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l. The fungtion of s;,"stematics
(8- 14 X - 20 a0 = 41

Two distinet operations of intellect:

- Understanding answers questions of the type: (uid sit? Cur ita sit?

- Judsment answers questions of the type: An sit? Utrum ita sit?
By judgmentgﬁf’is known the existence of whnt has been defined.
This distinction is essential to an undsrstanding of the iugustinian-inselmian precepti:

Crede ut intelligas,

Vatican I retrieved the notion of understanding: reason illumined by feith can attain a
fruitful understanfing of the mysteries of faith.
The promotion of auch an understanging is the principal fundtion of systematics: to take

over the facts, estublished in docirines, and work them into .n agsimilable whole.
Wik o caf e Thaat cq f
Qiodl. IV, 4 9, & 3 aquinas points out that a déaputation cak be directed to eithexr of

two ends: ;

b by GO
- to remove deubt about whst was so: then appeal to authorities fFeep
~ to instruct: then one must take one's stand on the reasens that bring to light the

ground of the truth.

On the contrary, Catholics in recent centuries have not ﬁérely distinguished , but even
peparated “hilosophy and theclogy. An infortunate separation:

(a) Misleading. Students tooR it for grented that systematis theolegy was just xxm mere
philosophy and so of mo religious significance, Ma fuffe G e R vl

(b) Weskened both natural *heology and systematic theology.

(c) The separation asens founded on « mistekel: it assumed an objectivity totally inde-—

pendent of the humsn mind that thinks, f"""‘ﬁ coky 4 Q-tp{f-n-cs— feadOny (eicnde (PN S
) fgmt ¥ 2 ck\.-ﬁaY i

-Basically the issue is a transposition from the abstract logic of classicism (basic is

proof) to the concroteness of method (basic is conversion).

Objection: This transition from proof to conversion does not square with the claim of

Votican I that through creatures God can be known by the natural light of human reuson.
Answer:
(1) The definition prescinds from the_sctual order in which we live. "ib homine lapso"

of Klsutgen's scheme was dropped.

- {2) In the actuzl order noruwally religious conversion pre?ced% rigorous proofs.

"put I do not think it is impossible, by way of excepiinn, certain knowledge of flod pre=

cedes the acceptance of God's love,

(3) An dmkmxprmtatier integraticn of natural with systemetic theology is not to mesn any

11 %?f@ ‘

blurring of dJstlnctlons(ueparat:on # distinction)
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Systematies (2)

(Systemstics)
2. Cloged eptions

From a faculty paychology wef have moved into an intentional analysis thet distinguishes

4 levele of conacious and intentional operations. Hence:
(1) The priority of intellect is just the prioriiy of the first three levels over the fourth
(2) Pure reason is an ahstraction

(3) an exception to the oldﬁ adage, nihil amatus nisi praecognitum, is possible.
God's gift of his love may precede our knowledge of God, and cause our seeking inowledge

of Ged. The gift ‘is an orientation towards an unknown, a transcendent gystery, that never=
theless reveals the goal by its absclutensss.

This orientation provides the primary and foundamental meaning of the name, Ged.

This orientstion illuminates negutive theclegy , which is concerned to speak about &
transcendent mystery.

ﬁowever, if there is to be an_affirmative theclogy, there must be confrented the queation

whether God is an object. . wtzn

-

Not an object in the naive realist, empiricist, positlviat, idealistﬁsense.
it is an object: what is intended in guestions and known through zmfifx correct unswers,
On the yrimery and fundamental meaning of the name God, God is net an cbject {¥he term

of nn,d orientatien to transcendent mystery is not a matter of raising and snswering

But withdraw] is for return: from mystic prayer to thinking back on one's prayer.
More commonly: from intelligence bo an intelligent ground

from Pacticity to & necesaury ground

from man's norality to a moral ground of the universe.

Mereover, religion is shared by many. lence guestions wbout God.

(4) A fourth consequence of the shift from a faculty psychology te intentienality

analysis: The basic terms and relations of asystematic theology will net be metaphysical,

but psychologicel. 4 Bedle ) ORI WA N Y
Hence a metaphysics which can be critically contrelled. s «—%r = Llved w3t
th;t [VUVS W |

Nevertheleas, since knowledge of intentional consciousness can develop,ﬁ follows
Ve

that the whole structure admiis development and thereby escapes rigidit W
‘ NQH.._,\

Lq,_,.,, . m,\gv'j“f A

| Tus By

Q S R A T T




r \d.A.n“ w\

e oI LT s SEERL LSRR L e LR v o et e iy

" ( Yhe functien of Systematics , page 2)

4*9 ispecially: proportionate, transcendent, analogous intelligibility are three distinct,

but there is no occasion to separatekham.

