e Ty e T g e T Lt b g s D S AT S D s T e
E Lo

Natural Knowledge of God

By natural knowledge of God I shall understand the
knowledge of God intended by the dogmatic constitution, Dei
Filius, of the first Vatican cOunc{ELf?
Chapter two of the constltutlon begins with the words:
Eacdem sancta mater Ecclesla tenet et docet, Deunm,
rerun omnium principlum et finem, naturall humanae rationis
lumline e rebus creatls certo cognosci poese... (D3 3004, DB 1785).
The corresponding canon readss
S1 quis dixerit, Deum unum et verum, creatorem et Dominum
nostrum, per es, quae facta sunt, naturall rationis humanae
lumine certo cognoscl non posse: anathema sit. (D3 3026, DB 1806).
My Lnterpretation of these statements will be based on Hermsxn

Dr. Hermann Pottm%%pr'a study of the history of Del Filius.1
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First, then, there ls aseserted the possibility of

certaln knowledge, certo cognoscl posse. Expllcitly in the

Acta there ls envisaged not any gusestio factl but only a

gusestlo lurls. What is clalmed is not fact but possibility,

not act but potency.
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Secondly, the potency in questlon is not moral bhut
phyéical. The natural light of human reason is part of man's
physical make-up. *t is not asserted that thls light 1s
sufficlient for fallen man to come to certain knowledge of God;

on the contrary, the words ab homine lapso once were in the

decree and later were removed from 1t:2’Aga1n, 1t 1s not
assaerted that man without divine revelatlon can reach the

full development of u:is rational powers and so coms Lo certaln
knowledge of God; on the contrary, that waa the doctrine of
the so~called moderate traditlonallsts, and the council
Seduiomrelly avolded condemning moderate traditionalimm?

What was condenned was:;utright traditionalism that flatly
denied the possibility of the llght of reac=on reaching certaln
knowledge of God.

Thirdly, the knowledge in guestion is not immediate but
medlated, and it 1s mediated not by revelatlon but by creation.
It 1s not immedlate, face to face, but through a glass
darkly. It is not medlated by revelatlon but shortly contrasted
with revelation. Explicitly 1t 1s medlated by creatures,

e rebus creatlis, psr ea guae facta sunt.,

Fourthly, the object of thia posalble knowledge is
ok

God as principle and end of all things,ragain, in the canon,
as tne one true God, our Crea’or and Lord. However, the councll
gettled nothing about the extent of possible natural knowledge.
Its position amounted to the assertlion that man can form a
true concept of the true God and kaow nls exletence with
certalinty.

Filnally, the g=neral intention of the council was to take

8 stand on the guestlons of the day. The stand it took was




R T by AR T s T T L R et 2 e e e R e et -

NKG | 3 |

the traditional stand that defended both reason and falth,
reason against fidelsts and outright traditionaliste, falth
againat ratlonallsts and semi-rationalists.
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Difflcultlies with this doctrine are widespread today

-and they are not confined to those outslde the church. A flrst

guestion would be abont the relevance of the doctrine. It
springs from what seems to be an excesslve objectlivian,

an obJectlivism that just leaves subjects out of account.

It tells what can be done by the patural light of human reason,

but it does not commit itself elither to saylng that ttﬁstexh

the possibility ever wae realized or to predlcting that it
ever wonld be realized. A contemporary would want to know
what bBetewddyl there is aboit this poesibllity that makes
any difference{ to human 1life or human soclety.

Secondlyt'the context of the doctrine is the dlstlnetlon
between falth ;nd reason, grace and nature, supernatural and
natural. This distinctlon has a long hletory in Cathollc
theology, but that history ls complex, abstruse, difficult,
Scholastic. A contemporary ls gulte ready to speak with
the blble and the Fathers aboit God's grace and man's sinfulness.

he will ask whether thinge must be

But muéithLag§;h91h&mpl£ee§ complicated with the notlon
of human nature or the natural light of hunan reason.

Thirdly, what the doctrine means ls that there exlsts,

and certain

at least in principle, soas validhfrgument accessible to the
human mind that concludes with an affirmation of God's exlstencs.
But any such procedure would treat God as an object. Now

for very many today God is not and ceannot be an object.

Consequently, they would repudlate any attempt to prove
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God's exlstence.

