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Chapter 1I

The New Context

wag woven by
The old contexﬁﬁcana_qnﬁueghAristotla. The writings

ascrlibed to him had treated poetry and rhep%gric, physics

and blology, psychology and loglic, ethlics and polltlcs, meta-
payelcs and natural theology. They did eo with the power of
informed, precise, coherent, all-embracing thought. %eithey They

range and the
possessed the depth esvwedb.ad dhe-ranige that might integrate

A
a whole culture. When, then, medlaeval theologlans reinter-
preted Aristotle and formulated thelr Christian faith on that
basls, not merely were they usling a philosophy to perfect a
theology but, what is far more lauportant, they were unifying
a culture and placing their theology in a context that lst it
reach Into all departments of llfe and thought.
| | The strength and suppleness of that context are not to
resldes not In
be overlooked., For a contexﬁhmzmmmtﬁsome set of theorems

in
that can be corre cted and revlsed but ratheﬂAg power of mind

that gives Eﬁﬁid;;;erent disciplines a common é vocabulary

and style, that moulds them by a common outlook, that knlts

them together ln a coherent view of nature, man, and God.

So it was that commentatoras varlously Iinterpreted the Aristﬁtelian
books, that the learned added correctlons, that thinkers
dlstingulshed, adjuéted, and reconclled, that lnnovators

denied and re&ected, and yet the context remained. It remained
because the many and divergent activities rested on famlllar
asgunptions, whlch had an Arlstotellsn source; because they

proceeded according to rules, which Aristotle had formulated; -

because they pursued ldeals, which Aristotle had set forth); h
above all, because they were fraguentary and aimed more at
partial change than at total transforaation. For the fact
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Midesatifersath of the matter séema to be that, once a pntex}
context has been established ln a culture, 1t can be expelled

only by the enormous labour of conetructing a new cantext.l

1) The point has recently been made by frofessor Butterfield

in bis Origins of Modern Sclence, 1300-1800,
argued that, while
HeﬁfeiﬂtedvautAbhaﬁhnew sclentific dlscoverles were accunulating
they
from the beginning of the fourteenth century,butaphaiﬁpould

nelther break out of the Aristotellan context k; nor he satls=-
factorlly formulated within it. Only in the final decades of
the seventeenth century was modern sclence in a position %o

construct its own context andg it 12:}¥om that time that there

has exlsted what today ls meant by modern sclence.

But whatever the vitallty that Aristotelianlsm once
sxhlblted, today it cannot be lnvoked as a principle of integration,
The reason for thls 1s not merely that so0 much more t#.now is
known 80 much better than by the an‘cienta. The declislve
point lles in dlifferences of style,b;ethod, out look, approach.
Symbolic loglc contrasts with Aristotsllan loglc. Modern

sclence does not conform to the demande of the Posterior #énalytics.

Modern history 1s a sclentific discipline for which Aristotle
made no proviégion. Modern phllosophy, to deal with 1ts
problema, has as much need to go beyond Arlstotelian methods
a8 modern geometry has to go beyond the methods of Euclid.

Not only dGoes Arlstotle no longer offer an encyclopedia# of
]
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learning, but there cannot be an'up-to-daté revision on the
0ld model, for the o0ld model itself 1s idsd. out-of-date.

A new context, then, 1s needed. Manifestly 1t 1is
needed 1f theology is not to remain in a ghetto lsolated from
the rest of modern culture. But 1t 1s needed even more if
theology 1s to put its own house in order. There old and
new are in conflict. Tradltionmal teaching remains largely
wlthin an implicit Aristotellan context. DBut teaching rests
on investligation, and all the baslc areas of theological
1nveétigatlon have been penetrated, taken over, occupled
by modern scholarsalp, modern methods in hlstory, modern
notions of sclence. The new procedurea*ggg too widely
employed and too generally abcepted for them to be dlslodged.
At the same tlime, they cannot be fitted into the o0ld Aristotellan
context, 5o, if theologlcal Ilnvestigation and theologlcal
teaching are once more to go hand in hand, a new context must
be developed.

| Work towarde the new context has already begun, as is

witnessed for example by Karl Ranner's Klelnes theologlsches

Worterbuch {Frelburg 1961) and by Heinrich Fries' editing

of a two-volume Handbuch theologlscher Grundbﬁtgriffe (Minchen
R 962 and L9635 Bl Dn\preoTht hurPoset 3Ty Tesf U8 trted
1962 and 1963). But our concern is limlited to method and,
accordingly, the present chapter need only indlcate the maln

directlons involved in constructing the new context. We shall

”’—mi§‘\)point then, to traneitlons (1) from logic to method, (2) from

the Posterior Analytics to the modern notion of sclence, (3) from
human nature to human history, (4) from soul to subject, and (5)

;rgﬁhphﬂa%GOphymaﬂ&h&ﬂGMdé& to transce#ndental method., A4s will
be observed from the foregoing list, Vv -
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: cenéﬂgs on
attention tsx&tmdzsd~¢qﬁchangea in norms and procedurss. Because

centnles on

iEﬁEat' ted.td4 changes, the new context will be presented in
its relations to the old. Because the changes are in noras
and procedures, they directly affect not the content of

st theo logy but the method by which it is developed and the

context in which 1t ie expressed.

le From Logic to Method

Distinguish (1) logical ideals, (2) formal logics, and (3)
&
applicatliona of  formal loglc.

, coherencs,
loglcal ideals may be 1lllustfated by clarity and rigoﬁr

—ReYo
Clarity exclwudes ambiguous terms. mguﬁdg’odr

Coherence excludes contradlctlions. Rigo
4 /\demanda that conclusions follow from premissea with necessity.

A formal logic embodlies loglcal ldeals in general
descrlyptions, explanations,and rules. Such an embodiment,
however, adds t1o the ldeals and, as such additlions nmay bde
made from difrerent =ources, there arilses the possibility of
different formal loglcs. 3o Aristotellan logic takes ita

pecullar shape and direction from 1lts embodiment of loglcal

ideals 1n grammatical and linguistic forms. In contrast,

6' gymbelic loglc embodles similar ideals mathnematically:

) en$hﬁory—oi>eombéna%io&i terms are related through thelr
@
denotiphations; propositions are related through Yt theory
N’ ‘ A
of comblinations; inferences are conducted by continuous
enthymeme with, at most, an ac_ynowledgement of the ma jor

premiss in a marginal note.
not lncidentally or partially but fully
A formal logiq\is appliquyhen a doctrine is formallzed,

that 18, when the whole doctrine is expressed 1n exact accord
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with the reaquirements of a formal logic. As & brief reflection

will reveal, such a realization of the logical ideals demands

of a doctrine the perfectlon of complete imnobility. The ideal

of clarity demands that all terms bs ﬁ;émbiguoua; for them

10 be unamblguous, thelr meaning must ve fixed, defined,

differentiated from every neighbouring meaning; it follows that
would have to be arrested in their course to

meanings still in process of deveIOpment»FanmwﬁAPe admltted.

Agaln, the ldeal of coherence demands that opposed statements

be asslgned to dlstinct and non-communicatlng universes of

diécourse; they cannot be left standlng side by slde as contrary

yet complementary expressions of a truth that 1s yet to be dlscovered.

Rigq%r, finally, demands that conclusions follow necessarlly from

the;;fpremisses; but if they follow necessarily, they must also

follow at once. If the premisses are true now, the conclusion

%@Wmmmmm—mw
16~ TOROrToWN_t1e Drerisst es-—-g&ﬂ’ﬁb@g,tme\j péay.__So-a -

&a )

must now be true; if now the conclusion ls false, mhsmpm oOne
30 a
at least of tne premlsses 1is now false.‘h% formali,ed doctrine

in the fixlty of its terms, the strict coherence of its state~

wnalembaniswapaots i
ments, the»imme&i&cgﬂof all its conclus ionsg, confoerAto a
valid ideal iimfhehPuman nind and sets a goal which sclentific
expression ma%‘hope-evvh@MAIlv to attain., But besides the
goal, there 1s also the process of attalnment and, when we
turn to that process, we turn from logle to method.

In genersal, a method 1ls a normative pattern of recurrent
and related operations. There 1s & method, then, where ihere
are distlinct operatlions, where each 1s related to the others,
where the set of relatlons form a pattern, where i&&amn

i
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the pattern 1s described as the right way of dolng the job,
and where operations in accord with the pattern may be
repeated indefinitely.

S0 in the natural sclences method inculcates a spirit
of inqulry, and inquiries recur. It 1nsisaé? on accurate
obgervation and d%%ription: both observatlons and descriptlions
recur. Above all it pralses discovery, and dlscoveries [recud
recur, It demands the formulation of dlscoveries in hypotheses,
and hypotheses recur. It regulires the deductlon of the implica-
tlons of hypotheses, and deductions recur. It keeps urging
that expsriments be g8 devised and performed to check the
lnplications of hypotheses against observable fact, and such
processes of experlmnentation recur.

These :

‘&Buahhgistinct and recurrent operations are related.
Inquiry transforms mere experiencing into the scrubtiny of
observation. What ls observed is pinned Gown by description.
Contrasting obeervations or descriptlons give rise to
problems, and problems are solved by dlscoveries. What 1is
discovered, Is expressed in a hypothesls. From the hypothesia
are deduced its 1lmpllecations, which suggest experiments to
be performed. The operatlons are related; the relations
form & pattern; and the pattern deflnes a right way of daxag
going about aclentifilc inveatigation.

_However—aur very_general-tefAmttih oL Method-d08

t bring put the specific charact rof sclentl ¢ method,
hic fg/;ith cumulﬁgz;e pfgg;:saive. e wheel of-fuethod

and
lways turns;-the wheelypf/;:;entific ethod not

but alsofﬁblls along(//To repeag/xhe method of making
(e’ e -
otor-car ls f.o“make another-motor-car,cblit succgstive

clentif trog_edd_new résults_to\o v

o _;) . 'i”'?}ﬁ;
o VAD
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However, 1f sclentific procedure satiasfles a very general
definition of method, 1t aleo has lts own speclflc character,
Unllke the assembly line, science does not keep repeating the same product;
A ﬂe@hit is cumulative and progressive. The experiments devised
to test an hypothesls lead to new observations that may or may
not confirm the hypothesis. In so far as they do, they reveal
that the investlgatlion 1s not entlrely on the wrong track.
In so far as they do not, they lead to a modiflcation of the
hypothesis and, in the limit, to new Xiso discovery, new
hypothesis, new deduction, and new experimentas. The wheel of
method not only turns but also @&o rolls along. The fleld of
observed data keeps broadening, New discoverles are added 1o
0ld. Nev hypotheses and theorles express not only the new
Insights but also all that wa; velid in the old, to glve method
1ts cumulative ch-racter and to engender the conviction that,

however remote the goal of complete explanatlon may stlll be,

at least we are nearer Lo 1t now than we were,

T’Lhaqw,been~engagg&~fﬁ\&—ﬁummagx,eoQpn&&%~of_105
€ethod. ABoth aZi/pG/ mative: théy lay dewn rules to gulde o
nt Ilectual ivities. ut logil norme re
ssemblles terms latlons, proposltlo
ethod pégard ope 1ona ia true, pf coursg, tnat loglc

/P -/ﬁ posltlng or //

y/be said to deal with“such operations as gefining Lérms
d poatu}aﬁing or deriving propositions,

! ’E%r’?kumﬂﬂmﬁﬁr«xuuuf\&nxxJnmﬁfﬁ // pt;-ﬁ

le

: 6&9310 is concern
o fopfulate anx{deal. When tﬁe realizag} n of the idéal N\

/ s
cta to be & //rare attaln

is envis:s;d/;;rictly, it is geen at on
la possible, fﬁr Hasd instance, to fq;malize
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Such very summarily is method in the natural sclences.
It would be premature for us to proceed at once to an account
of methods in other disciplines. But at least we can mtats

4

say lmmedlately that we do not concelve a metho as a set of
rules that will produce satlsfactory results whéﬁ;?f;aowed
b@bﬁﬁﬂy by anyone. A method states what occure when a task
is performed properly. In any developlng sclence or discipline
such proper performence includes discovery as lts principal
achievement. But the occurrence of dlscoveries follows
statistical laws: they can be made more probable; they cannot
De assured by a set of prescriptions,
W® Agaln, we have spoken of a transitlion from loglc
to method. By this we do not mean that loglc 1s supplanted
and abolished., On the contrary, such operations as descrlblng,
defining problems,
formulating hypotheses, deducing lmpllications avavimniiemvith
fall under the directlves of logle and, no lessiiissential
parts of the pattern lald down by a method. A transition to

me thod, then, does not mean the omieslon of loglcal operations

gxplicit
but thejaddition of other actlvities such as 1nculiry, observatlon,
dlscovery, y
A experiknentation, verification. It means the acknowledgementT
A \//
not only of the 1deal goal which logic can define but also
¢ of the less perfect process in whlch terms are stlll developlng,

propositions are inadeguate, concluslons are more or less

probable. It means the acceptande of the less perfect process

e~-normal—stat aifa for;—1In th e +Bhe-gblitdon

® usually exlistence
rob mxugal&y”hngnvefﬁ\thsfxTBLance’gi_iurtQEE,p 8,
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a8 the normal state of affairs for, in the sclences, results
are not definltlve, the sclution of one problem reveals the
existence of other problens, and the advance of theory only
broadens the fleld of data 10 be apprehended and lnvestlgated.
Above all, the transition to method means that the process of
coming to know has its own proper norms, that it is idle

to expect the process to conform to ideals that imply the
perfection of immoblillty, that the process as process has 1iis

own perfectlon in its cumulative and progresslve character.