This distinction is @ return to Aguinas' systematic theology: systematics must present

& single wnifisd whole (Cfr. Contra Gentiles, Sumea Theologiae)
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Mystery and Probleni,

Man's response to trunscendent mystery is cdoration but not an adoration
that excludes words, 1€§t of ell when men worship together. Bui the words
have menning within some cultural context and contexts can be ongoing, derived
from one another, interacting, Thus, while mystery is very different from
the problems of comn.n sense, ol science, of acholarship, of much philosocphy,
8till the worship of God is within o soecinl, cultural , etc. context and that
involvement generates problems with which theologians attempt to deal,

Our reflections on the differentintion of human conscior’‘sness hove
brought to light svme of the genernl types of context within which religious
and theologicul discourse occur, Man's expression of his apprehension of
God can be largely symbolic; inndequacies of expression are corrected by
reinterpretation and modification of symbols in such a way thet undesired
meanings are excluded. The same occurs in the Presocritic world of a
Xenophanes or the post-systemdiic world of Clement of Alexondrin, e.Zeesse
The biblicnl God thet stunds or sits in not taken literally. God is con~
ceived in te;ms of the notiong of truth, goodness. Such rethinking of Ged
the Father entiils a rethinking of his Son, ete.,.. There follows the crises
provoked by Arius, Nestorius etc., and the post-system:tic statements of
the councils, The minimal use of t{echnical expressions in Greek councils

etce prepared the way for the medievel rethinking of Christian doctrine in
scholastic terms, In the weke of this legacy arc the further shifts manifested

in modern science, modern scholership and modern philosophy.,

Now w.ile mystery is not to be identified with problem the contexts in
which mystery is odored are onything but freef of problema/ und the probkems
today ore so many thit many today do not known whet to believe. They are
not unwilling to believe but they wont to know what church doctrines megn.
This is a problem for systematics,

The answer to the gquestions is a gradusl increcse of understanding,
Clues, nnswerx-and nev questions su{ﬁed one enother, The vein of questi ons
in one area may seem to die out but successive thinkers tackle the whole
matter over sgoin. Eventually perhaps a master arrives on the scene capable
of envisaging all the issues and treating them in their proper order.

Thot order is not the order inm which the sclutions were discovered. [or
the course of discovery is roundubout. Distinet from the order of discovery
is the order of tenching. A teacher postpones dolutions that presuppose

other solutions and begins with issues whose solution deoes not presuppose

the
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£482)  the solution of other issues.

Such wes the ordo ﬂﬂﬁﬂfﬂﬂﬂﬁ digciplinae th.t (uinns wanted in theology
books for beginuers. An illustrotion: In lst book of the Serintum super

Sententias there is no separation of the trewtment of God ns one nnd of God

a8 Trinity; but, in the Sumg contra Gentiles a 8ystemutic separation ia

effected, F,rther, wint in the Contra Gentiles was tre:ted in very separate

feshiten—~ books is in the Summn theologiase united in o continuous strenm

Not only does the order of teaching or exposition differ from the order

of discovery but nlso the terms ond relations of systemktic thought express

o development of understanding over and above the understonding lind either

from o simple inspection or &rom an erudite exegesis of the original doctrinal
(483) sources, 50 in Thomist trinitarian itheory such terms ns person, etc, have
a highly teclnical meoning. They stand to these terms a8 they occur in scripture
op patristic writings much as in modern physics the terms mnss nnd temperrture
stand to the cdjectives, henvy and cold,

The existence of this divergence between religious sources nnd theological
systems is n necessary consequence of the view expressed in the lst Vntican
Council thit, while it is the same dogma, mecning thot is being understood
8till th:ot understunding grows and advances down the ages (DS 3020). In
Doctrines o true permansnee of dogmu was stressed. In Systematica the stress
is principally on systematic developments,

Such developuents occur in widely different contexts,e.g. the Greco-Roman
and Byzantine, the medievil cnd the modern,

Unfortunstely, though very humanly, all such developments nre under the
sign ol contradiction, Systemotic misunderstandings occur., The misunder—
standings are monifold. An arrey of conflicting systems exists as well ns
(484)  conflicting interpretntions, histories, ete,

To deal with such multiplicity once more one must appeal to dinlectic,
| Differences must he apprehended and reduced to their grounds, e.g. social,

cultural, historicalj presence or absence of conversions, On the hasig o f

| such analysis and in the light of one'w own loundetions and method one will

judge which systems express positions and which counter—positions,
and
4, Undersitnnding sfpa Truth,

P Data, as noted euriier, are given to sense or to consciousnesa. They
are, of course, hardly uoticed unless they fit in with one's understanding

and hiave a nome in one's language.
Now while deto are just a single component in human knowledge, [ncts
result from the conjunction of three distinet levels,

(485) Now one can understand data and one con understand facts, Understanding




(488)

agb;gﬂp

(487)

of date is expressed in hypothwses, and the verification of hypotheses leads
to probable nssertions, The understending of facts is more complicated

for it supposes the existence of two orders or types of knowledge, where
the facts of the first type supply the deta for the second type, e.g. in
eritical history two inquires are distinguished: o first nimed ot how the
witnesses got their information, etic; o second thet evaiunted- employed the
evalugted informotion to construct an account of what was pgoing forward at
o given time, etc, There is a similerity in this procedure ig natural
sScience,

Thetwo orders of knowledge ¢.ll for two applicctioans of the notion of
truth., There is the truth of tue focts in the [irst order and also the truth
?f the account or explanction reached in the second order. The two are inter—
dependent, for the second can leud to a correction of the first, e.g. the
critical historian's discovery ol what was going lorwerd can lead him to revise
his evaluation of his witnesses.

