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ABSTRACT

PERI OIKONOMIAS THEOU: THE MEANING OF HISTORY
ACCORDING TO THE GREEK FATHERS

by Father Michael Azkoul

The "philosophy of history" according to the Greek
Fathers has suffered in two ways: it has fallen into the
shadow of Saint Augustine and whenever investigated by
modern scholarship it has been viewed as both a Christian
version of Greek philosophy and a preamble to Scholasticism.
In both instances, the teachings, didascalia, of the Fathers
has been approached with modern Western presuppositions
which themselves are biased and without antecedent demon-
stration. It is ludicrous, therefore, that modern his-
torians should make such categoric declarations about the
Greek patres when the foundations of modern thought are so
profoundly uncertain. Modernity has not only arbitrarily
driven theology from history, but insists that all thought
evolves guite naturally as a continuous whole while ad-
mitting no "supernatural interruptions". Modern intel-
lectualism will recognize nothing unique in history, nothing
beyond reason and the instruments of reason.

On the other hand, the Fathers nowhere claim to have
produced a "philosophy of history". They refer to them-
selves only as believers, witnesses to Christ or, more
broadly, the Christian economy, the acts of God in history
which have culminated in the Incarnation and the redemptive

deeds of Christ. Their witness, moreover, declares that
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all history in the warfare between God and Satan, between
the forces of good and evil, eternal life and eternal
death. Thus, the story of man is a cosmic drama: the
destiny of the children of God and the children of Adam.
The end of the former is deification, theosis, and the
end of the latter is everlasting death with Satan and his
angels. These have already been routed by Christ at
Calvary and His Resurrection. This "victory of Christ"
has inaugurated "the age to come", "the Eighth Day", the
"Day" or "Age" after "the seven ages" of the world as it
is, history as we know it. The "age to come" is the time
when God will have banished sin, corruption and death.

This is "the new creation" of which Christ is the earnest.
History is being moved to its end by a theandric
process. History possesses a divine and human aspect
both of which are united to each other even as the two
natures of Christ are united in one Person. But Christ has
taken human sin unto Himself in order to destroy it; thus,
history is a dialectical process of purification, a pro-
cess of preparation for eternity. In other terms, modern
scholarship is wrong to look for "dualism" in the Fathers
akin to Platonism. Time and eternity are merged chris-
tologically and the only "dualism" they recognize is that ]
which exists between the Church and the world. Nowhere in
the Greek Fathers do we find anything not consistent with
the traditional christologico-ecclesiologico-eschatologico~

soteriology of the Christian Faith.
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The soteriological attitude of the Greek Fathers is
also found in their teachings concerning the two primary
human enterprises, culture and the state. These are
interpreted christologically: secular culture as edu-
cation has no value as such, but is positively inimical
to Christians; yet, it contains some truth and can prove
useful in the salvation of the believer. Christian
culture, on the other hand, is the handmaid of theology
and is connected to it as the humanity of Christ is related
to His divinity. The secular state is antithetical to
Christianity, but the Christian state has an evangelical
purpose. Its relationship to the Church is like that
which exists between the human and the divine in Christ.
No particular form of the state or culture appears to be
necessary; nevertheless, they must illustrate the prin-
ciples of the Christian understanding of history.

History is salvation. Salvation is eschatological.
Eschatology means that the future is present. It was
present in Old Israel in the forms of "types" and in
paganism as "anti-types" . The future is present in the
Church as the Eucharist; indeed, the Church is created by
the Eucharist. The Church, then, is the beginning of "the
Eighth Age", the inauguration of the Kingdom of God, the
initiation of deification. What the Church does not sancti-
fy must fall into perdition. This history of the world
outside the Church is the history of decay and death, the

end of that history is utter alienation from God. The
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dichotomy between the Church and the world is the history
of redemption and the history of decadence. This does
not mean, however, that God has simply abandoned the
world, for He has instituted government and has sought to
enlighten every man that comes into the world. He has
made every effort to convert the unbeliever to Christ even
by means of catastrophe. Everything in history has been

calculated, kairos, to bring the whole cosmos to the Trin-

ity. Man, nonetheless, is free and may oppose the Will

of the Creator.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

For too long the Christian vision of history has been
identified with Saint Augustine's conception of it. There
is something ironical in this fact, because, in his own day,
he was a relatively unknown African bishop who exerted little

1

influence® on other thinkers, while the Greek Fathers, whose

lpor example, Augustine's teaching on predestination
gained very few adherents. Father Garrigou-Lagrange can
count only Sts. Prosper of Aquitaine (39-463), Caesrius of
Arles (470-453), Fulgentius of Ruspe (468-533), the author
of De Vocatione omnium gentium in the sixth century, a few ‘
bishops of Rome and probably, St. Isidore of Seville 1
(seventh century). See Sent. II, 6 PL 83 606BC. Although ‘
the council of Orange (529) condemned semi-Pelegianism, it
failed to define predestination. In addition, St. Faustus
of Riez (d. 485), Vicent of Lerins (c. 450) and John Cassian
(390-463) would not receive Augustine's doctrine. St. Pope
Gregory the Great (540-604) spoke of predestination merely
as divine foreknowledge (e.g., Moralia XXXIII, 21 PL 75 1135B).
Lagrange can find no Greek Fathers with the exception of Sts.
John Chrysostom and John of Damascus (whom he, like Thomas
Aquinas, misinterprets. See Summ. Theol. (vol. I of_The
Writings of Thomas Aquinas, edited by A.C. Pegis). New York,
1945, g. xxiii, a. 1-8) who advocated predestination. Not
until Anselm (1033-1109) does the idea become common in the
West (Predestination, trans. by Dom Rose Bede. St. Louis,
1935, pp. 39-45). Of the theological controversies in which
Augustine became involved--Donatist, Manichaean and Pele-
gian--none gained him universal recognition. He did win some
reputation, however, because he was invited to deliver the
official panegyric in praise of Bauto and the Emperor Valen-
tinian. In his Bibliotheca, St. Photius confused Augustine
with the bishop of Carthage and appears only to have been
interested in the council of Diosopolis (415) which tried
Pelagius (Cod. 54 PG 103 96C). That Pelagianism was event-
uvally condemned by the ecumenical council of Ephesus (431)
was totally unrelated to the opinions of Augustine; it was a

&
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witness was felt throughout the Empire and who were chiefly
responsible for the definitions of faith, are not well under-
stood even today in the West,2 seeming always to fall be-
neath the shadow of "the greatest genius the Church has ever
possessed."3 This usual estimate of Augustine is even more
curious (if not dubious) when one considers that Origen (who
certainly was as voluminous) was more influential during the

early Church4 and that Augustine, like Origen, often, as the

heresy associated with Nestorianism. Again, the reputations
of Sts. Hillary of Poitier, Ambrose and Jerome were far
greater and universally acclaimed. Augustine's influence only
gradually began to spread and earned cultural importance with
Cassiodorus' (477-570) adoption of his scheme for Christian
education found in De Doctrina Christianum. By the ninth
century, Augustine's teachings almost dominated theology in
the West, especially his political theory. See J. N. Figgis,

The Political Aspects of St. Augustine's 'City of God'.
Glouster (Mass.), 1963, p. 93f.

2Thus, Cyril Richardson can write that the "weakness"
of "Eastern theology" is "its failure to grasp the meaning of
history, and its difficulty in freeing itself from Hellen-
istic elements in its approach to creation, sexuality and

death" (Christology of the Later Fathers 1\_701 VIII of The
Library of Christian Classicsj Philadelphia, 1954, p. 250);
and Sister Hilda Graef considers the absence of a doctrine
of grace a major defect in the "theology" of the Greek
Fathers. The "question of grace" never arose in the East,
she writes, "because no particular heresy on this matter had
been propounded there. Moreover, it is undeniable that
Greek ascetical teaching was greatly indebted to Stoic phil-
osophy, and that the emphasis on human effort learned in this
school was not always balanced by the corresponding stress
on Divine grace that should have been learned from St. Paul"
(in Graef's introduction to her translation of the writings
of St. Gregory of Nyssa, in Ancient Christian Writers, vol.
XVIII, Westminister (Md.), 1954, p. 19). The ahsurdlty of
these remarks will be shown 1ater.

33, Tixeront, A Handbook of Patrolo , trans. by s. a.
Raemers. st. Louls 1951, p. 260.

4gee J. Dam.e].ou Origen, trans. by Walter Mitchell,
New York, 1955, vii.
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result of unusual tolerance towards Hellenism, did not
always express himself in terms of unquestionable orthodoxy.
It was, perhaps, Augustine's isolation--although it is said
that he contemplated attending the council of Ephesus (431)--
that he elaborated those theological ideas which, in the
light of future historical developments, alienated him from
the Eastern Church and to this day has left him uncanonized
by it.>

It is not our intention here to undertake a critique
of "the philosophy of Saint Augustine", nor even to offer
an alternate Christian "philosophy of history", but to pre-
sent the broader vision of the Greek Fathers, a vision not
limited, as his was, by personal experiences. The Confessions
show clearly how Augustine's philosophical speculations and
religious beliefs, his thoughts, his feelings, mysticism,
rationalism, joy and suffering--his exaggerated sense of
guilt and his dark and atrabilious moods-contributed to his
peculiar and sometimes heterodox doctrines. Yet, the atti-
tude of Saint Augustine towards history--and one might be
surprised how unlike the subsequent interpretations his
teachings really are--is basically correct from the anthropic
point of view even if he does not, as the Greek Fathers, give

history cosmological magnitude. The difference between them

—_—

51t is noteworthy, nevertheless, how much in common
Augustine had with the Greek Fathers. Werner Jaeger concedes
that Augustine, who lived only a generation after the Cappa~-
docian fathers, "had so many characteristic features in common
with them in a way that is still unexplained" (EBarly Christian-
ity and the Greek Paideia. Cambridge (Mass.), 1961, p. 101).
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4
can be explained by historical circumstance and the unity
of their thought by the Christian tradition.

Unfortunately, the categories of the patristic mind
have been obfuscated by modern researchers, the very enter-
prise of which is vitiated ab_initio by undemonstrated pre-
suppositions and crippled further by arbitrary aims and
methods. The erroneous attitudes, especially concerning
the Greek Fathers, were probably established during the Latin
Middle Ages when the paucity of manuscripts and poor trans-
lations of their writings,® along with the Scholastic com-
promise with Aristotle and neo-Platonism, more than obscured
their didascalie; and, too, later in the sixteenth century,
during the Reformation and Counter-Reformation, the Greek
Fathers, used to corroborate conflicting Augustinianisms,
were lost in the polemical warfare of misused texts and
verse. It was not until after the hostilities between Roman
Catholic and Protestant had abated that the work of reclam-

ation, the search for Christian origins began--usually by

—_—

6For example, there was little knowledge of St.
Athanasius until the Renaissance and his Oratio de Incarna-
tione Verbi Dei was not translated from the Greek until the
fifteenth century. Although St. Gregory Nazianzus was much
read during the Greek Middle Ages, it was not until the
Renaissance that a full edition of the Orationes, with some
letters and poems, appeared. Of St. Gregory of Nyssa, there
was no trustworthy edition of his works until 1615. See
E. R. Hardy and C. C. Richardson, The Christology of the
Later Fathers, pp. 49-51, 120-121, 251-253. Sts. Basil,
Chrysostom, Dionysius, Maximus the Confessor and John of
Damascus seem to have been the most popular Greek Fathers
during the Latin Middle Ages, but the manuscripts were few,
the knowledge of the Greek language poor and the translations
not always good. See C. H. Haskins, The Renaissance of the
12th Century. New York, 1955, pp. 278-302.
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members of religious orders’--that the West became aware
that an understanding of Christian history and doctrine was
not possible without seriously taking into account the wit-
ness of the Fathers and that certain guestions needed to be
answered about them before the nature of that history and
doctrine could be ascertained.

