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\ Jhe Absence of God in Modern Culture
“"Copyright, Bernard Lonergan, 1968,

I think I should begin not with modern culture but with
its ol&aaioal pe predecessor. Even as little as i‘j@.y Yoars ago
it waa lf‘t.l.ll dominant in Amerlcan Catholic circlei.t-'rhen it wvas
named elmply culture. It was conceived absolutely, ss the oppoeite

of barvarism. It was a matter of acquiring eand assimilating the
| dppoaita of barbarien, It vas & netter of acquiring and aseimilating the

tastes and skills, the ideals, virtues, end ideas, that were pressed wpon
one in a good hozme and through s curriculum in the libersl arta. This
notion, of course, hed a very ancient lineage. It stemmed out of Greek
paldeia and Roman dootrinae studium atque humsnitatis, out of the exub-

erguce of the Renalesance and its pruning 1a the Coumnbter-reformation
schools of the Jepuits. Eesentially it wvas & normative ratber than an
sopirical notion of culture, & astter of models to be imitated,of 1deal
characters to be emlated, of eternsl verities and universally wvalld laws,

The defect of this notion of culture was, of course, its partice
uwlarity. It referred not to the cultures of mankind but toa particular
culture that msy be named classicist, The need to revise one's notion of
culture = to vhich T alluded @ moment ago -- was a neod to;generalize,
to discern in the culbtures of mankind their common generio funotion and
the differences in the mode in which that funotion wasm fulfilled whether
anong privitive tribes or in the anclent high clvilizations or in the
nations and states of historical tines,

To this end I should like to recsll a distinction soaotinmes wade
1

c
between the soocial and the cultural, The social is cotmclnd an a8 vay of
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1life, & way in which men live together in some orderly and so predictable
fashion. Such orderliness is to be cbserved in the family and in manners,
in soclety with its classes and elites and in edusation, in the state and
its laws, in the sconomy and technology, in the churches and sects. Such is
the social and it is upon it that the cultural arises, For men not only do
things. They wish to understand their own doing., They wish to discover snd
to express the appropriateness, the meaning, the significance, the valus, the
use of thelr vay of life as a whole and in its parte. Such discovery and
sxpression constitute the cultural and, quite evidently, culture stands to
soolsl order as soul to body, for any element of sod gl order will be
rejected the moment 1t is widely Judged inappropriate, meaningless, irrele-
vant, useless, Just nob worth while,

Now if it iz granted that culture is the meaning of a way of
11ife, cultures moy be divided according to the manner that meaning is
apprehended and communicated. On all cultural levels there are rites and
symbols, language and art. There meaning is felt and intuited and acted out,
It is like the meaning already in the dreaﬂbafore the therapist interprets
it, the meaning of the work of art before the critic focuaes on 1t and
relates it to other works, the endlessly nuaqced and elusive and intricate
neanings of everyday speech, the intarsubjec;;: meaninge of smiles and frowns,
speech and silence, intonation ang gesture, the passionate msanings of
interpersonsl relations, of high deeds and grest schievements, of all we
admftes praise, revers, gdors, and all we dislike, condemn, loathe, sbome
inate. Such is meaning for undifferentiated consociousness, snd it would

seen Lo constitute the spontaneous substance of evary culture,
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Besides undlfferentiated, there alsc ia differentiated conscious~
ness. It 1s not content to act out what it feels and intuits. Rather it
gseeka to mirror spontanecus living by analyzing it, naking all its slements
explicit, subjecting them to scrutirﬂ, evaluation, criticism. So art and
literature become the affalr not only of artists and writers but also of
oritics and historlang. The creations of craftwmen and srtisans are
supplanted by the discoveries of scientiats and the inventions of technolo-
gista. Tho proverbe of wlee men give place to the reflectlons of philos-
ophers. Religions are complicated by theologles. The destinles of persons
and peoples not only work themsslves out but also are studisd by blographers,

historiana, psychologlsts, economists, soelologlsts, and political theorists.