2. From the Posterlor Analytlcae to Modern 3clence

Wnile modern aclence 1ls a contlinuvatlion and development
of its anclent and mediﬁeval antecedents, it would be a serlous
mistake to suppose that the later differs from the earlier
only in procedures, contegm, extent, efficacy. These differences
are of course enormous. Z@it behlnd them there are less palpable
but more fundamental differences in the anticlpations and
eriteria that explicitly or implicitly direct investigatlions
to make them fruitful or sterile. It 1s wlth these underlying,
directive, dynamic factore that we are nere concerned, and
we may begin our brief summary by notling Arlstotle's contrast
of epistéméd and doxa, of science and oplnion.

For Aristotle, then, sclence was a matter of knowlng
the cause, knowing that 1t was the cause, and knowlng thati the
gffect could not be otner than it waa.l In brief, the objlect
of sclence was causal, necessary, lomutadble. Opinion, in
contrast, was true %nowledge of matters of fact where, however,
the fact wag not necessary or, if It were, then lts necesslty

was not apprehended.2 | -
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The vehlcle of Aristotelian sclence was, naturally
encugh, the syllogilsm. E& Sylloglsms express knowledge of
canges lnasmuch as the middle term names the end, agent, matter,
or for'm.3 They express necessary knowledge lnasmuch as ths
premisses are per sge predications in which i eggentlial
atiributes are asslgned to commensurate subjecta.4 Finally,
besldes the premisses that may be derived syllogistleally,
there are those that are true, first, tndd» underived,
better kaown than their lmpllications and related to them as
cause to effect.S. Obviously the exlistence of Aristotelian

on the exlstence
sclence depends,of these basic premisses in each fleld; but

o N

1) k Aristotle, Posterior Analytics, I, 2, 7lb 10 ff.
L

2) Ivid., I, 33, 88b 32 ff.
3) Ibid., II, 11, 94a 20 ff.
4)  Ibid., I, 6, T4b 5 ff. As the necessary and essential
' and solutlons
also is eternal, varlous difficultieimgrose. Aristotle
remarked that the attributes of perilshable things elither
cannot be demonstrated or else the relevant sylloglem will
be 'mixed' with one premisa\necessary and the other contlingent
(Ioid., I, 8, 75b 21 ff.). Aquinas appealed to the lmmutabllity
of the abstract: Ratlones autem universales rerum omnes sunt

immoblles, et ideo quantum ad hoc omnis sclentia de necessarlls

est. Sed rerum, gquarum sunt llilae rationes, cuzedam sunt

necessariase et immobiles, quaedam contingentes et moblles, &g.

at quantum ad hoc de rebus contlingentibus et moblllbus dicuntur

esse scientliae. In Boethium de Trinitate, gq. 5, &. 2 ad 4m,

On the 1ntr{?pate proolen of sclentific prediction, see

W. D. Ross, Aristotle's Prior and Posterior Analytics, Oxford
1949, pp. 649-652,
5) Post. Anal., I, 2, 71b 19 ff.




whille Aristotie does descrlibe how our knowledge of principles
arisesfswhile his description fits qulte accurately the manner
in whilch sclentiflc dlscoveries are made, still such discoveries
do not yleld the knowledgs of necessary causes and immutadble

effects demanded by the Posterior Analytlcs.

' What the sclentlst dlscovers 1s not a truth but an
hypothesis, not a neceasslty but a possibllity. For instance,
8 free fall is a constant accelsration. lE!The matter has
8tood the test of centurles. But it has done s0, not because
bodies must fall that way, not because the free fall cannot be
other than 1t iz, but simply.bj becausge éé,out of many nypothetical
possibilitlies the simplest verliflable formule 1s the constant
acceleration, Moreover, wnat holds for tne free fall, holds
for all other natural laws and, no less, for the theorles and
systems that rel-te them to one another., All such laws, theorles,
systems are suﬁject to revision; they have a clalm on our assent,
not because of any intrinsic neceéalty, but only because they
happen to be verifled; and the moent further dsta begin to |

tell agalnst them, they become queationable.7

6) Ibidl’ II’ 190
7) In the nineteenth and early;twentieth centuries 1t was still
conmon to speak of the necessary and lmmutable laws of nature

and even of the iron laws of economlcs. This trend has been

reversed by tae refutation of the uniqueness of Zuclidean
geometry, by the successful use in physlcs of non-Euclldean
geometry, by the alternative probabllitles predlcted by quantum
theory, and by the limltations placed on deductlve systems by
theorems of the GOdelian typs. On these see J. Ladrikre, Les

1imitatione internes des formallsmes, Louwvain 1957. On mathe-

matical principles, M. Polanyl, Personal Knowledge, London 1958

A
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snd 1962, pp. 187-193; B, Lonergan, Insight, London and New York
1957, pp. 304 ff, |

We have been touchling on the cruclal difference between
the Arilstotelian and the modern notions of sclence. On the
Aristotelian notlion sclence 1ls concerned with the necessary
and immutable. On the modern notlon necessity and immutability
have no more than a marginal slgnificance. Scilence 1s coqérned
with the intelllgibllity, not that must be, but that can be.

Of itself, such intelligibllity is hypothetical; sssentially,
it stands in need of the complement of veriflcatlon; and any
single verification ylelds no more than & probable confirmatlon.

From the crnclal difference other differences follow,

The already mentloned snift from loglec to method is but part

of the larger snift from the Posterior Analytics to tne modern

notlon of sclence., Loglc might sufflce to deal with knowledge

of necessity and Immutablility. But one has to move beyond

a consideration of loglical operatlons and take into account inquiry,
observation, discovery, exper{fmentation, verificatioq,if

one 1s to proceed in aﬂ'orderly and effectlive fashlon when

poasible hypothneses are leglon and only cumulative verlficatlons
are signiflcant.

Again, we mentloned above that Arlstotle contrasted
sclence and opinion. As sclence was of the necessary, a0
opinion regarded the contingent. But modern sclence, like
Aristotle's opinion, ls concerned with the contlngent; and
80 on eachlissue we geeX the best sclentiflc oplnion that ta-

Al
at toe timg\available.
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On similar grounds Aristotle contrasted theory and practice.
Practice 1s concerned with the contingent, with things that can
be other than they are. It follows that science cannot be
practical, for science 1s concerned wlth the necessary, with
what cannot be other than it is. Sclence accordlngly must be
sinply contemplative and, 1n that sense, theoretical. Now in
the modern context the term, theory, cannot properly be glven
any such connotation. For modern sclence deals wlith the con-

o ek
tingent; 1t grounds endless practlical applicationsiﬁiﬁ mnodern
theory %ﬁ,continuous with practice. So far from beingnOPpOBed

to one another, theory and practice now are two stages in man's

dealing with the same objects,

Further, (to flnd necesglty in a manifestly contingent
the medlieval notion of sclence retreated

world, An&ebotk&ianxsQ;annauh&dxtawﬁeﬁpﬁam to the universal

and the abstract. In contrast, modern aclence alms at the

complete explanatlon of all phenomena. Though 1t has to use
slstract—terma st NIt -gleo to extPemslyresoureefi
abstract terms and unlversal propositions, still it regards
them as limitatlons and strives to surmount them. Though

it cannot master the concrete in 1ts all but unlimited complexity,

st11l it constantly ende=vours to come as close as posslble
"é' to such m=stery, and it lg extremely resourceful in inventlng
conceptual tools and imaglnative models Ednviiddw to advance
ever further the understanding of concrete processes.

Therse follows an enormous dlfference in sheer bulk,

¢
' An Aristotelimn sclence could mve¥dy be a hablt tucked in
; an individual'e mind and, as i;hw&ﬂ#certain knowle dge, 1t

would be passed on vmgnuhéﬁi from generation to generation,
But the positive content of a modern sclence ls only probable;

1t is comty continuously in process of development; dad{itd
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its extent is so é{vast that it cannot be encompassed by any
single mind; and its sustained development calls for the
assembled resources ¢f and far-flung collaboration of the
world's sclentific communities.

Finally, on the modern conceptlon there ls a sclence

yielding
where there ls employed a method,fimm the cumulatlive advancement
of knowledge. Methods differ from subject to subjlect, but
seach 18 directed by its own proper method, and each 1s sclentific
by that fact and not by its approximate resemblance to something
In contrast,

olse. ABmE,the Aristotelian conception of necessary concluslons
following rigorously from necessary principles was an ldeal

type: it was thought to be realized in arithmetlc and geometry;8

8) See W. D. Ross, Aristotle's Prior and Posterlor Analytics,
Oxford 1949, p. 14,

glaegwhere it was approximated to a greater or less extent.
) farthest
As Curistlan theology was at the Puptheresy remove X from
the necessitarian 1deal, 1t receilved the least help and guldance
theology
from the Aristotelian conception. Today xzhpas nothing to
lose and much to galn by severing itself from the Aristotellan
ldeal type and concelving itself on the basis of its own proper
method. For that ideal is now an anachronlam: it 1s not
human
entertalned in natural and4huamﬂ gdcmed sclence; mathematiclana
commonly aim no nlgher than axioms that are not contradlctory;
philosophers take thelr stand not on necessity but on matters
of fact; in theology, finally, that ideal was never more than
an
abke embarrassment for, were 1t realized, the result would be
& ratlonaliem or a semi~rationaliem. It ls tims for theology

%u*ﬁgdjﬁ%%Ai%ﬁ%iéﬂ to work out ite own method and be Just

itself.

(o ) T




R Ve

MiT I . " PP . Lo et e - . .Lb

3 Human Nature and Human History

The more remote his ancestors, the more modern man con=
celves himself to differ\%{from thhem., No doubt this fact owes
much to evolutlonary and pro%%ssiat propaganda, but 1t also 1s
founded in modern man's experience, in his study of other men,
and in hisﬁ;mOral agpiratlons,

For modern man has made his own modern world. It emerged
from a feudal background with med{éfval beginnings of commerce

and finance. It passed through periods of exploration, con}queat,
-
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colonization. It has bl culminatéd in applied scilence,
technology, industry, and a population exploslon. It has
wltnessed the emergence of the European nations, thelr long
and sustalned political developnent, their economlc inter-
dependence, their alllances, thelr wars, thelr recent insertion
within a larger, global context. It has been carrled fo{%yard
from medi%eval Iatin through Renalssance classiclsm to the
deVelOpmezl of the modern languages and the creation of modern
literatures and art forms. It has found its substance 1in the
working out of modern mathematics, of modern natural and human
sclence, of modern phllosorhles, of modern religlous and
historical thought. Where the world of the classiclst was
inherited, where life was somehow llved in emulation with the
anclents, modern man Iin namlng himself modern has consciously
been golng his own way and thereby inscribing deeply in his
own experience the fact that the:ahape and texture of man's
world is ihe product of man's own efforts, his lucky hite, his
mistakes and blunders.