It was asked (as some are still asking), what or who
is a "father of the Church"? The title "father" is to be

found already in the Old Testament, where it was applied to

7In the sixteenth century, the task of bibliography
was begun by Marguerin de la Bigne, canon of Bayeux, in his
9 volume Bibliotheca Sanctorum Patrum (Paris, 1575-1579)
containing more than 200 writers of the early and Middle
Ages. He perfected the work initiated by Estienne, Froben,
Erasmus, etc.; nevertheless, La Bigne's collection was the
first of its kind. His collection developed into the Maxima
Bibliotheca Veterum Patrum in 27 volumes (Lyons, 1677). This
was improved by the Benedictine fathers, Combefis (1648-1672),
J. B. Cotelier (1677-1686), Bernard de Montfaucon (1706) and
the Oratorian, Andres Gallandi (1765-168l). The collection
which appears to have superseded them all is J. P. Migne's
379 volume Patrologiae Cursus Completus (Paris, 1857-1866)
in two series: the Latin Fathers from the beginning to the
pontificate of Innocent III; and the Greek Fathers from sub-
Apostolic times to the council of Florence (1439). These
two series, used in our study, will be referred to as PL
(spatrologia latina) and PG (=patrologia graeca) as is cus-
tomary. Migne's patrology reproduces many excellent texts
"avec negligence et avec de nombreuses fautes", observes
E. Amann, and has no sharply defined plan of order and some-
times wrongly attributes works (e.g., Hippolytus' Philoso-
phoumena to Origen) and sometimes there are omissions and
doublets. Nevertheless, Migne's collection is an enormous
contribution to religious science (Dictionaire de Theologie
Catholigue, vol. X, Paris, 1929, 1739-1740). There are other
translations and collections which have been or are being
published, intended to correct and complete Migne's work.
See Bibliographia Patristica (Berlin, 1956-1963); and
€.9., in the bibliographies in B. Altaner's Patrology, trans.
by H. C. Graef, Freiburg, 1960; and J. Tixeront, A Handbook
of Patrology: references are found in their introductions
and throughout the text.
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6
patriarchs (Gen. i, 24; Exod. iii, 13-15; Deut. i, 8),
priests (Judg. xvii, 10; xviii, 19), prophets (II Kings ii,
12; vi, 21; xiii, 4) and distinguished ancestors (Ecclus.,
xliv, 1). 1In Rabbinic literature "the fathers" were the
more learned of the earlier rabbis whose sayings were
handed down for the '"guidance of posterity". 1In the time of
Our Lord, the scribes arrogantly claimed the title and gained
His vehement disapproval (Matt. xxiii, 9). Saints Peter and
Paul and John refer to their converts as spiritual children
(I Cor. iv, 14f; Gal. iv, 19; I Pet. v, 13; I John ii, 12).
When Saint Polycarp of Smyrna was martyred (155 A. D.), the
pagan crowd shouted, "This is the teacher of Asia, the father
of the Christians (ho pater ton Christian®n), the destroyer
of our gods, who teaches neither to offer sacrifices nor to
worship.“8 In the third century, members of the magisterium
were sometimes addressed as "father"; for instance, Saint
Cyprian of Carthage was styled, Cypriano papae.9 The bishops
who sat in the ecumenical councils of the fourth century were
known as "the 318 fathers" of Nicea (325) and "the 150
fathers" of Constantinople (38l1). Again, Saint Athanasius

wrote, "We have the witness of the fathers (for the use of

the word homoousios) . . Lulo

8Martyr. Polyc. (vol. II of The Apostolic Fathers,
trans. by K. Lake). London, 1930, xii, 2.

952. XXX, 1 PL 4 311A. Cf. st. Hippolytus, Philoso-
Phoumena V, 8 PG 16 3146B.

108k pdftersn Ychontes tan martzrllan (Ep._ad Afros,

6 PG 26 1040B). Cf. St. Basil, de Spirit. Sanct., 79 PG 32 209A.
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Thus, Henry Barclay Swete defined “the fathers of the

3
Church" as "those great bishops and eminent teachers of an-
tiguity" who were conspicuous for "soundness of judgment

and sanctity of life and whose writings remained as a court
of appeal for their successors."ll Following this principle,
the list of "fathers" meant an enumeration commencing with
the writers of the first century (excluding the New Testa-
ment) and ending sometimes before, often within, occasion-
ally later than the eighth century, but always, it appears,
the periodization is set arbitrarily.12 For example,
Campenhausen insists that "the_@reek?patristic age" closed
with Saint Cyril of Alexandria, because "the freedom of
Biblical and systematic research" ends and "theology"

becomes "scholastic" in the sense that "the authority of

the old Church Fathers overshadowed more and more the influ-

ence and responsibility of the contemporary teacher."l3

lluThe Fathers of the Church," The Encyclopedia
Britannica (vol. X) New York, 1911, 200.

121n the West, says Fr. Florovsky, "the Patristic Age"

has been fixed, because it is believed that this age has been
"succeeded and indeed, superseded by the 'Age of the School-
men', which is essentlally a step forward. Since the rise of
Scholasticism "Patristic theology' has been antiquated . . . ."
Accordlngly we are now faced with the choices, he continues,
either to “regret the 'backwardness' of the East which never
developed any "Scholasticism of its-own" or to become theo-
logical archeologists, living in the past. This choice
poses false alternatives, because that to which the Fathers
testified has not ceased, neither must we declare the "age

of the Fathers" terminated. To it "there should be no re-
striction" ("Gregory Palamas and the Tradition of the Fathers"

Greek Orthodox Theological Review. V, 2 (1959-1960), 123-124.)

13The Fathers of the Greek Church, trans. by S. Good-
win. New York, 1959, p. 6.
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Apparently not everyone agrees with Campenhausen, because
Tixeront says that most patrologies close the age of the
Greek Fathers with "the death of Saint John of Damascus
(c. 749)" and the Latin Fathers with the death of Saint
Gregory the Great (604) or even Saint Isidore of Seville
(636). He offers no reason for the periodization of the
former, but for the latter he suggests that the seventh
century "was the time when new elements, borrowed from the
barbarians, began considerably to modify the purity of the
Latin genius."l4 It is difficult to see what the witness
of the Fathers to the truth of the Christian religion has
to do with "the purity of the Latin genius".

Another problem, not unrelated to our previous dis-
cussion, is the matter of whether all Christian writers of
any given period are to be included among the "fathers".
Migne, following the example of anterior bibliothecae patrorum
indiscriminately collected the writings of all the theolo-
gians within the scope of his work, but, nevertheless,
inscribed on its title page "ecclesiastical writers;!
"doctors," and "fathers"--Patrologiae cursus completus seu
Bibliotheca Universalis, Integra, Uniformis Comoda, Oecono-
mica Omnium SS Patrum, Doctorum Scriptorungue Ecclesiasticorum.

For the comprehensive use of the expression "ecclesiastical

writers", he had the authority of Saint Jerome's De viris

illustribus which listed such heresiarchs or schizmatics

==2=2SLribus

as Tatian, Novatus, Donatus, Photinus and Eunomius. Clearly,

—_——

14Handbook of Patrology, p. 1.
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9
Jerome was not an uncritical patrologist and his testimony
cannot be accepted as final or definitive.

Aside from the volume of Jerome, a list of Christian
authors is to be found in the so-called Gelasian Decretum
de libris recipiendis et non recipiendis which enumerates
the marks of a "father" as doctrina orthodoxa, sanctitas
vitae, antiquitas and approbatio ecclesiae.l5 These "marks",
however, are somewhat misleading: by the first, we could
not explain the apocatastasis of Saint Gregory of Nyssa or
the millenianism of Saint Irenaeus; by the second, the
obstinate and irascible Jerome could not be a "father";
"antiguity" as a "mark" has already been dismissed; and
by the fourth, innumerable "fathers" who have never received
"ecclesiastical approbation” would be removed from the list,
such as Saint Theodore of Tarsus or Saint Mark of Ephesus.

We must admit that no source has given us an adequate
definition of the title "father". Nevertheless, we must
presume to offer our own: a "father" is any Christian author
whose life and literature, in their spirit and general con-
tent, express the faith and piety of the Church. His thought
must display no fundamental disparity with the continuity

of the Christian traditionl® and his life any opposition to

155ee Altaner, p. 1l4; and Tixeront, p. 2.

1l6We are aware that this definition raises various
important questions which we are unable to discuss here.
It is important, however, that we have some understanding of
the word, "tradition". It is not "old customs" transmitted
from one generation of Christians to another, for these may
have been initially false, inveterate prejudice. Neither is
it merely a “"continuity of human memory, or a permanence of




the corporate pi

title "father" 2
distinguished.
imortant names
Clenent of Ale:
tullian, Paustu
their charge do
ainently orthos
writings, to th
right, however,
were condemnned
(rigen), some :
Sint Photius 1
¥5h), and son
Tertullian) . 1
endar of the Ee
s 10 neaning

In the Hest to

Ventura on the
lites and hab:
Vith the fyll:
for the supra
s and the
a0 Seraphin
Wdition 15
Uereg to 1y
U (hureh an

Ber ninist
¥ Trenaeys
ly it
§ { tradit;
U Flopy

‘A



S e

10
the corporate piety of the Church. In our study, then, the
title “"father" and "ecclesiastical writer" will be sharply
distinguished. There will be, consequently, excluded such
important names from the list of the Fathers as Tatian,
Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius of Caesarea, Origen, Ter-

tullian, Faustus of Riez. To be sure, the errors laid to

their charge do not simply erase that in which they were
eminently orthodox and we shall not fail to allude to their
writings, to their corroborative authority. We have no
right, however, to call them "fathers," because some of them
were condemned as heretics by ecumenical councils (e.g.,
Origen), some informally (e.g., Clement of Alexandria by
Saint Photius in his Bibliotheca, Cod. 109-111 PG 103 384D-
3852), and some even left the Church (e.g., Tatian and
Tertullian). None of them is found on the liturgical cal-
endar of the Eastern Church. Moreover, the title "doctor"
has no meaning for us, because it was only given much later
in the West to such theological writers as Aquinas and Bona-

ventura on the assumption that "the Patristic age" had ended

rites and habits," but something liv;ng. "the living unity
with the fullness of Christian experience . . . the reverence
for the supratemporal unity of history as the God-man pro-
cess and the devoted esteem for the entire past" (Metropol-
itan Seraphim, Die Ostkirche. Stuttgart, 1950, pp. 32-33).
Tradition is the depositum juvenescens, the faith once de-
livered to the Apostles by Christ, placed in the custody of
the Church and delivered to every generation of Christians
by her ministry under the guidance of the Holy Spirit (See
St Irenaeus, Contra Haer. III, 2 PG 7 847A). Tradition is
"only tradltlon of truth, tradltlo veritatis", exclaims
Father Florovsky, "a contlnulty of Divine guldance and illum-
ination (”Gregory Palamas and the Tradition of the Fathers,"

Greek Orthodox Theological Review, V, 2 (1959-1960), p. 120)
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and a new distinction was needed to identify a new situation.
The Fathers, however, are witnesses to the Christian
faith. It would be unfair to believe that they were, like
some of the theological writers of Christian history,
metaphysicians speculating on doctrine and weaving intri-

cate philosophical systems which demand that the historian

place them "in the mainstream of the development of ideas".l7
It is equally wrong to view their labors, as does Adolph von
Harnack, as something Greek in spirit, that is, to transform
the Christian faith into dogma, into something rational.

The process of Hellenization, he insists, was begun by the
Apologists and, naturally, continued by their successors.l8
It is apparent to Harnack cum sui that not only the historic

form of the patristic witness is "hellenistic" but the content

171, a. Wolfson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers,
vol. I. Cambridge, (Mass ), 1956, vi.

184 . . . die Thesen der Apologeten haben in den kirch-
lichen Kreisen schliesslich alle Bedenken Ueberwunden und
dle roemlsch-grlechlsche Welt gewonnen," Harnack states,
"weil sie das Christenthum rational gemacht haben, ohne
seinen ueberlieferten historischen Stoff anzutasten oder
ihm etwas Realistisches hinzusufuegen. Das Geheimniss des
epochemachenden Erfolges der apologetischen Theologie liegt
in der Tatsache, dass diese christlichen Philosophen das
Evangelium 1nhalt11chen auf eine Formel gebracht haben, die
dem common sense aller ernst Denkenden und Vernuenftlgen des
Zeitalters entgegenkam, waehrend sie den ueberlieferten
positiven Stoff, die Geschichte und die Verehrung Christi
mltelngeschlossen hauptsaechlich fuer die noch fehlende und
bisher mit helssem Bemuehen gesuchte Beglaubigung und Versich-
erung dieser verununftigen Rellglon zu benutzen verstanden"
(Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, I, viert. aufl. Tuebingen,
1909, p. 498. Part one of the second book of volume I is
dedicated to the demonstration of this idea--"Fixirung und
allmaehliche Hellenisirung des Christentums als Glaubenslehre"
(Pp. 496-796) .
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of it. He would simply reject Saint Maximus' remark that
“the Fathers did not draw from their own resources, but
learned these things about Christ from the Scriptures and
with love taught us. For it is not they who speak, but the
grace of the Holy Spirit which entirely permeated them."19
In this study, however, the claim of the Fathers that the
Christian faith is divinely revealed and their witness is
divinely guided will not be questioned. It is the task of
the historian to understand the Fathers as they understood
themselves and not to recast them in some system of his own
liking. !
The Fathers believed that Christianity was a unique |
reality, something essentially undetermined by historical
camsality even though, in some respects, part of it. They
never considered themselves as lonely thinkers in guest of
some possible way to truth. Indeed, their ideas were nothing
more than a witness, martyria, to the truth; and their wit-
ness was as objective as the Christian faith was unique.
Yet, most modern historians generally refuse to take "the
philosophy of the Church Fathers" as anything more than a
synthesis of human ideas with purely human sources, that is,
Hellenism and Judaism. Undoubtedly, the Fathers agreed that
Judaism and Hellenism prepared for the advent of Christianity,
but with equal conviction they did not allow that any human

source accounted for the origin of Christianity. Their re-

ligion was older than the world and, therefore, preceded the

—_———

19piscip. ¢. Pyrrho, PG 91 320D.
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truths of all religions and philosophies. The Jews and
the Greeks gave Christianity historical form and language,
but its origin was beyond history. The Church was not in
Itself a human institution although not without human and
historical character. Ignoring this claim, modern histor-
ians have habitually examined the patristic didascalia
(and Christianity) with the undisputed assumption that it
(and the Church) could be understood by purely natural
means--philosophy, philology, anthropology, comparative
religion, etc.

