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“1f he is trustworthy and they believe him.
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:.Belief: The Contemporary Iesue

Man's coming to know 18 a group enterprise. It 1s not
the work of the isolated Indlvidual applylng his ssenses,
accumulating insighte, welghling the evldence, forming his
Judgement. On the contrary, it 1s the work of many with
aadh adding, as it were, to a common fund the frults of his
ohservationa, the perapectives caught by his understanding,
the €& supyporting or contrary evidence from hls reflectlon.
Moreover, ki this divlision of labor in coming to know 1is
poesible just in so far as it is possible for men to belleve
one another. What you see with your eyes can be contilbuted
to a comnon fund of knowledge only in the measure that you

can be trusted to observe accurately, to speak truthfully,

to select your worde preclsely. What holds for ocular vision,
also holds feor all other cogniltional operations. One man

can perform them and many can proflt from his performance

Such in general i1s belief, It is the condition of
the possibillity of a division of labor in the acqulaitibn
and development of knowledgs.

Now bellef 1s very common, Most of what any of us
knovf depends to a greater or less extent on bellef. There
are some things that we have found out for ourselves,
by our own observatlions, our own insights, our own reflection
and Judgement. But usuvally what we flnd out for ourselves
1s emmeshed in a context of other ltems that we came to

know, not on our own, but by belleving others. We know
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the shape of the Unlted States and the relative posltions of

its mejor clties because we have seen, examined, perhaps

copled maps., But are the maps accurate? We do not know that.

' ) for in all probability

We belleve it. [ferhaps no one knows 1t$«tamﬂilgﬁphe map of

B0 large an area Yesd broksbld ies a compllation put together
from the work of very many survey parties. Each part of the map
would be known to be accurate but by a different party, so

that the accuracy of the whole as a whole would be a matter

only of bellef.

Simllarly for the rest of our commonsense knowledge.

There is the narrow strip of space-time that each of us

inhablits and with it we are famliiasr. But thls narrow strip
1s inextricably bound up ¥} with ite aurround*ings, with

™
a nelghborhood, a district, a clity, a state, a country, s

continent, a world, with 4 serlies of soclal groups and of
LY

z:zjzzzzartmQgL;fwf%hﬂb?iisﬁs_infcnuﬁmﬁrﬁﬁver’?tﬁab—noﬁhl

cultural levels. Such surroundings are much morse &
matter of i belief than of personally acguired knowledge.

) Moreover, our miq£gs are noct dlvided into two compartments
V”ﬁﬁ with ¥é2e bellefs in one and personallf acquired knowledge
; @”% i1n the other. The two intermingle. Together they form
; a single, yoitererd more or less coherent whole, with our
r:ré knowledge checkling and controlling beliefs and with bellefs

filling out and completing and underpinning knowledgse.

Now you may be ready to grant that commonsense

L ‘ knowledge is of this type but that sclentific knowledge 1s
quite dlfferent, that the sclentlst as scilentist does not
belleve hut knows. Thls I do not think 1s e¢. The
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dlfference between commonsense and sclentiflc knowledge 1s
not a dlfferent bvupcsd proportion of bellef but a more
effective control of bellef.

There is not a different proportlon of belief. When
an engineer whipe out his slide~rule and performs a rapld
calculation, he knows precisely what he 1s doing and can
explain why the thing works. None the less, his conclusion
1s largely dependent on belief. The slide~rule depends on
Ya» logarithmic and trigonometric tables, and the engineer
never worked out such a set of tables. He does not know

by hls own knowledge thaet such tables are correct. He belleves

Aot rra s
1t. Again,ﬂhe has never check?i theﬁgﬁetancsa on his ruls
A

agalngt a set of such tables, Hﬁﬁdoes not know that hils
rule corresponds to the tables, He belleves that too,

More generally, in so far as a sclentist makes an original
contribution to hls subject, to that extent he knows by personally
acqulred knowledge. 1In the measure that a sclentlst repeatis
another's experiments and works out for himself the theorems
on which another's dlecovery rests, in that measure the scientist
agalin knows by personally bes# acqulred knowledge. But
Just as engineers do not waste tnelr time making sure that
logarithmle and trigonometric and other tables are correct,