Fourth?ly, there are those that would admit the posslbility
’ L
ofestalt

of establlishing the exlstence of a merely metaphyslical object,
the Christlan

an ens_sa se, but they would argue with Max Scheler that N

God ls a person, and that no person can be known ae an object

but only intersubjectlvély through co-operatlon and, so to

speak, co-performance (Mitvollzug).

fiffi},uﬁi7schg1£1r) P
I?T’;; gg/)-and aln s) 1965,

Fifthly, there are all those very relliglous persons

to whom philosophy means little or nothing. They know about
God in a very real way and they know that thls knowledge ﬂ&a
fothing tordd 18 somethlng quite different from the loglcal
busliness of premisses and concliosions., With Pascal they will

D
dlstingulsh between the gdieu des philosophes and le Dlsu

d'Abraham, d'Isaac, et de Jacob. 5o by a simpler route

they reach much the same concluslon as the phenomenologist,
Max Scheler. The god concluded from premisses is not the
Santsed God Christlans worshlip.
Sixthly, in our day the obvious instance of valid knowledge
ls aclence. Sclence 1s emplrical, It proceeds from data
andb;ﬂ develops by returning again and again to the data,
Moreover, it never adds to &p data any intelliglbility,
any unity or relationship, that 1s not drpoc%bydandf»a$ik%
ﬁgraqxingapeunaﬁ verifiable in the data. Now there are
no data on the divine., God ls not among the data of sense
and he 1ls not among the‘ data of human consclousness.

modern
God, then, 1s not a possible object o;ﬁhgman sclence,

°o )
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Further, there ls no veriflable princlple by which we
might conclude from thls world to God's exlstence. For a principle
1s verifiable only 1f there are data on bothhterma related by
the principle. There are no data on God, and 8o there are not
the data for a prlincliple relating this world to God., Hence,
to affirm natural knowledge of God 1n the contemporary context
i%«}ay oneself open to the nuestlon, By what unveriflable
principle do you propsse to conclude from this world to God's
exictence?

One might answer, bywah By an analytic principle. But
then one has to meet the distinction between analytlc propositions
and analytic principlea.s Analytic propoaitlons are to be achleved
by merely verbal deflnitions. Analytic principles are analytic
propositions whose terms in thelr defined sense h=ve been
verified. Witk this distinction one once more #wW¢ is met by
the demand for verlflablility.

Seventnly, ontological and moral Judwements pertain to
gquite different domains. In other words “ought" cannot occur
in a conclusion, when Mought" does not occur in the premisses.

To state that God 1ls good in the moral sense presupposes

ral Jud
[V \-..-—-'"'
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moral Judgements. Such moral Judgements proceed not from

an abstract ontology but from & morally good person.b

Now the

God of rellglon 1s the good God, and hls goodness ls mysteriously
in contrast with the evils and suffering of this world.

To acknowledge God as good 1is not Just a conclusion; »ut

1t 1s to adopt a whole Weltanschauung; it 1s to make an

exlstentlal decision. 8o once more we come to the concluelon
that drawe a distinction between the God of the philosophers
and the God of relliglon. ~
pe rhaps

Such, very summarily, asre & difficulties 1iﬂ§ coamonly
felt about the doctrins of natural knowledge of God. I propose
t0 discuss them, not in the order in which I raised them, but
In the order that will best serve to clarify the lasues.

W 3435 40 40 09 36 W 3% 4

two meanings
First, then, let us consider Yabtmemndng of the word,

objlect. On the one hand, there la the etymological meaning

of the word, which was systematlzed by Kant, and remalns

in various subseauent philosophles that nave not broken loose

from Kant's basic influence. On the other hand, there 1s the

meaning ﬂdﬁ implleit in all discourse: an object 18 what 1is

intended 1n questloning and becones known by answerlng auestlons.
The Greek word for object, to antikelimenon, means what

are derived
lles opposite. The lLatin, obiectum, whencahour word, object,

the French, objet, the Itallan, oggetto, &%&ﬂ@tﬁmeana

what 1s put or set or lles before ﬁﬁ or opposite. The German,

Gegenstand, means what stande opposite. In all cases, then,

"oblect" wgRe eanotes something sensible, locallzed, locally
. !‘-&".‘.JJ—*‘Y\‘{- 0.4 2 . .

relatedhfo a specgator or sensitive subject.
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In full accord with the etymological meaning of "object"

is one of the key sentences in Kant's Critigue of Pure Reason.

It occurs at the very beglnning of the Transcendental Aesthetle,
and 1t asserts that the one way in which our cognitlonal activities
are related to objlects immedlately 1s by Anschauung, by 1ntultion.
Since for Kant our YdA only intultions are sensitive, it

follows W that the categorles of the understanding and the

ldeals of reason of themselves are empty; thexg)refer to objects
only medlately, only lnasmuch as they are applied to the objects
Intulted by sense. Accordingly, our cognitional sctivity 1s

a
restricted to a world of possible experlence and tnat,world

A
not of e metaphysical realltles but of sensible phenomena.

