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De methodo theologiae J\' 3 6 7 [ 4/

Hermeneutics Bernard lonergan, S, J.

1, Hermeneutics and exegesis are concernsd with the meaning of texts.
Hermeneutics is concerned with general principles, exegesis is
concerned with their application to particular cases,

2, Hermeneutics is not a primary field# of inquiry.

Per ge  the meaning of texts is plain and stands in no need of
any exegesis, Per accidens, as a result of any of a mmber of blocks
that may arise, the work of the interpreter becomes necessary,

The point is demonstrable, If every text needed an exegesis,
then the exegesis would need an exegesis, and so on to infinity,
Similarly, the general theory, hermeneutics, would itself need an
exegesis, and the need would be recurrent,

3. The »rimary field of inquiry is cognitional theory, It deals
with knowing in all cases, One of these cases is knowing what an author
meant in writing a given sentence, paragraph, chapter, book.

Hence, within the framework of a satisfactory theory of knowledge,
hermeneutics is not a matter of smecial difficulty or interest, J3uch
has been classical hermeneutics, expoinded by Aristotle and refined
down the centuries,

Contemporary hermeneutics on the other hand is a matter of
considerable difficulty and interest, mainly for four reasons,

First, the issues have been placed within the context of hist-
orical consciousness. The classicist view that Yplus ¢a chense, plus
clest la méme chose," has given way to an attention to detail, to
differences in detail, to an understanding of man and meaning that
rises from the detailed differences to be noted in the course of
human development.

Secondly, in the Geisteswissenschaften (as distinct from behavioral
science) the basic category is meaning, and so hermensutics which
deals with meaning has a key role,

Thirdly, the lack of a commonly accented cognitional theory has
resulted:

a} in the application of mistelen cognitional theories to the prob-
lem of hermeneutics,
"‘W b) in efforts to emplsoy hermeneutical vroblems as the springboard

_ towards the solution of the philosophic issues,
c) in the attitude of the "plain" man who brushes aside such theoretical
considerations, proceeds by what he names simple and honest common
sense, and is usually guided by the more superficial and absurd catch-
phrases developed br avplying mistaken cognitional theory to hermeneutical
probiems,

Fourthly, modern man has been busy creating a modern world, in
freeing himself from reliance on tradition and authority, in WOrking
out his own world-view comparable in completehess to the Christian
view that ruled in an earlier age, This has brought about a climate
and an exigence for reinternretation
: of Greek and Latin classical authors, removed from the context
N 4 of Christian humanism, snd revealed as pagans,

. of the Surlptures, vemoved from the context of Christian
doctrinal develovment, and restored to the pre~dogmatic context of
the historr of religions

of the law, removed from the contest of Christian philosophy and
morality, and placed within tha context of some contemporary philo-
sophy or attitude to life,




i i P T R s ) . . L e e s
ol e e bt A & o - i T A i 1 A AT b .1 b A LTt S o T Pl ek ! b U Ll
e TN L P A i T A s P el Pk AT AL o an 5 S R v it T it B o L AT I

B

LY}

2,

Lo Accordingly, the problesms of contemporary hermeneutics are to &
great extent coincident with the problems of method in contemporary
Catholic theology,

We do not nronose to reject historical consciousness and human
science because we rejoct "modernity".

At the same time we do not propose to slip into "modernity™
because we wish to accept historical conscieousn=gs and human science,

We wish, then, an integration of godmatic theology with
historical consciousness and human science, w but without the
aberrations of the Enlightenment, the domantic movement, Idcalism,
Historismus, Dilthey'!s relativist Lebensohilosonhie, and existentialist
"Transzendenz innherhalb der Immanenz," or the naturalist "Princinle
of the Empty Head, Postulate of the “Vommonplace, and Axiom of
Familiarity,"

Plainly such an integration ca:.ot be conceived ruch less
achieved without facing squarely the issues involved in the science,
cognitional theory, that underlies hermeneutics,

5, Thore are three basic exegetical operations: (a) understanding
the text, (b) judging how correct one's understanding of the text is,
and (c¢) s-ating what one judges to be the correct understanding of
the text,

Understanding the text has four main aspects: one understands
the thing or object that the text refers to; one understands the words
employved in the text; one understands the author who employed the
words; and it is &k not "one", "on', 'man", that understands but I
do, as a result of a process of learning and at times as a result of
a conversion,

Judging how correct one's understanding of the text is raises
the problem of context, of the hermeneutic circle, of the relativity
of the "whole", of limiting considerations on the nossible relevance
of more remote inquires, and of limitations »laced upon the scope of
one's interpretation,

Stating what one judges tho correct understading of the text
to be raises the issuc of absolute context, of "existential" categories,
of the use of hvman sciences in exegesis, and of the problems of
concrete communication in their relativity to a given group of readers,

6. Understanding the thing or object.

The "Urphenomen' is not "intelligere verba! but "intelligere rem
per wverbal,

Exegesis, at a first level, presunposes knowledge of things, ob-
jects, and of the language thab names them,

Because we already nave the universal potential knowledge of the
thing dealt with in the texi, we find per se that bhe meaning of the
text is plain, th t it sigply anplies to a particular the wniversal
and potential knowledge we already have of the particular.

