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rotrinal Pluralism

A dlscussion of a pluraliem in church doctrines needs

‘& rather broad context. Accordingly my remarﬁa will come under

the following eeries of headings}:
w

1 Plurallsm and Communications

2. Plurzlism and Classieist Culture

S Plurallsm and Relativism

4, Undifferentiated and Dlfferentiated Consclousness

5. Plurallsm and Theologlcal Doctrines

6. Pluralism and Converslon

7. Plurallsm and ChurMch Doctrines: The First Vatlcan Council
8. ‘Pluralisam and Church Doctrines: The Ongolng Context

Q. The Towtteelsvpiond Historiclty of Dogma

10, Pluralism and the Unlty of Falth

11. The Permanence of Dogma and Demythologlzation

1. Pluralism and Communicatlons

In the final paragraph of the gospel according to Matthew,
our Lord bidilthé Eleven to go forth and meke all natlons his
disciples. This command has always stood at the basis of the
church's misslion, but 1n our age it has taken on a special
aignificance; On the one hand, anthropological and historical
research has made us aware of the enormous variety of human
mentalities, cultures, and soclal arrangehenta. On the other
hand, even a brief experlence of historlcal investigatlon makes
ugT:;are how diligently yet how clrcumspectly one must proceed
\f one 1s to hope to reconstruct the meanings and lntentlons
of another people, another time, another place, So it is that
now we can xnow so much more about all natlons and about the
differences among them. So too it 1ls that now we can understand

the vastness and the complexity of the task of preaching the

goépel to all natlons.

S PR NR——— TR Sl - " - T




Tale fact of diveresity entaila*

\

a plurallsm, not yet of
doctfinea, but at least of communicatlona. If one doctrine

is to be preached to all, etlill it is not to be preached in the _ ‘%

Tq same manner to all.1 If one is to communicate with those of
another culture, one must employ the resources of their culture.

To employ simply the resources of one's own culture 1s not g;ﬂ

to communicate wlith the other but to remain locked up in one's

own., On the other hand, 1t 1s not enough simply to employ
the resources of the other culture; one must do so creativeiy.
Merely to employ the resources of the other culture would be
to fall to communicate the Chrlstlan message. But creatlve
employment of those resources makes 1t posslble to say in that

- culture what as yet had not been sald.

There 1s a further polnt. Once Christlan doctrine has been

tmhm introduced successfully within a culture, 1t will proceed

to develop along the lines of that culture. So it was that

the gospel first preached in Palestlne developed into a Judalc
. Christianity that employed the thought-forms and stylistle

éenera of Spatjudentum in its apprehension of the Christian

/ mysteriea.2 80 too down the ages there have developed

the 1diosyncrasies of many local or natlonal churches.

I-Nor do these ongoing differences, once they are underatood

'and explained, threaten the unlty of falth. Rather they teatlfy
to 1ts vitality. For, as once was sald, guldould recipitur,

while
ad mpis modum reclplentis recipitur, and,the absence of varylng

Lh modalities would seem t0 prove an abasence of genulne asaimllation

and the presence of oanly a perfunctory acceptance.




= iy e——— e r——r— i, T

A ——

- L T

2. Pluralism and QGlassicist Culture

The contemporary notion of culture is %mﬁfﬁﬁﬁih&demﬁirical.

A culture 1s a set of meanlings and values informing a common
way of life, and there are ae many cultures as Ydeiwcare
there are dlstlnct sets of mx such meanings and values.

But thle manner of conceiving culture is relatively
recent. It 1s a fye product of empirical human studles.
Within laéa than one hundred years it has replaced an older,

classiclist view that had flourished for over two millenia.

On the older vlew culture was concelved normatively. It was

the oppoasite of barbarism. It was a matter of acquiring and
assimilating the tasEea and skilla, the 1dea13,lvirtues, and
ldeas, that were pressed upon one ln a good home and through
a curriculum in the 3 liberal arts, It stressed not facte
claim to .

but values. It could not but, be universalist. Its classice
were lmmortal works of art, lts philosophy was theé'perennial
philosophy, ite laws and structures were the deposit of the
prudence and the wisdom Jbofa| of manklnd. Classlclst education
was a matter of models to bs pmulated,~—of lmltated, of ldeal
characters to be emulated, of eternal verltles and <& universally
valid laws. dDhvwmesvdudd It sought to produce not the mere

¢ould
apeclaliet but the uomo uaniversale that,ema,turn his hand to

anything and do it brilllantly.

The classicliet 18 not s plurallst. He knows that circuse
.gtancea-hiqualter casas but he :gdfar more deeply convinced
that circumstances ars accidentalﬁmhat, beyond them, there 1s
gomg substance or kernel or root that fits in wlth classiclst

assumptions of stability, lmmutabllity, fixity. Things have

.
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Juman councepts are products and expreas?iona of human underatandlng,'
J

: R e R ST ST B L T R

thelr specific natures; these naturss, at least in principle, ?i_?

are to be known exhaustively through the properties thei possess

and the laws they obey; and over and above the spaciflic nature

there 18 only individustion by matter, so that knowledge of one
instance of & Bpecles automatically is knowledge of any instance.
What 18 true of species in general, also is true of the huzan

specles, of the one falth coming through Jesus Christ, of the

one charity glven through the gift of the Holy Spirit. It follows

that the dlversitles of peoples, cultures, social arrangements

can lnvolve only a difference in the dress in whilch church doctrine
is expressed, but cannot involve any diverslty in church doctrine

itself. That 1s semper ldem.

The plurallst begs to differ.
human=eanoep&ﬂ:ngﬂﬁmblﬁ:Platoisw4~x".:~==- opmey He inslsts that

that human understanding develops over tlme, and that 1t develops
dlfferently in different places and in different times. Again,
he would clalm that a human actlion, determined solely by abstract
propertles, abstract princlples, abstract laws, would be not

inhumanly ]
only abstract but also lnept on every concrete occaslon. For possible

'Euman—eou#aosmadLaotiod. courses of human actlon are the discoveries
of human intelligence, perhaps remotely gulded by principles and
laws, but * certalnly grasped by insight into comced concrete
situations. Moreofver, it 18 by further insight that the

poselble
probable results of each,course of actlon are determlned, and that
determination, so far from settllng the issue, stands in need
of a free and hopsfully responsible cholce before actlon can
ensue. Flnally, iﬁigo far as a sltuation or a course of action
is intelligible, 1t can recur; but the less intelligent people

are, the less they learn from the defects of previous acts, and the
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more likely they are to settle into eome_%é routine that keeps
mistakes to make their sltuation ever worse.
repeating the same &qggx' On the other hand, the more intelligent

theylare, the mors they can learn from previous mistakes, and the

more they wlll keep changing thelr course oft'action and, as well,
keep %heﬂi changing theilr situation and so necessitating still
further changes in thelr courses of action.

The pluralist, then, differs from the classicist inasmuch
as he acknowledges human hilstoricity both in principle and in

== very brlefly =--
fact. Historlclty meanehthat human living 1s informed by meanings,
that meanings are the product of intelligence, that human |
intellligence develops cumulatlively over time, and that such
cunulatlve development dlffers in different historles.

Claeeiciem itself ls one very notable and, lndeed, very
noble 1netanceé’of such cumujative development. It 1s not
mistaken in lts assumptlon that there 1s something substantlal
and common to huﬁan nature and human activity. Ite oversight
is 1ts fallure to grasp that that something substantial and
common also 1is something quite open. It may be expressed in
the four transcendental precepte' Be attentive, Be intelligent

Be reaeonable, Be responsible. But there 1s an almost endless

manifold of situations to which men successively attend. There
vary enormously the type and degree of intellectual and moral
development brought to deal with situations. The standard both
for human reasonableness and for the astrength and dellcacy ef
a man's consclence 1s ee&;iefied only by a complete and life=long

devotion to human authentlcity.
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‘ I have been outlining the theoretic objections to

classlcist thought. Far more massive are the factual objections.
For & century and a half there have besn developlng fer—mond
. : 2}%2¥§ned methods 1n hermemeutlcs and history, and there have
’ been multiplylng not only new modes of studying scripture, j
the Fathers, the Scholastlics, the Renalssance and Reformation,
and auyisequent perlods, but alao there have emerged numerous

hlstorlically-minded philosophies. To confine the Catholic

Church t0 & classiclat mentallty is to keep the Cathollec

Church out of the modern world and to prolong the already

too long prolonged crisis fﬁ-within the Church.

O Pluralism and Relativism.

As the breakdown of Scholasticlsm has left many Cathollcs
without any phllosophy, e0 the rejectlon of the classlclst
Weltanschauung.
out look leaves many without even %\Haiﬁéﬁag%aung* In this

state of almost complete disorientation they feel confronted

with an endless relativlism when they are told that no one

- in thls 1ife can ﬁegigd'aspire to a knowledge of all mathematlics,

or all physics, or all chemistry, or all biology, or the whole
¢ of'human_studies, or of all the phllosophies, or even of the

vhole of theology.