Besides making hils own, modern man nas investlpated the
'worlde' of other places and times. For the classiclst,
ancient Greece and #omg were islands of llght in a vast sea of
darkness. But to modern man voyages 0f discovery brought back
word of other lands, other peoples, other langiages, cultiures,
religlons. Archeology dug up anclent cities and decliphered
anclent writings. Geoclogy, biology, ethnology placed the
races of men ini&ﬁfziglutianary perspective that ie constantly
being completed by genetic studlies of every aspect of human
developnent, If the classlelst proclaimed that human nature was

always the same and 1f he attributed to his ideals a normative

quality thsat accounted the rest of men barbarians, modern man

o ) - =
LA
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finds in his rich acqualntance with human diversity and change
only & confirmation of the vlew that, as he has made his own
world, so other peoples however unwittlngly have made thelrs.
But freedom and responsiblilty are components iné human
living. In the measure that modern man is proud of his creatlion,
the modern world, and no less ln the measure that he ls asnamed
of it, he relates hls freedom and his repqipaibility not only
t0 his personal &% acts but also to the larger movements of
communlity and history over which, he feels, man should aomehow
learn to exercise guidance and control. This convictlon, it
would seem, is the mainspring of modern humanism in lts many
forms. It accounts for the power of the ¢ld liberal idea
of progress, of the Marxlst's dialectical materlallsm, of the
existentialist's tragic posture, of the resonance that amplifies
and propagateé the appeal of Pierre Tellhard de Chardlin. If for
the classiqﬁist the past embodled 1deals to be emulated and
even perhaps at st¥m times equalled, for modern man the past
is an object of intense study not wlthout the hp hope that one
mey roughly discern 1n 1ts slow but relentless upthrust the

greater shl¥s shapes of d¢ the future.
_BiAl] one mmay W wsk whet~ls—tilawerld-thet <bamiges with

At 1ls igue; At Egnt&ing;al%*thaifever“th or-tgor_uwidd- e

wg_}piendxahigug;$h*@ur_qu ons & d\gggnkstgi}gnﬁﬁEEET\ﬁ We
6T Knowtt-—Or tHa other hahd, & world 18 e totality of\;

enfﬁ“to‘heﬂreaohggﬁfgggﬂgpmmgggggxmina&g{g;andpg;nn,_an re
g e d?TEBm&@,Lheir~ﬁQEEE_§pe standpolints,.
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Modern experlence, then, modern study, and modern aspiration
reveal an awareness of nistoricity. We have considered the fact
and now we must go on to its possibility. If the classiclst is
correct in malntaining that human nature is always the same, how
can modern man dlffer significantly from the men of other places
and tlmes? The answer involves a serles of steps and it will
got them clearly apart 1f we number them.

Flrst, human nature ls the same whether ons is awake or
asleep, but almost all that is significant in human llving occurs
ilnasmuch as men are awake, inasmuch as they are experlencing,
inquirlng, understanding, Judging, dellberating, decid%ing,
deing, inasmuch in brief as»hum?p living 1s informed g;,meaning.

Secondly, there 1ls th%\point-that human coamunity ls a
matter of common meaning, tﬁat it exists, develops, intensifles
in the measure that many share a comaon field of experlence,
é}underatand thelr experience in a similar or complementary
fachlon, agree in thelr judgements on things, persons, policles,

courses of action, and make common commitments of fidellty to

cne anothar, of loyalty to their natlon, state, or super-state,

of‘jj/faith in the destiny of man and the providence of God.
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Inversely, as community intensifles in the measure that meaning
is comion, s0 1t #Adtdw disintegrates as meaning ceases t0 be
common. Remove the common field of experlence and people get out
of touch. Remove coumon ways of understanding and there arise
misunderstanding, susplelon, distrﬁfat, mutual lncomprehension.
Let Judgements diverge and too soon an easy tolerance glves way
to anrprise, to ridicule, to consternation, to anger. Loosen
the bonds of fidelity, loyalty, faith, and community weakens to
- glve ever freer huhyy play ?oﬂakm%ﬂxmvﬁnmﬂm#mgmmiﬁdxﬁidﬁékaéhd
-gngdﬁﬁﬂ%&% to the blas of factions and the almless drifting
of the whole.
Thirdly, as the blography of the indlvidual sets forth
the acts of hls waking 1ife, his acts informed by meaning, 80
the uistory of the comuunity is an account of its meaningful
performance. 8Buch comaon meaning, gnbodled in human performance,
may remain more or less fixed fof centuries, as among primitives,
or in stagnant clvilizations, or;because fixity is Estenms
esteemed some necessary consequeﬁt of truth and value as In
classicism. But it is no less true that common meaning may be
on the move. Older views are questioned, challenged, circum~
vented, supplanted. Chanme that beglns sporadically in isolated
pockets becomes more widespread and more freguent. A cult of
modernity ceases to be a fad to become & watchword, a rule,
a principle. Insensibly the fabric of i institutions is
changed, the meaning of roles 1s altered, scales of values
are modifiedf?fhe world ls given a new aspect that fascinates
the young and frightens the old.
Sotmodermman Bis mide-tis\ own modermuoridy— Tt -erérgen~
-%Trﬁf\&-%éﬁ&a&’ﬁibkgroum&hgith~q&§}aequfbegrnningﬁﬁef"cﬁmmerv
gad-Npance\_*+t- padged.throygh perdoda-of dxplorasion, oonquests
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Fourthly, the world that 1s changed by changes of meaning
ol
is of course theavbrldwmediadd not the world of ilmmediacy but
the world medlated by mesning. In the child, hearlng and speech,
A maiady
when they firat develop, are%direc§edhto present objects, and 80
woudd W bt d from

initially meaningﬁmgy- meda&ﬁ%a world of lumediscy, to a
world no blgger than the nursery.and, seemingly, no better known
because 1t 1s not only experiencéd but also meant. But as the
command and use of language increase, there cones about a reversal
of roles, For words denote not only what 1s present but also
what 1s absent, not only what 1s near but also what 1s far, not
only the past but also the future, not only the experienced but aleo
the merely imaglned, not only the factual but also the possible,

the ideal, the normative. S0 we come to live, not as the infant

in a world of lumedlate experience, but in a far vaster world

- that 18 brought to us throngh the memories of other men, through the

common sense of the community, through the pages of literature,
through the labours of scholars, through the Iinvestigation of
gsclentlats, through the experiencgﬁ of salnts, through the
meditations of philosophers and tgzologiahs.

Thlis larger world, mediated tnrough meanlng, does not lle
within anyone's immediate experlence. % It is not & even the
sum or integral of the totality of gll korlds of immediate
experlence. For meaning does not merely repsat but goee
beyond experiencing. What 1s meant not only ls sensed or felt
but also somehow understood and, com.only, also affirmed. This
addition of undédrstanding and judgement makes possible the larger
world mediated by meanlng, gives it 1ts structure and unlty,

arranges it in an orderly whole of &w& almost endless differences,




partly known and familiar, partly &p & surroundlnng penumbra of
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things we know about but have never examined or explored, partly
@an unmeasured reglon of what we do not know at all. To tais
larger world we refer when we speak of the real world, and in
it we live out our lives -- lnsecurely, for we know that meaning
Ls insecure #U& since besides truth there is error, besides
fact there is flction, besides honesty there ie decelt, besldes
phllosophy there 1s myth.

Fifthly, changes 1n the world kise medlated by meaning
are of three qulte dlfferent kinds. Nature i1s mediated but not
mbdified by meaning. Physics, chemlstry, blology are known
through acte of meaning, but the incompleteness of these
sclences and any errors they include do not affect nature.

However, besides the world we know about, there is also

av wikl T
the world thaﬁ\we make. This makling, to a notable extenﬂ, is
& matter of intendlng and meaning. We lmagine, we plan, we
investigate poessibilities, we welgh pro's and con's, we decide,
we enter into contracts, we have countless orders given% and
Flarbtt executed. From the begloning to the end of the process,
we are engaged in acts of meaning; and without them the process
wounld not occur or 1its endaéchieved. S0 the ploneers on this
continent found shore andJ;eartland, mountains and plalns, but
they covered 1t with clties, laced it with roads, explolted it
with industries, tlll the world man has made stands between us
and & prior world of ﬁéture. Yet the whole of thls added,

nan-made, artifiecial world is the cumulative\pwwﬂbé/bvbdhnﬁ

product now of coherent and now of chaotlc acts of meaning.
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Man's meking is not restridted to the transformation of
nature. fThere is also the transformation of man himself. It 1is
most conspicuous, perhaps, in the educational process, in the Prbige
difference between the child beglnning kindergarten and the
doctoral candidate wrlting hls dlssertation. But the difference
produced by the education of indlviduals ls only a recaplitulatlon
of the longer process of the educatisn of mankind, of the
evoelution of soclal Instltutlons and the development of cultures.
Religlons and art~forme, languages and literatnres, sclences,
phllosophles, the wrlting of history, all had thelr rude beglnnings,
glowly developed, reached a peak, perhaps went into decline and

later had a rebirth in another milieu. And what is true of

cultural achievements also, though less congplcuously, is true
of social Institutions. The famlly, the state, the law, the

economy, the technology are not fixed and immutable entitles,

They adapt to changing circamstances; they can be reconcelved 1ln
“the light of nevw 1deas; they can be subjected to revolutionary
change. Moreover, such change 1ls in its essence a change of
meaning -- a change of 1dea or concept, & change of judgement

or evaluiation, a change of the requesat or the command. The

/
gtate can be .changed by re-writing its constlitutlion. More

@f' : subtly but no less effsctively it can be changed by re-interpreting
| the constitution or, agaln, by working on men's minds and hearts
to change the objects that command thelir respect, hold thelr

alleglance, fire thelr loyalty. What ls true of the state 1s

© true of all community for, as we have sald, community is &
J matter of & comnon field of experlence, & comaon mode of Uhderetanstd B
understa%nding, a comzson measure of Judgement, and a common
J

consent. Such comnunity is the possiblility, the source, the

ground of common meanlng; and it 1s thls common meaning that is
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revealed in family and polity, in legal and economilc systems,
in language and literature, art and relliglon, morals and education,
philosophy, sclence, and the writing of history.

Slxthly, there 1s a notable difference between the trans-
formatlon of nature and the transformetlon of man. Both indeed
are 1nltiated by acts of meaning. Both involve an expenditure
of material energy. But the transformation of nature 1is a
palpable change that puts nature at man's disposal. The transe
formation of man, on the other hand, ends where it beglns,
in habits and acts of meaning., Energy ls expended in the use
of communication media. 3But the transformation itself, as it
originates, s0 also it terminates in h=bits and acts of attending,
understanding, Judging, valulng, chooslng, doing.

On the level, then, of personal, soclal, cultural development,
meanlng approximates to a closed system. Knowlng men is knowlng
what they feel, think, know, choose, 4o. One's cholces occur
in a context of others' cholces, to lead them, or to follow,.
or to defy and conflict, One's doing occurs in an institutional

WM ek,
framework that men have concelved, chosanvAeMQWqu&, developed.

. Becanuge of thls closed system, because acts of msaning are
This viopevnts -
both origin and end, stlmulus and response, subjective act angd
objective term, human development can be as enormous as the
differences between primlitive and@contemporary man. At the same

. chamaye s

time, widespread snort-term d&ﬁ%&pﬁﬁgeﬁﬁare apt to be sllight.
To be comununicable a difference has to lie within the resources
of expression of contemporary common neaning., To be understood
it must not go beyond the average man's capacitj for learning.
T0 be accepted 1t has to fit in wlth current needs, desires,

tastes, tendencles, structures.
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Finally, there is tne diat%nction between human nature
and humah history. To know humaﬁ nature is to know the proposltlons
that are hor true of all men at %11 places and times. To advert
to man's historlcity is to adver§ to the fact that xnowledge
of man's k@z nature is a set of gbatract generallitles, tnat
there ls much more to be known that ls true only of particular
men, particular places, particulur timea, that s what ls
glgnlificant 1in human llving Lis to be found only potentially

In human nature, and that it resldes actually 1in human history.

r&&Leuaﬁ&’ﬁnlsﬁaiieyﬂiﬂztﬁe{?\gﬁianS,eiisrt—tﬁ‘fjshngage\

éﬁ??ﬁeé~£rnm*m€§g/cummen~eenéﬁ?xexagggyazed”tneadiiféb
Plato and Aristotle were quite right 1n desirlng to

distingulsh sclence from common sense and to dlsengage and
usual

liberate the former from theﬁpmnicompetent claimg of the latter.

But they were unfortunate 1in thelr over-statement that sclence

was concerned with the necessary, the universal, the etermal,
{

for morse than anythingﬁthat opl nion delayed the developnent -

and the acceptance of a historical view of man and -bize
of the full flowering of historical studles.,

Within the Arlstotelian context man was apprehended in jﬁé
terms of human nature, of its constitutive components, and of
the ends and especially the norams of human actlon. So man was
e rational animal, composed of bvody and lmmnortal scul, endowed
with vital, sensitiﬁe, and intellectual powers, in need of hablts
and able to acquire them, sublect to a natural law which, in
accord with accildental ch-nges of circuistance, was to be
supplemented by positive laws evacted by duly constltuted
authority. Thls extremely summsary ontline could be fillled in
at considerable length in many dlfferent directions, and 1t

would be difficult to withhold one's praise of the broad

o _J) T
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experlence, acute observation, shrewd reflectlion, and sane

Judgement that went into the construction of 1ts many parts.
It would remain, however, that wlthin the Aristotelian context
the study of man was more a past acnlevement than an on-poing
process, that it cené%ed on the natural and the normative, that
it regarded the hlstorical as the fleld of contingency and accident
where sclence, theory, wisdom had to yield place to opinion,
practlice, and prudence.

