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With considerable warmth Prof. Dewart appeals to Pope

e ter

John's decislon 'to adOpt s hilstorical perapective: to "look

to the prasent, to new conditlons and new forms of life..,

to dedlcate ourselves with an earnest will and without fear

to that work which our. era demands of usl"’ (p. 172). This x

decieion, he feele? and the“unhes#itating acclamation that

3 g
greeted 1t, Yeversed a policy that had been gaining strength

l

for centuries. '"This pelicy was,-for ‘the sale of protecting i

truth and purity of the Ohristian falth, to reslst the
e

faetua freality,'and to deny the moral validity, of the develop—l

cuit volution (p. 172).

“‘_, of 1ntegrating Christian theistic bellef with the

evenyday experience of contemporary man' (p. 7). He aims at

i o il

'the fntegration of Christian belief with the post-medieval

stage of human development' (p. 15). He understands

contemporary experience 'as the mode of conscizusness which ‘
mankind, 1f not as a whole at leazt 1In respsct of our own |
civilization constltuting man's cultural vanguard, has reached
as a/result of 1ts nlst rical and evolutionary development.

And the lntegratlon 1n zuestlon must be a true organic process

of co-ordination, interrelation and unification'(p. 9).

LEBlie iDewArt, The Future Qf Belief ' Theism in

'pp. 203, 1&4 95.
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what le at stake 1ls the unity and coherence of Christlan
and, in particular, Catholle consclousness. '.. the problem 1s,
at ilte most basle level, whether one can, while complylng with
the demand that human personality, character and experlence be
lnwardly integrated, at one and tie same time profess the

Christlan religlon and percelve human nature and everyday

reality as contemporary man typlecally §06%1\4$4VQ9?i does' (p. 19},

5o much for the problem. The suggested solution is

'that the integratlon of thelsm with today's everyday experlencs

requlres not merely the demythologlzation of Seripture but the

more comprehensive dehellenizatlon of dogma, and specifically

that of the Christlian doctrine of God' (p. 49). Demythologlzation
W

integrates no more than the Christian's rcading of Scripture ﬁ&&&ﬂ

with his contemporary everyday experlence; and it creaé}es
several dogmatlic problems for sach scriptural one it solves (p. 47).
To go to the root of the matter, to become both coherent and
contemporary, we have to transcend our i;}@JJenic past and
consclously to fashlon the cultural form which Car.stianity
requlres now for the#ehd sake of 1ts future. So 'dehellznization
means, 1n positive terms, the conscious creation of the future |
of belief' {p. 50). This future, he feels, is likely to

depend on whether Christian thelsm 'chooses to depmmd

contribute to the helghtenling of man's self-understanding and

to the perfection of his "educatlon to reality." This would

in turn imply that Christian thelsm should first become consclous
tha;/its traditional form has necessarily and 10giba11y been

dish and infantlle to the very degree that it correspahded
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to an earller, relatively childish, infantile stage of human
evolution. Thelsm in a world come of age must itself be a
thelsm come of ag{i' (p. 51).

The principal means for &9 dehellenizing dogme and
obtaining a mature thelsm seems to be 'the é_theory of know-
lzdge assumed here*' (p. 168 n.). While 1ts precise nature
1s not dlsclosed ;;‘any detall, aprarently 1t involves a rather
strong repugnance to proposltional truth in some at least of
ite aspects.

'In the theory of knowledge suggested here human kKnowledge
1s not the bridgking of an original isolatlsn but, on the
contrary, the se;f-differentiation 2f conecliousness 1In and
through its objectification (of the world and of itself); and
conceptuallzation is the soclo-historical mechanism through
which the self-diffeé?tiatlon can take place. C(oncepts are
not the subjective expression of an objective reality (nor,
therefore, a means whereby we become reflectively consclous
of a gelf wﬂich already existed prlor to reflectlon}, Concepts
are the self-expression of consciousness and, therefore, the
meang by whlch we objlectify (the world and the self}, and the
means by which we self-communicate with another self (lncluding
@od), that 1s, the means by which we objectify ourselves for
another self, and by which we objectify ourselves for ourselves'

here and elsewhere

(pe. 116 n.,l\italica s dagridd 1n text).

Hence, we are repeatedly warned agalnst the view that truth

involves an adaecuatio intellectus et reijjﬂ'Truth is not the
adequs.cy of our representative operations, but the adequacy of

ouf coneclous existence. More preclsely, it ls the fldellty of
consclousness to belng' (p. 92). 'It 1s the result of the ming
coming=-into~belng through the self-differentlatlon of that-which-is
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into self and world' (p. 93). 'Now we have seen that... truth

s
can be nnderastood as an ex%@ential relatlon of self to belng

| which must by definition develop in otder to realize itself =

— -

!
}'Although truth is not the adeauatlon of the intellect to belng...

rand not as the relation of conformity to an objective thing

‘which must by definition be stable in order to be at all' {p 97).

' truth might neverthqﬂ}esa be called an adecuatlon of man to

reality, in the sense that it 1s man's self-achlevenent within

the reculrements of a plven situation... In thls context
not

aderuation wouldhconnote conformity, correspondence, llkeness

or similarity. It would connote adjustment, usefulness, expediency,

proficiency, aufficiencxi and adaptation' (p. 110). 'The truth

of humen experlence is t;; result of comsclousness' incessant
tendling towards belng - a tendency which, far from satisfied

by the achlevement of its goal, 1s further intensifled by whatsver
success it may meet. Hence, the only valid "criterion" of truth
is that whtobrove=sdsd it'fé/create the prssibility of more truth'

(p. 112}, 8o '.. the concept is true to_the degree that by its

elevatlon of experlence to conscloneness it permits the truth -

of human experlence to come into beling' (p. 113). Similarly,

'.. the concepts in which Christian belief are cast are true, not

In virtue of thelr representative adequacy, but in virtne of thelr
efficaclous adequacy as generative forms of the truth of religious
experience' (p. 113). To conclude with a citation from Maurice

Blondel's Carnets Intimes: '.. truth is no longer the adaequatio

rel et _intellectus... But truth remains, and this truth that

remalns is living and active., It is the @@ adasecuatio mentis
et vitae' (p. 118).
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Prof, Dewart's grounds for his visw on truth seem to be

partly derlved
Athe flood of light ne hasAtecviveévfrom phenomenologlcal and

exlstential thought and partly the inadeaqnacy of ihé-Achohagtielem

Whéﬂhﬂhé/ﬁdharﬁ}eb?&{ his interpretatlon of Scholasticlanm.

