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. " On the llethod of Theology

Bornard J. F. Lonergan
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"1, Hermeneutics and exzagesls are concerned with the nmeaning of

toxtas. Hernsucutics §s.concorned with general orinciples, ex-

egesls is concewned with thelr application to particular cases. .

2, THoermeneutics is not a pvimary ficld of inguiry. ‘

- Par se (essentiolly) tho meaning of texts is plein end stands
in 0% Tiesd of any exogesls. Pgr acetdens (In a scoondary vay) as
a result of auy of a Auuder oF DLOCES Giat nay arlse, the work of
the interpreier hocones necagsary.

The point can be derwnsirated. IT every toxt needed an cx-
opesls, then the exegesis wonld necd an cxegesls, aad 30 on into
infinity. Sinliorly, - the gensral €thoowvy, hermeneutics, would 1t~
solf need an ciegosis, and tho neod weuld bo Tecurront.

3. The primary ficld of inculry is cognitlongd theory. It deals
with Xnowinz in all cases., One of thoso cases is knowing what an
guthor msant in wrlting o glven senmvence, paragraph, chapter,
hook. '

dence, within the Iramgwowyk of & Sﬁ‘ﬁiﬁaaf}-vu;.}- viscry of
knowledze, hernmenouiics is nod a matver of speciel difflculsy o
interest. OSuch has heen clasgical hermecpeutics expounded by Ar-
1stotleo and refined down theo ceaturies.

Contemporary hermensuscics, on the other hand, is a matter
of considexable difficully and intercnt, mainly fox four reasons,

!-’a

. Firat, the issues nove boen placed withim the contezt of
historical censciovgraoss. The classicist view that “3lugs ca
chonpe, nlug c'est a oome! {*the moTo something changcu, Lo

TMOTe 1t TemaLds tue aorol ), has ‘given way o an atbention to de-
tall, o diffsronees In detall, o on understending of rman end
nomalng that rises rom tho dotailed differences to be noted in
the course of numan developnent.

Secordly, in the Poiﬂuﬂdwlﬂsonneha ten ('sclences of the
spirdit?) -- as dAlstinc® ron bonaTioralk science -~ the bdasie
category is neaning, and s hermencutics, which deals with maen-
Ing, has a key role.

ivdly, the laok of a oommonly occcepted cognivional ihieory
hag resulied:
{a} in tha ayplicaticn of nistaken cognitional
theorles to the uﬂoblhb.01 herpizneuslcs;

(b)) in evTorto o enoloy hornenoutioal problerm as the
springbonrd owa“as $he solutlon o3 ¢ho philcsopalc issues;

' % in the aviitude of the "piaia™ man who brushes aside
such theorocxcaT congldorations, progoods by what he nmes simple
and honest coron scnso, and i3 usually guluea by tho more sulel-
ficial and absurd caich-phrases developed by cpplying nistalen
cognitional theory to hermeneusical problens, -
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~-Fourthly, nodern man has been busy creating & modern world,
in freeins hinself from reliasnce on tradlition and authority, in
working out his ovun world-view comparable in c¢onpleteness to the .
Christian vizw that ruled in an carlier ege. This has brought )

about a clinmate and an ezigence for reinterpretation:

~-~0f Greek and Latin c¢lessical authors, removed from the
contoxt of Christian humanisnm, and revealed as pagans;

~-=0f the Scripiures, renoved from the context of Christian
doctrinal deveclopment, and restored to the pre-dogmgtic
context of the history of religions;

--=0f the Lavwi, rcmoved Cron the context of Christiam phil-
osophy and nmorality, end pleced within the context of
song contemporary philosophy or attitude toward life,

L. Accordingly, the problems of contenporary herrencutics are
to & great oxtent coincident with the problems of riethod in con-
tenporary Catholic theolony.

'/e do notv pronose to reject historiecal consclousness and
humen science because we reject "modernity". At the seme tine,
we do not prorose to slip into. "modernlty"” because we wish to
accept historical conscicusness and human scilence.

e wish, then, an integration of dopnratlc theology with

historical conscxausnsss and humen science, bdut without the

aberrations of the Bnlightenment, the Romantic nmoverient, Ideal-
1em Hiatoriocionm 1'\{1-}-].-,,3-,-?.-. ] n-ﬂ--s-rrlhr Takanﬂ-nl-\-1‘13:,’uph-.n ‘*“i‘l
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osophy ¢f Life), and existentiallst "(viaszendenz innerhalb der
Immanenz® ("Inner transcendence of 1mmﬂnunue“J -or the natural=-
1s% "Principle of the Zmpty lead,® "Postulate of the Comon-
place,” and "Aziom of Familiarity."

“Plainly, such an integration cannot be concelved, much less
achieved, without faclng squarcly the issues involved in the
science of cognlticnal -theory thet underlies herneneuniics.

5. There are three basic exegstical operations: {1} understand-
ing the text, (2) judging how correct one's understanding of the
text is, and {3} stating what cne judges to be the correct un~
derstanding ol the text.

Understanding the toxt has four nmain aspects:

(a) one underTstands the thing or object that the text refers
to. X ) .

(b) one understends the words employsd in the texi;

{(e) ono understonds i$he author who criployed the words;

(@) it is not "cune', "Ll'on", "des lian" that understands, but
I do, as & roesuli of a process of learning and at tines as a
result of a . conversion.

