CHAPTZIR TVIELVE

DPOCTRINVNES

Our sixth funchional specialty 1s concerned with

doetrines. e shall spesk of the varieties of docirines, of

their functions, thelr variations, of the differentiation of
human consclousness and the onzoeing discovery of mind with
consequently ongoing contexts, of the development, permanence,
and historicity of dogma, of culbural pluralisn and the unity
of faith, and of the autonony of the Tunetional specialty

named doctrines.
1. Varieties

A First step is to distinguish primary sources, churen
doctrines, thsological doctrines, methodological doctrine, and
the arplication of a msthododogical doctrine that results in
a funciicnal specialty named docetbrines. Cormmon to all is
that they are tanght. They difffer and are distinguished
betaus¢ the beachers differ in the anthoriby with which they
teach.

In the priuary sources & distinetion is to be drawm
betvween the doctrine of the origlnal message and, on the otoer
hand, doctrines sbout this doctrine. Refercnces to the

oripiiial wassage wmay be found, for exempls, in I Cor 15, 3 rf,

end in Gal I, 6 ff. On the other hand, stages in the proclama-

—_t

tion and application of this messapge yield doctrincs about
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dostrine, Thus, thexre is the divine revelation in wihiech God
has spolzen to us of old Lhrough his prophets and most recently
in bis Son {Heb I, 1.2). There is the church decxee in which
the decision of assembled Christians coincides with the decision
of the Holy Spirit (Act 15, 28). There are aposiolic traditions:
Ironasus, Tertullian, and Origen all appeal to the teaching
given by the apostles Lo the churehes they founded, and handed
dowm £rom generation fo genaration.“ There is the inspiration
of the canonical scriptures that provided & far more accessible
eriterion once the canon had been formed and hernmeneutical
prrinciples explained.2

Next, there ars church doetrines. They bhave their
ante cedsmts both in New Testament confessions of faith 3 and
in the decision of assewmbled Christians in Aet 15, 28, 1Im
general thejr are not simple reaffirmations of seripture or

tradit ion. However secure 1t may have seemed to urge with

17 Irenaeus, Adv. haex., I, 10, 2; III, 1-3; Harvey I, 92;

II, 2 £ff. JYertullian, Ds praescr. haserst., 21 . Urigen, De princ.,

praef, 1 & 2; Koetschau 7 I,

2) Conbrast the erisp principles of Clement of Aldexmndria
(Strom. VIII, 2 £f.; StahLin III, 81 £f.) with the struggles of
Irenseus (Adv. haer. I, 3, 1.2.6; Harvey I, 2l;-26.31).

3) See V.H. Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions,

Leiden (Brill} 1963, Volwse V of New Testament Toods and Studies

edited by B.M. Metzger.
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Pope Stephen ".... nihil innovetur nisi quod traditum est.e.."

(DS 110), it remained that new questions did arise and that
satisfactory answers were not forthcoming as long as one was
content Just to stand pat., V¥Why this should be so0 1s a large
question fo vhich some answer will be given in the sections on
variatioms of doctrines and on the differentiations of consclouns-
ness. But one has only %o peruss such a collection of conciliar

and pontifical pronouncements as Denzinger's Enchiridion

Symbolorn to observe that each is a product of its place and

time and that each meets the questions of the day for the people

of the day.

W2

Toirdly, there are theological doctrines. Ebymologically

theology means a discourse about God. Within a Christian con-
text 1t denoles a person's reflections on the revelation glven
iv and by Christ Jesus. In the patristic period writers con-
cerned themselves mainly with specifiiec questions that

currently were being ventilated, but towards its end fthere
apreared such couprehensive works as John Damascene's De fide
orthodoxa. In the medieval schools theology bec ame methodical,
collaborative, ongolng. Research md clagsification wers
underteken: in books of senbtences., Interpretation in commentaries
on the books of the 0ld and New Testaments and on the works of
eminent writers. Systematic theology sought to put order and
coherence into the mass of materials agsembled from scripturs

and tradition. It began, perbaps, with Abaelard 's Sic et non,

in which one bundred and fifty-eight propositions were both

proved and disproved by arguuents from seripture, £rom tradi-




tion, and from reason. In any case, Abaslard's non later became

the Videtur quod non of the guestio; his sic became the Sed

conbra e3t; tnere followed a statement of principles of solution

or reconciliation; and I;inally the principles were applied to
each of ths conflicting sources . Now when the technique of the
quaes tlo wes applied to the malerials in a book of sentences,
there emerged a further need, The solutions to the endless
questions bad to be coherent wlEh one another. There was
needed some overall systematic wisw. It was to provide a
substructure for such & view that theologians turned o
Aristotls. |

Fourthly, the methodiogical problems surfaced towards
the end of the thirteenth centﬁr’y in a raucous knock-down con-
troversy batveen Augustinisns amd Aristotelians., That con~-
troversy, so far from beinp setbled, simply shifted into a
permaneni oprosicion between the Thomist and the Scotist schools,
s did lster the controversies beGuween Catholics and Protestants,
between Josults and Dominicans, aad bebtween the followers of
different Protestant leaders. The needed solubion to such
ongoing {ifferences is a theolozical method radical enough to
meet head on the baslec issues i3 philesophy. What is one doing
vhen one is knowing? Why is dolmg that knowing? Wnat does one
know when one does 1t?

Though necessary, that Ls not enough. One must also
ask what one 1s doing when one Ls doing theology, and one's
answeXr must envisage not only tize Christian encounter with Cod

but also the historicity of Christlan witness, the diversity




of human cultures , Ehe 4 ifferentiationa of human conseiousness.

There is Lhen a methodological doctrine, Just as
theology reflects oo rovelation and church doctrines, so
methodology reflectis on theology and theologies. Because it
reflocts on theology ani theologies, 1t has to mention both the
revelation and the chtareh doctrines on which the theologies
reflect. But thowgh it memtions them, it does not atbempt to
determine their conbtemt, That task it leaves to the chuxrch
authorities and to bthe theologians. Ib is concerned to deter-
mine how theologlans might or should opserate. It is net con-
cornod to predetexnins the specific results sll future genera-
tions wmust obtain.

There is a £if"th variety of doeectirines, the ones meant
in the title of the prees ent chapter, There are theologiceal
doctrines reached by the application of a mothod that dis-
tinguishes functional specialties and wses the funectional
specialty, foundations, to seleect doctrines from among the

multiple cholces yresent ed by the functionel specialty, dialectic.