Modern culture shares with its classicist predecessor this
reflexive, objectifying component. Both suppose ways of human living.
Both ways have immanent meanings. In both this immanent meaning is
elaborated, expanded, eveluated, justified or relected in the criticiem
of art and of letters, in science and philosophy, in history and theology.
In both there is the dieastirous possibility of a conflict between hunan

living as it can be lived and human living as avoultural superstructure
dictates 1t should be lived,

Beyond simllarities there are differences., Of these the most
fundamental was the development of the modern notlon of science, a develop-
ment that has been described by Pe#of. Herbert Butterfleld as one that
"out.shines everything since the rise of Christianity and reduces the

Renaissance and the Reformation to the rank of mere episodes, mere internsl
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dsplacements, within the systen of medievgl Christendosn.” For, as I

should pubt it, what occurred tovarde the end of the seventsenth century was
the beginning not merely of much more and smoh better sclence but, dasically,
of a notion of sclence quite different from the notion worked out by
Aristotle and token for granted by his followers. To put the mstter
summarily, necessity vas a key notion for Arietotle but today it is marginalj
in its place is verifisble possibility. . Causality was 8 key notion for
Aristatle but todsy in effect, if not in name, it is replaced by correlation.
The universal and abstract were normative in Aristcotelian science, but
modern science usesr universals a® tools in its unrelemting efforts to
approximate to concrete process, Where the Aristotelian claimed certitude,
the modern scientist disclalms anything more than probability. Where the
Ao Ao Fnges
Arlstotelim»thoughthe--dmeg‘thinga in their essences and properties, the
modern sclentist is satiafied with ocontrel and results. Finally, the
prestige of this new idea of science 1s wnquestioned, its effectiveness
has been palpably demonstrated, its continuing necesaity for the survival
of the earth's teoming pepplation is beyond doubt.

It was inevitable thst the succesa of the new idea of science
should grofoundly effect the rest of the cultural superstructure, that what
wo.rkad in the natural sciences should have repercussions in the human sciences,
in philosophy, in theclogy. However, the exact nature and measure of this
influence have varled, and it will clarify issues, I think, if major

differences are indicated.

The fields, to whkch I referred by speaiing of the human scienses,
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in America are kmown as behavioral soiences and in flermany as Qelstess
@gqﬁafpg&g. The American name stres=ses the anelogy of naturel end
human sciencet 1n both one cbserves performence, nroposes hypothetical
correlations, and endeavors to verify cmets hypotheses g3 probsbly trus,
The German name stre¢msses the basic difference between natursl and human
gclence, As it wae worked out by Wilhelm Dilthey, this difference lies
in the very data of the two types, The data for e}natural seience are
Just glven., One needs languapge to deacribe them, classify them, identify
themj one needs instruments to observe and measure them; hut what counte
13, not the langnage, but just what happens to be given to this and anyy
other observer, In the human sclences, on the other hand, there are of
course data, but the date are data for a humen science not simply inasmuch
as they are given but only inasmich as there attaches to them sone cormon-
senge meaning. Thus, one could send into a law-court as many physicists,
chemists, and blologlstas as one pleassed with ag much equipment as they
desired. Thiéy could count, measure, weigh, desoridbe, record, analyse,
disgect to their hearts' content. But it would be only by going beyond
vhat is just glven and by attending to the meaning of the proseadings that
they could dimcover they were dealing with a court of lawj and it is only
in so far as the court of law is recognlzed as such and the appropriate
meanings are attached to the sounds and actions that the data for s

human science emerge.