It is true, of course, that my understanding of the thing or
the true understanding of the thing may not be the author's,

But the point to "understanding the thing" is, not that it
settles what the author means, but that without it there is no
pogsibility of understanding the author,
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A blind man is not going to understand a description of colors;
a person that has never attended to his own acts of intelligence is not
going to understand 2 descrintion of intelligence, etc,

By understanding the thing or object is not meant understanding
only the things or objects of the visible universe, The thing or
object in question may be (a) in the visible universe, {b) in the
world of theory, (c) in the world of interiority, or zd) in the world
of the sacred, of religion.

The contention that the interoreter should have bis own under-
standing of the object, know whet thet understanding is, and distinguish
it from the author's understanding of the object,

amounts to a rejection of what may be called the "Princinle of
the Fmpty Head",

"The Principle of the Zmoty Head" contends that, @ if one is to
be objective, if one is not to drag in one's o'm netions, if one is
not to settle zxp in an a priori fashion what the text must mean no
matber what it says, if ore is not to "read into" the text what is
not there,

then one must just drop all preconcentions of every kind,
see Just what is in the toxt and nothing more, lot tne author speak
for himself, let the author interpret himelf,

What I have named the "Principle of the Empty Head'", clearly
enough, is a fairly widesnread view of correct intersretation,

PEH is 2 c nfusion of three distinct issues based upon an
utterly inadequate account or presumption regarding the nature of
human knowledge,

so far from tackling in series the threc tasks of (a) under-
standing the thing, (b) understanding the author's meaning concerning
the thing, and (¢} judging whether one's understanding is correct,

PEH rests on a naive intuitionism that, so far from judging
the correctness of its understanding, has no need to judge because
it sees what's there, and so far from bothering about understanding
the thing, has no need to understand anything fut just looks at what's
there,

In fact, what is there? There are printed signs in a given
order. That is all thau is there, Anything over and above a re-
issue of the same signs in the seme order will be mediated by the
experience, intelligence, and judgement of the interpreter,

To reject the "Princinle of the Ermty Head" is to insist that
the wider the intersreter's experience, the deeper and fuller his
understanding, the vrofovnder his judgment, then the better equinped
he will be to adproach the task of stating what the author means,

The besis for this contention is simvle,

Interpretation is a mebtor of proceeding from hebitual,
potential, universal knowledge, to a second act that regards the
concrete and particwlar: what was meant by the author in this text,

The loms that habitual knowledge, the less the likelihood
that the interorcter will be able to think of what the author means,

The greater that habitual knowledge, the greater the likelihood

that the interpreter will be able to thing x of what the interpreter means,

Vhent 2 critic of an interpretation states: "I do not see how
Aristotle, St, Paul, iAquinas, Hant, could heve mesnt what the
interpreter sars he meant," then the,meaning of the eritic's words

literal
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is that he does not possess the habitual knowledge that i'ould enable
him to see how the author could have msani what the interpreter says
he meant,

While PEH is widesnread in positivist and in Catholic circles,
it is vigorously rejected elsewhere.
H,G, Gadamer, YWahrheit und ilethode, p. 254 s,

",..dass der Historismus, aller Kritik am Rationalismus und
Naturrechtsdenken zum Trotz, selber auf dem Boden der modernen

Aufklaerung steht und ihre Vorurteile undurchschaut teilt, Es gibt

naemtich sehr wohl ein Vorurteil der Aufklaerung, das ihr wWesen
traegt und bestimmt, Dies grundlegende Vorurteil der Aufklaerung
ist das Vorurteil gsgen die Vorurteile ueberhaupt und damit die
Entmachung der Ueberlieferung,"

R, Bultmann,"Das Problem der Hermeneutik," ZfThK 47 (1950) p. 6k,

"Die Forderung, dass der Interpret seine Subjektivitaet zum
Schweigen bringen, seine Individudlitaet ausloeschen muesse, um 2u -
einer objektiven irkeantnis zu gelangen, ist also die denkber wider-
sinnigste. B8ie hat Sinn und Recht nur, so fern damit gemeint ist,
dass der # Interpret seine persoenlichen “uensche hinsichtlich des
Ergebnisses dar Intororetabion zum Schweigen briugen muss, .,

Sonst aber verkennt jene Forderung das Wesen echten Verstehens
schlechterdings, Denn dicse setzt gerade die aeusserste Lebendigkeit
des verstehenden Subjekts, die mogg_lchst reiche intfaltung seiner
Tndividualitaet voraus,” (italics in text)

Ibid,, p, 65: "Voraussctzung des Verstehens ist auch hier
[scrintural exegesisl ein Vorverstaendnis der Sache."

H, G, Gadamer, quoting Fr, Schlegel's 25, Lycoumsfragment, Wii 344:

"Die beiden Hauptgrundsaetze der sogenannten historischen Kritik
sind das Postulat der Gemeinheit und das Axiom der Gewoehnlichkeit,
Postulat der Gemeinheit: Alles recht Grosse, Gute, und Schoene ist
unwahrscheinlich, demn es ist auuserordentlich und zum mindesten
verdaechtig, Jfociom der Gewoshnlichkeit: 1lie es bed wuns steht und um
uns ist, so muss os ueberall gewesen suin, denn das ist ja alles so
natuerlich,"

7. Understanding the words,

Understanding the sk thing accounts for the per se plain meaning
of the text, This plain meaning is obvious and ultimate when the
author and the interpreter understand the same thing in the same way,

However, as in conversation, so in reading, the author may be
speaking of X' and the interpreter may be thinking of X", In ¥hat
case, sooner or later, there arises difficulty., Not everything true
of X' will be truc of X", =nd so the zuthor will avpeak to the
interpreter to be saying what is not true or even what is absurd.