2. Funet fons

In the third chapter on meaning we distinguished the
communicative, tho effee tive, the constitubive, and the
cognitive functioms of meaming. Next, 1;1 the fourth chapter
on religion we spoke both of an innex grace and of the outer
word Ghat comes tows from (hrist Jesus. Because of its
authoritative souxree, that word is doctrine. Because that source

is one, the doctrine will be a common doectrine, Pinally, such

b1l
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common doctrine will fulfil the communicative, effective, con-
stitutive, and cognitive fume tlons proper to meaning.

. 1t is effective inagnueh as it counzels and dissuades,
commands and prohibits. It 1s cognitive inasmuch as it tells
whence we coms, whither we go, how we get thers. It is
congtitutive of the individual dnasmuch a3 the doctrine is a
set of meanings and values that inform his Liwving, bis knowing,
his doing. 1t is constitutive of the commmunity, for community
exigsts inasmuch as there is a comonly accepted set of meanings
and values sharesd by people in contact with ¢ne another. Finally,
it iz comunicative for it bas pasased from Christ Lo the apostles
and from the apostles to theix successors and from these in eaeh
age to the fJocks of which they sre the pastors.

Fuxther, thexe is the normative func tion of doctrines.
Hen K&}..n/j;r or nay not be converted intellsctitnally, morally,
religiously., I they are not, and the lack of conversion is
conscious and thorough-going, it heads for a 1loss of faith.

But the wuncomverted mey havo v real apprebens ion of what it is

to bs converbed. Sociologicaliy they are Catholics or Protestants
but in a nunber of ways they deviale from the morm. Moreover,
they may l=askk an appropriate Yanguage for exmressing what they
really are, and so they will wse the langnage of the group with
whiech they identiify socially, Thero follows am inflation, or
devaluation, of this language end so of the doctrine it conveys.
Terms that denote what the unconverted is nol, will be stretehed
to denote what he is. Doctrines that are embaxrassing will nob

be mentioned in polite comwpans, Conclusions that are unaccepiable

H
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will not bs drawn. Such unauthenticibty can spread. It can
become a tradition. Then persons, brought up in an unauthentie
tradition, can becoms aubhentic human beings and authentic
Christians only by purifyinz their tradition,

But against suech deviations there is the normative
function of doetrines. For the functional specialty, dialectic,
deploys both the trubth reached and the errors disseminated in
the past. The functiongl specialty, foundations, discriminates
between truth and error by appealing to the foundational reality
of intellectual, moral, and religious conversion. The result
of such discriminabtion Is the functional specialty, doctrines,
and so doctrines, based oun conversion, are opposed to the
aberrations that result from tﬁo lack of conversion. Accordingly,,
while the unconverted may have no real avprehension of what it
is to be converted, al least they have in doctrines the evidence
both that there is something lacking in themselves awnd that they
nesd to pray for illumination and to seek instruct iom,

It is to be notbed that the normative character of
doetrines just indicated pertains to the functional specialty
derived from the twe previous speclialbties, dialectic and foun-
dations. It is a normativeness that results from a determinate
method. It is a normutiveness distinet from that attributed to
the opinions of theologians because of their personal eminence
or because of the high esteem in which they are held in the
chureh or among ites officials, Finally, of course, the norma-
tiveness of any theological conclusion is distinet fxom and

dependent on the normabiveness abttributed to divine wevelation,
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1nspired seripture,®or church doctrine,

3. Variations

Anthropological and hlstoricsal research has made us
avare of the enormous variety of human social arrangements,
cultures, mentalities, It follows that we, far more than many
of our predecsssors, are in a position to underatand the varia-
tions that have taken place in the expression of Christian
doctrines. TFor if the gospel is to be preached to all nations
(Mt 28, 19), still it is not to be preached in the same manner
to all.h‘ If one 1s o coumunicate with versons of another
eculturs, one must use the resources of their eulture. To use
simply the resources of one's own culbure is not %o communicate
with the other bubt to romain locked up in one's owm. At the same
time, it is not enocugh simply to employ the resources of the
other culture. One must do so ereatively. One has fto discover
the manner in which the Chris tian message can be expressed
effectively and accurately in the other cuiture.

There is a further point. Once Christian doctrine

has been introduced suceessiully within another culture, its

| subsequent development will further exploit the resources of
é that culture. The point is abundantly ildlustrated by Cardinal
é Daniglou's wceount of an orthodox Judaic Christianity that,

o ; in its approhonsion of the Christian mysteries, employed the

4} See the opening address of John XXIII at the second

Vatican councll. AAS 5 {1962) 792 lines 8 ff,
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thought-forms and the stylistic genera of Spatjudentum. To

concelve the Son and the Spirit as distinet persons, Judaic
Christiant iy identified them with angels. And such and other
strange concepts found expression in the form of exegesis,
apocalypse, vision.5 So too down the ages there have developed
the idioasyneracies of local and national churches. Nor do such
ongoing diflerences, once they are understood and explained,
threaten the unity of fasith. Rather they testify to its vitality.
Doctrines that really are assimilated bear the stamp of those

that assmi#late them, and the sbsence of such an imprint would
point to a merely perfunctory assimilation.

Thile it is the missionary that z2bove all wust grasp
and accept the faet of cultural differences, still the matter
has another application. It arises when ome's own culture has
been undergoing change. Thus the contempoxrary notiion of culture
is empirical. A& culturs is a set of meanings and values inforu-
iné a common way of life, and there are a3 many culbures as there
are distinet sebs of such meanings and values.

However, this mamner of conceivimg culture is rela-

tively recent. It 1is a product of empirical human studies.

Vi
5) J. Daniélou, Théologie du judeo~christianisme, Tournal &

Paris (Desclés) 1959; E.T. London (Darton, Lougman & Todd) 196l .

Les symboles chrétiens primitifs, Paris (du Seuil) 19613 B.T.

London (Burns & Oates) and Baltimore (Helicon) 196L. Etudes

- ~ -~ LA .
dtexegese Jjudeo~chretienne, Paris (Beauchesne) 1966,
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Within less than one hundred years it has replaced an older,
clagsicist view that had flourished for over two millenia. On
the older view culture was conceived not empirically but norma-
tively. It waz the opposite of barbarism. It was a matter of
acquiring and assimilabing the tastes end skills, the ideals,
virtues, and ideas, that were pressed upon one in a good home
and through a curriculum in the liberal aris. It stressed not
facts bub values. It could not but c¢leiw to be universalist,
Its classics were immortal works of art, iis philosophy was the
persnnisl philosophy, its laws and structures vere the deposit
of the wisdon and the prudenice of mankind. Clasaieist education
vas a watter of models to be imitated, of ideal characters to
be emalated, of ebternal veritics and universally valid laws.

