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schaften, Bonn 1947,

| ¢ jAboence of God in Mode 1t
Copyright, Bernard Lonergan, 1968.

1 think 1 saould begln not with modern culture but with

its clunslcal pé predeceasor, Even as 1lit' le as fifty yearl ago

i

it was 3*111 dominant in Auerican Catholle etircles. Thsn it was

named slimply culture. it was coic-ived absolutely, ma the opposite

of barbariem. It was a matter of acaniriog and easinilating the
the tastes and skills, the ¥detw 1deals, virtues, ana Loeus,

that were pressed upon one in a good home and k¥vVervoldwpd
through a curriculum in the liberal arta. Thls notion, of
course, had & very ancient llneage. It stemmed out of Greek

paidela and Roman doctrinae studium atque humanitatis, out of

the exuberance of the Renaissance and 1lts prqtning in the
Counter-reformetion schools of the Jesuits. Essentlally 1t
was a normative rather than an empirical notlon of culture,
a matter of models to be imitated, of ldeal characters to be
emulated, of eternal verlties and universally valld laws.
The defect of thls notlon of culture was, of oqourse,

1ts particularity.,_ It referred not to the cultures of mankind

(o

but F@mﬁkéjhﬁ&kﬁkﬁ a particular culturg that may be named
! P2

classicist. The need t0 revise omede notion of culture ¥me
ﬁowwhich*lwﬁfludadhgﬁmqagpﬁﬁagow-{ was a need to generalize,
to discern in the cultures of mankind thelr comson generic
function and the differsncee in the mode 1n which that functlion
was fulfilled whether among primitive tribes or in the anclent
high civilizatlons or in the nations and states of historical
times. .

To this end I should llke to recall a dlstinction

sometimes made between the soclal and the cultural. The

1) E. Rothacker, Systematlk und Loglk der (¥ Geisteswlpsen-
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soclal 18 concelved as a way of life, & way in which nen llve
together in some orderly and aso predictable fashion. Such
orderliness is to be observed in the family and in manners,
in soclety with 1ts classes and elltes and in educatlion,

in the state and its laws, in the economy and technology,

in the churches and sects. Such 1s the soclal and it 1s

upon it thatik:altura.l arlses. For men not only do things.

They wish to understand their own doling. They wilsa to

discover and to express the appropriatenese, the meaning,

the signiflcance, the value, the use of their way of life

as a whole and in its pevs parts. Juch dlscovery and expression
constitute the cultural and, quite evidently, culture stands

to social order as soul to wody, for hhamm any element of

wldely
soclal order wlll be rejected the moment it 1§Ajudged lnappropriate,

meaningless, ilrrelevant, useless, jJust not worth whlle.

ive

the natural and the
even perhaps
story, andntheology-
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theorists.
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wa if it 1s granted that culture 1is the meaning of a
way of life, cultures may be dlvided according to the manner
that meaning is apprehended and communlcated. On all cultural
levels there are rites and symbols, language and art. There
meaning is felt and lntulted and acted out. It ls like the meaning
already in the dream before the theraplet interprets 1t,

the meaning of the work of art before the critic focuses on it
and relates it to other works, the endlessly nuanced and

eluslve and Intrlcate meanings of everyday speech, the inter-
subjJectlive meanings of smiles and frowns, speech and allence,
intonation and gesture, the passlonate meanings of interpersonal

relatlons, of hlgh deeda and great achievements, of all we

admire, pralse, revere, adore, and all we Vowtitd| dislike,

condenn,
‘}hﬂamsa loathe, abomlinate, Juch 1s meaning for abm undifferentiated

coneciousness, and 1t would seem to constitute the spontaneous
substance of every culture.