350, F+—Copigaton; /A Hlatgry of Ph osoghvg_l.fgﬁy-u_,
7 P e Y
chaptér’ 12, %41 and 8. dve deyeéloped the present Aoin

Z ./p 74 7 /;q

Collgct on (New/Yop¥ apd Lmdﬁgn_ 1967) p 208, :nq»i/

______

2 3ubje (Milw a6, METouette WADv_P ", ,’1'45 —5. 17.

Substantially the same posltion recurs in logleal atomism,

y\ logical positivism, logical empiricism. Inasmuch as there

1s an inslstence on the signiflcance of the logical, dliscourse

AL

1s admitted. But thiﬁkis restricted by the afflrmatlion of an

atomiem, poslt{ivisam, or emaxlcism, for the only dlscourse

consldered meaningful is dlscourse that can be reduced to,

or mem&&:ierified in,or at least be falsifiablg by sensible

objects,

However, the nineteenth and twentieth centurles have

witnessed a serles of attempts to get beyond Kant and, 1in

one way or another, these attempts have consiéted in an

Insistence on the iﬁgiiiiﬂtg of faet and compensate for Kant's
b .

excessive attention tobpbjects. This was alrehdy aprarent
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in the absolute idealisms of Flchte, Schelling, and Hegel.

It took a more personal form with XKlerkegaard's emphasis

on the contlngently exlsting subject and wlth the emphasis

on will in Schopennauver and Niet&zsche. The phenomenological
studies of intersubjectlvity by Edmund Husserl and Max Schelsr

hane
and the varicus forms of exlstentiallsm,set up agalnst the

A

obJectivist world of impersonal sclence a not-to-be-objectified
inner world of mebddnt i} subjectsy striving for authenticity.

Now it 18 clear that God@ 1z not and cannot be an object
in the etymological sense, in the Kantlan sense, ln the sense
acceptable to i a logicel atomism, positivism, or empirlclem.
Moreover, as long as such a notlon omm prevalils,
phenomenclogy and exlstentliallsm may gt-ghpa gome access to
God 28 a subject to whom we are subjectively orientated
(Our hearts @ are restless t11l they rest in Thee), but
any procedure that regards God as an object ii wlll remein
excluded.

So much for a first meaning of the word object. There
is, however, a second aulte different meaning. On this
v}ew, objects are what are intended in questioning and what
become better known as our answers to questions become fuller
and more accurate.

Objects are what are intended ln questioning. What ls
this intending? It 1s neither ignorance nor knowledge but

the dynamlc intermediary between lgnorance and knowledge.

It 1s the consclous movement away fron lgnor&ance and towards
AV

knowledge. When we ouestion, we do not know the answer yet,

but already we want the answer. Not only do0 we want the answer

but 2ls0 we are alming at what is to be known through the anawer.
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§uch, then, 1ls Intending and, essentlally, 1t is dynamle.

It promotes us from amere experlenclng to understandling by asking
what and why and how, It promotes from understandling to truth
by asking whether thls or that is really so. It promotes us
from truth to value by asking whether this or that is truly good
or only apparently good. As answers accumulate, as they
correct, complete, qualify one another, knowledge advances.,

But answers only glve rise to still further anestlons.

Qb jects are never completely, exhaustlvely known, for our
intending always goes beyond present achlevement. Gmm
anhtemamanhodsanddndhel e Erenvwkann soriswenentn k2 varash

The greatest achlevement, so far from drylng up the source

of ouestloning, of intending, only provides a ®=%d broader

ever more
base whenceruestlons arlse.

Intending then 1s comprehensive. Though human achievement
is limlted, stlll the root dynamlsm 1s unrestricted. We would
know everything about everything, the whole universe in all its
multipliclty and concreteness, omnia, to pan and, in @Eﬁgfigggau
that concrete and comprehensive sense, being. To that object
our cognitional operatlons are related immediately, not by
sensitlve intultlon, but by questloning. |

Now 1f God cannot be an object 1n the etymological or
Kentian or equivalent 8 meanings of the word, object, it would
be only a fallacy to conclude that he cannot be an object in
the quite different meaning just indicated. Moreover, it has
always been in the context, at least implicit, of thils neaning
that the aguestlon of God ﬁf'and arguments for God's existence
have bifiyer been presented. Nor is this meaning of the word,
obJect, limited to phllosophers and theologians, On the contrary,
every serlous sclentlst that ever existed was concermed with

the advancement of sclence, with coming to know more than

° )




at bb present is known, with the object to which we dynamlcally
t% ' WO’\»M
are orientated by our questions butponly partially know.
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Secondly, let us consider the nature of the unverifiable

princlple by which we proceed from knowledgs of thlie world to
knowledge of God. Four polnts need to be touched upon, namely,
}{hat 1s verification? 'What bwzlft{ principles need to be
verifled? Are there principles that 4o not need to bhe
verlfied? Will these principles take us beyond this world to
knowledge of God?