At this point the controversialist has all he wants: on the basis
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of his mistaken assumption that the author is speaking of X", he scts
about demonstrating the author's crrors and zbsurditics,

The interpreter however considers the possibidity that he himself
is at fault, Fe rercads, He roads further, BEventually, he makes the
discovery that the text makes sensc when X' is substituted for X,

This pwoccss cen occur any mmber of times with respect to any
number of instances of X' and X", It is the process of learning,

~ the self-correcting procesg of learning., It is the manner in which

we acquire and develop common sense. It heads towards a limit in
vwhich we possess a habituel core of insights that enables us to deal
with any situation, any text of & group, b_y adding one or two more
Insights relevant to the situation, text, in hand,

Such undefstanding of the text must not be confused either with
Judgment on the truth of that understanding or with statement of the
meaning of the text in virtue of that understanding, One has to
understand before one can pass judgement on that understanding;
one has to have the understanding before one can expross it,
Understanding the text is such a prior understanding,

Such understanding matches the hermencutic circle.

The meaning of a text is an intentional entity: it is a single
intention that unfolds itself through parts, sections, chapters,
paragraphs, sentonces, words, We can grasp the unity, the whole,
only tlrough the parts, Yet at the same time the parts are determined
in their meaning by the whole which each partially roveals., It is
by the self-correcting process of learning that we spiral into the
meaning of the text, understanding the whHle through the parts, and
understanding the parts in the light of the whole,

Rules of hermencutics or of exegesis list the points worth
considering in one's efforts to arrive at an understanding of the text,
Such are the analysis of the composition of the text, the determina-
tion of the author's pGrpose, of the people for whom he wrote, of
the occasion on which he wrote, the characterization of the means
he employed, linguistic, grammatical, stylistic, ete,, etc.

The point to be made here is that onc does not understand the
text because one has observed the rules, but that one observes the
rules in order to arrive at an understanding of the text., Observing
the rules can be mere pedantry that leads to an understanding of
nething of any moment, to missing the point entirely. The essential
opservance is advertence to what I do not understand and the sustained

rereading, search, inventivencss, that eliminates my lack of under-
Standinga

8. Understanding the Author.

“hen the meaning of & text is plain, then with the author by
his words we understand the thing.

Waen 2 simple ot misunderstanding arises [e.g,, the author is
thinking of X' and the rcador of X*[, theh its correction is a
relatively simple process of rereading and inventiveness,
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Butk when thore is need for a long and arduous use of the
self-correcting process of learning, when a first reading yields
8 little understanding end a2 host of puzzles, then the problem is
not so much undersiending the thing or the woxrds as understanding
the author himself, his nation, language, time, culture, way of life,
and cawt of mind,

The self-correcting nrocess of learning is, not only the way we
acquire common sense in the first instance, but also the way in which
we acquire an understanding of other people'!s common sense, Even
with our contemporarics of the same culture, language, and station
in life, we not only understand things with them but alsc understand
things in our own way and, as well, their differcnt way of understanding
the same things, We can remark that a phrase or an action is "just
like wou': we mean that it fits in with our understanding 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
grasp of the ways in which we understand not with them but thenm,
so this process can be pushed to a full development wheh the self-
correcting process of learning brings us.to an understending of the
conmon sense of another place, time, culture, east of mind,

The phrase, "understanding another's comnon sense," must nob
be misunderstood, Properly, it is not understanding what common
sense is, a task of tho cognitional theorist. Again, it is not
making anotper's commont sensc onels own, so that one would go about
speaking and acting like an Athenian of the fifth century B, C,

But just ac common sense is understanding what is to be said and
whal is to be done in any of tho situations thut commonly arisc,
5o understanding another's common sense is understanding vhat he
would say and whet he would do in any of the situztions that in

his place and time commonly arose,

This understanding another's common sensc is very similar to
whet in Romgniic hermeneutics is named "iinfuchlen," "empathy,"

Derived from Winckelmann and developed by Schleiermacher and
Diithey to be attacked by contemporarics under the influence of
Heidegger [Sein und Zeit, 2§72-77L.

Romantic hermeneutics conceives the text as Ausdruck, the
exegete's task as Hinfuehlen, and the criterion of the excgete's
task a Reproducieren, an ability to say just why the author in
each phrase cxpressed himself in the precise manner in which he did,

It singles out a valid aspect of the task of the interpreter
and it givaes an approximete account of the way in which the task is
rovformed; but it is incomplete as well as approximate, and so it
has been subjected to a good deal of cribicism (Bultmann Gaedamer).

