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QUESTIONS (1) thursday 12-8-71

(1) &) You have referred on numerous oocozsions %o God's gift of
his love in Romans 5.5. Which of the various meanings do you intend?
(1) God's love for us; (i) God's gift making it possidle for us to

love himj (iii) or some interaction of divine gift and human response.

b) You say in Insight p 698 that "a man or woman knows that
he or she is in love by making the discovery that all spontaneous and
deliberate tondencies and aoctions regard the beloved”. In the case of
love between man and God, to what extent is this description applicabide,
on both sides?

(2) You have spoken of the grace of God filling our hearts as the
indispenelble moving-fores in religious conversion. In the present
ocontext you have appeared to treat one's awareness of grace as
self-authentioating. But in an early unpublished work (ses footnote:)
you said, ",..ipsa gratia supernaturalis non subest soientiae humanae™,
Is %here a real difference batween your thought then and now?

How, and how far, can one be aware of the grace of Cod working in one=elf?

& Analysis Fldei, Toronto, 1952
Ulterins conoludi potest cur oriteriis externis est innltendum:
Primo, quia gratia Del n os illuminat ad inquirendum et ad
perspioiendum evidentiae sufficientlam, Alia ergo est gratia Del,
ot aliud id in qued inquiritur et in quo sufficlentis perspioitur.

Deinde, convenienter hoo aliud est quid exiernum, puta,
miraoula, prophatias, ipsum signum inter nationes elevatum,
Biusmodi enim res sunt clarae, obviae, fers palpabiles. Sed de
slevatione doctrinae quisquis iudioat secundum propriam intelligentiam, |
scientiam, et mm sapientiam, quae alia in aliis esse solet. De faotis
varo internis psychologiols, etsi miraculose esse possent, a mers
abnormaiitate non facile discernuntur.

Pertio, uti in tractatu de gratia stabilitur, ipsa gratia
supernaturall s non sub-est scientias humanas. Qnam?gs enim
oonieoturars possimus de proprio statu supernaturall, eumdem
atatum esse supernaturalem non possumus soire; actus enim
supernaturales sunt talem propter objecta supernaturalia quae
imperfeote tantum intelligimus, DB 1796.

{3) What wore your roasons for including a discussion of categoTies
in the chapter on foundations? It would seem that the distinotion between

general and mymmiguin special prkrgorionk  categories might be more
easily understood in the chapter on systematics?

b) Would it be true to say that the ocultural lag involved
in Humanae Vitae is a fallure of cyotenatics?
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QUBSTIONS (I) ocont.

(4) (Ross Collings ODC) Yesterday you refemred to the apophatic
thoology which arose out of mysiical experience. Granted the gontinuing
prosence of mystical experience in the Church, can you foresee any
particular ways in which the horizon of interiority might tranaform
mystioal theology? Would the data for such a theology be limited to the
mystioal experience of a person working theologically in the horigon

of interiority, ox could the writings, both the desoriptive and the
theoretio, of earlier mystics (e.g. Sts Therese and Jokn of the Cross),
also provide datm?

It would seem that the existential character introduced by
intoriority into other areas of theology (e.g. Fr, Crows's Complacency
and Concern) is tending to cover the same area as was previously the
prodominant mark of spirditual theology, namely concrete religious
experience. Would a properly develeped theology of grace, ths theologloal
virtues, the beatific vision, written from within the horizon of
interiority, render the further &aepartment of "Spiritual Theology"
superfluous? If not, what would distinguich this further department
from the othera?

(5) In early lectures you spoke of the need for people to acoept
the God-gquestion, let alone ite answer. In speaking of Rabut's analysis
today, you spoke of the need to let oneself experience the love of (od.
Without inposing a corude chronology, I would like to know whethexr

a) it is authentic to "start the proocess" by letting oneself be moved by
intimations in cne's life of what may be the love of God, and

b) whether this "letting aneself go" is a help, and if so a nacessary one,
towards recogniging and then answering the God~quesilon,

(6) In Insight (p 507) you say that one aspect of the significance
of metaphyaiosl equivalence is that "it provides a critiocal teochnique for
the precise control of meaning".

Fould it be useful to olarify what you mean by feelings,
conversion, eto. to specify their metaphyslcal equivalents?