Besldes undifferentiated, there also is differentlated
consclousness. Lt is not dontent to act out what it feels
and intults. Rather 1t seeks to mirror spontanecous living
by analyzing it, making all its elements explicit, sublecting
them to scrutlny, evaluation, critlcism. S0 art and literature
become the affalr not only of artists and wrlters but also
of critlcs and i hlstorlans. The creations of craftamen
and artlsans are supplanted by the dlscoveries of sclentists
and the laventions of technologista{INReligions are compllicated
by theologies.TMThe proverbs of wise men glve place to thé™

perscns and
refﬂections of philoaophera The destinles o{hpeOples not
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only work themaelves out but also are studled by blographers,

historians, psychologlsts, economlsts, soclologists, and political
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Modern culture shares with its clasbiclst predecessor
- thls reflexlve, abjectifying component. ﬁpth suppose ways of

human 1iving. Both ways have immanent meapings. In both this
, expanded, evaluated, Justifledj rejected 1n the

immanent meanlng is elaborated/@n«&Z&épapgaandca?tﬁﬁiififiifi#B

aqt and of letters, ~
n sclence and phllosophy, in history and theology. In both

there 1s the disastrous posslbllity of a confllet between
human living as 1t.#bxan4 can be lived and human living as
a cultural supsrstructure dictates 1t'$ahhﬁnq should be lived.
Beyond simllarlties there are differences. Of these the
most fundamental was the development of the modern notion of
sclence, a development that has been dsscribed by Prof. Herbert
Butterfield as one that "outshines everything since the rise
of Chrigtlanity and reduces the Renalssance and the Reformation
to the rank of mere $,episodea, mere ilnternal dlsplacsments,

v
within the system of medieval Christendom." For, as I should

1) H. Butterfleld, The Origins of Modern Science‘ 15300-1800,
o

Revised edition, New York (Free Press Paperback) 1965, p. 7.

$4 put 1t, what occurred towards the end of the seventeenth century
wag the beginning not merely of much more and much better sclence
but, basically, of & notlon of sclence quite 4ifferent from

the notlon worked out by Arlstotle and Ei taken 9§ for granted

by hls followers. To put the matter summarlly, necessity
a key

was sipsy notion for Aristotle but today it is marginal; in ite

@
place 1s verlfiable possibility. Causallty was key notlon

in effect, 1f not ln name, A
for Aristotle but today,it is replaced by correlation.

A .
The universal and } abstract were normatlve in Aristotelian
sclence, but modern sclence uses unlversals as tools in its

unrelenting efforts to approximate to XM concrete process.
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Where the Arlstotelian claimed certltude, the modern scientist
disclaims anything more than probablility. Where the Ariatosgplian
thought he knew things 1n thelr essences and properties, the
modarn scieniist is satliasfled wlth control and results.

Finally, the prestige of thls new ldea of sclence is unquestioned,
its effectlveness has been palpably demonstrated, its contlnuing
necessity for the survival of the sarth's teemihg population

1ls beyond doubt.

It was inevitable that the success of the new Lldea of
sclence should profoundly affect the reat of the cultural
superstructure, that what worked in the natural sclences
ghould have repercusslosns in the human sciences, 1n philoéophy,
in theology. However, the exact nature and measure of this
influence have varied, and it will clarify 153&63, I think,
1f major differences are indicated.

The flelds, to vhich I referred by speaking of the

human sclences, in Americe are known as behavioral sclences

and in Germany as Gelsteswissenachaften. \éf‘rhe American
name stresses the analogy of natural and human sclence:

in both one obeerves performance, proposes hypothetlical
correlations, and endeavors to verify one's hypotheses as
probably true. The é German hame stresses the basle
difference between natural and human sclence. As thié Lt
was worked out by Wllhelm Dllthey, thls difference lies

in the very data of the two types. The data for a natural
sclence are Jjust glven. One needs langiage to describe them,
classlfy them, ldentlfy them; one needs instruments to obssrve
and measure them; but what counts is, not the language, hO®
tae tndbiurethtsy but just what happens to be given to this

and any other observer. In the human sciences, on the other hand,
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there are of couree data, but the data are data for a human

sclence not simply 1naamuch\as they are glven but only inasmuch

ag there attaches to them some commonsense meaning. Thus, one
could

bOankana@ send lnto a lawecourt as many physlcists, chemlsts,

and blologiste as one pleased wlth as much equipment as they

descrlbe,

desired. They could bbukg{ count, measure, gg welgh, record,

analyse, dissect to thelir hearts' content. But it wé&ld be
only by golng beyond what 1s Just glven and by attending to the
meanlng of the proceedings that they could discover they
were dealing with a conrt of law; and it 1s only in so far
88 the court of law ls recognlized as such and the approprlate
meanings are attached to the sounds and actlons that the data
for a human sclence emerge.