To the light I have no objectlon. I would not deny that
the authenticity of one's living, the probity of one's intellectual
endeavours, the strategy of one's prioritles are highly relevant
for the truth by which one is truly a man, I have no doubt that
concepts and Judgements {(on judgements I find Prof. Dewart

of
strangsly sllent) are the expression.one's accumilated experience,

developed understanding, acculred w;:dom; and I'quite agree that
guch expressi-n 1ls an objecti#fication of one's self and of one's
world. ”

I would urge, however, that thls objectification is inten-
tional. It consists in acts of meaning. We objectify the self
by meaning the self, and we objectify the world by meaning the
world. Such meaqﬁing of 1te nature 1s related to a meant, ang
what 1s meant may or may not corresgond to what in fact is so.
If 1t corresponds, the meanl-g ls true. If 1t does not correspond,

the meaning 1s OWwed false. Such 1s the correspondence view of

truth and Prof. Dewart hes managed to reject i1t without apparently

aﬁhhla statement ' y
t says, that G4@ 18 not a being all' (p.

proposals tfgpd’by the tonchst

1on (p. 50), ~What is the purpoe of the trie " by
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adverting to 1t. 3o eager has he been to impugn what he
considered the Thomist theory of knowledge that he overlooked
the fact that he needed a correspondence view of truth to
n=an what he sald.

Let me stress the point. Prof. Dewart has wrltten a
book on the future of belief., Does he mean the future of

belief, or something else, or nothing at all? At least,

~when he asserts that God is mmb not a belng, he assures us

that what his statement 'means is literally what it says,

that God 1s not a being at all' (p. 175). Agaln, te wants his
proposals tried by the touchstone of piblic examination (p. 50).
But whot 1s that examinatlon to be? What can the publle do but
conslder what ne means and try to ascertaln *ﬁmﬁhsavameEML

mpmdfhow much of what he saye 1s certalnly or probably true

or false?

He urges that the correspondence view of truth supposes
what 1s contrary to both loglec and observation ‘as 1f we could
witness from a third, "higher?&iewpoint, the union of two lower

things, object and subject (p..95). But such & statement is

involved ln a grave o &€
A confusion. . _The witnessing from a higher vi ewpoint is

A *» . .
the nonsense of naive realism, of the auper-look that looks at

both - tha looking and the 1ooked at. On the other hand, the
;metaphysical

union of object and subject 1s Q/peduction from the fact of

knowledge and 1ts premlss 18 the possibility of consciousness

objectifying not only itself but also its world.
A '
he urges that mmm a correspondence view of truth
implies an immobility that precludes development {p. 95)

and, ‘1n partlcular, the development of dogma (p.-109).
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Now I would not dispute that a wooden~headed interpretation
exclude and has excluded

of the correspondence view of truth canprlm&a the possibllity

of development, But that ls no reason for nmas# rejecting
the correspondence view along with its misint-rpretation.

Least of all is that so at present, when 'herumeneutics' has

become & watchword and the iégﬂiﬁieuaﬁeuq exlstence of literary

forms i1s generally acknowledged. For the root of hermeneutics
and the signiflcance of literary forms lie precisely 1a the
fact that the correspondence between meaning and meant 1is
iteself part of the meaning and so will vary with varlations
in the meaning.

Just &8s he dlscusses truth without adverting to her-
mensutles, so he discusses the development of dogma without
adverting to the hlstory of dogma. But the development of
dogme. 1s an historical entity., Lts exlstence and its nature

%re determined by research and interpretation.

e

4
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when the dogma 1s declared to be a rexen

Tva S 1e nEd” by esdsEirceh e T e A5
almost

Moreover,

on this approach there are found to b%AﬂS nany modes of develop~

ment, %%g almost as many varleties of implicit revelati:n, as
there are different dogmas, so that a general discussion of
the posslbillity of cuitural develocment, such as Frof. Dewart

offers, can provide no more than philosophlic prolego%}Pa.

e
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Unfortunately it seems of the essence of Prof. Dewart's

prolegomena to exclude the corresapondence view of truth. :E:rA&uokf“m’f

wyds excluslon 1s as destructive of tine dommas as it is of
Prof. Dewart:s %En statements. To deny correspondence is to
deny a relatlon between meaning and azeant, To deny the
corr-espondence visw of truth is to deny that, when the
meanlng 1s true, the meant 1s what is so. ZElther denial

1s destructive of the dogmas.

If there ls no correspondence between meaning and meant,
then in Prof.McLuhan's phrase 1t wonld be a gr-at mistake to
read the dogmas as if they were saylng something. If that 1s
& great mistake, 1t would be another to invsstlgate thelr ALikfkﬁl
origina, and a third to talk about thelr development.

If one denles that, when the mneaning 1ls mumuﬁ true, then
the meant 1s wh2t 1s 80, one rejlects B propositional truth.

