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Chapter I

The New Context

was woven by
The old contexyﬁc&naaaubuefhAristotle. The wrltings

asc¢ribed to him had treated poetry and rhet%oric, physelcs
L

and blology, peychology and loglc, sthics and politlcs, meta-

phyelcs and natural theology, They did so with the power of

informed, precise, ccherent, all-embraclng thought. Sodibed# They
range and the

possesgsed thgﬁdepth sorwetboad the-range that might Lntegrate

a whole culture. When, then, mediaeval theologians reinter-
rreted Aristotle and formulated tﬁelr Christian faith on that
basls, not merely were they using a philosophy to perfect a
theology bnt, what is far more important, they were unifying
a culture and placing thelr theology in a context that lst 1t
reach into all departments of life and thought.

The strength and supplenesa of that context are not to

resldes not 1n

be overlooked. For a contexﬁkmammmtﬁsome set of theorems

in
that can be corre cted and revised but ratheﬁﬁg power of mind

that glves ﬁﬁﬁidgggerent dlsciplines a comaon é vocabulary
and style, that moulds them by & commnon outlook, that knits
them together 1ln a coherent view of nature, man, and God.
So 1t was that commentators variously interpreted the Aristotelian
books, that the learned added correctlons, that thinkers
distlngulshed, adjusted, gnd reconclled, that lnnovators

denled and rejected, and yet the context remained. It remalned
because the many and divergent activities rested on faalliar
agsumptions, which had an Arlstotelian sounrce; because they
proceeded according to rulss, which Aristotle nad formulated; -
because they pursued ideals, which Aristotle had set forthj;

above all, because they were fragmentary and almed mors at
partlal change than at total transformation. For the fact
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Mdasayttfefoth of the matter seems to be that, once a patexi
context has been establishad in a culture, it can be expelled

only by the enormous labour of constructing a new cantext.1

1) The polnt has recently been made by frofessor Butterfield
Paperback} 1965.
in his Origins of Modern Science, 1300-1800, New York (Free Pre:s
argued that, while A
He pabated»antnkha% new sclentific dlscoverlies were accumulating

A
they
from the beginning of the fourteenth century,butuphaiﬁpould

nelther break out of the Aristotellan context p¥ nor be satis-

factorily formulated withlin 1t, Only 1n the final decades of

the seventeenth century was modern sclence in a position to
only

construct its own context and it 1aA?rom that time that there

has exlsted what today ls meant by modern sclence.

But whatever the vitality that Aristotelianlsm once
exhlblited, today it cannot be invoked as a principle of integration.
The reassn for this 1s not merely that so much more i#.now is
known 80 much better than by the an&Pients. The declslve
point lies 1in differences of style, method, outlook, approach.
Symbolle Toglec contrasts wlth Aristotellan logle. Modern

sclence does not conform to the demnands of the Posterior Analytics.

Modern history is a sclentifliec discipline for which Arlstotle
nade no prov%&gion. Modern phllosophy, to deal with 1its
problems, has as much need to go beyond Arlstotelian methods
as modern geometry has to go beyond the metnods of Buclig.

Not only coes Arlstotle no longer offer an encyclopedia* of
13
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learning, but tnere cannot be an up-to~-date revision on the
0ld nmodel, for the 0ld model 1ltself 1s #&sﬁ.out-of-date.

A new context, then, 1ls needed. Manlfestly it 1ls
needed 1f theology is not to remain 1n a ghetto isolated from
the rest of modern culture. Buat 1t 1s needed even more if
theology is to put 1ts own house In order. There o0ld and
new are 1n confllct., Traditional teaching remains largely
wlthin an impliclt Aristotellan context. But teaching rests
on Investigatlon, and all the baslec areas of theological
Investligatlon have been penetrated, taken over, occupled
by modern scholarsilp, nodern methods in hilstory, modern
notlons of sclencea. The new procedures~:;; too widely
smployed and too generally accepted for them to be dislodped.
At the same time, they cannot be fltted into the 0ld Aristotellan
context. 8o, if theologlcal investigation and theclogical

teaching are once more to go hand 1ln hand, a new context nust

be developed.
Work towards the new context has already begun, as l1s

vitnessed for example by Karl Ranner's Kleines theoloplsches

Worterbuch (Frelburg 1961) and by Heinrich Fries' editing

0f a two-volume Handbuch theologlscher Grundbe*griffe (Munchen

mmwlmmmm&

1962 and 1963). But our concern is limited to method ang,

sccordingly, the present chapter need only indlcate the maln
© directlons involved 1n constructing the new context. We shsll

, uj' :{the Posterior Analytlics to the modern notlon of sclence, {(3) from
r[”” > hupan nature to human history, (4) from soul to sublect, and (5)
- .
N from, pesophprashanddetd Lo transce*ndental method. As willl

be observed from the foregoing list, Vv
-
F-H

//’/ﬁwnhg“\\point, then, to transitions (1) from loglc to method, (2) from
NV A

/\ |




MIT I 4

cengags on

attent%gn ﬁ&A&imiisdhﬁﬁhchangea in normes and procedures. Becauss
1EN€§2§§§im§Q~za changes, the new context wlll be presented in
1ts relatlons to the old. Bezcause the changes are in norums
and procedures, they directly affect not the content of

ek theology but the method by which it is developed and the

context In which 1t 1ls expressed.

1. From Loglc to Method

Distinguish (1) loglcal ideals, (2) formal loglcse, and (3)
&
applications ofﬁformal loglc.
, coherence,
Logical 1ldeals may be 1lllustfated by claritxﬂand rigﬂ;r.

Clarity exclides anbiguous terms. Ag
Coherence excludes contradictlons. Rigoyr
d j\demands that conclusions follow from“premlsses with necessity.
A formal loglc embodies loglcsal ldeals in general
descriptiong, explanations,and rules. Such an embodiment,
howaver, adds to the ldeals and, as such addltlons may be
made from difierent =ources, there arises the possibility of
different formal logice. 8o Aristotellan loglc takes its

pecullar shape and direction from its embodiment of loglcal

ideals in grammatlcal and linguistle forms. In contrast,

gymbollc logic embodles simllar ideals methematically:

terms are related through thelr
_ a
denot§§$atlons; propositions are related thrsough Yive theory
S /1'

of combinations; inferences are conducted by continuous

J enthymeme with, at most, an acpknowledgement of the ma jor

premise in a marginal note.

not incidentally or partislly but fully
A formal loglc is appliquyhen a doctrine is formaellzed,

that 1s, when the whole doctrine 1s expressed in exact accord
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with the reculrements of a formal loglc. Ag a brlef reflection

will reveal, such a realizatlon of the logical ideals demands

of a doctrine the perfection of conrlete lmaobllity. The ldeal

of clarlty demands that all terms be ﬁ;ﬁmbiguoua; for them

to be unamblguous, thelir meaning must be fixed, defined,

differentiated from every nelghbouring mesaning; it follows that
would have to be arrested in thelr course to

meanings etlll in process of deve10pmentﬁgaﬁmn§»Pe admit.ted.

Agaln, the 1deal of coherence demands that opposed statemsnts

be asslgned to dlistinct and nonm-communlcating universes of

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

yet complementary expressious of a truth that ls yet to be dlscovered. !

Rigoﬁr, finally, demands that conclusions follow necessarily from
V4
thelr premisses; but if they follow necessarlly, they must also

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

0w be Triey ] ha ] =) W a—¥1.0 T lre ™oty L e
i | oW —t1Te m18s mt be today~_ So-ar i\\
ol gtir: zed doeltride-pey beabou ':n@l"_g obdapta, bnt e
DG De Procels~ 01 Yevelopiens

must now be true; 1f now the conclusion ig false, hmampr one
at least of toe premisses 1s now false.ifiaformallqed doctrine
in the fixlity of lts terms, the strict coherence of its state-
imalentantsuanios o

ments, theﬁlmmedi&conf all its conclusions, conformgAto a
valid ideal of the huuan mind and sets a goal which scientiflc
expression ma%\hOpe evebttdldy to attain. But besldes the
goal, there ls also the process of attainment and, when we
turn to that process, we turn from logle to method.

In general, a method is a normative pattern of recurrent
and related operations. There is a method, then, where there

are dlstinct operatlons, where ez2ch 1s related to the otners,

where the set of relations form a pattern, where Hth&E et

[ B {
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the pattern ls described as the right way of doling the job,
and where operations In accord wlth the pattern may be
repeated indefinitely.
S0 in the natural sclences method inculcates a spirit

of inaniry, and ingulries recur. It 1nsis&é§ on accursate
observatlion and dﬁ%ription: both observations and descriptions
recur. Above all it pralses dlscovery, and discoveries peeud
recur. It demands the formulatlon of dlscoveries in hypotheses,
and hypotheses recur. It regulres the deduction of the implica-
tions of hypotheses, and dednctlons recur. It keeps urging
that experiments be'gfgfdevised and performed to check the
impllcations of hypotheses agalnst observable fact, and such
processes of experlnentatlion recur,

These

Aﬁnuhhﬁistinct and recurrent operations are related.
Inquiry transforms mere experlencing into tne scrutiny of
obgervatlon. What ls observed 1s plnmed down by description.
Contragsting cbservatlons or descrlptions glve rise to
problems, and problems are solved by discoveries. What is
discovered, 1ls expressed in a hypothesls. From the hypothesis
are deduced 1lts implicatlons, which suggsst experinents to
be performed. The operations are related; the relations
form a pattern; and thne pattern def'lnes a right way of dmixg

going about sclentifle investiration.

JHowewer,—ouxr yvery gsnerad defimition ol met

6€/;rin§/;ﬂt'the specific charact f/gf sclentif
. / /

hich-{s both cunpkative and progressive, nefthod

lways turnﬁ)/{gé wheel/pf/écientific

e s
bat alsp-rolls along<” To repeat tfie method 9

//// mz:iié/a/’
otor-car is to nake anothrfﬁBtor-car,Cbﬁ{/;ucc, §ive
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However, A1f sclentific procedure satisfles & very general
deflinltion of method, 1t also has 1lts own specific character,
Unllke tha assembly line, science does not keep repeatling the sane product'
A ﬁswhit 1s cumulative and progressive. The exyerizents devised
to test an hypothesis lead to new observations that may or may
not confirm the hypothesis. In so far as they do, they reveal
that the investigation 1s not entirely on the wrong track.
In so far as they do not, they lead to a modiflcation of the
hypothesis and, in the limlt, to new &Ba dlscovery, new
hypothesis, nev deductlion, and new experiments. The wheel of
method not only turns but also pAe rolls along. The fleld of
phserved dats keeps broadening, New discoveries are added to
0ld., New hypotheses and theories express not only the new
insights but also all that was valld in the old, to glve method

its cumulative ch racter and to engender the conviction that,

however remcte the goal of complete explanation may still be,

at least we are nearer to 1t now than we were.