80 t00 sclentlsts do not fritter away thelr lives repeating

and checking the experi&yents performed by other sclentlsts,

On the contrary, each ls eagerly endeavoring to make his

modest contribution to the total funqi and, to do So’i::ﬁh
beddenes draws upon the whole of the common fund not,through
personally acaulred knowledge but»phrough bellef, through taking

another's word for it.
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However, 1f there 1is as frsth large a proportion of belief

in sclence as 1in comnon sense, 1t remains that there is a
notable difference in the control of beliefs. Common sense,
of course, has its controls, subtle, flexible, dynanlec.
But we speak of them 1n proverbs. Live and learn. Once
bitten, twice shy. You can't fool all the people all of the
tlme. But sclentlfic statement ies preclse. It has to bear
the welght of all 1lts logical presuppositions and consequences.
It 1s vulnerable, not jJust at one point, but at a hundred.
S0 1t is that verificatlon not only is direct but also
Indirect. So it is that the law of fallé}ng bodles was |
verified not merely by Gallleo some four centuriqﬁ\ago but
also on every occasion that that law was presupposed in
successful experiments performed during the last four hundred
years,

| I have heen characterlzing belief. I have said it o

a
uhkki&u&rmcessary condition if man's comlng to know is to A

-8 group enterprise, if it ls to be Increased and accelerated

by a division of labor. I also have sald that belief accounts
for a ma jor portion ®&#h 1In the knowledge both of the man

of comnon sense and of the 1ndividuel sclentist. I have
submitted that g,the dlfference between sclence and comnon sense
lles not in the proportion of belief but in the control of
bellef.

I have now to draw clqﬁfer to my topic and I do so0 by
noting that In times of 1ittle bod social or cultural change,
beliefs are stable and 1little open to question, but in tines
of great social and cultural change, bsliefs too are changing
and, bscause they are only bellefs, becauss they are not

personally acquired knowledge, such change leaves bellevers

o )
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at a loss. They are disorlentated. They do not know which
way to turn. They feel that all they have taken for granted %_
ls menaced. They may be tempted to unbellef as a liberation i
or, agalin, they may dread it as destructive g%:iﬂman living.
Such 1s a major premiss, and I have only to add a minor
to awvaud conclude to the contemporary 1lssue, the contemporary
dls-ease, wlith regard to bellef. The minor 1s that ours 1s

8 tlme of great social and cultural change and, further,.xiﬂj:
belng experlenced more particularly by Cathollcs.
e By

this is pardticudarly.txrus

First, then, ours 1s a time of great social change.

The relation of man to nature has been transformed by the
dlscoverles of natural science, the flood of inventions,
the know-how of technlclans, the enterprise of industrialists,
y vl ,
A radeps, flnanclers., Earlier ways of living *,have been

dlsrupted by urbanlsm, 1ncreaslng longevity, a population

functlonal relations between persons, universal, prolonged
and contlioulng educatlon, instantansous informatlon,
lnecreasing lelsure and travipl, and perpetually avallable
entertainnent. There is a distlnctive meaning conveyed

[ the* phrase WadexnAife divivud , modern living. It
[~

connotes a varying set of more or less establlished lnnovatlons

in the famlly and 1n mannsrs, 1in soclety and in educatlon,
in the state and in the law, 1n the economy and in technology,

in the churches and the bamﬁ1 sects, The older one lis,
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the more lively one's memory, the more easily will one
mitnines [
recall the manyﬁwayﬁﬁin which our way of living has changed
in the course of the present century.
But besides a way of liviag, the social, there is

also the cultural, and by the "cultural" I would denote the

meanlng we find in our way of 1llfe, the value we place upon
it or, again, the things we find meanlngless, stupld, wlcked,

horrld, atroclous, dlsastrous. In its lmmedlacy the

cultural is the meaning already present in the dream before
it 1s interpreted, the megning i%:ﬁork of % art before 1t
1s articulated by the eritle, the endless shades of meaning
in everyday speech, the intersub)ectlive meanings of smilel
and frown‘, tone and gesture, evasion and sllence, the
paaaionat: meanings of love and hatred, of high achlevement
and wrathful destructlon. But besldes the meaning and
.value immediately intnlited, felt, spoken, acted out,

there is to any advanced culture a superstructurs. To

art and llterature tnere are added criticj}am. To artlsans
and craftsmen there are added invengtora and technleclans.
’m\ To common sense there is added sclence. To the proverbs

i of wise men there ar%&the reflections of phllosophers.