A further consecuence has to be noted. Preclsely bescause
everyday, commonsense meaning is constltutive of the data
for a human sclence, phenomenology and hermeneutlcs and history
assume-basic importance. Phenomenology interprets our
posture and movements, our acts and deeds. Hermeneutlcs
interprets our words, History makes us aware that human
meaninge change wlth place and tlme, Clearly such an
emphasis on meanling and such elaborate technlques for the

study of meanlngs greatly reduce the relevance of counting,

measuring, correlating and aso move the Gelsteswissenschaften

away from the amblt of natural sclence and towards a close
-~ Oor a strong reactlon against —
connectlon witqa}dealiat, historiclst, phenomenologlecal,
personalist, or existentialist thought.
I am indlcating, of course, no more than broad tendencles.

Slgthund~Fredd 4k drdreame—ih_terne
, although he was

91gmund Freud interpreted meanings but

a ﬁiennese,
he 4id so in terms

A

of a primary process modelled on energy eccumulation and dlscharge.
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In contrast, a group of Americaq\scientists defined the ortentation
of action by the meaning which the actor attaches to it.

And whlle we have thorough-golng behavifrista for whom,

even when awake, we are aomna.mbulista,h there 1a also a

third force 1n psychology that avows bbt the insufficiency

A of Freud and of stralght-forward experl@mentalist.a.b
S

ﬁ) See Joseph Nuttin, "Human motiviation and Freud's
Theory of Energy Dlscharge," in Irwin Sarason (ed.),

Science and Theory in Psychoanalysls, Princeton, Van Nostrand,

1965. Also Paul Ricoeur, De l'interprétation, essal sur Freud,

Paris, du Seull, 1965.
4) Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shils (ed.), Toward a

General Theory of Action, New York, Harper and Row, 1965,

Pe 4.

~ 5) F. W. Matson, The Broken Image, New York, Doubleday,
1964, pp. 38-65.

b) See Abraham Maslow, Toward a Paychology of Belng,

Princeton, Van Nostrand, 1962,

In brief, the polnt I am attempting to make in no way 1s a
contrast between peoples or nations. Rather it has to do
with a radical dllemma in modern culture. Is sclence to be
concelved and worked out in total independence of philoscphy

or is it not?

Hlstorically, then, modern science grew out of an

o o)

i\‘J oppoeition to Aristotle. Further, its development and 1ts

‘ success are to & great extent due to the ground rule of the
Royal Soclety that excluded from consideration questions
that could not be settled by an ups—appeal to observation

or experiment. Finally, phllosophy is not the nams of some

_Qi \o.\"._“:. i ey e -:)
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one thing, such as are physics, chemletry, blology. On the
contrary, it le the name of a shifting multitude of conflicting
thinge. At least, untll phllosophers reach, 1if not agreement,
then comprehensiveness 1in thelr dlsagreements, 1t wo.ild be
sulcldal for scientists not to insist on thelr autonomy.

S8t1l1l, thls 1s only one slde of the plcture. For the
mement the sclentlat ceases to speak of the objects in his
field and begins to speak of hles sclence 1itself, he is
subscrlbing to some g@@ account of human cognitiongl activity, to
some view of the relation between such activity and its objects, to
some oplnlion on the posslible objlects to be reached through
that relation. Whether he knows it or not, whether he admlts it
‘or not, he 1s talking cognitional theory, eplstemology, and

metaphysicer’ Molisre deplcted the HE@WAAMuadats Uiy

médecin malgréd lui, the doctor despite himself. The modern

a
gclentist wlth hﬂmhclaim' to complete auteonomy is the
L

philosophe malgré lui.