Modern studles, in contrast, é}consider not man but men.
They are specialized and so they are eoulipped to take into account
all avallable data on all men of all times and places. They
are emplrical and so they seek to discover, not necessary
connectlons, but verifiable possibilities. There are those,
of course, that concelve humsn sclence on the analogy of natural
sciénce, and tneir investigations cannot get beyond knowledge of
human nature. But there 1s no lack of practltioners ang
theorists aware of the component of meaning in human living
and of the fact that all wmeaning has lts origins, its development,
its Intercomnectlons, in brief its hlstory.

The extent, to whilch such studles have penetrated Catholic
theology, 1s evident to anyone glancing through the bibllographles

of Bibllica, of Altaner's Patrologle, of the Bulletin de théolocie

ancienne et médiévale, and of Ephemerides theoclogicae Lovanienses.

But 1t 1s the fact that such studles lle outslde the Aristotelian
context that confronts contemporary tneology with the Herculean

task of developing a new context.
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4, From Soul to Subject !

If Arlstotellans down the centurles have had little to
say about consclousness and the subject, they have been very
competent about soul. The little treatlise, De anima, expanded
& baslc metaphyslcal acqéeme (1) to define souls in general,
(2) to distingulsh different kinds of sonl, and (3} to direct
investigation of the different kinds. Comuzon to the souls of
plants, animals, and men, 1s the relation of form to matter;
and 80 soul 1s defined as the first act of an organic body.l
But one kind of soul differs from another. Such differences
are rooted 1n'mﬁmﬁﬂ essences but manifested in the difference
of mﬁﬁmﬁ potencles; and as essence 18 %nown through potenc%ﬁ,
50 potency is known through act, and act 1s known through object.2
Hence, psychologlcal investligatlon 1s to begin from objects,
proceed from objects to acts, from acts to potencles, and from

potencles to the essence of the soul under scrutiny.

1) Aristotle, De anima II, 1, 412b 4 ff.
2)  Ibid., II, 4, 415a 14-20.

—

Bl for all 1ts neatness this scheme is not without its

® : incongrulties. Arlstotle did not anticipate the behaviourist's
; N‘J‘I’ cere 7 L“-"‘
exclusion of the data of § consclousness. He-cannot be sald to
sachy el = -~ -~

nave lgnored eném,completely: hils account of human lntelllgence

hits things off too m&ﬂ accurately for that. Yet he has basically
the same expliclt method for studylng plants and for studying

\hjj men; and once one has embarked with him on the course of
metaphysical analysis, one has to make g completely fresh start

if one 1s to treat of the subject and%FQe&pbmséﬁed consclous

activitliesn.
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That completely fresh start must be made and, to begln,

&kth lst us attempt to define implicltly such terms as consclous,
3w{f;kw_ | intentional, ﬁwareness, pregence, gsubliect, oblect, and intro-
&fikﬁ spection. Men, then, perform many operatlions that are both
ﬂb consclous and intentlonal. Such operations are said to be
intentional inasmuch as they ¢oQuad constitute m%;:warenesa of

an hbgeb% object. They are sald to be consclious lnasmuch as
they render the subject aware of hiwmself and hls operatlon,
Thus, seeing is intentlonal for it makes present to us what
1s seen; ani the same seelng at the same moment is consclous
because in seeing I and my seeling are present to me; and what
is true of seeing, 1la true of a long list of other operatlions

which in due course we shall mentlon.

But first we must note an amgﬂiguity for, as employed above,
'awareness' and 'presence' each mean Wd two different things.

Tne awareness of intentlonality maekes the spectacle present 1o

the spectator, the object to the subject. But the awareness
of ﬁjconsciousqus makes the spectator and his looking present
to0 himself. Sxt Lf I have repeated the word, awareness, &s

A
I have repeated the word, present, still there 1s a vast

diffsrence between the two instances. What is present axas in the
o gpectacle 1s part of the spectaclé. But to be present 1o

himself, the spectator does not have to be part of the spectacle.

On the contrary, unless he is present to himself, nothing can
be present to him; and his presence to himself as subject lis,

never what ls gazed upon, attended tb, intended, and always resldes

\ -J | in him gazing, attending, intendé;ng. S50 1t 1s that he can be
present to himself by the presence of a subject, yet at the
same time glving his whole attentlon to the spectacle that 1s

present as object.
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There remaing introspectlon, and 1t is not E to be
confused with consciousness., We are conscious unless we are
1n deep sleep or in a coma. Because we have been and are consciousg,
we have the materials for introspective examination. But -
introspection itself is the examinatlon that presupposes
conasclousness, that supervenes upon it, that conslistis in
shifting attention away from objects to the subject and his
operations, By such a shift the subject becomes present in
two manners: as introspecting, he is present to himselfl as
consclous and subject; as introspected, he is present to himself
as oblect.

I have spoken of an ambiguity of 'awareness' and 'presence.'
But 'intentionality' and 'consciousness' also denote qilte
different things. In our dream states intentlonsallity and
consciousnesa are commonly fragmentery and #ﬁhﬂm&nﬁ incoherent.
When we awake, they é{take on & different hue to expand on
four ééﬁ&ﬂa@ successive, related, but gualitatively different
levels. There 1s an empirical level on which we sense,
perceive, lmagine, feel, speak, move . There 1ls an intellectual
level on walch we inqulire, come to understand, exXpress wnal we
have understood, work out the presuppositions and impllcations
of our expression. There is the rational level on which we
reflect, marshal the evidence, welgh the pro's and con's,
pass Jjudgement on the truth or falslty, certainty or probabllity,
of & statement. There 1s the responsible level on which we are
Emﬁwd concernad with ourselves, our own operations, our goals,
and 80 deliberate about possible courses of action, evaluate them,

declde, and carry out our declsions,

All the operations on these four levels are intentional

and conscious, Still, intentionality and conscl:usness differ

0')
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from level to level, and within each level the many operations
involve further differences. Our consclousness expands in a
new dimenslon when f{rom mere experlencing we turn to the effort
to underatand what we have %ﬁ;mﬁenﬁeﬂ% experlenced. A third
dimenslon of ratlonality aowé emerges when the content of aw mdtagr
understanding te regarded es of itsell a mere bright ldea and we
endeavour to settle what really 1ls so, A fourtn dimsnslon comes
to the fore winen Jjudgement on the facts ls followed by deliberation
on what ve are to dog about them. On all four levels we are
aware of ourselves but, as we mount from level to level, it is
a fuller self of which we are aware and the awareness itself
1s dlfferent.

As emplrically consclzus, we do not seem to differ from
the hipgher animals. But in us empirlcal consclousness and
- intentionality are only a substratum for further i{activities. The
dafa of senae provoke lnguiry, lnqulry leads to understanding,
understanding expresses ltself 1n language. Without the data
there would be nothing for ue to lngulre about and nothing to
be understood. Yet what ls sought by ingulry and reached by
understanding is never a further datum but the idea or form,
the Intelllgible unity or relatedneés,of data. Convefsely,
the inqulrer 1s not just a centnelof éxperiencing but an intelligent
cenfﬂg, and more actlvely aware of himself by hls intelilgence
than k& bl; hls experlencing. Next, without our efforts to
understandﬁﬁé'and thelr conflicting Lo results, we would have
no occasion to judge. But such occaslons are recurrent, and then
the intelligent cenﬂ%g)of exgeriencling reveals his reflectlfe
and critlcal ratlonality, Once more there is a fuller self of
which we become awvare, and once more the awareness 1tself 1s

different. As intelligent, the subject seeks insight ang *hé

' | ;:v‘




EET A ERR AP R
T b —

MiT T 30

thence the revelation of his intelligence in his behaviour, his

speech, hls grasp of situations, his mastery of theoretic domains.

- But as reflectlvely and c¢ritically consclous, he lncarnates

detachment and dlsinterestedness, gives hlmself over to criteria
of truth and certitude, makes hls sole concern the determlnation
0f what 1s or is not so; and now, as the self, so also the
awareness of self rssides in that incarnatlion, that self-surrender,
that single-minded concern for truth. There is a still further
dimenslon to beiang human, and there we emerge as persona, meet one
anpther in a common concern for values, seek to abollsh the

organlzation of human living on the basls of competing egolsms

~and to replace it by an organization on the besis of man's

perceptiveness and intellligence, hiq reasonablenesg, and his
responsible exerclse of freedom,

As already noted, activlities that are consclious are
also intentlonal; and so the foregoing differences in the concrete

and the subject
meaning of conaciousnesghére matched by corresponding differences
and the object.

in the meaning of intentionallty, As the subject shifts from
empifical to .intellectual consclousness, intentionallty shifts
from the data of experience to thelr description and explanatlon.
S0 what is experlenced as heavy or light, as hot or ¢old, is
explained by mass or temperature. But mase and temperature are
objects not of experlence but of thought. S0 they differ in
thelr very manner of belng an object, for they are not glven to
gense but concelved by understanding. Still, just as the
one subject 1s both emplrically and intellectnally conscious,
g0 that hls inguiry 1s about the data he experiences and his
understanding ls of the #mx data, so too the oblect of experience

is explalined by the object of thought; heavy or light 1is explalned

by mass; hot or cold 1s explalned by temperature. Agalin, as

o RERE . ) B
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the subject moves from intellectual to rational conscioﬁsnesa,
Intentlonality moves from the object of thought to the cuestion
“ of fact. Descriptions and explanations, as products of understanding,l?
are hypothetlcal; but hypotheses need to De verifiled; and it is
the process of verification that moves us from what we merely
think or suppose towards what in fact is so. Finzlly, as the
subject 1s promoted from critical ratlonality to responsible
freedom, 80 hls Intentlonallity shifts from the true and the
‘real to the persons he loves and the good that he wills them.
We have been dlistlngulshing different levels of consciousness
and of Iintentlonality, stressing the gualitative differences of
~ the successive levels, indicatinggthe transitions from one level
to another. But there ig in each:of us Just the one subject
that consclously experlences, conéciously inguires, conscisusly
‘reflects, conséiously deliberatesﬂ even though the quality of
beilng consciosus varies from levelito level. 1In simllar fasnlon,

intentlonallty differs as it attends to data, concelves objlects

of thought, affirms truly what 1s or is not so, dmods decldes
to pursue this or that course of action. But this qualitﬁtive
dlfference in successive intentlonalities and the corresponiing

difference 1n tne Immedlately intended objects in no way Bdaéﬁ%

preclude an overarching intentlionallty that unites the many
i3 intentionalitlies into é single, compouhd activity and the
‘many Iimmedlate objeéts Into a slngle compound object. On the
contrary, Just as we are far more esme consclous of the one

subject than of the dewdd several levels of his conaclousness,

-/ 80 too are we far more famlliar with the compound of knowing
and doing than with its many parts, and far more familliar with
the Joys and sorrows of the real world than with the data, the

concepts,
/\‘mmmmmmmmmmmwmmmn@Mm, the truths, the values, that name the
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immedliate objects of the successive stages in our coming
to know and to gdo.

This overarchlng intentionality is transcendental. It 1s
the conditlion of the posslbility of the unity of human consc¢lousness,
of the ldentltiy of multiply intended objects, and so of the
isomorphism between human knowing and lts proportlonate known.
For it unites the dlfferent levels of human conaclousness by
making them successive and ever fuller responses to a single,
overarching intentlonality. It refers to a single, ultimately
intended object the %ucc@s&q‘successiva, paertial objects
of experiencing, understanding, judging, wllling; so what we

experience ls ldentical with what we understand, what we understand

with what we Jjudge, what we jJudge with what we approve or rejecﬁ.
Finally, the process that uniltes the different levels of con-
sclousness is {uemnican) by identlty the process that unites
the successlive partial objlects; and so the structure of our
cognitional operations has to ruﬁ parallel to the structure
uniting partial objects into wholes.

Further, this overarchlng intentlionality is a_priori.

Our knowing always contalns an a_posteriorl element, but it

'E is by intending that we come to know. It 1s by gquestloning,

° by intending what we do not know, that we have reach‘gd whatever
knowledge we have attalned. Such intending ls a grigfi.
Ites object never is'the glven, never the known, always the

o unknown. It ever carrles us beyond whatever we have attalned,
directing attentisn to further data, making new additlons to

pur already enormous backlog of lnguirles, raising new doubtds
about what we think we know, drawing %o our attention bweld
evils that exlst, and challenging our generosity to overcome

them with good.
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This overarching, a_priori intention ls completely opsn.
There are no data excluded from its attention, no intelligibllitles
1t may not deslre to understand, no solutions 1t may not call
in doubt, no values bsyond 1lts deliberatlon. Morsover, as the
ﬁﬂ%&d Intention i1s completely open, so too the intended 1s
unreatricted. To restrict the lntended wo:ld be to desiroy
the complete openness of the intending, and to destroy that
openness would be a radical obscurantlsz. But L1f the 1lntsnded
is unrestricted, then the ultlmate object éﬁ~of the overarching
intention 1s the universe. Beyond that object or apart from
it there is Just nothing. E

S0 we move from more recent to older meanings of the
term transcendental. The a priorl intentlon that unifles
consclousness and Llts objects is dynamlc; it comslists in golng
beyond the given, the known, the attalned. To restrict 1t
is to to stop it, to offset the dyramlc with the statlc.