; What is woraekka that usually they are not equipped to

] c deal effectively and succeasfully with the premlsses set |

E forth by relativists. These premisses are: (1) the meaning of

-

any statement is relative to itse context; awd (2) évery context
is subject to change; 1t stands wlthin a process 6: deve lopment
and/or decay; and (3) it E is not possible to predict what the
future context will De.




The trouble ls twofold. On the one hand, these premisses,

| ! ag far as they go, are true. On the other hand, the oompiement
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they need does not conslst primarily in further propositions;

invariant
it 1s to be found only by unvelling thﬂNstructure of man's

consclous and intentional acte; and that unveiling is a long

S A o LT

3
and difflicult task. That task cannot be even outllned here,

and 80 We have to be content to indlcate briefly the type of
qualification that can and shonld be added to the premisses
;: ' of relativiam.
'Ei. | It ie true that the meaning of any statement ls relatlve
to 1ts context. But 1t does not follow that the context 1ls

i . 4
] f. unknown or, if it is unknown, that Lt cannot be discovered.

Still less does it follow that the statement understood wlthin
1ts context le mlstaken or false. On the contrary, there are
man;i;:atements whose context 1s easlly ascertained.

I% is true that contexts change, and it can happen

that a statement, which was true in ite own context, ceases

to be adequate in another context, It remains that 1t was true
f in its original context, that sound historlcal and exegetical

procedures can reconstitute the original context wlth greater or

, in the same measure,
lese success and arrive at an apprehension of the original truth.
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It 18 true that one cannot predlct In detail what future
, for example,

| changes of context wlll occur. Bul one cean predic?afhat the

contexts of descriptive statements are less subject to change

C ‘than the contexts of explanatory statements. Agaln, with

* | | regard to explanatory statements, one can predlct that a
Kﬁ of chemical elements
- theory that radically revised the perlodic tablﬁAwowld account

not only for all the data accounted for by the periodlc table
but also for a subetantial range of data for which the perlodic

¥

table does not account.
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Flnally, aa‘already remarked, 1f one wlshes a more aolid
and gearchlng treatment of the issue, one has to undertake a
thorough exploration of the three basic issues in philosophy,
namely, what am I doing when I am knowing (cognltional theory),

why 1s doing that knowing (epistemology), and what do I know
when I do it (metaphysics).
4, Undi

fferentiated and Variously Differentiated Consclousness
A im—PIrrma, 1L M= nd-Lhe 0-lo g te 8- DOCH LB S

For centurles theologians were divided into schools.

The schools differed from one anothser on most polnts in

systematic theology. But they all shared a common origln

in medlieval Scholasticlam and 80 they were able to understand
and could attempt, refutation,

one another an&uﬁif not dlalogue, at leaathgeﬁu%eu But

with the % breakdown of Scholasticlam that common ancestry

18 no longer & bond. The wildest divergences ln doctrine

C If each

are belng expressed by Catholle theologlans. AEhnh%abounda

in his own wisdom, he also tends to be mystified by the

exlstence of views other than hlies own.

ears—-40-be-the-provieicn—of—song-
ji;;;;;:;::::::j:i:;;:f:::;:izs-divopaizy—ae%—és—$he—%4me~£

If one 1s to0 understand this enormous diverslty, one

sundry human
pust, I believe, advert to the, dlfferentiations oﬁﬁcousciouaneaa.

A first differentiatlon arises in the process of growing up.

The infant lives in a world of lmmedlacy. The chlld moves

" towards a world medlated by meanlng. For the 4 adult the

real world 1s the world mediated by meaning, and his philosophle
doubte about the reality of that world arise from the fact
that %n hé has failed to advert to the difference between the

eriteria for & world of immedlacy and, on the other hand,

the criteria for the world mediated by meaning.
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| Such inadvertence aeems to be the root of the confusgion
- . Ny
concerning objects and objectivity that has obtained in Western
. . his =3
thought since Kant publishedACritique ol Pure Reason?’ In the

~ world of immedlacy the only objects are objects of experience,

where "experience" 1s understood in the narrow sense and denotes
either the ouE}er experlence of sense or the inner experience of

conaciousness. ‘But in the world mediated by meaning ~=- 1. e.,

mediated by experlencing, understanding, and Jjudging ~- objects

are what are intended by questlons and known by 1ntelligent,
correct, consclentlous answers. It is by his queations for

intellggence (quid sit, cur ita sit), for reflection {(an sit),
morsa

- fogApeliberation (an honestum sit), that man 1ntends without

yet knowing the intelligible, the true, the real, and the good.
By that intending man is immedlately related to the cbjects that
he will come to know when he elicits correct acts of meaning.
Accordingly, nalve realism arlpes from the assumption that the
world mediated by meaning 1s known by taking s look. Empiriclsm
arises when the world mediated by meaning 1s emptied of everything

except what can be seen, heard, felt, Idealism retalns the

empiriclet notion of reality, lnsists that human knowledge conslate

in raising and answering questions, and cencludes that human
knowledge 18 not of the real but of the ideal. Flnally, a eritical
realism claime that adult human knowledge of realliy consists

not in experiencing alone but 1in experiencing, understanding,
and judging.

Besides the differentlation of conaclousneess involved in
growing up, fupther differentiations ocour with respect to
the world mediated by meaning. Here the best known 1s the

differentiation of commoneense meaning and sclentific meahing.
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Ite origlns are celebrated in Plato's early dialogues in which

Socrates explains what he means by a definitisn that applies

. sobriety,
omnl et s0ll, seeks definitions of couragethmmmpannmam, Justice,

and the llke, shows the inadequacy of any proposed definltion,

admits that he himeelf 1s unable to dafitma anawer his own

questions. But a generation or so later 1n Aristotle's Nicomachean

Bthics we find not only general definitionag’of virtue and vice
_ specific
but also definltions of an array ogkspaciﬁtvéue virtues each

one flanked by vices that sin by excess or by defect. However,

Aristotle not merely answered Socrates' questions but also set

up the possibility of answering them by a sustalned scrutiny

of lingulstic usage, by selecting the preclse meaning he assigned
to the terms he employed, by conatructing sets of interrelated
terms, and by emplozl}ng such sets to systematlze whole regions
of inquiry.

was effected .
Thereb%Athe differentiatlion of commonsense meaning and

sclentific meaning. Socq{gtea and hls friends knew parfectly
well what they meant by courage, sobriety, Justice. But such
knowledge does not consist in universal deflnitions. It consists
simply in understanding when the term may be used appropriately,
and such understanding les developsd by adverting to the responss
@E r\ otheré give to g% one's statements. As it does not.define, 80

| too common senae does not enounce unlversal principles; it offers
proverbs, 1. e., E'pieces of advice it may be well to bear in

mind when the occasion arleses; hence "Strike the iron whilefit

35 @ow hot" and “He who hesltates 1s lost" are not so much
contradicted as éomplemented by "Look before you leap." Flnally,
common sense Goes not syllogize; it argues from emabegies analogy;

but its analogles resemble, not those constructed by loglcians,
in which the analogue partly ls slmllar and partly dlssimilar,

but rather Plaget's adaptations whilch consist in two parts:
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an aseimilation that calls on the insights relevant to somewhat
slmilar situatlons; énd an ad justment that adde insights relevant
to the peculiarlties of the present situation.

But besides the world medlated by commonsense meanings,
there 1ls another world mediated by abientific meanlngs, where
terme are defined,. systematic relatlionships are sought, procedures
are governed b} logics and methoda. This second world was
intulted by Plato's distinction between the flux of phenomena
end the lmmutable Foras. It was affirmed more sobderly in

Aristotle's dlstinction between the priora ocucad nos and the

priora quoad se. It has reappeared in Eddington's two tablea:

one brown, solid, heavy; the other colorless, mostly empty space,

with here and there an unimsginable wavicle. So it 1is that
at one moment they are
sclentists live in two worlds:awlth the rest of us in the world
at another they are

of common sense;, apart from us and by themselves wlth a technical

A and controlled
language of their own and with s} reflectively conatructed{\

cognitional procedures.
-Beeldes~tho—solentifio—differontaiation—of—oonsoiousnesd
Besides the sclentific there 1ls a rellglous dlfferentiation
of consciousness. It begins with ascetlcism and culmlnates

in nysticism. Both ascetlclem and mysticlsm, when genulne, have
That ground

-8 common ground. I@Awas described by S5t. Paul when he exclalmed:

", . God's love has flooded our inmost heart through the Holy
Spirit he has glven us" (Rom 5, 5). That ground can bear frult

in a consclousness that llves in a world mediated by meaning.

