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Method in Catholic Theology

My title has to be understood in the light of my
d to
terms of reference. The invltatlon, 80 kindly extende
m
ne., was to speak on the method I happen to employ Iin my
’

Exm
work as & theologian, What was dealred was, not an

' eport
acoount of methods or of thelr history, but rether & rep

on & contemporary approach.

A method, I take it, 1s a sel of mmxmm rules or
concernsd
directives for the advancement of a sclence. It is

o it.
to tell just what s to be done and Hegust how to d

hat
te what cannot be dons, W
/ It also ls concerned to lndlca  cann

ke cere
bhas-te be left to ta
need not be done, and what can be*ogN .

of iteelf.

A N g

Such rules can be formulated in three manners. They

may regard outward acts of looking ang listening, of manipulating

Inatruments, onr employlng ordinary or technical language, Again,
dinge |, pclioe, amd

they may gzo behing language to the concepts and the Jjudgements
of the mind.

Thirdly, they may turn from the mind's immanent

products to the consceious, inquiring, critically reflective
9 shatl suttisa,

subjectx. Mx rule&hare of the third type. At first 8lght,
they may well ap:ear to be very unsubstantial. But if you
willl consent to be very patlent with me, there 1s, I think,

thes
some chance Mag# you will agree that ﬂz approach makes 1t

Ak,
_ } prossible to I y ‘Aw$aqabasic igsues that

otherwlse can hordly be raiged at all. ‘
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Method 2

But, ¥ however legltimate this question, I do not propose to
meet 1t directly. Modern phllosophy, I belleve, became so
tot?ally involved in epistemologlcal questions, because it
algg'was 1nterested.ixlehm theoretical i basis of method.
X Bince I think itéqwiﬁb:unlikely that ygi care to dlscuss
JJ; cognitional theory, I shall venture to be generous with

/ precepts but brief wlth reasons.
S~—

Wr—prgag pis Ace-fonr Anauhbei,

rum1“‘bw'
My precepte are five ln number. They are:

« Understand.
. Understend systematically.

1

8
o 3. Reverse counter-positions.
ﬁ 4, Develop positions.

5

« Accept the responslblllty of Jjudgement.

sules
As you will heve obgerved, these presepds are very

brlef; as you will fear, thelr explanation 1s apt to be very
8h
long; and compoundimg this fear, which 1s not unjustified,

there will be some alarm. For there is nothing specifically

| i: adey 3 han Ud.
f“j; theologlecal about thewwseesapbs.
0 To mest this last poin?b at once, I note that I do not

belleve in a multiplicity of methods. I do not think that
there 1s one set of precepts for mathematics, another for
natural sclience, a third for human sclence, & fourth for
philosophy, a fifth for theology. ©On the contrery, as human
\_4 intelllpence is one, 80 also is the grand atra#tegy of its
to implement N~
advance; method 1s concerned xithk that prewd strategy; it
undergoes adap#tations to explo%i the poseibliitles and to
L2 m“.

circumvent the difficultiesxixﬁﬂifrerent fields; but the

§ e t———




Method ]

i na o mstton o1, vt e roeit
adaptatlons are a matter 0{5bdwinghpq}circumatance.

It follows that my exposltion will fall naturally into

two parts. Firast, I shall review the flve precepis in thelr
general and baslic meaning; and in thls review 1 shall be fres
to draw my illuatraﬁt}ons from any fleld. Secondly, 1 shall
turn to the adaptations relevant to theology and, then, I

W A e

shall haveﬁcatholic theology, efmbichnlem-arord_hikedp- 4o
kEndw-~somgthing \ oiieRly \Uernmiifd.

My first precept is, Understand. By it I refer not
to words or sentences, not to concepts or jJjudgements, not to
the data of sense, but to what is the key act or event 1n
any discovery, to the moment when one grasps why, knows the
reason, sees the polnt, catches on. BSuch moments may be
epochal. They may be& accompanied with the explosive delight
that made Archimedes ghout Eureka. They may initiate the

alwost unthoot inhopff‘w Siv
over-mastering absorpt10Q‘thathkeptﬁlsaac Newton at his desk
for weeks. But normpally they are very pedestrian affairsg,
occurring mgrexghedegy with the ease and frequency that ymex
save& us from acquirlng a reputatlion for stupidity. Rus Howrener,
1f the act of understanding is nelther difficult nor rare,
it 18 none the less fundamental. A discovery is msrely the
first occurrence of an act of understanding; aad the advance
primarily

of a science is,gmxnix an accumulation of discoveries; and

a method alms at no more than encouraging, directing, and

orderlng such accumulations.

My first precept ls illuminated not only by its
direct meaning but also by what it omita. I do not say,

Make significant acts of understanding. It 1s signiflcant acta,

0 3 F:P .
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Method 4

of course, sigwkfimankxazkx that are wanted; but they do mnot
form a distinct specles, and they do not result from the
ohservance of a aspeclal set of rules; they asre simply the acts
that happen to clese one stage of development and to open
another; and they derive their significance not from themselves

but from thelr connection with antecedent and consegquent acts.

Agaln, I do not say, Make correct acts of understanding.

For though corrgct acts are the ones that are wanted, stlll
the difference betwesn a correct act and an incqérrect one

ig not intrlnsie. Understanding, of itself, ylelds no more
than 1deas, hznmzh& definiltions, hypotheses, theorles. They
mey prove to be correct; far more commonly they prove to be
incorrect; but in themselves they are nelther true nor false.
They are more or less helpful, more or less adequate, more or

less in the dlirectlon of success and achlevement., To expect

Ao o b covmet

more is to demand too nuch; and to demand too much is an
of cbtaining
extremely efficaclous wayAkmxmhkatn nothing at all.
Agailn, I do not say, Be impartial, Set aslide all
pre judice, Drop all preconceptlons, Doubt everything that

cennot be demonstrated. We have 10 begin with ourselves as

we are and, commonly, that means that we have to begin with

We cannot revert at wlll
LKemid the oLata of
ich Arietotleﬁpneﬁﬁﬁegﬁour intellects

8 large lgnorance of ourselves.

to the tabula rassa

at our birtq;_ Nor is the real problem deliberate blas,
willful narrow-mindedness, conscious excess of certitude.
What has to be elimlnated ls the unconscious aberration
that may appear to be the very soul of truth; and the one

way to eradicate 1t ig, I think, to advance in understanding.




Method 5

o hqaiw,

Pinadrye, my first rule 1s not, Observe, Attend to the

i data, Attend to them as they really are, Attend to all relevant
3*1 data, tﬁ;cgf these lmperatlves, I belleve, gives excellent
advice; but I also believe that both the advice and the

one way effectlve way of followlng the advice are gontained

in the more bvazic precept, Understand. If onzlﬁc&eq&to understand,
one 1s inquiring; if one 1s inqulring, one is attending to
something given but not yet understood; such attentlon ls
observation. Further, observatlon becomes full and accurate,

Just in the measure that one lncreases in understanding.

A good observer has not a broader span of attentlon than the

Somy = HI A s LLe~0L0) &5 RS CHBS * = B LY

oril Ovr-festail teo-the dote, of-organizing muitliplicities

gnas;ﬂaui
Lst-o Ddreeptihble-unitdas, of\makisinu.difXs otherwise
certainly
(B AL -Le-gea 0 = el 4] -G-8

ordlnary man, but he does posgess a greater intellectual

interest, & greater capacity to organlze multlplleltlies into

perceptible unlties, a greater concern to note dlfferences,
thed dae there to be seen by anyone, but ake noticed only when

developing understanding 1s directing and controlling the
7% 137 791 PPy

'@} operations of sense for 1its own,ends. In slmllar fashion,
@?E while 1t 1s true that one should attend to all the relevant
ié data, it is no %fi? true that understandingﬁis the measure
?: of relevance aﬁdﬁpnly complete understanding can tell when
; the totality of relevant data has been taken into account.

o
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Rtnzity Method - 6

Finally, when I say, Understand, I do not mean, Concelve

or know the necegsary, the per pe, the intelligible, the abstract,

or the universal., Any such substitutlon Involves the psychologlcal

fallacy. One can attempt to describe or define such an
experlence as seeing or hearing. The description wlll be a
matter or concepts and words. idi But seeing 18 neither
concept nor word. Similarly, one can attempt to describe

or define the experience of understanding; but it wonld be
fallaclous to xupmgse confuse the experlence 1itself with any

of the concepts or words employed in the description*. Naragxex
frqgﬁmxwpointnoﬂ¢nieu

wordd_be-disastrous T edbhiitatd for hy-first rule
dapsta D) aute dMfferent fuif“%ﬁaff}niXigzsakawxafﬁﬁig;ﬁh

¥Lebnteptial! contents or woz-‘dﬁi
Indeed, from my point of view any such confuslon would be
disastrous, for understanding possesses a versatlllty that
ranges over the whole concﬁeﬁual fleld and, as well, pivotis
between it and the world of sense.
gﬁ_nmw What 1s understood, may be expressed as mecessary.
But the contradictory is also true. Understanding grasps

the princlples and laws of natural science, but 1t considers

them, not necessary, but only irue in fact. They are emplrical

Intelligiblilities.

What 13 understood, may be expressed as per se. bBut

understanding also grasps the theory of probablility, and Ej)nduﬁkunw

reveals an intelllgibility in sk what 1s, not per se, but

per acclidena.

o
What 1s known precisely lnasmuch one understands,

offers a definition of the intelligible., Bul understanding
can a8lso make 1ssue with the non-intelllgible; it can take

its non-intelliglibllity as a premiss to develop technlques

0 )

PR LT M. AT R e
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Method T

e
| that master it; in this fashion I believe understanding proceeds
| el

in treating lrratlonalg, péobabilltiea, the law of inertia,
sin, and the fruits of sin.
When we

Hﬁ»are able to abstract, it 1ls because we understand.
But whenever we understand, it does not follow that we can
effect a saticfactory abstractlon. A conceptual account of
a smlle or frown, & painting or a symphony, falls to reach
the precise intelliglbllity that understanding grasps in
the concrete presgentation.

abstroct

Further, while, concepts are related to the sensible
only as the universal to the particular, the same 1s not true
of understanding. It 1s in the sensible, in the concrete,
that understanding grasps intelllgiblility. To understand
a machine or an organism or a soclal entity is to grasp
intelligible interdependence ln concrete multipliclty.

Finally, simllars are similarly understood, and in
thls sense 1t ls true that understanding grasps the universal,
It remaiins that understanding may or may not exploit its
capaclty for generalizatlon. Arilstotle credié?LSOCPates
with the gixm inventlon or introduction of unlversal definitions.
But the Athenians did not like them. They considered Socrates'

dRL, 3 st

teaching subversive. In fact, it was only novel, amd the
novelty consldted in a far greater concern with the universal
than common sense yErmits exhiblts. For common sense does
not seek the universal defin1tions and truths that must hold

%fmust*pqsaasSLth% exactitude that

will bear the welght of lengthy inferences. Commonsense

in every instance

understanding seeks, not siriet unlversality, but general

utility. It aims at aﬁ development of intelligence that operates,
not through universal principles and deductlons, but throughfdh 0"5;;*“0

Mo auccessive otqn‘f&elwﬂl\?.

,;adaptations and adjustments demanded bysconeneds situstionsa

e
O D :

R
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It 1s time to turn to my second pr=cept, Understand

aystematically, B& it I mean, first, that one's efforts at

understanding must alm at the ideal goal of understanding

must
and, secondly, that theyamake expllielt the structure through

which understanding naturally noves towards this goal.

The idealyégii*Pi‘understaifi{EL}s completeiffness.

Common sense,settles for a mode and mearure of understanding
that suffice to enable one to live intelligently. But
human intelllgence wants more; it heads forfzbmplete explanatlon
of all phenomena; it would understand the universe. It dlstinguishes
endlessly; but it does so only to relate Intelligibly’ and
1deally the network of relatlons is to embrace everything,
It is this complete networﬁ of relations, making intelligible
every aspect of the concrete universe, that is to be thought
of when I say that understanding is to be aystematie.

Lukdtiery _this-Adeal provldsg, not-neredy-o.sthnd

( Wwﬁwuumwwm

Mmﬁbnmmwuwamarmﬁhu
mmmmmmmmamhmmmmmmmam&mmmﬁmmmpahmmﬁmmmm(

Now thls ldeal of the ultimate system is not #mg just
a standard by which we know how far we stlll have to go. It
also 18 an operative component in oub progress. Spontansously
we employ 1t as an lmpliclt premiss 1in our efforts to
understand. A method makes 11t an explicit and conclously

J’[rmﬁ "*\\ wif

Thls may seen impoa&ib&a and 80 I offer examples

explolted premiss.

that 1llustrate lts possibility. Texts in elementary algebra
abound or, at least, used to abound in mysterious problenms

that, somm enough, we learned to solve by writing downm,




/72
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Method S

Lot the unknown number be x. Once that was done, we had only
t0 read the problem cepefully again to discover that we could
also write down an equation in terms of x. Finally, the
solutioné of such equations was&:no more than the automatic
application of rules'with whicg‘gg had beew madq‘Egre than
famillar.

