Theology and Man's Future

In the sesquicentennial brochure, Knowledge and the

Future of Man,l and agalin in Father Ong's essay in the book
with the same tltle,2 there 1s set forth a correlation between
the accelerating expansion of human knowledge and, on the other
hand, the ever accelerating pace of social and cultural change
in the modern world. It is this correlation between expand ing
knowledge and soclo-cultural change that confronts the con-
temporary university with a grave problem. For the university
has ceased to be just a store-house whence traditional wisdom
and knowledge @?,are dispensed. It provides a center in which
ever increasing knowledge 1s disseminated to bring about

ever increasing soclal chamge and cultural change. It has a
grave responsibllity for the future of man, and it is the
concern of 3t. Louls University in sponsoring the present

gatherins to ventilate this 1issue.

P

\Accordingly, my title, Theology and Man's Future, 18 to
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be understood within this context. I shall spesk to you of

man's future, not directly, but only indirectly. Not directly,
for I have not peered into any crystal ball and there foreseen
the future utllity or futility of theology. Only indirectly,
for the direct and discernable determinant of man's future

1s the ever accelerating expansion of human knowledge. Theology
enters into the plcture only in the measure that it keeps abreast
of thie expanslon and in interaction with it. My tople, then,
1s theology, not theology as a set of timeless a;g;ctiona, not
theology as rooted in three millenia of religlous history, but
theology as sltuated 1n a contemporary university, as influenced
by other dlsciplines, as possibly relevant to questions other

disciplines raise and to problems they confront and, consequently,
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as making its contribution to the thought that will direct the

future of man. ?

First, then, let me say something of the influence other j
dlscliplines have had on theology and, particularly, on Catholic i
theology where the effect has been belated, more recent and eo, !

at least apparently, more massive. Five areas here merit attention:

hlsotry, philosophy, religious studies, method, and communications.
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One of the profoundest changes in Cathollc theology has
been brought about by modern methods of historical study. It is
true, of course, that Christlanity has always been an historical
religion. The Fathers apprealed to the scriptures, the medieval
theologlans to both to the seriptures and to the Fathers, later
theologlans to all thelr predecessors. But they did not have
at thelr dlsposal the resources and the collaboration of mo*dern
scholarship with its critical editions of texts, its 1ndic;;’and
handbooks, 1ts speclalized institutes and congresses, its ever
monographs
mountling accumulation oﬂﬂggaegnepe and artlcles. The 1deal that
focjiggmmod thelr interest ang ﬁ‘guided thelr attention was not the
historlical 1deal of critically evaluating all avallable evidence
Wwlth the aim of bringing back to 1ife the socletles and cultures
¥+ of the past;sit was the theological 1deal of knowlng God and
knowing all things in thelr relation to Gad. So they &ould—terd-td
assum@énot only an unbroken tradition of falth but also unchanging
| X modes of apprehension and conception. A great revolution was
needed -~ and it 1s not yet completed -~ to make the development
of doctrine an acceptable notion, to have it apprehended not

merely in some abstract and notlonal fashion but concretely and

really through exact study of relevant texts, to admit historical
| » the

| : methods not only in khekpatristic and medleval and later flelds

| but also in the scriptures, and finally -- to come to the as

yet unfinlished task -- to effect the synthesis of historical

e
: and theologlical alms so that we have nelther history without
\\‘J theology nor theology without history but both.
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and here I feel there 1s a real danger in an age when medwrmisy
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A second major influence has been philosophic. Catholic
theology haizzggded to Aristotle. The beginnings of that
weddlng were ausplclous enough. dtnvavnzawsthamunvnisvhis
i For medieval theology was dolng\Ef_two things when hh
partly 1t accepted and partly it reinterpreted the Aristotelian
cor*pus. On the one hand, it was providing itself with a
co;géptual system that would make it possible for it to

work out coherent answers to its endless quaestiones. At the

same time, 1t was ¢ christlanlzing the Greek and Arabic culture

o4 :
that was pouring into Western “urope and threatening to engulf

1ts falth. But what once was achievement, at a later date

proved to
AsmAbe an obstacle to vitality and development. Aristotelian

thought 1s unacouainted not merely with the content but also

wlth the nature of modern science. It 1s not eguipped to

dlstingulsh and to
A relate to one another the natural sclences, the hunan sclences,

philosophy, and theology. It 1s unable to provide the foundations
for their proper functioning and collaboration. Itg conceptual
system in part is to be revised and in part to be replaced by
notions drawn from modern philosophy and science. i S0 it

