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fuestions: Tuesdsy August 10th, 1971

8)

}. (from Revi Mr. Sykes)

Does your position admit of partisl conversion -~ that is,
of sn insdequately appropristed change of view( Becesuse
1f 1t does not then it seems not to do Justice to some of
the humon ambipguities with which one is fomilisr (e.g. in
relotion to humen love); and if it does, then it seens

to we that it 1s mislewsding to use the ‘horizon' metaphor
(s spatial metsphor) of the changes involved in conversion,

24

You mentioned this morning that religious ond moral conversion
sre likely to chronologicslly precede intellectusl conversion.
Do rellgious and morsl conversion plsy & role in bringing
intellectual conversion sbouty If so, would you plesse

briefly explsin their role,

3

It is not clear to me how it is possible to be suthentlc-slly
religiously converted end yet not to be also morslly converted,
1t seems t0 me that morsl conversion FHFIEEEHEH eo ipso

and of neces ity must be presentin one %h whom the state

of being in love end lts consequent scts sre present,

Yo ssk 8 closely relsted cuestion: why 40 you consider &t

80 crucisl to maintain a2 very clesr distinetion between

the two conversions?

4,(trom Fr, Sala)

You said thst dislectic desls with vslue judgments. Now

valugs sre the objects ¢f human operations at the 4th level
of consciousness, I don t see clearly why you relste dialectic
to the moral level,

I toke as 8 cleur instunce of dlalectic your exposition of

the movement from NT to Nicea (DDTrino I). Then dlalectic ;
is e matter of spotting out the insufficiencies of the vsrious ]
doctrines esbout Christ, of finding the oriyins of these ;
insufficiencies in the nonkcorrect themstissation of our
cognitional structure, of reloting these insufficient
doctrines (counterpositione) inasmuch as each one tried to
overcome the insuiliclencies of the previous, till e
satlsfactory solution wes found in Nicea, in which an
intellectual conversicn is implicd.

I sce thet your whole sccount presuprosces that you have take
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1 q & cont,

. 8 clesr stance sbout the fundamentsal notions of knowledge
and reality. 4n other words, only & men who is intelleotuslly

converted can truthfully sccount for the whole movement,
since he hes correctly themestized the cognitionsl structure,
which wos opergtive in the movement itself from N¥ toNices,
Bit I don + see what this intellectusl stance has t0
do with morsl decision. One could want or decide to live
up to the exigencles immanent in the cognitionsal structure
nevertheless one may not yet have resched the intellectual##
conversion (ss I fear is the case for many of us).

5e

8) In FOUNLAYIONS OF THEOLOGY David Irecy sugcests that it
is necessary to Justify critically the moral snd religious
(pp. 218-9) prior to the explicit srgumentation sbout God,
but thst you fsil to do this in INSIGHT end hence operste
abstractly.

b) Further Yrscy stetes: "if morsl and relipglous conversion
do require prior explicitation to the question of God, how
could the discussion of evil loplcslly follow #igf rsther
then precede the solution to Ghe problem of Yod" (p, 219).
Flease comment,

6o :

In INSIGHY you spoke of a universel viewpoiut ss proximate
schievemeut, the upper bidde of sn sctusl method of
hsrmeneutics. But in dialectics you spesk of s comprehensive
viewpoint 1n terme of asplrstion toward s "high and distant
goal”, Does this signify a softening of s perhsps overly
mepbitiove claim to a universsl viewpoint, Yr is there soms
other ressou for this disgrepancy?

7e

We ere familisr with the work of resesrchers, interpreters,
and historisns, Con you point to sny concrete examples of
the type of work you envision in dislectics?




QUBSTIONS (1I) Tueeday August loth

(1) It seoms olear enough that your eight funotional specizlties oan
be enployed by any religlous or ideologically oriented group whick ponsbsses
traditions, in in existence now and oriented toward the future? I4% does not
soem oloar however that a human scionoe such as history or psychology can
employ your eight functional s;ecialties except in an indireot and partial
fachion. Are these two obeervations correct or not?

(2) Is your distinotion beftweon mmim science and scholarehip

I e e

2 re-emergente within your method of the Aristotelian notion tha *
history, as of the partioular and contingent, could not be the odjeot of properl;}
solentifio knowledge? 1Is Theology not, then, soholarship rather than solence?
Would you say your tranucendantal method is not soientifioe?

bibesdetlerbiala by de rloareng- -

(3) You secm to be grounding the hiotoriolty of man within the world of !
comuon sensa. On that showding, the world of theory and the world of
interiorlty would be a~- or meta-historical to the extont that they moved away 2
from common sense. Yet no matter how far the operations in the worlds of
theory and of interiorlty extend beyond common senee horizonse they uitlll are
operations within history. Would it not be more ascurate to ground the
historicity of man within the world of interlority whioh grounds, not only

& 11 cperations in the worlds of smmum oom:ion sense and theory, hut also
grounds its own self-mediation in the ongolng discovery of mind in history?