‘Judginr how correct one's underctanding of the text is

.raises tho problem of context, of the hermeneutvleal cirele, of

the relativity of the wholo of llmiting c¢onslderations on the
possible relevance of nwo rerote inquirie , and of limitations
placed upon the scope of one s interpretation.
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Stating what one judges to be the correct understanding of
tho text raises the lssue of absolute context, of "TIxistential"
categorios, of the use of human sclonces in ezxegesis, end of the.
problens of conerste communication in their relativity to a -
given group of readers. .

6. Understanding the thing or object. .

The Urphenorenon (Primary phencmenon) is not intelllgere
vorba (understending the words? but intelligere rom per verba
(understanding the thing through the vords),

Ixegesis, ag a first level, presupposes mowledge of things,
objects, and of the language that nanes then.

-Because we already have the universgl potential kmowledge of
the knowledge of the thing Qealt with in the text, we find per se
that the necaning of the text is plain, thaet it sioply applies to
a particular the universal and potentisl knowledge we alreody
have of the particular.

- It 18 true, of course, that ny widerstanding of the thing or
the trae understan@ing of the thivs ney not be the author's.
But the polnt to "anderstanding the thing® is not thet i? settles
what the author neens, but that without it there 1s no possibility
of understanding the author.

A blind man ig not going to underastond ¢ deseription of col-
ors; a person that has never atiended to his won acts of Intell-
igence is not going 4o understand o description of intellipgence;
ete. - S

By understanding the thing or object is not rieant under-
standinz only the things or objectis of the visible universe.

The thing or object in question may be (a) in the visidle uni-
verse, {b) in the world of theory, {c) in the world of interior-
1ty, or {d) in the world of the sacred, or religion,

The contention that the interpreter should have his own un-
derstanding of the object, imow what that understanding is, and
dlstinguish 1%t from the auther's wndserstanding of the object,
anounts te a rejection of what may be called the "Principle of
the Impty iead.® '

The "Princinls of the Fnpty Head" (PEH) contends that if
one 1s to be objective, if oae is not t¢ drag in one's ovwn no-
tions, 1f one is not to settle in an a y»rloril fashion what the
text must nean no natter what it says, il one is not to "read
intom™ the text what is not there, then one nmust drop all orscon-
ceptions of every kind, sece Jjust wiet is in the text and nothing
rnore, let the muthor speak Tor hinself, let the author inter-
pret himself. ' :

What I have nemed PEI, cleazly enough, is a widespreed view
of correct interpreztion. . '

PEH 1s a confusion of three distinct lssues based upon an
utterly in adcquats account of presunption regarding the nature
‘of humnn knowledge.
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. 8o far fron tackling 1n serles ths three tasks of (a) under-
standing the thing, (b) understanding the author's nieaning con-
corning the thing, and {c) judging vhether one's understonding
1s correcct, PCZH rests upon a naive intuitionisn that, so far
fron judsing the correctness of its understanding, has no need
to judge because it sees what's there, and so far fron bothoring
about understanding the thing, has no need of understanding any-
thing but just looks at wvhat's there,

In faet, what is there? There arc printed signs in a glven

- order. That is all shat 1s there. Anything over ond above a re-

issue of the sane sicns in the sano order will be nodiated by the

-experience, intellisence, and judgrent of the interpreter.

To reject the P is to insist that the wider the interpret-
er's experience, the deeper and Tuller hls understanding, the pro-
founder his judgnent, then the better equipped ho will be to ap~
proach the task of stating wthat the auihor i'eans.

The basis for this contention is simple. ,

Intorpretation 1s a ratter of proceeding from hablitual, po-
tential, vniversal knowledgs %o @ second act that regerds the
concerete and partlceular: what was rieant by the author in this
text. .

The less that habitual knowledse, the less the likelihood
that the interpreter will be able o think of what the euthor
nesns. <Tne greater that habitual imowledge, the pgreater the
1iltelihood that the interpreter will be able to think of what
the author neans. .

then & critic of an interpretation states: "I do not see how
Aristotle, S%t. Paul, Aquinas, Kant, could have neant what the in-
torpreter says he meant,” then the liteoral neaning of the critlic's
words is that he does not posasess the habitual lknowledse that
would ensble him to sce how the author could have neant wiat the
interpreter says lie meant.

VWhile PR is videspread in positivist and in Cathollec cir-
vles, it 1s vigorously rejected elsevhere. '

(H. ¢. Gadamer, VaThel: und l.ethede, p. 254 . R. Bult-
mann, "Das Problem der dermcnoltic,' oiink 47, D. 64.)

7. Understanding the words.

Understending the thing accounts for the ver se plain neaning
of the text. This plain reaning is obvious and ulticave when the
aunthor and the interrreber understand the sone thing in the sane
vay.

as . _

lowevar, in. conversetion, so in reading, the author may te
speaking of X' and the interpreier may be thinking of X", In
that case, sooner or later, there arises a difficulty. ot every-
thing true of X' will bve true of X'', so that the author will ap-
pear to the interpreter to be saying what is not true or even what
1s absurd. ;
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At this polnt the controversislist has all he wants: on the basis_

of his mistaken assunption that the author is spezking of X'', he
sets about demonstrating the author's errors and absurditles.