But it can also set up a different type of consclousnesa by with-
drawlng one from the world mediated by meaning into a cloud of

unknowing.é Then one 1ls for God, belongs to him, glves oneself to

him, not by using images, concepts, words, but in a sllent, Joyous,

peaceful surrender to his lnitlative.




differentiation of conaciouaneaa.' It combines the common sense

ar . . o 12_

Ordinarily the sclentific and the religlous differentiation
of consclousness occur in different individuals. But they can be
found in the same 1ndiv1dua1 as was the xaym case with Thomas of
Aquin. At the end of his 1ife his prayer was so 1nten§ae that it
interfered with hls theological activity. But earllerL;here could
have been an intermittent religlous differentlation of consclousness,
while later still further development might have enabled him to

comblne prayer and theology as St. Theresa of Avila combined

prayer and buslness.

Besldes the scientific and the religious there is the scholarly :

of one's own place and time with hhmmm & detailed underatanding of
the common sense 0f ancther place and time. It 13 a ﬁapecirically
modern achievement and 1t results only from a llifetime of study.
Beslides the sclentific, the religious, and the scholarly,
there 1s the modern phillosophlc differentlation. Ancient and medievai
phlloasophers were princi%pally concernsd with objects. If they
attalned any diffarentigzlnon, that did not differ from the
sclentific. But 1ln modern phllosophy there has beenaauatained
tendency to begin, not from the objects 1ln the worldbmediated by
meaning, but from the lmmediate data Of consclousness. In a first
phuase, from Descartes to Kant, the primary focus of attention was
cognitional activity. But after the transition provided by German
ideallsm, there was a notable shlft in emphasla. Schopen%hauer

Die A\
wrote on imﬁ =4 Welt g%als Wille und Vorstellung; Kierkegaard took

his etend on falth; Newman took hls on consclence; Nietzsche

extolled the will to power; Dllthey almed at a lebensphilosophls;

Blondel at a philosophy of actlion; Scheler was abundant on Teeling;
and similar tendencles, reminiascent of Kant's emphasis on practical
reason, have been maintalned by the personallists and the sxistar®irl-
axlistentialistis.
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We have diapinguiahed four d1fferentlations of conaciouﬁneas,
the sclentific, the religlous, the acholarly, and the modern
phllosophic. We have noted the possibllity of one compound
differentlation in which the solentific and the religlous were
combined in a slngle individual. But there are five other possidilit

posalibilitles of twofold different.lation,7 and there are four

posslblilities of threefold differentiation.s‘—ﬂ\

-

o

Further, there is one case of fourfold differentiation in which

| sclentlflic, religious, scholarly, and philesophlc differentiations

are comblned. Finally, there 1s also one case of wundifferentiated
consclousness wﬁich is at home only in the realm of comzon senset
it shares Heidegger's affectlon for the pre-Socratics, the
lingulstic analyst'ﬁ inslstence on ordinary as opposed to technical
language, and the atrident dev{otion to the bible of those that
want no dogmas. _ L ,JdiELu,

There are then, on this analyaiat twatys dlfferent types
of consclousness and from them resultJ;;siv§'different worlds
mediated by meaning. St1ill, thls division 1s highly schematic.,
Further differences arlse w%Bn one conaliders the degree to which
coneclousness has developed, the measure in which dlfferentiated
"conscisusness 18 integrated, the obnubilation imposed upon a
consclousness that is less differentiated than its place and time

demand, and the fur frustratlon imposed upon a consclousness that

.haa achlieved a greater differentlatlion than wost other people

in its social clrcle.
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S Pluralism and Theologlcal Doctrines

We have been consldering divers differentiations of
human consclousness. Our alm has been t0 galn an insight into
contemporary theological pluralism. It is time for us to eet
about applying the distinctiosns that have been drawn.

In general, the more differentiated consclousness is

quite beyond the horlzon of the less or the differently

dlfferentiated consclousness. Inversely, the less differentlated

consclousness can easlly be understood by the more differentlated,

in go far
A

ingsmuch as the former is included in the latter.
Undlfferentiated consclousness is the most common type.
To this type will belond always belong the vast majority of the
falthful. As a type it can be understood by everyone. But
Igﬁﬁf%gly nystified by the subtletles of esclentiflcally
differentiated consclousness, by the oracles of religlously
by the strangenesa of scholarly differentlated consciousness,
differentiated consciousneaaﬁﬂby the profundltles of the modern
philosophic differentiation. One can preach to 1t and teach it
only by using its own language, lts own procedures, its own
resources, These are not uniform. There are as many brands of
common sense as there are languages, soclo=cultural differences,

almost differences of place and tlme. The stranger 1ls sirange

because he comes from another place. Hence to preach the

at least
gospel to all men calls foraas many men as there are different
‘" gach of
places and times, and 1t requireiAPhem to get to know the people

to whom he 1is sent, thelr manners and atyle and ways of thought
and speech., There follows a manifold pluralism. Primaqiily
£ it 1s a plurallsm, not of doctrine, but of communications.

Hhe-vséégtaueaapprehenaion_niaundirianﬂniiaied—conﬁeiouanezf
-sthrough rituals, narrati titles, parablﬁsffmetwphoW v

Ba%aﬁ_i7&_bigm37_eommande—and—prohtbtttbnaTﬂpromtueu“und6
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But within the realm of undifferentiated consclousnees there is
no communlcation of doctrine except through the avallable
rituals, narratives, titles, parables, metaphors, modes of
pralse and blame, comnand and pronlbition, promlse and threat.
An exception to thle last statement must be noted. The

educated classes In a soclety, such as was the Hellenistic,

noraally _
Aiare instances of undlfferentiated conaciousneaa# But thelr

education had among 1ts sources works of genulne philosophers,

80 that they could be famillar with logical princlples and

take prOpoaltiona.as the objects on which they reflected and
operated. In this fashion the meaning of homoousion for Athanasius

was contalned iIn a rule concerning propositions about the Father

and the Son: eadem de Filio guae de Patre dicuntur excepto Patrls

nomine.? Agaln, the meaning of the one person and two natures,

mentioned in the second paragraph of the decree of
‘Chalcedon, stande forth in the repeated affirmation of the

first paa- Aragrs
ﬁ g % Ea one and the same Son our Lord Jesus Christ

that 1a perfect 1in divinlty and the same perfect in humanity,
truly God and the same truly man, consubstantial with the

Father in his divinity and ounumistmntd the same consubstantial

with us in his humanlty, born of the Father before the ages

in hils divinity and these last days the same... born of the Virgin
Mary in hils humanity.lo Now the meaning of the flrst paragraph
can be communicated without any‘Eew technical terms. However,
logical reflection on the first paragraph will glve rise to
questions. Is the humanity the same as the divinity? If not,
how can the same be both God and man? It ls only after these

questions have arisen in the mlnd of the lnquirer that it ls

.0)
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relevant to bxpalid explain that a f+ed dietinction can be
drawn between person and nature, that divinity and humanity

denote iwo natures, that it 1s one and the same person that is

both God and man. Such logical clarification is within the meaning
of the decree. But if one goes on to raise metaphyalcal

questlons, such as the reality of the distinctlon between persaon

explicitly
and nature, one not only moves beyond the questions,envisaged by

N

the {¥ decree but also beyond the horizon of undifferentiated

conscliousness,

Turnlng now to religiously differentiated consclousness,

we observe that it can be content with the negations of an

apophatic theclogy. For it 1s in love and on its love there are not
any reservatlons or conditions orﬁzggliflcationa. It is wlth

one's whole heart and whole soul and.one's mind and all one's
strength. By such love & person 1s orlentated
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positively to what la transcendent in lovableness. Such a

‘positive orientation and the consequent self-surrender, as long

£
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as they are operative, enable one to dispenase with any

11 :
Intellectually apprehended oblect; and when they cease T
be operative, the memory of them enables one to be content

with enumeratilons of what God 1s not.

It may be objected that nihil amatum nisl praecognitum.

But while that 1s true of other human iove, 1t doeag not seenm to
our
be true of the love with which God flooda\a%;‘lnmost heart

through the Holy Spirit glven to us. That grace ls the finding
that grounds our seeklng God through natural reason and through
vositive religlon. That grace is the touchstone by which we

reason
judge whether it is really God that natural, reddedcd reaches

12
or positive religlon preaches. That grace would be the grace
suffleient for salvation that God offers all men, that underplns

what is good in all the rellglons of mankind, that explalns how

]
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those that never heard the gospel can be saved. That grace
is what enables the simple falthful to pray to their heavenly
Father lIn secret even thohgh thelr religious apprehensions are

faulty. That grace 1s what replaces doctrine as the unum

+neoassap;u@;_4n_pe41g4onv-aow-+a—%ne-;4me-£ap—a;4-geeé-meih4ng

!

necessariun in reliéiona generally. That grace indlcates the
theological Justifiéation of Catholic dialogue wlth Chrietians,
with non-Christians, and even with atheists who may love God in
thelr hearts without knowing hiq:;:hfheir heads.

However, what 1s true of religlions generally, is not true
of the Chrietlan religlon. For it knows God not only through
the grace in its heart but also through the revelation of God's

Randing=on witness Lo

love ln Christ Jesus and the-hmmﬂmmmmﬁﬁfhthat revelation down
the ages through the church. Christlan love of God 18 not just
a state of mind and heart; essential to it is the intersubjective,
interpersonal component in which God reveale his ldve and asks
ours in return. It is at this polnt that there emerges the functlion

of church doctrines and of theological doctrines. For that

functlon 18 to explain and to defend the authentici%ty of the
' ' V%

church's wiltness %o

hending-on—of the revelation in Christ Jesus.