i -3 - RV \ReTH Ao Dol oo bl e HEYOY0EY

i ' Indnstry and commerce are complicated by economlcs,

d % pigetherneas by sociology, the state by political theory,

{ | ﬁhe law by jurisprudence, man's body by medicine and his

i  mind by psychiatry, schools by educational theorles, and

&S,J religlons by theologles. Besides the meanings and values

lommanent in everyday living there is an enormous process
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in which meanlnge are elaborated and values are discerned in
a far more reflectlive, deliberate, critical fashion.
I have been presenting a notlon of culture and, 1f I
am to characterize contemporary cultural change, I must briefly
compare modern cultnre with its clasgiciat predecessor.

it
A basic difference, then, lles,K the mere slze of the

A
guperatructure. Our age 1s an age of speclalization for
Iother reasons, of course, but aleo out of sheer necesslty.
Modern mathedﬂgica, modern physics, modern chemlistry are Just
too vast for any of them to be mastered entlrel@y by a single
mind. Whet holds of them, also holdse mmMammmmgzhamm

to a greater or less extent 1n other flelds. Today the

Renaissance 1deal of the uomo unlversale, master of every art

and sclence, would be a mere figment of the lmagination.
But 1n the classlclet period the modern sclences were 1in
thelr infancy, and there exlsted a liberal educatlion that
enabled anyonée 80 lInclined to asaimllate the substance of
the cultural superstructure and to follow intelllgently and
critically the work of ploneers. We as & group are lmmeasurably
richer but, as individuals, we have lmaeasurably more that
we can know only by belileving.

Again, classlcist culture contrasted ltself WA
with ¥s$ barbarism, It was Culture with a capltal "c",
Others might participate 1t to a greater or less extent
and, in the measure they did so, they ceased to be barbarlans,
In other words culture was concelved normatlvely. +t was

a matter of good manners and good taste, hﬁzti&b&@\&%&-

&h&raeiaﬁ of grace and style, of virtue and chara{cter,

S’

of models and 1ldeals, of eternal verities and inviolable

laws. But the modern notion of cultnre 1s not normative but
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empirical. Culture 1s a general notion., It jﬁ,denotea somethling
found in every people, for in every people 5&&4 there is
some apprehenslon of meaning and value in their way of life.
So 1t 1s that modern culture is the culture that knows about
other cultures, that relates them to one another genstically,
that knows all of them to be man-nade. Far more open than
clagslcist culture, far better informed, far more discerning,
1t lacks the convictions of its #fe4 predecessor, lts clear=-cut
norme, its elemental strength.

Classicist culturse was stable. 4t took its stand on
what ought to be, and what ought to be ls not to be refuted

by what 1s. It legislated with its eye on the substance of

things, on the unch=nglng essence of humnan living and, whlle
1t never doubted elther that clrcumstances alter casss or
that clircumstances bbeﬁd change, stlll it also was qulte

sure that essences did not change, that change &,affected
only the accldental detalls that were of no great account.

30 its philosophy was perennial philosophy, ite classlcs

were lmmortal works of art, 1ts religicn and ethics enshrined
the wledom of the ages, its laws and its tribunals the
prudence of mankind. BEmhmmodam Classiclst culture,

0% by concelving ltself normatively and unlversally, also

had to think of 1ltself as the one and only culture for all
‘time. But modern culture 1s culture on the move. <t is
historicist. Because human cultures are man-made, they can
be changed by man., Not only can they but also they should be
changed. Modern man 1s not concehrned simply to perpetuste

anceslori, -

the wisdom of hisAanawana* For him the past 1is just the

spring-board to the future and the future, if it is to be
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good, will improve on all that is good in the past and it
will liouldate all that ls evil. The clasalcist was aware
that men individually are responsible for the lives they lead.
Modern man 1a aware that men collectively are responsible for
the world in which they lead them.

30 a contemporary humanlam ls dynamic. It holds forth

not an 1deal of fixlty but a programme of change. FKipSectiee
It was or 1is

A PesSerd-rly the au%ﬁpmatlc progress of the llberal, the
dlalectical materialism of the Marxist, the ldentificatlon

c
of cosmogeneaia# and Ahristo genesls by Plerre Tellhard de
g [

d
Chardin. Oure ls a tlme that critlieclzes and,ebunks the past,

that preaches an 1ldeology, that looks forward to an utopia.
It also 1s a time of confusion, for there are many volces,
many of them shrill, and most 2f them contradictory.