‘vg,beendengahedff“\a-eummag/,eeqpn&efﬁof logle

¢
2 t
’eh"\mﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁe—eecurWMﬁnL;weeeeibeeﬂf’}nﬂf’&&h'
P Very Gﬁmarily we have been ap{/;pting Indicate the
eneral gharacter of logic and of” method. ;761: ls concern

o formnlate an ideal When the realizag}ée of the ideal

@nvie&%/d strictly, it ia seen at once to be a/fefjégﬁ;&in

If is possible, for o) instance, to fepmalize uclidean
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Such very summarily is method in the naturael sciences.
It wonld be premature for us to proceed at once to an account
of methods ln other disciplines. But at least we can state
say lmmedlately that we do not concelve a metho ag & set of
rules that wlll produce satisfactory results wh3§;?ﬁﬁqowed
YiWeddg by anyone. A method states what occurs when a task
is perf>rmed properly. 1In any developlng sclence or disclpline
such proper performence includes dlscovery as its principal
achievement. But the occurrence of discoveries follows
statistical laws: they can be made more probable; they cannot
be agsured by a sct of prescriptions.

¥e Agaln, we have spoken of a transition from logle
te method. By thls we do not mean that logle 1s supplanted
and abollished. On the contrary, such operatlons as descrlbing,

defining problems,

;\ formulating hypotheses, deducing implicatlons a:gzmmmﬁmcmwmth
fall under the directlives of logic and, no less,Aessential
parts of the pattern 1lzid down by a method. 4 transition to
method, then, does not mean the omirslon of loglcal operations

explicit
but thejgddltlon of other activlities such as lingulry, observatlon,
discovery,
A experitnentatlon, verlfication. It means the acknow! edgementT
not only of the ldeal goal which logic can define but also
® of the less perfect process in whlch terms are stlll gdeveloplng,

proposltions are inadecuate, concluslons are more or less

probable, 1t means the acceptance of the less perfect procees

nﬂFma&~staﬁe*ef“5f?RTTE’fg}j’iﬁfght—ﬁﬁf“nggsf’ﬂhe/ﬁ%l&ﬁ%d S

usually existence
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as the normal state of affairs for, in the scilences, results
are not definitive, the solution of one problem reveals the
exlstence of other problems, and the advance of theory only
broadens the fleld of data to be apprehended and investigated.
Above all, the transition to method means that the process of
coming to know has its own proper norms, that it 1s idle

to expect the process to conform to ideals that imply the
perfection of immobility, that the procems as process has its

own perfection in 1ts cumulative and progressive character.

2. From the Posterior Analytics to Modern Scilence

While modern sclence 1s a continruation and dsvelopment
of its anclent and med}%eval antecedentsg, 1t would be a serlous
mistake t0 suppose thaﬂxkhe later differs from the earlier
only in procedures, conte;t, extent, efficacy. These differences
are of course enormous. ﬁﬁt behind them there are less palpable
but more fundamental differences in the antleipations and
criteria that explicitly or implicltly direct investlgatlons
to make them fruitful or sterile. It i1s with t:ese underlying,
directlive, dynamle factors that we are aere concerned, ang
we may begln our brief summary by noting Arlstotle's contrast
of epistémé and doxa, of sclence and opinion.

For Aristotle, then, sclence was a2 matter of knowing
the cause, knowing that 1t was the cause, and knowling that the
effect conld not be other than it was.l In brief, the object
of science was causal, necessary, lmmutable. Opinion, in
contrast, was true knowledge of matters of fact where, however,
the fact was not necessary or, If 1t were, then lts necessity

wae not apprehended.z




MIT I 10

The vehicle of Aristotellan science was, naturally
enough, the syllogism. Eﬁ Jylloglsms express knowledze of
cauges lnasmuch as the middle term names the end, agent, matter,
or f0rm.5 They express necessary knowledge inasmuch as the
premisses are per se predicatlons in which é essential
attributes are assigned to comzmensurate subjects.4 Finally,
bealdes the premisses that may be derlved syllogistlecally,
there are those that are frue, [irst, tndM underived,
better k:own than thelr implications and related to them as
cause to effect.5 Obviously the existence of Arlstotelian

on the exlstenca

gclence dependsﬁpf these basic premlsses in each fileld; but

1) L Arigtotle, Posterior Analytics, I, 2, 7lb 10 ff,

L)

2)  Ivid., I, 33, 88b 32 ff,

3) Ibid., IIL, 11, 94a 20 ff.
4) Ibid., I, 6, 74b 5 ff. As the necessary and essential
and solutions

alsc 1s eternal, various difficultiea\arose. Aristotle
remarked that the attributes of perilshable things either
camot be demonstrated or else the relevant sylloglem wlll
be 'mixed' with one premlss necessary and the other contlngent
(Ibid., I, 8, 75b 21 ff.). Aquinas appealed to the immutabllity
of the abstract: Rationes antem unlversalea rerum oanes sunt
imnmobiles, et 1ded guantum ad hoc omnls scientia de necessarils
gst. Sed rerum, guarum sunt 1llae rationes, cuzedazm sunt
necossarlae et lmmoblles, cuaedam contingentes et moblles, &@

et quantum ad hoc de rebus contingentibus et mobilibus dicuntur

esse sclentlae., In Boethlum de Trinltate, q. 5, a. 2 ad 4m.

On the 1ntr{}pate problem of sclentific predictlon, see
W. D. Ross, Aristotle's Prior and Posterior Amalytics, Oxford
1949, pp. 649-652,

5) Post. &nal., I, 2, 7lb 19 ff.
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while Aristotle does describe how our knowledge of principles
arisesfuﬂﬂle his desecrlption flts guite accurately the manner
in which sclentific dlscoveries are made, stlll such discoveries
do not yleld the knowledge of necessary causes and lmmutable

effects demanded by the Posterlor #npalytics.

What the sclentist dlscovers 1s not a truth but an
hypothesis, not a necessity but a posslblllity. For instance,
a free fall 1s a constant acceleration. 4E.The matter has
gtood the test of centuries. But it has done so, not because
bodles must fall that way, not because the free fall cannot be
other than it is, but slmply t} because &b out of many hypothetlcal
posslibllitles the simplest veriflable formuls 1s the constant
acceleration. Moreover, what holds for the free fall, holds
for all otner natural laws and, no less, for the theorles and
systems that rel-te them to one another. All such laws, theoriles,
eystems are subject to revision; they have a clalm on our assent,
not becanse of any intrinsic necesslty, but ounly bscause they
happen to be verified; and the moment further d=ta beglin to

tell agalnst them, they become questionable.T

6) Ivid., II, 19.

T7) In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries 1t was stlll
conmon Lo sbeak of the necessary and ilmmutable laws of nature
and even of the iron laws of ecocomlcs., Thls trend has been
reversed by tue refutation of the unlqueness of Zuclidean
geometry, by the successful use in physics of non-Euclidean
geometry, by the alternatlive probabilltlies predicted by cuantum
theory, and by the limitations placed on deductive systems by
theorems of the Godelian type. On these see J. Ladriere, Leg

limitations intsrnes des formalismes, Lonvain 1957. On mathe-

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

o B
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and 1962, pp. 187-193; B. Lonergan, Insight, lLondon and New York
1957, pp. 304 ff,

We have been touching on the cruclal dlfference between
- the Arlstotelian and the modern notlons of sclence. On the
Aristotellan notlon sclence ls concerned wlth the necessary
and immutable, On the modern notlon necessity and immutablility
heve no more than a marginal significance. Sclence 1ls coqgrned
with the intelligibllity, not that must be, but that can be,
Of itself, such intelliigibility is hypothetical; essentlally,
it stands in need of the complement of verificatlon; and any
single veriflcation yields no more than a probable confimmatlion.
From the criuclal dlfference other differences follow.

The already mentloned shift from logic to method 1s but part

of the larger ssift from the Posterlor Analytics to the modern

notion of sclence. Loglc mlght suffice to deal with knowledge

of necessity and immutability. But one has to move beyond

a conslderation of logical operatlons and take into account inguiry,
obgervation, discovery, exper{fmentation, VGrificatioq,if

one is to proceed in an orderly and effective fashion when

possible hypotheses are legion and only cumulative verliflcations

are significant.

Again, we mentioned above that Aristotle contrasted
gcience and opinion. As sclence was of the neccssary, 80
opinion regarded the contingent. But modern sclence, llke
Aristotle's opinion, 1s concerned with the contingent; and
80 On each!issue we seek the best sclentiflc opinion that =

Ad,
at tne time‘available.
4
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On slmilar grounds Arlstotle contrasted theory and practice.
Practice ls concerned with the contlngent, with things that can
be other than they are. It follows that asclence cannot be
practical, for sclence is concerned with the necessary, with
what cannot be other than 1t is. Sclence accordingly must be
simply contemplative and, 1n that sense, theoretical, Now in
the modern context the term, theory, cannot properly be glven
any such comnotation. For modern sclence deals wlth the con-

Ha moka
tingent; it grounds endlese practical applicationai“ig modern
theory %ﬁ/continuOus with practice. 3o far from beingJOpposed
to one another, theory and practice now are two stages in men's

dealing with the pame objects.,

Further, ,to find necessity in a manifestly contingent

the medligeval notlon of sclence retreated
world, An&abotb&i&n«aeéﬁuuukduuinbo_ﬂ@bpea% 1o the unlversal
and the abstract. In contrast, modern sclence alms at the
complete explanatlcn of all phenomena. Though 1t has to use

3011 TS X

abgtract terms and universal propositlons, still it regards
them as limitations and strives to surmount them. Though
1t cannot mester the concrete lo its all but unlimited complexity,
8till it conatantly endeavours t{o come as close as possible
to such mestery, and it is extremely resourceful 1n lnventing
conceptual tools and inaginative models SdrvBddm to advance
ever further the understanding of concrete processes.