A further consequence has to be noted, . Precidely because everyday,
commonsense meaning is constitutive of the data for a humsan sciencs,

phenomenology and hermeneutics and histery assune basic importance. Phenomeno-




logy interprets cur pesture and novementn, our acts and deeds. Hermeneutios
interprets our words., History makes us aware that humen meanings chango with
place and time, Clecarly euch an emphasie on meaning and guch elaborate
techniques for the study of meanings greatly reduce the relevance of counting,

measuring, correlating and so move the Qelsteswismenachaften away from the

anbit of natural sclence and towards 2 close connection with = or s streng
reaction against - idealist, historicist, phenomenological, personslist,
or exigtortlaldst thought.

I am indicating, of course, no nore than broad tendencies. Siguund
Freud interpreted meanings but, although he was a Viennese, he did go in
terms of a primary process modelled on energy acocumlation and diacharge.3
In contrast, a group of American Social sclentists defined the orientation

L
of action by the meaning which the sctor attaches to it. And while we have

thoroughegoing behavioriste for whom, even vhen gwake, we are somambulists,s
there iz also a third force in psychology that avows the insufficiency both
of Freud and of stralght-fipward experimantalisbs.6 In brief, the point I
am gttempting to make in no way is a contrast between peoples or nations.
Rather 1t hag to do with a radical dilemms in modern culturs, Is science

to be conceived and worked out in total independence of philoscphy or ls

it not?

Higtorically, thep, modern science grew out of an opposition to
Aristotle. Further, its development and its success are to a great extent
due to the ground rule of the Royal Society that excluded from considerstion
questions that could not be settled by an gppeal to observation or axperiment,




Mnally, philosophy 1z not the nane of soms one thing, such ag are physies,
chemintry, blology. On the contrary, 1t iz the name of a shifting milt-
itude of confliching things. At least, unbil philosophers reach, if not
agreement, then comprchensiveness in thelr dlsagreements, it would be
sulcidal for golentists not Lo insist on thelr autonomy.

Still, this 1s only one side of the ipicture. For the monent the
sclentist ceases to speak of the objects in his field and begins to spesk
of his sclence itself, he 12 subscribing to some acoount of human cogni-
tiomal activity, to some view of the relation betwsen such activity and its
cbjects, to some opinion on the pessible objeots to be resched through that
relation, Whether he knows it or not, whether he admits it or not, he is

7
talking cognitional theory, epistemology, and metaphysics. Molidre depitted

the mgdecin malers lul, the doctor despite himself. The modern scientist

with a claim to complete autonomy is the phileosophe melord lul,

I have boen attempting to oharacterize the reftexive, objestifying
superstructure in modern culture, and I may now draw closer to my topic and
obserse that the modern notion of sclence tends to replace theology, which
t.reats of God and all other things in their relation to God, with religious
studiesa, which treat of man in his supposed dealings with God or gods or

goddesses.

For a modern mscience im an empirlical sclence. Whether it studies
nature or man, whether it is orientated by hshaviorism or by the Gelstes-
wisgenschaften, 1t begins from date, it discerns intelligible unities and
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relationships within data, and it ie subject to the check of verification,
to the correction and revision to be sffected by conffrontation with further
relevant date. Now such procedures cannot lead ons beyond this world, The
divine is not a datum to be cbserved by sense or to be unoovered by intro-
spection. Nor will any intelligible unity or relationship verifisble within
such data lead us totally beyond such data to God., Preoclsely because modern
science is specialized knowledge of man and of nature, it cannot includs
knowledge of God. Ood is neither men nor nature., It would only be the
idolatry of identifying God with man or with nature 4f one attempted to

know God through the methods of modern soience.