Almost as if the Fathers had anticipated this alle-
gation, they drew a line sharply between Christianity and
the world. Against Judaism and Hellenism, they set the
inexplicable mystery of the Incarnation. Thus, Saint
Athanasius confuted the Jews with an appeal to Biblical
prophecy. "Who is there so great that even the Prophets
foretell of Him such mighty works? There is, indeed, no
one in the Scriptures save the common Savior of mankind,
the Logos of God, our Lord Jesus Christ. He it is that
issued from the Virgin and appeared on earth as man. He
it is whose fleshly lineage cannot be traced, because He
alone derived His body from no human father, but from the
Virgin alone."20 Of course, Athanasius recognized that
Judaism was a "revealed religion"--for which reason he used

the authority of the prophets--but its purpose was now

—_—

200ra. de Incarn. Verbi Dei, 33 PG 25 153A.
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consumated and now it stood in opposition to God.

In the same position, the Fathers placed the personal
Creator--God became incarnate to the impersonal pagan
principle of cosmic intelligibility.2l1 1In the seventh
book of his Confessions, Saint Augustine remarks that he
found "in certain books of the Platonists" the words "to
the same purpose . . . that 'In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God and the Word was God . . . ' But
'that he came unto his own, and his own received him not;
but as many as received him, to them gave he power to become
the sons of God, as many as believed in his name'; this I
did not read there . . . neither that 'the Word was made
flesh, and dwelt among us', I did not read there."22 Neither
the Jews nor the Greeks could tolerate that the principle
of ultimacy--Yahweh and Logos--could become man. The Jews
believed the Incarnation to be irreconcilable with God's
transcedence and the Greeks had no idea of divine personality.

For the Fathers, however, the Incarnation with all
its historical and ontological consequences was central to
their witness. The "enfleshment of the Logos", as Saint

Cyril of Alexandria liked to refer to it, was the most

2lWerner Jaeger confirms that the idea of the Incar-
nation (and the suffering God) "conflicted with the a
priori categories of the theory of the Divine in Greek
theology" (Early Christianity and the Greek Paideia, p. 128);
and Gustave Thils says that the Incarnation is for Hellenism
and Christianity 'un djfference radicale et unsurmontable"
(Théologie des Réalités Terrestres, vol. 2: Theologie de_1
Histoire. Bruges, 1949, p. 16).

228aint Augustine, The Confessions, trans. by E. F.
Pusey. New York, 1949, pp. 130-131.
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significant and critical fact of all existence and, there-
fore, was the sine qua non of their "philosophy". Their
conception of the Incarnation, moreover, was not meta-
physical, although, at times, their language was dressed
in the garments of pagan Greek philosophy. Their christol-
ogy was precisely the christology formulated by the council
of Chalcedon (451), the very formula which gave them the
principle of historical understanding. It states:

. . . one and the same Christ, Son,
Lord, only-begotten, recognized in
two natures, without confusion,
without change, without division,
without separation; the distinction
of natures being annulled by the
union, but rather the characteristic
of each being preservéd and forming
one person and subsistence, not as
parted or separated into two persons,
but one and the same Son and Only-
begotten God the Logos, our Lord
Jesus Christ; even as the prophets
from the earliest times spoke and our
Lord Jesus Christ taught us Himself.23

e )/
As we shall see, the definition, oros, of Chalcedon was the

assumption behind all Greek patristic teaching, underlying
not only beliefs concerning Christ, but the Church, the
sacraments, political theology, culture, in a word, history.
It was to Chalcedon to which the historian of the Fathers

must look for their ontology not Hellenism.24

g 23In J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum nova et amplis-
sima collectio (Venice, 1759). Council of Chalcedon,
Actio V, vii, 116F.

240n christology, ontology and the Fathers, see J.
Danielou, The Lord of History: Reflections on the Inner
Meaning of History, trans. by Nigel Abercrombie. London,
1958, pp. 183-202.
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The Chalcedonian formula, incidentally, is not to
be taken as defining or comprehending the reality to which
it refers. Its language smacks of pagan metaphysics, but
only because that vehicle was available and useful. Accord-
ing to the formula itself, however, the truth of it depends
on the Christian tradition and not, as in the case of phil-
osophy, on the relation of subject to its predicates.
There is no question in the formula regarding the scientific
or philosophical ideas of "evidence", self-consistency of
immanent criterion. Religious truth is a matter of exper-
ience and experience in relation to that which words and
thoughts which seek to verbalize that truth and the exper-
ience of it are but intellectual petrifications, separate
moments culled from the reality they inadequately express.
The formula of Chalcedon is only a logical projection of
something the Fathers knew to be supralogical, the con-
ceptualization of what in fact cannot be placed in the
rational categories within which reason naturally acts.

Most modern historians may consider such ideas with

contempt or as incompatible with the results of their investi-~

gations--accomplished by scientific procedure and with no

prejudgment-~but, nevertheless, they have no right to view
those results as conclusive or even as most probable. Aan

entire chapter will be devoted to a critique of modern

historiography which will center upon the question of his-

torical knowledge. Such a chapter is important, for it will

at least neutralize that analysis of the Church Fathers
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which refuses them the courtesy of speaking for themselves
and thereby insists that their didascalia must be accepted
solely as part of the evolution of human ideas. Such a
chapter, too, should argue persuasively for the reinstate-
ment of "theology" as a category of history which, inci-
dentally, the Fathers must be misinterpreted. They found
"theology" and "history" inseparable. In other words, a
criticism of modern methods and attitudes is essential to
vindicate our handling of the sources and the conclusions
of this study.

The following chapters will reveal a single persistent
theme, the substratum of every chapter--the patristic
application of the christology of Chalcedon to all the
issues which governed their attention. The chapter sub-
sequent to the criticism of modern historiography will in
fact introduce the "philosophy of history" according to the
Greek Fathers. This brief chapter will concern the word,

)
oikonomi;, a word first employed by Saint Paul to describe

God's plan of salvation. The oikonom&a theod is nothing
other than the Christian "philosophy of history" delineated
in the successive chapters of this work. An examination
of this word will distinguish it from others with which it
might be confused, viz., theolo 5;, theology, and Bronoié,
providence. Such distinctions will give greater clarity to
the area of major concern.

The third chapter, on time and eternity, not only

describes the idea of creation and its relation to the
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’ "new creation" in Christ, but discusses why the Christian
ontology became the occasion for "the intellectual revo-
lution" wrought by the Church in the Roman Empire. For,
palpably, if time and eternity were not utterly disparate--

but united as the two natures of Christ--then, all existing

institutions and ideas must be radically altered (if not

abolished) in order to accommodate the Christian vision of
history. Again, if eternity has broken into time, the
divine can become human, the human divine, because the
“real" and the "ideal" are not antithetical. At the same
time, another dualism entered the course of history, but
not between time and eternity, as the ancients believed;
rather between belief and unbelief, between the civitas

terrena and the civitas dei, between those in Christ and

those in "the order of things" separated from Christ, that
is, between the Church and the world, between God and Satan,
between Christ and Adam, regenerate and fallen mankind.
When the Logos became incarnate, in other words, He opened
eternity to mankind. Thus, the import of the following
chapter: wunity in Christ, the new humanity, and the dis-
unity of man which characterizes the history of Adam.

Christ was both God and man. He was "the last man",

V)
the man who made "the last things", o{ éschatoi, present:

judgment, victory over death, the kingdom of heaven are

already offered to man in Him. He is the conqueror of death,
sin and corruption, an achievement proper only to the end

of the current flow of history. The "age" after history is
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adumbrated in Christ and those who have united themselves
to Him now participate in the life eternal promised by God.
Those in Adam, on the contrary, remain subject to the se-
quence of the Fall: the slaves of Satan who holds temporary
sway over the cosmos. Thus, history may be described as
"the coincidence of opposites", the coexistence of the
impulse towards sanctification and the impulse towards
damnation, and the dialectic between the present and the
future. [The concidentia oppositorum, also, explains how
the "church of sinners", the church militant, and the
"church of saints", the church triumphant, can be one
church without being confused. They intersect in Christ,
the "real" and "ideal" Man.

In other words, the "sons of God" on earth, the
"sinful" humanity of Christ, are united to Him without ab-
sorption or loss of identity. They are becoming what they
are, the Body of Christ. The principle of coincidentia
oppositorum is, therefore, the term used to explain the
process of spiritual growth, the mystical entelechy of
divine-human correspondence. Thus, we learn in the fourth
chapter that the church is the anticipated realization of
the Kingdom of God. The sinner is initiated into the "new
life" by his Baptism and is united to his Lord "ahead of
time" in the EBucharist. This is possible because the church
is human and divine, temporal and eternal, possessing the
attributes of the present and the future and sharing in

the "ages" of the now passing course of history and the one
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unending "age" of eternity. When Christ returns, the church
and the cosmos will be prepared for Him while sin, corrup-
tion and death are abolished. The "sons of wrath", the
unrepentent and unregenerate servants of Satan will be cast
away with their master.

During the course of history, however, the church
finds itself in diverse and sometimes complex situations
with the provisional features of history, that is, the state
and culture. These are treated in chapters seven and eight.
The secular state belongs to the fallen world, the Fathers
said, and has no purpose except to insure justice and order.
It is essentially antithetical to the church and Christians
can promise no allegiance to the state save the obedience
of just laws and the payment of its material assessments.
Yet, when the state is Christian, some explanation is neces-
sary to justify the premises of that relationship. The
Church Fathers, who accepted the new alliance between Rome
and Jerusalem, gave such an explanation during the "christol-
ogical controversies" of the fourth and fifth centuries.
Likewise, the confrontation with secular culture resulted
in the church's clarification of its attitude towards the
achievements of human reason. The place of reason in his-
tory was settled in terms of the Christian oikonom}a theo&i

The idea of salvation, according to the Greek Fathers,
exhausts the entire meaning of "the Christian philosophy of
history"--or as they called it, "the economy of history".

It is with "the divine economy" that this study is concerned
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and not with patristic historiography--none of the Greek
Fathers wrote historical narratives in the familiar sense.
Interest will be focussed on those principles which comprise
the patristic attitude towards history and by which his-
torical events must be interpreted. Throughout the study,
too, care will be taken to distinguish--and not as something
incidental to this study's aims--the difference between the
Greek Fathers, the pagan, Scholastic and modern conceptions
of history. These differences will not only tend to clar-
ify the patristic position, but, also, to support the
reality of the unigueness of its witness; and, finally,
marking the differences should greatly contribute to this
work's contention that the self-assurance with which modern
scholarship seeks to derive the patristic “"philosophy of
history" from purely historical, natural and human sources
must be attenuated and the principles of its research
deprived of its customary credibility.