There follows an enormons dlfference in sheer bulk.
An Arlistotelian sclence could mve¥mdyg be a h2abit tucked 1in

Lo Lra

an individual's mind and, as it was certaln knowledge, it

N
would be pasrced on @ﬂﬂhﬂhééé from gzneration to generation.

But the positive content of a modern sclence 1s only probable;

it 1ls wem¥ contlinuously in process of development; edd (et

e e . P ‘_.\'._..._‘..v_..:.--‘..-...:..,.,:.:.P.'.,‘_ ....... P
0 ’ R Eity s
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its extent Is so i{vast that 1t cannot be encompassed by any
single mind; and its sustalned development calls for the
agsembled resources ¢ and far-flung collaboration of the
world's sclentific communities.

Finally, on the modern conception there is a aclence

yilelding
where there 1s employed a methodAﬁnn the cumulative advancement
of knowledge. Methods differ from subject to subject, but
ea¢h is dlrected by lts own proper method, and each ls sclentific
by that fact and not by its apprroximate resemblance to something
In contrast,

elge, ABwt”the Aristotelian conceptlon of necessary concluslons

followling rigorously from necessary principles was an ideal

type: 1t was thought to be realized in arithmetlc and geometry;s

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

elsewhere 1t was approximated to a greater or less extent.
. farthest
Aa Christlan theoclogy was at the 9uptheraaaAremove x from

the necessitarian ideal, 1t recelved the least help and guldance
theology

from the Arlstotellan conception. Today i!}has nothing to

lose and mucih to galn by severing itself from the Arlatotellan

ldeal type and conceiving itself on the basls of its own proper

nethod. For that ldeal 1s now an anachronlsm: 1t ls not

smtertained in natural andigzggd freved sclence; mathematiclans

commonly alm no higher than axiois that are not contradictory;

philosophers take thelr stand not on necesslty but on matters

of fact; in theology, finally, that ideal was never more than
itha embarrassment for, were it reallzed, the result would be

& rationalism or a semi-rationallsm. It is time for theology

@u*ﬁy4jﬁét*ff§§$pl to work out its own method and be just

Liself.
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4, From Soul to Subject

If Aristotellans down the centuries have had little to
say absut consciousness and the suvject, they have been very
competent about soul. The little trecatise, De anlma, expanded
a baslc metaphyslcal sc@éeme (1) to define souls 1in general,
(2) to distinguish different kinds of sonl, and {3} to direct
investigation of the different kinds. Common to the souls of
plants, animals, and men, is the relation of form to matter;
and so sonl 1s defined as the first act of an organice body.l
But one kind of soul dlffers from another, Such differ=nces
are roosted in Mﬁﬁ%ﬂ essences but manifeeted In the difference
of hﬁﬁm* potencles; and as essence is “nown through potency&,
so potency is known through act, and act 1s known through object.2
Hence, psychologlcal investigatlon is to begln from objects,
proceed from objlects 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,

Buf for all its neatness this scheme 1s not without its
incongrnities. Aristotle dld not antlclipate the behavloﬁrist's

Nor cam A

exclnaion of &?e data of E consciousness.jkﬂﬁmuannefﬁbe sald to
have ignore;:;hémﬁcompletely: his account of human intelllrence
hits things off too ubq accurately for that. Yet he has baslcally
the same explicit method for studylng plants and for studying

men; and once one has embarked with him on the course of
metaphysical snalysis, one has to make & completely fresh start

g
if one 1s to treat of the subject andJ;&eﬂﬁoﬁﬂétad consclous

activities.
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That completely fresh start must be made and, to begln,
let us attempt to define implicitly such terms as conscious,

iptentional, awareness, presence, subjeet, object, and lntro-

spsction, Men, then, perform many operatlons that are both
consclous and intentlonal., Such operations are sald to be

an
intentional inasmuch as they épned constitnte ew,awareness of

an Ethb+ obJect. They are sald to be consciou;Ainasmuch as
they render the subject aware of himself and hls operatlon.
Thus, seelng 1s intentional for it makes present to us what
ls seen; and the same seeling at the same moment is conscious
because in seeing I and my seeing are present to me; and whai

1s true of seeing, 1s true of a long list of other operations

which 1n due course we shall mention.

But first we must note an amﬁﬂiguity for, as employed abovse,

'awareness' and 'presence' each mean W4 two dlfferent things.
The awareness of intentionality makes the spectacle present to
the spectator, the ob)ect to the subject. But the awareness
of‘dirconsciousqgss makes the spectator and his loockling present
to himself. &% 1f I have repeated the word, awareness, as

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

diffrrence between the two instances. What 1ls present sxxx in the

gpectacle 1s part of the spectacle. But to be present to

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 Lo himself as subject 1is,

never what 1s gazed upon, attended to, intended, and always resldes

in hlwm gazing, attending, 1ntendéing. So 1t is that he can be
preaent to himself by the presence of a subject, yet at the
same tlme plving his whole attentlion to the spectacle that is

present as object,
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There remains Introspection, and it is not 8 to be
confused with consciousnesa, We are consclous unless we are
In deep sleep Oor in a coma. Because we have been and are conscious*,
we have the materials for introspective exaaination., But -
introspection itself 1s the examinatlon that presupposes
consclousness, that supervenes upon it, that consists in
shifting at'ention away from objects to the subject and hls
operations. By such a shift the subject becomes present 1n
two manners: as lntrospecting, he 1s present to himself as
conscious and subject; as ilntrospected, he ls present to himself
as objJect.

I have spoken of an ambiguity of 'awareness' and 'presence.’
But 'intentionality' and 'consciousness' also denote qulte
different things. In our dream states Intentionallty and
consclousness are comnonly fragmentary and bﬁhﬂmﬁnq incoherent,
When we awake, they é’take on a different hue to expand on
four tdihded successive, related, but gualitatively different
levela. There i1s an empirical level on which we sense,
percelve, imaglne, feel, speak, move, There 1s an intellectual
level on wilch we inaulre, come to understand, sxpress what we
have understood, work out the presuppositions and implications
of our expression. There 1s the rational level on which we
reflect, marshal the evidence, weligh the pro's and con's,
pass judgexent on the truth or falsity, certainty or probabllity,
of a statement. There 18 the responsible level on which we are
towwd concerned with oursslves, our own operations, our goals,
and so deliberate about possible courses of actlon, evaluate then,
decide, and carry out our deciglons.

411 the operati-ns on these four levels are intentlonal

and consclous, Stlll, intentionallty and conscl.usness differ

0 .. ) L ...,.\.__._.u,_p-...?,;,,..._..:.....
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from level to level, and within each level the many operations
involve further differences. OQOur consclousness expands 1in a
new dimenslon when from mere experlencing we turn to the effort
to undersiand what we have %ﬂyemenseﬂi experlenced. A third
dimensizn of rationallity Eomé emerges wnen the content of aw m&to%r
understanding ls regarded as of 1tself a mere bright ldea and we
endeavour to settle what really 1s so. A foorrtn dilmenslon comes
to the fore when Judgernent on tne facts 1s followed by dellberatlon
on what ve are to dos about them., On all four levels we are
aware of onrselves but, as we mount from level to level, it is
a fuller self of which we are aware and the awar=ness 1ltself
is different.

As emplirically consci-us, we do not seem to differ from
the higher animals. But 1n us emplrlical consciousneas and
intentlonality axre only 2 substratum for further i{activities. The
data of sense provoke inguiry, Inquiry leads Lo understandlng,
understanding expresses 1tself in languare, Without the data
there would be nothlng for us to ingulre about and nothlng to
be understood. XYet what 1s sought by ilncuiry and reached by
understanding is never a further datum but the 1dea or form,
the lntelligible unity or relatedness, of data. ConveFfsely,
the inguirer ls not Just a cenfﬂf)of experiencing but an Intelligent
cenﬂﬁ&, and more actlively aware 6f himself by this Intelllgence
than k& Elg his experiencing. UNext, without our efforts to
understandﬂﬁd and thelr conflicting bewd results, we would have
no occaslion to judge. But euch occasions are recurrent, and then
the intellligent centde) of experiencing reveals his reflectiﬁe
and critical rationality., Once more thnere is a fuller self of
which we bscome aware, and once more the awareness itself ls

different. As intelligent, the sublect seeks lnsight and *h#
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thence the revelatlon of nis intellligence in hils behaviour, his
speech, his grasp of sltuatlons, hie mastery of theoretic domalns.
But as reflectlvely and crltlcally coasclous, he 1ncarnates
detachment and dlsint=restedness, gives himself over to criterla
of truth and certitude, makes hie so0le concern the determination
of vhat 1s or is not so; and now, as the s¢lf, so also the
avareness of self rzsides in that incarnatlion, that self-surrender,
that single~minded concern for truth, There 1s a still further
dimenslon to belng human, and there we emerge as persons, meet one
ancther in a common concsrn for velues, seek to abolish the
organization of human living on the basgls of competling egolsms

and to replace it by an organization on the basis of man's
perceptiveness and intelllgence, his reasonableness, and his

responsible exerclse of freedom.
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As already noted, actlvities that are consclous arse

also Intentlional; and so the foregolng dlfferences in the concrete
and the subjlect
meanling of consciousnessAare matched by corresponding differences
and the object.

in the meanlng of intentlonality, As the swbject shifts from
emplrical to intellectual consciousness, Intentionallty shifts
from the data of experlence to thelr descrlption and explanatlon.
So what 1s experlenced as heavy or light, as not or cold, 1is
explained by mass or temperature., But mass and temperature are
objects not of experlence but of thought. So they differ in
thelr very mamnner of belng an object, for they are not glven to
sense but concelved by understanding. Still, Just as the
one subject is both empirically and intellectually conscious,
so that his inguiry is about the data he experiences and his
understanding is of the #mx data, so too the objJect of experlence

is explained by the object of thought; heavy or light is explained

by mass; hot or c¢old is explalned by temperature. Agaln, as
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the sub)ect moves from intellectual to rational consclousness,
intentlonality moves from the object of thwought to the cuestion
of fact. Descriptions and explanat ions, =8 products of understandling,
are hypothetlcal; but hypotheses need to be verlfled; and 1t is
the process of verification that moves ws from what we merely
think or suppose towards what in fact 1s so. Finally, as the
subject ls promoted from critlcal ratiomallty to responslble
freedom, so0 his intentionality shifts from the true and the
real to the persons he loves and the good tnet he wllls them.