Conceiving the text as Ausdruck correctly draws attbntlon to
the aesthetic, intersubjective, symbolic dimensions of meaning,
bub it overlooks or nrescinds from or fails to insist on the
aspect of linguidtic meaning #kx by which it is true or false, by which
it pertains to an absclute domain, by which it can be transferred
from one context to another,

agein, rmpathy is the simpleost description of the way in which
we grasp intersubjective, acsthetic, or symbolic meaning. Bub it
contains more than a suggestion of an extrinsecisa thet overlooks
the devclopment of the interoreter, his gequiring an understanding
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of another's mdde of wnderstanding, the widening of his horizon to
include or fusc with the horizon of others. So far from raising
and solving the problem of the transference of meaning from the
context of zn ancicent writer to the context of the contemporary
readers of the contemporary interpreters, it encourages 2 mythic
elimination of the problem by suggesting that the interproter feels
his way into another's mind and heart, his thought and scnsibility,
and it leads to a falgificetion of issues inasmuch as it implics
that there can be no logitimnte transference from onc context to
another, that cither one thinks with the mind of Paul or clse one
has no "objective! knowledge of Paul!s meaning whatever,

Finally, the criterion of Reproduciercn is cxeessive. It moans
that onc not only understands the author but also can do what the
author himself could not do, namely, oxplain why he wrote in just
the woy he did, Common sensc understands whot is to be said and
what is to be done; bub common scnsc does not understand itself and
much less does it explain itself,

9. The Development of the Interpreter,

The major texts, the classics, in religion, letters, philosophy,
theology, not only are beyond the original horizon of their interpreters
but also demand an intellectual, moral, religious conversion of the
interpreter over znd zbove the broadening of his horizon,

In this case the reader's originnl knowledge of the thing is
Just inadeguate, He will come to know the thing only in so far
as he pushes the self-correcting process of learning to a revelution
of his own outlook, He can succeed in acquiring that habitual
understanding of the author that spontancously finds his wave-longth
and locks on to it only after he has effected a radical change in
himself,

This is the existential dimension of the problem of hermencutics,

Its existence is at the root of the perennial divisions of
mankind in their views on morality, on philosophy, on religion,

Moreover, in so far as the radical conversion is only the bawic
step, in so far as therc remeins the further task of thinking out
everything from the new and profounder viewpoint, there results
the caracteristic of the classic:

H, G, Gadamer, WM 27, notc 2, quotes Fricdrich Schlegel:

"Eine kdassische Schrift muss nie ganz verstanden werden koennen,
Aber dic welche gebildet sind und sich bilden, muessen irmer mehr
draus lernen wollen," [Schlegel, Fragmente, Minor 20[,

I'rom the existential dimension there follows ancther basic
aspect of the task of hermencutics,

The classics ground a tradition, an Ueberlieferung, a culture,
They create the milicu in which they are studiced and interpreted,
They producc in the reader through the tradition the Vorverstacndnis
that he will need when he comes to read, study, interpret.

Such a tradition may be genuine, authentic, a long accumulation
off insights, adjustments, re-interpretations, that repeats the
original message afresh for cach age, In that case the reader
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will oxcleim, as did the discinl s on the way to Immaus, "Did not
our hearts burn within us, vhen ho spoke on tho wey and opened to us
the ~ Scriptures?” Le, 24,32,

On the other hand, the tradition may be unauthentic. It may
consist in a watering-dowm of the originsl message, in rceasting
it into terms and moanings thet [it into the assumptions eand con-
victions of those that heve dodged the issuc of radical conversion,
In thot case a genuine internretation will be met with incredulity
and ridicule, as was 3t, Paul preaching 4n Rome and quoting Isaias:
sure audictis ot non intelligetis. Acts 28,26,

It is in this »orsopective thet is to be understood Gadamer's
atteck on the Aufklacrung and on Historismus as involving a Vorurteil
gegen Vorurtecils ucberhaupt und demit die Entmachtung dmk der Ueber-
lieferung,

Inasmuch as thesc movements were concerned with creating & now
world for men, a new tradition, o new culturc, they were astute in
laying down 2 Zrincinle thet excluded the nossibility of a tradition,

But ¥ inasmuch &s the destruction of tradition imwlies o continuous
return to nrimitive bartorisme-vhich wos not the aim of the ‘nlight-
coment or of Historismus-~these movemoits we 2 incoherent ond short-
sighted, '

The ultinmste issue here lizs betweon Doscartes! advocacy of o
universal doubt and Newman's nrefercnce for universal belief,

10, Judging the Co.rectness of one's Understanding of the Text

Such & judgement hos the seme criterien as any judgment on
the correctness of commonsensc insight,

The decisive quostion is whether onc's underste ding of the
text is invulnercbls, whether it hits bull's sye, whether it mocts
all relevont further questions,

Here, the key word is “relevant,". It imolics a reference to
& detorminate prospective judgement. Jithout such a s judgement in
view, onc has no criterion, no reference ndint, for determinging
which further cuestions would be relevent,

It follows thet judgement on the correctness of one's under-
standing of the text is, not a general judgemont on vhat understanding
in all its aspccts, but limited judgments with resnect to detemminate
and restricted pointa, They will be of the tyye, it lcast the author
means this, £t least he does not mean thet,

The same noint comes to light from the hermeneutic circle, One
understoads the whole only through the »arts, and non the less the
rneaning of the norts is dewendent on the whole, In so far as this
circle is merely logical, it is surmounted by understanding, But it
has o further and more fundamental aspect, namely, the reletivity of
the whole, With reszct to a word, the sentencemx is the whole, Vith
respect to a sentence, the paragreph is x the whole, With resncct to
the paragranh, the chapter is the whole., With resvec t to the chapter,
t e book is the whole, Bub the book itself stends in 2 further far
more complex type of context tiat includes the gpera omnia of the aubhor
his background, his sources, his contemporarics, the state of the
question in his day, the issuss then sredominant, the author's aim and
scope, his prospvective readers, etc, In brief, there is an over
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broadening hermeneutic context thet ultimately finds itself in an
historical comtoxt, Not only is the historical context to be known only
through the hermencutic contexts, but also it does not possess the
time of intelligibility to be found in an hermeneutic context; the
latter is like the genoral's plen; the fommer is like the course of
the battle. . .