7) For a dletinction between the clent fic and t th-
Carvrnfs povnsonlard
philosophlic elements in the , 88¢€

Patrick Heelan, Quantum Mechenica and Objectivlty,

The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff, 1965, pp. 55 - 80.

I have been attempting t0 characterize the reflexilve,

objectifying superstructure In modern chlture, and I may

-now draw closer to my tople and‘ﬁ.obeerve that the modern

notlon of science tends to replace theology, which treats
thelr
of God and of all other things inprelation to Sand iyl e iss

R GoﬁéLwith religious studles, which treat of man

M"ﬂ”‘“ oTr
in hieneeelinge with God or godeﬁﬁﬂdAe:on«goddeeeee.
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For a modern sclence is an emplrical sclence. Whethsr
it studies nature or man, whether it 1s orientated by

behaviorism or by the Gelsteswlssenachaften, it beglins from

data, 1t discerns intelliglible unities and relationships

wlthin data, and it 1s subject to the check of verification,

to the correctlion and revision to be effected by confrontation
wlth further relevant data. Now such procedures cannot

lead one beyond this world. The dlvine 1s not a datum to

be observed by senss or to be uncovered t by 1ntrospectilon.

Nor will any intelligible unity or relationshlp veriflable

wlthin

4% such data lead us totally beyond such data to God.
Preclsely because modern sclence 1s speciallzed knowledge
of man and of nature, it cannot include knowledge of God.
God is nelither man nor nature. . 1t would only be the idolatry
of ldentifying God with man or with nature 1f one attempted
to know God through the methods of modern sclence.

Rellglon, however, is very humen. S0 we have histories
of religlon, phencmenologles of rellgion, psychoclogles of
religion, soclologies of religlon,k-ust philosophles of

religioné and, to unite these many parts into a whole,

‘the science of religion. These diaciplineﬁi cannot, of

course, escape the radical dilemma gonfronting modern

science. In the measure they follow the model provided

by natural sclence, they tend towards a reductlonism

that empties human living 8 &t 4oustenst and especially
ALy

human religion of al}}pontant. In the measure they lnsilst

on thelr epecific difference from the natural sclences,

they rlsk losing their autonomy and becoming the captive

of some fashlon or fad in phllosophy. But whilchever way
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they tend, at least thls much 1s certain: they cannot make
sclentific statements about God. As long as they remain
within the boundaries specified % by the methods of a
modern sclence, they cannot get beyond describing and
explalning the multlplicity and the vdY varlety of human
religious attltudes.

God, then, ls absent from modern sclence. Even the
modern science of religion, though 1t bears wltness to
the divine, speaks not of God but of man. Thls, of course,
ie simply the 1lnevltable result of speclallization, of
distlngulshing different fields of inveqipigation, of
working ont appropriate methods 1n ench fleld, and of
excludling conflicts of methodical precepts by pursuing .
dliferent sub jects separately. In the writings of St.
Anselm there 1s no systematlc distinction between theology
and phllosophy, and so his ontologlcal argument 1s not
what later would be desired, a strictly philosophlc argument.
In the writings of St. Thomas philosophy and theology are
distinguished, but the distinction does not lead to a
separatlon; so hils celebrated five ways occur within a
theological Summa. Wlth Descartes occurs the effort to
provide phllosophy with its proper and independent foundations,
and 8o not only to distlingulsh but also separate philosophy
and theology. Still i Descartes did not attempt to separate
philosophy and sclence; on the contrary, he attempted to
prove the conservation of momentum by appealing to the

materially

immutabllity of God., Juch a separatlion was effecte%dfhen

Newton did for mechanlca what Euclid had done for geometry,
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It was effected formally by the rule that, if a hypothesls ls
not verifiable, 1t is not sclentific.