Now What 1z the magic efficacy of writing down, Let
the unknown number ¥ bs X. Like all magilc, it 1s only
epparent. When one wrltes out that sentence, one affirms
that the unknowvn lies in the determinate category, number.
One lmplies that 1t possesses the very definite propertlies
posgessed by numbers. One implies that 1t stands wlthin the
network of relations exhibited by counting and by arlthmetlcal
operatlions. Granted all this, ons has only to advert to

the.ﬁ dats supplied in the problem, to determine which

mxg-egﬁgi Stidanea . Srsde A
of all numbers ls the one required. . ‘ 1
Suh a Mmmwmwkﬂt’n '
| Aenin, Physicists know that they ger alm to know laws;

they concelve laws as functional relations; and when they set
out to determine the law of & preclse typs of phenomenon,
they can begin by writing down, Let the unknow*jn law be the
indeterminate function, ¥ Sf’.i’ 2z, §) ¥ 0. That sentence
lg far from a confession of complete ignorance. On the contrary,
physiclista can reach a solution of & large number of sclentific
issues wlthout settlling ex=zctly just which functlon is the
required law. They:z:gue from differential equatlons and from
boundary conditions, and the;f:;ni;o sxine because they are

in pursuit of an ldeal of system. .o
& devalor

Now I happen to believe thatﬁshiaﬁtechnique can and
should be employed universally. I believe 1t ls relevant ¥

not only 1o the natural sciences but also to the human sclences,

° )

ku_ﬁmmmw",_ﬁj;




Method 10

to philosophy and to theology. I base this relevance on the

fact that such a technique merely makea explliclt what already

is implieit in all intelllgent and reasonable human knowing.

¢ ot aofl i Shal frecaid, fusd 4 Cbogqua s fF, 3 canl

But 3
e I

owl, saq [Ratf qou weitepf ithuiFotad by vy prsnt Yl & Groekel
[ A {tamor e, Voot 'S Mo S-v/danten Bl O flnacedl v 4 “n-q.&f-:la mwﬁii
“My third and fourth rules have to do with one's own *

personal development and, &s well, with one's 1ea§yning from

¢thers.

The 1deal of understanding systematlcally becomes
clesr gnd distinet and effective only at a late atage in the
development of the individual and of the race., Flrst, we
understand intersubjectively, end the Intelligibility we grasp

, I think, :
is symbojic. Such 1s,the understanding of mother and child,

of Martin Buber's 'I and Thou,' of Heldegger's Mitgein. By

1t is known the person, not as object, but as another subject,
tranaparent in smile or frown, in bluch or scowl, in tone of
volce, in silent gaze. Upon thls base there,ls grafted the
understanding of common sense, that organlzes the world with
names;, and collaborates towards mastering it with language.
But intersubdectivity and common sense are propaedeutlc to

a third stage when the Logos, immanent in man, comes to
awareness of its potentialitles and asks for & method that
will lead to complete understanding.

Now the difficulty of this third stage ls that 1t can
be itself, be true to its own inner exlgences, only by taking
stock of its earllier hlstory, notingﬂézi Timitations gmimdjs
of previous modes, acknowledging their oppositlon to the new

demands of 1intelllgence and reasonableness, and optlng

consciously, deliberately, c¢oherently, and thoroughly for the
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new way. Thls new way has been glven many different expressions
in the history of philesophy and of sclence, and not all the
expressions agree. Again, 1t comes In dlfferent gulses to
Suth Setidioitn
in an incomplete rrasp of the insufficlency oflthe older,
more famillar waye and, as wi% well, 1n an Ilnadsquate appreciation
of the Impllcatlons of the new.
There exists, then, I bellieve, a process of intellectual
Ahird. 1ma frasth, "gard Lhet
converslon and mx&rules ﬂ&mﬁhhatAprocess,a@e&tnmu My filrat

rule was, Understand. In virtue of that first rule I conclude

WH-W
that all genuine, unéeralanding must be retained. My second

rule was, Understand systematically. In virtue of that
[ ' -
gsecond rule I divide the formulations of sots—ef understanding

into two classes, positlioneg and counter-posliions. DPositions
are formulatlons that can be retained unchanged within the
new way. Counter-positions are formulations that have to be
recast before they can be made coherent with the new way.

You wlll recognlze in such rules s variant on many older

themes. | The Fathera of the Church belleved in despolling the

r ? Egyptlans, of taking thelr truth while disengaging 1t from 1ngnﬂd

) Iheidw error. Descartes preached universal doubt, and Newman
thought that believing everyihing, while absurd, none the less
wag & preferable procedure. The history of the development of
sclence has been a continuous transmutation of notlicons that

onice seemed too evident to be controverted. In his Phenomenology

of Spirit Hegel has many useful things to say on the coming-to~be
of mind. 1In our own day Rudolf Bultmann has advocated a
procedure to strip the New Testgment of what he considers

af Gk
mythical elements. The problemAexists. Anvivaenvisdinioioo

ofnvinshvaxavhipviviystnuntorn thentmsd tnge

e R - AR BERNELE V PEHS -"E':
°c ) o

3 JE-M oy 4
different individuals, end-@#Ashe dlfferences, have their sourcafi@uﬂ«; fi
R i




Method 12

J ddive,

But the root of the problem, lis really baffling element,
lles within ths subject, withln each one of us. For the
problem is not solved merely by assenting tc the proposltlions
that are true and by rejecting the propositions that are

yji,cﬁ‘_pp

false, It ls a matter’ofﬁponveraion, of approprliating one's

own ratlonal self-consciousnesa, of finding one's way behind |
’ 8 J Fﬂ?,gt.;bam¢&~1% 2

the natura natursta, the pensée pensée, of words and ooksLA

of concepts and judmements, to their orlgin and thelr sourcs,

to the natura naturans, the pensée pensante, that is oneself

a8 intelligent and as reasonable. Without such self-appropriation
and the critlical appralsal 1t generates, one may repeat all
that an Augnstine says of veritas, or all that an Aquinas says
s 1 belleve,
of being, but in doing 80,008 will not be ralsing oneself kmk up

to their level but cutting them down to one's own size.

My fifth rule is, Accept the responslibillty of judgement.

The obvious content of this rule ls negative, for 1t RaniEx
ro jects the notion that there is any set of rules that, aso
to apesk, sutomatlcally or mecqignically, brings inquiry

t0 knowledge, truth, certitude. Method is operative only
through minds. Minds reach knowledge only through judgement.

And there 1s no recipe for producing men of gocd Judeement.

peh,
I 84T “woweaen thai ng met,

/1 -
‘Téér a rgelpe forlszggnfﬁg men of ,eﬁﬁ”udﬁéﬁént, -“BQb
/. :
g/)gnn’true at many m ods give t @/peasio

/ at they ainyx at relieving g;&’inquirer of- ﬁﬂ;’re sibi~

) making his own,judgement?;fxzhua, the met od” of ‘hatu 1

o) L\}_




Method 13

Because such & reclipe does not exlst, philosophlc
methods tend to eliminate the issue and sclentliflc methods
to evade 1t. The respongibility of judglng wvanishes 1in
rationallsm, because there the true judgement 1ls necessitated.
It vanlshes in empirlcism, because there what counts is not
Judging but looking. It wvanlsheg In ideallem, because there
truth assumes a meaning that does not demand any personal
decision. It vanishes in relativism, because there a Judgement
that 18 simply true cannot be attained. Again, Iin natural

W‘S ‘\\Ot st Knnaatad Endk
gsclence, the respomsibllity of Judeing isaoxadad«amlA n its
place, there comes a pragmatism, an acquiescence in what worka.
Altms To

But while this pragmatisnm itaelwaorki’well enough 1n natural

gclence, In the human sclences its results are not so haprpy.

For in the human sclences measurement ls superficlal and

23N deriiag iation/Bf/a’E;Eiiﬁeréfiia/pf,
a, en. h///;h comp%ifg,autﬁfgfy a

ntion&lly accepted criteris, ,and all nvinced .

hat any effort to//}xe uq;ty anE//ﬁpfﬁ E/,auch many-aided

:6%iv1ty’w;z;jﬁiydldﬂsn&?kan&then_ﬁ :
@--noe + There has resulted, according to Edmond

Husserl in his Krisis der Europaischen Wissenscheften, &

its cogy

proliferation of specliallzed fields., Each of thease flelds
tends 1o bo

1s autonomous. E&ch !ﬁ ruled My by its own conventionally

accepted criteria. Nor does there seem t¢ bhe, under preaent

conditions, any possibility of giving unkty and dept

thig many-a%@ed activity., For any such effort would be
Ahse arttliow

regarded gri¥ as,just one more speclalized field that merited
the attentlon only of those actually engaged 1n it.
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I have been indleating the dimensions of the issue,
and now I must attempt to clarify my position. My first

two rules, Understand, Understand systematically, yield no

more than bright ideas, hypotheses, theorles; and none of these
1s knowledge. Of themselvea, they are merely sounding brass
and tinkling cymbal. Only when one can g0 beyond them to

¥ &ffirm their truth, to assert that thlngse are so, does one
reach knowledge; and taklng that step is a matter of good

Judgement. My third and fourth rules, Reverse kg counter-positions,

I
Develop positions, introduce the problem of judgement#, Inaskuch

as they are concerned not merely with the lnner coherence
of systematic understanding but 2lso with a conversion of
the subject that Jjudges. It remalns that the four rules

together fall ghort of the present issue.

However, if we ask what good judrement is, I think 1t
will appear that the four rules have a preparatory value.
Whemever we understand, we feil called upon to judge; but 1t
is only when we understand not merely the matter 1n hand but

relevant
also 1tqhwhe&eﬁcontext, that we can judse well. Children

understand many things, but we nnﬁﬂtkzkﬁﬁmqgjtﬁ say that
they reach the age of reason when they are about seven years
0ld. A youth understands ever so much more than a child,
yet ¥ he 1ls accounted a minor in the eyes of the law until
he reaches the age of twenty-one. Every cobbler is thought
a must falr judee, provided he sticks to his last. Finally,
the gniversal princliple of good Judgement has been named wiadom;L*auﬂb
tha%jgrders all thingq’an@AsOfian Judge all; but we must note
that phllosophy holds 1liself to be, not wisdom attalned, but

a love of wlisdom and & movement towards 1t.




Method 15

In each of these instances the saime feature recurs.
ma.ww

Good judgementhis not attained untll, within the limits of *hat

sroeukgAN area, a certaln fulness of understanding ls reached.

It seems to follow that my rules, urging understanding,
an

aystenatic underatanding,ﬁthe coherence of systematle understanding,

head one to the limit where good Judrement becomes possible.

8t11), possibility is one thing and actuality another.
For Judgement demands more than adequately developed understanding.
It supposes a transﬂ@rmation of consclousness, an ascent from
Lhe eros of Intellectual curlosity to the reflectlve and critical
ratlonallity that 1s the dlstingulshing mark of man. On that
siaher tevel, onals~lnvolved pergorall g uckosnlythe-twutit

Pf the prospective judpemse

but also oneld own orlenta

dand attitlide to truth

are at stake 30 it is th

m intentio belittle )
the metaph

of what is Pant by we hing the eviden

hepr the value of é4n exact analysis

df the echniques that facilitate ap-asasmbly of the compongnts

$11 enou%E/kﬁgwn{,and the alysis I have attembted elsewlyere,

and, I badleve, the real problem lies nelt n the technlijues
Yach modern
nalysisv//Mmﬂuanphiloaophy//hd modern scieﬁ/gf/

doefl Lo me marked by a flight from the responsibilitx//f
has been o
fludging. That flight &a cloaked under the mx high name of

nethod. At least In the human sclences, in philosop an
r e in p /hs',
In theology, that flight, I belleve, should be repudiated.

i
j_%.'l
1
{t
4
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higher level, there becomes operative what Augustine named

& contemplation of the eternal reasons, what Aquinas attributed
to our created pgkt particlpation of uncreated light, what

a modern thinke;:ﬁo&é designete as rational § consci-usnesas.
On that level thers emerges the proper content of what we

mean by truth, reality, knowledge, objectivity; and by the

same movement we ourselves in our own reasonableness are

involved, for every Judrement is at once & personal commltment,
an endeavour to determine what 1s true, and a component in ona'S

ot apprehension of reallity.