First, what 1ls verification? Vulgarly, verification j
geems to be concelved as a matter of taklng a look, of making
an observation., In fach, while verificatlion nmmmibiap iIncludes
observation, 1t ’ includes not one but indeflnitely maeny,
and it includes them within a very elaborate context. That
t,ext.~~i-13.&‘-.-luda.a..,,m.ﬂj,y--- BV enymeapeﬂﬂ:lywﬁem:&-&te,dwnwthoﬂ?,

o w

_he'iogical examination of_ité'pfesuppositfbna and 199110&@1925,
ﬁoohpngsQn"of these with the presuppositions_aﬁﬁﬁimpficat;p 8
f cohmOnly accepted theories, the“dbvisihg"of experiment

Wit will veveal whether or not the data of observatdsy -
Urraspon&»with“thé?ﬁ?pothegtsﬂ?nbw*iﬂ“ﬁhe”tiﬁﬂw;anﬂall

context divides into two parts, direct and indirect verification.

Dlrect verificatlon ls a matter of working out the loglical

presupposltlions and lmplications of a very carefully formulated

hypothesis, devlslng[gxperiments that will yleld data that
vt conform or-:fgot conform with the implications of the
hypothesls and, when hypotheses conflict, devialné[grucial
experiments that will Gaé¥de resolve the conflict.
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Indlrect verification is more massive and, ultimately, more
slgnificant, All hypotheses, theorles, syatems of a sclence
are linked together proximately or remotely in loglcal inter-
dependence. 8o, for 1lnstance, the law of falling bodies
was verifled dlrectly by Galllso, but it also has been verifled
Indirectly every tlme in the last four centureles that that
or a successful application.
law was among the presnppositions of a successful experimentp
an ever securer

Simllarly, any other law ¢r princliple wins pedoedmd Aposltion
by the far-flung and almost continuous process of indirect
verlilicatlon whether in laboratories or in the applications of
sclence to industry. None the less, not even the cumulative
C\t&tfénc& of direct At trmiirecy, venlﬁicatm%a:mowi?
hat tertainly-ie7so> fiow 18 the-tima for-adl goon-msn. £a-ocond
evidence assembled by the all but countless observatlons of
direct and prolonged indirect veriflcation MiEde suffice to
exempt a sclentific hypothesis trom liablility to revision.
Unlike the sveryday statementa of comnon sense, such as Nwhaﬁ
“I now am here speaking to you,“ they do not meet the requirements
for a certaln judgement set by the natural light of human
reason. They are merely probable, and everyone enjoying the

use of the natural llight of human reason knows that they are

merely probable,

ﬂkmﬁﬁﬁﬁf"IIy“thﬁa;ggﬁIsﬁh“ﬁﬁ”!unkriamla7&ymnn§»4mu&ggst

with the wideapread.viqyitha'“ St

sole” “#'0$/valid knpwledge,
j/gérvat}an~ia X thﬁkcriterioeﬁ?r th%}/an obJe

ldentity an oblggg,inn so_ﬂgn.aa~l?;;a aeaﬁl&f”
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Incidentally, may I remark that I should llke to see
certain types of
greater attentlon pald bxﬁgnalytic philosophy to the notable
gaps between an observation and a process of verification and,
agaln, between the process of verificatlon and, on the other

hand, eapdedly) true and certaln knowledge.