Religion, however, is very human. So we have histories of religion,
phenosenclogles of religion, psychologles of religion, sociologies of
religion, philosophles of religion and, to unite these many parta into a
whole, the sclence of religion. These disciplines cannot, of course,
escape the radlcal ddlemms confronting modern science. In the measure they
follow the model provided by natural science, they tend towards a reduction-
isn that empties human living and especially human religion of all serious
content. In the messure they insist on their speciflic difference from the
natural sclences, they r#sk losing their autonomy and becoming the captive
of some fashion or fad in philosophy. But whichever way they tend, at
least this much is csrtaint they cannot: ke scientific statements about
GQod. As long as they remain within the boundaries specified by the methods
of a modern science, they cannot get beyond describing and explaining the
miltiplicity and the variety of hugan religious attitudes.
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God, then, is absent from modern sciemce. Even Lhe modern
science of religion, though i1t bears witness to the divins, spuk*not

of God but of man. This, of course, is simply the inevitable result of

R R

speciaglization, of distinguishing different fields of investigation, of
working out appropriate methods in esch field, and of excluding conflicts

of methodical precepts by pursuing different subjects separately. In the
writings of St. Anselm there is no systematic distinction between theology

and philosophy, and 2o his ontological argumemt is not what later would

be dbsired, a strictly philosophic argument. In the writings of St.

Thonas philosophy and theology are distinguished, but the distinction does
not lead to a separation; so hls celebrated five ways occcur within a
theological Summa. With Descartes occurs the effort to provide philosophy
with its proper and independent foundatlons, and so not only to plstingndsh
but also separate philosophy and theology. Still Descartes did not attempt
to separate philos;phy and sclence; on the contrary, he sttempted to prove
the conservation of momentum by appealing to the immutability of God., Such
& separation was offected materially when Newton did for mechanics what
Euelid had done for geometry. It was effeched formally by the rule that,
1f a hypothesis is not verifisble, it ims not scientific.

But 1f incressing specialization prevents modern science from
speaking of God, one would expeect it to engble modern theology to speak
of God all the more fully and offectively. However, while I hope and
labor that this will be so, I have to grant that it is not pet achieved.
Contemporary theology and especially contemporary Catholic theology are in
a feverish ferment. An old theclogy is beingrecognized as ocbsolete, Thers
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is a scattering of new theological fragments. But a new integration « and
by this I mesn, not another integration of the old type, but a new typs of

integration « is not yet plainly in sight. Let me deseribe the situmtion
briefly under five headings.

Piret, the modern science or discipline of religious studies hes
undercut, the assumptions and antiquated the methods of a theology strustured
by Helchi% Cano's De locis theologicis. BSueh a theology was classieist 4n

its assumptions. Truth is eternal. Principles are immtable., Change 1s
accidental. But religlous studies desl meticulously with endless matters
of detail., They find that the expressions of truth and the emunclations of
principles are neither etermal nor immtable. They concentrate on the
historical prooess in which these changes oceur. They bring to light whole
ranges of interesting facts and quite new types of problem., In brief,
religious studies have stripped the old theology of its very sources in
scripture, in patristic writings, in medieval and subsequent religious
writers. They have done so by subjecting the sources to a fuller and more
penetrating scrutiny than had besn attempted by earlier methods.

Secondly, thers is the new demythologisation of scripture. The
old demythologization took place at the end of the second century. It
coneisted in rejecting the bible's anthropomorphic conception of God. It
may be summed up in 'Ciamenb of Alexandria's statement: "Even though it 1s
written, one mst nct ac much ss think of the Father of all as having a

shape, as moving, as standing or seated or in a place, as having a right
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hand or a 1eft.” Wow to thia old philosophic oritiques of biblical statenstt

there has been added s literary and historical oritique that puts radical
questions ghout the composition of the gospels, about the infancy nerratives,
the wiracle stories, the sayings attributed to Jesus, the accouts of his
resurrection, the origins of Fauline and Joenmnine theologounens,

Thirdly, there is the thrust of modemn pmmqﬁf{.‘ Theologiens not
only repeat the pest but aleo speak to psople of todsy. The old theology
wae content, for the most part, to opsrate with technical concepts derived
from Gresk and medieval thought. But the conretmmese of modern science has
imposed & simllar concreteness on much modern philosophy. Historiciam,
phenomenology, personalism, existentiaslism belong to a climste utterly
different from that of the per me subject with Mis necessary principlee or
processes and his clainms to demonstration. Moresover, this zovement of
philosophy towards concreteness and especiglly to the concrsteness of humen
lving has brought to Ught a host of notions, spproaches, procedures, that
are proving very fertile and $lluminating in theology,