— //
of fudgerient, is-Qut te{j}g@ﬂi‘thé% there is ngxsubatitute fo

fo&’judgeméﬁ; and tga thod that wogld//£tempt to provi
[ 7
a fBatitute is nistaken. Tt not/to ve. thought hoyeter,

The-mean ///Sﬁ,m 1 rule;~Aecopt the*rext”ﬂiﬁitii%¥\

that my fifth rule reﬁ///ges whet well’ may be regarded as~
the principel function snd the chief benefit of a method,

the liveratlon of scientific progress E:%
amely, that it liberetes the aifiﬁgé“of“azgﬁténce—~ 8

;fmw However, if I belleve that there ls no substitute

for good judgement, 1f I belleve that method, instead of
seeking a substitute, has to make use of good judgement,
it is not my intentlon to entrust the advance of sclence
to the vagaries of individual opinion. No less than those
o % that evade or deny the sipgniflcance of good judgement, I

100 believe that a method has to include some technlque

awd }'M”'
S for overcoming 1ndividua;)ur group,or‘unéueyeaq}abarration.
Where I wouid differ is in the technigque. I aclmowledge
the full sipnificance of jJudgement and its personal element,

but my third and fourth rules imply a furthe judgement on

: QL_ ém”- o - L ME;wmj:P
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indlviduael judgements. Developing poslitions and reverslng
counter-positions are egqulvalent to Judglng judgemsnts; and

the definitions of pogltions and counter-pcslitions are based On
=f ultimate philzosophic alternstives, that 1s, on the

diverse manners In which individual Judgement can go wrong

not merely incldentally but in the grand manner of a superficlal
or a mlstaken phllosophy.

It is true, of course, that others may and willl dilsagree
with my account of the matter. But from the nature of the
case, I think that disagresment in the maln will be limlted
40 naming posltions what I name counter-positions and to naming
counter-poasltions what 1 name positions. There would result
a number of distinct schools, but thelr number could not be
very large, thelr eplstemological assumptlons and implications
would be in the open, and the individuals that choise batween
them could do 80 wlth an adeguate awareneas of the lssues and
of their own personal responsibility in Judging.

Admittedly, this is not a watertight solution., But

my fundamental point 1s that there exlsts no watertight

golution. 8t. Paul held that the Law was efflcacious only

in glving knowledge of sln., Method would do very well 1if

1t d4id as much., For 1t was not through method that God
saw flt to redeem the intellsct of man.
Q .
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- S
ubjects I musl how attempt to sh
heﬁiogy, aﬂﬁﬁl shald akm do
e lmmapent in hidtory and artly by

irst, Bpeculative or sygtemztlc theel
dy of the-hils

Traditlonally theology has been coneelved as fides

auaereng intellectum, faith in quest of understanding. Faith

is presupposed and talken for granted. But.this presupposltion
1s understood in the)a@bfrﬁ of the counsslioﬁ,Augustine and

Anselm, crede ut intellisas, We have bellieved, Now we would

understang.
For there are many things that the believer deslres to
understand, Nor is the desire an individual affalr, a lack
that occurs
of understandingAin the lgnorant but not in the learned.
It can be quite general. Such matters forced themselves on
the attention of the Church in the patristic period through

gnmh movements known as heresles, Gnosticlsm and Montanism,

Arianism, Nestomrian and Monophysite doctrinesé and, from the

L)
vett—Polemlanden\ _Butnin the.medjaevsl period-there-de¥sIopsdt
Mﬂ.’—
west, Pelaglanlam. But what earlier had consisted in anget

of particular issues, became In the medlaeval period mmmathen

an object of systematic concern,
ALLat o f7drme\hundrad—an< , e} NP e
° -wwﬁéof/
E::;iaf In his Sic_et Non Peter Abelard listed

m_/ one hundred and flfty-elght propositlons, and to sach of them

he appended patristic passages that seemed to show that the
propogltion was to he voth affirmed and denied. ThE work
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automatically establlshed two pointa: negatively, 1t showed
that to settle an 1lssue 1t was not enough to quote theji;thers
of the Church; positively, it t ilmplied the existence of
a department of lnquiry in which medlaeval man was on his own.
A slightly later writer, Gilbert de la Porrée, gavs a particularly
clear-headed definition of the exlistence of a guaestio: a
queestio exists 1f and only if there are good reasons both for
affirming and for denyling one and the same proposition. That
definition became the basls of a technigque that endured for
centuriea& : proposition was prefaced wlith the questlon mark,
Utrum; pacssages from scripture and from the fathers were
clted muze in favour of the affirmative and then in favour of
thewrlegatve drfueri tHa_auwther-thlen gave his -salutdin
the negative answer; to these were added any of the arguments
that mlght be curreﬂp; then the author gave his solution

its principles Mlm?
and closed by applying hisvesiuwhimm to each of the cuetations

" What wae B mokieit Lauss ) o,

or arguments he had begun by clting. , X About the year 1150

there appeared &g Yeter Lombard's Quattior libri sententiarum.

It was an ordered compilation of secripturel and patristic
passages bearlng on Christlan doctrine; if it did not emphamize
oppositions as did Abelaé?d's less thorough and less learned
worfk, neither %k did it conceal them. TFeter Lombard was
something of a positivist, setting forth the data, and repeatedly
leaving to the prudens lector the task of reconciliation.

almost
For over fouw centurles commentaries were written byAevery renking

theologlan on Peter's Sentences, and the commenteries consisted

In an ever growlng and changlng series of guaestiones.
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It would seem that my flrst rule, Understand, has
a s8olid basls in theologlecal tradition. Now, 1f we turn fronm
mediaeval questions to medlaeval answers, tuere wlll emerge

hmemartdenoe the traditional form of my second rule, Understand

systematlically. For in every f‘ieild of inquiry there comes

a time when a scattzred set of dlscoverles coalesces Into

a rounded whole, Pythagoras established his theorem long

before Buclid wrote his Elements. Gallleo anq Kepler established
laws before Newtonlan mechanlics deduced tﬁng;;s§ from a set

of princlples. Much important work was done in chemistry

prior to the discovery of the periodic table. But it is only
o Erclid, , & Nertiw, @ Mondalaar commw ey, o a
from the moment when,system emengea that a subjeet has &
well-defined exlstencs, that 1t can be treated as a unity,
that 1t can possess a metnod of its own., -
Thare S an dhoara. L4 2Rt

Now, it~daeaay-snough ba discenn in the writings of
Anselm and of the twelfth-century theologlans a nest of
antinomies that centre round the couplets, grace and freedom,
faith and reason, to make the very conceptlion of these terms
paradoxical and to render an atiempt at formulating the
theological enterprisgs elther heretlcal or Ilncoherent.
From gbout the year 1230 these hitherto hopeless problems
vanish; theology becomes able to concelve itself, to distingulsh
ltg field from that of philosophy and of other disciplines,
to tackle particular guestions in the light of a total viewpolnt.
The key discovery was the recognition of what 1s named the
supernatural order but, as the word, supernatural, in ordinary
English usage,has a connotation of the irrationmal, I had best
peusb-to_indleate\ itsymesuing, The fundemental notion regapde~
pau§é~t6\&ﬁdicaﬁexﬁhaigggEEzﬁggas1é—1i§37fn0$ﬂnn~

- ) :r—-—
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pause to indlcate that the primary emphasis lies, not on

the word, supernatural, but on the word, order. Things are
ordersd, when they are intelligibly related, and so there 1s

an order lnasmuch as there 1s a domain of Intellizible relatlons.
The discovery of a supernntural order was the discovery of

a domain of intelligible relations proper to theology. Just

naturel
ap Gaii¥mn Newton discovered that,laws reduced t0 a syctem

N
of thelr own, mechanics, and not as Gallleo had thought to
y DY
& pre-existing sytem, geometry, just as Mendeleevhdiscoveqfiing

an order to which chemical entltles reduced,grdyiREredy

defined the field of chemlstry, so too,vwhen Aqulnas was still

a boy}theology found itself.,\cgr;gtian theology has to deal
not only Is the gift from God

with the glft of God, whereA&my@ﬁd&/&ﬂvﬁc%ﬂznigwﬁpquﬁoQ~
but more basically the gift is God. It 1s a transcendent glft, and

utterly free, not only in itself, but also in its whole retlinue
of consequences and implications. K-owing of it ls a faith

that 1s above reason, possessing 1t is & grace that 1s above

:?- nature, acting on it 1s a charity that ls above good wlll,

with a merit that is above human deserts. Christian fellowshlp

'@_;
.
The thirteenthcentury was not coritent with this
o master stroke. theology 1s about -
place in the tot%}/figzgf

f fhrixkxiax knowledge. eo logy ls concerned withﬁfggx//
with all things in their relation tgGod. Bupb-While

r Bonaventurg/é%eated th inge functlon as symbols that

(o T D
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is a bond, trenscending family and state, that in the fulness
of tlime was estéblished when God sent his Son that we might
have the adoptioni of sons and, ®w to show that we are sons,
sent. ;2i Spirit. of his Son, crying out in our hearts, Abba,
Father. Gun¥sthanvumisnghangddmyyninvhroedynrrzapathynrnmmenynsnom
v mepvonnan fognenthatvhsnmpehenyny

There 1s a further aspect to this reallzation of

o my second rule, Understand systematically. The natural objectlve

of our intellectnnl deglre to know is the conerete universe,

Theology can k% succeed as a systematic understanding, only
1f 1% 18 assigned & determinate position in the totallty of
human knowledge with determinate relations to all other
branches. This further stiep was taken by Aqulnas. Where
Bonaventure had been content to think of this world amnd all
it contains only as symbols that lead the mind ever up to
God, Aquinas took over the physics, blology, psychology,
nct symbols but

and metaphysics of Aristotle to acknowledgehnatural realitlies
and corresponding departments of natural and human sclence.

My third rule was, Reverss counter-positions, and it

F 1§ BNy I S
,4q% Anmedtatndpm can behtn&uﬁl&ymijdﬁu*iheologlcal%ﬁenms by

adverting to the so-callsd Augustinian reaction against

Aristotellanism. In essen ce, ¥¢ was an acceptance of
M.ﬁu— -

Aristotelian loglc, but a rejectlion =z oflﬁ“benﬁgh&a@&pagan's

views on sclence and philosophy. Theology was to bs purs.
In the hands of Puns Scotus and of William of Ockham it

\_J quickly became very purely logleal and, while loglec 1s a
valld systematlc 1deal, its atmosphere is too thin to support
life. The vagarles of fourteenth and fifteenth century

Scholasticlen are e long series of 1llustrations of the ;

Q o ._ L e ) | F’""




‘manner that can be the object of a science., Not only was
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wahad  ew

counter-position thathweuédyhato,certitu#da and rigour
yetvd ey rmynvd th vt vprhen nigaknef vanten s and hiag
and therefore brushed aside the uncertainties and the apparently
haphazard process of coming to understand.

My fourth rule was, Develop puxttx.positions. The
achievementé of the thirteenth century arés

/
g starting-polnt. In particular, 1t lacked what we call

not a goal but

the historical sense, namely, an awareness that concepts are
functlons of time, that they change and &xzx develop wlth
every advance of understanding, that they become platitudinous
and lnsigniflcant by passing through minds that do not

and
understand,ﬁthat such changes take place in a deteraninate

the sense of history missing in mediaeval thought, but also
1t happens that sﬁgﬁgz subssguent theology has been ever
inereasingly occupled with an srray of guestions that kzymxk
arise from & critigue of Christian origins and* he developnemnt
of Christlan doctrine and Christian thought. What, 1t will
be asked, ls the relevance of the rules I have indlicated
to histor§i0a1 theology?

It 18, I think, twofold. There is thelr adaeptation
to historiecal study in general, and on this polnt I shall not
x_®## dwell. There 1s also their adapitation to historical

theology, and now thls occurs, perhaps I have gixgsd already

indicated. The# rules seem to immanent in history. I have
[ 1‘0—2&
1llustrated the first from the twelfth century, the second

from the thirteenth, the third from the fourteenth, the fourth
from a subseguent and still expandlng inquiry. At least,

I suggest, thls gives us a clue and & few further considerations
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will help to determine its significance.

First, I wonld note a general fact. Hlstorical competmnce
does not suffice to write the hlstory of such a subject
a8 mathematics, or physlce, or medicine, oF phllosopny.
If one 1s ignorant of these subjeects, one might meet all the
general regn rements of historlcal investigation, but as soon

P as one turned to what is speciffically mathematical or

could
| medical or philosophlcal, one wonld be at a loss. One complle Mmaddd
o sadAhe, data, but one could nopﬁselect, emphasize, evsluate,

order, Judce.

Seopndlyy tha r owhedse_of t ubJect tde1t
Loneenasany A wrltAng d hlstorm of the. sub-jetide

Secondly, from this general fact one can ascend to its

% ground. The history of a subject 1s the history of 1its

development|.§*§/£pe development of a subject ils, 80 to apeak,

the objecti;é process of learning by which the subject

gradually took shape, progressed, suffeé}set-backs, wrjeyad

underwent transformations. To be able to discern that
¢?3 o objective process of learning, to appreclate what was known
é i and what was lacklng at each stage of the process, to determine
accurately what % were the strokes that moved the process forward,
and what were the oversights that delaye%: o-tevnesemdayy Lﬁ
to have a thorough grasp of the subject itself.