1s that contemporary theologlans are drawing upon personalist,
phenomenologlcal, exlistential, historical, and transcendental
types of phllosophic thought to find the conceptual tools

needed for thelr own thinking and writing. The results

often
men¥Fd¥y are eclectlc rather than systematic and deeply pased,

A

modernist subjectiviem and relativism are se—easilp-aceested
amu—so-diffbendt—te—aveldy becoming increasingly common.

Qo 4‘)
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Contemporary Catholic theologx,then,not only 1s open to
éphilosophic Influence but profoundly is in need of tkazmi
phllosophy. Here I must dié@nguish between primary and
secondary asiects of that need. The theologian will want to
be acqualnted with Stolcism in reading Tertulllan, with middle
Platonlsm in reading “rigen, with Neoplatonism in reading
Augustine, with Aristotle, Avlcenna, and Averroes in reading
Aquinas, with Acuinas in reading subsequent theologlans.

But thls need 1s secondary. %@ 1s a matter of acquiring the
necessary background for particular tasks of interpretation.
Agaln, 1t 1s through a study of the philosophers that the
theologlan will be introduced to philosophic questions, that

he will reach answers relevant to his primary need, that he

willl learn to think and speak on the level of his age and culture.
But again this 1s secondary. It 1s concerned with the pedagogy

of meetlng the primary need. It does not define the primary need
i1tself. The primary needii& for the theologlan to know what he
ls doing when he 1s doing theology. To reach such knowledge
three prior questlions must be answered. There is the auestion
of cognitional theory: What am I doing when I am knowing?

There 1s the question of eplstemology: Why 1s doing that knowing?
There 1s the question of metaphysice: What do I know when I do
1t? To thése three ouestions the theologian needs full and
preclse and well-grounded answers. If he has those answvers,

hls essentlal needs are met. If he does not reach those

answers, then the wlll not know what he 1s doing, not merely
reads™~he philosophers

when hepgv§a-ph$les09hy,put also when he does theology, when
he 1s interpreting a text, when he 1is agscertaining a historical fact

when he 1s reconstructing a situation or mentallty, when he

e )




TMF 5

moves beyond reason to faith, when he determines what is and
what 1s not a matter of faith, when he seeks an* understanding
of the mysterles of falth, when he conﬁerns hiégelf with the
problem of communicating the faith to all men of all classes
and of all cultures. Briefly, theologians have minds and use
them, and they had best know what they are dolng when they use
historically,
them. Again, to put the matteg,&&f@apeat}ya to follow Acuinas
today is, not to repeat Aquinas today, but to do for the
twentleth century what Aquinas did for the ‘hirteenth. As

key elements in..
Aguinas baptize ﬁgreek and Arabic cinlture, so the contemporary

Catholic xey elements in
A philosopher and/or theologlan has to effect a baptism oﬁ\modern

culture.

A third major influence 1s the field of religlous studles:
the phenomenology of religion, the psychology of religion, the
soclology of religion, the history of religions, and the philo-
sophy of religion. I call this a ma jJor influence, not because
the influence has been consplcuous, but because of 4
very significant and ﬁaberful contemporary trends. +he first
stems from Vatican II, and it consists in the ghurch's concern

‘:Aw\ with ecumenism, with non-Christian relliglons, and with the atheist

negation of religion. This fact requires the theologilan to
reflect on hls religion, not in isolation from all others,

but 1in conjunction with others. it requires him to attend,

not only to the differences sepqirating his religlion from others,
but also to the similarities that connect them with one another.
To meet such requirements theology will be led into the field of

while retaining its identity,
religlous studles and, indeed,Ato concelve itself as a particular