But to acknowledge that 1t of itself is unrestricted 1ls to
zg_unyestrécxaéf‘nbjectfve*f%e&ﬁ

the—valldtty 0f the Scholastie—trenscen ,
é@ayu-num_._xm&mr’wﬁu#

acknowledge an unrestricted, objectlve field. Of Lt we know
only part. Of 1t we can effectively know oth part. But at
least we do know that our kﬁdwtnﬁ knowledge 1s ever partlal.
Agalin, since our intending even of the unrestricted field is

a matter of intending the intelliglble, the one, the true, the
real, the good, we arrive at the traditlonal transcendentals,

ens, unum, verum, bonum.

. Lot TR AN b BT ST T 8 T e Eal . L e - _.
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5« Transcendental Method |

Barlier we remarked that a.method 18 & normatlive pattern
of recurrent and related operatlons. But our account of
subject and objlact, conaclousnegs and intentionality, has
brought to light such a pattern. Spontaneously, then, before
any method 1s developed and expjicitly formlated to sult the
needs of any speclallized field of ingulry, there exisis the
normative pattern and so the method of our consclous and
intentional operatlons. Morco}ver, this spontaneous method

conditions the unlt{ of consciousness‘and the ldentity of its objects; it 1s
a_priori; it is completely open; its object is unrestricted; and so 1t
may be appropriately named transcendental method. Flnally,
adaptations
as will appear, all specilal methods are hz# poddfteat tong and
complications of the completely general pattern of transcendental
method; and so it is,to transcendental method that we shall have

’A:\:N{WV‘J EriL JM'&‘ a—mna-}v‘:— -
to turﬁt?n clarifytng and groundisg an account of method in

N
theology.

Now 1t cannot be oﬁeremphasized that the source of all
such clarification and foundation resides witnin each reader,
that he himself has to become famlliar with his own counsclous
and Llatentional operations, that no one else can do 1t for
him, that reading thls or any other book does not and cannct

;ﬁ’% provide & substltute for the task that he himself in himself

must perform for himself.

e .

What, then, is the task? It is apolying one's own
operatlons as intentlonal to one's own operations as consclous.
If, for brevity's sake, we denote the operations on the four

levels as expsrilencing, understanding, judging, decidling,

J then one applies one's operations as intentional to one's
operations as consclous lnasmuch as (1) one experlences
one's own experleacing, understanding, Judging, declding,

(2) one understands the unity and relatedness of one's
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experiencing, understanding, judging, and deciding, (3) one
affirms the fapt of one's consciﬁus and intentlional operatlons
in thelr unity and relatednsss, ;nd (4) one decldes to operate
in accord wiltn the norms immanenﬁ in the spontanedus relatedness
of one's conscious and intentinnél operations. Let us spell
this out.
First, there exist consclous and intentlonal operatlons.
Aol 1.'1, .
No one, unlesihhis rgans are deflclent, 1s golng Lo say that
" never in his life d1d he have the experience of seelng or of
hearing, of smeﬁling or touching or tasting, of imagining
or perceiving, of feeling or moving; or that 1f he appeared
to have any such experience, still it was mere appearance,
since all his 1life long he has gone about llike a somnambullst
without any awareness of als é}activity.‘nﬂzﬁﬁpe will preface
his lectures by repeatling hls convictioqmgid he have &h=
even a fleei}ing experience of intellectual curiosity, of

inouiry, of striving and coming to understand, of expresaing

frme whnat he had grasped by understaniing. No one will begln

his contribiutions to perlodical literature by reminding nhils
readers that never in his life dild he experience anythlng

that might oe called i,critichal reflection, that he never
Y

pwid paused in doubt about the truth or falslty of any statement,

that if ever he secemed to exerclse hls ratlonallty by passing

judgement strictly in accord with the avallable evidence,
then this must have been mere appearance for he ls totally

unaware of any such event or even tendency. No one ls golng

to place at the beglnning of hls books the warning that he has
no notion of what might be meant by responsibllity and that
never in hls whole life did he have the experlence of sctling

responelibly, least of all In composing the work he is now offering
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to the publilc. i

Next, as consclous Operatidns exlst, so too thelr pattern
1s consclous. ‘e do not experience the operations in isolation
and then, by a process of inoculry and dlscovery, arrive at the
relations that link them tozether. On the contrary, the unity
of consclousness is ltself glven; the pattern of the operations
is part of the experlence of the operatlons; and inculry and
dlscovery are needed, not to effect the synthesis of an
unrelated manifold, but to analyse a functional and functloning
unity. Without analysis, of course, we cannot dlscern and
dlstingulsh the several operatlions; and untll the operatlons
have been distinguished, we cannot formulate the relations
between them. But the point to the statement that the pattern
itself 1s consclous is that, once the relatlions are formulated,
.they are not found to express surprising noveltles but simgly
prove to be objlectifications of the routines of our consclous
living and dolng. Before introspection brings the pattern
to llght, before the methodologlst issues his precepts, the
pattern 1s already conscious and operatlve. Spontaneously
we move from experiencing to the effort to understand; and the
gepontanelty 1s not unconsclous or ﬁ}&ﬁé blind; on the contrary
it 1s constitutive of our consclous intelligence, Just as the
abgence of the effort to understand is constitutlve of stupldity.
Spontaneously we move Ifrom understanding and its manifeld and
cconflicting fruits to critical reflectlon; 44 agaln, the
spontanelty 1s not unconsclous or blind; 1t is constltative of

Jarithdore i)

our conscious ratisnality, of the ﬁ&msn& denand, for sufflclent

prior to any
renson Jbefare whe, formulatlsn of the princlple of sufficlent

reason, and it is the neglect or absence of thls demand that




constltutes sllliness. Spontansously we move from Judgemsnis
N | of fact and possibility to judgements of value and Lo the
| deliberateneés of decislon and commitment; and that spontaneity
is not unconsciosus or blind; it constlitutes us as consclentlous,
a8 responsible persons, and its absence wonld leave us psychopaths,
 ‘ o In varlous detalled manners methnod wlll ©id us be perceptive,
be intelligent, be reaconable, be responslible. The detalls of
1ts prescriptions will bve derived Lfrom the c¢naracter of the
work in hand and will very wlth it. But the normative force
of its ilmperatives will reside, not in its claims to autnorlity,
not in the bed probability that what succesded in the past
will succeed in tune future, but in the native spontanelities
and inevitabilitles of our consclousness which assembles its
own constituent parts and unites them in a rounded waocle in
a manner we cannot set aside without, as 1t wsre, amputating
our own moral personality, our own reasonabléness, our own

intelligence, our own seunslitivity.

But if one 1ls to operate methodlically with a full awareness
of what one is doing and why, 1t L1s not enough to agree that

there exlst consclous and intentilonal opsratlions and that

the pattern of relations between these operatlons 1s 1teell
@Ef consclous. One must dntmospsgh carry out in detail the programme
j of aprlying the operatizns as Intentlonal to the operations as
consclous.
| Now what 1s consclous, 1s given. But what 1le glven to
° consciouaness, is given in a oculte diiferent tperd manner from
\“J what is given to sense., The latter 1s object: it is the shape

or colour that 1s seen, the sound that 1s heard, the odour that
1s smelt, the s0lid or liquid that is touched, the morsel

that Ls tasted, DBut what ls glven to consclousness, is not
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glven as object. It 1s on the side not of the spectacle hut
o the spectator, not of the thougnt but of the tn.nker, not of
the Judgemenﬁ but of thﬁEudge, not of the beloved but of the
lover. If one ls to proceed from what 1s glven in consclousness
and to arrive at an account of what ls glven, one must objecti%fy.
One must construct 2n object on the model of the sudlect. One
nust pass from operatlons as consclously performed to Operatlions
s lntrospected, as intelligently thought, as reasondﬁgy
affirmed. In brief,% one has to apply the operations as
intentional to the o;;rations as consciosus.

In this appllicatiosn the first step is introspection. It
1g the shift by which we somehow slip from colours jo-ssen—t&
we see to phé our experience of seelng, from the connections
we understand to the experience of understanding, from the
evidence by which we judge to the critical rationality of
our Jjudgling, {rom motives and objects of cholce to thne
responsible delliberateness wlth whlch we choose. Essentlally
such: Introspection consists 1a a shift of attentlon: from
atteg%ﬁng to objects we turn to atiending to the operations
with respect to objects., But thls essence of introspectlon
is not achleved In lsolation. It occurs znd recurs within a
context, Wiy within the unfolding of a method. To introspect
ome must evoke the aprroprlate state and produce the operation
%ebbq under lnvestigation. If this preliminary is easily
fulfilled when one 1s asking what it 1s to sse or hear or
imagine, not a little forethought and lngenulty are needed when
one is ackling about symbols, inoulry, insight, definition,
thought, critical b4 reflection, welghing the evidence,
judgling, evaluatlng, dellberating, deciding. One's state

and operetlon must be genuline. One must be content to begin




MIT I | R 38

not from what is more interesting bat from what is simpler

and more preclse. One has 10 be as much cqmceﬁ concerned

wlth the relations between operations as with tne operatlons

themselves. One must dlscover for oneselfl tnat shlfting

attention from the intended object to the consclous act

hit BT \YEL Tt gt Te et rrnid}

i not a matter of concentrating attentlon on the act

to let the cbject vanisi and with 1t the act but, on the

6ontrary, belng occupied with a task of inquiry, dlscernment,

distinection, ldentification, naming, that provides the context

within whicn 1ntfospection s demanded and occurs. Above

all, one must not hope to introspect vicariously. One has

to do 1t for oneself. Otherwise one wlll never know what

all the talkx is about. Just as the man born blind knows

colour, not by seeing it, but by some inadeouate analogy we

with which his misfortune forces him to be content, so too

a reader, that does not introspect to discover and identify within
and normatlive

hinself the consciousapg pattern of nis own recurrent and

related operatlons,wlll get no furtner than some vague

assocliatlion between hls personal experience and the terms and

relationsqemployed +o refer to 1t. He will not properly

plerce thi?eil of language and attaln the famillarity that

ennbles him 1o pln down exactly the consclous eveni or process

that is meant. Aﬁ most, fne can employ some elegant and

exgnlsite mammer of dlscusslion and clarificatlon that prepares

indeed the way and lights the path of lntrospection but never

opens the door, enters, and thereby passes beyond talk to

what is talked about.




Introspection objectifies not only consclous opsratlions
but also conscisus processes. There ls, accordlngly, something
gulte exceptlonal about an inquiry into the nature of Qur own
minds. Senslitive gevd perceptlon does not reveal Intellliglble

L
relations: we percelve not causallty but succession. In like
manner 1ntr03pection does not reveal between our acts the
abstract canceptlual content, causallty. But 1t does reveal
v
concrete process and, as we move from level to level, the
conceptual content, causallty, aprears ever more thin and poor.
sensitivity;
On the emplrical level, it is true, process 1s spontaneous}\
it is intelliglble only in the cense thet 1t can be understood;
and causality in some non-mechanical sense 1s not an altogether
inadeouate conception of it. But with lnguiry the intelllgent
i
gubject comes into hils own, and only in its condltlons 1ls the
Amerely causal;
successlon of his operatlions @p@nwoneﬂuﬂq in Lltself 1t is
intelligent, not merely an intelllgible taat can be underatood,
but the active correlative of intelligibllity, the intelllgence
that intelligently seeks understanding, understands, and operates
in the light of having understood. ‘When lnoulry comes to
8 term or an impasse, kwniedd intelligence intelligently ylelds
place to& eritical reflection; as critically reflective, the
V .
subject stands in a consclous relatlon to en absolute -- the
absolute that makes us remard the positlve content of the sclences
Fimalfy, T
as only probable. ﬁ@hsﬁrational sub Ject, kunowlng himself, his
world, and thelr potentialitles, ratlenally glves ﬂ vay to
[ W)

consclous freedom and consclentious responsiblility.
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With the objﬁctlflcation of consclious processes we have
moved from the level of experlence to that of understanding.
For understanding unites and relates. But not only our conscious
acts zre glven but also thnelr unity and thelr relatedness.
Indeed, the relatedness of the acts 1s preclsely the process
within winlch they emerge, & process that 1s consclous and
ﬁhﬂﬂwxitawdéﬁf&rent”mnd&l&biﬁﬁ/ﬁh”itawauccﬁﬁa;yeblawe&af
takes on different modalities on its successive levels.
Hence, our understanding of our consclous acts is not confined

n

to such generallities as functlonal unlty and 1ﬂterdep§gence.