But i1f increasing specializatlon prevents modern sclence
from speakling of God, one would expect it to enable modern
theology to speak of God all the more fully and effectively.
However, while I hope and labor that this willl be so, I have
to grant that 1t 1s not yet achleved. Contemporary theoclogy
and especlally contemporary Cathollic theology are in a feverish
ferment. An old theology is belng recognlzed as obao;&fte.
There 1s a scatterlug of new theological fragments. But a

- gnd
new integrationﬁamé by this I mean, not another Ilntegration

of the o0ld type, but a new type of integratlon — is not yet plainly

in slght. Let me describe the situation brlefly under hured fivf-

headings.
Flrst, the modern sclence or dlsclpline of religious

studies has undercut the assumpticns and antiquated the

NAds a.‘b’lqn.

methods of a theology structured by Melchior Cano's 2

Pyl De locls theploglcls. Such a theology was classlcist

in its assumptions. Truth 1ls eternal. Principles are immutable.
Change 1s accldental. But religioue studies deal metlculously
with endless matters of detall. They find that the

expressions of truth and the enuncalitions of principles

are neither eternal nor lmmutable. They concentrate on

the historical process in which these changes occur. They

bring to light whole ranges of interestlng facte and oulite new

_typee of-problem. In brief,wgg}ggious studlee have stripped the

014 theong? 0f 4ta very % ﬂecripture, in patristig-

writings, in medieggl ana{i' ‘ ﬁptﬂreligious wnitere. They

have done. s0 by’ ._.%'ub,gect‘ih'.,_? % t.a;a. fuller and more

penetrating scrutiny than had been attempted by earlier methods,. .




AGMC I -

Seadndif L taete 1o thrbet wtwederi-phllosepny

Secondly, there ls the new demythologlzation of scripture.

The old demythologization took place at the end of the second
century. It consisted 1n rejectling the bible's anthropomorphlc
conceptlion of God. It may be summed up in Clement of Alexandria's
statement: “"Even though 1t is written, one must not so much as
think of the Father of all as having a shape, as moving, as
standing or seated or in a place, as having a right hand or
8 left.“Qs Now to this o0ld phllosophlc critlique of bibliecal

- statement there has been added a llterary and hilstorical critigue
that puts radical questlions about the compesition of the
gospels, about the \eard infanecy narratives, the miracle stories,
the sayings attributed to Jesus, the accounts of hils resurrection,

the orlgine of Paullne and Joannine theologoumena.,

N "
%/ Clemens Alexandrinus, Stromateis V, 1l; 71, 4. Stahlin
11, 374, 15. MG 9, 110 a.

Thirdly, thers 1ls the thrust of modern philosophy.
Theologlans not only repeat the p=st but also speak to people
of today. The 0ld theology was content, for the most part,
to operate wlth technlical concepts derived from Greek and i

Prryre T
medieval thought. But the concreteness of modern,threusht
hes imposed a slmllar concreteness ﬁ%ﬁgodern philosophy.
Historiclam, phenomenology, personalism, existentialism
belong to a climate utterly difierent from that of the per se
subject with his neceassary princlples or processes and his

¢laims to demonstration. Moreover, thls movement of

philosophy towards concreteness and especlally to the concreteness

of human living has brought to light a host of notions,
approaches, procedures, that are proving very fertile and

11luminating Iin thedlogy.
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Fourthly, there 18 the collapse of Thomism. In the
thir ieibtgkzgfmed etlill in the ascendent. After the war 1t
seemeqﬂto be holdlng its ground. Since Vatlican II 1t seems
to have vanlshed. Aqulnas still 18 a great and venerated
figure 1n the history of Catholic thought. Buﬁ Aqulnas
no longer 1is thought of or appealed to as an arbiter 1in
contemporary Catholle thought. Nor ia the sudden change
really surprieing. TFor the assumptlon, on which Thomlsm
rested, was typleally classicist. 1t supposed the exlstence
of a single perennlal philosorhy that might need to be
adapted in this or that accldental detall but in substance
remalned the repository of human wisdom, a permanent oracle,
and, like Thucydides' history, a possesslon for all time.