\
type of religlous studies. There i1s a second factor leading
to the same conclusion. I have already spoken of the relations

of theology with history and with philosophy. But if it is to

o )
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1t
take 1ts place in contemporary culture, J# has also to be

tdwwmmﬁﬁhwwxpmwwww\

to be related to all the human sclences; and 1t is in the field

» in the phenomenology and psychology and sociology of rellgion,
of religious studiesb}hat 1t will find models exhibiting what
can be done and accounts of what has been tried and found
unsatisfactory. Finally, there is the theological doctrine that
God grants all men sufficient grace for thelr salvation. This
doctrine s relevant to religious studies; 1t makes them studles
of the manlfold ways God's grace comes to men and Ooperates
a8 the seed that falls %mmmhmmmmgmmmnﬁnm&gnqvam»n@:?ocks or
amldst thyons or by the wayside éw or on good ground to bring
forth fralt thirty or sixty or a hundred fold.

Fourthly, there 1s the area of methodology. The Aristotelian
notion of sclence is one thing, the modern notion is anite another.
Contemporary Catholic theology has already in actual practice

& 8 neurosis-like
taken on the features oqkmodern sclence. But 1nA§onflict with
thls practice there lurk in the minds of many theologlans
assumptions and implications that stem from Aristotle's Posterior
Analyticg. No doubt, theologlans always have recognized that
thelr subject was not a sclence in the Aristotelian gense, that
in that sense 1t could be named sclence only by analogy. But
the modern fact 1s that no science whatever satisfles khm
Aristotle's requirements. To keep on thining of theology
as analogously a sclience is just to perpetuate a {ong list of
misleading imdecondeptlanas sty Gmd P*ibebe°$*

For Aristotle sclence 1s of the necesgsary: we think we
understand when we know the cause, know that 1t is the cause,
and know that the effect cannot be other than 1tTl'}esfr5 In the

modern sclences necessity 1s a marszinal notion. ;*:a substantive
A

concern 1s, not with necessity, but with veri*fiable possibility.
(2

.0 ) o }
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- T they
The 1ntelliglbility Samseeké 1s, not the intelligibility that

cannot be other than 1t 1s, but the intelligibllity that very
intrinsically
well could be other than it 1s and so 1%Apypothetical and in
need of verificatlon.
Agaln, for Aristotle, there was a sharp distinction
b
. between theory and practice. Theory regarded the necessary;
but the neceseary 1s unchangeable; and the unchangeable cannot
_ utterly
be changed. it lles ,outslde the whole fleld of practical activity.
All one can do about 1t 1is contemplate it. But in the modern |
sclences theory and practlce regard exactly the same objects;
onur
ﬂ!ék they represent successive stages in‘ggﬁAdeallngs with
these obJects. Good theory 1s the possibllity of efficacious
practice, and practice 1s the application of theory.
true and
r Again, for Aristotle, sclence 1s/gertain. But modern
sclence 1s not true and certain. It 1s an ongoing process
in which the range and the probability of human knowing keep
increasing, but truth and certainty are just limiting concepts.
Thls fact, of course, marks a major problem in the method
of contemporary theology, for theology is the offspring not
only of sclence but also of faith, and faith claims truth é
’
and certainty.
Finally, an Aristotellan sclence was a compact affair;

1t conld be tucked into a habit in the mind of a scientist.

But no modern sclence in 1ts entirety 1s known by any individual.
Modern sclences mnﬁhﬂ+ are parcelled out among the many minds

of the sclentific community. As they are produced by a far-flung

collaboration, so they reside distributively in the minds of

researchers, professors, students. And what is true of modern

physics, chemlstry, blology, also 1s true of contemporary

Lrota

theology. There ar%Ano omnicompetent theologians.

o)




W e A R e M B RO Y B L e 2 05 A R R b AL A2 S 3N A

TMF 8

Flnally, there is the area of communications. The church
has always felt called to herald the gospel to all men of all
cultures and all clasces. But the full implications of this
mlsslon were hidden by the classicist notion of culture.