It will speak of the attentiveness that directs our experiencing,

the Intelligence that controls our investlgating, the reasonableness

that grounds our judglag, the responsible deliverateness from
which spring our cholces. Flnally, if anyone asks what these
terms mean, ae wlll nave to be tnld, alas, that he must find
out the aunswers for hlamself, by being attquplve and noting
the fact, by lnvestipgating lntelligently ang noting just what
hapgens, by Judzing rsasonabvly and adverting to that, by
chooging responsibly and finding out what that refers to;

Besldes experlence and undérstanding of our conscilous
and intentlonal setivitles thereéis also the question of fact.
Are our activiilies such as we ha%e descrlibed them? Is not
the account we have offered Just.another probable hypothesls
that 1s due sooner or later for %evision and, when revised,
sooner or later will be due for another revlision, and so on
indefinitely?

To ansver thils ocuestion, one must ask another. Under

what conditlons 1s revision possible? There are, I subamit,

four conditlons. Flrst, any possible revision will appeal

to further data that the Opinion;under review elther overlooked
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or misapprehended, and so an empirical level of operations
must be presupposed by any revision, Secondly, any possible
revision wlll offer a better explanatlion of tne daia, and 80
an intellectual level of operatlons must be presuppssed by any
revision. Thirdly, any possible revision will clalm that the
better explanatisn 1s more probdable, and such a Jjudgement
presupposes a rational level of operatlons., Fourthly, a

revision is not a mere possibllity out an accomplished fact

only as the result of a judgement of value and & declsion;

one undertakes the labour with all its rlsks of fallure and
frustration only because one holds, not only in tneory but also
in practice, that it Lls worthwhile to get tioings straight,

tc know with exactitude, to contribute to the advancement of
sclence; and so at the root of all revision, as at the root of
all method, there has to be presupposed a level of operatlons
on wnich we evaluate and choose responsibly.

It follows that there 1s a sense in which the normative
pattiern of our conacioua and intentional operatlons does not
admit revision. The sense 1in ocucstion 1s that the actlvity
?“w of revising consists in such operatlons in accord with that
| pattern, so0 that a revision rejecting the pattern would be
re jecting 1ltself.

There 1s, then, a rock on which one can bulld. But let
me repeat once more thed the preclse character of that rock.

(6] It is not anf theory or description or account of our consclous

and intsntional activities, for any theory, description, saccount

will be incomplete and inaccurate. Tne rock 1s the subject
in his conscious, unobjectifled attentiveness, intelllgence,
reasonableness, and responsibility. The polnt to the task

!Wﬁy“;ib
1

of inteospectlion 1s th earn what thess are and that they are.
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8. From First Principles to Transcendental Method

By a principle is meant a first in an ordered set.

By first principles commonly are understood first
premisses., The relevant set, then, ls a set of proposltions.
The order is-deductivist. 4nd the proposlitions tnat are
premisses but not conclusions are first premlsses or first
principles.

Now the transition from logle to method does not ellminate
loglc but, on the contrary, embraces it withln a larger wholeé
that includes innulry, investipation, discovery, verificatilon,
revision, develcpment. So it Ls that our present tople,
the transition from firet principles to transcendental method,
does ndot suggest that the loglcal ordering of propositions
and the recogniticn of first premissesigz to be abanioned.

On the contrafy,lsuch ordering ls to be retaised but withi}n
the larger wuole of method. MNoreover, since method 1s dynaalc,
any glven ordering ls open to revision, adjustment, correction,
development. %hile it will always be possible to asslgn

the first premisses of formulated knowledge at 1ts present
stage, stilljzgg precent stage 18 only a polnt of transition
towards & »edhex more adequate futu“e. In brief, first

complete, definitively formulated,
premisses remaln, dut they canqot be concsived ae immutable

A
first p;ﬁzfiples.

Bxtalf the foundatlons appropriate to deductivism are
abandoned, it does not Lfollow that thiere are to be no foundatlons
at all, On the covtrary, as there are f{irsts in the order of
premisses, s0 too there is & first in the order of methods.

That first is itranscendentsl method, and lts functlon 1s to

provide foundatlons when one moves from the 2bstractness of

[ R
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loglc and the Posterior Analytics, of human nature and the

human soul, to the concretensss of indlvidual numan subjects

in their hietorical nmilieux working at modern sclences in accord
| with thelr appropﬁriate netnod s,
;% ' //k~fn%$~aﬁb;%Qt'Dﬁthun&nea@&ntalfm@thﬁ&“wdﬁid“Be“&—iﬁry‘
- ﬁjréé,ngyméf\vﬁfﬁbwﬁ”?iew’5¥f&meay*beffﬁﬁﬁﬂffﬁimy’bvnK1
naleht

Some account of transcendental metnod has already heen

glven in the preceding sectlon., More along the same lines
may be found in my bvoock, Insight, in whlch subjects are lnvited
to seek first-hand knowlsdge of (l) what they are Zolng vwhen
they are knowing, (2) why 1s doing that knowing, and (3) what

do they .
Ad&&a»@ne know when they do 1it. For the present, then, I

may be content to draw attention to the functlons and proper-

ties of transcendental method.

First, ﬁhere is the-normative function. All Bpeclal
methods conslst 1n naking specif#c the transcendental przcepts,
Se attentive, Bg intelligent, Belreasonable, B3e rzeponsible.
But before they are ever formulated In concegts and expreseed
in words, those precepts have prlor exlsteance and reality in

spontaneous,
theﬂgtructured E}dynamism of humin consclousnese. That dynaalsem

18 not nescessarily effective, for a man need not be authentic.
At any moment he can sllp into inattentlion, stupldity,
silliness, irresponslbllity, But he does not do so0 without

failling to realize hls own proper essence.

Secondly, there 18 the critical function. The scandal

MJJ atill continues that men, while they tend to agree on sclentific
guastions, tend to dlsagree in the most oulrageous fashlon
-ér onszi-basic philoseophic issues. So they disagree about

the nature of the activity nared knowing, about the relation
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"4s human cognltional process in its concrete reality.

i
s
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of that activity to reality, and gbout reallty 1teelf. But
differences on the second and thigd can be reduced to prior
diflerences on the flrst, and differences on the [lrst can be
resolvad by bringling to lilght the contradlctlon tetween a
mistaken cognitional taeory snd the actual performance of the
mistaken theorlist. To take the climplest lnstance, Hume thought
the human mind to be a matter of lumpresslons 1linked Dy custom.
But Hume's own mind was quite original. Therefore, Hume's

own mind weae not what Huae cons%%dered the human mind to be.

Thirdly, tnere is tne dlalectlecal functlion. For tne
eritical use of transcendental method can be applied to every
mistaken cognitional theosry explicit or lmpliclt. Tne applications
can be ext%wfded to concsanitant views on eplstemology and
metaphysics. In this fashion one can determline the dlalectical
series of basic positions, whlch ceriticlism confirms, and basic
counter-positions, which crlticiam confounds.

Fourthly, thsre is the‘systematic function. For in the
msasnre that transcendental method Lls objectified, there are
determined a set of vasic terms and relations, namely, the
terms that refer to the operations of cognitional process,
and the relations that link these operations to 2pe another.
Such terms and relatlons argizibstance of cognitional theory.
They reveal the ground for eplstemclogy. Taey are found to
be lsomorphic with the terms and relat%épns denoting the
ontologleal stricture of any reallty proportionate to human
‘apgnitional process.

Fifthly, the foregoling systematic functlon assures
contioulty without imposing rigidity. Contlnuity is assured

b
by the source of the xaslc terus and relatlons, for that source
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Rigidity 1s not imposed, for a fuller and more exact knowledge

of human cognitional process 1s by no means excluded and, in the

measure 1t is attained, therehiia to be expected a fuller and

more exact determination of basic terms and relatlons,

Flnally, the ﬁé’exclnsion of rigidity 1s not a menace to

condltions of the

continuity for, as we hnave seen, theAueﬂXApossibility of

revision seti é,limltSto the possiblility of revising(ffgg%%éggg%

theory; and the mors elaborate the revlsion, the stricter will the
% Sixthly, there is the heuriaﬁ;ic functlon. Every

inquiry alms at transforalag some unlknown into a known. Inquiry

Itself, then, 1s something between ignorance and knowledge.

For 1t 1s less than knowledge, else thnere would be no need

to inqulre. 3ubt It 1s more than sneer ignorance, for it #gews.

ﬁ%5ﬁgh’f&—Tﬁ&ﬂ1fE\*ﬁﬁ@kdiEEO#eﬁEB—&ﬁﬁ\igaﬁBancﬁ“anﬁ“%ﬂvﬁé~€ﬁ0ug&

%oﬂfﬁqui?d mikes lgnorance manlfest and strlves to replace it

wlth knowledge. This intermedliary vetween ignorance and

knowledge is Intendlng, and vnat i1s ilntended 1s % an unknown

St

tnat 1s to be kuown,

Jow fundamentally all method 1s the exploltation of
guch intending, for it ontlines the steps to be tzken if one
is to proceed from the ini}%l lntending of tane ouestlion to
the eventual knowing of whet has been intended z2ll along.
Moreover, wlithin method 1itself f{4erd the use of heuristic
devices 1is fundameﬁtal. They conslst 1In deslgnating and
asaning the intended unknown, in setting down at once all
that can be afflrmed about 1t, and of using tnls explicit
knowledge as a gulde, a criterion, or a premliss in the effort
to arrive at fuller knowledge. Such is the functiosn of

unknown, X,

the algebraist'sﬁ§~in the solution of prodvlems, Such is

or generlc
the physiclst's use of indeterninateAfunctions or of classes

T e
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Moreover, within method 1tself Y%ard the use of heuristic
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Rigidity is not imposed, for a fuller and mors exact knowledge
of human cognitlonal process 1s by no means excluded and, in the
measure 1t 1s attalned, therehiza to be expected a fuller and
more exact determination of baslec termc and relatlons.
Flnally, the mé‘exclusion of rigidity 1s not a menace to
conditisna of the
continuity for, as we nave seen, tae ueﬁy possibility of
revision set% é 1imits to the possibllity of revislng cognitional
limits be.
theory; and the more elabaorate the revlsion, the stricter WIIi;%%%;z
Jj Sixthly, there is the heurisftic function. Every
inquiry aims at transforaming some unknown into & known. Ingulry
itself, then, is something between ignorance and knowledge.
For 1t 18 less than knowledge, g¢lse there would be no need
to Inquire, 3But it is more than sheer lgnorance, for 1t FSG&?\
5h’f3«fﬁ&uTf3\“ﬁ5@¥&T§b¢?€?€&—%f§\lgaﬁnancﬁ‘&n&“kﬁfﬁk—eﬁbuga
rﬁquird makes lgnorance manifest and strives to replace 1t
wlth knowledge. Tnls lntermediary between lgnorance and
knowledpge 1s intending, and what 1s luntended ls %’an unknown
that 1s to be known.
Now fundamentally all method is the exploitation of
such 1ntending, for 1t otlines the steps to be taken 1f one

1
is to proceed. from tne ini}gl intending of the auestlon to

the eventual knowing of what hac been intended all along.

devices is fundamehtal. They consist in designating and
nzming the intended unknown, in settlng down at once all
that can be affirmed about it, and of using tnls expliclit
knowledge as a gulde, a criterlon, or a premlss in the effort

to arrive at fuller knowledge. Such is the function of
unknown X,
the algebraist’ s»§ in the solution of problems. Such 1s
or generlc

the physiclst's use of 1ndeterninateAfunctions or of classes
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of functlons apecified only by differential eruations.

Now transcendental method has a2 hearlistlc function. For in
the measure that the suojectkﬁis Xnown, there i}comes to light
the intending of inouliry,ing its correlative thnat though unknown
at least 1z lotznded, and the gradual &@%@@m&ﬁﬁﬁ%aﬁ accumulaﬁlon
of determinatlons that changes the unknown 1Into a knovn.

Further, inssmuch as the systematic function has provided

its sets of baslc terms and relatlons, there also are provided
basic dsterminatlons that #welwatevant may be set down at

once wnenever the unkaown is a hunan subject or an object
proﬁo%rtionate to human cognitional process.
?;//ﬁ\\*’Qﬁ%nly"‘%hfffﬁtﬂ‘*ﬂtﬁwa&Hd?higg&l’f‘h&tIgh\_/n

8pe 1al methoda employ aumen attentiveness /intelligen;:?y;::;;;;Eie-i:

%ﬁcsa p “dponsin*litj, in accord with the exis egiapea of sﬁme

/

/
imaped fieli},’rney onsenve the noris set’ ¢0j;9/ﬁpfan
pjectiiica lon of trﬂpacendcnt%}//;tnod but, in’éddiﬁion

s Vi /
/ - rd
hey ooserve furuner norna uhat arise fromt oeir Bféi;r

o / e I
cubjegt mattcrafnu hive Dbecdme mnow?/}dggugh,f%e‘éhcuﬂﬁiaﬁ;f

W@mwaﬁmwé

Seventhly, there is the foundational function. Speclal
methods, no doubt, derive their proper norme from the accumulated
expefience of investligators in their several, separate flelds.

