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Questions for Myth snd Theology seminar, 3/3,/77:

1. In Clinicsl Pastoral Education (CPE) one learns to attend to one’s feelings,
to express them, "¢o deal" with them. One's presence in a group receives

eriticel attention from others and one learns to listen to feelings of others.

4t no time does the question of being arise. Heidegger speaks of mood es a

characteristic of Dagein. He mainteins that mood is significant for understanding

the being of humankind.

a) How can we distinguish the psychologicsl approach to feslings from the
ontological approach to mood? Is the latter a "deeper" approsch or is
it simply a different point of view?

b) What comnection does this distinction betwsen the psycholegical and
the ontological have with Heidsgger's method?
J.P.

2. Thie gquestion follows on the preceding ome btut is concerned . with Lonergen
rather than with Heidsgger.

In genersl: What conatitutes metaphyoical knowledge, 1.e., what 1s nseded
before one can say truly, "This statemesut has oniological imporg"?

Specifically: Io ihs task of explicit metaphysice to spell out only the
beuristic structurs of being?

Or, on the other hand, doss one lmov belng in wataphysice? And if oo, is it not
true that metaphysical knowledge is not had apart {rom empirical science which
fills in the content of what is lmown?

How does lmowledge (verified underatanding) of, say, the psychologiat differ from
knowledge of the assme reality in metaphysice? Does the psychologist know being?
¥hat is added to the psychologist’s knowledge when that kaowledge is deemed an
entological/metaphysical statement? D.A.H.

3. "Prior  to the 'we' that zesults from the mutual love of an 'I' and a 'thou',
there is the sarlier "we' that pracedes the distinction of subjects%md Bur-
vives it oblivion.” (Method in Theolozy, B. 57)

Is this s mythic assertion? It sounds much like Elisde's reports of events
in 1)o tempore, What is the meaning of the "earlier" in the statement above?

"It is as if °we' were members of one another prier to our distinction of

‘each from the others." (Ibid.)

Is "ag-if" langunge the sign of e broken myth? Uhat use of language is this?
syatematic, mythic or something in between? J.2.

gfh_ebtun~. Loty L*ﬂ;ﬁha TIZLL E;&l lvpuISL IZmui-&;:z:l T, £&L~:t ]T**;ZZﬂn‘“v
t,ths ’BBA'A Lo el b o Gk wzijm A T,
g |




et et Thbe AT, AR A TR T 2

QQ Myth and Theology 3/3/77

2. In general, what constitutes metaphysical knowledge?
i. e.,, what is needed before one can say truly, "This
statement has ontological importn?9

In general, every true statement has ontological import
simply xby the fact that it is true

and it will be a faet that it is true, if the statement
proceeds rationaily from a grasp of sufficient evidence, from
a reflective act of underkstanding, from a grasp of the virtually
unconditioned (Insight ch 10}.

However even this very general statement presupposes
a cognitional theory (what am I doing when I am knowing?)
an epistemology (why is doing that knowing?)

a metaphysics (what does one know when one does it?%)

Where the cognitional theory emerges from the data of
consciousness, the epistemology emerges from the cognitional
theory, and the metaphysics emerges from the cognitinnal theory
and the epistemology.

Farther, it is only through the CT-E-M that one can classify
differentiations of consciousness, ascertain the differentiation
within which the strue statement in question occurs, effect
a proper interpretation (for ontological purposes) of the
true statement, and proceed from that proper interpretation
to the metaphysical categories in which the ontological import
of the true statement can be determined.

The task of spelling out the heuristic strucmture of
being provides the x categories in which the metaphysical
mimport of a particular statement can be gauged

But the use of these categories calls for expertise in
the transition from non-metaphysically-formulated statements
that are true to the metaphysically-formulated-statements
that assign the m ontological import of the true statements

Does one know being in metaphysics?

Distinguish: the notion of being, the idea of being,
implicit concpets of being, explicit concepis of being,
affirmations that are true, affirmations of ontological import.

The notion is not knowledge but the first stage of the
movement from ignorance to knowledge: it is expressed in questions
for intelligence and reflection
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The idea of being is the content of an unrestricted
act of understanding

In goeneral an idea is the content of an act of understanding;
an understanding of being is an understanding of everything about _
everything; and so the idea of being is the content of an unrestric-— |
ted act of understagnding.

Every concept is an implicit concept of being; for we
conceive in order to judge; and so concept is intrinsically
related to jugdgment and, indeed, to true judgment; hut in
true judgmment there is some knowledge of heing, some ontological

import; and so every concept by its intrimnsic relation to

Judgment also isg related to being, and so a concept of being,
An explicit concpet of heing, on the other hand, is an

hypothesis or theory of what one means by being, Such

hypotheses and theories are many, but only one is simply true,
Affirmations that are true have ontological import and

in that sense they are instances of partial knowledge of
being
However, such knowledge does not advert explicitly to the
fact that it possesses ontological import, that it regards being,
Hence, affirmations of ontological import that assign
what the ontological import is are explicit kmawkzx though
parital knowledge of what xwai¥y is and in that sense of being. .

Noterealms of being: logical, hypothetical, actual, transcendent,
Knowledge of them differs via the conditions that are fulfilled
in reaching the virtuwally unconditionedsg.

Does one know being in wmetaphysics?

CT-E-M are third level cognitional operations: they
presuppose common Sense and the sciences! their purpose is
to place the results £& of both within in a single view
that deals explicitly with knowledge as activity, knowledge
ag related to its objects, and the objects to k which xmakxxkyx
knowledge is related.

This differs from the Aristotelian/Thomist view which
presupposes common sense (ordinary language) and from that basis
proceeds to both metaphysics and the sciences (prior to us,
prior in itself)

Common sense knowledge of itself is prescientific, but
gseeentific knowledge emerges out of zexEnkiRxmskpmwiagxx
conmonsence knowledge. Similarly commonsense and scientific
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knowledge are prephilosophic, but out of them emerges philosophic
knowledge,

There is one human knowledge (partial) of being, The
knowledge itself has its components so that common sense,
science, and philosophy are three parts inx a single knowledge
possessed by a differentiated consciousness#

For undifferentiated consciousness there is just one

part that "confusedly"{ie poured togéﬁtpr)regards the world
accessible to man,

How does the knowledge of the psychologist differ from
the knowledge of the same reality in metapxhysics?

The k of the pasy qua scientific is without the context
supplied by an explicit account of knowledge, its relation to
reality, and the rgiaity to which it is related.

The metapghysiciang knowledge of what the psych knows
is belief in what the psy =k knows plus the overarching framework
known by the metaphysician

The psfﬁsologist knows being in the sense that every

truke statement has an ontological import

[PC, S
What is added is the frameowewe of CT-E-M

3, "prior to the 'we'! that results from the mutual love of
an tI' and a 'Thou' there is the earlier t'we' that precedes
the distinection and survives its oblivion," Method p 57.

What isthe meaning of tearliert' in the above?

The uwnthematized experiensices is prior to the experizence
as thematized

Again, after an experience has bheen thematized, it may recur
without being explicitly thematized, (gtpvives its ohlivion)

*as if we were members of one another prior to our distinction..

What use of g language is this?

Perhaps "genetic®: the attempt to describe elements of
experience that are not linguistically informed and so not
deliberatedy intended,.

#Mythicnlanguage regards what from a later viewpoint is
pronounced to be the inadequate linguistic formation of experience
or interpretation of experience,
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