As already explalned, there was a slight tincture of
sclentifically differentlated consciouane%sa in the Greek
councils. In the medlieval perlod there was undertaken the
systematic and collaborative task of reconciling all that had

been handed down by the church from the past. A flrst step

o was hbedeP{ Abelard's Sic et non, 1n which some .one hundred

and fifty-eight proposltions were both proved and dlsproved

13
by argunents from scripture, the Fathers, the councils, and ressom.

In a second step there was developed the technique of the guaestio:
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_ and hls glc became ' 3
Abelard's M non vbecame videtur quod non M-AEE»'&' contra est. ?
To these were added a general response, in which principles of
solution were set forth, and specific reponses In which the

principles were applied to the confllcting evidence. A third

e !m,_,.__._ T . .
’

step waes the compositlon of books of sentences that collected
and classified

h{unden—an—ondealy-l&at—o#—he&d&agd relevant passages from ?ii-
‘serdpture and subsequent tradition. A fourth step were the it
commentarles &f on the books ofimbcnbeeaé sentences 1in which
the technlque of therquaestio was applied to these richer

AT iyt

collections of materials. The fifth step was to obtain a

A R Mo ga et s

Lt T T

conceptual system that would enable the theologlan to give

coherent answers to all the questions he raised; and this was

At

RS

obtalned partly by adopting and partly by adapting the Arlstotelian

ety Fn i

- gorpus,

: o
Scholagtlec theology was a q&nument&l achlevemént, Its

influence on the church has been profound and endurlng. Up to

Vatican II, whlch preferred a more bibllcal turn of speech,
much of -
it has provide%Ntha background whence proceeded pontifical

documents and conclliar decrees. Yet today by and large it is

abandoned, and that abandonment leaves the documents and decrees

that relled on it almost mute and ineffectual. Such is the

contemporary crisis ln Catholiclem. It 1s lmportant to indicate

why 1t exlsts and how it can be overcons,
The Scholastic alm of reconclling all the documents of
the Christian tradition had one grave defect; 1t was content
with a loglecally and metaphysically satlsfyling reconciliation;
it 3id not realize how much of the multipliclty in the ﬁnheritanca
basically
constituted not a loglical or metaphyslcal buyﬁ§4mpiy & historical
problen.

Secondly, the Aristotelian corpus, on which Scholasticism

drew for the framework of its solutlions, suffers from a_number of

© ) _ | L-—'—‘-.h . ,':"‘....‘ .,.w
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defecta. The Posterior Analytlcs set forth an ideal of sclence

in which the key element 18 the notion of necesslty, of what

cannot be otherwise. On thilg basis, science 1s sald to be

of the neceasary,amt wnile opinion regards the contingent; similarly,

wisdom is concerned with first principles, while prudence regards
eontingent, human affalrs. There follows the primacy of speculative
intellect, and thi;i;uttressed by a verballism that attributeé
t0 common names the properties of scientific terms. Finally,
while man is acknowledged to be a polltlcal«&ﬁg,animal, the
historicity of the meanings that infora human living 1s not
graaped, and much less 18 there understood the fact that historical
meaning 1s to be presented #* not by poets but by historians.

In contrast, modern mathematlics is fully aware that 1ts
axloms are not neceassary truths but only freely chosen and
no more than probably consistent postulates. 'g The modern
Beiences ascertain, nq;iwhat must be s0, but only what is
in ltself hypothetical and so in need of verification. :First
princlples in phllosophy are not vefbal propoaitions but the
de facto Invarlants of human consclous intentlonality. What
was named gpeculative Intellect, now 1s merely the operations
of experlencing, understandlng, and Judglng, performed under
the gulidance of the moral deliberation, evaluatlion, decislon,
that selects & method and sees to 1t that the method is observed.
The primacy now belonge to practical intellect and, perforce,

ultiblmtely

phiIOBOph%Apecomes e philosophy of actlien. Flnally, it is only
on the basis of intentlionallty analysis that it 1ls possible
elther to understand human historlelty or to set forth the

foundations and critlclize the practlce of contemporary

hermeneutics and oritical history.
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Undifferentiated consclousness will contlnue 1ts ban on technicel : i
theology. Scientifically differentlated consclonsness will ally pham. |
iteelf with secularlsm. Religlously differentlated congciouaneaiq__

The defects of Scholastlcism, then, were the defects of
the methods of
1ts time._ It could not 1napecg«modern nistory and thereby

learn the lmportance of hlstory in theology. It could not

inepect modérn science and thereby correct the mistakes in e'!
Aristotle's conceptual system. But 1f we cannot blame the
Soholastics for their shortcomings, we must undertake the 3-%

task of remedii}ng them. A theology ls the product not only

T A Eaciand

of a faith but also of a culture. It is cultural change that

has made §E§:Scbolaaticlsm no longer relevant and that demands

the development of a new theological method and style,
genuine i

contlnuous 1indeed with the o0ld, yet meeting all theexlgences
both of the Chrlstlan religlon and ,
A of mmn up~to-date phllosophy, eclence, and scholarship. i

SR T sy s SR e A O L T

Until that need is met, plurallsm wlll obtain.

will know that the maln lssus 18 in the heart and not the head. 24

Scholarly :
Seieattﬁie&%&ghdifferentlatad consclousness will continue b

to pour forth &k)the fruits of 1ts research in intercgretations

"and histories. Phllosophically differentlated consclousneas

will continue to twist and turn in its efforts to break loose

from Kant's grasp. But the worthy successor to thirteenth
- a fourfold
century achlievement will be the frult of hrfp&y?pifferentiated

neetoveness—in which-the workings of—common-sense, sclence
mﬂ'ﬂ?'i:ﬂh‘i ? ‘//""_# L
A nteh 7”ana&yaiay—&hdmthe4lffﬁ:9;;prayer~have~pee

—the—timeaTorall—goodwen to come—to—the—ald

consclousness, 1in which the workings of common sense, sclence,
scholarship, intentionallty analysls, and the llfe of prayer

have been integrated.
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6.
P\- Pluralism and Conversion

Conversion Dnvolves a new understanding of oneself because,

‘more fundamentally, 1t brings about a new self to be understood.

It is putting off the 01d man and putting on the new. It 1s not
Just a deVQIOpment but the beglnning of a new mode of developlng.
Hence, besldes the beglinning, there 13 to be considered the
conaequent development. Thie may be great or average or small.
It may be marred by few or by many relapses. The relapses

been
may havepacorrected fully, or they may stlll leave thelr traces

blas :
in %4P&&B‘that may be grave or venlal.

Converslon is three-dimensilonal, It is Intellectual
inasmuch as it regards our orlentation to the intelligible and the
trus. It is moral inasmuch as it regards our orlentation to fhe
good. It 1s rellgious inasmuch as 1t regards our orlentation
to God. The phree dimensions are dlstinet, so that conversion
can occur in one dimenslon without occurring in the other two,
or in two dimensions wlthout occurring in the other one. At

dimensions
the same time, the three §kemnslong are solidary. <Conversion
in one leads to converslon in the other dimenslons, and relapse
from one prepares for relapse from the others.

By intellectual converslon & person frees himself from
confusing the criterla of the world of lmmedlacy with the
eriteria of the world medlated by meaning. By moral converslon
he becomes motivated primarily not by satlsfactions but by
é{values. By religlous conversion he comes to love God with
his whole'heart and his whole s80nl and all his mind and all
his strength; and 1n consequence he loves his nelghbor as himself.

The authentic Christlan strives for the fulness of

intellectual, moral, and rellglous conversion. Without

intellectual converslon he tends to mlsapprehend not only the

.
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world mediated by meaning but alsc the word God has spoken
within that world. Without moral conversion he ter tends to
pursue not what truly is good but what only apparently is good.
Without rellglous conversion he 1s radically desolate: in the
world wlthout hope and without God {Eph 2, 12). |

Whlle the importance of moral and religious conversion
will be readlly granted, hesitation wlll be felt by many when
it comes to x»E Iintellectual conversion. They will feel that 1t
}9 & philoscophic 1éaue and that 1t is not up to theologlians to
solve 1t. But whlle these contentions are true, they are not
declsive. The issue 1s'alao exlatential and methodlcal.
Theologlans have minds?. They have always used them. They
may use them properly and they may use them lmproperly.
Unleas they find out the difference for themselves or learn
abont 1t from someons else, they will be countenancing a
greater pluralism than can be tolerated.

Indeed, in my opinion, intellectual converslon 1s

essentlially simple. It occurs spontaneocusly when one reaches

the age of reason, impllcltly drops earlier criteria of reality

{are you awake? do you see 1t? is it heavy? etc.), and proceeds
to operate on the criteria of sufficlent evidence or sufficlent
reason. But thls spontaneous conversion is insecure.J’The

use of the earlier eriterla can recur. It is particularly
likely to recur whenzggta involved ln phllosophlic l1lssuas.