If the rejection 1s unlversal, then it 1s the self-destrictlive
prOpositioqijthat there are no true propositions. If the
re jectlon 1s limited to the dogmas, then 1t is jJjust a roundabout

way of saylng that sll the dogmas are falge,

Fedtde b

The same view of turbit,ls applled not only to the dogmas
pbut also to falth and revelation. We are told that ‘belief must
bear directly upon the reality of God, not upon wofds or concepts'
(p. 167). 1In a footnote we are warned against the doctrine
of St. Thomas whw which has faith terminating ;fGod himself

through the mediatlion of the proposltions of the creed. Frof.
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Dewart holds that to belleve 1ln God by believing a proposition

]
about God 1s to believe in a proposition and not to belleve 1in ' 'i

God. But this follows only on Dewart's assumption that truth *

1s not correspondence. On the contrary assumptlion to assent
truth of the
to th%AprOposition does not differ from assenting to what the

proposition 3¢ means. Verum est

medium in cuo ens cognoscitur.

With faith detached from assent to propositions (p. 167}, 1
it has to be ontic rather than ontological (p. 136 n.}.

'‘Paith is the existential response of the self to the
openness of the transcendence disclosed by consclous experience.
It is our declslon to respect, to let be, the contingency of
our being, and, therefore, to admlt into our calculations a

reality beyond the totality of belng. It ls a lived recsp:onse,

identical with our freely wllli-sg to exist in a certain

e ¥

gelf-conception and self-resolution'b1?@h£&<i%swﬁﬂi$?'we

than the “act“?ﬂ of existence which is, likewiss, & perpetual
achlieving of the unachleved. In real life we find not the act
but the 1life of faith' {pp. 64 f.).
Such falth seems to colncide with religicus experience. This
dlfiers from ordinary knowledge linasmuch as 1t 1e an experience
of a transcendent reallty first adumbrated negatively in the
enplrical apprehenslon of the contingency of our own belng.

0
So 1t is a conscious experlence of something inevident, %Pething

which unlike thls desk and tals chalr ig not seen to be there,
even 1f it enters into the fabrlic of our personal welde
relations to reslity with at least as much force, relevance

and moment as things which are seen to be there. Further,

™
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) faith{ in the traditional phraselis due to God's inltlative,

Agaln, faith as Christlan 1s faith as conceptualized under

some or other cultural form of the Christian tradition. lte
conﬁlnuity in truth recuires the continuity of God's self-
communication to man, and the continulty of man's correlative
religious experience in response to God's initistive. But

tnls 1s not the continulty of sameness or the continulty

of that which remains (substantially) unchanged in the midst

of accldental change. Truth cannot remain the same. It would make
as little sens:jko 8oy that existence remalins the same, that one

moment of consclousness is the same as another, or that life

18 the same thing over and# over agaln. (Pp. 116 - 116J

Correative to faith is revelation. “Alfhdukd '.. although
God does not reveal propositions or formulae or concepts
abo 1t himsiflf, he truly reveals himself... He does 1t personally,
by hls own agency, through hls personal presence to human
history, 1n which he freely chooses to appear and to take
part... hig revelatlon to man in the Judneo~Christian tradlition
i1s unlgue and extraordinary: the Chrlstian religion and the
Catholle Church are, In tnhls extraordlnary and uniloue sense,

the true rellgion and the true $ Churhpe to wnlch all men are

of e Churon in wt:i?( revelation i
s

ecome,-God's trapsmisaion 0 /y//message .

e ~

gly, the magistergum of the bhurch nas,ﬁénded ﬁ///

e the deeoding\Jﬁ>¢hese mé?eagea) and faz{gfthpfﬁﬁ/i

/
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Prof. Dewart, however, does not seem to conslder that
_ b o Xenlion b
the call to the twud true wWudads Church calls for, sthaosgeprdhce
owd I /

«f tioe pronduncewents of Vatican JIaon revelatlon and falth,
Instead we have the caricature of a 'popular faith'

wﬂSKSOQ§ﬂ3GZWQL/h?hBﬂEf%e/baxdxwﬂhnﬁny1urﬂ»—pae5latnA£aékhJA
in waolch 'revelatlon nas indeed tended to become God's
transmlsclon of cryptic messages., Correlatlively, the i
maglsterium of the Church has tended to become the decoding
of these messages, and falth the Christlan's assent to the
.accuracy of the translation...! (p. 165 n.).
 No doubt,{ Prof, Dewart's esotericism ls inevitable,

o
once the medlating role of propositions has been eliminated

toth from God's revelation to man and from man's falth in God.
But if one is inclined to doubt the soundness of the 'theory

of knowlsdge assumed here' {p. 168 n.), Af one's modernity

exegesls ;
includes a greater interest 1in : and bhistory -

A
than 1s exhlibited in the opinion that 'Christlanity has a

mission not a message' (p. 8}, then one will find abundant
gvidence from New Testament times right*_up to the present
v

day that the @hyuaed Church has been explicitly aware not

1s true that the message can be and has been abused to the

b““ﬁ only of a mlssion but also of a message. Moreover, while it
|
e

detriment both of living faith and of the transcendent Revealer,

haravaibinsotneavdonsd such an abuse does not show that

8 rejectlon of the message is not also a rejection of the
; mission,
0 Il
i i Fede 046 G 9 34
! i
RN e v oy
.
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Prof, Dewart dlslikes the Greeka. He deplores the
'inabllity of hellenic metaphnysical thinking to discern
reallty eﬁicept tn ens, thatewhich-1s' (p. 180). He places
at the sad root of both Greek and Scholastlc thought
Parmenides' postulate that 'that which can be thought is
identical with that which can be' (p. 153). He would get
beyond 'speculative-ideologlcal metaphysics' (p. 163) and
establish a metaphysies of presence {p. 169). Then we could
get along without the training and education that only
relatively few can afford. 'Christian theology and phllosophy
would then cease to be "“acadenic" sulbjects, and theo-loglcal
iﬁ/encuiry would once agaln take place predonmlcantly withln
the public, everyday, real 1ife of the whole Ghurch! (p. 145 fn.).
In antlicipation of ﬁgﬁ this imminent utopla he notes that "
'there 1s no need, if we dlscard Parmenldes, to meke God fit 1n the
mould of being' (p. 176). Hence, he deslres a philosophy
concerned with the pressnce and reality of God, a God that 1s

not even partlally the God of Greek metaphysics (p. 170).