Far more complicated is Lhe case of our eirht, directly or indirectly
i§§€£% f%ﬂgfnt’ fupctiaual sneciclties, Each is the work of all four levels
of conscivusness, yet each i8 a specialty inasmuch a8 each is concerned o

perform one of eight tasks,

Here our coucern is with doctrines nnd systemntics, Both aim at under-
stending the truth, but in different manners, Doctrine aims nt ﬁ clear and
distinchaffirmntion of religious reclities; its principle coucern is the truth
of such an wfFfirmation; its concern to understand is limited to the clarity
and distiuctness of its ai{firmalion. But systemotics aims at understanding

_ of what doctrines affirm. It waits true understanding, but is fully aware
that its understendi g is bound to be imperfect, merely anslogous, commonly
no more than nrobable,

There are, them, in doectrines rnd systemrtics two instances of truth
end tvo instences of understandiag., Docirines is to state clenrly and
distinctly the religious coimunity's confession of the mysteries so hidden
in God that wmen could not know them il they had not been revealed., Assent to
guch doctrines is the assent of foith, which religious people regard ns firner
than sny other. But the meesure of understandi.g accompanying the nssent of
foith is highly variable. Ireneus, for example, denied thal the more articulate
man is more o believer than a le:s articulcte man,

In contrast, the views sets forth in systmmatics are no more than probable,

but the understonding to be reached is on ithe level of one's time."In the

medieval period it wns static system; in the contemporary world it has to be
at home with medern science, scholarship w:d philosophy,
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(483)" Here we may insert brief answers to accusations often made against

systematic theology.
-~That it is specul tive, German idealism makes it clear thnt it can be,

but our systematic theology is quite a homely alfair., It aims at on under-

standing of the truths of feith, a Glaubensverstindnis. ¥B truths of faith

are church confesaious.
-=That systematic theology can become irreligiius. It can, particularly
when its emphasis is not on conversion but on proof, or when it is motivated

by individual or corporate pride. But vhen conversion bases the whole theology,

gives the name, God, its primary and fundamental meaning, which systemptic

theology does not helieve it can exhaust or even do justice to, then systematic
theology will remanin in harmony with its religiou%&rigiJs and anims,

~~That systemotic theology is fruitless. OSystematic theology has its
fruitle:s aspect, for it can at times systematise misunderstending, which
will be attractive to those (usually the larger uumb-r) who do uot understend,
Dialectic cannot be simply exorcised. But ot lenst one is no longer totally
at its mercy., when one methodicanlly ackaowledges the existence of such dialectic
and describhes its structure and method,

-~Thot systematic theology is elitist, It is difficult, os are math, ete,
but the difficulty is worth meetigﬁ. For if one does not attain, on the level

of one's own age, on understanding the religious reclities one believes, one
will be ot the merecy of the psychologist, ebe, who will not hesitate to tell
believers what it really is in which they believe,

~=That systematic theology is irrelevant, if it does not provide the basis
for the eighth functional specialty, communicanti ns, But to communicote one
has to understond, Repenting formules cannot toke the place of understanding,
It is understanding done thot cen say whut it graps in cny of the manners de~
,{ﬁ monded by the almost endless series of different audiences.
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(489), 5. Continuity; Development, Revision:

_:E} 1. Con tipuity:
£ 8. 4 factors:
. 1, Normative struct, of don-sddofisness & int acts; but struct. can be violated:
(490) Possible to direct acts, not to truly good, trubh, increasing underst,

g, Result of violy dialeotic of positions & counter-posits, Manifests need
for intell & mor conversions.

2. GB'a gifft. of love: given in various measures,
3. Permanence of dogma: mysteries cn be better understood; what is understood is

just what Gd revealed. Hum under thus; in eodem dOﬂmgge, eoden_gensu eademaque
sententia. (DS 3020).

4. Otcurrence in past.of genuin e achievements
a, I have 2 gstudles: Gr. & Freed & Verbum, My method today wd lead to significant
differenaces from Aq's presentation; but also affinities, Ag's thought
on gr, & freed, & on cogn theory & trinity are gen. achievements,

#. Developmenty less conspicuous when gospel is preached effectively to a diff cult;
more con spie: type of developmt in diff’ of consc., Finally, results of dialectie:
fruits & evils,

3. Revision g; theol revisions have origin in cultrual develops, therefore now theol,.

(492) developmt. 13 long delayed response to devel of mod sc¢, scholarshp, phil.

a, Read final paragraph on p. 492 as. summary
LY

(2;91)‘?
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