For that notlon was not empirical but normative. <+t 4id not

stndy the different cultures of mankind but simply

set up lts own as the ideal and generously offered to instruct

others 1n its own ways. Its classics were immortel works of
art, 1ts phllosophy was perennial philosophy, its assumptions
0

were eternal truths, 1ts laws were the depositary of the wl:qu
and the bﬂéd@hﬁd prudence of mankind. But modern culture 1is
the culture that knows many cultures, that studies and compares
them, that knows they are all man-made and subj)ect to development
and to decay. Just as theology has to enter into the context
of modern philosophy and sclence, so rellgion has to retain
its 1ldentlty yet penetrate into the cultures of mankind,
into the manifold fabric of everyday meaning and feeling
that directs and propels the lives of men. It has to know the
uses of symbol and story, the resources of the arts and of
literature, the potentialitlies of the 0ld and the new medila

in any gliven area
of communication, the various motivations on which, it can
rely, the themes that in a given culture and class provide a
f4g carrying wave for the message.

So much for my first tople. I have lndicated five
profoundly
ma jor areas 1n which theology has been,influenced or is about
profound ly A

to b%A}nfluenced by other dlsclplines: history, philosophy,
rellglous studles, method, and communications. This 1list,

of course, 1s not excluslve. I have selected them simply

on the basis of thelr enormous contribution to theology or

o e ap————"
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theOIOgy's pressing need of them. I now turn to my second
toplc, What hag theology to offer? What relevance does it
possess for the concerns of other disclplines? What aid can
1t bring towards a solutlion of their problems?

These are large and difficnlt questions and, perhaps, I
cannot do better than go back to the basic theorem in Newman's

Idea of a University. dtavposmn It contains two parts, one

1 T 0 ‘
oh§&fmsd,by“uQnLsmpurary»pngnomoﬁoivgtval—accn on.
eunerTerdvanced—tHatl Mumal Knowltg wad-a Whots waths

an re ed n the™tThe f
posltive, the other negative. Positively, j Newman advanced
that human knowing was a whole with its parts organically
related, and this oulte accords with the contemporary pheno-
menological notion of horizon, that one's perceptlons are functions
of one's outlook, that one's meaning hememddvamsdynvountembtasi

i1s a funection of a context and that context of still broader

contexts. On the negatiﬁp slde, Newman plhrpofed~tim:

mﬁAﬂuuﬂeggsﬂwas—emitbed,,eﬂgn&sgksé‘,ignQ;QQZZEUY:E;;;;Zi:ES(
silgnificant

asked what would happen if %Apart of knowledge were omitted,

overlooked, lgnored, not Jjust by some indlvidual but by the

cultural community, and he contended thsat there would be three

consequences. First, people in general would be lgnorant =

of that area. Secondly, the rounded whole of human knowing

would be mutilated. Thirdly, the remaining parts would endeavor

to round off the whole once more desplte the omission of a

part and, as a result, they would bwvome suffer distortion

from their effort to perform a function for whlch they were not

designed*. Such was Newman's theorem.q In fact, theology

moeos .
has for some time been dropped from aanq~un1versity curricula.
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So one well may ask whether pewman's inferences have been
confirmed in fact, whether there 1s widespread lgnorance of
specifically theologlcal areas, and whether this has resulted
in a mutilatlion and distortion of human knowledge generally.

A fair %nd adequate answer to these questions would have many presuppositions
~ave-Reen. A ey s\l misi teave-

and would involve a ver% delicately nuanced survey. I cannot here expound
thetarmwers.to fhese qued 1

the former nor have I been able to undertake the latter. 8o I must be
ngfiectia

content with havin% AtRel ¥ssue brou ht the matter to your attention.