Similarly he suggests thalfChristian theology is not to
(%

assume any fundamental principle or essentlal part of that
very mode of philosophizing on which was erected the concept
of God whlch can no longer be integrated with contemporary
experience (p. 41).

This hostillity to Hellenlsm 1s of a plece wlth the already
notzd hostility to propositional truth. For not only do
propositions medlate reallty but also the first-level

themse lves
propositions that do so may bg«mediated by second-level
propoaitiong. S50 dictlonaries speak of words, grammars of
languages, logles of the clarity, coherence, and rigo*r of

-
dlscourse, hermeneutlcs of the relatlon between meaning and maamd

2D
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and, to come to the villaln, metaphysics of what is meant.
Juch second-level medlatlion of tne first-level medlafor was
the secrst of the Greek miracle that effected the triumph
of logos over mythos.

Obviously, then, 1f one does not want a flrgt-level
mediation of reality by propositlons, much less wlll one
tolerate the second-lsvel mediatio%;gggztzggzgz;zth Greek
metaphysics, Moreover, if one doess not care to be entlrely
cut off from reality, one wlll have to turn to some non-

qecedds :
propositional modgﬁsuch as presence, 8o Frof, Dewart
pralses a metaphysics of presence but blsmes a Hellenle
metaphyslcs,

Agelin, tne Greek miracle had 1ts price. It demanded
a w8 second dlfferentiation of consciousneas, & second fhtadnmwds

: of lmmedlacy
withdrawal from the world of immedlacy. In that worldrphe
infant llves, but when the chlld learns to talk, he also learns

For the student, however,
to 1nhabit the far larger world mediated by meaning. 5 Bué
there 1s the further learning that mediates the mediator,
that reflects on articulate sounds to correlate them with an
alphabet, that uses 84 dictionarles, that studles grammars and
logics, that introduces herameneutics and even perhaps
metaphyslca. The haslc purpose of thls further lecarning ls to
coatrol the mediation of realiﬁy $L by meaning, to hold in
check the affect-laden lmages that even in the twentiet%ﬁ
century have the power to make myth seem convincling and magic &4rmv

efflcacious.
W
But h%?ver beneficlal, the second differentiation of

consclisusness ls onerous. It 1s all the more onerous, all

the more recented, when compulsory, universal educat%j:dré7;
ex{sfletto atwiibome had-—ta beenmed SadUked By f6wv
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attempts to extend to all what once had to be endured by but
few. So the word, academic, acqguires a pelorative sense that
expregses dlsapproval o1 any cultural super-structure. Desplte -
his devotion to the mode of consciousness r:ached by nran's
cultural vanguard (p. 9), Prof. Dewart feels free to appeal

to that disapproval and to look forward to the day when
Christian philoeophy and theology will no longer be YJackiem
'academic' subjects (p. 145 n.).

A similar ambiguity appears i1a Prof., Dewart's momhbdm
attitude to sclence. On the one hand, he assures us that
'modern man creates himself by means o»f sclence, that 1is,
by means of hls sclentific mode of consclousness' and ‘it 1is

sclentific culture that defines contemporary man' $p (p. 18).

jri- -3 %n the other hand he is all for discarding Parmenides’
identification of the possible objlect of thought with possible
belng (pp. 153, 165, 168, 174, 176, 181, 184)., But to attack
this ldentiflcation is also to attack a cardinal point 1in
contemporary sclence. For what 1s defined by a hypothesis

%;J\be ) {14
1s a pogsible object of thought, and what 1ldpaccertalned by
verification 1s a real state of affalrs. But modern sclence
demands that every hypothesis be veriflable, and so 1t demands
that its hypothetlcal objects of thought be possible belngs.
Not only is it thoroughly ¥AGkvYbilah committed to the Farmenidean
ldentlty but also It has so e extended and developed the
gecond difierentiation of consclousnsss as toi erect a

cnltural super-structure far more elaborate and far more

abstruse than anything attempted by the Greeks or the Scholaafips._
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One beglns to suspect that Prof. Dewart is not a reformer
but just a revolutienary. He 1s dealing with a very real and
an extremely
very mmzmg grave problem. He would have writte?AﬁuL%eamp
important book, 1f he had distlngiished between the achlevements
and the limitations of Hellenlism, if he had mbggown llsted the
ways In whlch modern culture nas corrected the errors and
so transcended the limitationes of 1its anclent herltage, if he
had pointed out the preclse bearing of each of these advances
on each of thgiggvels on vwhlch Christians llve and Christianity
functlons. He has not done so, He falls to diacern the
elements of Hellenism that still survive 1ln the cultural vanguard,
and so he plumps for vigor. Let's liouldate Hellenlsm,
He does not dilstingilsh between integrated consclousness and
undifferentlated consclousness, and s0 he thinks and talks and
prescribes hls remedies as‘?}tggéma, gystematlc theology,
philosophy, and contemporary comnon sense were althve¥my or shonld be
a single nomogeneous unity.

Fedrdrdiddi bk

Wm/at 1 e

lfwm 1y cefﬁgrfggﬁwqgj theggﬁere,fprédominantly dlrected
| atio ' erve the developme
&

_ f Chrls ”ﬁglty in hellenle

ns' (p. 156)/aﬁ6 he- wor:i/gi way /pfthp concllgf/ﬁs hat
{gdﬁaeque e we-today a cviﬁg fro% c pto- theism
. 147) ang ryptq;ddﬁggiamffb. 152 ). -

e
I ama afradd that Prof. nowledgeof the dgvelgpanent

of th® dogma in the oun atten_of- h€“ﬂaayfﬁ&a
iainforgipion
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and Christologlcal dogmae to nave seen & mattsr of taklng over
Hellenic coancepts for the expressl.n of Car'etlan doctrine. |

For he feels 'it would be unhlstorical to suppose that at the

firat moment of the devel&bment of Chrlstlan consclousness thié
consclousness could have created the concepts whereby to
elaborate itself =-- it is not until our own day tnat such

a possibility has begun to emerge' (p. 136). Further, he laments
that the Church still retains such ontworn tools, for today thls
results in & cryrto-tritheism (p. 147) and & in & cryplo-
docetism (p. 152).