Fourthly, there is the collapse of Thomism, In the thirties it
seened atil) in the sscendent. Aftar the war it seemed for a while to be
holding its ground. Since Vatican II it seems to have vanished. Aquinas
still in a great and venerated figure in the histary of Catholic thought.
But Aquings no longer is thought of or appesled to as an arbiter in
contexporary Catholic thought. Nor is the sudden change reslly surprising.
For the assumption, on which Thombsm rested, was typically classioist. IV
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supposed the exiastence of a uinﬁle perennial philosophy that might need to

be adapted in this or that acoidental detail but in substance remsined the
repository of human wlisdom, a permanent oracle, and, like Thucydides! history,
& possession for all time. In fact, there are a perennial materialiss and

a perennial idealism as well as a perennial realism. They all shift and
change from one sge to the next, for the questions they once treated becone
obsolete fand the methods they employed are superseded.

Fifthly, there is a notable softening, if not weakening, of the
dogmatic component once so prominent in Catholic theclogy. Nor can this be
deacribed as simply the correchion of a former exaggeration, the advent of
charity, ecumemism, dialogus, in place of less pleasant attitudes. The new
philosophies are not capsble of grounding chjective statements about what
reslly is so. But dogmas purport to be such objective statements. Accordingly,
1f one is to defend dogmas as meeningful, one has to get beyond historicism,
phenomenology, personalism, existentialism. One has to meet head on the
contention that the only mesaningful statenents are scientific statements.
One has to do so not partially and fragnentarily but completely and
tﬁoroughly.

Further it is not only dogmas that are at steke, for it is not only
dognas that lie cutside the range of a modern science., Not only every |
statement about God but glso every statement sbout sclentific method, about
hermensutics, about historiography supposes a refiexive procedure quite
distinet from the direct procedures sanctioned by the success of aodern
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scienoe.

To concluds, Catholic theology at present is at a eritical
Jmoture. If T may axpress a personal viev, I shotld say that the contemp-
orary tasi of assimilating the fruits both of religious studies and of the
new philosophies, of handling the problems of demythologimation and of the
posxibility of cbjective religlous statement, imposes on theology the tLask
of recasting its notion of theological msthod in the most thorcugh-going
and profound fashion,

I have been speaking, not of the vhole of wodern culture, not
of its most vital part, but of its superstrusture. I have said that. Ood
is sbsent from modern sclsnce precisely becauss such scisnce systexatically
and exclugively s directed to knowledge of this world. Further I have
sald that Catholioc theology is going through en wneettling period of
transition in which older procedures are being repudiated and newsr ones
yield only incomplote and fragwentary bensfits, But 1 have yet to aak
vhether God is absent not from the superstructure of I'ddern culture but
fron the everyday, familiar dovain of feeling, insight, judgement, decision.

On this more conorste level modern culture involves & reinter—
pretation of man gnd his wrld, a trmsformation of the ordering of socisty
th
and of the conprol over mature, and /q( new sense of power and of responsib-

1lity. All three have & bearing on the shaence of God in modern culture,

First, thers ip the reinterpretation of man in his world. This




roint.erprat.atim primarily occurs in the oultural superstrucure, in the
naturgl and the humen sciences, in philosophy, history, and theology. Bub
it ie not confined to the superstructwe. It is popularized, schemstised,
simlified. It is transposed from technical statement through simile and
mwetaphor, image and marrative, catch-phrase and slogan, to what can be
uderstocd withoub too mach effort and is judged to be , for practical

purpodes, sufficiently accurate.