It sought to produce not the mere specialist but the uomo

universals that could turn his hand to anything and do it

brilliantly.
The classicist iIs no pluralist. He knows that
circunstances alter cases but he is far more deeply convinced

that circumst ances are someghow aceidental and that, beyond them,

thhere ia some substance or kernel or root that fits in with

i

© é classicist assumpbions of stability, Lixity, immutablility.
| Things have their specific natures; these matures, at least in
principle, are to be known adequately through the properties
o thiey possess and the laws they obsy. Over and above the
, rfl specific nature there is only individuat ion by matter, so that
\“) & (eﬁpb knowledge of one insbance of a species is knowledge of +any
o

) instbance., What is true of species in genexal, also is true of




the buman species, of the one faitth coming to us through Jesus
Christ, through the one charity given through the gift of the
Holy Spirit. So it was concluded that the diwversity of peoples,
cultures, social arrangements can involve only & difference in
the dress in which doctrines are expressed, but cannot involve
any diversity in church doctbrine itself,

Now later we shall find that doctrines named dogmas
are permanent, bub our conclusion will not rest on clasaleist
assumptions. Again, we are not relativists, and so we acknow~
ledge something substantial and c¢owmon to human nature and human
activity; but that we place not in eternally wvalild propositions
but in the quite oven strucbure of the human spirit - in the
ever immanent and operative thougn unexpresssd transcendental
precopts: Be atbtentive, Be intelligent, Be reasonable, Bs
respongible. Finally, buman individuals differ from one
another not only through individuation by matter but alsoe in
their mentalities, their characters, their ways of life. Tor
human concepts and human courses of action are products and
expressions of acts of undepsﬁanding, hunan underatanding
develops over tims, such developnent is cumulative, and each
cumulative development responds to the human and environment al
conditions of its place and time. Classiciam ibself was one
vory notable and indeed noble instance of such cumulative
development, but its claim to be the one culture of mankind

can no longer be entertained.
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b, Differentintions of Consciouansss

To dstermine the starting-point, the process, the
end-result of any particular dewvelopment of doctrins calls for
an exact historical inveatigation. To determine the legitimacy
of any development calls for evaluabtional history: one has to
ask whether or not the process was under the guidance of
intellectual, moral, and religious conversion. Bub the deeper
issue 1s the more general question that asks how is it that
developments are possible. How is it that mortal man can
devolop what he.would not lcnow unless God had revealed it?

The basis for an answer to this question lies in what
I have already referred to as the differentistion of conseious-
ness, Already in the present woric I have sald not a little on
this topic., Bubt here I have to return fo 1t in somewnat fuller
fashion, and I nmust apologlze if I become repetitious.

A firs? different iation arises in the process of
groving up. Theéfiﬁnt lives in a world of immediacy. The child
moves exultingly info a world mediabed by weaning. The common-
sennse adult mever doubts that the real world is the world
mediated by meaning. Bub he may not be too aware that it is
mediated by meaning and, when he turns bis hand to philosophy,
be finds it vexry difficuli to objectily the criteria by which he
knows his statementis to be true, and he easily commits the
blunder of saying that he kmows by taking a good look.

Next , there is mot Just one world mediated by meaning

for, as human dntelligence develops, 1t c¢an discover new tech-




niques in knowing. There 13, however, a fundmmental procedure
that is practised spontanecusly. I refer to 1t as tommon sense.
There is the spontaneous process of teaching snd lewrning that
constantly goes forward in the individuals of a growp. One
notices, admires, tries to imitate, falls perhaps, watches or
listens again, tries again amd again till oractice nakes
perfect. The result is an accumulation of insights that enable
one both to deal successfully with recurrent situeations and, es
well, to notice whal is novel is 2 new s ituation snd to proceed
to deal tentatively with thats,

| However, the situations that are recurcenat vary with
place and time. So there are as many brands of cormon sense as

there are differing places and times. What 35 comon to common

sense is, not its conteni, but its procedure. In ench of the very
rnany brands there is a characteristic, zelf-correcting process
of learning. Experience gives rise to inquiry and lnsight.
Insight glves rise to speech and action. Speech and action
soonsr or Later reveal their defectis o give rise o further
inguiry and fuller insight.

Thirdly, common semse 1s corwerned with this world,
with the immediate, the conerele, the particullar. Bat Godts
gift of his love gives human living anorienbatbion to what is
transcendent in lovableness, This orientation manifests itself
iﬁ uncounted manners and it ecan be distorted or rejactéd in as
many more.

Fourthly, human knowing end feeling are inconplete

vithout expression. The development, then, of syubols, of the




arts, of a literature {3 Lntrinsic to buman advance. Already
we_have irawn the resders's attention to a rich but comcise

I1lustration of this by Bruno Snell in his The Discovery of Mind.

Fifthly, there 13 the emergence of systematic meaning.
Common sense knows the meanings of the words it euploys, not

because 1t possessea Aef"initions that obtain omai et soli but,

as an anslyst would explain, because it understands how the
words might be emoloyed sppropriately. It was no pearadox, then,
thet neither Socrates mor his interlocutors were able to define
words that they constantly employed. Rather Socrates was
opening the way to systewatic meaning which develops technical
terms, assigns then thelr interrelations, construsts models,
and adjusts them until thers is‘ reached some well-ordered and
explanabory view of thiz oxr that realm of experience, There
result bvwo languages, two social groups, two worlds medliated

by meaning. There is the world medisted by commons ense meaning
and there 1is the world neiiated by systematic meaning. There
arp the groups that can enploy both ordinary and technical
language , and the grroap» that can employ only oxdinaxy or common-
senge langvage.

Sixthly, there is post-systematic literstwre. Within
the culture and influens ing its edusation there have been
developed systemstic views in logle, mathematies, science,
philoscphy. The systematic views have pgrounded a critique of

earlier ¢ommon sense, lltexraturse, religion., The edueated clagsses

6) Harvard University Press 13953. Harper Torchbook 1960.
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accept such & critique. Their thinking is influenced by their
cultural patrimony. But they thenselves are not systbematic
thinkers. They may on occasion enploy this or that technical
term or logical technique. But thelr whole mode of thought is
Jjust the commwnsense mode.