The interpreter, houever, considers the possibllity thet he himr
gelf is at fault. He rereads. He reads further., ZIventually he
uakes the discovery that the tezt nakes sone sense when X' 1s sub-
stituted for X''.

The process can eccur any nunmber of tines with respect to any
number of instances of X' and X''. It is the process of learning,
the self-correctlng process of learning. It is the nanner in which
we gcquire and develop common sensse. L% heads towards s limit in
which we possess a habitual coxe of insights thet ensbles us to deal
with any situation, any text of any group, by adding one or two nore
insights relevant to the situation or tecxt in hend.

Such understending of the text must not be confused elther with
Judghent on the truth of that understanding or with statemsnt on the

‘meaning of the text in virtue of that understanding. One has £o un~

derstand before one can pass judgment on that understanding; cne has
to have understanding before ome ¢on expross it. Understanding the -
text is such a prior understanding.

Such understanding ratches the hermencutical circle.

The meaning of the text is an intentiocnal entity; it is a single
paragraph that unfelds ltoolf through parts, sectlorns, chapitors, par-
agraphs, sentiences, vords. hs can grasp the unity, the wh:le, only
through the parts. Yot at the same time the parts are determined in
thelr nmeaning by the whole which each partially reveasls. It 1s by
the self-correcting process of learning that we sprial lato the riean-
Ing of the teitt, underuuand1ng the whole through the uarts and un-
derstanding narts in 1izght of the whole,

Rules of hermeneutics or of exegesis list the points worth cone-
sidering in one’s efforts to arrive at am understanding of thas text.
Such are the analysis of the composition of the text, the determin-
ation of the auvthor's purpose, of the peopnle Tor whom he wrote, the

~ characterization of the rpans he employed, linguistle, grammatical,

stylistic, ete.

The point t0 be rmade hére la thet ono Aoes not understand the
text because one lhes cbssrved the rules, but that one observes the
rules in order %o arrive at an understanding of the text. Observ-
ing the rmles can be nere pedantry that leads to an understandlng
of nothing of any moment, to ntlesing the point entirely. The es-
sentinl otservance is edvertence Lo what I do not understand and
the sustained rereading, search, inventiveness, that eliminates
my lack of understanding. ‘

8. - Understanding the Author.
VThen the meanipg of o text is plain, then with the author and
by hls words we understend the thing.

then a simple misunéerstanding arises (e.8., the author is
thinking of X' and the readsr of X''), then its correction is a

D
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-ralatively sinple process of reréading and inventlveness.

But when there 1s need of the long and arduocus use of the self-
correcting process of learning, vhon a first reading yields a lit-
tle understanding and o host of nuzzles, then the problen 1s not so
nuch understanding the thing or the words as understanding the su-
thor himself, his nation, lennuage, time, culture, way of life,
gnd cast of nind.

The self-~correcting nrocess of learning is not only the way we
acauire conmon sense in the first instance, but also the way in
whieh we acqulre an understonding 0f obther people's cormon sense.
Even with our contenmporaries of the sane culture, lenguage, and
gtation in 1ife, we not only understand things with them, but also
understend things in ocur own way and, ag well, their different way
of understanding the same things., Ve con renark that ephrase or an

“gotion ig "Jjust lile you¥: we nean that 1t fits into our understand-

ing of the way you understand and so go about things. But just as
we can come to an understanding of our fellows' understanding, a
common sense frasp of the ways in vhich we understand not with then
but themn, so this process con be pushed %o a Tull development wien
the self-correcting process of learalng brinpgs us to an understand-
ing of the common sense of another place, time, culture, cast of

mind.
‘The phrase "undérstonding one another's common sense" must not
be misunderstond. Properiy, it is not understonding whot common

sense is, a task of the copgniticaal theorist. Again, it 1s not mak-
ing another's cormon sense one's oun 80 that one vould o about
speakins and acting like an Athenlen of the 5th century B.C, 3But
just es common sonse is understanding what is to be said and what is
t0 be done in any of the situations that commonly srise, so uader-
standing another's common senss is understanding what he would say
and what he would do im any of the situatlons that arose in his place
and time. :

This understanding another's common senss is very similar to
what in Romentic herrmeneutics is nanmed "Iiafublen”™, "enpethy”.

Derived from ‘inekelmann and developed by Zciliermacher and
Dilthey to be attacked by contemporarics under the influence of
Hoidegger (Belng and Time, see, 72-77i.

Romantic hermensutics conceives the text as Auadruck, the 6x-
egeto's task as jinfublen, and the ¢riterion of the exegete’s task
as Reproducieren. ai ability o say just why the author in each
phrase exprosscd himselX in the preclse nanner ir which he d4id.

It singles out a valid tesk of the interpreter and it gives an
approximate account of the way in which the task is nerformed; but
1% is incomplete as woll as approximate, and so it has been subjeci-
ed to a good degl of criticism {Bultmann, Gedaner).