Such a time of confusion, as I have s=aid, calls bellefs
into question and, because they are Just beliefs, because

they are not personally generated knowledge, answers are
easlly there are

'.#ﬁh hard to come by. So to confueionAiHEPekaaﬂaddad disorientation,
dislliusionment, crisis, surrender, unbelief. But, as I also

0 sald, from the present sltuatlon Catholics are suffering more
keenly than others, not 1udeed because their plight 1ls worse,

| but because up to Vatican II they were sheltered agalnst the

; o % modern world and since Vatlcan II they have been exposed more

3 and more to the chill winds of modernity. Let me briefly

ngj explaln why this is so.

Always 1n the past it had been the Catholic tradition
¢
to dktar penstrate and to Ahristianize the soclal fabric

and the culture of the age. 5o it entered into the Hellenistic
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world of the patristic periocd. 8o 1t was one of the principal
architects of medleval socie‘ty and medlaeval thought. 8o too
it was elmost scandalously £;volved in the Ny Renaissance.
But only belatedly has 1t come to acknowledge that the world
of the clamslclst no longer exlsts and that the only world

in which 1t can functlon 18 the modern world.

To a great &4 extent this fallure is to be exp&}ained
by the fact that modern developments were covered over with
8 large amount of wickedness. Since the beginning of the
elghteenth century Christlianity has been under attack.
Agnostle and athelstle philosophles have been developed and

propagated. The development of the natural and of the human

sclences was such that they appeared and often were saig

to support such movemente. The emergence of the modern languages

with thelr new literary forms was not easlly acclalmed
contributed . _

when theyhadﬂadiso 1ittle to devotlon and so much,tm it seemed, to

worldliness and irreliglon. The new industry spawned slums,

the new politlcs revolutions, the new discoverlies unbelief.

One may lament it but one can hardly be surprilsed that

at the beginnling of thls century, when churchaen were greeted

with a heresy that loglcally entalled all posslble heresies,

they named thei new monster modernism.

If their opposition to wickedness etrdded made churchmen
unsympathetlc to modern ways, thelr classlelam blocked thelr
vislon. They were unaware that modern sclence involved
qulte a different notion of sclence from that entertained by

Aristotle. When they praised asclence and affirmed the

Church's support for eclence, what they meant to pralse and
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support was true and certaln knowledge of things through
£heir causes. But modern sclence 1s not true and certain;
1t 1s Just probable. It 1s not&i‘ﬂ}zgledga; it is hypothesis,
theory, system, the best avallable oplnion. It regaerds not
things but data, phenomena. Wnlle 1t stlll apeaks of causes,
what it means is not end, agent, matter, form, but correlatlon.
Further, thls new notion of sclence introduced radlcally
new problems in philosophy. In Aristotellian physics one
ascended from the earth to the heavens and beyond the heavens
to the flirst mover. There was no logical break between
knowledge of this world and knowledse of ultimate causes.
But modern sclence 1s speclalized. It is knowledge of this
world and only of thls world. It proceeds from data and

to data 1t adds only verlfiable hypotheses. But God 1s not

a datum of human experlence for, in this 11fe, we do not

know God face to face. Again, between this world and God

there ls no relationship that can be verifled, for verification

can occur only between data, only with regard to objects that lle

within YHe this world andczgkpresenttgg_us with data.

Now no one will be surprised that modern science, precisely

because 1t is methodically geared to knowledge of this world,

cannot yleld knowledge of God. But we come to the catch
guestions,

when we ask the further gwewkiany How do we know about

God? What do we mean by God? Anything else we know zibmxx
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or tglk about, is known or meant through experience, understanding,
and jJudgement, where Judgement rests on some type of veriflcatlon.
Knowledge of God, thenm, 18 a singular case. It ls not lmmedlate
knowledge: there are no data on the divine itself. It 1s not
verifiable knowledge: for there are no verifiable hypotheses or
princliples without data. What, then, kind of knowledge 1s 1it?