8 Ao oaN eyt k- T L R T e dp i
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Secondly, what needs to be verifled? What is the need
for verification? It 1s a need dlsclosed to us by what Vatican I
referred to as the natural llght of human reason, by what I
should name our power to ask and answer ouestlons. Tnhe first
type of gquestlon, the ocuestlion for intelllgence, asks what or
why or how. X% The auestion 1s put with respect to data,
but the answer that is sought goes beyond the data; it 1is not
Just some other datum but somethlng quite different from data,
namely, a poseibly relevant uxi intelliglible unlty or relatlonship.
Such possibly relevant intelligible unitles or relationships
are grasped by lnsights and ¥t expressed in hypothetical
statements. From the nature of the case there arlses, then,
the further guestlion, Is the possibly relevant unity or relationship
the one that 1s actually relevant to thls case or to this type
of case. Common sense meets such questlions by what I Yatwe~

) in my book, Inslght,
F called/¢he self-correcting process of learning. Natfiral

o)

=

sclence meets them by the process of direct and indlrect verification.i?f

PR PR RIIEN

Thirdly, are there principles that do not need to be

@ verifled? Here I would dlstingulish two meanings of the word, 3
: i princlple. Commonly it is understood as a logically flrst : -?f

proposltlon, an ultimate premiss. More generally, principle

has been defined as what 1ls firat in any ordered set, primum

in aliguo _ordine. In this more general sense, an origlnating
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power 1s a princlple and, specifically, our power to ask

and anewer questlona 1s such an orlginating power and eo a
principle. Now obviously this principle, which 1s the human mind
1tself, does not need veriflcatlon for 1te valldation. It 1is
only by the actual vse of our minds that any lnquiry and

any process of verificatlion can be carried out. Hence, every
appeal to verification as a source of valldatlon presupposes

a prlor and more fundamental appeal to the human mind as a

source of vallidation,

However, beslides the mind itselfl, beasides our originating
power to ask and answsr questlons, thers 1s the objectification
of this power 1n concepts and princliples. Besldes the notion
of belng, which 1s the 1intending behind all our questions,
there ls also the concept of being, which is an objectiificatIOn
of the notion., Besldes the natlve procedures of the mind
in asking and answerlng questiong, there is the objectification
of these procedures in such princlples as ldentlty, contradilctilon,
sufflcient reason and, more fully, in IOEiéand methods.

Now these objJectifications are historically conditioned.

They can be lncomplete or erroneous, and they can be corrected,
revié%gj, developed. Conseqnently, they have to be scrutinized,
checked, verlfied. But the process of verification appeals,

not to the data,of sense, but to the data of consclousness,

LRV I LRI RN on
not to any dat%Aof conscious]lness but to the data‘ﬂﬁ the
process of asklng and answering questions,

Fourthly, # do these princlples suffice to take ue

L

beyond the vlslble unlverss to knowledge of God?




The answer to that questlon depends on the answer to our
prior auestlon abont knowledge and its oblect. On Kantian
and poeltivist vlews our knowledge 1is confined to a world
of experlence. Oiigzbjectiviat views, while we cannot koow
God as an object, still we can enter into some bhrdtersgas
gubject-to-subject relation with him in religious experience.
But 1f human knowing consists in asking and answering questlons,
1f ever further questions arlse, 1f the further ouestions
are glven honest answers| then as I have argued elaewh*ere

v/

A
f‘ at some length, we can and do arrive at knowledge of God.
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If I have sald something to clarify the amblgultles
of the term, objJect, and the process, veriflcatilon, let me now
draw attention to the dA¢lagh continuity of the intellectual
wlth the moral and the religlious, of the mind with the heart.
Our conscisus and intentional operations cccur on four

inter-locked levels. There is a level of experiencing, a

level of understandling and conception*, a level of reflectlon

v
and Judgement, & level of dellberaticon and declsion. Pbdi

rﬂﬁj We are[;;;;;;;;\jfiffllfrom one leéel to the next by questions;
E E from exper&iencing 1o understanding by questions for intelllgence;
from undegglanding to Judegling by auestions for reflection;
from i}judging to deciding by questione for daliberation*.
W

30 the many operatlions are linked together botn on thne side

of the sublect and on the slde of the oblect. On the slde
of the subject there ls the one mind putting the many

ouestlions in pursuit of a single goal., On the bGaifd side of
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the obJect there 18 the gradual cumulation and conjoining
of partial elements into a slngle whole. So inslght grasps
the lntelliglbllity of what sense percelves. Lonception unites

what
/\the separately sense percelves and intelligence grasps.

Judgement pronounces on the truth of the conc}elving ard on
the reallty of the concelved. Declslon ackn;;iedges the value
actuating

ofﬁpotentia¥ﬂ}tiea grasped by lntelllgence and Jjudged to be
real. 50 the transcendentals, the intelliglble, the true,

the real, the good, apply to absolutely every objlect for the
very good reason that they are grounded in the successive stages
in our dealing with objecte. But they are one in their root
as well as in thelr application. For the intending subject
intends, first of all, the good but to achieve it must know
the real; to know the real he must know tid what is true;

to know what s true he must grasp what 1s intelligible; and
to grasp what is intelligible he must g attend to the data

of sense and to the data of conscizusness.