It will not be denied that this study is sympathetic
to the witness of the Greek Fathers. Yet, it does not
argue a sectarian point of view; rather the burden of the
work is a defense of that truth which declares that the world
is much more than matter in motion, always subject to the
scientific method and never impervious to the scientific and

philosophical imagination. In other words, this work pro-

Poses that human life is open to knowledge and experience
whose origin cannot be rationally discerned or empirically

verified, but can only be sought, discovered and confirmed
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by the human spirit; and that the enterprise is feasible
because the possibility, merit and rewards of it have been
‘ given, revealed, disclosed by the living and personal

Reality which is the true end of man.
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CHAPTER II
THE SURD OF MODERN HISTORICAL INQUIRY

Someone may ask whether a chapter on the major weak-
ness--the vitiating irrational quality--of modern histori-
cal inquiry is nhecessary for an understanding of the Greek
patristic "philosophy of history". Does such a chapter
have any direct bearing on the integrity of our work? wWill
it help us to comprehend the spirit and doctrine of the
Greek Fathers better? Yes, because those historical
disciplines within whose field of competence the Fathers
fall, approach that period of Western civilization as if
the Fathers were subject to its intellectual and spiritual
dominion, Research is done with principles of method and
Jjudgment fixed to elicit conclusions about the Fathers with
which we cannot concur. But the vast majority of historians
reject any method or conclusions which would not harmonize
with accepted procedures of inquiry; that is, the "objective"
collection of "facts" and their interpretation on the basis
of what those "facts" yield of themselves. Any other
approach to the "evidence" is condemned as unscientific.
Thus, most historians proceed as if their methods and aims
Were alone applicable to the object of inquiry and as if
these alone will produce the desired result, truth. Alter-

hate or OPposing methods of investigating history have
23
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little reputation, for the historico-empirical method is
received by modern scholarship as fait accompli.
Thus, research into "Christian origins", "the history
of dogma", the history of philosophy, has always--save with
some Christian historians--found purely natural and scienti-

fic explanations for the existence of Christianity; and,

of course, for the didascalia of the Fathers. Supranatural,
metahistorical "sources" have been preempetorily excluded

as data. Consequently, all the teachings of the Fathers

are traced to Hellenic (and/or oriental) sources. Modernity
has persistently examined every patristic utterance in terms
of ancient life and thought. This practice is so common
that it is unquestioned and any suggestion that it could

be mistaken is guickly dismissed. Repeated use of the
historico-empirical method resulting in generally logical
and consistent conclusion has increasingly removed any doubt
concerning that method. Quite naturally, then, patristic
literature must be treated like any other literature, that
is, subject to the canons of "evidence".

In this work, however, while utilizing the technical
discipline and profound insights of the historico-empirical
method, we cannot adhere either to its philosophical pre-
suppositions, or its spirit and aim. We cannot give to it
the confidence which most historians claim to do; hence, we
shall not treat the Fathers, nor the "source" of their faith

as if they could be explained, classified, and interpreted

within "a rational system of observations". We acknowledge
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a referent to their "faith", as they did, which is ultimately
"known" through something beyond the act of recognition. We
challenge that procedure of moderns which prefunctorily
throws the Fathers into the historical stockpile of ideas.
Under these conditions, therefore, a chapter evaluating the

foundations of modern historiography is urgent. Without

such an evaluation, we do not believe that our approach to
the Fathers will prove either enlightening or convincing.
In order to justify our "method", then, it is neces-
sary to undertake a critigue of modern historiographical
aims and methods. Any detailed and comprehensive analysis,
of course, is neither possible nor mandatory. 2n attack
upon the area of greatest vulnerability, epistemology, will

suffice, for modern historiography stands or falls with

the possibility of historical knowledge. Placed within the
context of the history of Western philosophy, the surd of
modern historiography will be in historical perspective;

and an exposition of the latter's epistemological principles
will make evident that the uncompromising secular approach

to the Church Fathers is neither indisputable nor the most
meaningful. In short, since we will nowhere in this work

deny the verity of the patristic witness, nor trace the "faith"
of the Fathers to ancient thought, but divine revelation.
Thus, we are compelled to justify our departure from the
conventional norms of historical investigation. Our approach
is tenable if not more fruitful than the way of the “sci-

entific method" of modern secular historians.
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In order to achieve the purpose of this chapter, the
rest of it will be sub-divided. The first part will re-
count the development of modern epistemology from Descartes
to Nietzsche and will provide the background for the
second part, an examination of the various positions taken

by historians on the possibility of historical knowledge. 1In

other words, part one will show what history has said about
reason; and part two, what reason says about history. That
the one presupposes the other is undeniable; that they are
mutually enervating is likewise irrefutable. No doubt should
remain thereafter that the popular historical method is not
sacrosanct. Moreover, this chapter should make it clear that,
at bottom, the tenacity with which modern historians cling

to their limiting method can be explained on as the con-

sequence of their “"faith", a "secular faith" in human
abilities and achievements. This "faith" is palpably hostile
to the "religious faith" which is the dynamic of our work.
1.

The denial of any transempirical entities is part of
the entire history of ideas in the modern age which "may
be regarded as, in part, a history of the progressive break-
down of the medieval Christian synthesis which had been
most powerfully articulated in the Summas of Thomas Aguinas

and most movingly and persuasively expressed in Dante's

Divine Comedy."l That "breakdown" had been undertaken by

lHenry D. Aiken, The Age of Ideology. New York, 1956,
p. 25.
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those means and premises--with that consciousness--that
deliberately excludes the religious interpretation of his-
tory, especially the Christian vision of it. The sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries cleared away the old Christian
principles and values while the eighteenth century began
the intense work of reconstituting the ideals of Western
life and thought on "radically secular and humanistic, that
is to say, non=Christian basis“g a task finally accomplished
by the nineteenth century. Now the medieval Weltanschauung
was displaced. There was no place for God in an era of
science and secular political and social institutions. The
art or discipline or science of history, of course, was
associated with the new secularism and involved in the prob-
lems and attitudes native to this new milieu. Like every
other activity of Western man, the study of history declared
its independence from any transcedent power, feeling itself
free to pursue its interest without any concern for the
possible interference from God--"theology" was ejected from
history.

The process of liberation was initiated by philoso-
phers (who were often scientists and mathematicians), that
is, it was they who sought the theoretical justification
for the modern enterprise; it was they who gave the histor-
ians the presuppositions for their craft. The philosophers
of the seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries

Provided the historian with his epistemological grund.

2Aiken, pp. 25-26
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Even though historians may have not always intentionally
adopted one epistemology as over against another, whenever
pressed for a theoretical vindication of their labors they
have been forced to resort invariably to the philosophical
resevoir of the Western intellectual tradition. They have
not been able to argue outside the categories intrinsic to
the conventional theories of knowledge. Thus, it is not
difficult to identify historians and historical schools,
as we shall see, according to the epistemological positions
their narratives presuppose and, indeed, by the metaphysics
out of which that epistemology must necessarily issue.

The first philosopher to which modern historians are
indebted is Rene’Descartes (1596-1650) . Descartes was not
a historian and his works reveal little but vagrant allu-
sions to that art. His philosophy had a direct influence
on the French historians, Voltaire, Bayle, Montesquieu,
even Bousset, but Descartes had no philosophy of history.
His relevance for modern historiography, nevertheless, was
as great for history as it was for philosophy. He is a
"maker of the modern mind", “the father of modern phil-
osophy", the great architect of the modern spirit. The
contributions of Descartes to modernity are twofold; he
set the problem of knowledge and the base of scientific
inquiry, that is, the determination of truth and the means
by which to attain it without reference to any suprarational
criterion. In other terms, no knowledge may be certified

as true which does not result from a method which itself
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has been ascertained to be certain.

The occasion for Descartes philosophy was the revo-
lutionary teaching regarding the nature of motion announced
by Galileo (1564-1642). His conclusions necessitated a
complete break with the medieval conception of nature, i.e.,
the scholastic understanding of the relationship between
matter and motion. According to the medieval view, motion
came into being, exhausted itself and vanished; it was a
transient activity in which only materia and forma had any
permanence. But Galileo's experiments demonstrated that
motion did not pass from potentia to actua, but was both
ingenerable and indestructable. We know motion, he said,
only through the effect which, in some incomprehensible
manner, it produced on the bodies which it penetrated.
Descartes, then, argued that matter must be passive and
inert, that it must in no sense be distinguished from the
space which it fills and, therefore, to motion must be
assigned the responsibility for the animation and organi-
zation of all phenomena, that is, matter must be conceived
as subordinate to motion as the instrument by which the
former is directed and shaped. Potentiality and actuality
are replaced by the concept that matter is simply moved
from one space to another while in itself remaining essential-
ly unchanged. It follows that if matter is always material
and motion the only organizing power, there can be no con-
nection between the body and mind. Thus, arose in modern

Philosophy the yet unresolved problems of "perception" and
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"judgment". Descartes never answered the question why a
sensation should appear when a particular motion is regis-
tered in the brain or how a mental action should follow
from any cerebreal condition. The seemingly inapprehensible
relation, if any, between body and mind has evoked, ever
since Descartes, speculations concerning them, a perplexity
which "has proved to be the surd of every philosophy."3

Again, the Cartesian dualism revealed a major defect
in the treatment of sense-perception. His "physics" com-
pelled him to postulate the epistemological doctrine of
"representative perception."4 If objects can be known only
"mediately", through the medium of concepts, then, the
object remains unknown in itself. The "external world" may
be inferred only through the sensations which it exudes.
From these sensations, the mind must construct a "world"
which it can never hope to know, that is, it is only mental
constructions of things that we apprehend while the mind
is in fact isolated from the world "out there". The object
is not actually perceived, but hypothetically inferred.
Descartes' epistemology avoided the fault of the opposing
theory of "presentative perception® (i.e., the direct know-
ledge of things without the medium of concepts) which could

not account for error, but his theory could not account for

3Norman Kemp Smith, A Commentary to Kant's ‘'Critique
of Pure Reason'. New York, 1950, p. 585.

4smith, loc. cit. We have, of course, somewhat over-
simplified the enormity of the epistemological problems
raised by Descartes philosophy. For a detailed statement of
them, see Appendix B of Smith's work, pp. 583-592.
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truth, because there was no way to confirm concepts by the
objects they represent. His successors have all tried to
offer solutions to the problems with which Descartes inaug-
urated modern philosophy, but whether they followed his
lead or chose some alternate course the result s have been
either the same failure or even greater epistemological
perplexity.

Along with the epistemological turmoil, however,
Descartes endowed modernity with a new faith: the new
criterion of all human inquiry--his famous, cogito ergo
sum, je pense donc je sui. The significance of this formula
is immense: since the cogito follows from his dubito
ergo_sum_(which brought him to the conclusion that de

omnibus dubitandum which cannot possibly include the doubting

subject), Descartes posited the self at the center of the
universe.® Here is manifested the guintessence of modern
secularity--man, not God, is the axis of life and thought.7?
The consequence of making the ego (rather than God) respon-

sible for certitude has, as we know from the history of

S5Rene Descartes, Meditations on the First Philosophy,

in Modern Classical Philosophers, edited by B. Rand.
Cambridge (Mass.), 1936, pp. 123-124.

6See J. Bronowski and B. Mazlish, The Western Intel-

lectual Tradition: From Leonardo to Hegel. New York, 1960,
p. 224f.

71t is interesting to note that the cogito ergo sum
has been anticipated by Saint Augustine's Si fallor sum
(De_Vera Religione, LXXIII) and that much of Descartes
System is dependent upon medieval thought. See A. G. A.
T;;g, Descartes and the Modern Mind. New Haven (Conn.),
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Western thought, had the effect of dispensing with His
services altogether. For history, too, the spirit of
Descartes has prevailed: if any meaning is to be found in
the flow of events, human reason or reason's creatures must
discover it; and, too, the narration of events must be
undertaken without religious faith, with the assumption that
doubt will produce objectivity and truth.

In general, modernity has welcomed Descartes analysis
of knowledge, his "methodical doubt", and his anthropocen-
tricism has remained the unchallenged assumption of Western
thought to the present. Yet, not all his contemporaries
were happy with the implications of the cogito. Arnold
Geulinex (1625-1669) and Nicholas Malbranche (1638-1715)
made a serious attempt to overcome the Cartesian epistemolog-
ical dualism by their philosophy of Occasionalism. They
said that "whenever a volition of the mind seems to us to
cause a bodily movement, our volition is only the occasion
.« . of the movement, while the real, efficient cause is
God. Mind and matter never directly interact; the changes
in either that seems to us to be caused by the other is

really caused by God."8 The interest of Geulincx and Mal-

branche was not academic, because both were Catholic priests
who saw in Descartes' system the expulsion of God from human

affairs and threatened to drive the Christian tradition from

8See the uncomplicated explanation of Occasionalism
in William Kelley Wright's A History of Modern Philosophy.
New York, 1948, p. 87f.
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European civilization. Unfortunately, the weakness of
Occasionalism was palpable to almost everyone: it not
only coverted God into a deus ex machina (without proving
His existence), but also gave no scientific explanation
for causality or the nature of perception. The Cartesian
dualism, far from being reconciled, was made more complex
by the intervention of God; and the ad hoc intrusion of
Deity into nature made it increasingly apparent that He
did not improve human understanding of the world.

