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TH 876

Question for Class 9/21/78
I have several relatved questions which raise issues concerning:
a.) the nature of the course and b.) the mature of the class
pregentations we are each asked to make. On the one hand, The

‘Way to Nigea is a work on the level of dialectic: ",..%e do
- not propose to add to erudition by research, or to clarify

interpretation by study, or to enrich history with freeh information.

Such functional specialties we presuppose. Our purpose is to

move on to a Tourth, to & dialectic that, like an X-ray, sets
certain kéy issues in high relief to concentrate on thelr oppositions
and. their interplay."(p.viii) Consonant with this is our course
title "Dialectic in Theological Development.”®

"7 On the other hand, at our last session Fr. Lonergan‘indicatéd
~that it is our task in this course %o catch hold of what was

going on in the writers consgidered, to enter their denkform, to
use an historical éppraach o grasgp their mentality. It is at a
later stage that we might ask: were they right?

The second description of our task sounds as if we wers limited,

in the course and in the class presentations, to the functlonal
specialty called history. Why then ia The Way o Nices a dialectical
work? Why does our course have the title it does? Granted that
dlalectic presupposes, sublates, snd requires the work of

research, interpretation and history, why limit ourselves in

our presentations to the level of history? When will it be apﬁropriate
ag we proceed to address the question of horizon that dislectic
reveals? '

J.P
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November 13, 1978

. Fr, Lonergan:
- Attached are:

1,) Two questions for discussion this Thursday, One was
submitted at the end of the hour last wesk, The other
is an {ll-formulated attempt to express an issue raised
In the discussion group.

2.) Seven proposals for papers with attached comments from ne,
My comments tended to bLe practical and repetitive: simplify
and focus! I still expect three more proposals to be
submitted, I've met with one of the people, have an
appointment with the second, and the third 1s Bill Haynes-~
Bo everyone is known to be working on his proposal.
Bill Haynes question from October 10 regarding the relation
of the Verbum articles to the"Christology Today“article is still
on & back burner, T leave it to you whether to address it Thursaday,

or on the followlng meeting, or not at all,

J.P.
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TH 876

Question for Class 9/21/78
I have seveval related questions which ralss issues concerning:
8.) the nature of the course and b.) the nature of the class
pPregentations we are each asked to make. On the one hand, The
Way to Nicea is a work on the level of dialectic: "...we do
not propose to add to erudition by research, or to clarify
interpretation by study, or to enrich history with fresh informatioen.
Such functional specialties we presuppose. (ur purpose is to
move on to a fourth, to a dialectic that, like an X-ray, sets
certain key imsues in high relief to concentrate on their oppositions
and their interplay.“(pnviii) Congsonant with this is our course
title "Dizmlectic in Theological Development.®

On the other hand, a% our last session Fr. Lonergan indicated

that it is our fask in this course %o catch hold of what was

going on in the writers considered, %o enter their denkform, to
use an historical approach to grasep their mentality. It is at a
later stage that we might aslts wers they right?

The second description of our task sounds ag if we were limited,

in the course and in the class presentations, to the functional
specialty called history. Why then is The Way to Nicem a dialectical
work? Why does our course have the title it does? Granied that
dialectic presupposes, sublates, and requires the work of

regearch, interpretation and history, why linit ourselves in

our presentations to the level of history? When will it be appropriate

a8 we proceed Yo address the quesgtion of horizon that dialectic
reveals?

J.P.

iy r




g

G
$He828x 5, 1978
Question for Discusgion

What ig the relation botvean dogratic developrent and

the advance of unders tending prover to sysitomatics?
Both appear o be the advence in the suebiect from undiffer-

entinted consciouspess 4o differsntic e congclousness and 5n

[

Iren conpongense o theoreticsl vermuilations. Yet

C’l'

the objac:

dogmatic developrent terninmtss in dogeet, whereas systemstlcs
verninatess in hvpothsnes about Aogmnis,

Origjmally, it seens, the emvgence oF Cogpa way the orerequiel te

el osystematicn, iz Shls peloridy reversed so
taat todey od vonce ip swatcwatics iw he ariveiral locus of

davslanmans o F T
teveloprent of LOELS T
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Maspihas 10, 1973

quaestions for Discussion

1.) According %o your commentary on Aquinas, there is affirmed
about God an act o act relatlonshiyp thai purports to give us an
imperfect glance at the Trinity adorable, ilnasmuch as man, made

in the trinitarian image, discovars in himself the duo~-act of under-
standing (intelligere} and expression (dicere) This utterance is
gxprassed in an "inner word® and what is expressed is the trus. In
gsome senge this inner word sesms to be itrans-linguistic in that it
is the built -in principle of the human mind regardless of cultural
upbringing or social heritzage. low is understanding seperable from
yvet related to the inner word? (both in God and in the human knower)

I8 nat the act of understanding the canse of its effect, namely, a&n
inner word? If smo, does not the human analogy dbreak down, for in

God theres are no efficient or final causes except from the creaturely
gtandpoint and in man there 18 2 need to ireason 4o first cause , which
in itself is pure mct with a potency of absolute zero?