We have been distingulshing @ifferent levels of conscliusness
and of intentionality, stressing the naalitative differences of
the successive levels, indicating the transitione from one lsvel
to ancther. But there 1s in each of us }Just the one subject
that consciounsly experlences, consclously inouires, consclously
reflects, consclously dellberates, even though the quality of
being consclous varies from level to level. 1In slmllar fashlion,
intentionality differs as it attends to data, concelves objects
of thought, affirans truly what ls or 1s not so, deshs decldes

t0o pursue this or that conrse of actionn., But this cualitﬁtive

Pﬂaﬁ difference 1n sncecesslve intentlonalities and the corregponding
o difference in the immediately Intewnded objects in no way Bﬂgbﬁ*
preclude an overarching intentiona lity that unltes the many
Intentlonalities into a single, compourid activity and the
many immediate objlects into a slngle compound object, On the
© contrary, Just as we are far more eom coOnsclous of the one
EJJ sub ject than of the dewd) several levels of his consciousness,

50 t00 are we far more famlll=py with the compound of knowing
and doing than with its many parts, and far more famillar with
the Joys and sorrows of the real world than with the data, the

concepts,
/\rmmmpMMMmmmmMMmmm¢Mm,'the truths, the va lues, that name the
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immediate objects of tne successive stages 1n our coming
to know and to do.

This overarching intemtionality 1is transcendental., It ls
the condition of the poesibllity of the unlty of human consclotsness,
of the ldentlity of multiply intended objects, and so of the
1somorphiem between human kmowing and 1ts proportlonats knownm.

For 1t unites the different levels of humsn consclousness Dby
making them successive and ever fuller responses to a slingle,
overarching intentlonality. It refers to a single, ultlumately
intended objlect the Quceéft{ successlve, partial objects

of experiencing, understanding, Judglng, willlng; so what we
experience lg ldentical wlth what we understand, what we underetand
with what we judge, what we Judge wlth what we approve or reject.
Finally, the process that unites the different levels of con-
sclousness ls ﬁnnnmmnnmﬁ by ddentity the process that unltes

the succesalve partisl objectss; and so the structure of our
cognitional operations has t¢ zun parallel to the siructure
uniting partlal objects into wholes.

Further, this overarchlng intentionality ls a_priori.

Our knowing always containg an a posteriorl element, but It

is by intending that we c¢ome to know. It 1s by guestionirg,

by intending what we do not know, that we have reacﬁ}gd whatever
knowledge we have attalned, Such intending ls a priori.

Its object never 1is the given, never the known, always the
unknown. It ever cavrries us beyond whatever we have attained,
directing attentl n to further data, making new addltions to

pur already enormous backlog of lnquirles, ralsing new doubtds
about what we think we know, drawing to our attention $weld
evils that exlst, and challenging our generosity to owvercous

then wlth good.
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This overarching, a priori Intention 1s completely open.
There are no data excluded from lts attentlon, no intelliglbllitles
it may not desire to understand, no solutions it nay not call
in doubt, no values beyond its delibveration. Moreover, as the
&ﬁ%tﬂ intention le completely open, 80 too the intended 1is
unrestricted. To restrict the lntended w0 1ld be to destroy
the complete openness of the lntending, and to destroy that
opennnass would be a radical obscurantism. But 1{ the intznded
is unrestricted, then the ultlumate object ﬁj_of the overarching
intention is the unlverse. Beyond that oblect or apart from
1t there 1ls Just nothing.

S0 we move from more recent to older meanings of the
term transcendental. The a priori intention that unifies
consclousness and lts objects is dynamle; 1t conslsts in golng
beyond the glven, the known, the attalned. To restrict 1t
Ls to to =top it, to offset the dynamlc with the statle.

But to acknowledge that it of ltself 1s unrestricted is to

acknowledge an unrestricted, objective field., Of 1t we know
only part. Of 1t we can effectively know only part. But at
least we do know that our kﬁdﬂtﬂg knowledge 18 ever partial,
Again, since our intending even of the unrestiricted field 1s
a metter of intending the Llntelligible, the one, the true, the
real, the good, we arrive at the tradltional transcendentals,

ens, unum, varum, bonum.
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Be Transcendental Mathod

Barlier we remarked that a method 1s & normative pattern
of recurrent and related operations, But our account of
subject and object, consclionsness ang intentlonallity, has
brought to light sach a patterm, Spontansesusly, then, before
any method is developed and explicitly formalated to sult the
needs of any speclalized {ield of inoulry, there exists the
normative pattern and so the method of our coneclons and
Intentiopal operatlons, MOPTO*VQP, thls spontaneous method
cond 1tions the unlt{ of consciousnessand the identity of its objects; it le

a_priori; 1t s completely open; its ocolect 1s unrestricted; and so 1t

may be appropriately naned transcendental method. Flnally,
adaptations

as will appear, all speclal methods are hm* poddfAcattonk and
complications of the completely general pattern of transcendental
method; and 8o Lt 1s to tranmsgendental method that we shall nave

hars A% s
to turekfn clarifydag and groandted an account of method in

N
theology.

Now it cannot be overemphiasized that the source of all
auch clarification and foundation resides within each reader,
that he hims:1f nas to become faniliar with hies own consclous
and intentinnal operations, that no one else can do it for

;ﬁah him, that reading thls or any other book does not and cannot
' provide a substitute for the task that he himself in hlmself
G must perform for himself.
What, then, is the task? It 1is applyling one's own
operations as intentional to one's own operations as consclous.

If, for brevity's sake, we demote the operations on the four

levels as eXyp=riencing, understanding, Judging, declding,

\,J then one aprlies one's operations as intentional to one's
operations as conscious inmsmuch as (1) one expsriences
one's own experlencing, understanding, judglng, declding,

(2) one vnderstands the unity and relatedness of cne's
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experienclong, understanding, judging, and declding, (3) one
affirms the fact of one's conscious and intentlionzal operations
in their nnity and relatedness, and (4) onz decldes to operats
in accord with the norms immanent ln the spontaneous relzatedness

of one's conseious and Lntentl .nal operations. Let us spell

thls out,
First, there exlst consclsus and intentlonal operations.
dome.
No one, unles?Ahis rzins are deflelent, is golng to say that

never in his life d1d he have the expsrlience of seelng or of
hearing, of smeAling or touching or tasting, of lmaglning
or percelving, of feellng or moving; or that if he appeared
to have any auich experlence, still it was mere appearances,
gince all hils 1ife long he has gone about 1llke a somnambuliat
without any awareness of his‘é}activity. No one wlll preface
roares
his lectures by repeating his convictioq\did he have kim
even a flee%ting experience of intellectnal curiosity, of
inouiry, ofM;triving and coming to understand, of expressing
five what he h=2d grasped by understansing. No one will begin
his contribatione to periodical literature by remindlag hls
readers that mever in his life 4did he experlence anyihlog
that might ve called 3 criticial reflection, that he never
psad paused Ln doubt about the truth or falsity of any statement,
that if ever he secemed to exercise his rationality by passing
judgement strictly in accord with the available evidence,
then thils must hove been mere appearance for he 1s totally
unaware of any such event or even tendency. No one is going
to place at the beginaing of nils books the warning that ne has
no notlon of what might be meant by responsibllity and that
never in hls whole 1ife dld he have the experience of actling

responeibly, least of all in composing the work he 1s now offering

S LA
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to the public.
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Next, as conscious operatlions exist, so too thelr pattern
1s consclous. We do not experlence the operations in isolation
and then, by a process of innulry and discovery, arrive at the
relations that link them tomether. On Lhe contrary, the unity
of consciousness 1s 1tself glven; the pattern of the operatlons
1 part of the experlence of the operatlons; and inoulry and
dlscovery are needed, not to effect the synthesis of an
unrelsa-ed manifoeld, but to analyse a functlonal and functloning
unity. Without analysis, of course, we cannot dlscern and
distingulish the several operatlons; and untll the operatlions =
have been distinguished, we cannot formulate the relatlons
between them. But the point to the statement that the pattern
1tself 1s consclous is that, once the relations are formulated,
they are not found to express surprlsing novelties but simcly
prove to be objectifications of the rontines of our consclous
living and dolng. Before introspection brings the pattern
to light, before the methodologlst 1ssues his precepts, the
pattern is already conscious and opsrative. Spontaneocusly
we move {rom experiencing to the effort to unierstand; and the
o spontaneity 1s not unconscious or ¥Hed blind; on the contrary
it 13 constitutive of our conscious Lntelllgence, Just as the
abgence of the effort to understand is constitative of stupldity.
Spontanecusly we move from understanding and its manifold and

conflicting fruits to critical reflectlon; 44 arain, the

J.Q—L’Ucum Ve
pur conaclous ratiomality, of the &&msn& demanqkfor sufficlient
prior to any
reason,peﬁdre,dﬁwgkformulati;n of the principle of sufficlent

\_J spontaneity is not unconsclious or blind; 1t 1s constlitutive of

reason; and 1t 1s the n=glect or absence of this demand that

Q o : L o o ) | P,_ i
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constitutes silliness. Spontancously we move from Jjudgemesnts

of fact and possiblllity to Judgements of value and to the
deliberateness of declslion and commitment; and that spontanelty
1s not unconscious or blind; 1t constitutes us as consclentlous,
as responsible peraons, and lis absence wonld leave us psychopaths.
In varlous detalled manners method will bld us be perceptive,

be 1atelligent, be reazonable, be respconsible. The detalls of
ite prescriptions wlll be derived from the cnaracter of the
work in Yand and will vary with it. But the normative force

of 1ts imperatives will reslde, not in ite claims to autnority,
not in the PO¥ probabllity that what succeeded in the past

wlll succeed in the future, but in the natlive spontaneltlies

and lnevitabilities of our conaclousness which assembles 1is

own constltuent parts and unites them in a rounded waole 1n

g manner we cannot set aslde without, as 1t were, amputating

our own moral personallty, our own rszasonableness, our own
intelligence, our own sensitivity.