Now 4t 13 quite conceivable thst in a process of great cultural
change alil parta of the superstructure should keep in step and the
popularizabions of the several parts should be coherent. Such, however,
has not been the Lramsition from cleasioist to modern culture. For, in the
first place, the classicist believed that he could escape history, that he
could encgpsulate oulture im the universal, the normative, the ideal, the
immatable, that, while times would change, still the changes necessarily would
be minor, actidental, of no serious significance. In the second place, the
clageliciat jJudged modern science im the 1light of the Aristotellan notion
of solence and by that standard found it wanting, for modern sclence does
not proceed from self~evident, necessary principles end it does not
denonstrate con@lusions from such principles. In the third place, classicist
churchmen found that the natural sciences frequently were presented in &
reduchiomiat version that was materialistic and, if not atheistie, at
least sgnostlc, while the historical sciences were the locus of contimmous
attacks on tradi.tional?vig of the Church in its origins and throughout its
developnent, In brief, so. far were churchmen from ackmowledging the distine-
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tlve character of modern culture that they regarded 1t as en aberration
that hed te be resisted end overcome. wWhen Lhey were confronted vith a
heresy, vhich they consicered to bhs the sum and substance of all heresy,
they mamed 1t wodernism, Seo far were they from seeking to enrdch modern
culture with a relgious interpretation that they had only nistrust for a
Plerre Tellhard ds Chaxdin,

Todsy the pendulum hae swung to the opposite extreme. Whatever
is old, is out. Whatever is new, is in. Bul a mere swing of the pendulum,
while it involves plenty of hovelty, falls far short of egglormamento.
Por agglormamento 1r not sone simple-minded rejection of nll that is old
and sone breesy acceptance of everything new. Rather 1t 1s a disengagement
from a culturs that no longer existe and an invvlvement in a distinet
culture that has replaced 1. Ch¥istians have been depicted as utterly
other-worldly, as 1dly standing sbout awsiting the second coming of Christ
without any interest or concern or commitment for the things of this 1ife
of ours on earth. But the fact of the matter is that the ancient Church
wint about tranaforming Oreek and Roman cu.'lturd,r that the mediews). Church
was & principal agent in the formation of medieval culture, that the
Renalssance Church was scandalously involwed in Renzissancs culture. If
the modern Church had stood aloof from the modern world, the fact is not
too hard to explain., Om the one hand, the Church®s involvemmnt in classicist
culture was an involvewent in a wery limited view that totally underestimsed
the possibilites of cultural change and so precluded sdvertence to the need
for adaptetion and geal to effiect it, On the other hand, modern culture
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with i1ts nany excellonces and its unmprecedented achievefsents none tho less
is not Sust a realn of gwestnesc and Light. The sufferlng, Lhe sins, the
erines, the destructive power, the sustained vlindness of tho twentieth
centurg have discpchanted vs with progress and msde us suspicious of
development and advanca. Agglornanento is not deserilon of the past but
only a discorning and discriminating dlsengzgement from its limitationms.
Agglornamento 1c not Just acceptance of the present; it is acimowledgement
of its evils os well as of its good; and, as acimowledgement alone is not
emough, it olso ig, by the power of the oress, that neeting of evil with
good that transforss evll into good.

Basldes its reinterpretation of man in his world, modern oulture
trangforms nants control over nature and in consaquence involves a
reordering of society. The new scene iz one of technology, automation,
built-in obsolescence, a populatlion explosion, incressing ty, uwbanisnm,
nobility, detached and functional relations betwesn persons, universal,
prolonged, end continuing education, increasing leisure and travel, instant-
sneous information, and perpetually avallable entertainment. In this ever
changing scene God, when not totally absent, appears an intruder, To
mention him, 1f not meaningless, seems to be irrelevant, The greatast of
finaneisl powers, the power to increase gross nationsl income by taxing
and spending for worthy purposes, is restricted %o non-religious ends, so
that pluralisa 1a given lip-service while secularism is the religion «= or,
Perhaps, the anti-religion = by law estsblished. At the same time, a
rigorously codified religious organization finds itself ever less capsble