For then the oblectiflication of what 1ls meant by suffleclent

evidence or sufficlient reason 1s exceedingly complex, while

the objectificatlion of taking a good look 1s aimpliclty 1ts81lf,

'So one becomes a nalve realist, or an empiricist, or an ideallst,

or a pragmatist, or a phenomenologlst, and 80 on.
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No%,in any 1nd1vidualyconveraion can be present or absent;
in the former caaelit can be present in one dimension or 1in two
q? in all three; it can be enrlched by development, or distorted
by aberration, and the development and aberration may be gresat or
B2 small., Such differences give rise to another varlety of
pluralism. Besides the pluralism impllcit in the transition
from classiclet to modern culture, besides the pluralism implicit
in the coexistence of undifferentiated and variously differentiated
consciousness, there is the more radical pluraliem that arises

when all are not authentlcally human and authentically Christilan.

_______uQauthentieLiy_may_be_open-eyed_and_ihe:eu5h.ggin6_and#_

of faith But slso. it mnvw_g
il nia™ J
1. -
ALk clear ge,’].ﬁ,auanenega and . what happena hen, hag he_e: I:
\—1 .
rReraon_wlill be-what a_chnietian_ie_auppoeed-xo_beT—but-on—an4ther

Unauthenticlity may be open~eyed and thorough-golng, and

then it heads for a lose of falth. But the é/unconvertdd may
have no real apprehension of what 1t is to be converted.

Sociologleally they are Catholliecs, but on a number of pointes they

deviate from the norm. Moreover, they commonly will not have

an appropriate language for expressing what they really are,

and so they will use the language of the group with whlch they
1dentify soclally. There will result an inflation of language

and so of doctrine., Terms that denote what one ls not wlll be
stretched to denote what one la. Doctrines E/thet are embarrassing
will not be mentioned. Unacceptable conclusions wlll not be drawn.
90 unauthenticlty can-epea spread and become & tradition and,

for those born into such a tradition, becoming authentlc human
belrgs will be a matter of rejeott purlifying the traditlon

in which they were brought up.
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Quite by 1tself the pluralism resulting from a lack of
converslon can be perllous, But the dangers are multiplled many
times when the lack of conversion combines with other modes of
pluralism. The transitlon from classlclet culture to modern
hlstorical mindedness, if combined with lack of conversion, can
amount to & watering down of the falth., Undifferentiated
consclousness, combined wlth defective conversion, will opt for
the gospels and drop the dogmas. Rellgiously differentiated
consclonanenss without intellectual conversion wlll deprecate
inslstence on doctrines. 8cholarly differentiated consciousness
can £ unleash floods of informatlon in which origline are ever
obacurer and continulty hard to dlscern. The modern philosophice
differentiation of consclousness can prove a trap that confines

one in a subjlectivism and a relativiam,

7. Pluralism and Church Doctrines: The First Vatican Council

On pluralism and church doctrines there is an lmportant
pronouncement made in the constltution, Del Flliue, promulgated
by the firat Vatlecan councll. It ocecurs in the last paragraph
of the fourth and final chapter of the decree (D3 3020) and in
the appended canon{&ppenq (D3 3043). It is to the effect that
there 18 ever to be retained that meaning of a dogms that was once
declared by the church, and that there ls to be no departure fron
it on the pretext of some profounder understanding (DS 3020).
Moreover, thls pronouncement at least historlcally has a reference
to plurallsm, For earlier the Hyly See had condemned the
thorough-g#olns pluralism of Anton Gunther (DS 2828 ff.) and of
\ﬁ#,Jakob ﬁ;hhschammar (pg 2850 ff.; cf. 2908 £.), and Cardinal
Franzelin had pursued the matter further\%ﬁ&ujﬁ both in the votum
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14 in his
he presented to the preconciliar committee and.intb% schema,

A

Contra errores ex(ﬁatlnaliamo derivatos, presented for discussion

15
In the early dayas of Vatican I.

In true classlclist style, however, the fourth chapter is

-ﬁrooooéoé proceeding, not against persons, but against errors.

The main thrust of chapter four, as appears from the three append*ed
canons (D3 3041-43), 1s against a rationalism that considers
mysterlies non-exlstent, that proposes to demonstrate the dogmas,
that defends sclentlific concluslons even though opposed to church
doctrines, that clalme the church to have no right to condamn&
sclentific views, and that grants sclence the competence to =
relnterpret the church's dogmas.

Agalnat such rationallsm the councll had dletinguished
(1) the natural light of reason, (2) faith,hgiison illumined by
falth, and (4) reason operating beyond ite proper limits.

Reason, then, or the natural llght of reason has a range of
objects within its reach (DS 3015)., It can know with certitude
the existence of God (DS 3004), and it can know some though not
all of the truths revealed by God (D3 3005, 3015). It must
submit to divine revelation (DS 3008) and such aubmission 1s in
harmony wlth its nature (ii—DS 3009). In no way does the church
prohiblt human disciplinegizzing thelr proper prlné%lea and
methods within their own fields (DS 3019).

Falth 1lg a supernatural virtue by which we belleve to be
true what God has revealed not because we apprehend the intrineic
truth of what has been revealed but because of the authority of
God who reveals and can nelther deceive nor be deceived (DS 3008).
By divine and eatholie é falth are to be belleved all that 1s
both revealed by God 1n scripture or £& traditlon and, as well,

hes been proposed to be belleved as revealed elther in a solemn

—~ o~



e P s 06 3

the exerclse of
pronouncement by the church or iqhita ordinary and universal
prinecipal
$=oelt teaching office (DS 3011). Among thaqobjects of falth

are the nysterles hldden in God which, were’they not revealed,
could not be known by us (DS 3015, cf. 3005).

Reason 1lllumined by falth, when 1t inguires diligently,
piously, soberly, reaches with God's help some extremely
frultful understanding of the mysteries both in virtue of the
analogy of things it knows naturally and in virtue of the
interconnection of the mysterles with one another and with man's
laat end. But it never becomes capable of grasping them after
the fashlon it grasps the truths that lie within 1ite proper range.

% divine

For the 6ﬁrqdmyateries by their very nature so exceed created
intellect that even when glven by revelation and accepted by falth
still,b:ziheefﬁjvell of falth itself they remain as it were
covered over by some sort of cloud (D3 3016). It would seem
to be the understanding attalned by reascon illumined by falth
that 1s praised in the quotation from Vincent of Lerine (DS 3020).
For thls understanding regards, not some human Invention, but
the mY%%eriee revealedigy God and accepted on falth; and so from
the n?ﬂyre of the caegﬁwill be “..Iin suo dumtaxat genere, 1ln ecdem
ecilicet dogmate, q@?ﬁ;eodem sensu eademque sententia® (D3 3020),
o Finally, there 1s reason that atepaﬁ beyond lte proper bounds

to invade and dlsturb the realm of faith{fbs 3019}, For the

doctrine of faith, whlch God has revealed, has not been proposed

ap some sort of philosophlc discovery to be perfected by human

@ talent, It is a divine deposit, glven to the spouse of Ghr%lst,

\HJ to be guarded failthfully and to be declared infallibly. H;Ebe

there 1p ever to be retained that meaning of the aacredi¥§§fffgi///

dogmaa that once was declared by holy mother church; and from that

e

meaning there is to be no departure under the\fﬁ?s pretext of
- some profounder understanding (D3 3020),
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of sclence (DS 3043).

sap 27

In this passage a definite 11m#1t 1s placed on doctrinal
pluralism. Simllarly, in the correg;;ndins canon, there 1s con-
demned anyone that says it 18 posaslible that eventually with the
progress of sclence there may have to be glven to the dogmas
propounded by the church a meanlng other than that which the
chureh understood and understands (DS 3043).

First, then, there is affirmed a permanence of meaning:

+» 18 sensus perpetuo est retlnendus... .. nec umguam ab ec

recedendum.... in eodem scllicet dogmate, eodem sensu eademgque

sententis (Ds_ﬁf 3020). .. sensus trlbuendus sit alius.... (DS

3043 ). v
Secondly, the permanent meaning is the meaning declared

by the church (;iksoao), the meaning which the church understood

and understands (DS 3043).

Thirdly, thie# permanent meaning 1s the meanlng of dogmas
¥

(DS 3020, 3043). But from the context of the paragraph thel
the meaning of dogmas has thils permanence because 1t conveye
the doctrine of faith, revealed by God, which was not proposed
as a philosophle imvention to be perfected by human talent.
Now God reveals both truths that lle within the range of
human intelligence and divine mysteries, hldden in God, that
could not be known unless they were revealed (D3 3015, 3005).
It would seem that it is the mysterlies that transcend the
intelligence of the human mind (DS 3005) and by thelr very
nature stand beyond created intellect (D3 3016) that are not
mere philosophic inventions that human talent could perfect.
On the other hand, truths that naturally are knowable would

gsesanm capable of being known more accurately wlth the progress

oy
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It would seem, then, that dogmas ¥é¥s refer to the
church's declaration of revealed mysteries. |

Foup%thly, the meaning of the dogmalia not apsart from
a8 verbal fz;mulatlon, for it is a meaning declared by the
church. However, the permanence attaches to the meaning and
Qﬂb not to the formula. To retain the same formula and glve it
8 new meaning 18 preclsely what the the third canon excludes
(D8 3043).