Thirdly, peneral methodical rules for the advance of any

| E subject, if valid, hold not only for the future but also for
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the past. For such general rules zemxximpiyx, if truly general,
merely make expliclt, consclous, deliberate, the native
process of learning of the human mind. Hence, even when
they were nct explicit, none the less they were operatlve.
It is in this sense that the rules are lmmanent in history,
viy

and it 1s inAthgiﬁamqﬁsense that the general rules can be
aasigned thelir concrete, theologlcal significance by apreallng
to significant periods in the history of theology.

Fourt.ly, I have appealed from expliclt rules to
a prior implicit operativeness. Now I have to take a parallel
step from what becomes explicit in theology to what was
implicit before theology. Theology is faith in quest of
understaending. Bugﬁthe understanding that theoclogy seeks
le systematic, amd the faith that proteefts precedes theology
1s not without understending. What is understood systematlcally
in theology, waqhunderstood previously, buwd 1n another mode,
ef waderatanding, in the mode of intersubjectivity, of symbollic
aprrehenslon, of common# sense, Nor is the theologlan
lgnorant of those modes. He was a Christlan before he was
s-{heglodian. —Even L beteschaampodeniialnthrecidgiang
a theologlan. If he teaches theology, then he is engaged in
making Chrlistisns into thecloglans. If he preaches what he
hag learnt from theology, then he is enpaged in transforming
what he understands systematically into the ygpt more immediate
modes of intersubjectivity, symbol, and common sense.
Hence, Just as previously I have argued that to wrlte the
history of theology one must be not only a historian but also
a theologian, so now I should say that to write the hlstory

¢of Christian doctrine one must be not only a historlan and

a theologlan but also a theologlan familiar with the
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process of transformation thet occurs when one moves from
one mode of understanding to another,

Fifthly, how does the theologlan acquire familiarity
with this process? There are two stepst first, one graspsi
the general notlon; secondly, one sees 1t operatlve in the
manifest turning-points ln the history of Christian doctrine.

The general notion may be 1llustrated by our apprehension
i hpacen We_sosn-to bepin-from s -finasnthetie

For

of space. @hueqxour initial ap rehension of space seems to

be kinaesthetle; 1t lnvolves = coordinate gystem 1n which

up and down, front and back, right and left, have felt,

qualltative dlfferences; it is an apprehension that servea

us well 1n all our bodily movements. But it 1s not an
apprehension that can bear the welght of a theory about the
universe; for it implies that, 1f the earth were a sphere,

then people at the antipodes would fall Into the sky; and so
when we at*empt to think about the universe, we have to leave
aside notions adapted for more immediate and quite diffeﬁnt
ends. Another 1illustratlion 1is supplﬁ}ed by the intersubjectlve
mode of understanding: within its proper limits it 1s both
1egi€mate and necessary; but to attempt to apprehend the
universe through the intersubjective mode results in a mythlcal
personification of everything where, of course, personification
means, not a flgure of speech that presupposes some prior
literal mode of meaning, but rather the prior, literal mode of

apprehension its%elf.

Once* one has grasped the general nature of transformations

from one mode of understanding to another, one can turn to

the beginnings of speculative thought in the Christian traditiocn.

0 ) . . ! :_ ., .
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They are not hard to find. The fourth century was in an
uproar over one word, homoousios. The meaning of that word
1s not to be sought in intersubjectlvity, in symbolle
gpprehension, in common sense. It 18 a technical term that,
of itself, announces the emergence of some, dypa of, systematlc
thinking. As one might expect, there were represented all
shades of opinion about 1lt., Even 1lis most stauéych defender,
Athanasius, regarded it ag no better than a regrettable
necesslty. Not only were there fifty years of coniroversy
after Nicaea, but also there had been a problem long before
Nicaea. One can see it take successively different forms in
Justin, Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origin, Novatlan, Dionyslus
of Alexandria, and Dionysius of Rome.

I have indlcated one instance of a shift mf in the mode
of understanding. But thgre are others. Something similar
took place at Chalcedon with antecedents and conseaquents
extending over centuries. Something similar begen with the
condemnation of Pelagius at Carthage. Something simllar
happened when twelfth-century theologians concelved sacraments
in terms of grace,ﬂ%df332353£3w;§52§1t3335§iit;- In each of
these instances, and there are othsrs, one can study empirically
the nature of a shift from the intersubjective and commensense
mode of understanding towards #m the systematic mode.

But a further and more relevant obssrvation seems in

order. Newton lnslisted, hypotheseg non finge. In a sense

his claim was false for the thesory of universal gravitation
is a theory, a hypothesis. But in another sense his clalm was
completely Justified, for Newton's theory kai added to observable

data nothing but thelr dmimddh immenent intelllglbllity, thelr

o')
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verifiable law. As he did not attempt to determine final
causes, 80 he refused to B¥X assign the efficlent cause that

made bodles fall. He was coatent wlthh an inner funetional
Vafcje

relationship that was to be, sd Ink the observable and

measurable features of any local movement and could be extra-
¥t polated successfully to the planeta. That functlomal
relatiounshlp, on the theoretical slde, served to define
a whole class of movements and so lt opened the way to the
discovery of gulte different classes; and, on the practical
slde, 1t enabled man to become an efflclent cause and to use
natural forces for the attalnment of human ends.

I think there 1s some similariiy in the procedure I

immediately

have ilndlcated. There ls not ralsed,the guestion of the
final cause, whether systematic understanding is a goad thing,
or whether Nlcaea and Chalcedon reached truth. Such ounestions
are not guestlions for understanding but for judzement, and
their treatment comes under the heading of posltions and
counter-positions. There ls not railsed ilmmediately the question
of the efficlent cause! sources and Influences have thelr
slgnificance in historlcal Investigation; but I think omne first
ghould know what is taklng place in the product before one
b:gins to lnguire what causes it to take place Iin the prekecise
manner that can be observed; and, besldes, the question of
gources opens the way to an almost unending serlegs of hypotheses
that inevitably take the theologlan out of the fileld in which
hi?glgge 1s competent into the excesslvely large lnvestigatlons
concerned with the broad stream of human thought, human llterature,
and interacting cultures and civilizatlions. Similarly, there
are not introduced the q@;gg:ggﬂ somewhat indeterminate entltles

Teanning,
named biblical, evangelical, Paullne, Palestinian,hﬁellenistic,

0 " ‘ ."I'\-::.'” . .
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medlaeval mentallty. Rather,specific mankfestations of each

of these would be analysed in terms of modes oﬁundarstandlng.
11llustrated

For such modes exist. Thelr nature and content can ba, Getenadned:

in personal expe lence.

by-sepehaleploalingairys Thelr funetloning in the initial

stages of Christlan theology can be examined, not in minutiae,

but in broad movements, 1n sharp differences, in long-sustalned

t0 some extendt

controversies, and, in patterns that recur ln different toplcs

at different places and widely separated times,

I have been indicatﬁing that my general rules, poeodaBky
because they are general, are nc less applicable to historical
than to speculative theology. But I should note, as well,
that because they are rulea, because they are dynamic, they
serve to unlte historical and speculative taeclogy as past
process and present term. Historlcal or positlve theology 1s
concerned with the becoming of speculative; and speculatlive

Lo
theology is the pradweh, of historlcal process. To add
positive to speculative theology 1s not to add something qulite
extrinsie; 1t is not to add & new and autonomous department
that goes 1ts own independsnt way. Rather, I should say,
theology
historical theology is speculative athrovpid becoming consciousg
its
of lts pmsbmamd origins and,development and, at the same time,

speculative theology 13 Jjust the contemporary stage of the

movement that historical theology examines and analyses.

To overlook or to x® reject that unity has, I believe, only

digtinct—dtreipline Witira—proper~4&ield-gnd competences-

and-on the Otier-hand, speculative e IOy ~ainivess—ire
Chugreh Jognatlegs—dt the e8ffo

serve fait A \{ts-opest Ror unders tandingy—am-it—abbempbe.
tontate-eter-ssuswgrt-in the ieacking effiea-of-theSuxurehy,
to—tetlhe~ea1 diful wha

%"iauao*
. .Fzspf_m_
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one result. On the onig hand, hlstorlical theology hscomes
lost in the wilderness of universal history; 1t ceases to be
a distlnct ﬁfiacipline with a proper field and competence of
lts own; for it 1z only from speculative theology that historilcal
can learn jJust what ilts precise fie=ld 1§ and what are the
inner laws of that field in their Mm&nifestationa.

On the other hand, speculative theology withers away; for 1ts
proper task 1s, not Just understanding, but understanding

the falth; its positive basls is historical and without that
basis 1t may retire into an lvory tower to feed itself with
subtle memorlies, it may merge with the general gtream of
philogophlc thought, or it may attempt to take over, modestly
or despotically, the teaching office of the Church, but the
one thing necessary 1t cannot do, continue xha today the
process begun s0 long ago of adding to £z llving falth the
dimensi-n of systematic understandlng.

There remalns my fifth rule, Accept the responsibllity

of Jludcement. As 1t is the supreme rule In any sclence, so

1ts adaptation in theclogy is the most signifilcant. For
theology presupposes falth and, for the Cat:ollc, falth includes
Judgemenﬁz. It is an acceptance of truths revealed by God

and taught by his @hurch, not because we see them to be true
apart from that witness, but because we are ready to enlarge
our notion of truth itself, because we are ready to take as

the measure of truth that is truth even for us, not what we

can understand in tils 1ife, but what God understands.
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Wl ity fooe rede.

This view of falth transforms the meaning of
rateUndenstands. In other fields, understanding begins not
from truths but from data. It is un-erstanding that will
promote data to the level of truth, and the truth to be
attalned 1s no gulding presence but an 1ldeal whose precise
features are not to be dlscerned. In theclogy, things are
otherwlge. There are, indeed, data that arej Just data
as In the other mX® sclences: most exegetical and historical
questions are of that character. But there are also iruths,
and understanding them involves a reversal of roles; where
In other fields understanding precedes and determines truth,
in theology understanding follows and 1s determined.

Now this reversel of roales glves rise to special
techniques that centre about the true proposition, the logle
of presuppositions and implications, and the semantics or
metaphyslcs of meanlng. My one observatlon 1s that they
are techniques; they serve to chart the path of efforts to
understanding; but they apmdnmmod are not ends; they provide
the reai} scaflfolding needed to bulld the theological ediflces;
but they are not the edifice itself, the understanding saught
by falth; they serve to delimit and to define what is to be
understand, but the understanding 1s something more. It
lles in the realm of analogy and in the intelligible interlocking
0of the truths of faith.

—

The adaptation of my second rule, Understand systematlcally,

would heve to do wlth the character of the Intelligibiiity

to be reached in theology. It Xr too would be concerned with
the definition of limits and the indication of possibllities
and, whlle highly relevant to method, it wou}E:?;mve to be of

a highly tecnonlcal and specliallzed charzcter,
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As the Catholie view of faith mak<s theologlcal understanding
8 grasp of converging lines that focus upon uncomprehended

nystery, 80 too it places human wilsdom and Judgement within

& conteBt of communicated divine wisdom and divine Judgement.

As the Catholle theocloglan accepts a dlvine revelation, so also

he ®E belleves in 1ts providentlial preservation. HNone the less,

this does not liberate him from ke also accepttgﬁ the responslblllity

of making judgementdg f his om. We learn from“Geoffrey

e ™ EECRE A

of Fontalnes that, in the 1290%s, the theological students ok
at the University of Paris believed they would be excommunlcate
in 1f they read the writings of Rf&x Thomas Aquinas. 1In 1323,
forty-nine years after his death, Thomas Aquinas became St.
Thomas & Aquinas. Two years.t sfterwards the Archblishop of
Paris offlcially removed the ban against him. Clearly, if
today Aquinas holds a preemlnent position in Catholic theology,
the-cOurags-Lenac ne~regss
~“Judgenelits-on-btra-pdsls-oR-wan.hewun

it ls

because he hai the daring that 1ls needed to understand
and the courage to make far-reaching judgsments on the basls
of hls darlng understanding. Moreover, 1f the decisions
Aquinas made were momentous, the element of decislveness ¥¥
18 not removed when one turns frggemﬁh of genius to the
ordinary honest worker, Everyone engaged in theology, as
gomething more than an exerclse Iin repetitlveness, has to meke
declsions; and the point to my fifth rule 1s simply that

he would be decelving hlmself 1If he thought that there
exlsted some au&@matic technigque on which he could shift the

burden.
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Metnod 1in Catholle Theology

My title has to be understood in the light of my
teyms of reference. The invitatlon, 80 kindly extended 0
me, wags to speak on the method I happen to employ ln ny
work as & theologlan. What was desired was, not an ez

sccount of methods or of thelr history, but rather a report

on a contemporary approach.