Would it help to olarify intellesctual conversion for example
4o use Emmm metaphysioal categories and to specify what changes in
intellect and will it involves?

(Inoidentally, does it involve & change in willingness or

only in un@erstanding and judgment?)

(1 You speak of & ocertain similarity between traditional Pundamental

Theology and Foundations., In the light, however, of your streas on 1.zhe
state of beingz in love with God as the centre of Foundations would it not
be the oase that foundations is moTe closely related to De Gratia than

to Fundamental Theology? Tlease comment ,
b) Is your analysis of Craoce in Qratia Operans & proper

metaphysiocal equivalent to your intentionalit
¥ analysie of L
statement an oversimplification? ¥ ove, or is this
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In the application of a doctrine to different types of oonsoiencs, how
does this differ from what you call 'relativism'?

In view of your recent stress on value, and the denial of the primacy
of the speculative Iintelleot, would you say that the first paxrt of

Insight should be re-written in such a2 way that there should be

discovered there not three but four fundamental operationa?

You have approved the sublation of the desire to know into the pure
desire for value. Could one still speak of God, even in his nost
fundamental meaning, as the object of this pure desire for value?

You speak of a certain similarity between traditional fundamental
theology and foundations., In the light, however, of your stress on

the state of being in love as the center of foundations, would it not
be the case that foundations is more closely related to De Yratia than
to fundamental theology? Please comment.

Is the permanent element in doctrine always a structure (e.g., the
preface of the Mass of the Trinity); or ocan there be a determinate
meaningful content at all stages, and 1f so, how could such a content
be determinable from culture to culture?

You have in a number of your writings spoken of the heurisiif character
of the 'homousion' of Nicea. Is there a heuristic element in all dogma,
and if so, is the heuristio element relevant to the permanence of
dogma through cultural change?

I do not understand how you can justify the permanence of dogmas by the
fact that they are revealed truths. You have of'ten pointed out that

truth never exists independently of minds. Presumably dogmas exist in human
minds, and are subject to all thelr conditions and limitations. ‘herefore,

the truth of dogmas would seem to be no more (though no less!)
permanent than any other human truth. Would you agree?

In speaking of the truth of systematic theology, you said that
generally it will attain to probability only. But presumably there will
be lesser and greater degrees of probability. What will be the

oriterias of making such judgments?
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questionse III 22th August

1. (from Fr Gutheinsz) ‘

In connexion wltl your regosition of the distinction between
truth and understsnding the truth, I would like to ask
whether the fuller sense of Seripture (semsus plenior)

could be understood in the same way?

2,
To whet functional speclalty of economics does economic
theory belong] It seems to ain at systematic understanding !

yet it differs from "policies" which you place on the level
of understanding in the second phase,

%, {from Fr Tekippe)

I would like to press agsain my que tion whether there isn't
a congiderable difference between the universal viewpoint
of ¢h 17 of INSIGHT - proximste achilevement, the basis of
an actual hermeneutical method - and the comprehensive
viewpoint of dialectics - high and distant gosl, ‘
_(Bee_sepsrate sheets for Fr. Lonergsn giving ressons for this): )

4,

Could you indicate in what way Method can be a guide in setting
up a properly ordered division of subject matter within the
subject specialty systematics e.g. is there a proper order ;
in which the natursl theology that is YPLYYEE within systematic
theology can be (8&&G4E853R&EEUALAREGHL-ELPLOHLLAFLARARERE
8858880088 ) related to the trsditional De Deoc Uno and the
other treatises?

Agsin, does your method provide s clue ss to what the proper
gequence in the tractates on grace, Christology, Irinity,
Eghhatology would be.

?ou seemed yesterdsy to distinguish between oppositiions that
are non~dislectical end ones that are reslly so. The criter-
ion of the latter is that they cennot be removed outside the
context of a conversion. Is this an accurate surmise? If so
would you sgree that opposition of A snd B becesuse B has 5
higher viewpoint in e field F, in which A has lower viewpoint, §
is non dislecticsl in this strict sense and is removed by the §
mere developments ol A, Would you agree that, re a
characterization of dialectical situations as situations
which gre concrete dynamic and contrddtctdry, dialectic in
the strict sense is an instence or species of this and that |
it is the revelation of these strictly dislectical oppositions §
which is the basic axis of dialectics es a ffinctional specidit;§

B

In your talk on dislectic you did not have time to treat the |
last two sections of dailectic II where you were dealing wit h §
certain objections. “Yould you briefly indicate the core thrust }

of sections 8 & 97
o)
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uld you please comment on the ilnadequacy of analyeis in explaining
what might be called the 'inspiration of a masterpeice', I am thinking of
a partiocular oase, where detailed study of a poet's mources, his psychology,
his education, his religious hackground,etc,, falls far short of
acoounting for a poem. (Fr, S.0' Mairthuile,5.J.)