But wlthin this contex that I should like to
Indicate a possible relevance of theology to a basic problem
of the human sclences. For the human sclences may be and £
often are pursued simply on the analogy of the natural sclences.
When this 1s done rigorously, when it 1s contended that a
of human behavior
scientific explanationA?hwpsyeheibgw 1s reached if the same
|
behavior can be had in a robot, then hasnmiath everything
specifically human disappears from the sclence. The human
sclences become exact by ceasing to treat of man as he is.
On the other hand, when human scientists reject such reductionism,
1
and many do, not only does the exnctitude of the natural sciences
vanlish but nlso the human sclences risk ﬁ@ﬂﬁé.becoming captives
of some philosophy. For what the reductionist omits ﬁ#%&hk
are the meaning and value that inform human living and acting.
But meaning and value are notions that can be clarified
only by painstakingly making one's way through the Jjungle
of the phllosophies.
Now the suggestlon I wish to make 1s that theology,

and in particular a tﬁﬁgﬂﬂg&# theology that has carefully and
accurately worked out 1ts method, conld provide the human
sclences with hints or even models for tackling the type of

problem I have mentloned. For theology has long worked in

conjunction with philosophy. At the present time, Catholic
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theology 1is disengaging itself from Aristotle and deriving

new categories from personalist, phenomenological, exlstentlal,
historicist, and transcendental types of phllosophic thought.
It will pos=ess a certain expertise in using the phllosopqtiies

of them

wlthout committing itself to more,than it intends. It 1s much
at home with cuestions concerning meaning from its study of
developing doctrines and its problems of demythologization.

Iy

e 1Y ny -orhnion hersqls be ng ¢

R r—4ea g compete pegpeetFutly, e
ORMMAY - eorrfitat Lap dzemerits T of valbe
detuente—are—fomdational. o) the

Flnally, not even the natural sclences can prescind from the

aguestlion of value, for the very pursult of sclence is the pursuit

of‘a.ﬁ?i?e, and the conﬁfntion that sclence shonld be value-free,
aken literally,

é ygggigg;,Aimplies that sclience should be worthless. But

theology has long been aware of conflicting judgements of value,

even with radlcal conflicts, and a successful method of theology

wlll have a technioue for dealling competently, respectfully,

and honestly with this 1issue.

gl doa—tirmnail o s aa
“Byedd =

e—aware, much of/meﬁé?h humanism 1s ap atheistic humanism.

or'méﬁ/to Epmé/g; age, for him

ﬁ//geﬁf/ |
hi king/gf/g::’bell in Goq/anafbease

e¥cellence 1qpo’fhe sky.f“bhly W

-
cQunt upon,.some supe
full statureﬁﬁoﬁiy Eggn/ﬁi;l he ace€pt full responsi

dividually for ois ow.djiwiﬁg; and collecti
ld~tmrwhNlch-he _gn '
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Beslides the’ sclences, there are the humanities and, as
“hwdv
I have no need to insist, ,m2dem humanism 1s prOgg to lenore
God: to ridicule religion, when 1t ig" Aot m111t€%&ly athelistic.
g yigna .
aether certaln youth movements lndg%ate &\ reak in this

7S :
trend, I cannot say. But I eanﬂdaxﬁebtorvthmn
A

&Qdinebwdiizﬁnggggaﬁmattﬂm that an authentic humanism is
profoundly religious.

i m———— SRR - |

-~

Man's development 1s a matter of getting beyond himself,
of transce’nding himself, of ceaslng to be an animal 4in a
habitat and of becoming a genulne erson 1n(g community.
The first stage of this deve10pmen5\ktdtimhsensibility that
enables him to perceive his surroundings and to respond to what
he percelves. But man not only perceives but also wonders,
Ilnquires, seeks to understand. de unifies and relates,
constructs and &«f extrapolates, serializes and generalizes.
He moves out of hls lmmediate surroundings into a universe
put together by the symbols and stories of mythic consclousness,
or by the speculatlions of philosophers, or by the investigations
of bw¥enced scientists. But besides such cognitional self-
transcendence, there also is a real ¥Wba self-transcéndence.
Men ngg’zgz;&giglabout facts but also about values. They
are not content wlth satlsfactlons. They distinguish between
what truly 1s good and what only apparently 1s good. They
are stopped by the question, Is what I have achieved really
worth while? Is what I hope for really worth while?
Because men can ralse such questions, and answer them, and
live by the answers, they can be principles of benevolence

