed philosepunic no-
tion of the good is ext.ciely relevant to the cvestions the historians
get asked, whether ther want them or not; and that type of question,
iff you want to go into it -- vhat tine ohilosophic notion of the good
ig -~ well, it is considered in chadter 18 of Insight, and also how it
ties in with the notion of listorr. It .is tiaze sort of thing that can
be left for the discussions of tihe resr, If anyone is interested in it;
and similarly, the soteriological isgve is raised in tho twentieth

-chapter of Insizht,

- As I am a theologian, I should be probably asked, “But what about the

theology of history?* liy answer very briefly would be that theology,
insofar as it is a science and is systeratic, follows a basic group -
of operations; that the basic group of operetions are azain experienc-
ing, understanding, and judging; but thwet judging here is of a differ-
ent type, involving beliefs; that the understanding has a new ty»e of
inverse insight because cof the mysteries; but that, just as tuers is a
basic philosonhic set of operations, so it can go on to a specializa-
tion into a basic set of theological operstions; and then one proceeds
as before to have a mutual illuminatien of nhilosophy, theology, and
history, Jjust as one has of philosophy and aistory.

My illustrations have been largely one ray, the illumination of histo-
ry by philosophy; but it is very importint to realize that it is a
two-way street. ALl contemporary subjocets are. ot only is there
history as a specialized subject, but also tiae developnent, the pre-
sentation of eny science or any subject at tho present time has an
historical dimenslon -~ ve have become bpistoricized. "Truth is eternal
in an eternsl mind, # according to St. Thonassy aand our ninds are not e-
ternal. Vet 1s defined, qua defined, ls as besuiiiul as a Platonic
idea. But-definitions arise at a deterninate time, And the adlvance
of science, the develon.ent that goes orn in anv science, involves the
seriation of the concests and the trutis otiainsd at any time over
periods of time., The nreseatction of a subject at the present time is,
briefly, four dimensional.y and philosoxniuxr is no excention., Thers 1s a
terrific development within piailosophy itselsd, and again, within the-
ology concerne with tins devoleopment of Jogna and the development of
theology from history., IT I have not touehied uwpon those points -- and
it is not that I should in any way wisn o slight them -~ I hope I
have said sotiething tiat will be of =ore use to this course during the
coning year; and I think that we have avout reached our limitations in
tine.
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