Would you agree that the 1% 11%% of St.Thomas' Summa, Theologiae is a
thematization of moral conversion?
How would you compare what you call 'feslings' with what Aquinas spoke
of under the headings 'passiones' and 'caritas'? *
Is there a similarity between Aguinas' 'cogmnitio per conaturalitatem'and
your ‘apprehenslon of values through feeling'?

In Insight you spoke of values as the good of order as the possible object
of rational cholce. Yarticular goods could be chosen only as suksumed
undex some order. You now speak of values in what seems to be a wider
sense, Does the older definition still hold? Can particular goods be
values? #re ontic values to be defined in relation to a more basic act

of will than choice, such as Aquinas' complacentis ?

S8ir, your definition of culture is 'a set of meanings and values that
inform a common way of life', and there are as many cultures as there are
distinet sets of such meanings and values. this definition of culture seems
to be an oversimplification of a complex reality that one might perhaps
abatract from Toynbee, but which in the context of cultural pluralism
(about which yon have spoken) seems to me to be insufficient. This is
evident in your reference last Tuesday to Humanae Vitae as a 'cultural lag'.
What is the basie of these 'sets of meanings and values that inform a i
common wgy of 1life, and in partiocular, where does that hallmark of ]
EINHEIH®X classicism, the natural law, fit into your scheme of things?

In speaking of history you noted that the human scientist dealt with

the reocurrent, systiematic aspeocts, To what specialty of a human science g
does such systematlio understanding belong? It does not seem to be either

of those on the fourth level, nor does on the first, Nor does it seem

to correspond to dooctrines and systematics, for you alloted policies and
planning to those., It does noi seem to belong to interpretation, for it -
depends on Interpretation - to understand a social system one must first 1

understand what people say. Finally it does not seem to belong to the '
third specialty of the first phase, for that is history, from which you

have diatingudshed it.

Uranted for the moment that the development of historical kriovledge is
gimilar in development to that of common sense, do you hold that, as
digtinot from its developrment, 1t is similar in its intentionality to
gommon sense? I mean things this way: critical history seems to be
concerned with'movement' as related to movement irrespective of the
relations of such spties or sets of related movements to e.ch other, e.g.,
the historian might be Interested in the relations between republicans and %
anti-republicans in the 1871 Government of iational Defence, thelr different i
class allegiances ahd hopes and how the interaction of these contributed to |
an on~going process without any common sense limitations,

)




QUESTIONS IV

(D On Monday you saild that Marx was Just as generous with necesmity
&5 was Hegel, It iz of course true that Marx usea the fmg lan of
necessity with ths gay abandon of the Hegellan "free spirit", Still, you
have in Insight distinguished between Freud’s involvement in mechanistio
determini em and the soientific discoveries he formulated in such determiniat
terms., Would your reading of Marx predisposs you to consider the poseible
valdity of a similar distinction with respect %o his work?

(Paraic Beamonn)

(8) What do you mesn by “social context"? (Paraio Reamonn)
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IV

I have a question about your meaning for 'feeling . You did not

seen to have s?ecified 1lmibe® of its application, The same :
geems true re image' which you use in your relational i
definition of feeling. As a help ln clarification would you

care to comment on whether you distinguish between 'volitional
regonsnce' ss anslysed by yourself in DDTrino etc & Crowe in
'Complacency & Concern', and feeling. Also feeling s you

usa the term and 'passio' as used by Agmbhas ub ST I II,

L0,

My problem concerns the criterion of morslity, nsmely the actinon
of the virtuous men. OSince the knowledge which guides his action
BegkhebedgH will normally be merely on the level of common sense
how can Ghere be a systematic ethics? will ethlecs be merely

a consideration of "cases"?