A method, I take 1t, le a set of mmrmm rules or

directlves for the advancenent of a sclence. It is concerned

to tell just what 1s to be done and Kefugt how to do if.

It also 1s concerned to indicate what cannot be done, what
eroall

need not be done, and what can Be*oQNhasuta be left to take care

of itself.

Such rules can be formulated in three manners. They

may r
y regard outward acts of looking and llstening, of manipulating
-

1n3trum9nt3, o) anm 1 ¥ id OP te“ “l
r ployin Ord na

they may go be ’
¥ g hindﬁ}anguage to the concepts and the Judgements

of th
e mind. Thirdly, they may turn from the mind's immanent

products to the conscious,
J shatl

- iy ;pqgiring, eritically reflective
" . Mg ruleakare of the tauird type. At first aight,
ey may well ap:ear to be very unsubstantial. But if you

wl
11 consent to be very patlent with me, there ig, I think
. Wy »

Ak,
possible to cngg'gzigzh-quinké;r*k
_ /) Au&#q\baaic 1ssues that

::Ifo§hgrwise can hardly be raised at all

I K ,-v.. .
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But, N however legitimate tnls questlion, I do not propose to
meet 1t directly. Modsrn phllosophy, I belleve, became a0
totrally involved in epistemological questions, because it
31; was Interested in é:he theoreticalj} bagis of method.

K 3ince I tulnk 1t$qu&tb)unlikely that you care to dlscuss
cognitional thecry, I shall venture to bYe generous with

/ pracepts but brief with reaaons.
~—

Wypreagpts Are fsnr An-avhbein

ru"u‘lw'
My preewpés are five in number, They are:

l. Understand.
8. Understand systematically.
3r7 3. HReverse counter-pesitions,
4, Develop positlons.
5. Accept the responslbllity of Judgement.

ules
As you will have observed, these pracepds are very

‘brief; as you will fear, their explanatlion 1s apt to be very

sh ik
long; and compoundimg, thls fear, which ls not unjustified,

_ there will be some alamm. For there ls nothing speciflecally
theological about theweneeapbs.

To meet thila last poin?t at once, I note that I do not
belleve in a multiplicity of methods. I do not think that ‘
there 1a one set of precepts for mathematics, another for

© natural sclence, & third for human sclence, a fourth for
philosophy, a fifth for theology. On the contrary, as human

intelligence is one, 80 also 18 the grand atra*tegy of 1lts
to implement hd

advance; method 1s concerned with that grwwmd strategy; it

undergoes adapktations to explo%& the possibilities and to

S v
ST eipcumvent the dlfflcultiesztzapifferent flelds; but the
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L; :3:::1 sikhnsirlidgps rud vsrforinny
adaptatlons are a8 matter ofhhamingﬁpa)c1rcumatanco.

It follows that my exposition wlll fall naturally into
two partas., First, I shall review the five precepts 1n their
general and baslic meaning; and In thils review I shall be free
to draw my 111ustra§$}ons from any fleld. BSecondly, I shall

turn to the adaptations relevant to theology and, then, I
Ll

shall have Catholic thneology, sfmatchnlemarord_ddredr4o
kntw~gomgthing N\ oe iy \iauiihd,

My first precept i8, Underatand. By it I refer not
to words or sentences, not to concepts or Judgements, not to
the data of sense, but to what ls the key act or event in
any dlscovery, to the moment when one grasps why, knows the
reason, sees the polnt, catehes on. Such momenta may be
epochal. They may be& accompanled wlth the exploslve dellght

that made Archimedes shout Eureka. They may lnltlate the
abwmark ibmipline  Siv

~ over-mastering absorptioq.ﬁhatAkept«Isaac Newton at his desk

"for weeks. But normally they are very pedestrian affairs,

occurring marmxsaxizgx with the ease and frequency that pemx
saveq us from acaulring a reputation for stupldity, w“m““)
1f the act of understanding is nelther difficult nor rars,
1t 18 none the less fundamental. A dlscovery 1ls m=rely the
first occurrence of an act of understanding; xni the advance

. primarily
of a sclence is mexmiy an accumulation of dlacoverles; and

a method alms at no more than encouragling, dlrecting, and

oxrdering such accumulatlons.

My first precept ls illuminated not only by 1ts
direct meaning but also by what it omlts. I do not esy,

Make significant acts of understanding. It is significant acts,

o )
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of course, xixmkftyamkxxzxx trat are wanted; but they do not
form a distinct specles, and they do not result from the
observance of a speclal set of rules; taney are simply the acts
that happen to close one stage of development and to open
another; and they derive their significance not from themselves

but from thelr connection with antecedent and consequent acts.

Again, I do not say, Make correct acts of understanding.

For though correct acts are the ones that are wanted, stlll
the dlfference between a correct act and an incq&rrect one

1s not intrinale. Understanding, of ltself, ylelds no more
than 1deas, XEamiks definitions, hypotheses, theorles. They
may prove to be correct; far more commonly they prove to be
incorrect; but in themselves they are neither true nor false.
They are more or less helpful, more or less adequate, more or
less 1n the direction of success and achlevement. To expect

% b coweet
more,ls to demand too much; and to demand too much 13 an

of obtalning
extremely efficacious wayhkmxnit:in nothing at all.
Again, I do not say, Be lmpartlal, Set aslde all
pre Jjudice, Drop all preconceptlons, Doubt everything that

cannot be demonatrated. We have to begln with ourselves as

we are and, commonly, that means that we have to begln wlth

We cannot revert at wlll
ich Ariatotleﬁpne&ﬁ%eqﬁour intellectsa

a large lgnorance of ourselves.

to the tabula rasa

at our bix%th_ Nor 1s the real problem deliberate blas,
willful narrow-nindedness, consclous excess of certltude.
What has to be eliminated is the unconscious aberratlon

that may appear to be the very soul of truth; and the one

~ way to eradlcate it 1s, I think, to advance in understanding.

° )

1
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|hqa$n,

Pinaile, my first rule 1s not, Observe, Attend to the
data, Attend to them as they really are, Attend to all relevant
data. tEicgf these imperativea, I bellsve, glves excellent
advice; but I alaoc belleve that both the advice and the
one wxy effective way of followlng the advice are gontained
in the more bazlc precept, Understand. If ongiﬁm&aq*to understand,
one 13 inquiring; if one 1s inqulring, one ls attending to
something glven but not yet understood; such attention 1s
observation. Further, observation becomes full and accurate,

just 1n the measure that one lncreases ln understanding.

A good observer has not a broader span of attention than the

ordinary man, but he does possess a greater intellectual

interest, a greater capacity to organlize multipliclties into
perceptlible unitles, a greater concern to note dlfferences,
ttm b deh there to De seen by anyons,but epe notlced only when
developing underatanding 1s directing and controlling the

% 13 TP APY 3
operations of sense for its own, ends. In similar fashlon,
while 1t is true that one should attend to all the relevant
data, it 1s no %fi? true that understandin;fﬁs the measure
of relevance and,only complete understanding can tell when

the totality of relevant data has been taken into account.

et g o e kel
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Finally, when I say, Understand, I do not mean, Concelve

3% or know the necessary, the per se, the intelligible, the abstract,

or the universal. Any such substitutlon involves the psychoclogleal
fallacy. One can attempt to describe or defline such an

experience as seelng or hearing. The descrliptlon will be a

matter or concepts and words. v But seelng 1s nelther

concept nor word. Simllarly, one can attempt to descrlbe

or deflne the experilence of understanding; but it would be

fallaclous to xppmgam confuse the experlence ltself with any

of the concepts or words employed in the daacription%. Nagxazxex
frema-nmy polatv-of view

wordd_bedisastrous toledbiiitatd _fer wy-first rule
ind apstaxd). S qude dbfferent mfmﬂﬁiatw

zrt:e'ptiha’ll_coﬁteunzg, Or wordd

Indeed, from my polnt of vlew any such confuslon would bhe
disastrous, for understandlng possesses a versatllity that
ranges over the whole concﬁsﬂtu&l fleld and, as well, plvots

between 1t and the world of sense.

«‘”.} \ What 1s understood, may be expressed as mecessary.
4 But the contradlctory is also true. Understanding graspa
the principles and laws of natural sclence, but it conslders
0 them, not necessary, but only true in fact. They are empirlcal
intelligiblilitles.
What 1s understood, may be extressed as per se. But

-53 understanding also grasps the theory of probabllity, and @MM
- reveals an intellliglbility in ke what i3, not per se, but

J per accldeng. )
0%

What 1s known preclasely inasmuch one understands,
offers a definition of the intelliglble. But understanding
can also make 1ssue with the non-intelligible; 1t can take

1ts non-intelliglbllity as a premliss to develop technlques
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—

that master 1t; in this fashlon I bellsve understanding proceeds
Il.llildilllb.
in treating irrationaly, probabllitles, the law of lnertla,
8in, and the fruits of sin.
When ve
H!»are able to abstract, 1t ls because we understand.
But whenever we understand, 1t does not follow that we can
effect a satisfactory abstractlon. A conceptual account of
8 smile or frown, a painting or a symphony, falls to reach
the precise 1ntelligibility that understanding grasps in
the concrete presentatlion.
abstract
Further, while,concepts are related to the senslble
only as the universal to the particular, the same 1s not true
of understanding. It 1s in the sensible, in the concrete,
that understanding graspa intellligibility. To understand
a machine or an organism or a soclial entity 1ls to grasp
intelllgible interdependence ln concrete multiplicity.
Finally, simllars are similarly understood, and in
thls sense 1t 1s true that understanding grasps the universal,
It rema#ina that understanding may or may not explolt 1ts
¥ [y
capaclty for generallizatlon. Aristotle creditg Socrates
wlth the #&Xxxm inventlon or introductlon of universal definitions.
But the Athenians did not like them. They consldered Socrates’
' M ® | Auwy:
teachlng subversive. In fact, 1t was only novel, amd the
novelty consldted 1n a far greater concern with the unlversal
than common gsensgse parxiix exhlibits. For common sense does
not seeX the universal definitlons and truths that must hold
Artlh, an
in every instancgﬂand,¢ha%fmuat_pqaaessbth4 exactliude that
w11l bear the welght of lengthy Inferences. Commonsense
understanding geeks, not strict universallty, hut general

utility. It aims at at development of intelligence that operat.ea

not through unlversal princlples and deductions, but throughlﬂh.anﬁzhoud

ﬂ*aucceasiv)% d amd'b&maélﬁ,_

C
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It 1s time to turn to my second pr:cept, Understand
gystematically. By it I mean, first, that one's efforts at

understanding must alm at the 1ldeal goal of understandlng
and, secondly, that the?ﬁgzke explicit the structure through
which understanding naturally moves towards this geal.

The 1desl goal of understanding 1s completet:/ ass.

ioalhian @ aldlivat. hariaon, T

Common sense,settles for a mode and mea:ure of understanding
that suffice to enable one to live intelligently. But
human lntelligence wants more; it heads foffzhmplete explanation
of all phenomena; it would understand the unlverse. It dlstlngulshes
endlesslys but it does so only to relate lntelliglhly; and
1deally the network of reldtlons ls to embrace everything.
It ls this complete networa of relatlions, making intelligible
every aspect of the concrete universe, that 1s to be thought
of when I say that understanding ls to be systematlc.

¥ - - oy e \ " - = = G .
{ T g » ] PO TR LA L] : - B e O *

o Wil chrye-may Andeeow-far ye.g s to-t0 2Q. _but sibe
peratiré\compdment—imaeur-afiorte towarda e &

1uumuummnmamhmmmnmmﬁmnimmmimmmmahmmﬁmmmi/

Now thils ldeal of the ultlmate system ls not Fui Just
& standard by which we know how far we stlll have to go. It
also 1s an operatlive component in out progress. Spontaneously
we employ 1t as an impliclt premiss in our efforts to
understand. A method makes it an explicit and conclausly
explolted premlss. ‘t‘m% a‘\&.df.

This may seem lmpoanib&b and 80 I offer exgmples
that 1llustrate 1ts possibility. Texts in elementary algebra

abound or, st least, used to abound ln mysterlous problems

that, soon enough, we learned to solve by wrlting down,




" . Method 9

Let the unknown number be x. Once that was done, we had only
to read the problem capefully again to dlscover that we could

| also write down an equation in terms of x. Finally, the
solutiong of such equatlons wasg no more than the automatic
application of rules with whlch, vy had oo made/‘ggre than
famlliar.

Now What 1s the maglc efficacy of wrltlng down, Let
the unknown number ¥ be x. Like all magle, 1%t is only
apparent. When one writes out that sentence, one afflrms
that the unknown lles in the determinate category, number.