Yow it is true that thds relativity of the whole does not imply
~ complete fluidity,a "panta rhei' of meaning, The meaning of the
parts is affected by the whole, but it is not affected in all respects,
That Brutus killed Cassar can be placed in a context that preises
Brutus and, ¥ equally well, in a context thot damns him; but it does
not fit into a context in which it is true that Caesar killed Brutus,
The Gospal of St, John hns been read in a Hellenistic context and now
is being rcad in a Palestinian context brought to light by the dis-
coveries at Qumrin, The chonge in context involves a change in per-
spoctives, a chinge in difficultics, a change in the cuvestions that
are raised and discussed, But still this change in context does not
change much in & cormentary thet is based unon exact analyses of 1§ ¢
text and thet is contont to mrke caudtious and restricted judgements
on its meaning, e

There is to be noted a relation between the two reasons given for
the restricted judgements to be made by thie oxe ete, Our understanging
of the text is correct in so far as it onablig us to meet 21l further
relevant questions, But whot are such cquestions? One can »in them
down in twoe menners, One can assien the prespective judgoment to which
ther would be relevant, One can assign the field from which relevant
questions mizht come, Because the ficld his e measure of inteterminate
ness, one is driven to assigning the pros~ective judgement. Inzsmuch as
one assigns such judgement, one finds oncsclf assigning determinzto
and restricted assertions,

The issue con be mut dn & third maancr, The exegete begins from
his Fragestellung, his om vicwpoint, interests, concern, that lead
him to question the text, &g ho lecrns from the text, his Frage-
stellung becores transformed; he discovers the questions the cubhor
was asking ond attempting to mest; he understands the author in kime

. terms of the author's own guestions nnd answers, Sueh an understanding
’#.“w of the author defines a contcxt, scttles all that is relevant to

itself, and all that has no bearing on itself, If that understanding

of the author is correct, then there are no further relcvent questions,
S5til1 to determine whether that uinderstoending is correct is made dif-
ficult by the indeterminecy of the whole, find until that indeterminacy
can be eliminnted, the excsete has to have recourse to the device of melcing
restricted and limited judgermonts insteed of nronouncing just wh=t is
the sum and substonee, the essence and the accidents, x of all the
meaning ¢ ntained in the text, -

O 11, Statement of the eaning of the Text,

_ In stating the menning of the text the oxegete cmploys concepts
\h,J but there are notable differconces of opinion on the type of concepts
i he shoul! emplyy,

a) Albert lescamps, Réflexions sur la méthode en thiologie biblique
Sacra Pegina, I, 132-157. Paris-Gembloux 1959, '
cf, other woze,




A, Descamps, "La MNéthode en ‘Thfologie Fiblique,”
- Sacra Pagina, Miscellanea Diblica congressus
Internationalis Catholici de re Biblllcc.
R Cembloux, Hditions J, Duculet. 1959,
up, 132157,
* passage clted from pp, l42-3,

Cette théologie sora aussi diverse qus le sont, aux reux de

 1'exégdte averti, les innombrables cuteurs bibligues; A lz limite,

X i1 y aura autant de théologies bibligue quiil y a d’auteurs
inspirés, car on stattachera avant tout & respecter l'originalit:
de chacun d'eux,

Le chercheur paraitra se complaire aux cheminements lents,
et prendra gsouvent le sentier des écoliers; sa descrintion aura la

saveur des choses anciennes; elle dommera au lacteur une impression

de dépaysement, d'etrzngetﬁ, d'archaisme; le scrupule de 1tauthent-
icité se tradulra dang le choiz d'une langue aussi biblique que

‘possible, dans le souci dtéviter la Bkx transposition hitive en

vocables plus récents, fussont-ils acerédités dans la iradition thi
théologique, Il iy a tout un probleéme ds la discrétion dans le choix
de la lengue en théologie biblique,

Tout exposd dlensemble devra se conshtruire sulvant les cone
clusions de l¢ chronologie et de lihistoire littéraire des fcrits
bibligues; il sera de préférence g’naticue, Clest nourquoi les
questions de la date et de k llauthenticité des éerits ingpirds,
apparemment seconcaires en théclogie biblizue, y ont en réalits
une immortance décisive,

Ces exposés dlensemble resteront dfaillsurs assez particuliers;
s'ils embrassent la totalit< des livres bibliques, ils ne porteront
que sur un point de doctrine bien d&limité; s'ils ont un objet com-
plexe, ils ne porteront que sur un 4erit ou un groupe dfécrits,
Quant é 1a théologie ﬂlhlicue cui. voudrrit embrasser l'lengemble ou

“du moins un vaste sectewr de ls littSrature ins nirée, elle ne le

pourra qu'en restant intérieuvement trds diverse, un neu corme le
restera, au nlzn profane, une "histeire ﬁ.nera1a" de l'Jurope ou
du monde.