to move with ever fluld situations, to enter meaningfully into peoplels
lives, significantly to further all good causes, effectively to help the
weal, hegl the hurt, restore and reinvigorate the disheartensd. Here,
perhaps, as Father Karl Rehner argued in his paper at the Toromto Congtess
lant summer, the difficulty has been an integrism in the sense that it

was believed possible for authority to solve problsms by laying dowm
principles and deducing conclusions. However true such principles, hovever
accurate such oconclusions may be, it remains that they cen becoms relevant
to oomcrete situntions only through familiarity with the situation, only
through adequate insight into 1ts causes ond its potentialities, only
through the ingenulty that discovers lines of solution and keeps developing
snd sdapting thenm in accor& with an on-going process of change. OUnce move,
then, we have to move beyond the claseicist position and operate in the
ﬁodem world. Ideels and principles and exhortations hade not been
antiquated. But the crying need is for the competent man on the spot free
to deal with resl issuss as they arise and develop.

Besldes a reinterpretation of man in his world, & transformation
of man's control over nature and & consequent reordering of society, modern
culture has generated a new sense of power and responsibility., Superficislly
the sense of power might be illustrated by space-exploration, and the sense
of respongibility by concern over nuclear boubs. But the matter goes far
deeper, Modern oculbure is the culture that knows about itsel! and other
cultures. It is avare that they are nan-made. It is auare that the
oultural msy sustain or destroy or refashion the /;m: ¢ So 1t s that
modexn man not only indl vidually is responsible for the life he leads bub




also sollectively is responsible for the wordd in which he leads it. So
modern culture is culture on the move. It is not dedicated to perpetunating
the wisdon of ancestors, to handing on the tyaditions 1t has inherited.

The past 1s Just the spring-board to the fubure, It is the set of good
things to be improved and of evils to be eliminated, The future will
belong to those that think about it, that grasp real possibilities, that
project a coherent sequence of cumlative realigstions, that speak to

mants longing for achievement more wisely than the liberal apostles of
avtomstic progress and more humanly than the liquidating Marxists.

Now this concern with the future Iof hunanity is a concern for
humnity in this world and so it had been thought 4o be purely secular,
Such a conclusion is, I békieve, mistaken. It is true that concern for
the futurs is incompatible with a blind tmaditionalism, but a blind
traditionalisn is not the essence of religion. It is true that concern
for the future will work itzelf out by hunan means, by drawing on humsm
experience, human intelligence, human judgement, human decision, but again
this is quite compatible with a profoundly religious attitude, It was
St. Ignatiug Loyola thét gave the advice:r Act as though results depended
exclusively on you, but await the results as though they depended entirely
on God., What 1s fslse is that hurman concern for the future can genarzte
a better future on the basis of individual and group egoism. For to know
what is truly good and to effect it calls for a self-tmanscendence that

et Group.
seeks to beneflt not self at the emwt of the gpramy, not the group st the
cost of mankind, not present mankind at the cost of mankind's future.

Concern for the future, if it 1s not just high-sounding hypoerisy, supposes




| rare moral zttsinment., It calls for what Christians nams herbdic chearity.

In the measure that Christlans practiss and radiate herolc charity they

nesd not fear they will be superfluous sither in the task of discerning man's
true good in thiz life or in the task of bringing it about.

I have been apeaking of the sbsence of God in modern ouiture, I
have dwelt at length on the many ways in which he is abuent both in the
supprstructure and on the day-to-day level of that culture. But every
absence is also a potentlal presence, not indeed in the sense that the past
is to be restored, but in the sense that our creativity has to discover the
future and our determination has to realize it. Nor is God'a presence only
potential. Evidently, almost palpably, it is actual. Pope John spokes to
the whole world. Vatlcan II stirred it psrfoundly. PFor the Spirit of

God is moving the hearts of many and, in Paul Tillich!4 phrase, ultincte
concern has grasped then.
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