and beneficence, of genulne cooperation*, of true love.
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Now there 1s a profound difference between particular
acts of loving and the dynamic state to which we refer when
we speak of falling in love and of being in love. That dynamic
state, whlle it has its causes, con}d&itions, occasions, none
the lese once it occurs and as longge: 1t lasts, 1s a first
principle in one's 1iving. it 1s the origin and source that
prompts and colors all one's thoughts and feelings, all one's
hopes and fears, all one's joys and sorrows. Moreover, such
belng-in-love ls of thres kinds. There 1is beilng-in-love with
the domestic community, with one's mate and one's children.

- eagerly
There 1s belng-in-love with the civil community, sgeedagrtst

making one's contribution to its needs and promoting its

betterment. There is belng-in-love with flga God. Of tals love
St. Paul spoke when he wrote to the Romans: "The love of God is
poured forth in our nearts by the Spirit of God 0H3§Ahas been
glven to us" (Rom 5, 5). To it he referred when he asked:
"Then what can separate us from the love of Christ? Can
affliction or hardship? Can persecution, hunger, nakedness,
peril, or the sword?" And his answer was: "For I am convinced

that there 1s nothing 1n death or 1life, in the realm of

spirits or superhuman powers, in the world as it is or the

world as it shall be, in the forces of the universe, in

| . helghts or depths -- nothing in all creation that can separate

e

us from the love of God in Christ Jesus our Lordf{" (Rom 8, 35.38.39).
: axThern ér !
o All being-in—love 1s a total self-surrender. But the love

‘ of God 1s not restricted to particular areas of human living.
\_J is the foundation of

It, fqunds love of one's neighbor. t 1s the grace that keeps one
ever and devoted B Q-rgmireh ‘

™
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and profoundly attua!:d to the deepest yearnings of the human heart.
%o It constitutes a basic fulfllment of man's belng, Because
1t 18 such a fulfilment, it 1s the source of a great peace,
the peace that the world cannot glve. Because it 1is such a
fulfilment, 1t 1s a wellspring of jJoy that can endure desplte
the sorrow of fallure, humiliatlon, privation, pain, desertion.
Because 1t 1s such fulfilment, it removes the temptation to
all that 1s shallow, hollow, empty, degrading without handing
man over to the fanatlcism that arlses when ##M man's capacity
for God 1s mlsdirected to finlte goals.

I have quoted St. Paul, but I wonld not have you think
that being 1. love with God is to be found only among Christians.
God sives 2ll men sufficlent grace for salvation. Nor is his
grace witnout frult. A celebrated student of religions,
Friedrich Heller, has listed seven features common to all the '
high religions.” His account runs over ten pages, and I cannot
repeat 1t here, partly because it is too long, but also because
I feel that he would recognize at least a rough equivalence
between hls seven features and what I have said of being in love
with God.

Tnere exists, then, in man a capacity for holiness,
a capaclty for a love taat, in its imiediacy, regards not the

mysterlous reality,

sver passing shape of thie world but the nya%sryi immanent and
transcendent, that we name God. dmbenmedy Deeply hidden,

this love prvvels.
intensely personal, tﬁ 1s not so intiqate CE to be solitary.

the many 1
The Spirit 1s given to many, and ha:; form a community. i

The community endures over generations, spreads over different ;?

natlions, adapts to cultural changes. It acquires a history
of 1ts origins, 1its development, its successes and failures,

its happy strokes and its mistakes. Its fallures and its mistakes

~
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becloud 1ts witness, but they argue not for the abolition of
religion but for its reform.

Long ago St. Augustline exclaimed that God had m=de us for
himself and that our hearts are restless till they rest in him.
What that restlessness 1s, we se:z all about us in the mountainous

and hatreds

discontentsrgnd horrors and terrors of the twentleth century.