But if one is to operate methodlcally with a full awareness
of what one 1s doing and why, it 1s not encugh 1o agree that
thers exlist consclous and intentional opzrations and that
the pattern of relatlions between these operations is itself
consclous. Ovne must dshroepsed carry out in detall the programﬁﬂ

of aprlylng the operatli:ns as Intentlional to tne operatlons as

‘congclous.

Now what 1s consclous, ls given. But what is glven %o
consciousness, is glven in a cuite di:iferent txewd manner from
what 1s glven to sense., The latier 1s object: 1t 1s the shape
or colour that 1s seen, the sound that 1s heard, the adq*r that
1s swelt, the solid or 1llquid that 1s touched, the msra;{

that is tasted. But what 1s glven to consclcusness, 18 not
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glven as object. It 1s on the gide not of the spectacle but
of the spectator, not of the thought but of the tnlnker, not of
the juigement but of theEudge, not of the beloved but of the
lover. If one 1s to prdceed from winat ls gilven in consciousness
and to arrive at an account of what 1s given, one must objectiify.
One must c-matruct =2n oblect on the model 2f the suoject. One
must pass from opsrations as consciously performed to operatlons
as introspected, as Intelllgently thought, as reaaonaﬂgy
affirmed. In brief,# one ha.s to apply the operations as
intentlonal to the ozérations ag conscirus,

In this application the first step 1s introspection. It
is the shift by which we somehow slip from coloﬁrs yo-seen—tt
we gee to bhé our experisnce of seeing, from tgg connections
we understand to the experlence of understanding, froa the
evidence by which we Judge to the critical rationallty of
our Judging, from motives and objlects of cholce to the
responsible deliberateness with which we choose. Essentlally
such Introspection congiste ina shift of attention: from
atteqﬂing to objects we turn to attending to the operations
with respect to oblects. But this essence of introapection
1s not achleved in isolatldsn, It occurs and recurs within a
context, ¥W-Alud within the unfolding of 2 method. To lntrospect
one must evoke the ap;roprlate state and produce the operatlcn
Q@Lhd under ilovestlgation. If this preliminary 1s easily
fulfllled when one is asking what it 1s tO0 see or hear or
imagine, not a 1ittle forethought and Ingenulty are needed when
one 1s arking about symbols, Inguiry, Insight, definition,
thought, critical héﬁ reflection, welghing the evidence,
judglog, evaluating, deliverating, declding. One's state

and operation must be genulne. One must be content to bsgln
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not from what 1s more interesting but from what is simpler
and more precise., One has to be as mach éﬂn&aﬂ concerned
with the relatlions between operations as wlth the operatlons
themselves. One nust dlscover for oneself tnat shifting
attention from the latended object to the congclous act

et e 7 [ .
is not a matter of concentrating attentlon on the act
to let the objlect vanlsn and wlth it the act tut, on the
contrary, belag occupled with a task of 1ingulry, dlscernment,
distinctlon, identification, naming, that provides the coatext
wlthin which introspectlon is demanded and occurs. Above
pll, one must not hope to introspect vicarlously. Ons has
to do 1t for oneself. Otherwlss one wlll never know what
81l the tal'k is about. Just as the men born 5lind knows
colo%;, not by seeing it, but by some inaderuate analogy wWe
witg'which his misfortune forces him to be content, so too
a reader, that does not introspect to discover and identlfy wlthin

and normative

hinself the consciousAp# pattern of his own recurrent and
related operatlons, will get no further than some vague
agsoclatlion vetveen his rersonal experlence and the *‘erms and
relations enployed to refsr to it. He will not properily
plerce thdveil of language z2nd attaln the famillarlty that
ennbles him to pin down exactly the consclous event or process
that is meant. At most, he can employ some elegant and
exagulsite manner of dlscussion and clarificatln that prepares
indeed the way and lights the path of introspectlon but never

opens the door, enters, and the-eby pasces beyond talk to

what is talked about.
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Introspectlion objecti fies not only consclous opsrations
but also consclous processes. There 1ls, accordlngly, something
guite exceptlional aboat an inguiry into the nature 2% our own
minds., Sensltive geyd perception does not reveal intellliglble
relatlons; we percelve not causallty but swnccession. In like
manner Introspectlon does not revesnl between our acts the
abstract concept&ual content, causallty., But it dces reveal
conecrete process and, as we move from level to level, the
conceptual content, causality, aprears ever more thin and poor.

senaltivity;
On the empirical level, it is true, process 1is spontaneousr\
1t 1s Xntelligible only 1n the cense that it can be understood;
and causality in some non-mechanical sense 1is not an altogether
Lnaderuate conception of 1t. But with inculry the intelllgent

Ll "

g1b jectt comes into his own, and only in 1its conditlions ls the
Amerely causal;
successlon of his operatlons a@wnhaneaunq in 1tself it 1is
Intellipent, not nerely an intelligible that can be understood,
but the active correlative of Intelliigibility, the intelllgence
that intelligently seeks understanding, und=rstands, and operates
ln the light of having understood. When inaulry comes to
a term or an impasse, iedd intelligence intellipently yields
place toé critical reflsction; as critically rzflective, the
subject stands in a conselous relatlon to an absolute -- the
absolute that makes us regard the posltive conbent of the sclences
Fimallng, Has

as only probable.'#Ehﬁirational sunject, knowing hluself, hla
world, and their potentlalities, ratlionally gives‘ﬂ‘way to
conse¢lovs freedom and comsclentious responsibllity.

SDY: 17 T process; IS5 —f?ﬁﬂﬁﬁfoﬂ
IR arseravenses d¢- oo xperdrne it the mt«e--n'rg“éhc{‘ﬁ’i”cﬁf

Y




it T . o

With the objJsctlfication of conscions processes we have
moved from the level of experlence to that of understaddlng.
For understanding unlites and relates. Bul not ocnly onr coansclous
acts are glven but also thelr unlty and thelr relatedness.
Indeed, the relatedness of the acts 1s preclisely the process
within whiieh they emerge, & process that ls consclous and
ﬁhﬂH%\Ltﬁfiiﬂf&rent”h@dﬂJitiﬁﬁ/6h“ttsveucc&ﬂﬁ;}ehlauelnf
takes on different modalitles on its successive levels.
Hence, our understanding of our consclous acts is not conflned
to such generalities as functlonal unity and iﬁterdep%gence.
It will speak of the attentiveness that dlrects our experlencing,
the intelligence that controls onr luvestipatlng, the reagonableness
that grounds our Jjudgiog, the responsible dellberateness from
which spring our cholces. Finally, 1f anyone asks what these
terms mean, he wlll nave to be tnld, alas, that ne must find
out the answers for hlmself, oy being attengtive and notlng
the fact, by lavestlgating lantelligently and noting just what
happens, by Jjudelng reasonably and adverting to tnat, by
chooslng responsivly and flnding out what that refzrs to.

Besides experlence and understanding of our consclous
and intentlonal zctivities there 1s also the nuestlon of fact,
Are our activities such as we have described them? Is not
the account vwe have offered just another probable hypothesis

that 1s dus sooner or later for revisiom and, vhen revised,

gooner or later will be due for another revielon, and s0 on
indefinitely?

o answer thls ouestlon, ons must ask ancother. Under
what condltions 1s revision possible? There are, I submit,
four conditions. tirst, any possible revision will appeal

to further data that the oplulon under review elther overlooked
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or misapprehended, and 8o an empirical level of operations
must be presupposed by any revision. Secondly, any possible
revigion will offer a better explanation of the data, and so
an intellectual level of Dperatlons must be presupposed by any
revlision. Thirdly, any possible revision will clainm that the
better explanatlon ls more probable, and such a judgenent
presupgoses a ralonal level of operations. Fourthly, a
revislon ls not a mere possibillity but an accomplished fact
only as the result of a judgement of value and a decision;

one unde-tates the labour with all its risks of failure and
frustration only because one holds, not only in theory but also
in practlce, that 1t ls worthwhile to get things straight,

t0 know with exactltude, to contribute to the advancement of
sclence; and so at the root of all revision, as at the root of
81l method, there hags to e presupposed a level of operatlons
on which we evaluate and choose responsibly.

It follows that there ls a sense in which the normative
pattern of our consclious and intentlonal operatlonse does not
admit revision. The sense in ouecstion 1s that the actlivity
of revislng conslists 1n such operations in accord with that
pattern, so that a revlision rejscting the pattern would be
re Jecting 1itself.

There 1s, then, a rock on which one can build. But let
me repeat once more twed the precise character of that rock.

It 1s not any theory or description or account of our consclous
and intentlonal activitles, for any theory, descrlption, account
wlll be incomplete and Inaccurate. The rock is the subject

in hils consclious, unobjectified attentlveness, intelligence,
regagonableness, and ;esponsibility. The polat to the task

lwﬁkw‘ﬁ

of inteospection is tqﬂlearn what these are and that they are.
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6. From First Principles to Transcendental Method

By a principle 1s msant a flrst in an ordered set.

By rlrst princlples comnonly are understood first
premisses, The relevant set, then, is a set of propositions.
The order 1s deductlivist. And the propositions tnat are
premlsses but not concluslons are first premisses or first

principgles.

Now the transitlon from loglc to method does not elimlnate

loglec but, on the contrary, embraces it within a larger wholqﬁ
that includes inculry, investlpation, dlscovery, veriflcatlon,
revigsion, development. 90 1t is that our present tople,
the transition from first princlples to transcenliental method,
doee not sngpest that the loglcal ordering of proposltlons
and the recoguition of flrst premissest;i to be abanioned.
On the contrary, such ordering ls to be retalned but wit@i}n
the larger wnole of method. Moreover, since method 1s dynamic,
any glven ordering ls open to revision, adjustment, correctlon,
development. “hile 1t wlll always be posslble to aselgn
the filrst premlsses of formulwted knowledge at 1ts present

any

atege, still,twe prerent stage s only a polnt of transitlon

towards a wmmther more adecnuate future. In brief, first

complete, definitively formulated,

premisses remalin, but they can:ot be concelved askimmutable
First pﬁ&zfiples.
S .

aﬁmﬁif the foundstions approprliate to deductivism are

abandoned, 1t doss not follow that tinere are to be no foundatlions

at all. On the contrary, as there are firsts 1o the order of
premleses, so too there is a flrst 1n the order of methods.
That first is transcendental method, and lts functlion 1s to

provide foundations when one moves from the =bstractness of




logic and the Posterior Analytics, of human nature and the

human soul, to the concreteness of individual numan subjects

in thelr historical milieux working at nmodern sclences in accord

with thelr appPOpkriate methods,
M;ﬁ‘bﬁmmmw@wm ¥
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Some account of transcendental methicd has already been
glven in the preceding section. Hore aloug the same llnes
may ve found in my book, Insight, in which sublects are lnvited
to seek firet-hand knowledge of (1) what they are dcling when
they are knowing, (2) why is dolng that kuowing, and (2) what

do they
dese , o0 know when they do it., For the gresent, then, 1

A
Amay be content to draw attentlion to tne functlons and proper-
ties of transcendental method.