The philosophers, faced with the continuing problem
of res extensa and res cogitans, were, in the course of
the seventeenth century, offering their peculiar solutions
to the problem. In his Ethics, Benedict de Spinoza
(1632-1677) responded to the inherent contradiction in the
Cartesian philosophy--the alternation between mechanism
and idealism--with Acosmic Pantheism, the reduction of all

things to God, Substantia, and the declaration that mind

and matter were nothing more than modifications of Him.

In other words, Spinoza lifted the controversy out of the
field of epistemology and into the area of metaphysics.

His doctrine did not resolve the problems instituted by the
Cartesian dualism, but Spinozism did mean the abrogation of

human nature, history and destiny as they were hitherto

known in the West; to be sure, Spinozism implied the end
of the Christian dispensation.

Gottfried Wilhelm Leibnitz (1646-1716), on hearing

Spinoza's philosophy, was as much interested in opposing it
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as he was in replying to Descartes. The world, (and every-
thing in it) he said, were created by God according to a
mathematical plan; each individual substance or "monad"
is an isolated and impenetrable reality, complete and
"windowless". The unity, the possibility of communication
between them, he attributed to a "preestablished harmony",
the providence by which God governed the creation. "This
harmony", he wrote, "makes all things conduce to grace by
natural methods", for God is "the architect of the mechanism
of the universe" and "the monarch of the divine City of f
the Spirits."9 Thus, Leibnitz answered Descartes dualism
and Spinoza's monism with a spiritual pluralism, a plural-
ism which sought to overcome the insuperable schism between
mind and matter, on the one hand, and, on the other, the
suffocating, dehumanizing, collectivism of pantheism by a re-
affrimation of the Christian faith.10 Yet, the consequence
of his philosophy was only to justify individualism, rela-
tivism and subjectivism. Nevertheless, the ideas of
Leibnitz have had a great impact on German thought. His in-
fluence has reached well into the twentieth century. For
example, Herder, Kant, Goethe, Meinecke and Mann are indebted

to him. A knowledge of Leibnitz is essential to the under-

9G. W. Leibnitz, Monadoloqy, in Modern Classical
Philosophers, edited by B. Rand. Cambridge (Mass.), 1936,
pp. 212-213.

100n Leibnitz's Christian apologetics and his dependence
on St. Augustine, see R. W. Meyer, Leibnitz and the Seven-
teenth Century Revolution, trans. by J. P. Stern. Cambridge
(Eng.), 1952, pp. 51ff, 141ff.
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standing of historicism.

But the reaction to Descartes did not come from
continental Europe alone. The opposition to his philos-
ophy was no less emphatic in England. There the debate
was aggravated by the Stoic notion of "innate ideas". Of
course, innatism was implied in the teachings of Descartes
although never made explicit by him. John Locke (1632-
1704) was greatly alarmed by the British Cartesians. He
saw the new trend in English philosophy as a revival of
Scholasticism, a cryto-Catholicism--Descartes was educated ]
at the famous Jesuit school of La Fléche——being imported
into the Isles. Locke's attack began with a denunciation
of scholastic logic and a denial of innate ideas. He in-
sisted that the mind was tabula rasa, a "blank tablet",
something passive upon which sense-experience was inscribed.

But Locke, too, failed to establish any necessary connec-

)
tion between the mind and "the external world". Truth--the
perfect unity of thought and being--was still not achieved,
for the duality of subject and object persisted while the
Lockean repudiation of innatism had condemned the mind to
passivity and gave no explanation for the construction of
concepts.

The Anglican bishop, George Berkeley (1685-1753),
taking Locke's premises, agreed that man had no direct ex-
perience of a material world. In his Principles of Human

Knowledge, he stated, "To be is to be perceived," esse est

bercipi, except when "to be is to perceive," esse est
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11

percipere. In other words, we cannot demonstrate any

material substratum for sensations; hence, all knowledge
is conceptual. Although not accepting Berkeley's trans-
formation of empiricism into idealism, David Hume (1711-
1777) used the thinking of the good bishop (without its
conclusions) to drive Western philosophy to the very
precipice of scepticism. Berkeley led him to believe that,
although sensations were the condition of knowing, no
theory was available to explain how one mental resolution
should produce a corresponding movement in the body and,
to be sure, what connection could be discovered between
any cause and its purported effect. There is provided
no sensation for causality. We observe only sequence and
not necessary conjunction in things. Therefore, we can
form no conception of a necessary relation in time between
events: the consistent repetition of the same sequence
of events can in no means be construed as evidence of
causality.

"From the first appearance of an object," Hume argued,
"we cannot conjecture what effect will result from it. But
were the power or energy of any cause discoverable by the

mind, we could foresee the effect, even without experience;

and might, at first, pronounce certainty concerning it, by

mere dint of thought and reasoning."l2 With this proclama-

111n classical Modern Philosophers, edited by B. Rand.
Cambridge (Mass.), 1936, pp. 290ff.

12p, Hume, Essay Concerning Human Understanding, in
Modern Classical Philosophers, edited by B. Rand. Cambridge

(Mass.), 1936, p. 329.
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tion the entire modern enterprise initiated by the Renais-
sance had its death portended. Without causality, known
and workable, the physical sciences and historical inves-
tigation would be abolished. Without causality, there can
be no prediction, no universal and necessary laws of the

universe, no certain analysis of phenomena and events, and

no security in experimentation or observation. It is true
that Hume was merely taking empiricism to its logical ex-
treme--as well as ridding Western consciousness of theo-
logia naturalis!3 which also depended upon the fact of
causality. But his epistemology put all human inquiry in
doubt. Hume did not solve the problems of the Cartesian
philosophy, but his rigid empiricism--to which Cartesianism
led--cried out loudly for an immediate and convincing re-
joinder.

David Hume, Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) exclaimed, had
aroused him from his "dogmatic slumbers" (i.e., the German
metaphysical tradition); but it was this very same awakening
that alerted him to the danger of Hume's thinking to both
science and religion. Kant saw his task, therefore, as a

reassessment and reconstitution of the entire modern Western

philosophical enterprise: to reconcile dualism and monism,

induction and deduction, faith and reason. As a theologian,

astronomer, physicist, mathematician, historian and philos-

opher, Kant was well qualified. Of his many writings, the

—

13see H. D. Aiken's introduction to Hume's Dialogque
Concerning Natural Religion. New York, 1948, xv-xvii.
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Kritik der Reinen Vernunft, the chief source of his epistem-

ology, is recognized as the realization of his ambition.

This book has had such immense influence on Western thought

that it has led many historians and philosophers to call

Kant "the central figure in the entire history of modern

philosophy."l4 The Kritik is one of those works without

which the history of the West would be other than what it is.
Already in the preface to the Kritik, we learn the

nature of Kant's solution: "That all our knowledge begins

with experience, there can be no doubt", Kant states,

"but although all knowledge arises with experience, it does

not follow that all our knowledge comes out of experience."l5

In other words, "the external world" offers sensations to

the mind which organizes them through its "innate forms",

space and time, and "the categories of the understanding".

After the concepts have been formed, the mind identifies
the object in its memory as identical with past experiences
and the precepts are consequently compared and classified.
The entire mental procedure is called by Kant, "the tran-
scendental synthetic unity of apperception": that is, al-
though sense-data stimulates the mind into activity, the
mind alone produces knowledge (concepts); hence, this

activity is called "pure", "transcendent" (i.e., free of

L4y, k. Wright, A History of Modern Philosophy, p. 255.

15"Dass alle unsere Erkenntnis mit der Erfahrung
anfange, daran ist gar kein Zweifel . . . Wenn aber gleich
alle unsere Erkenntnis MIT der Erfahrung anhebt, so ent-
springt sie darum doch nicht eben alle AUS der Erfahrung"
ékritik der Reinen Vernunft. second edition. Leipzig, 1920,
. k. R g e
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or above sensations). This process relies on perception
to set the machinery of the mind in motion; hence, know-
ledge is a "unity" of action which is "synthetic", involv-
ing opposites, sensations and mind.

If Kant is right and all knowledge arises from the
mind acting upon sensations, then, what provides the mind
with no stimulation cannot be "known". Thus, God, the soul
and freedom are matters of faith, removed from the compe-
tence of science and philosophy. These "ideals of the
understanding"” are not subject to the laws of perception
and judgment. Faith and reason are irretrievably sundered,
no less than subject and object, phenomenon and noumenon--
and theology is expunged from history. Yet, Kant believed
that he did protect God, soul and freedom from the reason
which finds no justification for them; and, too, science
and history were safeguarded from the Humean criticism,
because causality, far from being required to give evidence
of a posteriori character, is imposed upon "the external
world" by the mind. The relation obtaining between the
ego and the Gegenstand, the subject and the predicate, is
the responsibility of the untransgressable "laws of the
understanding."16

2mong all the defects of Kant's epistemology none
was to prove more fateful than his teaching that the

das-an-sich, the noumenon, "the external world" was unknown.

16N, K. Smith, A Commentary to Kant's 'Critique of
Pure Reason, p. 583.
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When Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762-1814) read the Kritik der

Reinen Vernunft, he decided that "the external world" was
simply unnecessary. 211 we know is the self, he said; it

is sufficient to posit "the Ego" as the source not only

of the machinery of knowledge, but also the sensations them-
selves. In addition, he postulated an Infinite Ego, God,

to account not only for order and life, but morality and
justice. Fichte, unlike Kant, ascribed more definite
content to the Infinite Ego, even suggesting "that God comes
to consciousness of Himself in human minds." The world,
then, is "fundamentally more and more spiritual in nature"
and humanity is held to have had not only a divine origin
but an "immortal destiny".l7 Fichte had not brought the
Christian God back into nature and history, however, be-
cause his thinking was more akin to pantheism. The

Infinite Ego to which he refers is a philosophical abstrac-
tion and his ideas about human "origin" and "destiny" be-
long to Fichte's conception of the immanent processes of
nature's evolution.

After Fichte, it was an easy step for Friedrich
Wilhelm Joseph von Schelling (1775-1854) merely to fuse
mind and matter. He, like Fichte and other German Roman-
tics, came under the influence of the mystic, Jacob Boehme,
who had revived "the philosophy of becoming" stemming from

Heraclitus and Plotinus. Therefore, Schelling asserted
T N BNy

17w. K. wright, A History of Modern Philosophy,
p. 304f.
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that history was simply the evolution of mind.18 The mina
participated in the great cosmic drama of becoming in which
God, “the primal Absolute Idenity", individuates Himself in
the world of particular beings while, at the same time,

and incessantly returning to the universality of its own

Being. So, Schelling's philosophy, under the impetus of
Kantian epistemology, the Fichtean revision, German mysticism
and vitalism, swung full circle from Cartesian conceptualism
to Absolute Idealism. More important, Schelling prepared

the way for the colossal efforts of Hegel.

Georg Wilhelm Hegel (1770-1831), falling upon the
contradictions and ambiguities of Schelling's system, con-
structed his own Idealism, a vision of Mind or Spirit,
which passed through stages of development in time while
coming to consciousness in human reason. This being true,
human reason has infinite potentialities. Such a conclusion
follows naturally from Hegel's metaphysics, but the epistemo-
logical justification for his belief derived from Kant's
theory of knowledge or, more precisely, from the criticism

of the das-an-sich. Kant had said that the das-an-sich (the

world of things behind sensations) is unknowable, but this

would mean that something, apart from all accidental circum~-

stances, is radically impervious to the mind, totally out- i

side any conceivable human awareness, something from which

180n the dialectic of the divine and human in German
thought, see Nicholas Berdyaev, The Divine and the Human,
trans. by R. M. French. London, 1949, pp. 22-48.
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the mind is constitutionally alienated--"by the very nature
of the thing and our mental processes.“19 Therefore, Hegel
said, the das-an-sich is self-contradictory, for it is
only possible to know that it is unknowable by some know-
ledge beyond it. For example, to know that a straight
line has an end is to know the end of the line. In other
words, if knowledge has no absolute limit, we must be ig-
norant of it. It follows, then, that there is nothing the
mind cannot know. Admitting this, we must further concede
that "existence" has no meaning outside its relation to
human consciousness. If something cannot be conceived, it
does not exist. All knowledge is purely conceptual. All

existence is knowable. Something may be unknown, but never

unknowable. Even if there were something unknowable, we
could not know that it was and, consequently, it would
simply have no use, no place in human life.

When Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) read Hegel and
understood "the monstrous implications" of his Idealism,
he made his own philosophy, in part, a reply to Hegel's
superbia cognescendi. A good Protestant, Kierkegaard
undertook to smash the threat of Hegelianism to Christianity
and to put forward his own religious position. Without a
personal God Who has revealed His Will to men, Kierkegaard

said human reason becomes the sole arbiter of reality.