Now this uhity of the human spirit, this continuity

in its operations, this cumulative character in their results,

Beem very little understood by those that endeavor to separate
and compartmentallze and isolate the intellectual, the moral,
and the religilous. They may, of course, be excused inasmuch

as the good work they uappen to have read is mostly critical

while the constructive work they happen to have come across

18 mostly sloppy. But the fact remains that the intellectual,

the moral, and the religious are three successive stages in
a slngle achlevement, the achlevement of self-transcendence;
and so attempts to separate and lsolate the intellectual, the
moral, and the religious are Just sc many efforts to distort

or%to block_antirelykeuthentic human development .
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What 1s the intellectual but an intentional self-
transcendence? It is coming to know, not what appears, not
what is 1mag1ned,‘#b4 not what 1ls thought, not what seems to
me t0 be so, but what 18 so. To know what 1s s0 is to get
beyond the subject, to transcend the subject, to reach what
would be eveq\thb thls partlecular sub)ect happened not to exlst.

3till 259 self-transcendence of knowledge 1la merely
intentlional. With the moral a further step lpbeiwswy is taken,
$ for by the moral we come to know 24 and to do what is
k;uly good. That is a real self-transcendence, a moving beyond

satisfactions and
all merely personal b@b&e@v&ﬂd interests and tacstes and preferences
and becoming a principle of henevolence and beneficence,
becoming capable of genulne loving.

What, filnally, 1s rellglon but complete self-transcendence?
It is the love of God poured forth in our hearts by the Holy
Spirit that is glven to us (Rom 5, 5). It 1s the love 1in
Christ Jesus St. Paul described when he wrote: "For I am
convinced that there vfothimg is nothing in death or life,
in the realm of spirlts or superhuman powers, in the world
as 1t 1s or the world as it shall be, 1ln the forces of the
unlverse, 1n helghts or depthe ~-- nothing 1n all creation that
can separate us from the love of God Lin Christ Jesus our Lord"
(Rom 8, 38 f.), That love is not this or that act of loving
but a radical belng-in-love, a first principle of all one's
thoughts and words and deeds and omisaions, a principle that
nfwes-ud-£11v2d keeps us out of sin, that moves us to prayer

ever so gulet yet
and to penance, that can become th%hpasaionate~center of
all our living. It 1s,k whatever 1ts degree, a being-in-love
L

that 1la wlthout conditions or ocualificatlonas or reserves,

and 80 1t 1s other-worldly, a be!ing-in-love that occurs
N
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withlin thls world but neads beyond 1t, for no finlte object
or person can be the object of unoualified, unconditional
loving. Such unconditional }ok4 beilng~in~love actuates
to the full the dynamlc potentilallty of the human splrit
with d1ts unrestricted reachl anq)as a full actuatlion it
la fulfilment, deep-set pe;:e, the peace the world cannot
glve, ablding Joy, the Joy that remains despite humillation
and fallure and privati>n and pain.

This complete belng-in-love, the gift of God's grace,
1s the reason of the heart that reason does not know.
It 1ls khaareligloue experlence oy which we enter into s
sub ject-to~subject relation with God. It is the eys of falth
that dlscerns God's hand 1n nature and his message in revelatlon.
It 18 the efflicaclous reality that brings men to God despite

in thls llfe

thelr lack of learning or thelr learned errors. It ls the
crown of human development, grace perfecting nature,

the entry of God 1lnto the 1life of man mhah so that man comes
to love his nelghhor as himself.10

3 nkty th 0= U relastdonskyp
o/ﬁg;‘canno be objectified

by an object 1s meant
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e
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& Kantlah's sensible obje

reagbn for emp ylng/fg; word, object
/ )

nse. Every f”imagiggilon, epéry act oi/ﬁbnceiving,
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I have been contending, then, that the 1ntellectual,
the moral, and the religiocus are qulte distinct but not at
all dlsparate. They are three dlstinet phases in the unfolding
of the numan spirit, of that eros for self-transcendence
that goes beyond itself intentionally in knowledge, effectively
in morallty, totally in religlon. With the affirmation of
thls continuity onr efforts 2§;tiariflcation come to an end,

and we turn to meetlng explicitly some of the questions that

were ralsed inltlally but so far have not been treated.
Fedt 4343 BE S 80 304040 3030 3038 S48 S0
“i{-o’ LAEVOT
Flrst, thews let us note very brlefly our position.
It 1s not tﬂg nalve realist, Kantian, poslitivist view of
the object. It ls not the sés mixed view that leaves sclence
to nalve realiste, Kantlane, and positivists t0 add for humanlst