First, there is the normatlve function., All speclal
methods consist in aaking specific the transceniental precepts,
Be attentlive, Be intelligent, Be reasonable, Be responsldle.

But before they are ever formulated in concects and eXpressed
in words, those precepts have crior exlstence and reality in

s pontaneous,
theA?tructured é{dynamism of humsn consclouysness. That dynamlsm
1s not necessarlly effective, for a man need not be autbentlc.
At any moment he can sllp into inattention, stupldlty,
8llliness, 1lrresp.nslbllity, DBut he does not 4o so without
falling to reallze hle own proper essence.

Secondly, there 1s the critical function, The scandal
still continnes that men, whlle they tend to agree on scilentific
questions, tend to disagree in the most osutrageous fashlon

8 on ﬁz# baslc philosophlc issues. S0 they dlsagree about

the nature of the actlvity named knowing, about the relation
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of that activity to reslity, and about reallty 1tself. But
differences on the second and third can be rsduced to prior
difierences on the first, and differences on tine first can bve
resolved 5y briaging to light the contradlctlon between a
mistaken copnlitional taeory and the actusl performance of tne
mistaken tneorlast. To take 'he sluplest 1lnstance, Hume thought
the human mind to be a matter of lunpresslons linked by custom.
But Hume's own mind was aulte orlginal, Thsrefore, Hume's

own mind was not what Hune consﬁidered the human mind to be.

Thirdly, tnere 1s thne dlalectical function, For tne
eritleal use of transcendental aethod can be applied t0 every
mistaken cognitiocnal thesry explicit or impliclt. The appllcatlons
can be ext%_Pded to concomitant views on eplstemology and
metapnysics. In thils fashlion one can determine the dialectlcal
geries of basic positions, whlch c¢riticism confirms, =and vaslc
connter-positions, which criticism confounds.

Fourthly, tnsre is the systematic functlon, For in the
measire that transcendentazl method 1s objectlfled, there are
determined a set of basic terms and relations, namely, the
terms that refer to the operatlons of cognitional process,
and the relations that link these operations to »ne another.
duch terms and relstlons arqigibstance of cognitional theory.
They reveal the ground for eplstemology. Toey are found to
be isomorphic with the terms and relat%ﬁpna denoting the
ontological strmictn-e of any reallty proportionate to human
RQEnitional process,

Fifthly, the foregoing syetematic function assures
contiaoulty without imposing rigldity. Continuity is assured

b
by the source of the Aasic terms and relatlons, for that source

is human cognitlonal procesa in 1ts concrete reallty.
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Rigldlty 1s not luposed, for a fuller and more exact knowledge
of human cognitional process ls by no means excluded and, iIn the
1s
measure 1t 1s attalned, thereA909 to be expected a fuller and
more exact determinatlion of basic terms and relatlions.
Finally, the Hé‘exclnsion of ripidlty is not a menace to
conditions of the

continuity for, as we have seen, theAueéy possibllity of
revislon set* é{linitSto the possibility of revlising cognltional

Clinmits be.
theory; and the more elaborate the revision, the stricteér will the

§ sixtnly, there is the heurisftic function. Every
il

Innuliry alms at transforming some unknown into a known. Ingiliry
itself, them, 1is something between lgnorance and knowledgs.
For it 1s less than knowledge, else there would be no need
to inguire., 3But It 1s more than sheer lgnorance, for it Fﬂewﬁ\

ﬁ:ﬂ mikes ipnorance manifest and strives to re=place it

€ -
wlth knowledge. Thils intermedliary between ilcnorance and
knowledge la Intendlng, and wnat 1s Intended is &f&n unknown
that 1s to be known.

Now fundamentally all method ls ths exploltation of
guch Intending, for it ontlines tne steps to be taken if one
1s to proceed from the lnigél intending of the ouestion to
the eventual knowlng of whet has been intended all along.
Moreover, within method ltself Ybard the use of heuristic
devices i3 fundamental. They consist in designatiné and
naning the Intended unknown, in setting down at once all
that can be affirmed about 1t, and of usling tnis expllclt
kinowledge as & gulde, a crlterlion, or a premlss in the effort
to arrlive at fuller knowledge. Such 1s the function of

mknown, X,
the algebralist' sfg-in the solution of probleme, Such is

or generic
the physiclst's use of indeterﬂinnteAfunctions or of clasgses

»
L LAY,

—— "..._.._,._..,...,__\
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of functionas speclfled only by differentisl eruations.

Now transcendental method has = hearistic functlon. For in
the measure th2t ths subjectl 1s known, there i}comes to light
the intending of inoculry,dsd its correlative that though unknown
at least le lntended, and the gradual &@?@ﬁﬂ&ﬂfﬁ%ﬂ& accumul%;ion
of determinztlons that changes the unknown into a known.

Further, inasmuch as the systematlc function has provided
ita sets of basic terms and relatlons, tnere also are provided
basic dsterminatlons that Wwelesdsvant may be set down at
once whenever the unkiown 1s a hnnan subject or an object

pro;o*rtionate to human cognltlional process.

iipial methods employ humpn a?}éﬁtlveneﬁi,’intnlligeace, reasonglyle—~ &
¢ ;;

’ yd

23 pansio}lity, in accdrd with t e-exié‘ezencéa of %QMe

/X'Phcy'ooserég the norafs aet fort

egmliicu,{on of tvqpécendcnta
_,. /’ e

/

hey observe flrthar nOpma that arlse frcm/fbeir ;
K /! /!

E/phfaug

Seventhly, there is the foindstlonal function. Speclal

oper

ijept mat%cr d h-fe becHme Vnow
/ - e

methods, no doubt, derive thelr proper norms from the accunulated
experience of lavestipstors in their several, separate flelds.

But besldes the proper narmsl there 2-¢ also coanon norms.

Beeldes the tasks of each fl:1d there sre interdiscipllinary
problems. Underncath the consent of men as scienilists, there

1s their dilssent on matters of ultimate significance and

concern, It iz 1in the mzasure tnat U%nkfﬁﬂﬂﬂmhr-o%’tﬁ€‘e;ﬁ

special methods acknowledge their coamon core in transcendental
method, that norme common to all the sclences wlill be acknowledged,

that a secnre basls will be attalned for attacking inter-

- j:) | “ff.ﬁmw:fﬁuﬁq_; .
NPT T W
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disciplinary proolems, and that the sclences will be mobllized
within a hizher unity in which they will be able to make thelr
aulte significant contribution to the solutlon of pnllosophlc
problens,
h

Elgb%ly, transcendental method i1s relevant to theology.
This relevance, of course, 1s mediszted by the speclal method
proper to theology and developed through the reflection of
theologians on the successes and fallures on tnelr efforts
past and present. Now thlg specisl method, walle 1t has
its own special classes and conbinaticne of operntlins, none
the less 1s the work of human minds performineg ths same basle
operati ns in the same dasic relations ag sre to be found in
other speclal methods.#ﬂd In other words, transcendental
method 1s a consti;fuent part of the speclal m% method proper
to theclogy, Just ag it is a constituent part in the speclsl
methods proper to the natu{tgl and to the huaan sclences.
However true 1t 1s that one attends, underatands, Judres,
d%}pides differzntly in the natnrzal sclences, 1in the humnan

sclences, and in theology, still these differences 1n no way

imply or suggest a transition from attention to inattentlon,

from intelllgence to stnpldity, from reasonableness to silliness,

from responsipility to iriesponsibllity.

latroduced, ope hay not revert
the 0ld without copfusion and fal%géy. Fhilosgophy
~

1601p¢y and thelirrelations, as pdnc ived in tE//old cont ex

one thing //&ranscedental and special nfthbds are cqulite

/

s cTantes _Ln,.i;-&exald .mwm/
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Ninthly, the objects of theology do not lie outside
the transcendental field. For that fiesld is unrastrictsd,
and so outside 1t thevre is slanply nothlng at all. It is,
of conrse, true that what man can know is limited, and the
preclse nature of such limltntlona will have to be considered

defined not by
in due conrse. But the transcendental Tield is w0t rectrlated

Wo what man can know but Ei what man can ask about,and 1t is
only bhecause ouestionsg are unrestirictzd that we are aware of
the limitations of our knowledge.

Tenthly, to asslgn transcendental method a foundatlonal
role in theology adds no new resource to theology but simply
draws attentlon to a rescource that always hag besn used. For
transcendental method ig the concrete and dynamic unfolding of
human attentliveness, intelligence, reasonableness, responsiolllty,
and that unfolding occurs whenever anyone useés his alnd 1ln an
gppropriate fashion. Hence, to iatroduce transcendental method

NoO NeW resource
introducea}nwmm into theology, for tneosloglans alwaysa
have had minds and always hove used them, But whlle 1t adds
no new resource, 1t does add conslderable light and precision
to the performance of theologleal tasks, and thls, I trust,
wlll becomne manifest in due course.

In the eleventih place, transcendental method 1s the
key to the needed new context, The lmmobllity of Arlstotellan
science conflicts with developling natural science, developling
human sclence, developing dogma, and developling thecslogy.

In harmony with all devslopment 1s the human mind itself
which effecte the developments. In unity with all fielda,

however disparste, 1s agaln the human mlnd that operates

in all fizlds and in radically the same fashlon 1ln each,

Through the self-knowledge, %d@#dpo&sssﬁ%aaf self-appropriation,

o)
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self-posgeasion that result from maklng expliclt the basic
normative pattern of the recurrent and related operations of
human cognltional process, it becones possible to envisage a future
in which 2ll #5ia8 workers in all filelds can find in transcen=
dental method common norms, common critlcal, df;lectical,
heurlstic procedures, coamon foundatlons and systenstics.