It 1s, I should say, quite unaistorical to suppose that
the g§e10pmpnt of Cathollc dogma was an effort of Christlan
conaclonsness to elaborate, not the Christlian aessage, but
Christlan concsclousness. Furtaer, it 1s unhlstorical to
suppose that Greek pnllosophy supplizd all the principal
elements in whlch we have for centuries conceptnalized tne
basic Christian beliefs of the Trinity and the Incarnatlon
{America, Dec. 17, 1966, p. 801}, My first contentlon needs
no elaporation, and 8o I torn B L2 thékecand.

It 12 true, then, that profoung affinities nav\ktm dlscerned

between Hellenic thin%ers and some eccleslastical writers
AUy ) |
1 & intrinsic to

Tertullian's account of the divinity of the Son in his Adversus

The Stole notion that on?y bodizs are rea

Fraxean. Middle Platonism ls prominent th Ori"en 8 account

of the Son iIn his: De principiis and In qunnem
along with Arianisnm
writeriﬁwas relected at Nicea.

3ut the
subardinationism of thege two

Moreover, the term=an3brining that rejection was nhomoousios
and, wihlle one might speculate that here i1f anywhere one has

8 concspt forged by deep iellenic taought and simply taken

over by the bishops at Nicea (see p. 136), 1t happens that
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historical research doss not justify such a view, For

according to G. Prestise (God in Patristic Thought, London 1926,

p. 209; cf. p. 197) down to the council of Nicea homoouslos
was understood in one sense and in one ssnse ounly; 1t meant
'of one stuff';

htﬁbbﬂe~ﬁtu@£i and as applied to the divine Persons, 1t c¢onveyed
a metaphor duves drawn from materisl objects. The Fathers at
Nicea, then, 4id not flnd ready to hand a sharply deflned,
immutable concept which they made into a vehlcle for the Christlan
messgage; on the contrary, they found a word wnlch they employed
in a metephorical senss,

It nay be urged, however, that the metaphor meant somethlng

and that'meaning must be some other Hellenic concspt. It happens,
however, that while the metaphor had a meaning, stlll the meanling

L# determninsd not by some Hellenic concept but by a Hellenle

Fa A
technloue. What homoouslos meang exactly, &ﬁhformulqted

by Athanasius thus: eadem de Fliio cnae de Patre dlcuntur,

Ay p—d S
excepto Patris nomine. The same meaninght% expressed in the

Trinltarian Preface: Quod enim de tua glorla, revelante te,

credimus, hoc de Filio tuo, hoc de Spiritu sancto, sins

differentla dircretionls @ sentimus. Now such a determinatlion

of meaning is characteristically Hellenle. It is a matter of
reflecting on propositions. It exglalns the word, consubstantial,
by a second-level proposition to the effect

A bykeayiﬂ%»that the Son 1s consubstantial wlth the Father, 1T
and only 1f what is true of the Father also ls true of the 3Jon,
except that only the Father lg Father,

Let me add fbyv60ﬁr}observatidns on this typlecally Hellenie

technique. The first is that it offers an orven structure: it
does not determlune what attributes are to be assigned to the Father
and so must be as<igned to the'iaiigs well; it leaves the

believer free to concelve the Father in Scriptural, Fatristle,

mediaval, or modern termsi; and of course contemporary consclousness,
v

W S 3 )
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which 1s historlcally minded, wlll be at home in all four.
The second is that, when reality and being are contrasted,
the technlque decides for being. For being is that which is;
1t 1s that which 1s to be known through the true proposltion;
and the techninue operates on true proposltions. On the
other hand, reality, when contrasted with belng, dendtes
rtmotle
the evldent or present that provides tneAgrounds for rationally
afflrming belng but, but unlike belng, ls in constant flux.
gpecifically
Thﬁ taird ls that &ﬁbctalighpnrlstian thought on bveing
came intoﬂexistence i1n Athanasius' strugesle against Arianism
and, 1n particular, 1ln his aruoindien elucidatlon of pnatum non
factum, of the difference between the Son porn of the Father
and the creature created by Father and Pon. No doubt, such
an explanation presupposes a Hellenlc backgronnd for lits
posslibility. But the problem and the content are speciflcally
Christian, A dilvine Son was s=lmply a scandal to the Hellenlst,
Celsus; and the varistian notlon of creation is 1448l not to be
found in Plato or Aristotle, the Stolcs or the Gnoastlcs.
When Frof. Dewart tal%s about the Goq;greek metaphyslcs (p. 170},
one wonders what Greek metaphysiclan he gay 1s talking about.
My fourth observatlion 1s that the Hellenle technlque
of second~level propositlons is not outworn. The modern
mathematician reflects -n hls axloms and pronsunces them to
be the implicit definltions of his bassic terms. Egéz technloue,
then, pertaing not to the limitations of Hellenism antlquated
by modern culture but to the achlisvements of Hellenism that
still srvive in modern culture and, indeed, form'part of 1t,
My fifth and last observation 1s that the technligue ¥i<xmv
ggems t0 have 4
not within everyone's competence. The matter has boen, settled

with some accuracy for, Iin his celebrated studles of educatlional

peychology, Jean Flaget has conc’uded that only about the age
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of twelve (Lif my memory is correct) do boys become able to
operate on propositlona., It follows that other means have to
e L ’
Mmmmmm

to less developed minds.
be found to comnunicate the doctrine of NicegAlndppanabademia

ffebded So much for my five observations,

For Prof. Dewart, 'persog' 13 anotner YWwdyETaNe concept
taken over from Hellenlc though%hand, thoughi we have not managed
to improve on 1t, we must do so {pp. 143 f}.}. I find Breta’
tole a rather inadecuate account of the matter.