Fifthly, it seems better to speak of the permanence of
the meaning of dogmas rather than of the lmmutabllity of that

meaning. For permanence is what 1s implied by retinendus,

non recedﬂgydum, non.. allus tribgandﬁgg. Anmbhmnahnen

M
Agaln, 1t 1s permanence rather than lmmutablllty that 1s meant
when there 1s asserted a growth and edvance ln thw understanding,
knowledge, wlsdom with respect to the dalgp same dogma and the
M——

same meaning (DS 3020).

Finally, let us ask why the meaning of dogmas 1s permanent.
There are two u@ggggg answera, The first assiena the causa
cognoscendl, the reason why we knowL@ it to be permanent. The

p— -
second as=igns the causa essendl, the reason why it has to be

permanent.

First, the causa cognoscendl. What God reveals, what the
church infallibly declares, ls trus. What is true, 1s permanent.
The meaqé}ng it had in its own context can never teutii®y truthfully
be denled.

Secondly, the causa essendi., The mysteries lle beyond

\ the range of human intelligence (D3 3005), created intellect *ggggggﬁ::

(DS 3016). They conld not be known by ue unless they were
5 by us
revealed (DS 301f). They are kmownj not because thelr intrinsic

truth ie grasped, but because of God's authority (DS 3008).
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Our understanding of them ¢an increase when reason is illumined

by falth; but it 1s an understanding of the revealed mystery «-

In eodem dogmate -~- and not of some human subatitute for the

mystery (DB 3016, 3020). It would be to disregard divine swemw

transcendence
N vemndemco 1f one handed the mysteries over to philosophic or

sclentlfic relnterpretation.
Such, 1t seems t0 me, ls the meaning % of the pronouncement

of the conetitutlon, Del Filius, with respsct to the permanence

of the meaning of the dogmas. But since hhmk the first Vatlcan

councll there have occurred further developmenta. Whlle

Anton Gunther and Jﬁkob Frohachammer were concerned with

human historicity, the council was content simply to point out

where thelr views were unacceptable. It di1d not attempt to

integrate its contentions with what is true in the affirmation

historicity.
of human hietoriesyy To this toplc we must now attend.

A




Ongoing
8. Pluralism and Church Doctrines: The,Epandimg Context

A statement has a meaning in a context. If one already
knows the context, the meaning of the statement ie plain. If
one does not know the context, one discovers 1t by asking guestlions.

. may
The answer to a first questlon and Buggeatf two further questions.

A

The answers to them suggest still more. Gradually there ls
woven together

A batepwowen an interlocking set of questions and answers and,
sooner or'later, there 1s reached a point where further questlons
have lesa* and less relevance to the matter in hand. One
could ask abont this and that and the other, but the answers

 would not help one to understand better the meaning of the original

. a
statement. In brief there iahlimit to useful questioning, and
wheh that ls reached the context 1is known.
Such is the prlor context, the context within whlch the

SR : original
orlginal statement was made and through whilch the»meaning of the
statement 1s determlned. But besides the prlor context, there
is also the subsequent context. For a atavtambm statement may
1ntend'to settle one issue and to prescind from other lssues.

But settling the one does not purd burke the others. Usually

r«wj it contributes to a clearer grasp of the others and a more
urgent pressure for their solution. According to Athanasius
© ' in

the council of Niifga used a non-scriptural tern QﬁAF confession

of failth, not {0 set a precedent, but to meet an emergency.
some twenty

/‘
K | years after it subslded, the first council of Comstantinople

@ - But the emergency lasted for thirty-five years and,

felt it neceesary to answer the questlon whther<thre whether

T

“only the Son or also the Holy Spirlt was consubstantlal with the 5

Father. Fiftywiie years later at Ephesus, it was necessary

o clarify Nicaea by affirming that it was one and the same
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~thet—wae—bornt-of—the-TFatherand—not-madéd—
that was born of the Father and born of the Virgin Mary.
Twenty-one years later it was necessary to add that one and
the same could be both eternal and temporal, both ilmmortal and
mortal, because he had two natures. Over 4wo centuries later

- there waas added the further clarificatlion that the divine person
that had two natures also had two operations and two wllls.

Within thls matrix
,\Hpcﬁ?this:hasi& there arnse a peries of questlions about Christ
a8 man. Could he Q 8in? Did he feel concﬁupiscence? Was he
ignorantt ~ bt

in any way Agorantt D1d he have sanctifying grace? To what
extent? Did he have lmmedlate knowledge of God? D1d he know
everythling pertalning to his mission? Such is the Christological
context that did not exlst prior to Nickea but, bit by bit,
came Into exlstence subsequently to Niq&ga. It does not state

E::tamm&—é&%eﬂéed-at-N%ea s—e-f-feot-ivaly-

what § vas intended at Nicéea. It does state what resulted

from\&icépa and what became in fact the context within which

Nickea was to be understood.

V Ap One may distingulsh prior Qnd subsequent stages in an

g ‘“ﬁ ' ongoihg context, 80 one ongolng context may be related to another.
PO Of these relations the commonest are derivation and interaction.
The Christologlcal context, that was bullt up by answering
guestions that stemmed from the declslon at quéeaVqu itself
derived from the earller tradltion expressed in the New Testament,
iR by the apostolic Fathers, by orthodox Judalc Christianity,

Chrlstian ,
by the&apOIOgista, and by the later antenicene Fathers.

Again, out of the whole of earliler Christian thought there was
derived the ongolng context of medleval theology, and thils
ongoing context lnteracted with subsegusntly developed RihmiFeh

0 ' c i:) e




-on pontifical and conciliar statements up to the second Vatlcan

‘They are distorted by the totally or partly unconverted that

‘understand the conzerted.

SAP\ s _ e .

church doctrines, as 1s clear from the dependence of theologlans

on church authority and, inversely, from Scholastic influence

council,

Now such ongolng contexts are subject to many influences.

usually are unaware of the imperfectlons of their outlook.

They are divlided by the presence of people with undlfferentiated
or differently differentlated comsclousness. They are separated
because members of different cultures construct different ‘
contexta by\é finding different questions relevant and different -
ansvwers intelligible.

Such differences givé riae_to & plurallsm, and the pluralism
glves rise to incomprehension and eiaaperatlon. The unconverted
cannot understand the counverted, and the partly converted cannot :

~ Inversely, because they are misunderatood, f
the converted are exasperated by the unconverted. Agaln,

und ifferentiated consclousness does not understand differentiated

conaciousness, and partially differentiated consclousness does

A=ROYRFOED a fourfold
not understand tﬂipi%Adifferentiated consclousness. Inversely,
it 1is _

more adequately
because Fhey—apq}pet with incomprehenaion,ﬁgifferentiated

consciousless 18 exasperated by less adequately differentlsated
consclousness. Flnally, our historically minded contemporaries
have no difflculty understanding the Ehettﬂ§f in which a
claasicist mentality still relgns, but the people in the
classlclst ghettqﬁs not only have no experience of serious
historlcal investigation but also are quite unaware of the

historiclty of their ownimendadtbdmenmi assumptions.
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There exists, then, a stubborn fact of pluralism. It is
grounded in cultural dlfference, in greater or less dilfferentlation
of consciousness, and ln the presence and absence of religlous,
moral, and intellectual converslion. How such pluralism 1s to
be met within the unlity of falth, is & question yet to be
congidered. But flrst we must attempt to indicate how thm

to reconclle the permanence with the historlclty of the dogmas.