Certains révent, il est vrai, d'une sorte de raccourci, clest-
d-dire d‘un exposé du dessein gonoral de Dieu & travers l'h¢4t01re
des deux Testaments; ce serait wdme ]2, suivant nlusieurs aubtcuws,
une forme privilégic: de th#clogie hibligque, @n réalits, il nous
semble que l'esquisce de ce dessein n'appartient & 1o théologie
bibligue que dang la mesurc méme o) l'thistorien peus s!v reconnaitre:
le croyant lui~-méme n'atteint le »lan divin qu'd travers les multiples
intentions des hagiograithas, '




The foregoing view may be named 'cormmonsense communication of a
commonsense understanding of the text.”

The oxegebts begins from contemporary common sense; he develops
the common senso of another time; he speaks to his pupils by beginning
from their common sense and leading them inte the multiple modes of
the common sense of the multiple scriptural authors; that goal is vast,
complex, endlessly nuanced,

In turn the pupils will be able to commnicate their understan-
ding in the same manncr, uttering what initially gives an impression
of dépaysement, d'étrangeté, d'archaisme, but when they have reached
understanding, will have become familiar to them,

b) Besides the foregoing "commonsense communication of a common-
sensce understaending of the texs!", one may cnvisage a scientific commu-
nication of a commonsense understanding of the text,

Such sciontific communication rises spentaneously from the fore-
going commonsensc communication, for the very cffort to communicate
involves "dic Wondung zur Idce',

This tendency and turn mey be illustrated by the composition of
grarmars and lexicons, which are basced upon familiar understanding of
groups of texts, and sumarize recurront clementbs or features to be
found in tezbs. Again, from the grammars and lexicons of different lan-
guages or dialccts, there arisc another tendency and turn to the idea
in the form of comparative grarmars ond comparative language study.
To take a diffcrent instonece, placednames in texts lead to studies
that collcet the lot of them on a map; time-refercnces in texts lead
to studics that collect the lot of them in a chronology; personal-names
in texts lead to gencalogics, biographical dictionarics, outlines of
history, cte,

Now tho exogote draws upon all such studics in his work of inter-
preting pratieular toxbts, From onc viewpoint, his work is onc of apply-
ing the results of investigotions in a large number of specialized
fields, But therc is also another vicwpoint that arises in the meoasure
that the application rocurs over long scries of toxts,

For stating the meaning of the text is a totally new and disporate
task only on the first occasion, As the mumbor of occasions mounts
on which one states the meaning of toxts, one finds oneself stating
ovor and over again the same mcanings or slightly different meanings,
and so0 onc begins to comparc and classify, to find basic recurrent
categories, their “ifferentiations, their froquencies,

Genetic processes next come to one's attention, and from the fact
one may proceed to the cause or the form or the end of the gencsis,

So A.Descamps casually mentions both catogories and genctic con-
siderations in his reflections on tho method of biblical theology,
So If,Peinador lays it dovm that cveryone would consider biblical
theology to be a theology expressed in the vory catogorics of the bib-
lical awbhors, Sacra Pagina, I, p,168,
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¢) 1In the third place one may ask about the foundations of a
scientific communication of a commonscnse understanding of the text,

This question appears in Descaps! discussion, first, when he begins
by ruling out of court H,I.Marrou's contentions expressed in "De la
connaigsance historique, and sccondly when he duscusses Duméry's do-
mand for a "critique radicale", pp.133-136; 154-157.

It, appears in Peinador's illustration of biblical categories by
the "images" of the people of Cod and kingdom of God [p.1681 2nd 25
well in his reguirement that biblical theology presuppose defined dogmasg,

But it also appears in the use pf Hegelian thought as the spine /+Tubingor
of historical dovelopment (as in the 19th century highor criticism) /3School of
and in Bultmonn's use of Heidegger's existentials particulerly in his
interpretation of St,Paul, Cf, Macquerric, An Existentialist Theology,

London SCM 1955 1960,
Finally the same question appears in Insight, chap.XVIL, part 3,

Therc arc o number of factors that center into this problem, and
we must begin from an emumeration and descripiien,

First, the effort to attain = sciuntific cormunicstion of ~
cormonsense understanding of texts takes the interpreter beyond the
explicit context of the originml aunthors. Comparisons, clussificztions,
the listing of catezories and their differentiations, the observation
and cxplanction of genetic -rocesses, begin from the context of tho
originol authors but they thematize,it and, b~ thet very fact, go beyond
it to ask ond answer questions that the original zuthors did not
undertake to discuss,

Imnlicit in the forcgeing shift of context, is the shift {rom
hermencutics to history., In hermencutics the question is, Whot cid
the author mean, in so fnr 2s his wening is conveyed by nis text?