But besides the proper normsl there ave also coanon norms.

esldes tne tasks of each fleld there are interdisciplinary
problems. Undernesth the consent of men as scientists, there
1s thelr dissent on matters of ultimate siznlflcance and

concern. It is in the msasure that Uﬁnpﬂmé%ﬁoéS"ﬁffthé“sjﬂ

special methods acknowledge their common core 1n transcendenteal
method, that norms common to all the sclences wlll be acknowledged,

that a secure basls wlll be attalned for attacking inter-
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dlaciplinary proolems, and that the sclences will be mobilized
within a higher unity in which they will be able to make thelr
quite a;gnificant contribution to the solution of pallesophle
problems,
h

Elgb3}y, transcendental method is relsvant to theology.
This relevance, of course, 1s wmedizated by the special method
proper to theology and developed through the reflection of
theologians on the successes and fallures on thelr elfforts
past and present. Now thils special method, walle 1t has
its own speclal classes and conbinatlons of operablins, none
the less 1z the work of human minds performing the same basglc
operati-ns in the same baslc relatlons as are to be found In
other special methods.ﬁmﬁ In otner words, transcendental
method 1s a constf;“?lent part of the speclal g method proper
10 theology, Just as it 1s a constituent part in the speclal
methocds proper to the natu€fgl and to the human sclences.
However true 1t 1s that one atiends, understands, Judges,
d%ipides differently in the naturzl sclences, in the humnan
sciences, and in theology, still these differences in no way

imply or snggest a transition from attentlon to inattentlon,

from intelligence to stupldity, from reasonableness to silliness,

from responsibllity to irresponsibllity.

i

Qinbﬁly;umixhbawe.once’ane’*bpf&ix_newinéfthe’ﬁtader\

Ah@j«bﬂce t?//new context introduced may not revert

the ?/g/withiii/iip usion and fallacy PhilOSOp?//and

heolpfy and thelr/relatlona, as QOncaived in u?//dld cont exd,
one thing//’Transcedental ana speclal naghods are quite
apother. it/;ould be a alunder, L not ﬂe“e 111 w111, %o
relste Aﬁi?inethoda/g;/fgé new coqﬁgxt in !
J_m—}xi/u'“g:-s-cféf?ré@_;n,me\alaf&m/

mannet_appropr
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} Ninthly, the objects of thﬁology do not lie outside
r the transcendental field, For that field is unrestricted,
and 80 outslde it there 1s slmply nothing at all., It 1is,

of course, true that what man can know 1ls limited, and the ¥

o : preclse nature of such llmitatlons wlll have to be conslidered
i : defined not Dby
E : in due course. But the transcendental fleld ls notreceplotsd
by '
W whet men can know but R what man can ask about,ané 1t ls

only becauses questions are unrestricted that we are aware of

the limitations of our knowledge.

Tenthly, to assign transcendental method a foundational
role 1n theology adds no new resource to theology but simely
draws attentlon to a resource that always has been used. For
transcencental method ls the concrete and dynamlc unfolding of
5?? human attentiveness, intelllgence, reasonableness, responsitcllity,
and that unfolding occurs whenever anyone uses hie mind 1n an
eappropriate fashlon. Hence, to latroduce transcendental method

no nNew resource
introduces}n@@nkngzn@w into theology, for theologlans alvways
W _ have had mindé and always hnve uged them. But whlle it adds
¢ new rescurce, 1t does add conslderable llght and preclslion
to the performance of theologlcal tasks, and tals, I trust,
wlll becone manifest 1in due course.
0 In the eleventh place, transcendental method is the
key to the needed new context, The lmmobllity of 4rlstotellan
scilence confllicts with developlng natural scleunce, developing
human sclence, developlng dogme, and developlng theslogy.

In harmony with all develojment 1s the tuman mind itself

\‘/ which effects the developments. In unity with all filelds,
however disparate, 1s again the human ming that operates
4n all flelds and in raedlically the same fashlon in each.

- Phrough the self-knowledgs, Pdiﬁ-p&&u&ss&eaf pelf-appropriation,
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self-possessgion that rasult from;“making explliclt the basle
nornative pattern of the recurregt and related operatlons of
human cognitional process, it vecomes poszlible to envisage a future
in which all £LmR3% workers in all filelds can find in transcen-
dental method common norms, common critical, dleectical,
heurlstic procedures, common fouﬁdations and systematics.

In the twe%ﬁfth place, the introductlon of transcendental
method abrogates the old wstaphor that describes puilosophy

as the handmald ol theology and replaces 1t by & very greclase

- fact. To study transcenceatal method ls not to study theology,

or human sclence, or natural sclence. ©On the other nand, to study
theology or numzn sclence or natural sclence is to use one's

mind and, 1f one 1s #& not merely to do so but also to know

what one is doing, bhen50ﬁe-must—alsa—atu&y—transcendenta&
A&&%hzéi to know bas’cally what otners-are dolng ln other

filelds, to be able to comsunicate with them, then one must

gtudy % transcendental method.
L
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'§.  The New Theology

|

If a new context implles a new theology, that lmplication

does little to afine—mhattive—vew theologptete-ver T toeed
hﬁ% settle cuestliing that are properly theologleal. But it does
tarow considerable llght on the structures tneology is to bulld
and the procedures it is to employ. With these, I ﬁaa# am sure,
theology wlll feel more at ease than wlth the awkward stance and J
111~fitting garments ilmposed in the past; ’ |
First, then, theology includes infsrences, but 1its over-all %;
structure is not deductivist. Baslcally, though not exclusive}y,
it is an emplrical, interpretative, historical sclence. Its |
primary sources are scripture and tradition. Thelr exact content
has to be ascertalned. 1t has t0 be viewed in historleal perspective;
It has 10 be expressed in contemporary language. That, of course, .
is not the whole of theology, but Lt 1s-an essentlal part.

In one sense the fact has alvays been recognlzed; in anscther, 1t

1s of recent date, for the need of historical perspectlive was
sverlooked botn by the medimeval summna and by the de locls
of Melchior Caneo. R

A sumna almed at answering coherentimg some totality of

auaestiones., The exlstence of esch onaecstio had to be establishsd

by quoting authorities or reasons both for a negative (vigetur

01ad nofg) and for an afflrmative (gazd contra est) ansusna

1
et

nepiiasx reply. Tne lumedlate tmsk 1n each guasstlo was the
elimination of @%p;# apparent contradlicliions whsther hetween
atthorities or, on the other hand, between authoritstive doctrine
and the medlaevael mind., 3But besides this innsdlate task

there was the far larger and profounder provlen of making

all the replies in a summna coherent with one another, for
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thls demanded that theologlans méke explicit, clarify, correlate

thelr fundazentzl assumptlions and that they adopt, adapt, supple-
, and apply )

uéﬁ?}éome aystem of bacic terms and relations. The medlneval
sumna, then, was emplrical in the sense that it proceeded frou
seripture and tradltlon and that 1t aimned at the coherent
agsimilation of appaerently opposed autnorities. But tne coherence
it sought was simply logical and systematic. There was practically
no awareness of the development of doctrine znd so bd practically
no reconciliatlion of opposed texts through a ﬁ historically
grounded interpretatlon.

The type of theology codifled by Melchlor Cano almed at
proving current Catholic doctrine by arguing from the scriptures,
from pantfz%pal statenents, from the counclls, from the Fathers,
and from the thaologlans. Undenlebly it was an eamplrical
and positive theology. But it evinced little appreciation of
historical jovseltepksd investipation and of historical process.

Today nlstorical Investigatlon ls so comnplex that the
study of tihe scriptures, the rathers, the theologlans is
édivided and subdivided among speclalists. Suen refined
speclalization is necessitated by the fact of deveioyment.

Tven though terms and concepts are general, and 89 prescind from

apace and time, still the act of denotlng or concelving

croceeds from an act of understanding. But understandlng

develcps over time;. it develops 1n one manner in thls area
manner

end 1in anothegﬁ§§ﬁﬁ in that; and so the c¢onceptes and gj terms,

in which understanding is expressed, are differentlated by

their time and place of orlgin., To reach an exact knowledge

oA e B farances et te BT e ote runderntaem L L

sy Bretasisy ot L4 he-Rendt g Shndel-udifo Ut verkuie,
Zzz;af\saﬁbasﬁi1s«t%am3\aifﬁ9£&lalia%ﬁu4fﬁfbyﬂa\neth
j \..‘
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of these dgifferences and, beyosnd them, to dilscover thelr under-

lylang continuity are tasks, not for tne Renalssance uomo unlver-

sale, but for successlve gonerations of specialists unlted by
a comuon method and directed by 1t towards a com.on goal.

Agalin, tue process from tine sources to liter developed
doctrines 1s not adecuately conceived as a matber of proof or
argunent. A& loglcal conclusion follows instaantaneously from
its premlsses, but doctrines develop only over long perlods
of time. Moreover, most develogientes occur in difterent mannerq&.
They ars to oe understood in the main only torough a nistorical
Investipation of the problems that were belng met, of the
circumstences that made the probleas urgent, of the means employed
to reach & solution. Finally, jnst as development varles from
instance to instance, so too doss the legitinacy projer 1o
each§ development. Indeed, 1t is by understaondlng jusat what
happensd that one coues to see why 1t should have hapgened.

To conclude tals flrst point, Catholic theology has
always been empirlicael 1n the sengse that it took 1ts stand upon
gseripture and tradition. 3ut it is mainly within the present
century that 1t nas become hlstorical in the sense proper to
contemgorary scholarship. It 1s, oI course, tals fact tnat,
ip part, has already brought about a new theology and, in fe¥
part, nas set up an exlgence for a fualamental resview of
theologleal method..

Secondly, theology has to be libverated from tne mlstaken
notlon that it is a sclence on the analogy of Aristotle's
episteme. The latter is deductivist, but we-have Just argued
the thet theology 1s not deductlvist. The latter 1ls about
the necessary, the abstract, the certaln; for theology such

cnaracteristics are a Procrustean ved.

st
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Theology ls not about the hecessary. It is about the
Blessed Trinity and the economy of salvation., The Blessed
k “has been concelyed BE- We
U.Trinit%\}n itself_? WEGessary, but to say A ap;rehend that
necessity is the seml-rationalism condeuned in Vatican I.
Tne economy of salvatlon 1s ncot necessary but ﬁmﬂmmﬁcontingent,

free, éﬂ,gratuitous, and the opposlte view ls agsoclated with

the errors of Baius.

To deny necesclity 1s not, of couwrse, to deny intelllglbllity.

For intelllgloility 1s the genus, and necesslty ls only one of
1ts species; the other 1s veriflable possibility.

Nor is there any obscurlity avout verifiable posslbllity.
It ls what 1s reached in mcdern physics, chemlstry, bilology,
and no one today ls completely ignorant of thnose sclences.
What ls obscure 1ls the view tnat theology deals witn something
mnaingaué that 1s not necessary but analogous tO necessity.
Frecisely because that ls obscure, the iheOIOEian nes constantly
to bpe explaiqé;ng that the intelligibllitles he is proposing are
not necessities., Moreover, nls hearers conclude that, since
tney are not necessltles, they are not worth bothsring about.
30 the intellliglibllity that theology can and does reach 1s

Gmds K Dxe unintellisent

neglected; dogmatlic truth bevoned, reduced to thg/gepetition

risks becoulng
of formulae; and rebellion against this &{asuae Whds b0

A
#&apm@ 2 rebellion apainst dogma.
As theology 1s not about the necassary, 80 1t ls not
about the abstract. It is about the councrete. Thz Blessed

Trinity is concrete. The economy of salvatlon ls concrete.

inity its conergetness or tne

concreLenesa for tomk man~does not xnaw anything in 1iYs

g




stt as pnyslces, cheumlstry, vlology, and the human sclences,
50 to0 theoclogy 1s concerned to know, not abstractions,
but the concrets unilverse.

This statement does not lmply tnat thess sclences know
tne unlverse or part of it in iis concreteness, for that is 4now
all there 1s to be known about a thlng. Again, it does not
imply that these sclences do not employ general terus and
principles; they do, but they are not confined to seneralitles;
on the contrary, they make 1t thelr aim to surmonat the
limitatlions of tms generallity and to reach an understanding of
coucrete processes ln nature and in history.