Yet, it is a grundlos reason, a reason without criterion,

19y, . Stace, The Philosophy of Hegel. New York,
1955, p. 46.
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without a base from which to articulate in terms of secure
premises. Reason is impotent without divine foundations

and is condemned to regressus in infinitum, groping for

presuppositions, necessary and universal, which move
elusively out of reason's grasp. Hegelianism, Kierkegaard
exclaimed, can provide none of the legitimate conditions
for knowledge.

The Dane, nevertheless, did admit, whether ironically
or not we cannot say, that nothing escapes the mind and
all things are judged by it, including the testimony of
the senses; and, in fact, there is no way to determine
where thought ends and being begins. Reason must have
something "immediate", “"a given", before its premises (and
conclusions) may be guaranteed. Failing to achieve this
"given", there is no way to prove that what I feel or be-
lieve is anything more than completely subjective; and
there is no reason to believe that any attempt to prove by
logic or experimentation is really anything more than my
arbitrary determination of the matter. Negation, affirmation,
suspension of judgment remains an act of my personal inter-
pretation of the external world. Indeed, there is no way

to demonstrate there is an "external world" or my "ego".20

2010rd Bertrand Russell makes the statement that
scepticism is "logically impeccable" although "phycholog-
ically impossible" (Human Knowledge: Its Scope and Limits.
New York, 1948, xi). Cf. Also, Miguel de Unamuno, Tragic
Sense of Life, trans. by J. E. Crawford Flitch. New York,
1954, p. 117. These philosophers, of course, refer not
to "methodological doubt", but to doubt concerning know-
ledge itself.
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Nothing can be proven without a criterion, but in
order to establish one, Kierke§aardsaid, it is necessary
to discover the "beginning" of thought. Thus, he asks,
"How can I put an end to reflection which was set up to
reach the beginning in question?" Reflection has the
remarkable property of being infinite. "But to say that
it is infinite is equivalent to saying, in any case, that
it cannot be stopped by itself; because in attempting to
stop itself, if must use itself, and is thus stopped in
the same way that a disease is cured when it is allowed to
choose its own treatment, which is to say that it waxes
and thrives."21l iOnly when reflection comes to a halt by
something else, and this something else is something quite
different from the logical, being a resolution of the
will. Only when the beginning, which puts an end to the
process of reflection, is a radical breach of such a

nature that the absolute beginning breaks through the con-

tinued infinite reflection, then only is the beginning
without presupp&éitions. But when the breach is effected
by breaking off the process of reflection arbitrarily, so
as to make a beginning possible, then, the beginning so
made cannot be absolute."” It is necessary, in order to

end the infinite regress of presuppositions, to give reason
something "immediate", a "beginning" which is absolute,

incontestable, from which to ascend and descend in its

21Conq;gdinq Unscientific Postscript, in A Kierke-
gaard Anthology, trans. and edited by R. Bretall. New
York, 1946, p. 197.
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reflections, that is, reason cannot be delivered from the
labyrinth of groundless assumptions and categories which
it obsessively turns over and over again unless it becomes
other than what it is--reason must '"change into another

/ K )
kind,_metabasis e{s 4110 qéhog."zz

According to Kierkegaard, "the absolute beginning"”
was made two thousand years ago.23 Christ broke the un-
ending circle of reflection; He transformed reason. If
Kierkegaard is not right, if God does not exist and did
not break into time, then, man remains in bondage and
ignorance. Consequently, all things are relative, all
things permissable, as Dostoyevsky said, because there is
no criteriological absolute. The God to which Kierkegaard
and Dostoyevsky refer, moreover, is the Christian God,
because He alone, among all the gods, was incarnated,
piercing the shell of the cosmos and the veil of knowledge.
The Actus Purus of Aristotle, the Substantia of Spinoza,

"the Absolute Idea" of Hegel will not do: these gods are

not concerned with man, they have not spoken to him. It

is as if these gods did not exist at all. We do not know

if they put laws to nature or if they have given cosmic laws,
that they will remain. Without the Incarnation, there is

no reason to believe, as Bertrand Russell once said, that

God is not a demon whose only desire is ultimately to cast

22concluding Unscientific Postscript, pp. 198-199.

23soren Kierkegaard, Training in Christianity, in
An _Kierkegaard Anthology, pp. 387-393.
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mankind intoexternal perdition. 1In short, without the In-
carnation all existence is the history of the absurd, or
perhaps, the corridor to infinite terror.
Friedrich Nietzsche (1840-1900) came to nearly the
same conclusion--while denying the Incarnation. He looked
out upon the earth and found no God. To have lost God

meant utter madness. He is the ineluctable first prin-

ciple of all thought and life. But God is dead. Nietzsche

invented the now famous parable of the Madman:

"Have you not heard of that madman

who lit a lantern in the bright
morning hours, ran to the market
place, and cried incessantly, 'I

seek God! I seek God! As many of
those who do not believe in God

were standing around just then, he
provoked such laughter. Why, did

he get lost? said one. Did he lose
his way like a child? said another.

Or is he hiding? 1Is he afraid of us?
Has he gone on a voyage? oOr emi-
grated? Thus they yelled and laughed.
The madman jumped into their midst

and pierced them with his glances.
‘Wither is God', he cried. 'I shall
tell you. We have killed him--you

and I. All of us are his murderers.
But how have we done this? How were
we able to drink up the sea? Who

gave us the sponge to wipe away the
horizon? What did we do when we unchained
the earth from the sun? Whither is it
moving now? Whither are we moving now?
Away from all suns? Are we not plunging
continually? Backward, sideward, forward,
in all directions? 1Is there any up or
down left? Are we not straying as
through empty space? Has it not become
colder? Is not night and more night
coming on all the while? . . . God is
dead. God remains dead. And we have
killed him . . . What was holiest and
most powerful of all that the world has
yet owned has bled to death under our
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knives. Who will wipe the blood

off us? . . . 'Here the madman

fell silent and looked again at his

listeners; and they too were silent

and stared at him in astonishment.

At last he threw his lantern on the

ground, and it broke and went out.

'I come too early,' he said then;

'my time has not come yet. This tre-

mendous event is still on its

way . o "
Nietzsche concluded that now, since God was dead, a new
and courageous affirmation of life was urgent, "a trans-
valuation of values" was required; but his own tragic life,
his insanity, must persuade us that his naturalism was
untenable. There can be no presuppositionless system of
ideas. The Madman, to be sure, is autobiographical, but
it is also a commentary on Western civilization; and it
is evidence for the truth that without an "absolute be-
ginning", knowledge is impossible and history is bitterly
meaningless. God is dead, Nietzsche said, and the age
of nihilism has begun.25

We have now outlined the evolution of modern epis-

temology, traversing the two centuries from Descartes to
Nietzsche, and have shown the manner in which the philos-
ophy of the former led guite naturally to the latter--and
how "doubt" has led to doubt not to certainty. The history

of modern philosophy discloses only a limited number of

epistemologies. The alternatives are empiricism, idealism,

24Quoted in Walter Kaufman's Nietzsche: Philosogher,

Psychologist and Antichrist. New York, 1946, p. 81.

25see the entire discussion in Kaufman, the third
chapter entitled, "The Death of God and the Revaluation",
Pp. 80-100.
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or some variation of them. In the next section--which will
begin with idealist historiography--the epistemologies
assumed by historians and philosophers of history will be
seen to be no other than those already reviewed in this sec-
tion. Those theories of knowledge repeat themselves not only
because they are part of a continuous tradition, but be-
cause reason can offer only those choices which its nature
permits. When we have finished this chapter, it should be
clear that modernity has not only failed to gain any certain

knowledge of history and its meaning, but a fortiori we

need not be intimidated, nor impressed, by the immense scholar-
ship which deliberately excludes metaempirical realities

from history, that is, we are not at all required to

accept that analysis of the patristic witness which traces
the teachings of the Church Fathers to natural sources.
2.

Most historians do not usually call themselves

idealists, positivists or realists, even though they may

be predisposed to one school or another. Most scholars
know that Spengler and Hegel are idealists, that Mommsen
and Freeman are positivists, but they tend to ignore the
philosophical presuppositions of a particular historian.
The interest seems to be not in the speculative aspects

of any given history, but in method, facts and interpreta-
tion. But such an attitude is both delusive and inconsis-
tent. The mind of the historian is the central data in

historiography: the method is chosen and applied, the
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"facts" are chosen and classified, the past is interpreted.
None of this can be done without criterion, without a
theory of knowledge, tacit or expressed. Let us turn,
then, to this matter--to the decisive issue of epistemology
in the writing of history. We will begin with idealism.

It has already been ascertained that idealism
acknowledges no existence outside consciousness, thought.
Thus, philosophy which is thought is equated with history
which is life, existence. Philosophy is history. There
is no historical "fact" which is examined as if it were
opposed to mind, to consciousness. The past does not exist
except as the thought of the past. The temporal character
of history is unreal. To know the past "in the only way

that is possible, is to make it live again," asserts Gio-

vanni Gentile, "to actualize it; and that means to take it
out of time and freeing it from its chronological character,
in order to transfer it from the abstract world of facts

to the concrete world of the act (the historian's act) of
thought, to which all facts belong in the synthesis of

self-consciousness."2® There can be no facts in the sense

of a temporal sequence independent of the mind, a chain,
as it were, in which it is imagined that events are sus-
pended from beginning to end in some neutral ether. A
single event reaches out in a myriad direction which never

can be evaluated empirically and whose meaning can never be

26"The Transcending of Time in History", in Philo-

sophy and History: Essays Presented to Ernst Cassirer,
edited by R. Kilbansky. New York, 1963, p. 100.
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found by mere research. "The past is time losing itself
in the eternity of the thought which grasps it."27

In other terms, idealism resolves the guestion of
historical knowledge in terms of "the coherence theory of
truth", the "internality of relations", the identity of
thought and being as opposed to the empiricist idea of
"the externality of relations", the duality of thought
and being.28 History, the idealist argues, must not be
understood as a mere conjunction of "facts" somehow arranged
to elict knowledge, but all “evidence" must be subordinate
to a system of thought, the "facts" must be translated into
"the categories of history" before they are meaningful.
Idealists refuse to contemplate history as an "objective
world" of past events to be analysed and classified, be=
cause historical thinking is happening now and the world
of events is finally only the world of ideas with the
historian as the constructive agent. In the words of
Hegel, "Cognition, the thinking comprehension of being, is
the source and birthplace of a new spiritual form, a higher
form, whose principle is partly preserving, partly trans-
figuring material. For thought is universal, the genus
which does not die but preserves its identify."29

Thought examines events now, thought constructs them,

27Gentile, p. 105.

28w, K. Wright, A History of Modern Philosophy, p. 320.

29The Philosophy of History, in The Philosophy ‘of
Hegel, edited by Carl J. Friedrichs. New York, 1963, p. 40.
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thought passes judgment on them. Without thought there
could be neither the discovery nor the comprehension of
events.30 According to W. H. Walsh, "Experiences in them-
selves cannot be used to test theories, they have to be
expressed, given conceptual form, raised to the level of
judgment, because they can serve the purpose. But in the
process of expression from which we set out the actual ex-
perience is inevitably transformed. It is transformed by
being interpreted . . . *31 He who believes that he bloss
zeigen wie es eigentlich gewesen, Oakeshott exclaims, is
deluding himself; he cannot separate method and object.
The historian always approaches the “facts" with "a system
of postulates", for example, that the past is intelligible.

He must remember that "“the dependence of the past upon the

present is taken to be the principle character of history.”32

Because the truth belongs to a world of ideas, it belongs
to present experience. Historical "fact" means nothing
more than "to have found a necessary place in the world of
ideas." Truth is a matter of coherence which can neither
require nor recognize any external test or guarantee:

truth exists within the whole.33

30see M. Oakeshott, Experience and Its Modes. Cam-
bridge (Eng.), 1933, p. 94f; and R. G. Collingwood, The
Idea of History. New York, 1956, p. 215f.

3lan Introduction to the Philosophy of History.
London, 1953, p. 75.

3203kesh0tt, p. 109.