For Augnstine, persomna or substantla was an undeflped,
heurlstic concept. He pointegrfhat Father, Son, and 3pirit are
three. He asked, Three what? He remarked that there are not
three Gods, three Fatners, three Sona, three Spirits. He answered
that there are three persons or substances, where 'person' or
\é "substance' just means what there are three of in the Trinity
(De Trin., VII, iv, 7; ML 42, 939). Obviously, such an account

= , 80 to speak,
of the notion of 'person' does no more than 1ndieatﬁhthe area
to be lnvestigated. It directs future development but 1t
cannot be sald to impede 1t., The only manner in which it
conld become outworn wonld be the reisction of the Trinity,
for as long as the Trinlty les acknowledged, there ::{;cknowledged
three of something,.

Moreover, the original heurlistiec stracture, while 1t has
remained, has not remained indeteraminate. L1t has been developed
in different ways at different times. There was the stage
of definltlone, indeed, of the turee main definltlions contributed
by Boethlus, Richard of 8t. Victor, and Thomas Aoiinas. There
was the trisltarian system%}zation that conceiyed the toree

P
ﬁersons as subglstent relatliong and basged theﬁkupon psycnologically
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concelved processions., If I may clie my own views, I have
naintained not only 1o ny classes but also in a EXSk) textbook
that the three Persons are the perf=ct conmunity, not two in

one flesh, but three subjects of a single,dynamlc, existential
consclousness., On the other nand, I am of the opinion that

the Christological systemnatization, from Scotus to de la Taille,
had bogged down 1In a pre-critcal morass. For the past thirty
years, however, attention has incr=asingly turned to the
congelsusnesa of Christ and my own position has been that

the doctrine of one person with two natures transposes oulte

neatly into a recognltion of a single sublect of both a divine

and a human consclousness,

[Ty

11d howe GndeTrstond ,of~gourgeybha “am n
an »,;igg’that Egﬁfemporary 2ology hazfﬁgL/a R Hezgulea
task heéfore 1}1/ The purppée of my rﬁigp 8 nas s;mﬁiy been

o fake clgég that I
/ -

e vpE e ¥ ymdmtan /{ﬁaccurate ut the pasf andupdg unfamiiiar
. d ol -_../‘-

/ /
11::/?} the prseent o8 3 > =

guyaancey

1d Frof. DewaPt t20 mgﬁ‘{'mmtar. vtk

= ".: P S =

I é,may be more brief on such terms as snubstantla,

hypostasis, naturia. All three were ambigucus. We nave just

~

geen Augustline use substantla In tne same sense as persona,

a usage that nad vanlshed by the time the Quicumcue vult
Next, in the Tomus ad Antlochenos there 13 the acecount

was composed./\BHbmgxLa_tneay@gi_kguunLAUKﬂﬂaﬂof Athanasius

recconclling tihose that argued for one hypostaslis with those

that argued for three; he asked the former 1f they agreed

with Sabellius and the latter 1f they were tritheists; both
3 respectively
groups vwere astounded by the questlon,gsd promptly diﬂclaimed/\

, and dropped
Sabelllanlism and tritheism,&a@Atheir now obviously verbal

° )
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dispute., 'Nature,' finally, which for Aristotle meant either
the form or the matter, and the form rather than the matter,

meant nelther of these to Christlans some elght centuries later. %
They, however, had thnelr own amblguous usage, and it was

solemnly and
rECOgnizedh?xplicitly in the slixth and seventh centuries.

/ od :

In succ@essive canons Constantinople II explalna the correct g
“ P
meanlng both of Chzlcedon's two natures and Cyril's one nature I
I

A
ed
(D8 428 f.}. More abruptly lateran I imposeg both the
Cyrillian and the Chaleedonian formulas (DS 505 f.).

S0 much for brm@mvﬂeﬁamséq the process of Hellenlzing

Christlan doctrine. Lzt s add a few words on the meaning of

the teschnical terms, for Frof. Dewart roundly asserts that

ig;g‘no Q§'Ghristian bellever today (unless he can absiract himself

from contemporary experience)gg can intelligently believe tnat

i A

in the one hypostasis of Jesus two rszal natures are united‘*
Christian bellever today
(p. 150). Let me put the prior ouestion. Do=s Frof. Dawart'S/«
positive part of the Nscenz.
accept theplicene—ereed,in which neither the term, hypogtasis,
N A e

nor the term, nature, occurs? If so, 1n the part about nhe
Jesus Christ, does he observe two sections, a first containing
divine prédicates, and a second contalnling human predicates?

Neat,
Aimu~to put the anestlon put by Cyril to Nestorius, does
attrlutes

he accept the two serles of predicates as pradiscadnr of one and !
; | the same Jesus Lhrilst? If he does, hs acknowledges what 1is ;
E neant by one hypostasis. If he doss not, ftte—iseauved he ﬁh g
| smhanatdonami doss not §$&¥l$ accept the Nicene creed. Again, I
\ does he acknowledge in the one and the same Jesus Christ both

' attribates

divine pmmdbvame® and human attrliontes? If he acknowlzdges '_;1 ,f )

both, he accepts what ig meant by two natures. If he dozs not,3'

%ﬁ—é&pﬁwe&u&é he doss not keedddt accept the Nicene creed, ?
) o e e o .
L o )
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What 1s true is that Catholie theology today has a tremendous
task before 1t, for there are very real limitations to Hellenlsno
that have been transcended by modern culture ani have yet to
be sgucceasfully surmount=d by Catholic theology. But that task

1s not helped, rather 1t is gravely Impeded, by wlld statements

based on misconceptionsfrrbgﬁiXhaﬁ€4%thW%¢ or unbellef,

40 4 $5 4 50 3096 dr e ;