One 1mpllies that 1t poszgesses the very definite properties
possessed by numbers. One lmplies that 1t stands within the
network of relatlons exhlblted by counting and by arithmetical
operatliona. Granted all thls, one has only to advert to

the i data supplied 1n the problem, to determlne v:rhich

of all numbers is the one requlred. o s Rehad

. — Suh a proadere o weol talelafina, ERWM
1% /(/F Agadn, Physicists know that they s@m alm to know laws;

they concelve laws as functional relatlons; and when they set
out to determine the law of a preclase type of phenomenon,
they can begin by writing down, let the unknowiyn law be the
4_0 indeterminate functlon, F (x, y, z, t} = 0. That sentence
1s far from a confesslon of complete lgnorance. On the contrary,
physiclsts can reach a solutlon of a large number of sclentiflc
l1asues without settling exactly Just which function is the
required law. Theyf;.:gue frocr:' jiﬁ‘f"erent.ial equations and from
boundary condltions, and they}ﬂm)EO sxgue because they are
url pursult of an 1deal of system.

& M
Now I happen to belleve that bate technlque can and

ﬂ should be employed universally. I belleve it 18 relevant &

not only to the natural sclences hut also to the human sclences,

Q c 0 )
_ _ A
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to philosophy and to theology. I base this relevance on the B
fach that such a technique merely makes expliclt what already : ;f

1s implieit in all intelligent and reasonacle human knowing.
¢ ot tofl i Jhat pﬂ-u'ﬂ-l..l Sunt a c‘-‘\afu-ﬁ- m::}fi—" J Cha,

But :

/‘V:‘A .h(ﬁhi el con m'(ﬂ-)\;f rtlusatad ‘n] sy presant Hrtr & Gvoekat, , H&J
{lamtd v Heat v N s dvewco Al tr i fansreld - 4y o - ' T
P 9y Talrd and fourth rules ave o do withk one's own “3s .

- personal development and, as well, with one's leahrning from
L

others. The ideal of understanding sys:iematically becomes
clear and distinct and effective only at a late stage in the
development of the 1ndividual and of the race. First, we
underatand Ilntersubjectively, and the intelllglovility we grasp
1s symbo}ie. Such isitﬁgiﬁgaerstanding of mother and chllgd,
37 of Martin Buber's 'l and Taou,' of Heidegger's Mitsein. By
1t 1s known the person, not as object, but as another subject,
transparent ln smile or frown, in bluzh or ascowl, in tone of
volce, in sllent gaze. Upon this base there,ls grafted the
understanding of common sense, that organizes the world with
names, and collaboratss towards mastering 1t with language.
But intersubjectivity and common sense are propaedeutic to
e third stage when the Logos, 1mmanent in man, comes to
avareness of lts potentialities and asks for a method that
will lead to compiete understanding.

Now the dlfficulty of this third stage is that 1t can
be itself, be true to lts own inner exlgences, only by taking
stock of its earller hilstory, noting/;:;li limitations l@yl
of previous modes, acknowledging thelr oppomsitlon to the new

demands of intelligence and reasonableness, and opting

consclously, dellberately, coherently, and thoroughly for the
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new way. Thls new way has been glven many different expressions

in the history of philosorphy and of sclence, and not all the

expresslons agree. Again, 1t comes in dlfferent guises to \
’ Suche bithiver 3 sbeuts s
differeat lndividuals, &nd~aiA$haAdifferencaghFave their sourco,iqnﬂhu

in an incomplete srasp of the insufficlency of the older,
more famillar waye and, as mgk well, in an inzd:quate appreciation
of the implications of the new.
There exists, then, I belleve, & process of intellectual
Ahitd amste foneithd, rgard Chot
conversion and qurules £o;*$hatAproceaa.&we~tmnu My first
rule was, Understand. In virtue of that filrst rule I conclude
W
that all genuine, undevatanding must be reotained. My second
rule was, Understand systematlically. In virtue of that

second rule I divide the formulatlons of acts—ef naderatanding

into two clagsses, positlons and counter-positions. Positions

are formulations that can be retained unchanged within the

new way. Counter-positlons are formulations that have to be

recast before they can be nade coherent with the new way.

You wlll recognlze In such ruies a varlant on many older
‘44‘ ___EEEEEE;JTEE; Fatners of the Church velieved 1n despolling the
;::;‘ ? Egyptlans, of taking thelr truth whlle disengaging it frmn'?ﬁymd
) Shedd error. Descartes preached universal doubt, and Newnan

thought that belleving everything, while absurd, none the less

was a preferable procedure. The history of the development of

gclence has been a continuous transmutatlon of notlons that

once seemed too evldent to be controverted. In his Phenomenology

of Splrit Hegel has many useful things to say on the coming-to-be
of mind. In our own day Rudolf Bultmann has advocated a
procedure to strlp the New Testament of what he conslders

al laadk
mythlcal elements. The problem exlsts. Anvdeminvaefinihiom

nfnwhatvaxarh iy vivi s taungerotheniasd finge D, .
0 S B
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J e,
But the root of the problem, its really baffling element,
lles wlthin the subject, within each one of us. For the
problem 1s not solved merely by assenting to the propositlons
thet are trus and by rejectﬂPg the propositions that are
wlalticluat
false. It 13 a matter’ofﬁponveraion, of appropriating one's
own ratlonal self-conaciousness, of finding one's way benind

the natura naturata, the pensée pensée, of words and Qoks, ,

of concepts and Judgenments, to thelr orlgin and thelr source,

to the natura naturans, the pensde pensante, that 13 oneself

as intelligent and as reasonable. Without such self-approprlatlion
and the critical appralsal 1t generates, one may repeat all
that an Augustine says of verltas, or all that an Aqulnas says
, L belleve,
of being, but 1n dolng 80,0n8 wlll not be ralsing cneself bxk up

to thelr level but cutting them down to one's own size.

My fifth rule is, Accept the responglbillty of Jjudpement.

The obvlious content of thls rule la negative, for 1t imnkex
re Jects the notlon that there 1is any set of rules that, so0
to speak, automatically or mecqignically, brings inguiry

to knowledge, truth, certlitude. Method is operative only
through minds. Minds reach knowledge only through judgement.

And there 13 no recipe for produclng men of good judgement.

pe for prod g B! cement.

-

: true 3
/ -
' at they aim X at relieving-/pﬂ/?igg;rer of- thi/£§5?0531b1-
0 making his ownﬁjudgementi;//ghus, thi,EEEQOGZOf natu?Ei

HE1lenco 38ahs .
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Because such a recipe does not exlst, phllosophlc
methods tend to eliminate the 1ssue and sclentlflc methods
to evade 1t. The responsaibility of Judging vanishes in
ratlonallsm, because there the true Judgement is necessitated.
It vanishes in emplricism, because there what countis 1z not
Judging but looking. It vanishes 1n ideallism, because there
truth assumes a meaning that does not demand any personal
decision. It vanishes in relatlvism, because tnere a Judgement
that is simply true cannot be attained. Agaln, in natural

andusndansd ‘g ol ackmeatia and,

science, the respomsibllity of jJudging ls exadediand, In its

place, there comes a pragmatlsm, an acqulescence 1n what works.
Atans o

But while thls pragmatlsm 1tself&worki,well enough 1n natural

- 8clence, in the human sclences its results are not so happy.

For in the human sclencea measurement la superflelal and

experlment ls monstirous, teftRerc™diz-secmelo-econe

-

_ ;:/395{65/23,3’5?5%3;9rﬁf35§/9f/
with omp%fﬁgfaut?fg/y z:izgmﬁf 4

_ntionaily accep ed criﬁeria, and all nvinced

:iﬁ/aﬁy efﬁort té/gjxe uq;ty ani//aﬁth E//such many-aided

=

tivipy”ﬁo1jldy srT\ant owhich rre--emd
sg-woed xtTer®. Thers has resulted, according to Edmond

Husserl in his Krlslis der Europalschen Wissenscheften, a

proliferation of aspeclalized fields. Each of these flelds

tends o o
is autonomous. Each ks ruled #™vdy by its own conventionally

accepted crliteria. DNor does there seem to be, under preaent

conditions, any possibllity of glving unity and deptE to
this many-aﬁged actlvity. For any such effort would be
regarded gmiy as,)ust one more apeclalized field that merited

the attentlon only of thoss actually engaged in 1t.
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I have been indicating the dimensions of the lasue,
and now I must attempt to clarify my position. My first

two rules, Understand, Understand sgystematlcally, yield no

more than bright ideas, hypotheses, theorles; and none of these
1s knowledge. Of themselves, they are merely sounding brass

and tinkling cymbel. Only when one can go beyond them to

X afflrm thelr truth, to assert that things are ao, does one

reach knowledge; and taklng that step 1s a matter of good
Judgement. My thlrd and fourth rules, Reverge ghm counter-positions,

m
Develop posgsitiong, lntroduce the problem of judgement#, inaskuch

a8 they are concerned not merely with the inner coherence

. of systematlc understanding but also with a converslon of

the subjJect that Judges. It remalns that the four rules

together fall short of the present issue.

However, 1f we ask what good judrement 1ls, I think 1%t
will appear that the four rules have a preparatory value.
Whemever we understand, we feil called upon to Judge; but it
la only when we understand not merely the matter in hand but

relevant
also ithwhaaq&contaxt, that we can Jjudge well. Chlldren

understand many things, but we EpEdkfxifipmecxisit say that

they reach the age of reason when they are about seven years

0ld. A youth understands ever so much more than a chlld,

yet ¥ he 13 accounted a minor in the eyes of the law until

he reaches the age of twenty-one. Every cobbler 1s thought

a ggat falr Jjudge, provided he sticks to his last. Flnally,

the gniver-sal principle of good Judgement has been named wisdom: ‘nm
tnaﬁjgrdera all thingq’&n&uadféan Jjudge all; but we must note

that phllosophy holds itself to be, not wlsdom attained, but

a love of wilsdom and & movement towards it.

2 N

AL
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In each of these inatances the sa¥me feature recurs.
mmww
Good Judgementhia not attained untll, within the limits of ™k
yoantgAn area, a certaln fulness of understanding ls reached.
It seems to follow that my rules, urglng understanding,
J .
gystematic undaratanding,ﬁthe coherence of systematic understanding,

head one to the limlt where good judrsement becomes possible.

St11], posslbility is one thlng and actuallity another.
For Judgement demands more than adequately developed understanding.
It supposes a transﬂ@rmation of conseclousness, an ascent from
the eros of intellectual curloslty to the reflective and critlcal

ratlonality that 1s the distingulshing mark of man. On that

abor_level, onelalnvqlyed persomallFpt\noctoshlybthe
of the prospective Judgement’but also onelf own orlenta
gnd attlplide to truth X are at stake So 1t is th
Judgetient includes & personal co
$dpect of judgement that la R
hen he slyly/remarksd th lains of his nmemmo)y

byt no ong” of his jud%

spect of Judgeme

In insistlvg upon this
r
ny intention 6 belittle e

the metaph
of what 1s sficant byhye

hiﬁg the ev;iigsz,or the 1mportanc
df the Kechnlques that facilitate an“assembly of the compongnits

/
JudgeMEnt resB;J//But the techniques are

ner thé value of/ﬁg exact analysis

on wilch correc

ich moderm %
or in/the nalysia Magwxn,philosophynd modern sciee/pf/

has been

me maﬁfﬁﬂ by a flight from the responsibilitz//f
Judging. Th £ flight &a cloaked under the nx hign name of

i At least In the human sc¢lences, in philosor: an
ethod. /Bm ’ -//p ///hy. >

A oan et . b |
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higher level, there becomes operative what Augustine named

a contemplation of the eternal reasons, what Aquinas attributed
to our created ¥REY rarticipation of uncreated light, what

8 modern thinka;:a:;:-}d designate as rational t consci-usness.
On that level there emerges the proper cantent of what we

mean by truth, reality, knowledge, oblectlivity; and by the

same movement we ourselves in our own resasonableness are
involved, for every judjement ls at once & personal commitment,
an endeavour to determine what is true, and a component in owws's

oM aporehension of reallty.

T ean /of.my rule pt tnﬁwmm
./-- <

of fudsefient, is-Gute s y thﬁ% there is no subatitute foﬂ///

odijud ement and t a method that wn attﬁmpt to provi
a /sdbstltute 1s mistalen. It not/to bafthought howeve A
that my fifth rule renfggpés whet well ﬁ;y be regarded s~
the g;iﬂCip&i funetion and  the chlef benefit of a method,,

the liberatdon of scieqtlfic progress .
amely, that it libena%ea the advance _3clz e

However, 1f 1 belleve that there is no substitute
for good judgement, 1f I belleve that method, lnstead of
seeking a subatitute, has to make use of good Judgement,
it is not my intention to entrust the advance of sclence
to the vagaries of indlvidual opinion. No less than those
that evade or deny the slgnlficance of good judgement, I
t00 belleve that a method has to lnclude some technlgue

au.d.'
for overcomlng 1ndiv1dua1 o group, oF ma&aerea%ﬁaberration.