Now I believe that guestion can be answered and I attempted
to do s0 1in a boo¥x, Insight., But I wish to draw your attentlon
to the nature of the question., It is not a gquestlon about
me taphyslcs but about knowledge. It 1s not a questlon that
could be asked about knowledpe at any time or place; on the
contrary 1t 1s a question that arlises only after modern sclence
has been developed. 8o, 1f one wishes to meet that questlionm,
one will not talk metaphysice and, much less, will one talk
medleval metaphysics. But the classiclst 4id not advert
to the real novelty of modern sciencd, and so he could not
conclude to the real novelty in modern phllesophle problems
and, particularly, in the problems concerning God.

There was a further blindspot. I have already noted
that the classlcist concelves culture not empirically but
normatively and that thle approach.leads him to exagperate
the stability and the universality of his culture. Now
this exaggeratlon had the gravest conseguences for theology,
for it precluded any proper sense of history and, indeed,
it did so precisely when hlstorical studles of religlon and
theology were undergolng their greatest development. Since
the beginning of the century theologlans have been incorporating
more and more hlstorical study into thelr theology. The

structures of the previous theology, designed by clasalclst

fantadttyy-cutetiy-were-stretohed st FAINEAbrokem~ abandoned
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mentality, here were quletly stretched and stralned, there
had to be broken and abandoned. But mere hlstory 1s not
theology, and the task of doing genuine history and on that
basls proceedlng to theology confronts contemporary Catholic
theologiang with the most basic and far-reaching of problems,
the problem of method in theology. Once some progrees is
made there, we can beglin methodically to pick up the pieces

and &Wh¢ conatruct & contemporary theology.

I have been attempting to outline the contemporary lssue.
I spoke of bellef in 1ts relatlon to personally acquired
knowledge, of belief 1In tranqull tlmes and of bellef in
times of great soclal and cultural change, of the soclal
changes that have occurred in this 3'century,hmdma§mﬁhn-
of the transltion from classlcist to modern culture, of
the belated acknowledgement by churchmen of this # transition,
theens

and of the enormous problems gsuddenly thrust upon theologlens
AT

and, more generally, upon all carriers of @ha&a#i&nhcultura.

I must now attempt, upon this background, to treat the

1ssue somewhat more concretely and practically.

Flrst, then, I have spoken very generally of human
bellef, Emmnmtnmowna Bubt religious falth goes beyond human
belief. It includes it, for the living tradition of the

on from generation to generatlon
g€hx Church down the centurles was the handingﬁyf the word
first spoken in Palestine. But falth is not in man's word
but in God. It i1s admitting the possibility and acknowledging

the fact that God could and did enter Into the division of

14 bor-Un- $he-coning Ho—tecef_par'®
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labor by which men come to know, that hls contribution was
one that conld not be replaced by human effort, thét in
accepting the truths of falth we are belleving not Jjust
man but ultimately God.

Secondly, religlon 1s one thing, and theology is another.
Most salnte were not theologlans, and moat theologlans were
not salnta. Theology gtands to religlon, as economlce doee
to business, as blology to k*EI8MH health, as chemlstry to
Du Pont industries. To revert to a distinctlon drawn sarlier,
theology pertalns to the cultural superstructure, while
religlon pertalns to lts day-to-day substance. Because of
this difference Cardinal Newman was qulte right in saying
that ten thousand difficultles do not make a doubt: the
ten thousand difficulti}es are in the superstructure, but
&buﬁ doubt is in one'sL;eraonal 11fe. By this, of course,
I do not mean that theology and religlon are totally independent
of each other. Each does depend on the other, but before this
dependence can function, they must be acknowledged as distinct,
as each possessling lts own proper features and modes of operation.
To say that ten thousand difficuities in tneology do not
make one doubt in religion is like saying that ten thousand
difficultles In sconomic theory are no reason for buslness
firms lmmediately declaring bankruptey.