Conceiving the text as Ausdruck (cxpression, statement) cor-
rectly draws attention to the avsthotle, intersubjective, symbolic
dimensions of reaning; out it overlocks or vrescinds from or rails:
to insist on tho-aspect of linguistlc neeoning by which it is true
or false, by which i pertecins ito on gbsoluie domain, by which it
can be transferred from one context to another. -
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Again, empathy is the simplest descrivtion of the way in which
we grasp Intersubjcetive, acsthetic, or symbolic reanings. Bat it
contains more that a sugpestlon of an cxztrinsicism that overlooks
the development of the 1aterpreter, his acauiring an understonding
of another’s rode of understondlng, the widening of his lhorizon to
include or fusc vith the horizon of others. 3o far frou ralsing and
solving tho problen of the transfercence of neaning from the contoxt
of an anclent writer to the contoxt of the contemporary interpretioera,
it encourages a nythic elinination of the problen by suggesting that
the lnterpreter foels his way into ancther’s nind end heart, his

thought and sensibility; and it leads to a falsification of issues

inasmuch as i1t implles that there can be no legltiuate transference
fron one context toqnonaer, tiiat either one thinlts with the mind of
Paul or else onc has no "objective" knowledge of Paul's reaning whate
ever. ‘

Finzally, the criterion of renzoducicren ls-excessive. It neans
that one not only understands the author but also can do what the au-
thor himself could not 4o, ancmoly, e€xpiain uhy he wrote in just the
way he dld., Comrion senss undersiands vhat is to be sald and what is™
to be done; but common sense Goes not understand itself and nuch
less does it exzlain itself.

9. The Developrnent of the Interproter.

Tho rajor texts, the classics in religlon, letters, philosophy,
theology, not only are tveyond the original horizon of their inter-
preters, but also demand an intellectusl, moral, religiocus conver-
sion of the interpreter over and zbove the broadening of his hori-
2011.

~In this case the reader's original knovledge of the thing is just
adequate, e will come o knovw the thing only inscfar as he pushes
the self-correcting process of leoarning ¢o a revelution of his own
ontlook. He can suvcssd in acouiring thet habitual understending of
the author that spontansously Tinds his wave-lenzth and locks onto it

. only after he has effected a radical change in himself.

This is the existential dimonsion of the problem of hermusncutics.

Its existence is at the root of the parennial divisions of nan-
kind in their views on morality, on philosonhy, on religion.

lloreover, insofar as. the radical conversion is only the basic
step, lnsofar as their "Lwain the further task of thinking cutrev-
erything fron the new and proifounder viewgoint, there results the
charactoristic of the classie: i clesslcal writing rst never be
sble to be understood corntcnelv, the persoir who viould be Tashicned
by classical writings rust be willlng to leern ever rore fronm then.

There follows snother basie aspect of the task of herneneutics
from the existential dinmension.

The ¢lassics pround a tradition, an Uberlleflcorune, a culture.
They crea%te the nilieu in which they are studied and interpreted.
They produce in the reader throuch the tTadition the Vorverstendnis
{pre-understanding) that ho will need when he conas to read, STULT,
interpret. :

g
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" - thoso that have dodged the issuc of radicel conversion. In that case,

-~

"as involving a bias agalnst bizes in general.

Such a trodition ray be genuine, authentic, a long sccummlation
of insights, adjustnents, re-interprevations, that roneats the origin-
al ressage afrosh for ocach age. In that case, tho reader will ex~
¢lain as did the disciples on the way %0 Irmaus, "Did not our hearts
burn w%thin us when ho spoke on the way and opened to us the Scrip-
tures?

, On the other hand, the tradition nay be inauthentic. IY nay con-
sist in a watering~down of the original nessage, in recasting it into
terns and neanings that £it inte the assumptions and convictions of

a genuine interpretation will be met with incredulity and ridlcule,
ag vas St. Paul preachins in Rome and quoting Isalas, "You sholl in-
deed hear but nevex understand.”

It.-1s in this perspecttve thad is to be understood Gadamer's at-
tack on the Aufklaruns {Inlighienrent) and Historismus (Historicism)

‘Inasruch as these movenents were conctrned with creating a nev
world for nan, a new tradition, a new culture, they were astute in
laying down a principle that cxeluded the pessibility of a tradition.

But lnasnucih as the dostruction of tradition implles a continu-
ous retura to primitive barbarism -~ which vias not the aim of the
Enlightennent or Historicism ~- these novements wWere inccherent and
shortsighted.

The ultinate issve here liea between Descartes' advecacy of a
universal doub?t aund Newnan's preference for universal belief.

10. Judging the Correctness of One's Understanding of the Text.

Such a judgment has ths sane criterion as any Judgment on the
correctness of comnon scnse insignt.

The decisive question is whether one's understanding of the
text is Invulnerable, whether it hits the bull's eye, whether it
neets nll relevant further questions. '

Here the .kay vword is "relavant”. It innlies a reference to a
determinate prospective judement. Vithoubt such a Judgment in view,
one has no criterion, no rererence point, for determining which fur-
ther questions are relevant.

It follows that judsment on the correciness 0f one's understanding
of the text is, not a general judsment on that understanding in all
its respects or aspects, but limited judgrenta with respect to da=-
terminate and restricited points. Thsy will be of the type: at least
the author reans this, at least he does not noan that.