In fact, there arghperennial materiallism and a perennlal

l1dealism as well as a perennial realism. They all shift

and change from one age to the next, for the guestlons they

once treated ba%t become obsolete and the methoda they
are

Flfthly, there 18 a notable softening, if not weakening,
of the dogmatlic component once so prominent in Catholic
theology. Nor can thls be deccribed as slmply the correction
of a former+ exaggeratlon, the advent of charity, ecumenisam,
dlalogue, ;; place of less pleasant attitudes. The new
philosophies are not capable of grounding § objective
statements about what really 1s so. But dogmas purport to

be such objective statements. Accordingly, 1f one 1s to

defend dogmae as meaningful, one has to get beyond historlcisﬁ,
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phenomenology, personallsm, exlstentiallism. One has to meet
head on the contention that the only meanlngful statements
are sclentliflic statements. One has to do a0 not partially
and fragmentarily but completely and thoroughly.

Further it is not only dogmas that are at stake, for
it 18 not only dogmas that lle outslde the range of a modern
science. Not only every statement about God but also every
statement abont sclentiflc method, about hermensutics, about
historiography supposes a reflexive procedure quite distinct
from the direct procedurss sanctloned by the success of modern
sclence.

" Po conclude, Catholic theology at present lsg at a
eritical Juncture. If I may express a personal view, I should
say that the contemporary task of asslmilating the frults both
of religious studles and of the new phllosophies, of handling
the problems of demythologlzation and of the possibllity
of oblective re¢llglous statement, ﬁf imposes on theology
the task of recastlng its notion of theological method

In the most thorough-going and profound fashlon.

I have been speaking, not of the whole of modern
culture, not of its most vital part, but of 1ts superstructure.
I have sald that God 1s absent from modern sclence preclsely

exclusively
because such sclence systematlcally and Yo¥diIf 1s directed
to knowledge of this world. Further I have said that Catholic
theology is going through an unsettling perlod of transitlon
in which older procedures are belng repudiated and newser
ones yleld only incomplete and fragmentary beneflts.
But I have yet to ask whether God is absent fromAmaéagn
8pdturd not from the superstructure of modern culture buy

2 2 vy 7]

oL

from theﬂpapehfamiliar domain of feellng, insight,, declsion.

A
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On thls more concrete level modern culture involves a
relnterpretation of man and his world, & transformation of
the orderlng of soclety and of the control over nature, and a
new sense of power and of reSponsibilitéy. All three have a
DEEAARNTEY badke L5 A AR e Frrdta dion AL\ alh datree
bearing on the absence of God 1ln modern culture.

Firat, there 1s the reinterpretation of man 1n hls world.
This reinter*pretation primarlly occurs in the cultural super-
structure, £; the natural and the brman sclences, 1n philosophy,
history, and theology. But it 1s not conflned to the super-
structure. It 1s popularized, schematlzed, simplified.
It 1s transposed from technical ﬂ gtatement through simile and
metaphor, image and marrative, catch-phrase and slogan, to
what can be understood without too much effort and 1s jJudged
to be, for practical purposes, sufficlently accurate.

great
Now it i1s oulte concelvable that in a process of cultural

A
change all parts of the superstructure should keep in step and
the popularlzations of the several parts should be coherent.
Such, however, has not been the transition from classicist
to modern culturse. For, in the first place, the classiclst
believed that he could escape history, that he could encapsulate
¥M¥ culture in the universal, the normative, the ideal,
the immutable,tidt, that, while times wonld change, still the
changes necessarily would be minor, accldental, of no serious
significance. In the #édﬂ& second place, the classlclet
judged modern sclence in the light of Wuyxe the Arilstotelian
notion of sclence and by that atanﬂdard found it wenting,
for modern science does not proce;; from self-evident, necessary

principles and 1t does not demonstrate concluslons from such

principles. In the third place, classicist churchmen found
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that the natural sciences frequently were presented in a
reductionist verslon that was materlalistic and, 1f not athelstle,
at least agnostic, while the hlstorical sclences were the locus

of continuous attacks on traditional views of the Church in i

its origins and throughout 1ts development. 1In brief, so far

were churchmen from acknowledg&}ng the dlstinctlve character ";fﬁw

of modern culture that they regarded 1t as an aberration that
IS R

] | .
had to be resisted and overcome. When confronted with a heresy,bﬂiﬁ&f

they b&gﬁb considered to be the sum and substance of all.heresy,
WAL .ﬂ«»y,
they named it modernism. So fagﬁfrom seeking to enrich modern
culture with a rellgious Interpretaticn that they had only
mistruat for a Plerre Tellhard de Chardin.
Today the pendulum has swung to the opposlte extreme,