Erof. Dewart nhas treated many other toples besides tuose %

I have been able to mention, but his crianclpal concern, no doﬁbt, &

is 'theism in a world come of age,' for that 1s the subtitle of .
hls book. The substance of Amwmfim his propossl here seems to

come in two parts, Positively it is tnat Cod is to be thought é ;

of, not as belng or as exlsting, but as a reality that at times

is present and at times 1s absent (pp. 173 ff.). Nezatlvely,

it is that athelsm is fqigtered by unsuccessful efforts to
maai prove God's existence, and such fallures are due %o the
real dlstinction between escence and existence {(pp. 156-158},

He contends, then, that one need not concelve God as being,

once one gets beyond the metaphysical method grounded on

Parmenidea' 1dentity. Remove that method and 'being' need no

w .
longer be 1ldentifled with that-which-is. 5o the gay 1s opened
to &lgiving to 'being' & new meaning, and this new meaning is 'to be %

found in man. It 1s because he ls present to himself as object

that man 1s most truly a belng for, through that presence, man
may transcend the subjectlvity of mere objects and the objectivity
of mere subjects to reach an understanding of hlmself as being.

But to associate belng with man 1s to disassoclate belng from

God. As God 18 simrly beyond men, so he ls simply beyond&bg%é@*-
176 ),

(pp. 173-75). By the same token God cannot be sald to exiéﬁﬁfﬁ-

 He cammot because to exist is proper to being (p. 180).
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We are reassured immediately, nowever, that the denlal
of belng and exlistence to God takes away nothing of hls
PRI pAIN e Senea U thrGabriel Marde T i LoiYd \eay
reality and presence. To exist and to be present are gulte
difierent things. A man could be in the same room sitting
beslde me wlthout belng present to # me, wltaout making
bhmeedd hls presence felt. Conversely, God's real presence to
ug (and, therefore, his reality "in nimself") doee not depend
upon hls being a belng or an osbject. On the contrary, to
post-primitives a realltiy beyond the totallty of being reveals
itself by its presence {(pp. 176 f.).

I do not find this very satlsfactory. First of all,

Prof. Dewart's views on truth are not defensible. Moreover,

A

the cultural vanguard has not yet surmounted the reauirement
that hypotheses be verifiable and so Farmenides' identity
8tlll stands, It follows that 'being' still is that-which-1is,
that intelligence still is related to reallty, that 'is' and
'is not' are not open to reinterpretation, and that taere do
not exist the premlsses for the conclusion that T 'beingf

and ‘existing' are appropriate only to creatures.

Secondly, 1t is obvious that a person can exlst without

hmmmgmmmmmmmmm making hls presence felt and that he cannot
make his pres=nce felt wlthout existing and belng present.
But it 1s also obvious that one can nave the feéling that

someone ls present when no one is there. Especilally 1in a

world come of age such feellngs should be examined, scrotinized,

investigated. The investigation may result in the judgement

that someone really Is there, It may result in the judgement

that rzally no one is there. It may result only lo an unresolved

state of doubt. But 1in any case what is decisive is not the

s e R e ey = £ A
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rational
felt presence but thgkyrnn Judgement that follows upon an

lovestization of the felt presencs.
My poidt, here, 1s that man's comlng to know ig a process,
that the earller stages of the process pertaln to knowing
in each lnstance of coming to know 1t 1s

without constitutlug it, tnatAonly with the rational act
that reaches

of Judgemenphéoaa the pracessAéa«9aeh,%u3t&a@&fﬂiecémiﬁgwbofknow-
readl its term. Prof. Dewart doss not want propositional truth
and 80 he does not want 'being' or 'existing' or 'that-which-is'
or assent to propositlons or Judgements lssulng 1n proposltlons.
Prof. Dewart does very much want the posforti-gf sense of
prcsent reallty that can be savored in the earller phases of

y I have no doubt,

aon cognltlonal phm process anikis to be savored all the more

fully If the unpleasant and tlring business of onestiouns,

investigations, possiple douvts, are aquletly forgotten. But

this seems to be less 'coming of age' than infantile regression.
Thirdly, matnurity is comprehenslve., It does not refuse

to acknowledge any part of man but embraces all from the entitlea

of Freud's psyrnic embr%&logy t5 the immanent norms of man E‘

intellectual, rational, existentlal consciousness. As it does

" pot deny prOpositional-truth; sb-it does not dlsregard oribelitth

religioué éxpériénce.  Qn the contrary 1t 1s nulte ready to
claim with Karl Rahner that i myatagogy will play a far more
conspleuous role in the spirituallity of the future (Gelst und
Leben, 39[1966], 335), and it 1s funty aware that spiri‘rual
advance brings about in prayer the ‘dimlnution and at tines
the dlsaprearance of symbols and concepts of God. Still this
differentiatlon

(w o
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and speclalizatlion of consciousness does not abolish other,
men

complq%ary differentlationas and specializations, whether sadagl,
’ L

practical, é aesthetic:;ﬁ-e—ntiﬁc, philosop:ic, historleal, or
theologlcal, Nor is this multiplicity in any way opposed to
integration. For In each of such dlverse patterns of consclous
operatlion one is oneself in accord with some facet of one's

belng and some part of one's universe; and while one lives in
only opeAat a tlme 1n some cycle of recurrence, gstill the subject
1s over time, each pattern complements, relnforces, liberates

the others, and there can develop a differentlation af con-

scloueness to deal explicitly with differentiatlons of consciousness,

- That pattern is, of course, reflective subjectivity in phllosophy

‘and in theology., @8 It follows the Hellenic precept, Know

th#yself. It follows the example of Augustinlian recall,
Y
serutiny, penetration, Judgement, evaluation, decision. It
realizes the modern concern for the authenticity of one’s
one's own

existing without amputating txgﬁrational objectivity expressed
in propositional truth.