The sams polnt comes to light from the hermeneutical circle.
One understends the whole only thrcugh theo narts, and nonetheloss
the rieaning of the verts 1s depondont on tho whole. Insofar as
this cirecle is rerely logical, it is surmounted by understanding.
But it haes a Tfurtlher angd more fundamental aspect, namely, the rela-
tivity of the whole. 'ith reapect Lo & sentence, the paragraph is
the whole; with respect to a word, the ssntence is the wihole, Vilth
resepct to a paragraph, the chapter is the whole; with resnect to the
chapter, the book is the whole. But the book itszell stands in a fur-
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- pralses Brutus and, equally well, in a contexzt .that damns him; but It

onsell assigning doeterminate and restridsd assertiona.

9

ther, far mdre complex type of contoxt that includes the opora omnia
of tho author, his sources, his contenporaries, the state of the
question in his day, the isouss theon prodoninant, the author's ain
and scope, his pryoancctive readers, etc. In brief, there is an ever
broadening hermenecuitc context that ultinately finds itself in an
historical context. [Tot only is the historical context to be kmowvn
through herneneutic contexts, but also it doaos not possess the tyne
of intellipibility to be found in an hermeneutic context; the latter
1§ like the general's plan; the former is like the course of the bat-
tle. : :

Wou 1% is true that this relativity-of the whole does not imply
a conpleto flnuidity, o ponta Thel of neaning. The neaning of the
parts ia affected by the whole, but it 1s not affected in all re-
spects. That Brutus killed Czesar can bz placed in a context that

does not it into a context in vwhich it is true that Caesar killed
Brutus. The Gospel of St. Jonn has been recd in a Hellenistic con-
text and now is being read In o Palestinian context brought to light
by the discoveries at Qumran. The change in context involves a
change in perspectives, a change in difficulties, a change in the
questions that are raised and discussed. Buat still thils change in
context does not change nuch in a commentary that is based upon ex-
act analyses of the teXt and that 1s content to nalke cautious and
reytricted judgnients on neaning. :

" There 1s to be noted a relation between the two reasons clven
for the restricted judgments to be nade by the exegete. Our under-
standing of the text 1s corrcet insolfar ag it snables us to neet
all further relevant guestions. PEubt what ars such quastions? 0One
can pin then down in tvwo monners. 0ne can assign the vroaspecilive
Judprient to whiclh they vwould bo relevant. Une can assign the field
from which relevant questions nmight come. Decause the field hes
a neasure of indoterminateness, onp is driven to assigning the oro-
spective judgnent. Inasnuch as onoe assligns such judgnent, one finds

The issve can be put in a third nenner. The exepete begins fron

his Fragesteliung, his owm viewpolnt, interests, concerns, that
lead him %0 question the text. 4s he learns fronm the text, hisg
Fragestellunsz becones transiormed; be discovers the questions the
autior was asging and attemptins to mest; he vnderstands the aushor
in terns ol the author's own questions and answers., 3Such an under-
standing of an suthor defines a context, settles all that is rele-
vant to itself, and all that has no bearing on itsslf. I that
understanding or the author is correct, then there are no furtiaer
relevant questions. Still, to deteimine whether that understanding
is correct is pade Aifficult by the indeterminacy of the vhole.
And until that indetemminacy can be slininated, the exegete has to
have recourse to the device of noking restricted and linlted judg-
rients instecad of pronouncing just what is the sum and substance,
the essence and the accidents, of all the neaning contained in the
text. _

o )
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- will obligo hinself above all to respect the originallty of each of

. /The inquirer will appear to icke delipht in slou approaches, and
- will oftoen ftake the path of school children; his description will

‘have a complex ovjeet, they will only bear on one writing or a
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11, Stateront of the Lisaning of tho Text.

In stating the neaning of the text the oxegetes enploys concepts
but thore arc notable differenceﬂ of opinion on tho type of concopts
he should enploy.

(a) Albert Descanps, "Roflexions sur la rethode on theologle
biblique,” Sacra Pacina, I, 132-157.

Passago cited from pp. 1L2-143:

/This thoology will be as diverse as there are, 1n the eyes of the
alert exegotoe, numerous biblical authors; ultimately, there will be
0s nany biblical theoloples as there are inspired cuthors, for one

thon. .

have tho flavor of ancient things; 1t will provide the reader with

an inpression of being in a dlffevenu country, of belng foreipn,

of being archaic; the desire for authentiwmity will manifest itsels

in the cholce of vocabulary as bivlical as possible, In the desiro
to avoid hasty transposition into more modsrn expressions, even i
they have been approved in the theological tradition. There Is quite
a problen of discretion in the choice of words in biblleael theology.

/The whole exposition of the vork.will have to be constructed follow-
ing the conclusiomns fronm the study of 1ts chronology and from the
literary history of the biblical writings; it will be a natter of
proper arrangerent. That is why the cduestions about dates and au-~
thenticity of insplred writings, spparently secondaxy in biblical
theology, actually have a decisive inpoxtance,

Jlioraover, these expodiions of tho work will remain particular
enough; if they include the whole of tho books of the bible, they
vill bear only upon a point of well delinited doctrine; if they

group of writinns. As for the biblical theology that would like

to embraco the whole or at least a vast portion of inspired litera-
ture, it can only do so by renaiming initeriorly wery diverse, sone-
what as, on a profene level, a "general iistory" of Eurcpe or of
the world nust be,