Whatever 1s old, 1s out. Whatever is new, 1ls in. But a mere

swing of the pendulum, while It involves plenty of novelty,

falls far short of ke agglornamento. For ageglornamento

is not some simple-mlinded rejection of all that 1s old

and some braelzy acceptance of everything new. Rather

it is a dleengagement from & culture that no longer exlsts
and an involvement in a distinct culture that has replaced 1it.
Christiana have been depicied as utterly other-worldly,

a8 1dly standing about awaiting the second coming of Christ
without any interest or concern or commlitment for the things
of this 1ife of ours on earth. But the fact of the matter ls
that the anclent @h?d Church went abont transforming Greek
and Roman culture, that the {da®h medleval {Mzd Church

was a principal agent in the formatlon of medieval culture,
that the Renalssance Church was scandalously involved in
Renaissance culture. If the modern (#fd Church has stood

aloof from the modern world, the fact 1s not too hard to explain.

—




. On the one hand, the Church's involvement in classicist
culture was an Y& involvement in a very limited view that totally
underestimated the possibilitles of cultural change and so
for adaptatlion
precluded advertence to the neeqkand zeal to effect it.
On the other hand, wik mofern culture with 1ts many
excelleq!pes and 1ts unprecedented achlevements none the less
1s not just a realm of sweetness and light. The suffering,
the destrucijtive power,
the eins, the crimes?kthe sustained blindness of the twentieth

century have disenchanted us wlth progress and made us

susplclous of development and advance. Agglornamento

is not desertlon of the past but only a discerning and

dlscrimlnating dlsengagement from its limita#tions.
<

Aggiornamento 1s not Jjust acceptance of the present; it 1s

acknowledgement of its evils as well as of its good; and, %
a8 acknowledgement alone ls not enough, 1t also 1s,

A &Eﬁby the power of the cross,that meeting of evil with good

that transforms evil into good.
Beslies its relnterpretatiom of man in his world,
modern culture trancforms man's control over nature and in

congecuence lnvolves & reordering of soclety. HBoph

F ) ged education-and eontituing-edueat:

j SNtFEveY Terpitusl ntertal

é © The new scene 1is one of technology, automation, built-in

F obsolescence, a population explosion, increasing longevity,

h urbanlszingggéiizl, detached and functlonal relations between
f G ; personé{dprolongeé:edaqailsn and continulng educatlion,

\\‘} increasing lelsure and travel, instantaneous information,

and perpetually avallable entertainment, In# this ever

E:i:izi::jahaﬁ@Lﬂg’icaﬁﬁ}ftﬁﬂhbtfﬁ_:hé—abnenci;?fmrtl&gioa;
gd- by dhe T lhancldl-power—oftie sttiles |




T e ——

__héﬁb”m“,u“m”"”mdmwmm“mww,mWMLru_ﬂ mewm“m_NM“”MMﬁ_mmiéMWmmmwww

changlng scene God, when not totally absent, appears an intruder,

To mention him, if not meaningless, ié”%heughe seens to be

irrelevant. The greatdst of flnanclal powers, the power to

increase groaa national income by taxing and spendlng

-

A

/«for worthy purposes, 1s restricted to non-religlous

Yrle Nso~thn i gre Jard st ™ e Do re Jigynn By Naw matablialedd
ends, so that pluralism is given llip-service Whedd while