11,
What is the difference between an image, metaphor, anthropomor-
phism, sign, symbol and mystery?

Why do y®u think it is that so many who otherwise find your
analysis of the "posltions" on knowing, being and obJectivity
quite adeqguate, cannot move towards an affirmation of the
complete intelligibility of the real., Does not a fall
acceptance of the "positions" include the view that the real
might not be completely intelligible?

13,

A phenomenon of the modern world (eg since Rouseau's cult of
ghe noble savage) seems to be the ideslizing of the situation
of undifferentiated consclousness. The feeling is that
dlflferentistion of consclousness is bought at a high price :
it entall the logs of a simplicity. Can you comment on thisfp

1“’ *
What implicstions doesyour conception of theology as a complexus }
of 8 specialties have for the orgsnisation of a course in '
philosophy and theolegy for students?
on the fatlacy of completd coverage.

15,

In response 1o a queatlon yog sald that functional Specialisation
would apply only ina partial fashion to human sclences. such as
psychology. Why should this be s0? Even if it is true of the
human sciences as they are now, can the methodologist not make
normative statements sbout whet should be so, because of his
understanding of cognitional structure?

16,

Would you care to comment 3

Rg the Aristotelisn concept of

rgfer common ntarp et
ghow Args %l 18 %
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AddEion ﬁja”, 3

In answering my question yesterday, you affirmed that there was no
d iscrepancy between the universal viewpoint of Insight and the com-

prehans ive- viewpoint of dialecties.

I would renew my suggestion that

there iz a real difference between the two, and offer in evidence the

following textual study:
Universal Viewpolnt

1. The basic problem of scientific inter-
pretetion Is o grasp the habitual development
of all audiences and to find a mode of ex-
pression whieh escapes relativity to particular
audiences {564), The solution is found in the
universal viewpoint (4587), which constitutes the
basis of a methodical hermeneutics (564,5,7,78,
81,5,7,8,90,2), UWothing suggests that this
solution is purely potential,

2. ",,, if there is no poasible universal
viewpoint, there is no general possibility of
rising above one's perscnal views and reaching
without biss what the personal views of another
are. Again, if the possibility of the universal
viewpoint exista but is not exploited, then ob-
jective interprefation is possible but does not
occur, Finally, since scientific objectivity is
to be reached only through the universal view-
point, there is no question of a confirmation
that is independent of the universal viewpoint,!

This suggests that one must affirm either,
on the one hand, relativism, the absence of any

objective interpretation, and the impossibility of

confirming any interpretation, or, on the other
hand, the possibility of the universal viewpoint,

Comprehens ive Viewpoiht

"Bagides the materials
of diajectic, there is its

ain, This is high and
distant. A4s empirical

science aims at a complete
explanation of all pheno-
mena, so dialectic aims ai
a comprehensive viewpoint...
Besides the conflicts of
Ghristians and the distant
goal of a comprehensive
viewpoint,.. By dialectic,
then, is understeood a
generalized apologetic
conducted in an ecumenical
spirit, giming ultimately
at a comprehensive view-
point, and preceeding
tovards that goal by ac-
knowledging differences,
seeking their grounds real
and apparent, and eliminating
superfluous oppisitions,”

The underlined words
gtress the comprehehsive
viewpoint as a distant goal
to be striven for, There is
nothing to suggest that the
comprehens ive viewpoint, at
least within dialecties, is |
actually attained,

Answer to an objection; You said that the universal viewpoint is only

potential.
dialectioally ordered viswpoints (564).

True, it is definéd as a potential totality of genetically and
But it is potential in the sense

that it is not &) universel history, b) an Hegelian dialectic independent of
matters of fact, or ¢) an already determinate Kantian a priori to be simply
imposed on experience, Again, not only the totality is potential, but the
ordering is also, while the materials to be ordered themselves advance from
the general to the specific (566). The universal viewpoint is only a
heuristic structure (564). Still, nothing suggests that the structure itself
is potential, Indeed, it has its base in an adeguate self-knowledge and

contld,
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in the consequent metaphysics {565). Nor is this a distant ideal, for

 there is a particular philosophy, amx namely your own, which can ground
a universal viewpoint (568).

Would you comment on this suggestion?

T, Tekippe




	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9