/Certain people, it is true, drean of a kind of condensed wersion,

of an exposition of the mencral »nlan of God throughout history of

the two Testanents; this weuld be the saps thing s a forn of rri-
vileped biblical thoology, Tollowlng the idea of several writers,
Actually, it socms to us that a sketeh of tuis over-all plan only
belongs to biblical ‘theolony ¢o the exient that the historiaen can
recognizo himself within it; the belicver himsell only reaches tho
diV1ne plen throughout the many ideas ond aims of the sacred writers./

The foregoling view may bo named the "common sense communication
of a common sense underatanding of tho text. .
The exesete bezins Cron contemporary comnon sense; he dovelops tho h

¢
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comaon sense of another time; he spealks to his pupils by beglmning
from their comnion sonse and leading then into the nultiple nodes of
tho cormon snese of the multiple scriptural gutbors; that goal 1s '
vast, complex, endlessly nuanced.

In. turn the pupils will be able to cormunicatz thoir understanding
in the sane nanner, unttoring what initially glves an inpression of
depaysenent (being in a foreien country), d'etransete (strangoness),
d'arciiaisne (being archaic); but when they have reacied understanding,

1t will have becone famlliar to them. -

(b} Besides the foresoing "common snese communication of a common
sonse understanding of the text," one nay enviaocge a scientiflc com-
manication of a common gense understanding of the text.

. Such sclentific communication rises spontaneocusly from the fore-
roing comon senge cormunication, for the very effort to communicato
involves "die Vendunz znr Idee"{the turaning point for the idea).

This tendency and wurn may be illuatrated by tho composition
of grammars and lexicons, which ars based upon fanlllar understand-~.
ing of groups of texts, and summarize recurrent elenents or features
to be found in texrts. Agalo, fron the grammars and lexicons of dif-
ferent languoges or dialects, there arisce another tendency and turn
%0 the idea in the form of comparatlve grarmars and comparative
language study. To take e different instonco, »lace nanes in vexts
lead to studies that collect the lot o the: on a mep; time refor-
ences in texts lead to studies that collset the Yot of thenm in a
chronology; personal names in texts lead to gencaldgies, blographical
dictionaires, outlines of history, ete.

Now the exegete drous upon all such studies in his work of in-
terpreting particnlar toxis. TFron one viewpoint, his work is one of
applying the resulis of investipations in a large number of special-
ized fields. But thero is alszo gnother viewpolint thet arises inm the
measure that the application recurs over long series of iexts.

For stating the moaning of tho text is a totally new and dispar-
ate task only on the Tirst occasiecn. As the nunmber of occasicons wpounts
on vhiech ong states the neaning of texis, cne finds onasell stating
over and over agmain the same meanings or slightly different nean- -
ings, and so one begins to zompare cnd classityy, to find besie recur-
rent categories, thelr differanitlations, their frequencies.

Genetic processes next come to one's attention, and from the
fact one may orocced to the cause or fow or the end ol the genesis.

80 A. Desceaups casvally nentions bvoth categorlies and genetile
considerations in hls reflecticas on the method of bibliecal theology.

So 1i. Peinador lays it doun that sveryone vould consider biblical
theology to be a theolopy expressed in tha very categories of the
biblical authors.. .
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{c) In the third place onc ray aslk about the foundations of a
scientliflic communication of 2 cormon sense understanding of tho text.
' This questicn appears in Descamps' dlscussion, first, when he
begins by ruling out H. I, llarrou's contentions oxpressed in "De la

connalssance historicue”, and secondly, when he discusses Dunery's

‘the battle differs not a 1itvtle fron the vletorious general's plan,

tentions and nmeanlings.

denand for a "critioue radicale”, pp. 133-36, 154-57.

It appears in Peinador's illustration of biblical categories by
the "images" of the people of God and the kingdom of God, end as
well 1n his requirerent that biblical theology presupposes definite
dognmas. :

But 1t also oprears in the use of Hegelian thought as the spine
of historical development {az in the Tublngen school of 19th century
higher criticism) and in Bultmann's vse of ileideggor's cxistentlial-
ism, particulerly in his internretation of St. Paul. Cf. llacquarrie,
An Ixistentlalist Theolosy, Lopdon, SCUI Press, 1955 & 1960. Finelly,
the sane quecation appears in Inslght, Chapter 17, section 3.

There are a numbar of factors that enter into this problem, and
we must begin first from an enumeration and a description.

First, the cifort to attoln a sclentific cormunication of a com-
non sense understanding of texts takes the interpretver beyond the ex-
plicit context ol the original authors. Compariscons, classiflcations,
the listing of categories ond thelwy differentiations, the observation
and exvlanation of genetic processes, besin from the contezt of the
original authors but they thenatize 1L, and by that very fact, go be-
yond 1t to ask and answer questions thot the original anthors d&id not
undertake to discusa.