-~ Or, perhaps, the antli-rellglon =
secularism & is the religlothy law establlshed. At the same
time, a rigorously codifled religious organization finds
1tself ever less capable to move wlth evenbffluld situations,

slgnificantly

tc enter meaningfully into people's livea,»fo further all
good causes, effectively to help the weak, heal the hurt,

restore and relnvigorate the disheartened. Here, perhaps,

| as Father Karl Rahner argued 1in his paper at the Toronto

Congreass last summer, the difflculty has been an intesrism

in the sense that it was belleved possible for aunthorlty to

solve problems by laylng down princlples and deducing concluslons.
However true such principles, howesver accurate such conclusions
may be, it remalns that they can become relevant to concrete
gltuations only through familiarilty with the situatlon, only
through adequate insight into ite causes and é:épotentialitiea,
only through the 1ngenuityhhat discovers lines of solution

and keeps developing and adaptlng them in accord with the anv
on-going process of change. OCnce more, then, we have to

move beyond the classiclst positlon and operate in the

modern world., Ideals and princlples and exhortations have

not {osk been nilsuted-enirquattd antijouated. But the
v

- erying need is for the competent man on the spot free to

deal wlth real 1ssues as they arlse and develop.
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Bealdes a relnterpretation of man in his world, a trans-
formation of man's control over nature and a consequent
reordering of soclety, modern culture has generated a new
sense of power and responslblllity. Superflclally the sense
of power might be illustrated by space-exploration, and the
sense of responslbility by concern over nuclear bombs. But
the matter goes far deeper. Modern culture is the culture
that knows about ltself and other cultures. It is aware
that they are man-made. ;t ls aware thet the cultural may
sustaln or destroy or refashion the sccial., So 1t is that
modern men not only indlvidually is Pép4 responsible for wdd
the life he leads but also collectively ls responsible for the
world 1n which he { leads it. 9o modern culture 1ls culture
on the move. It is not dedicated to perpetuating the wledom
of ancestora, to handlng on the traditions 1t has lnherlted.
The past 1s Just the spring-bcard to the future. It 1s the
set of good things to be lmproved and of evils to be ellminated.
The future wlll belong to those that think about 1t, that
grasp real possibllities, that project a coherent seouence of
cumulative reallzations, that speak to man's longing for
achlevement more wlsely than the liberal apostles of automatic
progreas and more humanly than the ligquidatlng & Marxlsts,

Now this concern with the future of humanity ls a concern
for humanity Iin this world and so 1t has been thought to be
purely secular, Such a conclusion 1is, I belleve, mlstaken.

It is true that concern for the future 1ls incompatlible with
a blind traditionalism, but a blind traditionmalism 1s not
the essence of religion. 1t 1s true that concern for the
{ future will work ltself out by human meana, by drawing

on human experlence, human intelllgence, human judgement,
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human decision, but agaln thls ls quite compatible with a
profoundly religlous attitude. It was 8t. Ignatlus Loyola
that gave the advices Act as though resultas depended exclusively
on you, but awalt the results as thougn they dependsd entirely
on God. What 1s false 1s that human concern for the futqt;e
can aveedd generate a better fudmé future on the basis of
indivldual and group egolam. For to know what is truly good
and to effect it callizfor a 3elf-transcendence that seeks
E:zbenefit not self to, the cost of the éroup, not the group
#, the cost of mankind, bd&,mamkiigﬂpresent mankind at the
cost of mankind's future. Concern for the future, 1f 1t 1s
not Just hlgh-sounding hypocrlsy, supposes rare moral #ﬁ&anAmcﬁﬂ
attalnment. It calles for what Christlans name heroic charlty.
In the measure that Uhristlang practise and radlate heroic
charity they need not fear they will be superfluous elther
in the task of dlscerning man's true good in thls 1life or
in the task of bringing it about.

I have been speaking of the abssence of God in modern
culture. I have dwelt at length on the many ways in which
he 1s absent both in the superstructure and on the day~to=-day

: Kok
level of Msttq}culture. But every absence 1s also a potential

-presence, not indeed in the sense that the past 1ls to be

restored, but in the sense that our creatlvé}ty has to

discover the future and our determlnation has to reallze 1t.

Nor is God's presence only potential. Evidently, almost

palpably, it 1s actual. Pope John spoke to the whole world.
Vatican II stirred it proqioundly. For the Splrit of God

is moving the hearts of many and, 1n Paul Tillich's kaase{ phrase,

ultimate concern has grasped them.
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