Where I wouid dlffer 1s in the technlque. I achnowledge
the full slgnificance of Judgement and 1ts personal element,
but my third and fourth rules imply a furthef judsement on
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individuel jJudgements. Developing positliona and reversing
counter-positions are equivalent to Judzing judgements; and

the deflnitlons of posltlons and counter-positions are based on
! ultimate phllxosophlc alternatives, that ls, on the

dlverse manners in which individual jJudgement can go wrong

not merely incldentally but in the grand manner of a superficial
or a mlstaken phllosophy.

It 1s true, of course, that others may and willl dlsagree
wlth my account of the matter. But from the nature of the
case, I think that dlsagreement in the maln will be limlted
to neming posltions what I name counter-positions and to naning
counter=positions what I name posltions. There would result
& number of dilstinct schools, but thelr number could not be
very large, thelr eplstemological assumptions and lmpllecatlons
would be 1n the open, and the indlvlduals that chotse between
them could de so wilith an adequate awareness of the lssues and
of their own personal responslovllity in judglng.

Admittedly, tals 1s not a watertlght solutlon, But
ny fundaméntal point 1s that there exlsts no watertight
solution. 8t. Paul held that the lLaw was efficacious only
in glving knowledge of sln. Method would do very well If
1t dild as much. For i1t was not through method that God

gaw flt to redeem the intellect of man.
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ubje/;f I m%/}—now att

heflogy, afd I s J W in three
oery and artly by showlng

apeculative or sygtematic theﬂlogy,
for,fhe wax _ ’
theo - & :

Traditionally tneology has been coneelved as fldes

guaerens intellectum, faith in quest of understanding. Falth

1s pregupposed and taken for granted. But.thia presuppoaltion

1s understood in the)spafrt of the counsello@,ﬁugustina and

Anselm, crede ut intelllges. We have believed. HNow we would
understand.

For there are many things that the bellever desires to
understand. Nor is the desirs an indlvidual affalr, a lack

that occurs
of understandinghin the lgnoreant but not in the learned.
It can be qulte general. BSuch matters forced themselves on
the attention of the Church In the patristlc perlod through
ponh movements known as heresles, Gnosticism and Montanlsm,
Arlanism, Nestomrlan and Monophyslte doctrines§ and, from the
o
west-—Polapiamdem\_But\in theumediseval pericd-there—deTzIoped
PRI e ) I

west, Pelagianism. But what earlier had conslsted ln anget

of particular issuzs, became ln the medlaeval perlod ammanten

one hundred and fifty-elght propositions, and to each of them

he appended patrlstlc passages that seemed to ahow that the

proposition was to be both affirmmed and denled. Tha work

e
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automatlcally established two polnts: negatively, it showed
that to settle an lasue it was not enough to quote thejgithers
of the Church; positively, 1t t implied the existence of
8 department of inquiry in which mediaeval man was on hls own.
A sllghtly later writer, Gllbvert de la Porrée, gave a particularly
clear~headed definitlon of the exlstence of a quaesatioc: a
quaestio exists 1f and only if there are good reasons both for
affirming and for denying one and the same proposition. That
definltion became the basis of a technlque that endured for
centurles} : proposltlon was prefaced with the question mark,
Utrum; passages from scripture and from the fatheras were
clted muzz in favour of the affirmative and then in favour of
theuregative Anfuer A tHA_awhbor-then gave Als-salubin
the negative answer; to thnsse were added any of the arguments
that might be currqﬂﬁ; E::npﬁg;cigiggr gave hls solution %*44h“¢?
and closed by applying hi¥mvesidwhima to each of the ouatations

A What wan P moteot baus | oo
or arguments he had begun by clting. , ¥ About the year 1150

there appeared {xp Foter Lombard's Quattior libri sententiarum.

It was an ordered compilation of scriptural and patristic
passages bearing on Christlan doctrine; 1f 1{ dld not emphasize
oppositlons as did Abelai?d's legs thorough and less learned
worgk, nelther %%, did 1t conceal them. Peter Lombard was
gomething of a posltivist, setting forth the data, and repeatedly
leaving to the prudensg lector tne task of recoﬁciliation.

Morer almoat
For over fowr centurles comzentarles were wrltten by,every ranklng

theologlan on Peter's Sentences, and the commenbarles conslsted

in an ever growlng and changlng serles of quaestlones.

P YN, T T
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It would se=m that my first rule, Understand, hasa
a 80lld basis 1n theologlcal tradition. Now, if we turn from
mediaeval questions to medlaeval answers, tuere will emerge

hnemewtdense the traditlonal form of my second rule, Understand

aystematically. For 1n every flet}d of Inquiry tasre comes
a time when a scattsred set of discoverles coalesces into
& rounded waole., Pythagoras establlshed hls tuecrem long
before Buclid wrote nls Elements. Gallleo anq Kepler eatablished
laws before Newtonlan mechanics deduced bhq_£;;5§ from a set
of principles. Much lmportant work was done 1ln chemistry
prior to the dlscovery of the vexiodiec table, But 1t is only
o Buclia & Muoliw, o Mundaloar covuw dn-*.hﬂ‘kw
from the moment when,system easrged that a sub Ject has a
well-defined exlstence, that 1t can be treated as a unity,

that 1t can possess a metnod of its own. .
Zhace Cam 4o, ahpien C“""'Jr

Now, Li~da\ eaqay-snough ta_discers in the wrltings of

Anaelm and of the twelfth-century theologlans a nest of
antinonles that centre round the couplets, grace and freedom,
falth and reason, to méke the very conceptlon of these terms
paradoxical and to render an attempt at formulating the
theologlcal enterprise either heretlcal or inccherent.

From about the year 1230 these hitherto hopeless problems

vanlsh; theology becomes able to concelve ltself, to distingulsh

) Lts fleld from that of philosophy and of other dlsclplines,

———r

to tackle particular guestions in the light of a total viewpolnt.

The key discovery waa the recognition of what is named the

supernatural opder but, as the word, supernatural, In ordinary

English usage,nas & connotation of the irrational, I had best

Pereb—to.indeate\1ts \neaging, The fandamental-notion pegapds—
th 7 y'sié—11837~no$ﬁon«
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pause to indicate that the primary emphasis lles, not on

the word, supernatural, but on the word, order. Talngs are
ordered, when taey are intelliglbly related, and so there 1ls

an order lnasmuch as there 1s a domain of Ilntelliglvle relations.
The dlacovery of a supernstural order was the discovery of

a domain of intelligible relations proper to thneology. dJust

natural
as BxTximm Newton digcovered that,laws reduced to a systen

N
of their own, mechanics, and not as Galileo had thought to
y DY
a pre-existing sytem, geometry, just as Mendeleevhﬁiscoveqtging
an order to which chemical entitles reduced, grixtogrery
defined the field of chemlstry, so too,when Aqulnas was stlill

Tha e is Lok
a boy!theology found itself.‘ﬁcﬁrggtian theclogy has to deal
not only ls the gift from God

with the gift of God, where the EAZt dspotrumly-fenGod,
]
but more basically the gift is God. It 1s a transcendent gift, and

utterly free,not only in itself, but also in 1ts whole retinue

of consequences and lmpllcatlons. X-owing of 1t 13 a falth

‘that 1s above reason, peossessing it ls a grace that 1s above

nature, acting on 1t 1s a charlty that 18 above good willl,

with a merlt that 1ls above human deserts. Christlan fellowshlp

hhat lg mystery.

The thirteenthb-century was not content wlth this

mpster stroke. e discovery of W, theology 18 about ..

mplied for.Aheology a definite place In the total P£leld

of Sheinkixm knowledge. eology ls concerne: withgig;//
od. But-whlle

br Bonaventurg-created thinga fungtion as s 0ls that

9
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1s a bond, transcending family and state, that in the fulneas
of time was establlashed when God sent his Son that we might
have the adoptioni of sons and, x to show tuat we are sons,
sent ;23 Spirit of his Son, crying out 1n our hearts, Abbe,
Father. Qmistizmvmumsnghadtdmynimvirhedyngnsepnthsneneyraynga
v memvonsnfognenind L v ymey i ynyaE

There 1s a further aspect to this realization of

my second rule, Understand systematiecally. The natural objectlive

of our intellectual desire to kmow 1ls the concrete unlverse.
Theology can mk3 succeed as a systematlic understanding, only
1f 1t 18 assigned a determinate posltlon in the totality of
human knowledge with determlnate relationsg to all other
branches. This further step was taken by Aqulnas. Where
Bonaventurs had been content to think of thls world and all
it contaipa only as symbols that lead the mind ever up %o
@od, Aqulnas took over the physlcs, blology, psychology,
not symbols but

and metaphysics of Arlstotle to acknowledge,natural realitles

and corresponding departments of natural and human sclence.

My third rule was, Reverse counter-positiong, and it
P 2 SV SR S e

dnmediaredye can beAhranﬁl&L&lJJﬂm¥¢heologicau?pumg vy

adverting to ths so-called Augustinlan reaction against

Ak rea o
Aristotelianism. In essen ce, ¥¥ was an acceptance of

Ky Tha-

Arlstotelian loglic, but a rejectlon z of ﬁ’bonfghcagapagan'a
views on science and phllosophy. Theology was to be purs.
In the hands of Duns Scotus and of William of Ockham 1t
aulckly became very purely logical and, while logle is a
valld systematic ideal, its atmosphere 1s too thin to support
1ife. The vagarles of fourteenth and fifteenth century

Scholasticlen are a long serles of 1lllustratlons of the
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wmaalid  ew

counter~position that*wou;duhata,certitu#de and rigour
pvivdinyamsenwd th e vprhor vhssmod vapAgr suandiug
and therefore brusied aslde the uncertalntlies and the apparently
harhazard process of comdng to understand.

My fourth rule was, Develop pmxxxx_position . The
achievementé of the thirteenth century mjnot a goal but
a starting-polint. In particular, 1t lacked what we call
the historlcal sense, namely, an awarsness that concepts are
functions of tlme, that they change and ixa develop with
every advance of understanding, that they vecome platltudinous
and insligniflcant by passing through minds that 4o not

and
understand,hthat such changes talke place in a determinste

‘manner that can be the object of a aclance. Not only waa

the senge of history missing in medlaeval thought, but also
it happens that s@gggz gubsesquent theology has been ever
increasingly occupied with an array of questions that hxxmxk
arlse from a critique of Christian origins a.ndA he developmemnt
of Christlan doctrine and Christian thought. What, 1t will
be asked, ls the relevance of the rules I have lndlcated
to historiical theology?

It 18, I think, twefold. There is tnelr adaptatlon
to historical study in general, and on this point I shall not
x @8 dwell. There 1s also their adapttation to historical
theology, and aow this occurs, perhaps I have gixexd already
Indicated. The& rules seem to lmmanent 1n hlstory. I have
1llustrated the fir;;f}rom the twelfth century, the second
from the thirteenth, the third from the fourteenth, the fourth
from a subsequent and stlll expanding ilnquiry. At least,

I suggest, thls glves us a clue and a few further considerations
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will help to de'ermine its significance.
G; Firtt, I wo'1d note a general fact. Historical competmnce
f; does not sufflce to writs the history of such a subject
a8 mathematlica, or physlcs, or medicine, of phllosozhy.
If one 1s lgnorant of these subjects, one might meet all the
general reqn rements of historlcal Investlgation, but as soon
as one turned to what is speci#fically mathematical or
ot could
medical or phllosophical, one would be at a losz. One complle Mmeddsd
W| N
a&i~¢hg‘data, but one could nopﬁselect, emphaslize, evaluate,
order, judse.
enpnd taa 1 0 ~8 0L t !
tsnseeasany Ao weliAnga alatoryof tas. subieti e
Secondly, from thls general fact one can ascend to 1ts

W 5-5“ ground. The history of a subject ls the history of its

: T
i developmentl.gnﬂ &he development of a subjlect 1s, s0 to speak,
Avs
the objective process of learning by which the subject
vy
gradually took shape, progressed, auffegbaet-backs, anjaysd

underwent transformationa. To be able to discern that

objective process of learning, to appreciate what was known
and what was lacking at each staze of the process, to determine
accurately what £ werse the strokes that %gved the process forward,
and what were the oversights that delayeq: Lot nesesdayy mu.Lls
to have a thorough grasp of the subject 1tself,

Thirdly, general methodlcal rules for the advance of any
st ;é:g;_ X subject, Af valid, hold not only for the future but also for
he‘past¢x_ﬂanx,wilJﬁhg;:2z:2?n%*iu«hlatory\b—lﬂpafmilar

el on—<¢taeadanbat o N0k e
A

(o ° ) Bt
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the rast. For such general rules aemxxtmpiy, if truly general,
merely make expliclt, consclous, dsllberate, the native
process of learning of the human mind. Hence, even when
they were not expliclt, none the less they were operativs.
It is in thls sense that the rules are lmmanent in history,
vithn of Bhaw
and 1t 1s inAth;jE&mgasense that the general rules can be
agslgned their concrete, theclogical significance by aprealing
to slgnlificant periods in the alstory of theology.
Fourt.ily, I have aprealed from expliclit rules to
& prior implicit operativeness. Now I have to take a parallel
step from what becomes explicit in theology to what was
implicit before theology. Theology 1s falth In quest of
_hé’ understanding. But,the understanding that theology seeks
w18 systematlc, asmd the falth that probeetts precedes theology

ls not without understanding. What is understood systematically

L A doTe Ml ALk tha carliae arad!
in theclogy, wa%ﬁunderstood previously. bwd 1n another mode,

sl wnderatandina, 1n the mode of intersubjectlvity, of symbolic
aperehenslion, of common* gense. Nor ls the theologlan

lgnorant of those modea. He was a Christlan before he was

& theologlan. If he teaches theoclogy, then he ls engaged in

making Christians 1nto theologlana. If he preaches what he

i has learnt from theology, then he ls engaged 1n transforming
what he understands systematically into the gpd more immedlate
modes of intersubjectivity, symbol, and common sense.