or religlous reasons an insistence on the subjectlvity of the

subject. It is the view that man's splrit, his mind and his

heart, 18 an active power, an ercs, for self-transcendence;

conseauently, the subjlect 18 related intrinsically and, indeed,
constltutively to the object towards which it transcends 1ltself;
finally, knowledge, morallity, and religlon are the three
distinct phases in which such self-transcendence 1s rsallzed.
Next, it was asked what is the relevance of the doctrine

of natural knowledge of God, what difference does 1t make %o
human living and human soclety. Obvlously, I cammot attempt

to treat this question in any but a very summary fashlon.

There are those today for whom any thought about, any mentlon
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of, elther thelsm or athelsm ls Just meaningless, for whom
all religlion at best 13 just & comforting 1llusion. Such
opinions involve a profound lgnorance of man's real nature,
and such ignorance cannot but nave a gravely distorting
effect on the conduct of human affalrs. The doctrine of
natural knowledge of God meane that God lies wlthln the
horizon of man's knowlng and doing, that religion represents
a fundamental dlmension in human llving.

Thirdly, it was urged that we have to drop the words,
nature, natural, that we should be content to speak with
scripture and the Fathers of God grace and man's sinfulnees.
Now I have no doubt that such words as nature and natural,
eannbentakanmin no less than object and verlflcatlion,
can be abused. But I alsc have no doubt that If we are
not only golng to speak abont God's grace and man's sinfulness
but also we are going to say what precisely we mean by such
speaking, then we are golng to have to find some third term
over and above grace and sin.'l

Fourthly, can a person be an objlect? A person
cannot be an object Lf i "oblect" 1s taken in ns%fnaive
realist, Kantian, or positivist sense., But 1f "objlect" means
that towards which self-transcending heads, obviously persons
are objects: we know them and we love them.

But, it wlll be urged, accordlng to Max Scheler,
we knoow other persomns only intersubjectively. I would grant
that such & conclusion follfws from Scheler's cognitional
theory but, at the same time, I wonld point out that,
just as we pass from consclousnese of the self as subject
to an objectification of the self in conception and deging,

A,
80 too we pass from intersubjectivity to the objectl%sation




of intersubjectivity. Not only do we (two subjects in a
sub Ject~to~subject relation) speak and act. We speak about
ourselves; we act on one another; and inasmuch as we are
spcken of or acted on, we are not-ﬁ& Just subjects, not subjects
88 subjects, but subjects as objects,

Fifthly, 1le not phllosophy totally dlfferent from
religion, and 1s not the God of the philosophers totally

different from the God of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob?

On my analysls phllosophy and relliglon are quite dlstinct
but they are not totally different; they are two of the
three phases of that single thrust by ég which the human
splrlt moves towards self-transcendence. What gives rise to
the appearance of total difference, I should say, is a
fallure to dlstlnguish between undifferentiated and differentiated
coneclouaness, Undlfferentiated consciousness is global;
1t 1s at once intellectual, moral, and religious; it does not
sort out different types of 1lssues, speclallze now in ons type
and later in another, seek the integration of separate,
apeciallzed developments. Differentiated consciousness
results preclsely from thls process of distinguishing,
specializing and, eventvally, Integrating. As intellectual,
1t becomes technical. As moral, it concentrates on moral
development. As religious, 1t heads towards mysticism.
Now while differentiated consclousness understands undifferentiated,

undifferentiated consclousness finde differentiated incompre-

K )




hens1ble, totally different; not only does 1t find the
technical aspects of sclence and pnilosophy simply alien

ascetleiem and
to lte religlous plety; 1t also findaAPyatician egually or

more alien.

There remalns the further question: Is not the God of
the philosophers totally different from the God of Abraham,
Ipaac, and Jacob?

I am qulte ready to grant that there are many mlstaken

phllosophles and many mistaken notiona of God. I am also
ready to grant that undifferentlated coneciocusness has very
little grasp of any philosophic notion of God, and so would
find it impossible to ecuate the God of 1ts plety with the
God of philosophic discourse. Again, I should insist that
moral and religlous development vastly enrich our relations
to God and our apprehension of him; in this respect I am
greatly ln agreement wlth Max Scheler and Dietrlich von
Hildebrand. But I should deny that our intellectual apprehension
of any real object, least of all, of God i1s ever complete,
closed, excluding further development. I should deny that
the developmente from moral and religilous experience in any .
way fall to harmonize with intellectnal apprehenslon.
I should urge that Jjust as the intellectnal, the moral, and
the religlous are three phases in the single trust to self-
transcenience, so too moral and religlous development only
reveal more fully the God that can be known by the natural
light of human reason,

Sl‘xthly, natural knowledge of God 18 not attained
without moral judrecents and exlstential decislons. These
do not oceur without God's grace. Therefore, the natural
light of human reason does not suffice for man's so-called

natural knowledge of God.