Sewenthrly, there is the emergence of method., It con-
sists in the transposivion ol systematic meaning from a static
to an ongodng, dynamic context. O0xigimelly systemns were con-
structed to enGure. They aimed af true and certain knowledgs
of what was mecessarily so. Bub inm modoern times systems express,
not what necessarily is so, but what imtrinsically is hypothetical
and in need of verification. Agaim, they express, not vhat is
expected to be permanent, but vhat is exvected to be revised
and improved as Curther data are uncovered and betber under-
standing is attained, Any given system, ancient or modern, is
subject to logie. But the process [xom any given system to its
successor is the concern of methoed .

Eighhly, there is the d evelomment of scholarship,
of the skills of the linguist, the exegete, the historian.

Unlike bhe n=iuvral scientist, the secholar does not aim at con=-
structing a systen, a set of unlversal principles and laws.

He alms at coning to understand the common sense of another place
and time. The understanding he reaches 1is itself of the same
style and oarmer as his own originsl common sense. But its con-
tent i3 not The content of his owm coumon ssnse but rather the
content of the cowmon sense of some distant land or some former

time.




Ninthly, there is the develoﬁﬁent of post-scientifio
and post-scholarly literature. They stand to modern sclience and
modern scholarship much as post-systematic Literature stood to
ancient system,

Tenthly, thers is the exploration of interiority. It
identifies in personal experience omne's conscious and intentiocnal
acts and the dynamic relations that link thew to one another.

It offers an invariant basis for ongoing systems and a stand-
point from woich all the differentiations of human consciousnesé

can be explored,

5. The Onzoing Discovery of Mind: Part One

We have set forth a bare 1llst of the differentiations
of hunan consclousness. But these differentiations also
characterize successive stages in cultural development and, as
each earlier stage fails to foresee subseyuent stages, the series
a8 a whole may be named the ongoing discovery of mind. Finslly,
this series contributes not a little to am understanding of the
developnent of doctrines, for doctrines have meaning within
contexts, the ongoing discovery of mind changes the contexts,
and so, if the doctrines are to retaim their meaning within the
new contexts, they have to be recast,

Accordingly, from a list of differentiations we havs
novw to turn to & series of developments. We shall consider (1)
the reinterpretation of symbolic apprehension, (2) philosophie
parification of biblical anthropomorphism, (3) the occasiomal

use of sysbematic meaning, () systemaiic theological doctrins,
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5) ehurch doctrine dependent on systematic theologlcal doctrine,
ennd in Part Two {6) the complexities of contenvorary development.
By aywbollc apprebenslon I here shall mean the
apprehension of men and his world Ehat 13 expressed in myth,

saga, legend, magic, cosmogony, apocelypse, typolozy. The
source of such apprehension, az already explained,? iz the
fact that prephilosophic and prescientific thought, while it
¢ean drav distinctions, cannot evolwe and express s adequate
account of verbal, notional, and real distinetionss further,
it cannot distinguish between the legitimate and iLleglitimate
uses of the constlftutive and effective functions of meaning;
the result is that it constructs its world symbolically.

Sueh construction, like mebaphor, was ot untrue.
Indeed, later notions of fruth had not yst been Seweloped. The
Hebrew thought of truth in terms of [idelity, and when he spoke
of doing the trubh he meant doing whai was right. Tor the Gresk
truth was aletheia, what was not unoticed, vhat was unconcsaled,
what was conspicuous. For a long time and for many the Homerle
tales werse conspilcuous indeed..

Yet even in an age confined to symbolic apprehension,
there was the possibility of rejecting the false and approximating
to what 1s true. This consisted i reinterpreting the symbolice
construct. Approximately the same materials would be employed
and the same question answered. But there would be additions,
eliminations, rearrangeuents that gave a new answer to the old

question.

7) See ebove, p.
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Sueh a relnterprotation, 3t is c¢laimed, was effscted
by the 014 Testament writers. They could use the traditions
oflneighbpring peoples to provide themselves with the possibility
of expression. But what they expressed was something quite
diffferent. The God of Israel played bis role in a very real
human history. Questions about c¢reation and the last day
were concerns with the beginning and the end of the story.

There was no mention of a primevel battle of the gods, of a
divine begettingiof kings or of an electsd people, no cult of
the stars or of %uman sexuality, no sacralizing of the fruit-
fulness of nature.

Similerly in the New Testauent, it is claimed, there
did cecur the use of symbolie fepresantations also found in
late Jewry and in Hellenistice Gnosticeism. But thess resoresenta-
tions were used in & manner that lkxept them subordinate to
Christ ian purposes and, when such subordination was lacking,
they were submitted to the sharpesi ceriticism and re jection.

Az reinterpretation occurs within the context of
symbol i¢ apprehension, so too it oceurs within the context of
vhil osophic concern. Xenophanes bad noticed that men made their
gods in their own image, and remarked that lions, horses, oxen
would do likewise weres bthey able thﬁrve or to paint. It was

the beginning of the long effort to conceive God, not on the

anal ogy of matter, but on the analogy of spirit. So it was

8) See Kurt Fror, Biblische Hermeneutik, Masehen (Kaiser)

1951, 2196&, pp. 71 £,
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Theat Clement of Alexandria bid Christians to abstain from
anthropomorphic conceptions of God even though they were to be
found in scripture.9

Next, the Greek councils mark the beginning of a move-
ment to employ systematic weaning in churceh doetrine. Thus, the
ehurch in the fourth cenfury was being divided by an lasue that
had not been formulated inm New Testament times. It met the
1ssue by speaking of the consubstantiality or" the son with toe
father. This, of course, i3S not some speculative flight con-
cerned with an apprehension of the divine being or essence.
It quite simply.means that what is true of the Father also is
true of the Son, except that the Son is not the Pather. As

Athanasius put it: eaden de Filio anae de Patre dicuntur excento

10
Patirls_nomine. Or as the Prefece for the Hass on Trinity

Sunday put it: Quod enim de¢ tua gloria, revelante te, ecredimus,

hoe de Filio tuo, hoc de Sniritu sancto sine differentia

diseretionis sentimus.

Again, the council of Chaleedon, in the second para-

graph of its decree, introduced the terms, person and nature,

G But subsequent theology has nade very mysterious what, in the
¢
decree itsell, is quite simpvle and clear. For the first para-
graph asserts that is one and the same Son our Lord Jesus Christ
e 9) Clement, Stromata V, 11, 68, 3; MG 9, 103 B; Stahlin
LI, 371, 18 £f.; also V, il, 71, L MG 110 A; Stahlin IT, 374, 15.