What, mocre precisely, ig the ordering of concepts, two in mumber
that you claim are often srroneously luaped together, which, on the
one hand moves from processions through relationg to persens and,

on the cther, from the divine pergong to their attributee? How is
the systemic differentiation of consciousness related to the soaring
upward of religiloue axperienca?

If I understand you, you s=e a need o transpose the traditional
concepts of trinitarian decitrine on one nature with three persons to
the contemporary context of a single conscicusnese in three subjects.
Bguipped with somne of the btasic tools in modern and contemporary
thought paiterns, these transpositions might be mest illuminating,
but how do you yourself undergtand such terms as “consciousness" and
"gubject" when exactly applied to trinitarien theory especlally
in the widst of the pluraliszm of speakings within the philosophical
community? Your terininclogical shift would seem a sort of transcendental
embezzlement fron the riches of existentislism and phenomenoclogy. And,
if I am correct, does not the analogy agein collapse, since within
God”’s own ianer 1if: there cannot be an "3IY and & "Phou" (though,
indeed, in prayer the divine congert is addressed as a personal "Thou")?

How isg divine interaubjectivity alike yet different from, the intense
mnonents of an interhuman phenomenology in which gratitude is the act of
taking full possession so that knowing and loving go hand in hand?

Finally, you claim more recently that the Son of God is an unrestrieta:_
act of walue of the Beloved with respect to God the Fatsher, who is '
love &t it8 source. You have uged current bihlical scholarship Yo
reinforce the point that thess as used in selopture is applied only

%0 the Fathar znd sgepe wefors specifically 4o this divine person. No

- doubt love has maeny meanings. but there can bhe no doubi too, of the adage

"one cannot love what one doeg not know" that this same prior knowledge
holds true in respect of love within God. Por love proceeding is,

indeed. shxouded in the mists of obscurity without the prior verification
in the precession of truth. Your reaent trinitarian ideas seem to read:

lave aB sovrce {(Fether)

Love ag unrestrieted value (Son)

TLove itsgelf (Spirit)
0ddly enough, truth is just knocked out of the picture, and such a
standpoint leaven the adult critic and naive child within the believer

vondering if Fr. Lonergan hasn’t playzd off current biblical scholarship
against gpeculative knowing. Is one to infer, then, that Bible people
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dakeher 10, 197
Questions for Discussion - page 2

and speculative people just don’t sce eye to eye, or that two
patierns of censcilousness within a single knower and lover just

won'{ mesh? Again, is Lonergan junlor (Verbum)at odde with Lonergen
genior {recent theory)?

Wm. Haynes

2.) Assume an authantic subject engaged in the functional
gpecialty called dialectic. He or she operates upon the assembled,
conpleted, compared, clazglifed, reduced, and selected data by

~developing positions and reversing counter-positions. {(cf. Method

Pp. 249-250) He or ghe perceives moving in and through the data a
development which i8 more than simply the individual posiiions of
specific historical characters. The process of develcopment of this
trang-individual realily within bhistory can also be called dialectic.
It has ite own exigence. Although not auvtomatic, in wany wayz 14t
resembles Hegel's Abrolute Spirit.
Two questiions:
2.) Yhat can legltimately be learnsd from Hegel and what must
be avoided ov discarded?
b.) To what extent would you describe the reality peredived
~as the providence of God, the work of the Holy Spirit, or
some otchar category of falth?
J. P,
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October 2, 197%

Questiocns for Discussiom
I. (A:) Three Texts:
"All the developuent of Lhe dogmeile balttles which the Churck
has waged doun the centuries appesrs...as domlnabed by the
constent oreoccupation...to safeguerd...the possibhility or
attalning to the Tulness of the mysticsl unlon. So the Church
struggled agrinst the gnostles in defense of this zeme idea of
deification as the universal end...She affirmed, ageilnst the Arian
the dogme of the consubsteutial Trinityi for...if the incarnate
Word hes not the samne substance wlth the Father, if he be not
truly God, our delfication ig impossible,”
Viedinir Losaky, THE MYSTICAL THEQLOGY
oi thz BASTERN CHURCH. London, 1957.p9%