Thirdly, the changes golng forward primarlly are social
and cultural. They call for adjustment and adaptation in

theology and 1in religlon. But such adjustment and adaptation

. BETY “metberof-Torms mnd-Béruelupes
I::;:if:::iii;::i:iﬂdt:zj in forms and structures much more

than in content. Theology has to operate within a different

context; it will have to operate differently; but it will not
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therefore be a different theology. As medleval theology

differed from the theology of the patrlstic period, as

renalssance theology dlffered from both patrlstic and

medieval, so modern theology will differ from its predecessors

as much but perhaps no more than they did from thelrs.
Fourthly, the analysis I am offering of our contemporary

gituatlon differa notably from simpler vlews that are more

frequently heard. It is sald that the Church had become & ghetto,

that it had.gww+gone to excess in Heddd defensiveness and

in rigidity, that 1t héi to break away from lts Byzantlne

and medleval trapplngs, that it has to learn to speak to the

people oft today, and so forth. Now I 4o not thlnk that

these views are slmply false, but I do think the truth they

contain is expressed more politely, more Heoureteluoy.d

accurately, and more helpfully, by noting that the Church,

~1if it is to operate in the #b%& world, has to operate on

- the basis of the social order and cultural achlievements of

each time and place, that con%sequently 1t operation has

to change wlth changes in its-social and cultural context,

that at present ve have the task of a disengagement from

claasicliet thought-forms and viewpoints and, simultaneously,

of a new lnvolvement in modern culture. In brlef, the

contemporary lssue la, not a new religlon, not a new falth,

belated

not & substantially new theology, but aﬂsocial and cultural

transition.
Fifthly, my own endeavoras in thls matter are of an

extremely tecanlcal nature and I shall not go into them here.

But I would like to say that the contrast I have drawn between
classlclst and$ modern is not based on some a éy priorl

tyrology or perlodlzatlon. It 1s a summary of a whole set of

o )
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concluslons concerning th%efacta of our theologlical inheritance
and the remedles that canfbe brought to bear. I did not think
things wrong because they were classiclat; on the contrary,

I found a number of thlngs that I thought wrong and, on putting
them together, I found what I have named classiclsm. Agaln,

I do not think things are right because they are modern, but I
did find a number of things I thought right and they are modern

at least in the sense that they were overlooked in the

nineteenth-century Catholic theological tradition, S P

Here I should like to stress that our disengagement from
open-eyed,
classicism and our involvement in modernlty must be,eritical,

coserent, sure-footed. If we are not Just to throw out what

1s good in classlicism and replace it with contemporary trash,

then.we have to take the trouble, and it 1s enormous, to

grasp the strength and the weaknesses, the power and the limitatlons,
the good points and the short-comings of both classiclsm and

modernlity. Nor ls knowledge enough. One has to be creative.

3:?;ﬁi3:i:’35*T?b“%0“?H%"%@Ee%hea~&g&in“wh&t“haa?rbesnF%uxwang
9&7—t6~rerﬂate}

Modernity lacks roots. Its values lack balance and depth.
Much of 1its sclence is thummn&z#n& destructive of man.
Catholics in the twentleth century are faced with a problem
simllar to that met by Aguinas in the thirtieenth century.
Then Greek and Arabic culture were pouring into Western

Europs and, 1f it was not to destroy Christendom, it had

to be known, ascimilated, transformed. Today modern culture,

in many ways more stupendous than any that ever exlisteg,
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is gurglng round us. It too has to be known, assimilated,
transformed. That 1ls the contemporary lssue.

The contemporary lssue, theun, 1ls am a tremendous challenge.
Nor shouldzggu opt out on the speciously modest plea that one
1s not another Aquinas. There could have been no Aqulnas
wlthout the precedlng development of Scholasticism. There
wonld have been no Aguinas if thers had not been the students

to whom he lectured and for whom he wrote. Filnally, there

would have been a far more successful Aquines, 1f human belngs

- were less glven to superfiqgial Opi}nions backed by passion,

for in that case the work of Aounlnas would not,h£§jhave been
80 promptly burled under the avalanchs of the Augnstinian-
Aristotelian conflict that marked the close of the thlrteenth
cehtury.

To grasp the contemporary lssue and to meet 1ts challenﬁe
calls, thsn, for a collective effort. Hhatmadfemd It 1s not
the 1ndividual but the group that transformse a culture.

The gronp does so by 1ts concern for excellence, by lts
h49b%rLﬁﬁdmame'ﬂsstpnczrqpﬁsd@\,mbf\&fb’ahilib¥“¢avﬂa&t
ability to walt and let 1ssues mature, by 1ts persevering
efforts to understand, by lts discernment for what 1ls

at once simple and profound, by i1ts demand for the PAYE

firgt-rate and its horror of mers destructlveness.
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