In the twe%ifth place, the introductlon of transcendental
method abrogates the o0ld ametaphor that describes philosophy
a8 the handmald of theology and replaces 1t by a very greclse
faet. To study transcendental msthod 1s not to study tneology,
or human sclence, or natural sclence, On the other nand, to study
theslogy or hunsn sclence or natural sclence 1s to use one's
mind and, 1f one 1is ¥ not wnersly to do 80 but aleo to know

what one 1s dolng, kh@nhoﬁevmustmalsnhﬂtu&yhxr&neeeﬂden%a&

Aethodl to know pas’caily what others are dsing in other

fields, to be able to communicate with them, then one must

gtudy % tranacendental method.
L
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'?. The New Thaolopy

If a new context imclies a new theology, that implication
does little to Jeline—miab inover-bheolospti ie-ber—tetosd
hﬁl settle nuesticns that are priperly theologlcal. But it does
throw conslderable light on the structures theclogy 1ls to build
and the procedur=s it is to employ., With these, I ﬁmn* an sure,
theology will fcel more at ease than with the awkward stance and
111-fitting garments laposed in the past.

First, then, theolopy includes inferences, but lts over-all
structure 1s not dednctivist. Basically, though not execlusively,
it is an euspirical, interpretative, historical sclence. Iis
primary sources are scripture and tradltion. Thelr exact content
has to be ascertained. 1t has to be viswed in historical perspective.'f
It has to be expressed ln contemporary language. That, of course,
is not the whole of theology, but it is an essential part.
In one sense the fact has always been recognlzed; ln another, it
lg of recent date, for the need of hlstorical psrspective was
overlooked both by the medi&eval sumna and by the de locls
of Melchior Cano. 7

A sumna almed at answerlng coherenﬁg;% some totallty of

quaestiones. The exlstence of each onaestlo had to be ectablishsd

by auoting anthoritles or reasons both for a nepative (videtur

anod gg%g) and for an affirmative (sed contra est) answmmm

mmpmmmm;.reply. Tne lmmedlate task in ezch ouacstlo was the
elluninatlon of y@pgﬁ apparent contradictions wnetner between
anthboritles or, on the other hand, between authorltatlve doctrine
and the med;éeval mind. 3ut besldes thls lmuedlate task

tnere was tﬁ: far larger and profounder problem of maklng

all the replies in a sumpa coherent with one another, for
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this demanded that theologians make explicit, clarify, correlate

thelr fundamental as-=umptlons and that they adopt, adapt, supple-

G and apply )
Aen‘xsomﬁ system of vacic terms and relatlons. The mediéeval
/

gumne, then, was eaplrical in the gense that 1t proceeded fronm
gseripture and tradltion and that 1t almed at the conerent
agssimilation of aprarently opposed antiorities, But the cohcrence
1t sought wag slamgly loplcal and systematle. There was practically
no awareness o the development of doctriise snd 8o k$ practically
no reconciliatlon of opgosed ftexts through a & historlcally
grommded ilaterpretatlion.

The type of theology codified by ielchlor Cano aimed at
proving current Catholic doctrine by argulng from the scriptures,
from pontfﬂ{pal statenente, from the counclls, from the Fathers,
and from the theologlans. !lndeniebly it was an emplrical
and positive theology. But 1t evinced llttle apprecliation of
blstorical Ywwsalbepdd luvestlpatlion and of hletorical process,

Today nistorlcal investizatlon Lls so complex that the
study of the sceriptures, the Fathers, the theologlans ls
divided and subdivided among speclslists. Such r-fined
speclallization is vecessitated b, the fact of development.

Even though terms and concepts are gsneral, and 80 preecind from

space and time, still the act of denotlng or concelving

proceeds from an act of understanding. But understandlng

develops over time; 1t develops 1n One manuer in thls area
manner

and 1n anotherpgeeqd in that; and eo the concepts and #1 teras,

in which understanding ls exgressed, are differentiared by

thelr time and place of origln. To reach an exact knowledge
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of these dlfferences and, beyond them, tc dlscover thelr under-

lying contlnuity are tacks, not for the Renslssance uomo univer-

sale, but for successive generations of specialists united by
a common metnod and directed by 1t towards a com.on goal,

Agein, tae procees from tne sources to later developed
doctrines 1s not adernately concelved as a matter of rroof or
ergunent. A loglical conclnslon iollows ilnstantaneously from
1te premlsses, but doctrines develop only over long periods
of time. HMoreover, most developrente occur in difierent mannerqi.
They ar-< to be understood in tne mein only ¢ :rough a nistorical
investlirati »n of the problems that were bsing met, of the
circuastances that made tne provlens urgent, of the meens employed
to reach 2 solution., Flnally, just as development varizs from
instance to lnstance, so too do=s the legitliacy pro;er to
eachi development. Indeed, 1t is by unders‘anding Just what
happened that one c¢omes to see why 1t shonld have happened.

To conclude tnls first point, C:itholic theology has
always been emplrical 1n the gense that 1t took its stand upon
ecripture and iradition., 3ut it 1s mzinly within the present
century that 1t has become nlstoriczl 1n the sense proger to
contemporary scholarehip. It is, of course, tals fact that,
in part, has glready brought sbout a new theology and, in pekr
part, nas set up an exigence for a funiamental rsview of
theologleal method.

Secondly, the>logy has to be liberated from the mistaken
notion that it ie = sclence on the 2nalogy of Aristotle’s
gpleteme. Tne latter 1s deductivist, but we have juet argued
the tnat thedlogy 1ls not deductlvist. The latter 1s about
the necessary, the abstract, the certain; for theclogy euch

characteristics are a Froecrustean bed.
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Thevlogy is not about the necessary. It 13 about the
Blessed Trluity and tne econoay of salvation. The Blessed
“has been conce lved =§- we
t. Trinity{in itself" WE’“W but to say A ap;rehend that
necessity ls tne seml-ratlonalism condenned 1ln Vatican I.
Tne economy of salvatlon ls not necessary but Wcontingent,
free, tﬁ,gratuitoua, and the opposite view 1s assaclated with

the errors of Baluse,

To deny necescity is not, of cowrse, to deny Intelllgibility,

For Intelliglbility is the genus, and necesslty ls only one of
its species; the other 1s verifiable possibliity.

Nor is there any obscurity about veriflable possibliity,.
It 1s what 1is re=cned in modern physics, chemlstry, biology,
and no one today lag completely lgnorant of tnose sclences.
What is obscure ls the view that theology deals with something
mua&agamﬂ that 1s not necessary but analogous to necessity.
Frecieely because that ls obscure, the theologlzn has constantly
to re ex;laiqéing that the intellliglbilities he le proposing are
not nec=sslties. Moreover, nis heasrers conclude that, slnce
tney are not necessltles, they are not worth bothsring about.
30 the intelligibility that theslogy can and does reach 1s

Tends

Lo Lrss unintellizent
neglected; dogmatic truth b&e&meﬂ rednced to thiArepetition

risks beconing
of lormulae; and rebelllon agalnet this &{aause tehin te‘/\

A
#&apm% a rebellion against dognma.

As theology 1s not abont the necessary, sc it is not
about the ahatract. It is about the ¢oucrete, The Blessed

Trinity is concrete. The economy of salvation 1s concrete.

[ r 1 - . o ] o -
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inity jn ite coniﬁgféﬁg;s or the nomy of sa}xﬁiion in

itg concretenega{/for hamm man” does not kngw’ﬁg;thlng_id/zf;
copcrsle 's:, Jitree—tta} ls. kqowing a. qere s -£o-BeKAGH
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Just a3z physlcs, chsulstiry, blology, and the husan sclences,
so too theology 19 concerned to know, not abstractions,
but the coacrete unlverse.
Thls statement does not imply that thease sclences know
the universe o2r part of 1t 1n 1ts concrsteness, for that 1s know
all there ls to be lnown about a tnlag. Agaln, it does not
imply that these sclencee do not employ gensral *eras and
principles; they do, but they are not confined to ceneralltles;
on tie contrary, they make Lt thelr alm to surmount the
limit=tizsns of thw gerierallty and to reach an understanding of
concrete processes 1ln noture and in hlstory.
Yhen, then, we nurge that theology 1s not about the absiract,
Meprlonbfotns Shatagrat-de-thorsoprectian-ol-a
we alm to reject a
A medi&gval mistake that atrenpted to keep the oblect of sclence
necessary by taklng refupe in abstractlong. low it Is true
that the abstract as abstract 1s lmmoblle and, in that sense,
necessary. 3ut it does not follow that the content that ls
abgtracted 1ls unecessary. In fact, in a contlngeut unlverse,
what 1s abstrocted ls found to be, not a necessity, but Just
a hypothetical posslbility,
Finally, wnlle the objectes of failth are certaln, thne
obiecte of theology have any one 2f & long serles of notes

ranging from de fide dlivina et catholica to prabavllior.

All are ecually oblects of theology. They are what theology

1s concerned with. To taink of theology 2s sclence and of
sclence k as certaln n2s had the dlsastrous effect of persuading
o

seminarians to confine thelr attentlon to matters of falth,
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In thelr semlnary years they are content with a ainimal
theology and in later life they use thelr Influence and autnorlty
to weaken the acadenic side of seminary tfaining.

Thlrdly, theology ls not to concelve Lltself in terms
of the Aristotelian distlnctlions between sclence and oplnion,
theory and practice, wisdom and prudence. For these dlistinetlons
are mistaken and haraful.

They are ulsteken. Sclence deals more with verlfiable
poasibilities than wlth necessltles. It is to be contrasted,
not wlth opinion for there is sclentific opinion, but wilth
comnon sense. Morsover, slnce science l= about toe possible
as well as the necessary, its activity is not confined to Yie

contemplative
Eﬁh@&é%&ﬁﬁé«}uayeupL\Lisﬁ»9%«§ristotelian theory obut, 1o fact,
vastly enlargee the range and lonproves the effectlveness of
man's Emuﬁ@mnaq efforts at belng practical., Finally, where
sclence deals wlth the contingent and, Indeed, with the enormous
complexity of human history, there is needed for its direction
not wiadom alone nor prudence alone but a fusion of the two
in some higher aynthesls,

Not »nly are the Aristotellan distinctions mistaken.
They algo are harmful. Modern theory 1s far more abstrusse,
more complex, more difficult than anythling dreamed of by the

Greeks or the 3Scheolastics.