10) Athanasius, Oral. I1T o, Airianos, It; Mt 26, 329 4.
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that Ls perfect in divinity and the sam’a perfect in humanlity,
truly God and the same truly man, consubstantial with the Father
in.his divinity and the sane ¢ ensubstantial with us in bis
hunanity, born of the Father before the ages in his divinity
and these last days the same . ... born of the Virgin Mary in
bis huznanity.H

Yhen in the next parragraph the decree speaks of person
and natures, there is no doubt that the one person is the one and
the same Son our Lord, and that the two natures are his divinitﬁ
and his humanity. ©O8€ill this statement can ocecur in a logilcal
conbext, Ln en inedpiently meb aphysical context, and in a fully
metaphysical context. Uhen these contexts are not distinguished,
whor: some of them are not swenn understood, Chalcedon’s talk
about person and nature can be made very mystifying.

There is a logicad context. It simply operates on

propos itions. It may be 1llus frated by the account, given above,

of the meaning of consubstantiality. It may be illustirated again
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by the later Christological doctrine of the communicatio idiomatum,

0n this showing, Chalcedon mentions psrson and nature because

it 3¢ aware that people may ask whether divinity and humanity
are one and the same and, i{f rxot, how ig it that the Son our lLord
Josus Christ is one and the same. To forestall this doubt the
councll speaks of person and nature: the Son our Lord is one
persom; dlvinity and humanity are two natures.

There is an ineipieratly metaphysical context. About

11)  Ds 301,
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sfeventy-1ive years altor Chalcedon, Byzantine theologians
discovered that if Christ is one person with two natures then
onée of thp natures must be personless. There follovwed not a
little discussion of enhypostasia and anhyvostasia, that is,

12
of being a nature with and without being a person.

There 1s a fully metaphysical context. It distinguishes
verbal, notional, amd real distinctions; it further distinguishes
me jor and minor real distinetions; it divides minor real dis-
tinetions into the ordinary case and the analogical instance
found in the mystery of the Incarnation; and, finally, it
seoks the imperfect dut very fruitful understanding of the
nystery commended by the [first Vatlean council (Qg 3016),

The fully netaphysical context ewerges only in a
late and fully self-conscious Scholastleism. But in its funda-
mental intention and style Scholasticism was a thorough-going
effort to attain a coherent and orderly assimilation of the
Cnristian tradiftion. The enormous differences betwsen the two
great figures, Anselm of Canterbury and Thomas Aquinas, were the
result of a contury snd a balf of uwnremitting labors to assembls
and classifly the data, o work towards an understanding of them
in coumentaries, fo digest them by establishing the existence of
questions and by seeking solutions for them, and to ensure the

coherence of multitudinous solutions by using the Aristotelian

12} Recent and original: D.B. Evans, Leontius of Bvzantium,

An Oricenist Christologe, Dwmbarton Oaks 1970. Distributed

by J.d. Augustin, Publisher, Locust Valley, New York.
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gorpus as a substructure.

Now the greaber part of this work resembles the medieval
stiticipations of modern sclence. What has often been described
as a btransition from the impliceit to the expliqit, really was
& transition of Christian consciousness from a lesser to a
fuller differsntiation. That c¢onsciousness had been
differentiated by a common sense, by religion, by an artlst ie
and literary culiture, and by the slight dose of systematie
meaning found in the Greek councils. In the medieval period
it began to acquire a strong dose of systematic meaning. Terms
were defined, Problems were solved. What had been lived and
spolten of in one way, now becane the object of reflex thought
that reorganized, cogelated, explained. About the middle of the
twedfth century, Peter Lombard worked out a precise, explarabory
meaning for the old and awmbiguous name, sacrament, and in Ghe
Light of this meaning discoversd that there were seven saor=a-
ments in Christian practice. 0w each of these asven, tGraditional
Anctrines were collected, ordersad, clarifiied, vresented.

Again, the widdle ages inherited from Augustine his
affirmation of both divine grace and human liberty. For a long
time it was difficult to say thal there existed any {finibte thing
that was not God's free gift. Though it was obvious that grace
named not everything but something special, still lists of
graces properly so called not only differed from one another
but also betrayed not a little arbitrarinsss. At the same time
it was very Gilfficull for a theologian to say what he meand by

liberty. Philosopbers cowld define it as immunity from nocessity.
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But theologians could not conceive liberiy as fres from the
necessity of grace, or good without grace, or even evil with it.
But vbat tortured the twelfth century found its solution in

the thirteentb., About the yesr 1230 Philip the Chancellor
conpleted s discovery that in the next forty years released a

whole series of develomments. The discovery was a distinction

‘ between two entitatively disproportionate orders: grace was

above nature; faith was above reason; charity was above human
good will; merit befors God wias above the good opinioen of cne's
neighbors. This distinction and organization maede it possible
(1) to discuss the nature of grace without discussing libverty,
{2) to discuss the nabure of liberty withoub discussing grace,
and (3) to work out the relabions between grace and libderty.

I have been sketching what may be considered the bright
side of medieval theclogical develooment, I now mast exXpress
sone reservations., There can be 1litlle doubt that it was

nsces ary for medieval thinkers to turn to some outbside source

13) 0 this process see my Gracs and Freedom: Overative Grace

in the Thouzht of 3t. Thomas lauinas, Londony (Darton, Longman &

Todd) and Notre Dame (University of Notre Dame Press) 1971.

The significance of Philip's distinction was that the two orders
const ituted the definition of grace and thereby eliminated the
earlier extrinsic view that conceived grace as the liberation

of liberty.
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o obtain a systematic substructure., There is little doubt thatb
they could not do better then to turn to Aristotle. But today
it 1s very evident that Aristotle has been superseded. Magnifi-
cently he represented an early sbage of hunan development - the
energence of systenatic meaning, But he did not antlicipate the
later emergence of a method thatl envisaged an ongoing succession
of systems. He did not envisgze the later emergence of a

Philologie that made its ainm the historical reconstruction of

the construct ior}-\ of mankind. He did not Lormulate the later
ideal of a philosophy that was st once critical and historically-
minded, that would cut %o the roots of philosophic disputes,

and that would ground a view that embraced the differentiations
of bhuman consciousness and the spoehs of human history.

Not only bhas Aristotles been superseded, but also
certain defects have bescowe manifest. His ideal of sclence in
Terms of necessity has been set aside nob only by modern
enpirical science but also by moedern mathematics. Again, there
is to his thinking a certain blLurring of the difference between
the common names developed by common senze and the technical
terns elaborated by explanatory science. Both of these desfects,
magnified several times, resppesr in the fourteenth and fifteenth
century Scnolasticisme. The excessively rigorous idesd of seience
offers aome explanation for the emergence first of scepbhic ism
and then of decadence. The blumred distinec tion between conmon

names and technical terms has some responsibility for the
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verbalism for wahich Scholasticism has been so bitterly revroached.