But what 1t 1s to rest in God 1s not easlily known or readily

v&as$~%he\eppU?&t6’BT’Ehwfreaifﬁn/fT&f§3ﬁ”
"y € all good men tT cum

understood. Thonugh Godis grace ls given to all, still the
experlence of resting 1n God ordlnarily needs a religious
traditlon for it to be enconraged, fostered, interpreted,
§ evided, developed. Though grace bestows both good will and
good performance, stlll one shrinks and draws back from the
performance of denying oneself dalily and taking up one's cross
and following Chrlst. For the fulfilment that is the love of
appetite or
God is not the fulfilment of anxAﬁeslre or wish or drmeam
impulse but the fulfilment of getting beyond one's appetites
and deslires and wishes and impulses, the fulfilment of
self-transcendence, the fulfllment of human authenticlty,

the fulfllment that overflows into a love of one's neighbor
as oneself.

I have been speaking to you of religion at its best.
But an organized religion, a church, 1s not a conventicle of
salnts. It 1s llke a net cast into the sea that catches
all sorts of filsh. If the same ultimate goal and ideal
is proposed to all, there also must be proposed the successive
stages in a development towards rcaching the goal. So it is
that,%& as generatlon follows generation, there is always a gap

between the 1ldeal and the real, between religlon as 1t strives
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to be and religion as it is in fact. But apart from cases

of self-deception or insincerity, this gap or contrast does not
imply that religion is phony, that rellgious people say one

thing and do another. The very being of man is not static but
dynamic; 1t never is a state of achleved perfection; 1t alwayse

is h“bﬁﬂik&ﬂ% at best a striving. The striving of the religlous
man is to give himself to God in something nearer the way in
which God has given himself to us. Such a goal is always distant,
but 1t 1s not inhuman, for it corresponds to the dynamic structure
of man's being, to the restlessness that is ours till we rest

in God.

I have been arguing that, because religion pertains to an
suthentic humanism, theology has a contrlipution to make to the
humanitles. But one can go further and argue with Karl Rahner
tha%:gogmatij theology of the past bas to become a theolosiiigl
anthropology. By thls i1s meant that all theological questions
and answers have to be matched b;it;anscendental questlons and
and answers that reveal in the human subject the conditions of
the posslbility of the theologlcal answers. F Explicitly Father
Rahner excludes & modernist interpretation ofbhis view, namely,
that theologlcal doctrines are to be taken as statements about
merely human reality. His position is that man is for God,
that religion 1s intrinsic to an authentilc humanism, that in
theology theocentrism and anthropocentrism &6&@6{ coincide.

On thils basls he desires all theologlcal statements to be

matched by statements of thelr meaning and relevance in human
terms. His purpose is not to water down theologic!gl truth but
to bring 1t to 1life, not to impose an alien method but to

exclude the rilsk of mythology and to introduce t/lnto theological
thinking the challenge of rigorous controls. |

D
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I must not give the impression, however, that such
a theological anthropology already exists. Father Rahner
has not, to my knowledge, done more than sketch how ome might
g0 about°§222§:§€f”55ut the mere fact that the proposal
has been made reveals how closely a future theology may be
related to the humen sclences and to the humanities.

Let me conclude with a brief summary. I pointed to five
areas ln which theology has been learning or has to learn from
other # disciplines: hlstory, philosophy, religlous studies,
methoggiOgy, and communlcations. Then I recalled Newman's
theorem that the omlssion of a significant discipline from
the university curriculum left a blindspot, the mui}ilation
of an organic whole, and a distortion of the W44 dlsciplines

meet real human needs.

that remained and endeavored to comstit
was

While Iﬁan~not in a position to discern whether this theorem
is born out by the facts, I did suggest that:theology

wlth a properly developed method wo1ld be of some use to
human sclentlsts that, on the one hand, wished to avoid

all reductionism without, on the other hand, becom‘ing
captives of some philosophic fad. Further, I adde;’that
religion was part of an authentic humanism, and so that
theological reflection on religlon was pertiqﬁnt to the
humen sclences and the humanities. Finally, I referred to

& paper of Father Karl Rahner's, with which I am in aubs?!?ntlal

agreement, to lndlcate Just how closely related to human

studles a future theology may prove to be.
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