(4) In the sestion of Insmlght on "Method in Metaphysios™ you caid that
self-knowledge leada to and demands a reorientation in soience and in

comrion senees 1f the same is truo in human studies, would you say that the lwm
many authors you rely on have muffiolently schieved this oriontation, or
might some of them need @ radical re-orientation?

(5) In “Foundations of Theology" (p 217), David Traoy asks: "What are the
conditions for the possibility of religious and explioltly theologicsl
moanings?”" and claims that this is the most important foundatlonal question
for a oritioal thaologzy. hat is your position on this quastion now?

(6) a) Rahner argues that the tesohing of ,hllocophy befors theology tomehiy
instoad of thgether with theology 1o an erroxr based on a mistaken understanding
of the grace-nature distinotion. Do you agreo with this contention of Rahner ]
and Lf so would you indioate briafly why you think Rahner is oorreci?

b) Rahner indicates as you do that natural theology should be taught j
as & moment within systematic theology. Could you indicate why 1t is in
systematios rather than foundations that the God question should be consldered.
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Where does moral theology fit into subject spesialization?

In Ineight p.745 you state that "empirical human science ocan bacoms
practical only through theology." In what way have you attempted to show
this in your Method in Tieology?
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If 2 gelence like psycnology can be concelved of as involving miero

subsoienges and & macro sclence, whose correlate objects are the

relevant set of conjugate forms and the oconcrete thing respeciively,

{ so that,e.g., psichophysiology, neuropsyochology, psychologles of

perception and emotion, psychologies of inielligence and will, would
be the sclentliiec noetlic correlates of oconjugate forms at the
abstraotive, miocro level, and psychology of peraonality would be
the soientific noetic correlative of central form at the concrete
maoro level, )

could one begin applying to the xenge of sciences which conatitute

psychology your funct onal speclalties, at least Iin the firat phase

and at the first three levels?

Is there a close relation between your second and third levels and

your treatment of conjugate forme and thing in Insight? i

(PrJGutheinz,s.J.) ligflecting on 'Method in “heology' and Chinese

culture with its a) refined moral conscicusness, b) concrete way of

thinking nourished by the soript which is basically an image-soript,

and o) stress on praxis, (still enforced by communism), two questiona

come to my mind:

(1) How could I go about leading Chinese people to an intellectual
converaion?

(i1)what place, if any, does praxis have in ‘ethod in *h olozy?

David Yracy writes: "The modern scientist has largely abandoned the
classioael searoh for essences to face squarely the mode n context of
pluralism and perspectivism. Perspectivisn reoo§nizea that the significanc
of events may change as their hilstory unfolds, As that significanoce
of evants changes so does the "reality" once thought captured forsver
in the essential definitions of the classiciats...In Vatholic theology
the oconflict of the majority and minority reports on the birth-control
issue 1s ample evidence of the inability of the clasusicist to realize
the shift at issue here." (The “chievement of i.Lonergan,p.89)
It secema to me,Sir, that your method in theology looks beyond to a
chureh vhich accepts positively a genuine Catholic pluralism. Yet the
furore over dumanae Vitae and the scant attention theologlans have paid
to such a revolutionary encyclical =8 'On# tie ~evelopuwent of “ecples
scem to indicate that the teabhing Church will never admit a
thaological pluralism for Tear it be not concomitant with your triple
gonversion. The risk Is too great and the Woman “Yatholio Church has too
?uoh to lolise, The alternative will be to recede further into Rahner's
diaspora’, to hold on tight, the storm will abate and the controversies
which presently rock the ship of leter will ultimately pass; men will
fall to their knees seeking God's mercy and forgiveness for thelr
waywardness and $BCOCOgfHCaad theologlioal and philosophical abbrrations.
Ihie phenomenon has nit yet come to pass because relativism within the
domain of Yatholic truth is not yet a major issue, but to my nind your
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111 contd. Tues. Aiug.lOth:

thinking is going to bming it into shapp foous before long.
Viould you like to comment please?

6. A term that ococurs frequently in Insight 4s “the resl", 4s this ueage la
not common in English, gould you give scme syonyms? Would “amything that is
real", “everything that is real", “"the whole of reality" do}

To Is it possible to oritically ground that life i1s worth while and that the
universe is s wvalue? If mo, how does one proceed to do this?

B. Is 1t necessary first to demonstrate that the universe is valuable
in order to shov that being Is Intelligible and indeed completely
intelligible, or is the obverse the cana?
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