Chureh doctrines and theplogical doctrines pertain to
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different contexﬁs. Church doctrines are the content of the
church's witness to Christ; they express the sst of meanings
and valueg that inform individual and collective Christian
living. Theological doctrines are part of an academic diseip-
line, cornwcerned to know and understand the Christian tradition
snnd to further i1ts develompment. A: the two convexts are
directed o quite distinct ends, so too they are unequal in
extent. (heoleogians raise many questions thav are not mentioned
in chureh doctrines. Apain, theolozians way differ from one
another though they bslong to the sawme church. Im Catholie
circles, finally, the relations of theological achools to one
another and Yo church docirines is a carefully mapped terrasin.
What are called theological notes and ecclesiasticel censures
not only distinguish matters of falith and theological ovinions
but also indicate a whole spectrum of intermediate positions., th
Now from the middle ages right up to Vatican II the
doctrines of the Catholic Chureh have been derivimg from theology
a precision, a conciseness, and an organization that in earlier
times _\did nob possess. In geuneral, the meaning of these doc-
trines is not systematic but, commonly, it is post-systematiec,
0ne canmnol infer what a chureh document wust mean from one's
knowledge of theology. At the same time any exact interprota-
tion will presuppose a knowledge of theology. But it will also

presuppose a knowledge of the sitylus curias. Finally, these

presuppositions are necessary but not sufficient conditions.

1) See E.J. Fortman, "Notes, theological™, W 10, 523;

and the systematic index o DS at R _1d and H 1bdh, pp. 848 and ShLT.
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To know vhat church documents actually do mean calls for research
and exXeges is 1n each case.

| 'No doubt, what readers would ﬁish to find here is sn
account of the legitimacy of this influence of theology on chureh
doctrine. Bub that, of course, 1s not a methodological but a
theological question. What the mebhodologist may do, however,
1s point to the different contexts in which guchb questions have
been raised. First, prior to the emergence of bistorically-minded =
ness, orze had the alternatives of anachronism and archaism, Thé
gnachxoniist attribubed to scripture and to the Fathers an impl ic it
grasp of what the Scholastics discovered. The archaist, oun the
other hand, regarded ag a corruption any doctrine that was nob
to be found in the plain meaning either of scripture or or serip-
ture and patristic tradition. Secondly, as historical knowledge
increased, various thesories of development were worked out and
applied vith greabter or less success., There is, however, a third
option: it would comtend that there can bs many kinds of develop~
ments and that, to know fThem, one bas to study and analyse

conerete historical processes vhile, to know their legitimaery,

one has to turn fto evaluational history and assign them their
place ira the dialectic of the vresence and ahsence of intellectual ,
woral , &nd religlous conversion.
But at this point it 1s necessary fo interrupt our
C sketeh of the ongoing discovery of mind and 1o introduce the

notion of ongoing contexts.

o e i S PSS e S ST e g ‘_r?.-l_—...,;_:.__.‘:_.,:rt,.,. g e
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6. Ongoing (ontexts

.Already a distinetion has besm drazim between material
and formal context. Thus the canon of the Few Testament i the
maberial context of each ¢f the books in the Dlew Testament: 1€
tells which are the other highly vrivilezed axreas of daba on
early Christianity. On the other hand, a feorrml context is
reached through investigation: daba give rdse to questions;
queskions to opposed answers; ovposed answes to further questions
and further opposed anawers. The puzzle ke«p= Lucreasing, until
a discovery is made. Gradually, things begin to £it together.
There may occur & period of rapidly increas ing Insight. Even-
tually further questions begin to yield decxe=sing returns, A
vieypolnt is attained, and, vhile further questions can be asked,
ansvers to them would not significantly mod ify what has already
been ascertained. There has been built up a Formal conbext: &
set of interwoven questions and answers that xoweal the meaning
of a text.

Ongoing context arises when a sue cegs3on of texts
express the mind of a single historical community. Such an
ongoing contexl necessitates a distinetion be tveen prior and
subsequent conbext, Thus a statement may Lntend to deal with
one issue and to prescind from other, further issues. Bub
settling one does not burke the others. TUsually it contributes
to a clearer grasp of the others and to a more urgent pressuare
fox their solubtlon. According to Athamasiw: the council of

Nicea used a non-seriptural texrm, nobt o set & precedent, but
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to meet an emsrgency. But the emergency lasted for some thirty-
-five years and, some tweniy years after it had subsided, the
first coupcil of Constantinople {elt 1t necessary to answer in
& non~technical manner whether only the Son or alse¢ the Holy
Spirit was consubstantial with the Father. Fifty years Later at
Ephesus, 1t was necessary to clarify Wisea by effiming that it
was oo and the same that was born of the Fathexr and also born
of the Virgin Mary. Twenty-one years later 1t was necedssary to
add that one and the same could be both eternal and Lemporal,
both lumor-tal and wmortal, becawrsas he had two nmatures. Owver

two cenbweies later there was added the further clarification
that the divine person with two natures also had two operations
and two wills.

Such is the ongoing context of church doetrines that
did not exist prior %o Nicea buib, bit by bit, cane into existence
subssquently to Nicea., It does not stbate what was intended at
Nicea. It does state what resulied from Wicea and what became
in fact the conbext within which Nicea was to be understood.

As one may distinguish prior and subsequent stages in
an ongodngz context, 30 one ongoing context way be related to
another. O0Of these relations the commonest are derivation and
interaction. Thus, the ongoing context that runs from Nicea to
the third council of Constantinoples derives fxom the dockrines
of the first three centuries of Christianity but differs from
them inasmuch as it enploys a post-systematic wode of thought
and expression., Again, the ongoing context of coreiliar doe-
trines pawve rise to a distinet but dependsnt context of theological

doctrines. This presupposed the councils, distinguished Christ
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a8 God and Christ as man, and raised su'ch quest ions as follow.
lould Christ as man sin? Did he feel concupiscence? Was he in
any wey ignorant ? Did he have sanctifying grace? To what
extent? Did be have immediate knowledge of God? Did he know
everything perte ining to his missiom? Did he have freedom of
cholce?

Again, the theological context derived from the Greek
councils expanded in the medieval schools to envisage the whole
of serivbure and tradition. It was not only ongoing, collabora-
tive , and method ical but also dialectical. It was a context
that embraced mutually opposed schools ol thought, thet came to
distinguish betiwreen opposition in theological doctrine and
oppessition in chureh doctrine, 'that_ sgreed to differ on the
forner and declined to differ on the Latier,

Finally, interacting conteoxts are represented by the
contert of theological doctrines and the context of church
doctrines from tte medieval period wp to Vatiean IL, The
theolozians were under the influence of the chureh doctrines
on whileh they reflected. Inversely, without the theologians,
the chureh doctrines would not have had their post-systematiec

Yrecision, conclisensss, and organization.