)
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I mentlion thls objection, not because 1t 1s to the
polnt, but because the point is often missed. One misinterprets

Vatican I if one fancles Lt 1ls speaking, not about a guaestio iuris,

but about a guaestio facti. The guaestlo iuris ia (1) whether

there exists a valid argument for God's existence and (2)

wnether the apprehenslon of that argument is an actus surernaturalls

auoad substantlam. Natural knowledge of God is denied if one

holds that there ls no valid argument or 1f one holds that
apprehensing the argument 1s an intrinsically supernatural act.
Natural knowledge of God is afflrmed 1f one holde that there

is a valid argument and 1f one holds that apprehending the
argumnent ls intrln;;gPally natural. One goee beyond the

a
aquestio iurlis to the gusestio factl, when one turns from
LA

conditiona of poaslbility to conditions of actual occurrence.
Such condlitions are always very numerous. In the present
Instance men must exist. They must be Heth et healthy and
en joy conslderable leisure. They must have attained a
sufficlent differentiation of consclousness to thlnk philo-
sophleally. They must have succeedied in avolding all the

-/ At
pitfalls 1n which so many great phlloaopherahbecome entrapped,
They must resist their personal evll tendencles and not be
seduced by the bad example of othera. Such are just a few
very general condltions of someone actually grasping a valid
argunent for God's existence. An adeocuate aec&gunt would include
every entlty that conditioned the actual occurrence.

Now Vatlcan I was not speaking of a guaestlo facti but of

a ouaestio luris, not of conditlons of actuality but of condit lons

of possibility. I do not think that in this 1ife wgdk people
arrive at natural knowledge of God without God's grace, but

what I do not doubt 1s that the knowledge they so attain 1s

natural.

° )




K6 o e e L . -

NOTES

1)  Hermann J. Pottmeyer, Der Hohepunkt der Auseinandersetzung

um Glauben und Wissenschaft im 19, Jahrhundert. Dogmatlsche=-

historische Untersuchung der Konstltution "Del Fllius" des
1. Vatikanlschen Konzils, ©Pont. Unlv. Gregorlana, diss. theol.
6542, 1965, VO:LI III’ m pp. 164‘76.

2) The third schema of Dei Filiuas, composed by Fr. Joeeph

Kleutgen, read in the canon "

+sos XX per ea,quae facta sunt,
naturall ratione ab homlne lapso certo cognoscl et demonstrari

posse: a. s." See Mamsl, Sacrorum concilioyum.... 53, 168.

3) The third schema had excluded the need of a religlous
tradition for man to arrlive at nmatural knowledge of God.

: ",... naturali humanae ratisnis lunine e

The chapter read

rebus creatls certo cognoscl posse, necue ad hoc traditam de

Deo doctrinam omnino necesearlam esse...." Mansi, ibld., 165.
Card. Franzelln's votum, prepaa}ory to the council,

was & chlefl source on the errors to be conqu}ed and the

doctrines to be proposed. Hls account of tradltionaliem is

avallable in Pottumeyer, op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 33 ff.

4) See Manfred Frings, Max Scheler, Pittsburgh (Duquesne

Univ. Press) and Louvaln (Nauwelaerts) 1965, pp. 135 f.
5) See¢ B. Lonergan, Insight, ppe. 304 ff.

) I have expﬁﬁnded thls sentence 1n The Subject, Milwaukee
\;

(Marquette Unlv., Preass) 1968, pp. 24 ff.

T )
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7) See F. Copleston, A_History of Philosophy, vol. VI,

chap. 12, $§1 and 8. I have tfgfated this topic both in

T
Collection (New York and Londom 1967) p. 208, and in Ahe
Subject (Milwaukee 1968) p. 17.

chapter two 1n
8) SG%KJ. A. Martin, The New Dislopgue between Phllosophy -

and Theology, New York, The Seabury Press, 1966

9) Insight, chapter nineteen.
10) As described in 1 Cor 13.

S 11) This is clear from the hilstory of the origins of the
notlon of the supernatural ln medleval theology. See my

article in Theologicel Studles 2 (1941) 290-306.
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