33Oakeshott, p. 111.
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For the idealist, then, history is another word for
philosophy. It is an unfortunate position, because, de-
spite the trenchancy of his argument, the idealist cannot
maintain it; he cannot hold that thought absorbs "reality".
So long as the idealist considers thought itself to be
that by which "reality" is discovered and defined, he
must admit that thought itself is “part" of "reality",
a part of the "whole", and, thus, he has given the co-
herence theory of truth a mortal blow. According to the
idealist epistemology, thought itself must come under the
laws of the understanding, that is, since anything is
known only so far as it is limited or distinguished from
other things, thought can never be "the absolute whole in
which all things have their being."34 No "object" can be
the totality of reality. Therefore, the mind can apply
its powers to the object as withdrawn from the whole;
but, in the very act of abstraction, the limit of the
"object" is defined and the whole is transcended, for
idealism says that all knowledge is implicit in any por-
tion of the whole. The thought which the mind is now
thinking negates the universality and necessity of any
theory, since it must always, one exception, viz., the

thought it is now thinking. Again, nothing can be more

immediately known to us as the knowing in which we are now

34G. calogero, "On the So-Called Identity of History
and Philosophy", in Philosophy and History: Essays Pre-
sented to Ernst Cassirer, edited by R. Kilbansky, New York,
1963, p. 42.
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engaged "and the demand to know knowledge in any other way
leads to an infinite regress by its requirement to know the
knowledge which knows that knowledge."35 Finally, if being
and thought are identical, then, either they are changing
or unchanging: if they are changing, there is no convinc-
ing way to isolate and grasp any object; and if they are
unchanging, there is no way to account for the observation
of change. In other words, idealist epistemology is self-
contradictory.

The idealist theory of knowledge may be untenable,
but it does make the point well that the historian cannot
escape philosophy. Indeed, every chronicle, narrative or
annal ever written presupposes some view of the nature of
things and their intelligibility. It may be that the

historian is not usually concerned with anything but the

"facts"; and he may not care about the possibility of dis-
covering them, but he cannot escape the truth that “all
opinions whatever are affected to some extent by the

attitude we hold about the nature of knowledge."36 More-
over, the historian must confess that his method and inter-
pretations not only presuppose philosophical guestions but
raise them. And if Johann Huizinga is right that history "is

always an imposition of form upon the past, and cannot claim

to be more,"37 then, surely the philosophical implications

3scalogero,p. 25.

36a. sinclair, The Conditions of Knowing: 2n Essay
Towards a Theory of Knowledge. London, 1951, p. 13.

37"A Definition of the Concept of History", in
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of historiography are evident.

It may be true that most historians do not offer
their accounts of the past in order to construct or justify
some philosophical theory, but such theory is inherent
to all historical interpretation. The moment the historian
attempts to relate events, when he inquires whether events
occur by accident or necessity or explains the causes of
wars, revolution or the decline of empires; or suggests the
economic, social and religious factors centrifugal in the
formation of some ancient era, then the historian is think-
ing philosophically. The historian must ask these ques-
tions, says Golo May, and when he does, he is thinking as
a philosopher.38 The historian who says, "Je ne propose
rien, je ne suppose rien, je n' impose rien . . . J' expose"
simply cannot have a genuine understanding of his work,
for he has not taken into serious consideration the influ-
ence of the climate of opinion, method, language, the
prevalent conception of evidence, or indeed, his inner self.
Again, he must decide whether there is truth in history,
whether it is different from other truths or whether truth
exists at all. It is doubtful that the historian approaches

the world of men and events without ideas and emotions,

—_—

Philosophy and History: Essays Presented to Ernst Cas-
sirer, edited by R. Kilbansky. New York, 1963, p. 5.

38"Jeder Historiker ist, ob er es we%ss oder nicht,
auch ein Geschichtspilosoph, wenn er naemllch.eln qun
von Geist ist und seinen Geist gebraucht" ("D;e Grund-
probleme der Geschichtspilosophie von Plato b1§ Hegel",‘
in Der Sinn der Geschichte. Hrsg. von L. Reinisch, Munich,
1961, p. 14.)
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without any conviction that truth exists or that it may be
available to him.

Perhaps, the first question should be--what is
history? It seems logical to inquire about the nature of
that which one is seeking to understand. But in trying
to define the nature of history--or any subject--before
having Scrupulously investigated it, do we not run the
risk of imposing a definition ang meaning which in fact
it may not have? But if we allow history to speak to us
with what voice does it speak and with what do we listen?
To what does the historian direct his inguiry? 1g any
inquiry Possible without some knowledge of the subject?
Can the historian confront the events themselves or enter
into the bast in order to elicit what he must "know"? The
historian, like the physicist, lives in a world of material
objects (?) and, although his "evidence" is physical (),
is not the field of investigation, as Cassirer says, "a
Symbolic universe--a world of Symbols"?39 Again, if our
thought moves inductively, if the historian accumulates
his data, the disjecta membra, and synthesizes them, does
he not jin fact impose order on the scattered limbs of the
bast? Is pot Cassirer right when he says, "Ideal recon-
Struction, not empirical observation, is the first step in

historical knowledge " 240

e el

39an Essa on Man: An Introduction to a Philosophy
=L LSSay H

of Human Cultyre. New York, 1953, p. 221.

——=an Culture

40Cassirer, p. 221,
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Very much aware and concerned about the historian's
impasséi logical positivism imagines that Progress will be
made in the emulation of the physical sciences and collabor-
ation with sociology. It eschews the writing of "universal
histories" for monographic and national histories. The
approach of the positivist is to collect and classify the
"facts" and determine the laws of mutual dependence which
governs them, furnishing thereby the narrative of the
historian with “the pPrinciples of explanation of these
laws."4l These laws, moreover, are formed through sta-
tistical analysis of interdependently, mathematically com-
buted social factors which ostensibly produces a unity by
filling "the interstices of the various special histories
by means of civilization and culture, and so-called social
history . . , _n42 Thus, history becomes a science and can
legitimately ignore all notions of transcendency, theo-
logical or metaphysical. And, too, the question of "end"
teleology, can be replaced, as in science, with the idea
of "cause", mechanistically conceived. A “fact" is simply
datum, then, something mathematically ascertained and placed
within a system of hypothesis and justified wholly by em-
pirical verification. In this way, history is become the
handmaiden of the higher sciences, standing in relation to

Sociology, for example, as physiology to zoology.

o R

4lpy Croce, History: Its Theory and Practice, trans.
by Douglas aAinsle.  New York, 1923, p. 296. Cf. also R.
Collingwood, The Idea of History, pp. 126-133.

42croce, p. 304.
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For all its panting after the pPhysical sciences,
logical positivism no more eludes the curse of epistemology
than the idealism which it abominates. Not only does it
confine reason to comparing, relating, distinguishing and
abstracting, but also it never defines the relationship
between known ang knower . Yet, positivism uncritically
accepts modern categories of thought and, like "all dog-
matic theories of knowledge", postulates "that the object
of cognition is something fixed and given" whose "absolute
and unambiguous definiteness" can be understood "in an
ever more perfect and adeguate reflection upon a world of
things.”43 The positivist will not think metaphysically;
his entire attention is given to "making sense"; his medi-
tation is upon the melody of language, and he recognizes
as meaningful nothing save "mathematical and empirical
truths" which may be traced, in modern times, to Hume and
Leibnitz, the latter being the only philosopher in the
history of bhilosophy that he admires. It may be, perhaps,
his contempt for all thinking but his own that blinds the
Positivist to the inherent defects of his own position.

The first mistake of positivism is the equation of
Sensation with Perception, for by it a disparity is immed-
iately created between mind and "the external world". The
Positivist cannot ever hope to get to "the far side of

; "
our sensations" and must assume the existence of "the external

e
43gr. Kilbansky, "The Philosophical Character of His-

tory"’ in Philosophy and History: Essays Presented to Ernst

Lassirer, editea by R. Kilbansky. New York, 1963, p. 325f.
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world" by virtue of the sensations we experience. "What
gives one the right to believe in the existence of a cer-
tain material thing is simply that one has certain sensa-
tions", writes A. J. Ayer, "for whether one realizes it or
not, to say that the thing exists is equivalent to saying
that such sensations are obtainable."44 “Truth" is the
accurate description of sensations--does this rule out all
statement about the past?--since any statement which pur-
ports to be meaningful must be verified by observation.
This is the "principle of verifiability" which considers
all ideas and beliefs unconfirmed empirically to be "non-
sense", mere tautologies. There is no concern for the
ontic referent of sensations, because it cannot be known,
or rather, any question regarding its reality is meaningless.

But, then, what sort of statement is the verification
principle? It cannot be an a priori truth or even a gener-
alization about sense-experience, for, as E. L. Mascall
contends, this principle cannot make assertions, but only
register our "linguistic conventions"”, whereas, if it is a
statement of fact, "then it is a synthetic proposition, and
in virtue of the very assertion which it makes, itself
needs empirical verification."45 Ayer seems to have fallen
into "the snare which the empiricists customarily claim to

find amongst the metaphysicians, that of packing into their

441anquage, Truth and Logic. London, 1946, p. 50. Cf.
R. Carnap,_ Philosophy and Logical Syntax, in The Age of Anal-
sis, edited by Morton White. New York, 1955, pp. 203-225.

45Words and Images. New York, 1957, p. 8.
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principles what they want to get out of them, as a con-
juror inserts the rabbit into the hat before he comes onto
the stage."46 In fact, Ayer and his school must further
concede that "the verification principle", like every aspect
of Positivism, carries an implicit metaphysics, that is,
the "principle" was contrived in order to give no meta-
physical knowledge or, as Carnap puts it, all that which is
"over or beyond experience, e.g., about the real Essence
of things, about Things in themselves, the Absolute and
such like."47 Language and judgment have been deliberately
geared to evince nothing metaphysical.48

Metaphysics, however, is unavoidable. One may re-

ject such ideas as Deus, substantia, accidentia, materia

prima, etc., but in that very rejection one has taken a
metaphysical position, that is, a view about the ultimate
constitution of the universe. To say that all knowledge
must be sensual is to make an assertion about the nature
of "the external world", its intelligibility and the char-
acter of the human mind. To recognize all knowledge as
empirical is to say that either there is no world "on the

other side of sensations" or that "the other side" is

unknowable. Either position is inimical to the positivist

46Mascall, p. 8

47R, Carnap, Philosophy and Logical Syntax, pp. 213-

214,

4810 be more accurate, the positivist says that "metas
physical propositions" while describing no reality do have
an "expressive function", that is, like art they express
"emotional or volitional dispositions" €arnap, p. 220).
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attitude towards metaphysics. To be perfectly logical,
the positivist must be utterly silent about anything non-
sensuous. He has no right to say whether or not there is
a non-sensuous reality or even that our knowledge must be
restricted to the senses, for in either case he is saying
something about the nature of things: the denial of the
non-sensuous is a contradiction, the affirmation of only a
knowable sensual world is untenable. Aand finally, the
positivist dichotomy of knower and known is clearly a meta-
physical stance, for thought is a function of being and
"representative perception" presupposes an attitude towards
reality.

It is not a persuasive argument either that the alli-
ance with and the imitation of the physical sciences have
permitted logical positivism to banish metaphysics from
philosophy and history. Science, too, has its metaphysical
presuppositions.49 Thus, Alfred North Whitehead wrote,
“there can be no living science unless there is a wide-
spread instinctive conviction in the existence of an Order
of things."50 This "instinctive conviction", he continues,

derives from the medieval idea of "the inexpungable belief

that every detailed occurrence can be correlated with its ante-
cedents in a perfectly definite manner, exemplifying generai

principles."51 This "belief", in its turn, rests upon "the

495see A. E. Burtt, The Metaphysical Foundations of
Modern Physical Science. London, 1932.

50gcience and the Modern World. New York, 1952, p. 4.
5lynhitehead, p. 13.




tedieval insist
other vords, it
possibility of
velopment Of me
derivative fro
cise, the "sci
nedieval theol
prevailing at
sophically, it
struggle betwe
anism, mystic:
Many th:
cognizant of |
dained the hy;
netaphysics of
leading Veste
were smotheri
less mechanis
nineteenth ce
entific matex
by which his
man freedom
Thus, most h.

lay with epi

knowledge an




e

61
medieval insistence of the rationality of God."52 In
other words, it is historically true that "the faith in the
possibility of science, generated antecedently to the de-
velopment of modern scientific theory, is an unconscious
derivative from medieval theology."53 To be even more pre-
cise, the "scientific faith" is contingent upon not only
medieval theology but the whole range of circumstances
prevailing at the birth of the physical sciences. Philo-
sophically, it was a birth preceded by a long metaphysical
struggle between monism and pluralism, vitalism and mech-
anism, mysticism and humanism.