Te The Ongoinz Discovery of Mind: Part Two

The medieval decision to wwe the Aristotelian corpus
as a sabstructure involved an integration of theology with a

rhilosophy and with a detailed accouwt of the naterial universe.

Such ey integration offered the advaitbage of a wnified world-view,

ey
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but neither classicist culture mox Aristotelian thought inculcated
the primciple that unified world-views are subject to notable
changes .

For centuries the Christiants image of himself and of
his world was dram from the fixst chapters of Genesis, fron
Jewish apocalypbic and P_tolemaic astronomy, and from the
theological doctrines of the creatlon and immortality of sach
human soui, That iwage has been assazlted by novel seienmtific
traditions stemming from Copernicué, Newton, Darwin, Freud,
Heisenberz, It has been the grest rwrit of Tellhard de Chardin
to have recognized the Christian's rieed of a coherent image of
himsel! in his world and to have conitributed not a little
towards meebing that need,

Once it was held that sclencs was certain knowledge of
things through their causes. Too offten churchuen have pre-
supposed Tthat that definition was aprlicable to modern science.
But modern science is not certain bhut probable. It attends to
data rather than things. It speslss of caunses but it means
correlations and not end, agent, matter, Corm.

Once it was held that science was concerned with the
unlversal and the necessary. Today in mathematics necessity is
a marginal notion: conclusions indeed follow necessarily from
their premisses; but basic premisses are freely chosen postulates
and not necessary truths, In the early decades of this century
scientisis still spoke of the necessary laws of nature and even
of the iron laws of pconomics. Quentuan theory and Keynsian
economics have put an oend to that.

Seholarship once made itbs alw the attainment of
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bunanlistlec eloquence. But sarly nineteenth-century Philologie

get itself the goal of reconstructing the constructions of man-
kind. Its initial suecesses were in the fields of classical
studies and of European history. Buat it has long since moved
into the fields of biblieal, patristic, and medieval stwdl es.
Its works are specialized, collaborative, ongoing, massive .,
What formerly was supposed to 1lie within the coupetence of a
single dogmatic theologian, now can be undertalzen only by a
very large team.

There was a time when necessary princlples werre the
acknowledgad basis of phillosophy, and these principles wers
identified with the self-evident propositions that were the
basic premlsses for philosophic¢ deductions. UNow it is Erwe
that thers exist analyiic propoesitlons: if one defines A by the
possession of a relation, R, tec B, then thers cannot be an A
without a relation, R, to B, But it is equally true that there
nesd exist no A with a relation, R, to B, For finite exis tence
is known, not by defining terms, mobt by constructing analytic
propoes itions, but by a2 process named verification.

Aristotle and hlis followers acknowledged specisl
sclences that deal with beings of deferminate kinds and a general
sclence that deall wibh being as being. HNow the natural. and human
seiences ain at accounting Cor all the data of sense. Accord-
ingly, if there is to be any general science, its data will have
to be the data of consceionsness. S50 there is effected the turn
to interiority. The general sclience is, first, cognitlonl

theory (what are you Soing when you are knowing?), secoradly,




eplstemology (why is doing that knowingé), and thirdly meta-
physics (whbat do you know when you do it?). 3uch general seience
Will be the general case of the methods of the special sclences
and not, as in Aristoteliandism, the general case of the contenk
of the speclal sciences,

The foregoing shift to interloriiy was essayed inm
various manners from Descartes through Kant to the nineteenth-
-¢entury German idealisis. But there followed a still more
emphatic shift from kuowledge to faith, will, conscience,
decision, action in Kierkegaard, Schovenbauexr, Newman, Nietzsche,
Blondel, the personalists, and the existentialists. The
direction of this shift Ls correct in the sense that the fouxrth
level of intentional consciousness - the level of doliberation,
evaluation, decision, action ~ sublates the mrior levels of
experiencing, understanding, Judging, It goes beyond then,
sets up & new vrincivle and type of operabions, directs then
to a new goal but, so far from dwarfing them, oreserves then
and brings them to a far fuller fruition.

Yot only does Lthe fourth level sublate the previous
three, but also the vrevious threes differ notably from the
speculative intellect that was supposed to grasy self-evident
and. necessary truths. Such a speculative intellect could and
did elain complete autonowmy: bad will could hardly interfers
with the apprehension of self-evident and neccssary truth or
with the recessary conclusions following from such truth. In
fact, however, what human intelligence grasps in data and

expresses in concepts is, not a necesesarily reievant intelligi-




bi11ity, but only a possibly relevant intelligibility. Sweh
intelligibility is inbrins ically hypothetical and so always in
need of a further process of checking and verifying before it
be assert;ad as de facto relevant to the data in hand. 8o it has
cons aboul that modern sc¢lience 1s under the guidance of method,
and the method that is selested and followed results not only
frem experiencing, understanding, and judging, but also from a
decision,

I have besn indicating in summary Lashion a series of
fund amental changes that have come about in the last four
senburies and a half. They modify mants image of himselfl In
his world, his science and his conecsytion of science, his history
and bis conception of history, his philosophy and his conception
of philosophy. They involwe three basic differentiations of
consciousness, and all three are quite beyond the horizon of
ancient Greece and medieval Burope.

These changes bhave, in general, been resisted by church-~
men For two reasona, The Tirst reason commonly has been that
churchmen had no real apprehen'sion of the nature of these changes,
Tho second reason has been that these changes commonly have been
accompanied by & lack of intellectual conversion and o were
hostile to Curistianity.

Modern science is one thing and the extra-scientific
opinions of scientists axre another., Among the exbtra-scientific
opinions of scieniists up To the acceptance of quantum theory

was a mechanist determinimm that misrenresented nature and
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. 15
excluded human freedou and resyponsibility.