But the Llnheritors of
the Gresks and the Scholastles, so far from emulating the
moderns in theoretical work, seem t> be suffering from a lossa

has been
of nerve. To a great extent, no doibt, this h& due to the

unending controversles and now 1o the
/\ contenporary crisis in Catholic theology. But behlnd it there

is also the widespread delusion, grounded in the Aristotellan

distinctions, that theory is of no practical utlllty and merely
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wlthdraws one from service in the 30dy of Christ and closets
one 1ln some irrelevant lvory towsr,
= % sonTsbre-plmse df
Vol Thenfarse S i ove dhaainoilsnd

Lo concelve himself as
Fourthly, the tneologlan is no longer,some per se or de

A
lure sublect contemplating necessaary, abstract, certain truth.
He 1s & concrete, evistential subject within a histirical
movement., He 1s one of a group engaged in ascimllating the
past of that movement and carrylne 1t forward to its future,
This chanre, of conrse, is slmply in the thzologian's
conceptlon of iimself and his role. Theologians always have
been concrete, existentlal subjects. Tney nave always stood
within a hilstoriecal movement whose orlpins and traditions they
studled, assimilated, ordered, and passed on. Thelr interest
centred on concrete realitles. They insisted that they did not
the of th= mysteries
apprshen@mnecessityAeven when such reality wes necessary.
They devoted enormous ruantltlee of tins and energy to opinions
thet they regarded as no more than probsble., Their dlvielon
Into varlous aschools and the unresolved disputed cnestlons that
have been accamulatling since the W Mlddle Ares made it manlfest

that theology was not limited to drawing insvitable conclislons

from the trothe of falth and from the self-evident principles

£111 .there the~actual practice hgd/’B tneoretical formulati

1tself,zbJ;ciencé apart frOm the anald/} ofJépiﬁfo*elian_
cienee- and Lﬂouph analogy m- ant o mor&- “than partly‘th
'6\¥gﬁ/§ﬁ?$%y”ﬁti£eréhLMfSﬁbhrftﬁén :
of reason. 3uch, then, ls what thecloglans and theislogy in fact

have been. But actual practlce 18 ocne thlng; its theoretical

formulatlon ie another, In the past an adeoguate theoretlical
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formulation of theological reallity has been lacking, and our
concern wlth method 18 a conecoern to work asut such a formulation.
Flfthly, m-thod dir:cts ogeratlions towards ends, 3o far
from belng lndificrent to values (wertfrel), it is concerned
with values, nanely, the valies proper to the sclence in
auestion. ioreover, In directins opsratiocns towards ends,
method does not prescind from the opsrators. On the contrary,
it wants them traloned and ckllled 1n the operntlons reauirsd of
them. It wants them committed to the ends towards which they
operate. Indeed, in the principal case of trensceniental
method with its noramative, critlezl, and dlalecticl functlons,

method alms at the lntellectual conversion of the operator.

<- mor% will be salg/{n dne caurse.//%ut at onc
e - 7

mdst Jrisist that {30 :;ipeg-as concedved in te;fi/gfxmetho
3 Jitquszeren from sé€ience concedved 13/2 e Posterlor
F P - -

/

e _ -~
ficl®ude” that theolegy mno

pro
On converslion and its three¥) formg -~ Intellectual,
moral, and religlous -~ more will be sald in due course., 3ut

at once I mngt recall thet sclence as concelved in terms 2f aethod

ls culte difierent from sclence as concelved In the Posterior

Apglytlce., On the latter visw, not only 1las sclence about the
per ae,ﬁmmmm&mQ and s8¢ about the abstract snd necessary, but\i}

also, since there 1s a sclence about sclence, sclence 1ltselfl

nas to be thought of as % per ge, abatract, and necessary.
"
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Such sclence has to be the work of some pure intellsct,

ernzlly per se, abstract, and for that reagson necessary.

It must 'rescind from valnes, from willl, from conversion.

In contrast, method is concerned with movsment, with operations
and ends, with values and 1f need be with conéyersion.

‘Whether or not we are to coqigeive theology as analogously

or properly a sclence of the modern, msthodical type, hed

best, I think, be discussed 1n another context., But at least

a
it 18 evident thatAtheslogy, governed by lts own proper

method, will beigagi closer to the modern ldes of sclence
than it ever c¢»Huld be to the Aristotelian ldea.

Sixthly, whlle the normative, critlcal, dlalectlical
functlons of transcendental method can be expected to contribute
greatly to clearling awaey the thick underorush of hd&pu&eé
peremially dispnted ousstions tnat have af.licted theology
for centurieg, they also have a hilghly important relevance for
the msre receutly developed aspects of theclogy. I have sald
that theology, amoung other things, 1is an emplirical, interpretative,
Aistorical sclience., I must add thnat the lsanes that are
ralsed in thelr general form by reflecting on transcendental
method, also are ralsed in a concrete and far more complex
form when one askes what precisely is empirical science, what
precisely is hermeneutles, what preclsely is hilstory. The

general reflecting on
hquestions raised byhtranscendental method are (1) wnat is one
doing when one is knowing, (2) why is doing that knowlng, and
(2) what does one Fnow when one does it. All three recur and
they dewnnd more specific and detalled answers wnen one asks
' an interpretatlion,
about &s#tg doling emplrical science, doingﬁ#ecmeaan{h&a% dolng

history. Morsover, 1t 1s only by answering these ouestlions

in a fundamental, adecuate, and coherent manner that one can

- . . V . ___ .I-..._
)
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hope to heal the breach between the older 2and the more recent
achlevenente of theology., For one crRinot have a é ¢lear and
satlzfactory connectlion end intsrdependsnce of the usany parts
of theology withont taking the troable to work out tne precise
functions of e2ch of th= parts.

Jeventhly, coatenporary theology } already has the %ﬁ%ﬁ‘

bulk of a modern science. It is not toaétored in the acrulred

mnotable
hablt of a single mindg; severninsiani quunber of speclallists
are needed to represent its many ports and ssections, It is not

get forth
to be sy 1in some great book; lndeed, it ie only sampled

by a lorgs 2nd costly 1ilbrary.

It follows that in teaching th=olopgy the eim cannot be
to communicate the whole of theology to e2ch of the students.
For 1in the fubture theology will reside not in the single mind
but in %i comnunity of minds. The comnunity will have to know
the whole of theology, not indsed in the sense that each member
knowg the whole, but in the secnse thzt each knows & part and
that the sum of the parts is the whole.

Again, 1t follows that communications must be maintaiced,
written in books and perlodicals, oral in regional geetinss
and conyresses. For withont comaunlcations the theosloglical
comnunity dlesolves into a set of isolzted individuals, and
theology lteelf resolves Luto a manifold of uarelatzd parts.

Fivally, for commrnicatlons to be possible, the parts of
theology must e functlonal parts that by their §ery nature
are ordered to one another and derendent on one ancther.

For without such a functional interrelationship each specialist
knows perfactly well thzt his field or departuent 1s 2 1ittle

and
sovere len Stat%AFhﬂt as he nas nothlng to teach othsrs in their




flelds 80 he has nothing to learn from them in his own. fInder
s13ch elrenmstances the neans of communication can be multiplled,
but the publlcetions ané congresses will only reflect the isol-tion
of the parta and thelr failure to come together and form a

whole.

Eighthly, the methodical conceptlon of theology as 1ﬂ\ﬁ~
concrete oparations of concrete subjects ?ith respect to concrete
oblects effectively excludes the extrinst;cism that has at
tines afflicted theology in the past. -

ﬁ_We have already had occaslon to mentlon the extriné;cism

of 'objective' concepts. It argues from the abstractness of
concepts to thelr immutabillity, and from thelr lmmutabllity
to the &é exclusion of change, development, devaluation.
Now it is true that change occurs only in concrete realities,
80 that the concept qua abstract 1s immutable. S8till, every
concept is the term of a process of concelving, that process
is concrets, 1t proceeds from concrete acts of understandlng,
and over time understanding develops or declines.

Besldes the exFrinseciam of 'objective' concepts, there
is also the extrins{gism of 'objective! truths. Desplte the
explicit doctrine of Agulnas that, slnce truth is in the mind,
there can be eternal truth only in an eternal iR bt mmnahaeedn

mlndl, there have been those for whom the objectivity of truth

1) Sum. theol., I, q. 16, a. 7 c.

implies a complete dlsregard of mlnds. Such wae the assumptlon

underlylng the assertion of a fides scien%tifica on the ground

that the mysteries were syllogistically demonstrable., For




from reason we know that what God has revealsd is true; 1n

the praeambula fldel we establish that God revealed the

mysterles; therefore, we must conclude, the mysterles are
true. But this argument ﬁéﬁd holds only as long as one does
not ask 1n whose mind the truth 1s asserted to exist.
Whet God has revealed is true, in the dlvine aind, I grant,
in the minds of bellevers, I grant, in the mirds of non-believers,
I deny. Therefore, the mysteries are true, in the dlvine nind,
I grant, in the minds of bellevers, I grant, in the minds of
bbw§ non~bellevers, I deny.
‘ the

Ninthly, the transition froQAEgg_gg subject to concrete
sub jects in need of conversion affects one's theologlcal
Judgement on the possibllity of a natuq§31 theorlogy. For
from a thesologleal viewﬁbint all men are slnners, 1q§ need
of dlvine gracs, ggyanted the grace they need, and either cooperating
with grace or faillng to do so. In the conerets, then, there
is no purely natural subject. MHan, gua sinner, is most likely

either to fall to arrlve at a matural theology or, 1f he succeeds,

Y to do so for thej{wrong reasons to the detriment of theology and
o religion. Man, qua alded by grace, can undergo intellectual
] converslon and so bring about the theoretlical achlevement named
natural theology. But that achievenent will Dbe accepted by
others only 1f they, in turn, undergo intellectual conversilon,
o In brief, because the theoretlcal achlevement does exlst, it
without qualiflcation
_ 1s a nmistake to denyﬁthe possibility of a natural theology;

and because the psr se subject ls Just an abstractlon, 1t is
wlthout qualificatlon
a mlstake to affirqﬂph%ﬁfoncrete existence of a natural theology.

bt
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