9. The Permanence and the Historicity of Dogma.

The meanlng of the dogmas is psrmanent because that meanlng

is not a datum but a truth, and that truth is not human but

divine. The data of sense are merely glven. As merely glven,
18 there any
they are not yet understood and, much 1eas,ﬁ*3#u;§ht& understanding
verified as probgbly true. Even when unders&ipod and when the
understanding is probably verified, there ever remalns the oo
posgibility of the discovery of atlll further relevant data
that may compel a revislion of earlier vliews. But the dogmas
are not data but truths, and the truths proceed,'not from human
God's
understanding and verification, but from d#néannpnderatanding
himself

ofﬂﬁud in his transcendence. There 18 no possibllity of man
in this 1ife improving on God's revelation of the mysterles
hidden in God, and so the meaning of the dogmas, because 1t 1s
true, 18 permanent and, bacause 1t 1s concerned with the
divine mysteries, it is not subject to human revislon,

However, meaning can be b£ grasped only by graspling 1ts
context. The meaning of a dogma 18 the meaning of a declaration

made by the church at a particular place and tlme and within

the context of that occaslon. Only through the historlcal
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gtudy of that occasion and the exegetical study of that
declaratlon can ome arrive at the proper meaning of the dogma.
Now this hlstorlcity of &4 dogma has been obscured by
the masslve continuity that the church has been able to
bulld up and maintain., The dogmas clustered into a single
ongolng cewsdn context. That context merged lnto a static,
classiclat culture to influence it profoundly. There was
developed a theoretical theology that integrated both the dogmss
and the theology with a philosophic view of the cosmoa. The
phnilosophic view was derived from one maln source and 1its
unlty was further strengthened by the dogmas. Flnally, the
scholarly differentiatlon of consciousness was rarely attalned
80 that cultural and other dlfferences tended to be overlooked.
Today however claassicist culture has ylelded place to
modern culture with its dynamism and its worldwide pluraliem.
The sclences seek to occupy the wg whole realm of theory, and
phllosophy 18 driven to migrate to the realm of lnterlority,
or of religion, or of art, or of the undifferentiated consclousness

Such philosophilc

of some brand of common sense. ARhi-oséphde plurallism is radlcal.
. Further, scholars

/&&ahaiaya have become a large, collaboratlve, methodical group
i_*ﬁw with an enormous output that only speclalistas can follow,
e Theologlans can be tempted to desert theology for scholarship.
! Theologlans and scholars can regard recourse to phllosophy as
=Y foolhardy. Rellglously differentlated consclousness

can remain amssured that religlon 1s a matter not for the head

but for the heart.

Such by and large is the contemporary sltuatlon. For many,
to waom the meaning of the word, truth, 1s obscure, 1t is not
enough t0 say that the dogmas are permanent because they are true.

They want to know whether the dogmas are permanently relevant.
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10, Pluralism and the Unity of Faith

There ars three sources of pluralism. First, linguistic,
soclal, and cultural differences glve rlse to different brands of
common sense. Secondly, consciousness may be undifferentiated
or it may differentlate to desl effectively with such realms
as those of common sense, transcendence, theory, scholarshlp,
interiority. BSuch differentiations may be slngle or they may
combine so that, mathemsatleally, there are sixtesn different
ways (thirty-two if the realm of the mesthetic 1es added) in
which consclousness may be structured angienvisage 1ts world.
Thirdly, 1n any individual at any tlme there may be the mere
beglnnings, or greater or less progreas,.sgfthe high development
of Intellectual, of moral, and of religlous conversion. Finally,
the foregolng sets of differences are cumulative. One 1s born
in a glven lingulstic, -ee social, and cultural milleu. One's
consciousness remains undifferentlated or 1t differentlates in
any of a number of manners. One may fall to attaln any type
of converslon; one may attaln converslion in one or two or all
three manneré; and the conversion attai!ped may be followed up
by greater or less development.

Pluralism is not something new. But in the past a number

of devices served elther to eliminate it or to cover over its

exiestence. Culture was concelved normatively. What 1ls normative,}r
I

alpo 1ls unlversal * if not de_facto then at least de_lure.

Though there did exlst the simple falthful, the people, the

natives, the barbarians, stlll career was open to talent.
anclient

One entered upon it by diligent atudy of the 2= Latln and

AL NI D T e e e T T T T e
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Greek authors. One pursued 1t by learnling Scholastic phillosophy

BT 4 A
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and theology and canon law. One exerclsed 1t by one's fluent
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teachlng or conduct of affairs in the lLatin tongue. It was qulte
a system in 1ts day, but now its day is over, We have to call
on other rescurces.

First, then the root and ground of unity ls being in love
with God, the fact that God's love has flooded our hearts
through the Holy Spirlt he has glven us {(Rom 5, 5). The
acceptance of that gift both conatltutes religlious converslon and
leads to moral and to intellectual conversaion.

Secondly, religlos conversion, 1f it ls Christian, ls not
Just a state of mind and heart. Essentlal to it 1s an inter-
subjectlive, interpersonal component. Besldes ths glft of the
Spirit within, there Lls the outward encounter with Glawbt
Christian wltnees. That witness recalla the fact that of old
in many ways God has spoken to us through the prophets but 1n
thie latest age through his Son (Heb 1, 1.2).

Thirdly, the function of church doctrines lies within
the function of witness. For the witness ls to the mysterles
revealed by God anéﬁgggaggfgigiggélared by the church. Thelr
meaning is beyond the viclsesltudes of human hiatorical proceas.
But the contextas, within whleh such meanlng ls grasped and

both the
expressed, varxﬁwith cultural differences and witqameasure in
which consclousness is differentiated.

Such varlation is famillar to us from the past.

According to Vatican II, revelatlon occurred not through words
alone but through deeds and words. The apostollc preaching
was addressed not only to Jews 1n the thought-forms of

Spat judentum but also to Greeks in their language and 1diom.
The New Testament wr-itinéogepo?e:mf\bh&adthe

gole

Christological counclls aimeq\at ¥2rmu1at1ng truth to gulde

one's mind and 1lips. When Scholastic theology recast Christian

]
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bellef lnto a mould derived from Aristotle, it was deserting
neither dlvine revelation nor scripture nor the counclils. And
1f modern theologiaggigrggepoae medieval theory 1nto terms

and 1lts real correlatlives,
derived from modern interlority Athey would do for our age
what the Scholastica did for theirs.

There haa existed, then, a notable plurallsm of expresslon.
Currently in the church there is culetly disappearlng the
0ld claselcist inslstence j on worldwide uniformity, and there 18
emerging a pluralism of the manners in which Chrlstlan meaning
and Christian values are communlcated. To preach the gospel
to all nations 18 t0 preach it to every class in every culture
in the manner that accords with the assimllatlive powers of that
class and culture.

For the most part such preaching wlll be to undifferentiated
consclausness, and 80 1t will have to be asj multiform as are
the dlverse brands of common sense generated by the many
languages, social forms, and cultural meaninge ¥ and values of
mankind. In each case the preacher willl have to know the brand
of common sense to which he speaks, and he will have ever to
keop in mind the fact that in undifferentlated conaciousness
coming to know does not occur apart from actlng.

But 1f the falth is %0 be nourished in those whoge
consciousness 1a undifferentlated, those with dlfferentiated
consciousness are not to be neglected. Now just as the only
way to understand another's brand of common sense is to come to
understand the way he or she wonld understand, speak, act 1ln any
of the series of situations that commonly arlse, so too the only

way to underatard anotherla differentlatlion of consciousneas

1s to bring sbout that differentiation in oneself.

B ...A
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Now each differentlatlion of consclousness involves a
certaln remodelling of common sense. Initlally common sense
assumes Llts own omnlcompetence because 1t Just cannot know better.
But as successive differentlatlons of conaciousness occur, more
and more realms &g are entered in the appropriate fashion and
80 are removed from the competence of common sense, Clarlty and
adequacy lncrease by bounds. One's initial common sense is
purged of 1ts simplificetions, its metaphors, its mytha, 1ts
mystificatlions. With the attainment of full dlfferentlatlion, _
common eense 1s conflned entirely to 1ts proper fleld of the ft9
lmmedlate, the particular, the concrete.

However, there are many routes to full attalnment and

many varleties of partial attainment. Preaching the gospel to
all means preaching it in the manner appropriate to each of the
varietiss of partial att‘ainment and, no less, to full attalmment,
It was to meet the exligences proper to the beglnnlngs of
theoretically differentlated consciousness that Clement of
Alexandria denled that the anthropomorphlsms of scrlipture were

{3
to be interpreted literally.

It was 10 meet the exl*gences
proper to the full theoretical differentlatlon of coneclousness
that medievsl Scholasticlsm sought a coherent account of all
the truths of faith and reason. It was to meet the exlgences

of a scholarly differentiation of consclousness that the second

Vatican councll decreed that the interpreter of acripture had to
determine the meaning intended by the blblical writer and
accordingly had to do so by understandi ‘g the literary conventions
gnd cultural conditions of hlas place and tlme.

The church, then, followling the example of St. Paul,

becomes all things to all men (1 Cor 9, 22}, It communicates

o )
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what God has revesled both in the manner appropriate to the

various differentiations of consclousness and, above all, 1in
each of
the manner appropriate tqmthe almost endless brande of common

T e e

sense especlally of undlfferentlated consclousness. But
these many wsd@ modes of speech constitute no more than a

pluraliem of communicatlons, for all can be in eodem dumtaxat

genere, in eodem scllicet dogmate, eodem sensu eademgue sententla.

gt111, becoming all to all, even though 1t involves no
more than a plurallsm of communications, none the less is not
without 1ts d4ifficultles. On the one hand, it demands a
meny-slided development in those that teach and preach. On the
other hand, every achlevement ls apt to be eSm challenged by
those that fall to achleve., Those that are not scholars can

biblical writings

urge that attending to the llterary genre of ae—eenposi-ti-on-
1s just a fraudulent device for rejecting the plaln meaning

{
of scripture. AiThosethail While theorists insist that

one must feel complinctlon before attempting to defigjx‘non-theorlsts
suggest the contrary by asserting that it ls better to feel
compunctlon than to define it. Thoee whose undifferentlated
consclonaness 1s unmitigated by any tincture of theory will not

fhed grasp the meaning of dogmas such as that of Nicea and they

wey leap iga¥id gayly to the concluslon that what has no meaning
for them 1is just meaningless.