Inplicit in the foregolnp shift of context 1s the shift Trom
hermeneutics to hiastory. In lberneneutiecs the gquestlon is, That dild
the author nean insefar as his neaning ls coaveyed by his text? In
history the question becoumes, Vhat was going forward? The battle
plan of the general zuswers quesvlons of the herneneutic type, for
that plan tells what the goeneral neant %o do. The actusnl course of

and a great deal fron the defeated general's plan. To ask about the
actual course of the battle is {0 azk a historical questicn, and its
answor is ncreally, not this or thalt nen's intenticen or nsaniag,

but what results Irow the interplay of nunerous and conflicting in-~

ow the original cuthors used catenories, elffected diffTorentia-
tions of catepmories, brousht about developaents, but they did not sit
bvack and rciflect on vhat they had dene. It ig precisely this thet is
done when the sglentiific communication o7 a cormon senas understand-
ing of texts is attempted. I moves beyond the expliclt coatext of
any glven author's rsaning %o construct a historical context that
containsg, analyses and relates succesalive sxplicit contexis.
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. Secondly, the conmon sensa understanding of texts begins fronm a
gontenporary brand of comon scnse, that of the interpretor, and noves
to an understandins of the cormon sense of another place and time.
For the interproter, his ovun original coumon gense is g Selbstver-
standlichkeit (self-understanding]; it is scmething too obvious Lo be
axpiained, Lo certain to need Justificatlon, too closely correlated
wvith drammatic~practical asaying and doing to be submltted to onaly- -
sis. S$ill, it is only one brond of comnon sense: sach pecple, each
culture, each languaroe, each reglon, each zZonmeration, cadh soclial
class has its owm; and each finds tho othier's strange, sorething that
in tine one can cone to understand, something thet perhaps one will
make one's owm by socio~cultural nigration, but not sonethlng that is
one and the sane all over.

low the contenporary differentiation of cormon sense, vhile it

_does.fdot irply a relativism, doos imply a relativity. “hen the in-
“torpreter interprets for sore one, he bears in niind that psrson's

horizon. 1lle will speak differently ot a consross of hls collengues,
In his university lectures, and in a public address, Ifg will be able
to bring things home effsectivoly precisely in the nroasure that he un-
derstonds the common sense of his audience, i.e., undorstands what
they will understend lnrediately and Tully.

It follows that just as’ there is a dendunr Zur Idee that goes be-
yond the contoxt of the texts to be interprdted, SO clso therse is a
Lendune zur Idee that goss beyond the comnon sense of the interpreters,
that deternines their categories and the genetic process of the dovel-
opment of thelr science or Tield.

Thirdly,. there exist human sciences. They are concemed with the
order of bhuman living in family and society, morals end education,
state and law, econouicg and tochnics. They gre concerncd with the
neaning of hunan llving in intersub jectivity and symbol, in art and
language history and rolipgion, literature, science and philosophy.

Insofar as these fields of investigation get beycnd the 1lnitial

" degeriptive phase ol cobservatiom, ccollection, comparison, c¢lassifi-

cation, insofar as they attenpt to exnlain, correlate, analyze pro-
cess, they become systaiatic. Thelr ultinate categories and diifer-
entiation of categories are, or aim to be, not what happened to be the
categories of this or that uriter or group of yriters, but what ars
denanded by the subject 1ltself, what lie In the naturs of nan, what
can it all cases, vhat will bring ouvt post effectively tha natu$e
and structure of each.

Now the results of asuch human scicnce are an offective tool for
the scientific comrunication of cormmon sense understandins of texis.
They are such a to0ol, not only vhen crmployed on original tezts, ovut
also when employed on ¢the toxts written by Interpreters of the orig-
inal texts. dJust as the Interpreter will not hesitate to employ
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| grermars and lexicons, geographies and histories, in his interpre-

tatlon of texts, so too he will avail hincelf of the tools of analy-
81s and cormunication provided by the hunan scioncos.

LjFourthly, there exist phildsophiea end theologles. Alraady o
have spoken of understanding the text as o develonnent in the. inter-

- preoter and indeed of & conversion of the interprcter. But such coz-

version and its opposite are thenatized and objectifled in philos-
ophical and theological positions. In those fields they find scicz-
ti1flc statenient, and such scientific statenent ls the statenent of ize
foundatlons of basic orientations and attitudes.

Now such basic orlentations and attitudes find thoir unfolding,
expression, concreto realization (1) in the original toxts, (2) in
the interpreations placed unen the original texts, and (3) in the
nanner in which the human sciences are conceived, grounded, directed,
developed. Tho basis orientations aend attitudes are the basic rwocn-
ings of all texts, whether of authors, of interpreters, or of hunan
scientists.

(d) Basic Context.

Contoxt ls a remainderuconcent 1% denotes the rost that is rele-

vant to the interprstation of the tex:.
aterinl contoxt is the rest of the docurents or nonunments rele-
vant to the interpretation of +the text.

Forral context is hermencutical or historical.

Hermeneutlical formal context is the dynanic riental and psychic
baskground from which the author spoka or wrote; it is the set of
habits of uenm’olliuy and skill, of intellect and will, that come to
a second act in the contoxt.

Historical formal context is the genetlc~dialectical unity of a
series of herneneutical formal contezis.

. The distinction between hermeneutic and historigal 1s 1llustrated
by the difference bstween the uenecal s plan of battle ard the actueal
course of the battle. The former has the unity conferreé on it by a
single nind (matehed against cther minds). The latter cco-asvonds
nelther to the victorlous nor to the dafeated general's ovlzan; it i
what is realized through conflicting plans and decisions z=d becausn
of then; buv it results not mersly from plans and decisions but slso
fronm what they overlookad,

Basic context is a heuristlc notlon, partly deternined end parily
to be determined. It is what hecoiles determined in the tosai ity cof
guccessful offorts aiv exczesia.