Hence, just as previously I have argued that to write the
history of theology one must be not only a historlan but also
a theologlan, so now I should say that to write the history

=" of Christlan doctrine one must be not only a historian and

& theologlan but also a theologigp_familiar with the
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process of transformation that occurs when one moves from
one mode of understanding to another.

Fifthly, how does the theologlan acquire famillarity
with this proceas? There are two steps: first, one sraqui
the general notlon; secondly, one sees it operative in the
menifest turning-points in the history of Christian doctrine.

The general nstlon may be 1llustrated by our apprehension
U ipeeen _da_ecdn ta_bemin-from skinaeniactie

For

of space. Qhueq\our initlial ap-rehension of space seems to

be kinaesthetle; it involves a coordinate system in which

up and down, front and back, right and left, have felt,

qualitative dlfferences; it 1ls an aprrehension that serves
us well 1n all our bodlly movements. But 1t 1s not an |
apprehension that can bear the weight of a theory about the
unlverse; for it lmplies that, 1f the earth were a sphers,
then people at the antlpodes would fall Into thz sky; and so
when we attenpt to think about the unlverse, we have to leave
aslde notlons adapted for more lmmedizte and gquilte diffegnt
ends. Another 1lluatration 1s suppl&ied by the intersubjlectlve
mode of understanding: within its proper limlts 1t 1s both
1egi€mat6 and necedgasary; but to attempt to apprehend the
universe through the intersubjective mode results in a mythical
personificatlon of everything where, of course, personificatlon
means, not a figure of speech that presupposes some prior
literal mode of meaning, but rather the prlor, literal mode of
apprehension 1ts#elf.

Once* one has grasped the general nature of transformations
from one mode of understanding to another, one can turn to

the beginnlings of speculative thought in the Christlan tradition.
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They are not hard to find. The fourth century was 1ln an
uproar over one word, homoouslos. The meaning of that word
la not to be sought 1n intersubjlectivity, 1n symbolic
apprehension, in common sense. It 1ls a technical term that,
of its21f, announces the emergence of scme,typa ok, systematlc
thinking. As one mlght expect, there were represented all
ghades of opinion about it. Even 1ts most atauﬁpch defender,
Athanasius, regarded it as no better than a regrettable
necesalty. Not only were there flfty years of controversy
after Nicaea, but also there had been a problem long before
Nlcaea. One can see 1t take successively different forms in
Justin, Tertullian, Hilppolytus, Orlgin, Novatlan, Dlonyslus
of Alexandria, and Dionysius of Rome.

I have indicated one instance of a shift mf in the mode
of understandlng. But th?re are others. Something simllar
took place at Chalcedon with antecedenis and consequents
extending over centurles. Scmething similar began with the
condemnation of Pelagius at Carthage. Something similar
happened when twelfth-century theologians concelived sacraments
in terms of grace,:Ed:;gjgﬁgzgﬁ;kﬁgézjzzéaéiit;. In each of
these lnstances, and there are othsra, one can study empirlcally
the nature of a shift from the lntersublectlve and commonsense
mode of understanding towards am the systenatlc mode.

But a further and more relevant observation seems 1n

order. Newton insisted, hypotheses non fingo, In a gense

hls claim was false for the thsory of unlversal gravitation

i8 a theory, & hypothesis. But in another sense hie claim was
completely Justified, for Newton's theory Wxd added to ovservable
data nothing but thelr dmmmdh immansnt intelllgibllity, thelr
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verifiable law. As he did not attempt to determine final
causes, 80 he refused to 3% ascslign the efficlent cause that
nade bodles fall. He was coatent wlth an inner functional
relatlionghip that was to b%frt - int the observable and
_ nessurable featuress of any local movement and could be extra=
% vk polated successfully to the planets. That functional
| relatlons:ip, on the theoretical side, served to define
& waole class of movements and so it opened the way to the
discovery of gulte different clagses; and, on the practical
-8lde, it enabled man to become an efficient cause and to uase
‘natural forces for the attainment of human ends.
I think there 1s some similarity in the procedure I
immediately
have Indicated. There ls not raised,the questlon of the

flnal cause, whether systematic understanding is a gosd thing,

or whether Nicaea and Chalcedon reached truth. Such auestions

are not guestlons for understanding but for Judgement, and
thelr treatzent comes.under the heading of positions and
counter-pogsitlions. There is not ralsed Immediately tne question
§:§: of the efflclent cause: sources and influences have thelr
o~ significance in historical Investigation; but I think one flrst
shiould know what 1ls taking place 1n the product before one
bzglns to inouire what causes 1t to take place 1n the preixclse
manner that can be observed; and, besldes, the guestion of
sources opens the way to an almost unending serlss of hypotheses
o tggg égevitably take the tneologlan out of the rield 1n which
: he&alone 15 competent into the excesslvely large investigatlons
s eoncerned wilth the broad stream of human thought, human llterature,
and interactlng cultures and elvillzatlons. Similarly, there
5-9 are not intrsduced the w somewhat indeterminate entitles

Tranning,
named biblical, evangellcal, Paulline, Palestin1an,ﬁﬁellenistic,

D
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mediaeval m=ntellity. Rather,specific manhfestatlons ¢f each

of these wonld be analysed in terms of modes ofhnderstanding.
illustrated

For ganuch modes exist. Thelr nature and content can bqhéetewaﬁne&

in ve:sonal expe ilence.

br—-sepcholemloal-dacnirys Taeir functlonlng im the initlal

stages of Christian theology can be examlned, not in minutlae,

but in broad movements, Iin sharp differences, in long-sustained
to some extendt

controversles, and, 1n patterna that recur in dlfferent toples

at different places and widely separa.t:d times.

I have been indicatéing that my general rles, pmasheady
because they are general, are no less aprsllicable to historlcal
than to speculative theology. But I should note, as well,
that because they are rules, because they sre dynamle, they
gerve to unite historlcal and speculatlve taeology as past
process and present term. Historical or positive theology 1s
conczrned with the becoming of speculative; and speculative
theology 1s the ;iggaha,of historlical process. To add
positive to speculative theology 1s not to add something gqulte
extrinsic; 1t 1s not to add a new and autonomous department
that goes 1ts own 1nderendent way. Rather, I should say,

theology
historical theology 1s speculative atrows®s becoulng consclous
of 1tz pastmand origins anéigevelopment and, at the same tilme,
speculative theology is Jjust the contemporary stage of the

movement that historical theology examines and analyses,

To overlook or t¢ i@ reject that unity has, I believe, only

L] [
o

Ag_the wilternsps.of umbvargal-istery—tt—eessss—tote a

distinet-dToeipline Witir-a—proper~£ield—afid competenecss

and-err the Uther—hand _speculative tIFOI0 Ay ~sAhueTo—irks

C ch lcg 3t the affo 5

gerve fafth A\ ts-nyest-RQr unders tandinps anmilbatienphe.
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one result. On the on&p hand, historical theology becomes
lost in the wilderness of universal alstory; 1t ceases to be
& distinet qfiscipline with a proper field and competence of
1ts own; for 1t 1: only from speculative theology that hlastorical
can learn jJust what 1is precise field 18 and what are the
Inner laws of that fleld 1n thelr é:::::i’manifestationa.

On the otner hand, speculatlve theology withers away; for ita
proper task ls, not Just understanding, but understandlng

the falth; 1ts positlve basis 1s historicael and wlthout that
basls 1t may retlre into an lvory tower to feed 1tself with
subtle memorles, it may merge with the general stream of
vhilosophle taought, or it may atiempt to take over, modestly
or despotically, the teaching office of the Church, but the
one thing necessary 1t cannot do, continue xzha today the
process begun so long ago of adding to fx living falth the
dimensl:n of systematic understanding.

There remaing my fifth rule, Accept the resvonsibllity

of Judrement. As Lt is the supreme rule In any science, 80

its adaptatlon in theology 1s the mest significant. For
theology presupposes falth and, for the Cat-olle, falth includes
judgemenﬁi. It 1s an acceptance of truths revealed by God

and taught by his @hurch, not because we see them to be true

apart from that witness, but because we are ready to enlargs

our notion of truth ltself, because we are ready to take as
the measure of truth that ls truth even for us, not what we

can understand in t.la 1ife, but +hat God understands.
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akl fusy o rulegs,

This view of falth transforms the meaning of
rate,ndenstands In othar flelds, understanding beglns not
from triths but from data. It is un-erstanding taat will
promote data to the level of truth, and the trath to be
attaloned 1s no gulding presence btut an 1deal whose preclse
features are not to be dlscerned. In theologzy, things are
otasrwise. There are, indeed, data that areg Just data
ag in the other mxm sclences: most exegetical and hlstorleal
questlons are of that character. But taere are also truths,
and understanding them 1nvolves a reversal of roles; where
In other fields understanding precedes and determlnes truth,
in tneology understanding follows and 1s determined.

Now this reversal of rales gives rise to speclal
technlques that cenire about the true proposition, the logle
of presuppositions and implications, 2nd the semantlcs or
metaphyslics of meaning., My one oobservation 1s that they
are technlques; they serve to chart the path of efforts to
understandtag; but they zrminmmmh are not ends; they provide
the gexi} scaffoldling needed to bulld the theologlecal edlfice;
but they are not the ediflce iiself, the understanding saught
by falth; they serve to delimlt and to define what 1ls to be

understaad, but the understanding is something mors. It

lies 1n the realm of analogy and in the intelliglble ilnterlocking
of the trutha of faith.

The adaptation of my second rule, Understand sysiematically,
would have to do wlth the character of the intelligibllity

to be reached 1n theology. It i too would be concerned with

the definltion of limlts and the Indicatlion of possibllitles
alao

and, while highly relevant to method, 1t woulqﬁprove to be of

e highly tecanlcal and speciallized charccter.
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As the Cathollc view of falth mak=s theologlcal understanding
& grasp of converging lines that focus upon uncomprehended
mystery, so too 1t places human wisdom and judgement wlthin
a conteft of communicated divine wisdom and divine judgement.
As the Catholle theologian accepts a divine revelation, so also
he & belleves in 1lts providential preservation; Hone the lsss,
thls does not liberate him from xhe also accepti;; the responsiblillty

of making Judgemen%débf hils own. We learn from“Geoffrey

FETERY*N L R Y

of Fontaines that, in the 1290'as, the theological students of
at the Unlversity of Parls belleved they would ve excommunicsate
Xx if they read the writings of $£x Thomas Aquinas., In 1323,
forty-nine years after his death, Thomas Aquinas became St.
Thomas x Aquinas. Two years.i afterwards the Archbishop of
Paris officially removed the ban against him. Clearly, if
today Aquinas holds a preeminent position in Catholic theology,
it 1s beceue—ke-tmd the-courage.tonacoept the~resronatd

) INLLHTTA A A Mpem N TE— p_ PNl g-oT : e 0% sadlavitivie

because he hai the daring that 1s needed to underatand
and the courage to make far-reaching Judgementis on the basls
of hls darlng undersianding. Moreover, if the decisions
Aquinas made were momentous, tne element of declsivensss WP~
is not removed when one turns frggemﬁn of genius to the
ordinary honest worker. Everyone engaged In theology, as
something more than an exercise in repetitlveness, has to make
decislons; and the point to my fifth rule is simply that
he would be decelving himself If he thought that there
exlsted some auﬂ@matic technigue on which he could shift the

burden.
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