Such difficultlies suggest such rules as the following.
First, because the gospel is to be preached to all, there must
be sought the modes of representatlion and expression appropriate
to communicating revealed truth both to every brand of common
sense and to every differentiation of consciousness. BSecondly,
no one aimply because of hils falth 1s obllged to attaln one or

more dlfferentlations of consclousness. Thirdly, no one simply
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because of his faith 1s obliged to refraln from attalnling an
ever more dlfferentlatlied consclousnesa. Fourthly, anyons
may atrive to express his falth in the manner approprlate to
his differentiation of coneclousness. Fifthly, no one ehould
pass judgement on matters he does not understand, and the statements
of a more dlfferentlated coneclousness are not golng to be under-
stood by persons with a less or a differently differentiated
consciousness.,

Finally, there is the type of plurallsm that results
from the presence or absence of intellectual, of moral, or of
religlous conversion. It s thls type of pluralism that 1e

to unity in the falth
periloughespecially when a lack of converslon exlsts 1n those
that govern the church or teach in the church. Moreover,
the dangers are multiplled when,as at present, there ls going
forward in the church a movement out of classliclst culture and

persons with

into modern culture, when.dlfferently differentlated counsciousness
not only do not understand one another but so extol hhmhim
elther advanced prayer, or theory, or scholarshlp, or interlority,

a8 to exclude development and set aslde achlsvement in the other

three.

11. The Permanence of Dogma and Demythologizatlon

Cosmogonles, myths, eagas, legends, apocalypses arlse
: of meaning
at a time when dlstinect functionﬁhgre not distinguished.
Meaning is not only communicative. It 1s a conetitutive
element in human living, knowing, and doing. But this
constitutive function 1s overextended when 1t 1s employed
to constlitute not only man's being in the world but also the

world man 1ls in.




’.ﬁqh A aecond stage is phllosophliec. It beglns, perhaps,

\\_) oxen. The point was plcked up by Clement of Alexandria who
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To demythologize is to confine constlitutive meaning

$S~J* within its proper bounds. Thises 1s a very long task and so

18
different stages In the process have to be dlstlngulshed.

The earlliest etage ie the relnterpretatlon of myth.

Thousf}f 1s 8t1l] prephilosophlc and pp#sa presclentific, i

and s0 there stlill occur the types of expreselon that

phllosophy and sclence will eliminate. None the less, older

myth 18 belng purified. In the 0ld Testament there le
no primeval battle of gods, no dlvine generatlon of kings or
chosen peoples, no cult of the stars or of sexnallty, nme
no sacralization of the frultfulness of nature. God's action
1s his action 1nihistory of salvatlon, and the account of
creation in Genesls 1s the opening of the story. Simllarly,
in the New Testament the falth of the community is directed
towards God's saving acts in an sarthly history. Elements
of apocalyptic and mythology are employed only to facllltate
the expression of the falth and, when they fall to do so,

rigorously 1q
xf71fE they are P&gﬂeeﬁra%g excluded.

with Xenophanes i who notlced that the gods of the Ethloplans
look like Ethioplans whille the gods of the Thriaclans look

it v
‘ like { Thraclans. He also %ontended thaEAlions and horses
A\ 0
and oxen had hands and could,such works as men do, then the

A

gods of the lions would resemble llons, the gods of the horses

wonld resemble horses, and the gods of the oxen would reseable

taught that the anthropomorphisms of the blble were not toi
+- be taken llterally and, thereby, started the century-long efforts

of Christlans to concelve God on the analogy of splrit rather

2.8
then Q:: L3 ;EE r, T
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A third stage 1is theologlcal. If God 1s to be concelved !
on the analogy of spirit, then in God there can be Father and
Son only 1f there can be some sort of spiritual generation.
30 Origen conceived the Pon to procsed from the Father as an
act of wlll from the mind, Augustine found his analogy 1n the

origin of inner word from true knowledge, whlle Aquinae showed

how the orlgln of concept from understandlng could be named &

2
generation. In sinmllar fashion systematic theclogiana down the

ages have sought analogles that ylelded some fraitful understanding

bymgusdomx of the mysteriles.

A fourth stage 18 sclentific. Copernicus gave the first

thrust towards a @A transformation of man's image of the unlverse,
Darwiln did as much for a transformation of man's notlon of the
origin of hls body, Freud Invaded the secrets of his soul.

While neither Copernicus nor Darwin nor Freud have uttered the
last word in thelr respective fields, stlll we no longer argue
from the blble against them.

A filfth stage ls scholarly. Hermegiptica and critical
history have dlsrupted the classiclist dream of a slngle
ftendsrized standardized culture with the consequence of a
stardardized man. There has been discovered human hiatorlclity =
the fact that, while abstract concepts are lmmutable in virtue
of thelr abstractness, none the less human understanding keeps

developing to express itself tﬂ—ﬁ&@P&&éﬁ%%ﬁeid in ever different

images and slogans and to replace earlier by later abstractions,

A sixth stape 1s post-Scholastic theology. It has to
comprehend the previous flve stages. It has to discover the
invariante of human development. It has to take 1lts stand
both on lnner religlous experience and on the historlecity of

personal * development withln the Christlan community.
A\
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S0 understood, demythologlzation is slaply the ongolng
growth and advance of understanding, knowledge, and wilsdom,
desired by the first Vatlean councll (DS 3020). It can
eliminate misconceptions of what God did reveal. But 1%
is powerless against anything that God really did reveal and
the church infallibly has declared.

Finally, let me note that demythologlzation in the
foregoing sense 1s quite different from Rudolf Bultmann's

Entmythologislerung. The latter's views arise in a quite

peculiar context. Modern scholarship derives from the German
Historlcal School of the early nineteenth century. While it
expressed a reaction agalnst Het Hegel's apriorist views on
the meaning of history, it was far from reesembling strlct
empirical sclence in which there are added to the data only
an understanding that arises from the data. As Wilhelm Dilthey
discovered, the wist Hlstorlcal School was full of ideaaﬁq
derived from the Bugii Enlightenment and even from Hegelfﬁﬂ
What eliminated from historleal scholarship such allen
Influencea, was slmply a posltivist empirlcism that ruled
ou;:g:gauppositiona and jpact-lated postulated that human 3
history be a closed fleld of causally interconnected eventes.
Such a view of hlstory has been re lected by such historians

as Carl Backer in the United States, R. G. Collingwood in

England, H. I. Marrou in France. But the outstanding theologlcal

reaction was effected by Karl Barth and Rudolf Bultmann.
They took thelr stand on moral and rellglsus converslon.
But they 4id not advert to the fact that besldee moral and
religioues conversion there also ls intellectual converslon.
Accordingly, they were incapable of effecting any serious

criticlsm of the phllosophic presuppositions of the hlstoriclem

e b e




L

sap 44

Very summarily,
in vogue at the beginning of thla century. ABa.rth was content

with a fldelast affirmation of Christian truth. Bultmamn 414

“sclentiflc" work on the New Testament, while hlg morally
locally preached

and religlously converted belng assented to thehkerygma of

the fact of God's self-revelation in Christ Jesus.

T e S
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5) On the Kantian notion of objlect, briefly, B. Lonergan,
¢ollection, p. 208; at length, J. Colette et al., Proces de
1'oblectivité de Dleu, Paris {(du Cerf) 1969,

6) See William Johnston, The Mysticism of the Cloud of

Unknowing, New York, Home,‘g,Tournai, Paris (Desclée) 1967;
also The Still Polnt, New York (Fordham) 1970, pp. 27 ff.

Karl Rahner, The Dynamic Element in the Church, Montreal (Palm)

and Freiburg (Herder) 1964, pp. 129 ff.

o )

. by e T et o . o




magi,_._m“”__mmtmﬂ“m,“ o ””-'”--fm e #é
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desoribed by Bruno Snell, The Disdcovery of the Mind, New York
i
(Harper) 1960. This containe a chapter not in the original;
Die Ent‘deckung des Geistes, Hamburg (Claassen und Goverts) 1948.

19) I am summarizing Kurt Fror, Biblische Hermeneutik,

Munchen (Kjalser) 1964, pp. 71 f.

20) See note 16 for reference to Clement.

21) Origen, De princ., I, 2, 6; Koetschau 35, 4. Afigustine,
De_trin., XV, 12 x1}, 22; ML 42, 1075. Aqulnas, Sum. theol.,

I, 9. 27, a. 2.

22) See H. G, Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode, Tubingen (Mohr)
1960, 21965, pp. 185 f. |

2%) Fror, op. c¢lit., pp. 28 £,
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