At a first avprozimation, the basiec contoxt is the pure desire
to know, uvanfolding through experience, understanding, and judrmert,
and leading to the statenents Xound In the texts of auticrs, in%ter-
pretsrs and critiles.
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Secondly, it is the pure desire as a reallty with a real unfold-

" ing leadinz to actuel staterents in each of the relevant asuthors, in-

torpreters, and erities.

Thirdly, it is a rcolity thot devolons, that proceseds from.the
undifferentiated through differcentiantion te an articulated integra-~
tion. Such dovelopnent is both individuol (fron infancy to senility)
and historical (from prinitives to contonporary culuure{

Pourthly, it is a reality that undergoes conversion, intellectual,
noral, end religious, and that is subject to aberration,

It 15 to be noted that basic contest is (1) roel, {2) one and
nany, (3) the ground of genetic relationships, and (4) tho ground of
dinlectical rolationships.

Turther, it is at once factual and normative: the pure desire ls
both.a fact and a norm; and observance of the norn and non-observance
are facta with a normative connotation.

“Agaln, basic context is related to common sense and soientifie
stateronts of the commen sense understandlng of texts, as the upper
blado of scientific rethod to the lover blade., They aré nutually de~
ternining, and they result in a philosouphically or theologlcaolly
grounded scientific sLatenenL of the comnon sense understanding of
the tOTth» '

Cf. Impight, Chapber l(, SCou.Ou. 3 on "The .LJ.Llun of Interopreta-
tion'; Cllapier 15, section 7 on Genetic liothod; Chepters -5 on
Emplrical listhod; the Epilogue on the addition of the dimension of
faith to human development and dialectic,

{e) Logic of Basic Context.

Baslic context is a sontest of contexts; it 1s not on the level of
the cuthor's understanding of what he noeens; it is not on the level of
the interpreter's comnmon sense statenent of a common sense understend-
ing of the suthor's mesning; it is not on the level of a sclentiflec
statenent of a common sense understanding of the anthor's neeaning) it
is the level on which genetic and dialectiical relationships are founn
betweon the scientific accounts of successive authors’ neanings.

Compare (1)} reference Cfrancs, (2) the group of transformation
equations defining the geometry of the rveference franes, (3} the
series 0P groups of transfTormetlons definins the ssries of geonetries.

Because baslc context places a series of authors within a gen-
etic-~dialectical unity, 1t gocs beyond the intetnions of the authors.
It 1s historical, and ths hlstorical brinzs to light vhat was going
forward throuph the authors' intentions and dseds but not nerely be-
causae of their lntentions and deads but also because ol what they
overlooked or failed to do.

E.g., Basic context relatos the trinitarian doctrine of Tertulliaan,
Origon, end Athamesius. But Tertullian 4id not do so; Origen did nos
do so; Athanasius dld not do so,
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This does not inply thot baslc contezt i3 only in the nind of the
upper~blade historian. It 1s also in tho pinds of tho authors, but
there it ls implicit, vecu, in the node of vorstchon, etc. The gen-
otic is in then as thelr qyneonic openness or their stacnation; the
dialectical is in thon as their good or uneasy conscicnce.

Basic contoxt diffors fron the scientific statenment of o cormon
sense understanding of the toxt. Such seicntific statenent presup-
posas the cormon sense understanding of the text and cnploys in stat-
ing that understanding (1) the catecories constructed from the text
and (2) the catesoriecs constrmictod by hurnan science., Basic context
i3 concerned with the penesis and dialcetical abbrrations of categories.

Busic contoxrts differ fror: cormon sonsc understanding of the toxt;
it 1s content to gselect in the light of its own principles {usually
unlmovn to the author) significent if very briefl points. E.g., prove
Tertullian had %wo distinct nedes of thinking about the divinity of
the Son. Such sclection is not understanding Tertullian, Indeed,
not even a sciontific stater.ent of a comion sensce understendins of
Tortullian dces more than offect such selections, though it does so
in a complete manner. . -

Conversely, the questions arising from scientific statenent and
fronm basic context cenitribute nothing to common sense understanding
of the tezt or situation.

E.¢., the Councll of Evhosus defined our Lady's divine naterniiy.
The dofinition is a corollary to the explication of the Christian
tradition and its sources: one and tho sane is God and nan. But the
naive are prone to ask, Did our Lady lmow she was the nrother of God?

- How &id she lmow 1t? IHow did she coacelve? Iow did she feol about

18?2 How do yor prove all this fron Seripture? Does St. Luke write
with your account oi our Lady's thoushis end feclings in nind?

Such quaestions arise solely Irom a total incomprehension of the
nature and possibility of serious szesesis, and serious history.

It 1s possible to arrive at ¢ cormmon gense understanding of the
texts, at a scilentific staterent of thet comon senso understanding,
at a basic context that reletes in a cenetic-dialoctical serlies the
scientific stateronts.

But this possibility does not arount to the possibility of giv-
ing rcasonable answers to the imaginative curiosity. The ansvers
have to be <theological, and theological answeTrs do not include an
inaginative roeconatruction of the past.

July, 1962

Regls College
Toronto
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