When, then, we urge that theology 1is not ebout the abstract,
Me-palatlo-tnesdatanent-Jde-thessorrectdeon—ol g

we alm to reject a
A medlaeval mlstake that attempted to keep the oblect of science

necessary by taklng refuge in abatractions. How it is true
that the abstract as abstract ls immoblle angd, 1ﬁ that sense,
necessary. 3ub 1t does not follow that the content that is
abstracted 1s necessary. In fact, in a contingent universe,
whet 1s abetiracted 1s found to e, not a necessity, but just
a hypothetical possibility. i

Flnally, wnile tae objects of falth are certain, the

sbjects of theology have any one of & long eserles of notes

ranging from de flde dlvina et catholica to vrobanitlior,

All are ecually objects of theology. Thney are wnat theology
1s concerned wlth. To0 think of theology as sclence and of

sclence % as certaln nas had the dlsastrous effect of persuading
Sr'

seninarians to confine thelr attentlion to matters of falth,




In their semlnary years they are content with a alnimal
theology and 1o later life they use thelr influence and autaority
1o wealten the academnlc slde of seminary tfaining.

Tnirdly, thneoslogy i1s not to concelve lteelf In terms
of the Arlstotellan distlinctlons between science and oplnion,
theory and practice, wilasdom and prudence. TFor these dlstlactions
are mlstaken and harmful,

They are misteken. OSclence deals more wilth verifiable
possibllitles than with necessities. It is to be contrasted,
not wita opinlion for there is scientific oplinion, but with
comnon gense. Horeover, slnce sclilence 1s abvout the possible
as well as the necessary, its activiiy is not confined to ae
, ) contenplative
bﬁﬂ@&@f?ﬁﬂhoan;amﬁlai¢aausﬁkﬁristotelian theory but, in fact,
vastly enlarges the range and luprovze the effectiveness of
man's ﬁ!ﬁkﬁﬁﬂﬁd efforts at belng practical. Filnally, where
gclence deals with thne contingent and, indeed, with the enormous
complexlty of human history, there ls needed for 1its direction
not wisdom alone nor prudence alone but & fusion of the two
In some higher synthesls., ]

Not only are the Arlstotelian distinctions mistaken,

They also are haraful. HMoiern theory is far more abstruse,
more complex, more dlflicult than anything dreamed of by the

Greeks or the Scholastics,

{e oy ARt HR_tasnler

the Greeks and the Scholastles, 80 far from emulating the

moderne in theoretlcal work, seem to be suffering from a loss

has been
of nerve. To a great extent, no doubt, this gﬁ due %0 the

unending controverslies and now to the
/K.csntemporary crisls in Catholic theology. But behind it there

is also the widespread delusion, grounded in the Aristotelian

dlstinetlons, that theory ls of no practical utllity and aerely

o -
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withdraws one from service in the Body of Cnrist and closets

our ln some irrelevant ivory tower.
Edunxhi?f\anALhaokag}dhﬁih~ﬂoLT®6*ﬁﬁnvvadﬁcwive«h1msal£
YILe PeeVo L BaleBarss biepe dhetdno tiond
to concelve himself as
Fourthly, the theologlan les no longer scne per se or de

A
iure subject contemplating necessary, abstract, certala truth.
He 18 a concrete, existential subject within a historical
movenent. He 1s one of a group engaged 1a asclmilating the
past of that movement and carrylng it forward to 1ts future.
This change, of course, 1s simply in the thsologlan's
conception of almself and his role. Theologlans always have
been concrete, exlstential subjects. Tney have always stood
wilthin a historical movement whose origins and traditions they
studled, asgsimllated, ordered, and passed on., Thelr intcrest
centred on concerete realitlesa., They lusisted tnat they did not
the of thes mysterles
apprehenqanecessityAeven when such reallty wes necessary.
They devoted enormous ruantities of time and energy to oplnions
that they regarded as no more than probable. Thelr division
into varions schools and the nnresolved disputed cuestlone that
have been accumulating since the m Middle Ages macde it manifest
that theology was not limited to drawing Insvitaple conclusions

from the truthse of faltih and from the self-evident princliples

fr 'ﬁQL,rBmhawﬁKJEff”ia,&SHWn1fﬁfﬁ’“¢3@y“naswfrnafa6t~ﬂ9-enq

/
t11l there the/actual practice had/ho uneoretical formulati;
, /, ,./
iteell a8 ccience apart fram the Ezglogy of Qpleuouelian

Lcience, and tnough analogy m ant no more- than oartly tn -

o E\.ll—»-”P M;"ﬂi—wrem/u LR\h then - Iewwht Vst qamlo

of reasocn. 3Such, then, is waat theologlans and theology in fact

heve been., DBut actual practice is one thing; its theoretical

formulatlion 1s another, In the past an adecguate theoretical

) —

.
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formulation of theological reality has been lacking, and our

concern with method 1s a concoern to work out such a formulation.

Fiftaly, mathod dir:cts operaticns towards ends. 5o far
from beiog indiflerent to valuss (wertfrei), 1t is concerned
with values, manely, the values proper to the science in
gnestlion. Morecover, in dlrecting operations towards ends,
method does not prescind from the operators. On the contrary,
Lt wants thanm tralned and skilled in the operations reguirsd of
them. 1t wants tnem commltied to the ends towards whicn they
Operate. Indeed, in the principal case of trensceniental
method with lts normative, criticsl, and dialectical functions,
meth2d alms at the intellectnal converslon of the operator.

avee _forme—=c datNleetnal, swored]
{E{Bu ﬁ;-mgr% will be sa%g/{n dus caurse;//éut at one

reci.- -~
ed in teiiizgf,metho

must Msist that {Z) sE€lence as conce
concedived {3/hhe Posterlor

~Nid re
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Aunalytices a?g/ﬁﬂﬂ from tnis I " must cyficl®ude that tneology noy
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On conversion and its threex forms -- intellectual,

L

moral, and religlous -- more will be said in due course. 3ut

et once I must recall tnat sclence as concelved in terms of aethod

1g cuite different from sclence as concelved In the Postsrior
Tende 40 be ceneeived
hngztgMmh;,9ﬁ\Lbefxd&ﬁ?“v%m?ﬁ&ﬁeﬂne,haquLéﬁmyérdibyl Eﬁ
3
Loa%fﬁ¢l&LLan_ni~&bg3LanL\Qgggs;iQEgﬁ,éﬁ-&~ﬁ§F7§r1mﬁdsf%4%é

Analytics. OCn the latter view, not only 1s sclience about tne

A - . \ . i
ver se,ftmm:aaihmi‘ and so0 about the abstract and necessary, but ?
[

also, slnce tuere ls a sclence abont sclence, sclence ltselfl

hag (o ve tnonght of as % per se, abstract, and necessary.
w
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Such sclence has to be thne work of some pure intellect,
equally per ge, absiract, and for that reason necessary.
It must grescind from valnes, from will, from conversion.
In contrast, method 1s concerned with movsment, wlth operatlons
and ends, with values and 1f need be with coqéyersion.
Wnether or not we are to coqigeive theology as anelogously
or properly a sclence of the moderm, metnodical type, had
best, I think, be discusced in another context. 3ut a2t least
it.is gvident thaqiiheology, governed by lts own proper
method, will beié&gi cloger to the modern ldea of sclence
than it ever csuld be to the Arlstotelian idea.
| Sixthly, wnlle the normative, critlcal, dislectical
functions of transcendental method can be expected to contribute
greatly to clearing away the thick underbrush of hi&;u@eﬂ
perennially disputed cucstlons that have af licted theology
for centurles, they also nave a highly important relevance for
the more recently developed aspects of theology. I nave sald
that theology, among other things, ls an empirical, luterpretative,
nietorical eelence. - I must add that the issues that are
ralsed in thelr general form by reflecting on transcendental
method, also are ralsed In a concrste and far more complex
form when one asks what preclisely 1s emplrical sclence, what
preclsely is hermeneutlics, what precisely is history. The
general reflecting on
hquestiana ralsed bxhtranscendental nethod are {1) what 1s one
doing when one is knowing, {2} why is doing that knowlng, and
(3) what does one know when one does it. All three recur and
tney demand nmore speclilc and detalled answers waen one &sks
an interpretation,
about &sdg dolng emplirical sclence, doling &ecxeaﬁiich%_oolng

history. Morsover, L1t ls only by answering these ouestionsg

in e fundamental,‘adequate, and coherent manner that one can
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hope to hezl the breach between the oslder and the more recent

achlevemants of tneoclogy. - For one cannot have a.é clear and
satisfactory counectlon end interdependence of the pany parts
of theology without taking ths trouble to work oul the preclse
functions of ea2ch of the parts.
Seventhly, contemporary theology jﬁ,already has the %&iﬁ‘
)

Uik
bulk of a modern science. It 1s not torstored 1n the acoired

notable
hablt of a single mind; sewepsinsoeen %A?unbep of apeclallsts
are neseded to reprecent its meny parts and sectlons. ¢ is not

set forth
L0 be evAosed in some great wook; indeed, 1t iz only sanpled

by a large and costly llbrary.

It follows thnat In teachinz theology the aim cannot he
to communicate the wnole of theology to esch of the students.
For in the fupure tneology will reside not in the single wind
but in gé comnunity of minds., The community will have to know
the whole of theology, not 1ndeed In tne sense taat each meuber
knows the whole, bul in the sense itnzt each knows & part and
that the sum of the parts is the whole.

Afalin, it follows that comaunleations must be maintaioced,
written in books and periodicals, oral in regicnal meetings
and congresses. For wlthout comamunlications the theologlical
community dlssolves 1nto a set of isolated indlviduals, and
theology ltself resdlves into a manifold of uarelotsd ﬁarts.

Finally, for comaunlications 10 be possible, the parts of
theology must be functional parts taat by toeir Qery nzture
are ordered to one another and deﬁendent on one ansctner.
For without such & funectional intérrelationship each specialist
knovs perfectly well that hls {ield or departuent is = 1ittle

, and :
aoverelzn statgﬁfhat a8 he nas nothing to tesach otasrs in their
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flelds so he nas notaing to lsarn from them in hls own. Under

such circumatances the means of communicetlisn can be multiplied,

but the publicetlons and congresses will only reflect the lsolatlon

o the parts and their fallure to comne together and forn a

whole. éf
Elghthly, the methodlecal comceptlon of theology as iiUL» !

concrete operations of concrete subjects yith reapect to concrete

objects effectlively excludes the extrlns%;clsm that has at

tines affllcted theology in the past. g

+
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[ We have already had occasion to mention the extrinsgcism

of 'objective' concepts. It argues from the abstractness of ,
concepts to thelr immutablillity, and from their immutabllity !
to the éé,exciusion of change, development, devaluation.
Now 1t ia true that change occurs only in concrete realities,
80 that the concept qua abstract ls immutable. Still, every
¢oncept is the term of a process of concelving, that process
is concrete, 1t proceeds from concrete acts of understanding,
and over time understanding develops or declines.
Besldes the ex?rinsecism of 'objective' concepts, there
iz also the extrins%giam of 'objective' truths. Despite the
expliclt doctrine of Aqulnas that, since truth is in the ming,
there can be eternal truth only in an eternal WiRd¥éSumpmbhmnia

mindl, there have been those for whom the obJectivity of truth

1) Sum. theol., I, g. 16, &. 7 ¢.

implies a coumplete disregard of anindis. Such wae the assumption

underlying the assertion of a fldes scien%tifica on the ground
’ e’

thet the mysterles were sylloglstically demonstrable. For
thow o s0% e KaoW-C Akt R0t nedbirer o -d8 cedvE 1o be—-d66e tedy
frepminpo tope b e We-<zaowLprkipd, |
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from reason ve know that what God has revealed is true; 1in

the praecambula fidel we establish that God revealed the

mysterles; therefore, we must conclude, the mysterles are

true. But this argument ﬁé&d holds only as long as one does

not ask in whose mind the truth is asserted to exist.

What God has revealed 1ls true, 1ln the dlvine mind, I grant,

in the minds of bellevers, I grant, in the minds of non-bellevers,

I deny. Therefore, the mysteries are true, in the divine ning,

I grant, 1n the minds of bellevers, I grant, in the minds of

bbnq non-believers, I deny.
the

Ninthly, the transition from,per se subject to concrete

subjects in need of conversion affects osne's theologleal ’

Judgéement on the possibility of a natuqéal theq%}ogy. For

from a theological viewpolnt all men are sinners, lqé need |
o8 divine grace, gvyanted the grace they need, and elther cooparatlng:
with grace or falllng to do so. In the concrete, then, there '
1s no purely natural subject. Mah, gua sinner, 1s most likely
elther to fall to arrive at & natural theology or, if he succeeds,
to do so for theé}wrong reasong tB the detriment of theclogy and
relligion. Man, gua alded by grace, can undergd intellectual
conversion and so bring about the theoretlcal achlevement named
natural theology. But that achievement willl be accepted by
others only if they, in turn, undergd lIntellectual converslion. § 1
In brief, because the theoretlical achlevement does exist, it
without qualification
1s a mistake to denyﬂthe possibllity of a natural theology;
and because the per se subject 1s Just an abstraction, 1t is

without qualification
& mistake t0 affirmﬁphe concrete existence of a natural theology.
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