In history the guostion becones, What wns going forward? The battle
plan of tho g neral answers questions of the hermencutic tyoe, for
that plan tells what the general meant to do, The cetual course of the
battle differs, not o little from the x victorious general's »len,

and a great deal from the defeated general's plan, To ask about the
actual course of the battle is to ask 2 historicsl question, and its
answer is normally, not this or th=t man's intzation or murning, but
what resulbs fron the intervlny of numerous and conilicting intentions
and meanings,

Now the original outhors used categories, offected differentiations
of cateporeics, brought about developments, ™t they did not sit back
and reflcet on whot they had done, It is nreciscly this tnet is done
vhen the scicntific cormunication of 2 commonsense understznding of
texts is obtemptoed., It roves beyond the explicit context of zny given
authorts meaning to constuct a historical conext that contazins,
analyses ond relates successive exnlicit contoxts,

Secondly, the comonsonse understanding of toxts begins from a
contemporary brand of commonseanse, that of the interpreter, and moves
to an understanding of the comon scnse of another wlace and tine,

For the intcrpreter, his owm original common sense is a 3elbst-
verstaendlichkeit; it is something tosobvious to be explained, too
certain to need justification, too closely correlated with drammetico-
practical saring and doing to be submitted to analysis, 5till it is
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only one brand of con on sense: each neople, cach culture, cach
language, cach region, vach generation, cach social class has its owng
and cech finds the others! strange, something that in time onc can
comc to understand, sorething pourhaps that one will make one's own

by socio-cultural migration, but not sonething that is one and the
sarg 211 over,

Now th: centemporsry differcntiation of coni-on sense, while 1t
does not imyly 2 rclativism, x dous m imply a relztivity, ‘lhon the
interpreter intepfets for some onc, he bears in nind thet person's
horizon, He will spesk differgntly at a congress of his collczgues,
in his university lectures, and in o public address, He will be
=ble to bring things hame effectively precisely in the neasurc that
he understoends the comrion sense of his sudicnce, i.e., understands
what they will understand innediately and fully.,

It follows that just as'there is a "Wendung zur Idec! that goes
bueyond the context of the texis to be interpretod, so also therc is
2 Mlendung zur Idce" that zoes beyond the coirion sense of the
interpretors, thot determines their categordes and the genetic
process of the development of their science or ficld,

Thirdly, there oxist human scicnees, They are concerned with
the order of humin living in femily and socicty, morals and education,
state =nd law, cconomics and technics, Ther are concerncd with the
meening of human living in intersubjectivity and symbol, in art and
language, history and religion, literature, scichce and philescphy.

In so f2r as these fields of investigation get beyond the initial
descriptive phose of obscrvation, collection, compirison, classification
in so fer as ther attorpt to esplain, corrclate, zmalyse process, they
becone systematic, Their ultimete enteogories and differentiotion of
the catcgorics are, or 2im to be, not what haposecned to be the
categories of this or thot writer or group of writers, but whol are
deminded bv the subject itself, whnt 1ic in the nature of wman, what
can it 2ll cases, what will bring out rost effoctively the nature
and structure of cach,

Now the results of such human sciznce are an ceffective tool
for the scientific commmnicotion of commonsense understoading of
texts. They are such o tool, not only when employed on the original
texts, but also when crmloyed on the texts written by intornreters
of the original texts., Just as the interpreter will not hesitate
to omploy grammars and lexicons, geographics and histories, in his
interoretation of texts, so too he will avoil himsclf of the tools
of analysis and comwnhciation mrovided b the hunsn sciences,

Fourthly, there exist philosophics end theologics, Already we
have spoken of wnderstanding the text as = develonnment in the interw-
preter and indeed mR a conversion of the interpreter, DBut such
conversion and its opposite arc thometized and objectificd in philo~
sophical and theological nesitions, In those ficlds they find their
scientific stateonent, and such scientific stnterwnt is the statement
of the foundations of hasic oricntatlions and attitudes,

Now such basic orientotions e~nd attitudes find their unfolding,
expression, concrete realization (1) in the original texts,

(2) in the interorctations plioced upon the originsl texts, and

(3) in the manner in which the human sci.nces are conc@ived, grounded
dirccted, developed, Tho basic orientations and nttitudes are the
basic rwanings of 211 texts, vhether of ~uthors, of interpreters, or
of human scicentists,
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d) Besic Contoxt

Context is a remeinder-concept: it denotes the rest that is
relovant to the intermretation of the toxt,

Material conbtext is the rest of the documznts or monuments
relecvent to an intcruretation of the text,

Formal context is hermeneutic or hiatorical.

Hermeneutie formel contoxt is the dynamic montal and psychic
background from which the author smoke or wrote; it is the set of
habits of sensibility and skill, of intellect and will, thet come
to sccond act in the toxt,

Historiczl formal context is the genctico~dialectical unity
of o series of hermencutic forrml contexts,

The distinction between hermencutic and historical is illustrated
bt the differcnce betwoen the general's plan of bottle and the actual
cours¢ of the battle., The former has the uait-- conferred on it by
a single mind {matched against other m'nds), The latter corresronds
neither to the victorious nor to the defeated general!s plan; it is
whet is realized through the conflicting plans and decisions and be-
cause of them; but it results not rierely from plans and decisions
but 2lso from what they overlocked,

Basic context is a heuristic notion, partly determined and partly
to be determined, It is what becornes determined in the totality of
successful efforts at exegesis.