Fourthly, maturity understands the lmmature. It has

itself

been through that, and 1t knows what it}has been. It 1is
aware that 1n chlldhood, before reaching the age of reason,
one perforce works out one's aculte pragmatic criteria for
distinguishing between the ‘really real' and the mgre}y ,
imagined, Y@ desired, ige feared. ¥Ne dreamt, the,dadsvdvainv
trick, tB® Joke, e fib., 5tlll more clearly 1s it aware of
the upset of crislis and converslon xm that is needed to
purge oneself of one's childish realism and swing round complefely
and coherently to a critical reallsm. So it understandes Just

how it 1s that some cling to a nalve realism all their lilves,

that others move oun to some type of idealism, that otners s

-
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feel some liberation from 1deallsm in a phenomenology or an

- t
r?? existentlalismi/whi{giﬂggwphe opposite exgreme, there 18 a
conceptuallst &£ xtrinseciam for which concepts nave nelther dates

nor developments and truth 1s s0 objectlve that 1t gets along

without minds.

_FLFLAWMQNHSL iAo
Such 1s the dlsorlientatlon of t#8 contemgorary mwhad,, %'{

1ts lnabllity to know itself and 1is own resources, the root

of not a 1little of its insecurity and anxiety. Theology has E

to take thie fact into conslderation. The popular theology f"
H

devised 1n the past for the simcllices fldeles has to be replaced.

Nor wlll some slngle replacement do, for theology has to learn-*fﬁﬁn

t0 apeak in meny modes and on many levels and even to minilterﬂﬁfﬁ-
‘to the needs of those affl‘icted with philosophic proolena
they are not likely to solve.

There remains, finally, the contentlon that 'the ultimate E-'
epletemological conseonuence of the real distinction between |
egsence and existence 1in creatures 1ls to render the lntellect
incompetent for knowlng the actual exlstence of any essence, be
it created or uncreated, necessary or countingent' (p. 158)}.

geems to

In this statement the emphasiaﬁﬁie# ﬁ not on the reallty of the
' W

distinction but on the mere exlstence of any, even a notional,

distinctlion. For the autbor has just argued: '.. the doctrine

that there 1s 1n God no real distinction between essence and
exlstence implles that nonetheless there ls a conceptual distinction
between them. We cannot empirically Iintult the real indistinetion
of essence and exlstence in God. We must nonetheless concelve

the two as distinct. There is, therefore, an unbrldgeable difference
between the way in which God 1s in hinself and the way in which

he is in our knowledge. Therefore, unless God were the object

of empirical intultion, our concepts are 1n principle unable to
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make known to ug the actual existence of God. For, as Kant
was to conclude...' (p. 158).

Now this argument nas a certaln validity 1f in fact
numan knowing conslists Iin counceptes and empirical Intultions.
But emplrical intultion 1s Just a misleading name for the
glvenness of the data of sense and of conscliusness. @w

Linking

pnmmmmﬂmﬁmmg»ﬁat& to conception there are inqulry and erradually
developlog understanding. The result of all these toxether 1s
not knowledge but just thinking. To re=ach knowledge, to discern
between astronomy and astrolopy, chemistry and alchemy, history
gnd legend, philosopay and myth, thereigg nieded the further
activitiss of reflectlon, doubting, marsha%&ng and weighing
the evidence, and Judging. Finally, this % process of Jﬁdging,
in an lmportant because clear lnstance, 1s B like sclentiflce

veriflcation, not as verificatlion 1s imngined by the nalve
intulting,

to b= a matter of looking, peeriay, hese=itelasl "u! 28 verlficatlon

in fact 1s found to be, namely, a cumuletlve convergence of

direct and indirect confirnations any one of which by itself

.settles Just nothing.

I ouite agree, then, that o1r ¥esmesgd concepts are
in principle unable to moke known to us the actusl exiztence of
God. I would add that they are in principle unable to make
known to us the actual exlstence of anything. For concepts
are just thinking; thinking isot not knowlng; 1t is only when
we reach Jjudgement that we ettaln human knowledge of anything
whatever, whether of essence or existence, whether of creature.

q@ or Creator.




Lonergzan, Dewart 28

PoPe

There 1s, however, a fufther point; for Prof. Dewart
the way ion whlch

asgerts an unbridpeable difference betwequGod asrha is 1n
himself and the way in whnich he 1s in our knowledge. This,
of course, while absolutely possible, 1s noquggéféigiﬁfrgin
our knowledge, and so the reader may wonder how Prof. Dewart
got 1t into his knowledge. The fallacy seems to be Prof.
Dewart's confusion of thinklng and knowlng. In our thinking
we may dlstlognlsh a concept of divine existence from a coneept
of divine essence. In our knowing we may affirm (1) tuat we
think 1n the above manner and (2) that there is no distinection
between the reallty of the divine essence and tne reality of

the divine exlstence. The contrast is, then, not between

God in himself and God in our knowl‘edge but between God in
1

our knowledge and God in our thinking. Nor is there anything %:;

unbridgeable abont this contrast or difference, for

within one and the same mind, and the whole function of our

judging may be deacribed_as_déﬁafmining-how mgch'of our

)}

s Wi
iy ﬁ,_.'::;_; Ty

¢ rract

book“wii;ﬂbéaepoch ma in the ‘sense that it }
g TRY LONPNES AN-TOIspe” ad pertr2r R

Breodosiny TR Lot e ndpe b PN EG A LA ST thelif '&%ns
2 Helleniem. o e




Lonergan Dewart 29

But let me conclude. On the dust-cover of The Future of

Belief Harvey Cox 1s cr-dited with the opinion: 'A mature,
highly erudite, and utterly radical book. It could be epoch
making.' If for my part I have made certain reservations

about the first two epithets, I must express the hope that

the book will be epoch making in the sense that 1t will contribute

forcefully to the removal from theology of the many limitations
of Hellenism. To that tople I shall return.
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