Many thinkers in the nineteenth century were fully
cognizant of the weaknesses of logical positivism and dis-
dained the hyposticization of science. Not only were their
metaphysics obvious, but also science and positivism were
leading Western man into an insufferable collectivism and
were smothering individual creativity beneath their joy-
less mechanism. Historicism led the revolt against the
nineteenth century idea of "progress" and opposed to sci-
entific materialism its own Platonic and Romantic ontology
by which historicism sought to halt the exhaustion of hu-
man freedom and man's unigqueness at the empirical level.
Thus, most historicists, believing that the critical issue
lay with epistemology, simply ignored current theories of

knowledge and turned to antiquity for guidance. They took

52ynitehead, p. 13.
S53Whitehead, p. 14.
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a metaphysical posture in complete opposition to the pop-
ular trend. They repudiated mechanism and materialism for
philosophical spiritualism and vitalism.

One of the chief spokesmen for historicism was
Friedrich Meinecke (1866-1952). Accepting the Platonic
dualism, he posited a relationship between the human mind
and a timeless ueberwirkliche Welt.54 This "world" is un-
changing in contrast to the physical or wirkliche Welt which
exists in a state of change, Eénta fﬁei. The former is
reached by contemplation, the latter by observation--it is
the empirical order which contains in itself neither law
nor truth. Applying his philosophy to history, Meinecke
says that the usual methods used to investigate the past
offer us no criterion for judging the value of any partic-
ular "epoch". The past cannot be penetrated--not only for

epistemological reasons--because every “epoch" in history

is insulated, like a Leibnitzean "monad". Nevertheless,
every moment in history is immediate to the timeless reality
of the world above; therefore, an understanding of the past

comes through grasping the universal and eternal values

the ueberwirkliche Welt gives to all "epochs". "Vertically,
not horizontally, does historical life strive," Meinecke

exclaims, “toward the heights it can achieve. In every

epoch, in every individual formation of history, egotism

54Gedanken ueber Welt- und Universalgeschichte, in
Meinecke Werke (bd. II) hrsg. von Carl Henrichs. Stuttgart,
1959, p. 147.
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reigns, striving upward to a higher world."55 For histor-
icism, then, the meaning of events is not found in the
process of nature, but above it, for events have no sub-
stratum, no "natural continuity", no temporal "substance".56
By placing its pluralistic vitalism in opposition to sci-
entific mechanism and epistemological dualism, historicism
believes that it has overcome collectivism and materialism
and freed humanity from both.>7

But having avoided "the Charybdis of reducing every-
thing to verifiable behavior or identifiable men and women
in precisely identifiable places and times,">8 historicism
floundered against the Scylla of its own Leibnitzean indi-
vidualism--subjectivism and relativism.%9 Meinecke insisted

that the universality of the ueberweltliche Welt was sup-

posed to eliminate this danger,60 but none of his pro-

testations could prevent "the anarchy of values". "That

55"yvirtikel, nicht horizontal strebt das geschicht-
liche Leben zu Hoehe, die es ueberhaupt erreichen kann.
In jeder Epoche, in jedem individuellen Gibilde der
Geschichte regen Egoismus emporstreben in eine hoehere

Welt" (Geschichte und Gegenwart, in Meinecke Werke (bd.
II), p. 99).

56R. a. Collingwood, The Idea of History, p. 213.

57see C. A. Beard and A. Vagts, “"Currents of Thought
in Historiography", American Historical Review, XLII
(1936-1937), 466f.

581. Berlin, Historical Inevitability, p. 16.

59see G. Barraclough, History in a Changing World.
Norman (Okla.), 1956, pp. 1-7.

60Kausalitaeten und Werte in der Geschichte, in Mein-
ecke Werke (bd. II), p. 82f.
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historicism is the progenitor of relativism is too obvious
a fact to require demonstration", writes Professor Butter-
field. "Everything is related, judged and evaluated in
relation--and far too often only in relation--to time,
place, context and environment; there are no absolutes;
there is no transcendent sanction for man's action; morality
itself is atomized, particularized, pulverized, until in
the end it is held to be 'impossible to think one man
essentially more wicked than another'."6l And, too, histor-
icism is subjectivst, that is to say, its monadological
relativism leads to solipsism, because the timeless world
of eternal verities is something which is understood indi-
vidualistically, privately, without public verification;
and since that "world"” cannot be demonstrated to exist,
historicism offers humanity only solipsism.

Yet, historicism does come to the heart of the matter:

it orients us to the real issue in modernity, "the impon-

derable which is the human personality."®2 It is not only

his prejudices, the strength of his emotions, the laws of
his thinking that puzzles us, but man himself. What is man?
Has he always been the same, has he changed, will he change
in the future? There seems to be no evidence with which to
answer any of these questions. But if we do not, then, we

have no certainty that our study of history is accurate or

6lhistory and Human Relations. London, 1951, p. 108.

62Henri Pirenne, "What are the Historians Trying to
Do?", in The Philosophy of History in Our Time: An An-
t?olo?y, edited by Hans Meyerhof. Cambridge (Mass.) 1959,




ever will be.

epistenologica.
be any genuine
are assured th
less we "know"
the historian
Might not the

knowledge? An;

recognizing "t
deternine his
history as it
sone magic or
possibly bene
oredict the f
should have t
Iined' or Ilun
and even in
50 in the fu
Ought mankin
Tho shall te
tingelf? e

112 Has



e

65
ever will be. Past epochs will be closed to us not only
epistemologically but anthropologically. How can there
be any genuine knowledge unless we know what man is and
are assured that he was and always will be the same? Un-
less we "know" what he is, what right have we to demand that
the historian be impartial and seek objectivity as an ideal?
Might not the true definition of man solve the enigma of
knowledge? And could we not discover whether there is a
God and whether man is ordained to Him as to his End? 2nd
if we knew our destiny might we not also know our origin
and, therefore, lay to rest all the other vexatious ques-
tions confronting mankind?

In as much as modern man has resigned himself to
recognizing "the mystery of origins" and seems unable to
determine his end, does it not seem vain to seek to "know"
history as it happened? If perchance we should uncover by
some magic or machine the past as it was, what could it
possibly benefit us? Would the knowledge permit us to
predict the future or in some way alter the present? We

should have to first ascertain whether history was “deter-

mined" or "undetermined". If "undetermined" in the past

and even in the present, could we be sure that it would be

so in the future? If history is "open", in what direction
ought mankind to move? What is the criterion for the choice?
Who shall tell us? The state? Will each man decide for
himself? Perhaps, God? Does He exist? Do we know His

Will? Has He spoken clearly? Has He spoken at all? If,



on the other

goal? Will if
of history to
or malicious?
internal and
the past or a

native--the c

how do we "kn
if ve satisfi
"know" in wha
confused fre
A11 th
tance-~does T
that each ger
Indziel 83 |
because if i
would depriv
be only powe
not seem to
tory is simg

that history

cyelicism,
tine's civi

concerning

P 81f,
64"5

Baaat b oad



T

66
on the other hand, history is "determined", does it have a
goal? Will it have a goal? Are we to understand the goal
of history to be under the control of a Mind (beneficent
or malicious?) or impersonal forces? Without freedom,
internal and external, of what value is our knowledge of
the past or anything else? Perhaps there is a third alter-
native--the coexistence of determinism and freedom. But
how do we "know" that we exist in such a condition? 2nd
if we satisfied ourselves that we do exist, how should we
"know" in what respects we are free? Or that we had not
confused freedom and bondage?

All these questions raise yet another of equal impor-
tance-~does history have a meaning? Theodor Litt suggests
that each generation must find its own meaning, its own
Endziel.®3 He denies that history has a meaning per se,
because if it had, then, history would have “norms" which
would deprive it of freedom and without freedom there would
be only power and power leads only to tragedy. It does
not seem to have occured to Litt that the meaning of his-
tory is simply tragedy. The Kantian, Karl Popper, agrees
that history has no universal meaning. He rejects Greek
cyclicism, Spenglerian Untergangstheorie and Saint Augus-
tine's civitas déi, in a word, all the traditional opinions

concerning the meaning of history.64 In his optimism,

63"Die Selbstbesonderung des Sinns der Geschichte," in
Der Sinn der Geschichte. hrgs. von L. Reinisch. Munich, 1961
p. 8lf.

64vselbstbefreiung durch das Wissen," Der Sinn der
Geschichte, p. 106.

>
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Popper instructs us to learn from the past and the present
and by their illumination to establish our own Zielsetzung.
The only precondition for the search for truth, he main-
tains, is a democratic and pluralistic society. But Pop-
per leaves us without any convincing reason for accepting
democracy and pluralism rather than some other form of
government and social order. Indeed, both Litt and Pop-
per say, unconvincingly, that hitherto man has found no
meaning in history, but this notion does not certify that
there is none.

But the liberal tradition has received curious sup-
port from Christian thinkers. Karl Leowith says, "There
never has been and never will be an immanent solution to
the problem of history."65 Time is a mystery, Toynbee
asserts, and we do not know the design of the universe.66
Meaning comes only with faith, that is, the Christian Faith
and without it, history is absolutely sinnlos. Faith gives
the power which unaided reason does not possess. Reinhold
Niebuhr concurs, but adds that modernity has erred, be-
cause it has placed its faith in "the empirical strategy
of the rational faculty."®7 It wants to see history as the
story of man's increasing power and freedom, his emanci-

pation from the ambiguities of existence. The cross of

65Meaning in History. Chicago, 1937, p. 191.

66"5inn und Sinnlosigkeit," in Der Sinn der Geschich-
te. hrsg von L. Reinisch. Munich, 1961, p. 87.

67Faith and History. New York, 1949, p. 3.
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modern man is the vanity of his imagination, his egotisti-
cal assumption that human reason has the capacity to chart

"the scientifically observable structures of nature" and

thereby acquire "a simple rational answer to the problem

of the meaning of his existence."68 He does not see his-
toric catastrophes as judgments against the idolatrous
worship of rational institutions, the wrath of God against
the idols of culture and civilization, against the inclina-
tion of men and nations to regard their tenuous and tenta-
tive forms of human order and justice as final forms of
human existence, because modern man interprets his tragedy
as progress towards perfection.

In fact, historical growth is equated with redemp-
tion from evil.®9 1In the words of Albert Camus, "The
revolution of the twentieth century believes that it can
avoid nihilism and remain faithful to true rebellion

@gainst metaphysical and religious bondagé], by replacing

God with history. In reality, it fortifies the former and

betrays the latter. History in its pure form furnishes no
value of itself. Therefore, one must live by the prin-
ciples of immediate expediency or keep silent or tell

lies . . . ."70 Man is not redeemed, he is consumed by his-

tory. He has been cast completely upon his own inadequate

‘68Niehbuhr, p. 58.
69Niehbuhr, p. 109.

70The Rebel, trans. by aAnthony Bower. New York,
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resources and has been reduced to impotence. Having driven
God from history, he sought to replace Him with himself,
but instead man has become less human, the servant of his

own passions and powers.71 Nevertheless, he remains ob-

durate beneath the blows of suffering and terror, for he
is somehow convinced that science and technology will
some day banish all fear of the future and all nostalgdia
for the past. But he is a somnambulist, ignoring the

demands of the very ratio by which he hopes sua sponte

to create his "brave new world". His life is a charade,

without foundation, without certitude. His existence is
arched, like some cruel and voluptuous parabola, without
meaning or purpose, between the nothingness of desire and
nothingness of despair. His way makes no sense, for there
is no God--of whom the question must be asked--to give man
the truth.

What, then, has this chapter told us? We have seen

that the history of modern Western thought began with "doubt"

and has brought modernity only despair. All thinking init-
iated with "I think" leads necessarily to agonizing ignorance,
not even able to prove its own existence. Therefore, rea-

son must have an extra-rational foundation if it is to

escape the infinite regress of presuppositions and attain

to "the sure path of knowledge". Otherwise, modern his-
toriography, unavoidably associated with the current modern

“crisis in knowledge", can make no assertion about history

7lcamus, p. 73f.
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and no pronouncements about "historical evidence'" which
lies beyond doubt. The scientific method of modern his-
torical writing offers no certainties and, consequently,
has no right to deny validity to an alternate, even opposing,
understanding of history and the nature of historical
"evidence". The modern historian has no basis for his ex~-
clusion of "theology" from history; and no basis for de-
claring that all "evidence" must have a natural source.
Thus, when the Fathers accept an extra-natural source of
"evidence", there is no basis for dismissing their "faith"
as subjective, superstitious, self-deceptive or fabricated.

In other words, if, as Meyerhof says, "the methods of
history are often dubious and suspect“,72 then, why are the
conclusions of Harnack, Holl, Koch, Wolfson, etc., con-
cerning the nature of the patristic witness, given such
credence? Why are Saint Gregory of Nyssa or Saint Cyril
of Alexandria examined in terms of Plato or Aristotle or
Zeno? Why do scholars look for the source of patristic
christology and ontology in the cults of Mithras,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>