At a first approximation, basic context is the pure desire to
know, unfolding through cxpericnce, understanding, and judgement,
and leading to the statements found in the texts of authors, inter-
preters, and critics,

Secondly, it 1s the pure desire as a reality with a real un-
folding leading to actual statements in each of the relevant authors,
Interproters, and critics,

Thirdly, it is a reality that dewvelops, that proceeds from the
undifferentiated through differentiation to an articulated integration,
Such development is both individual (from infancy to senility) and
historical (from primitives to contemporary culture),

Fourthly, it is a reality that undergoes conversion, intellectual,
moral, and religious, and that is subject to aberration,

It is to be noted that basic context is (1) real, (2) onc and
many, (3) the ground of genetie relationships, and (As the ground of
dialectical relationships,

Further, it is at once factual and normative: the pure desire
is both fact and a norm; and observance of the norm and non-observance
are facts with & normative connotation,

Again, basic context is rcleted to cormronsense and scientific
statenents of the commonsense understanding of texts, as the upper
blade of a scientific methed to the lower blade. They are mutually
determining, and they result in a philosophically or theologically
grounded scientific statenent of the commonsense understanding of the
texts. ‘
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Cf, Insight, chap,XViI, 3, on the Truth of and Interpretation;
chap,XV, 7, on Genetic Method; chap,II-V, on Empirical Methoed; Epi-
logue, on the addition of the dimension of faiht to human development
and dialectie,

e) logic of Basic Context,

Basic contoxt is a conbext of contexts: it is not on the level
of the author's understanding of what he means; it is not on the le-
vel of the interpreters commonsense statement of a cormonsense under-
standing of the author's meaning; it is not on the level of a scicnti-
Tic statement of a cormonsense understanding of the author!s meaning;
it is the level on which genetic and dialccbical relationships are
found between the scientilic accounts of successive author's meanings,

Compare (1) rcfercnce frames, (2) the group of transformation
equations defininf the geometry of the reference frames, (3) the series
of groups of transfomotions defining the series of geometries,

Becauge basic conbext places & geries of authors within a genetico-
dialectical unity, it goes beyond the intentions of the authors. It is
historical, and the historical brings to light what was going forward
through the authors! intentions and deeds but not merely becausc of
their intentions and deeds but also becausc of what they overlooked
or failed to do.

E,g., basic context relates the trinitarian doctrine of Tertullian,
Origen, and Athanasius, Bubt Tertullian did not do so; Origen did not
do so: Athanasius did not do s0,

This does not imply that basic context is only in the mind of the
upper-blade historian, It is alsc in the minds of the authors, but
there it is implieit, vécu, in the mode of verstchen, ete, The gene-
tie is in them as thelir dynamic openness or thelr stognation; the dia-
lectical is in then as their good or uncasy conscience,

Basic context differs from the scientific statement of a common-
sensc understanding of the text., Such scientific statement presupposes
the commonsense understanding of the text and cmploys in stating that
understanding (1) the categorics constructed from the text and (2) the
categories constructed by humen science, Basic context is concerned
with the genesis and dialectical aberrations of categories,

Bagic context differs from comonsense understanding of the text:
it is content to select in the light of its own principles (usually
unknown to the author) significant if very brief points; G.8., prove
Tertullian had two distinct modes of thinking ebout the divinity of
the Son, Such selection is not understanding Vertullisn, Indecd,
not even & sclentific statement of o~ cormmons nse undersiznding of
Tertullian dous more than cifect such selcctions, though it does
so in a complete monner,

em LT
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Cf, G, Ebeling,"Dic Bedeutung." Z£ThK 47 (1950) 33:

"Es hat die Einsicht an Buden gewonnen, dass eine reine
objektivicrende, nach dem Ieal der naturwisscnschaftlichen Methode
arbeitende Geschichisbetrachtung, die sich mit der Festistellung
dessen begnuegt, wie es cinmmel gewesen ik ist, der Aufgabe des
des geschichtlichen Verstchens gar nicht gerccht wird X und auch
nur in gewissen Gronzen durchfuehrber ist, des dabel die Ceschichte
gerade stumm ke bleibt und es nur zu ciner Aufhasufung toten Matorials
komnt statt zu ciner lebendigen personalen Bogegnung mit der
Geschichte,” '

Conversely, the questions arising from scientific statement and
from basic context contribute nothing to commonsense understanding of o
- the text or situction. -
FE.g,, the cowmcil of Ephesus dofined our Iady's divine matcrnity.
The definition is a corollary to the explicabion of the Christien
tradition and its sources: one cnd the same is God ond man, But
the naive are vprone to ask, Did our Lady know she was Mother of God?

- How did she know it? How did she concelve it? How did she feel :
ebout it? How do you prove 21l X this fron scripture? Does St. _ T
Luke write with your account of our Lady's thoughts and feelings in '
nind?

Such questions arise solely from a total incomprehension of the
nature and nossiblity of serious cxegesis and serious history,

It is possible to arrive at a commonsense understending of o
the texts, at a scientific statement of that commonssnse understanding, o
at a basic wntext thol relates in o gonetico-dinlecticel series
the scientilic statments.

But this possibility docs not amount to the possibility of
giving reasonable answers to an imcsinative curiosity, The wnswers
have to be theological, and theolegicel answers do not include an
impginative roconstruction of the mast,

Rogis College, Toronto, Cenada. o July 20, 1962,
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