Questions I Friday, August 6

1. {Michael Paul Gallagher) I would appreciate a few more cemments om the relevance
of Method in Theology, as you see it. Ia particular - 1) what is the contemporary
question to which this model points an answer? Or in other words ~ 2} Insight
demanded conversions of its reader; wnat new conversion would you like this ook to
cause?

2. {4anon) Yesterday in the question perioa you said that even in the supernaturel
level there is a sense in which knowledge precedes love. |n recent writings, howsever,
you say that love need not always follow upon, but may precede, knowledge. Could you
explain the apparent contraiiction?

3. {anon.) As a philosopher of religion I was troubled by your stress on the need

to in some way reduce natural theology to systematic iheology. Must not a certiain
distinction between philosophy and theology be maintained? In a state usiversity one
must discuss God apart from Christian revelation. ln tnis coatext do you see a
natural theology as autonomous and dis tinct from theology?

4. (Anon) What, in your view, is the meaning of a Christian philosophy? Do you
consider your work in Insight as Christian and - more importantly - would you speak
of a (hristian methodology?

5. (anon) There seems to be im your account of method no fEXREEE mention of
apologetical theology in its more usual sease. 1s this simply an outmoded !thought
fomm'? Or is there still a need for a reasoned propadeutic to conversion which would
precede and prepare for it?

6. (Giovanni Sala) This worning you said that the ‘proulem of herumeneutics arises
from the nature of comuon sense'

Would it not be more exact to says the proble. of hermeneutics arises from the
historicity of human meaning ? - whether it is a question of comnon sense mesning
or scmntlilc ar pmlosopmc mealung. As a matter of fact there is a problem of the
aEC eGe 6 CoEGECI0a0ELE0EUERECAEEY (ses below)

agree that suenuilc meaning in so iaX as it is a question of patural s.iences

does not need, sirictly speaking, interpretabgon. But husan sceinces of the past need
interpretation ho less inan common senses of the past or of anoiher culture.

In general we are involvea in a problem of hermeneutics wnenever we are to meei
meaning as constitutive of human life, human reality, no matter whether it is a
comuion seuse, or a philosophic or a scientific weaning ( or a mixture of these}.

(Replace scored out line: interpreting of philosophers and scientisis of the past.




Questions II1, Lm\era,._. ’)-\

1, I8 it possible st one ond the same time to hold thst God is

meaning snd God is mystery. In what sense is 1t proper to spesk
of god as meaning and in whot sense of Godse mystery? Is the
God of meaning the God of philosophy and the God of mystery the
God of theolugy?

2« Do you think that it is true to say th:t while knowledge is re=
latively essily transmitted from generation to generstion,
suthenticity or sanctity 1is gometning th & hes to be achieved
anew by esch individual, ond is inherited in s much more linmited
sense, E.g, It is one thing to understend the conclusions of
Kepler or Aupustine snd quite snother to becoms the szme kind of
mnan.,

3. Do you think that 'feilhard‘'s notion of progress involves some-
thing like the "socratic error" --progress in suthenticity and
sanctlity going in parsllel to pregress In knowlodge? 1

4, 1In your srbticles on "The Form of Inference" snd the "Isomorphism”dl
of Thomist sud Scientific Thought" you make the point thut
Newman worked out the "permanent structure of metiod.....s
The same genersl process of experience, of hypothesis, snd of
verification, (becsuse) the structu:e of scientifif knowledpe is
3 constant osnd that constant squasres with the Thomist metsphysical !
constent of potency, form and act"

Flevse (ag comment on this stotement 3
{(b)indicste its similarity or zand) diffe ence be~
tween your vie: of metiod and that of Newmany
(e)stabe if your "conscicusness" 1s the ssme ss
Newman's "conscience"

(Fr, Tom Norris

5, "Insi ht" is concerned mostly with the process by which correct
alfirmsti ns are made at the rstionsl level of consciousness.

I feel the sipnificsunce of thét book would be greatly
broadened if this scbivity of rati.nsl sffirmstion could be
could be related back to its ruots in man's primory experiential
presence --tow-= Belng.,

Thus correct Jjudgments could be seens as whut they sre:
the explicit, incrementsl csrrying-out of tht implicit, totsal
Judguent woleh is man's presence--to--being as authentically
lived.

A philosophy, howeverf valid, v ich does not constantly re=-

Ter itself back to its ruots in primsry conscioumness and thus
revezl itself as thit consciusness's reflexive, immanent self-
illuminati n, cannot satisfy the demands for comprehensiveness and
integrativon which Hegel snd leide, ger teach us to meke on philo-
so’h .

_ guch B_EhilOSu Dy con be a source of conscicusness's sliena-
tion from itself and of "Seinsvergessenheit", since it is OB <7
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1. In Marxism you have an orthodoxy, & left, s right, and a dialectic between
these. It would seem that & marxist could employ your eight functional
specialities in studying his pest with a concern for the future, In
what sense is your method in theology specifically christian and theo-
logical, and in what sense is it ldeologically neutral?

2. Do you assign any theoretic importance to the sequence in which you
develop the first four chapters in Method in Theology? In the light
of Insight it would seem that the chapier on meaning should pracede
rather than follow the chapter on the human good.

3. Thomes Daly: The 8 functional specialities ssem justified as an a posterior}
account of how theologians work. Bul do they genuinely come from the
heuristic structure of consolousness in the way suggested? Specific,lly,
Diglectios is the field of judgments, not of values - it asks whiah
views a re irue. History does not enter into judgment any more than
interpretation does - it I® just aims at an understanding in a wider
field, whose correctness will later be ascertained through dialectics.
And while doctrines fits judgment well, & so does foundations. Would not
& mors appropriate scheme be:

Decisaion - Values, Conversion
Dialeotics - Judgnent - Foundations, Dootrines
History, 15- Understand. -  Systematics
ﬁggggggﬁtatio - Experience - Communiocations

That is, Foundations put on the level of judgment along with Dialectioss
and Doctrines, while History is pui on the level of Understanding along
with interpretation and systematics,

4. In your treatment of hermeneutics and interpretgtions in Insight, the
miversal viewpoint is a key concept, while in relation to fx the funcs
tional speciality of interpeetetion it goes unmentioned. Why is this?

5. Matthew Lamb: 1In the philosophical discussions on the apriori anthro-
pological constants of structuralism and on the social structures of
meaning in Lubmenn's socialogy thers Im are objections raised in Germany
that such an xppxmazk apriori approach sublates the particularity of
history. Do you regard the methodological thematization of the related
and recurrent operations of experiencing, understanding, judging and

deolding as being meta-historical or as revealing thexavmdiddooys o vkixe
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of the possibility of historicality?
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