".eounus est Christus: wnus auvem noa conversione divinttatis 1n

afi\dﬁ’ carnem, sad assumptione humanitatis in Deum."
t 2
W “eoolhe) 13 one Christy one, not hHe conversion of the Godhead
nte fiesh, but by takling of" the anhood \nto God."™
QUICUHQUE VULT, commonly called the
Creed of Seint Athanasius J
"He arc accustomed to sperk of thuy deiflcation of man and his worM,
and T wish to stress the fect thoi the only God there is 1z a
triune God;y he commmicates himeelfl to ve as triune, and there-
fore the deliicatlion of the human worild is really its “trinifica-
tion®. " Praderick Crove, quoted in TRINIFICA-
TICH OF THE WORLD. Regls, Ountario,
_ 1978, p.259.
(B.) The Quesvion:

On p.103 oi the Way to Nices uwppears the remerkable remark that
the rule of Athensius 18 like Haxwell’s equations for the
elecltro~nagaecic field in that both emrged from images, but have
themsolves no corresponding imeges,
The historian of sclience maey follow the pregressﬂof physical
sclsnce that led to Mauwell's sguatPons, add inded wey follow
hls own wrest)ing with the problen; beginning from images  but
finally sryiving at equations. Similarly the historian, of doctrine
. @an Follow the "dislecticel development of Trinitariaytheology’.
y ¢ By so doing, however, we who have vead The Way to Nicea can (it
~ ?1‘%$hﬁwe get @0 Far) only affirs the correctness of the historical
(AR

-qudgment thev thisz, snd net something else, wes ‘going Tforward’
:‘x@mmediately before and after the Counell of Nicea. As a histori-
i eal judgment, this will vresuwmably be open to revision -say, by
the study cof new documsntary date.

Although the electro-magnetic field is vot experiencable,
Maxwell’s eyuations can be verified, aud they are verified by
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thelr implicsiions. ~

(7 15 the rule of fthenasius verifiable in the ssme way?

{2) If so, what ava the implications by which it is tested?
Do they pertain (as Lossky avers) to the 1if of. the.soul, the
scernment of apirits"? Or do they Dertain {as some of the
authors in TRINIFICATION suggest) to the ‘trinification’ of the
human world? Is either or both of thess impléd in the QUICUNQUE
VULT®S uifiruation that the unlty 4f the Scn with the Father
entails the assunption of humanity « individuzl or corporate-
intp CGod?

1.
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{3) Is <hsopre & better way to formulate this guestion?

(The esuthoy of the . uuction recopgnlzesz that the “Athanasien Crsed’ dates N
from giter Athanasiug, perheps from the fifth cenbtury. and alnostc cart&inly %_9”
arcer Chaleedon., ) c.H. -

i1. Ref'erring to the di=z¢aasion of eircles in Insight:
One pen gradunlly oome to vnderq‘agg woy circles are circular

if one beging wich the image of e cartwheel, its hubs and spokes.
Through insight one arrives at the deflnition, eguality of radill,

How fer doez the following anﬂlogy hold?

[

i ‘What' gquestion: What 18 a circle? Who is Chriat?
y
: "Why " questiont Why 1e this »ound? Why are we movotheiols
| ~ praying tae hin?
data: ieage of cartwhael images, titlrs
image of spokes saylngs of Serlptures
weladsion of hub {o rin "Son¥ 'Pather’ etc.
: aha .
definitions A geries of points One of whon every-
equidistant fron a thing that is tiue
centar, of' the Father iy also

true, eXcept the
Father‘s being Father

C.H.
T1%. Please comment on ths homMUF wwage (e.8, xﬂ Kerl Rahner) thal concelves
congalousmess in texms of ‘reiliGrive" snd "pre-reilexivel You yourselfl

speak of "sonsclous” end ”known? but the “ery "known” mesng more than
Just "reflezively conwssions.”
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JURERTE
Novenber 1€, 1978

Questionsg oy Disecussion
rigtology Tedey” opne Tinds the
shatensnt, "In Christ, however, vno is vuth divine snd humen.

thers 15 toth 2 divine and hmza subjechivity, thoumh bui o

dlvine subjectivity” and how
Tz duml suniectivicisr of Jesus can avold a monephysitism
Les mey be inalisd by Mo Tringle ddentiuy.")
RF.

ratencs an mape 59, "IE Lg la the pesgrsssive clarific atlan
i a“:aixan croeriance Lad in the convinuots exercise of
sorelobel disosoansat in the Chrieilon conguailty that chrigte
ologieal dootiine davelaped. ™ wroevokaed tha folloewing cericatura:
"Ionzoged la o Seileissiecher with wo adlied sense of the

culielaldve clariilceticon oideved by wxadivion.
Uaa ceonld dagla o corront the distortion by polnting out that
Schlelermacher eopegiges’ o God-consciousnass, the reeling of

spendaince, whils you snphsaize Lhs experlence of

Fo

anolune 4
Seashiid, adopsbon Chroviy: whs work of the Soilxit within us  aads
peasible by God's gendirng his Son.

Flzase compent mn the relavion of Hchleiernacher’s theologlcal
prageem o your owm horizon,

JaPs
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