Modern history is one thing and the philosophic assump-
tlons of historians are anobher. H.G., Gadamexr has examined the
assunpbions of Schleiermacher, Ranke, Droysen, and Dilthey.m
In nore summary fashion Kurt Fror has stated that the work of
bhistorians in the earlier part of the nineteenth century was
marked by & wmixtwe of philosophic speculation and empirical
ressarch, and that what eliminated the speculation in the later
part of the century was an ever more Influential positivism.
The resultant historicism penetrated info biblical studies and
thare the resounding reactions were the work of Barth and
Bultmann., Both acknowledged the significance of moral and
religliouns conversion. In Bartﬁ this appvearsd in his contention
that, while the bible was to be read historicelly, it slso was
to be rread religliously; and religlous reading was not merely a
matter of pious feelings in the reader; it had also to attend to

1
the realities of which fhe bible svoke. In Bulbmann, on the

15) For an account of the sclenbists' philosophic successor to

mechanist. determinism, see P.A, Heelan, COuanbum lHechanics and

Ob jectivity, The Hague (Nijhoff) 1965.

16)  H.G. Gadamer, Wahrheit und Mebhode, Tibingen (Mohr) 1960,

pp. 162 £'f.

17) K, Fror, Biblische Hermeneutik, Munchen (Kaiser) 196l,
pp. 28-
18)  Tbid., pp. 31 1
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other hand, religious and moral conversion is the existenziell

response to the appeal or challenge of the kerymma. But such a
reéponse is a subjective event, and its objectification results
in myth.19 While Bultmann is rmo erdinary positivist, for he
knows about werstehen, still for him biblical study falls into
tve parts: there is the scientific part that is Independent
of religious beliel; and there is the religious part that pene-
trates peneath the mythical objectlfications of the bible to
the subjective religilous events to which it testifies,

In both Barth and BulLimann, though in different
manners, there is revealed the need for intellectual as well as
moral and religious conversion. Only intellectual conversion can
rem2dy Bartnts fideism. Only intellectual conversion can re-
move the secularist notion of scientific exegesis represented

by Bultmann., Still intellectual conversion aslone Is not enocughe.

It has to he made explicit in a pbhilosophic and theological

method, and such an explicit wethod has to include a eritique

both of the mathod of science and of the msthod of scholarshiv,

8. The Develovraent of Doctrines
Already I have sugges ted that there is not some one
é mahner or even some limited seb of manners in which doctrines
| develop. In other words the intelligibility prover to developing
4/
19) Ibid., pp. 34 £, On the dualism in Bultwann's exegosis

ses Paul Minear, "The Transcendence of God and Bibliecal

e T Y v e L e e

Hermeneutics, " Proceedings, fath, Theol. Soc. Amer., 23 (1968) & .
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doctrines is the intelligibility immanent in historlical process.

One knows it, not by & priori theorizing, but by a posteriori

research,. interpretation, history, dialectic, and the decision
of foundations.

One cluster of manners, in which doctrines develop,
I have named Lthe ongoing discovery of mind, When consciousness
congtruects 1ts world symbolically, it advances by reinterpreting
tradif lonal materials, Vhen Lt leans towards philosodhy, a
Xenophanes or & (lement of Alexandria will rule anthropomorvhisn
oul of man's avprehension of the divine. The resulting purely
spiritual spprehension of God will create a tension between
biblical and laber Christology, and the technical means avail-
able in s post-sysiematie culture nay be employed to clarify
the faith., The use of such technical means ompens the door to
a8 theology in which systematic meaning becomes predominant, and
such Gheology inm Lts turn ¢an give to chureh dectrines a precision,
8 concisencss, and an organization that otherwise they would
not possess. TFilnzlly, such a general invelvement in the
systemat ic can be undercut by the methedical, the scholarly,
and the modern philosophlie differentiations of consciousness to
present the churceh with the dilemma of reverting to an antenicene
Christology or of advancing to a thorougnly modern position.

However, tne loxegoing cluster, while it envisages
not a litcle of doetrinal development, is not to be considerad
the vnole story. O0ften enough development is dialectical. The
truth is dizcovered because a contrary error has boeen asserted.

Again, doctrines are not just doctrines. They ere
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constitutive both of the individuml Christian and of the
Christian community., They can sixengthen or burden the
individual's alleglance, They cam unite or disrupt. They can
confer authority and oover. They can be assoclated with what 3is
congenial or what is allen to & given polity or culture. It is
not in some vacuum of pure spirit but under concrete historical
conditions and circumstances that developments oscur, and a
knowledge of such conditions and circumstances is not irrelevant
In the evaluational bhistory that decides on the legitimacy of
developnzots.

In closing this brlef section, I note Prof. Gelselmann's

view that the dogmas of the Inmaculate Concention and of the

Assunmption of our Lady differ from those defined in scumonical
counicils. The latlier settle contxoverted issues. The former
repeat what was already Gaught and celebrated in the whole
Catholis church. Accordingly they are named by him "cultic" .20

Their sole effect was that the solerin teaching office now

proclaims what formerly wns proclaimed by the ordinary teaching

oy office. Perhaps I might sagrest that hunan psychology and
| specifically the refinement of bhuman Ceelings is the arsea to
© be explored in coming to understand the development o1 Marian
doctrines.
© 20) J.R, Gelselmann, "Dogua', Handbueh theolosischer
W, Grundbesriffe, edited by H. Fries , Minchen (Kosel) 1962

I, 231.




L

h7

9. The Permansnce of Dormeas

The permansnce of the neaning of dogmas was taught
in the coﬁstitution, Deli Filius, promulgated in the first
Vatican council, This oceurs in the last paragzravch of the last
chapber of the decree (DS 3020) and in the appended canom (DS 30L3).
Just what was meant, supposed, iuplied in this affirmation of
permanent meaning, comes to light from a study of the comstitubion
1tsel?.

To the fourth and final chapber there wers appended
three caﬁons. They reveal that the thrust of this chapter was
directed against a rab ionalism that considered mysteries non-
~existent, that prooosed to demonstrate the dogmas, that defended
scientific conclusions owposed to church doctrines, that claimed
the chureh had no right to vass Judgment on scientific views,
and that granted sclence thes competence to reinterpret the
eburch's dogmas (DS 3041 =~ 30L3).

To deal with such rationalism the council had dis-
tinguished (1) the natwral light of reason, {2) faith, {3) reason
1llunined by faith, and (L) reason overating beyond its competence.
Something must be said on each of these,

Reagon, fhen, or the matural light of reasson has a
range of objects within its reach (DS 3015). It can know with
certitude of the existence of God (DS 3004), and it can know
some but not all of the truths revealed by God (DS 3005, 3015).

It should accopt divine rewelation (DS 3008), and such accepbance
is in hermony with its nature (D3 3009). In no way does the

chureh prohibit buwen disciplines from using their proper prin-
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ciples and methods within thelr own fields (DS 3019),

Faith is a supernatural virtue by which ve believe
to be true what God has revealsd, not because we apprehend the
Intrinsic truth of what has been revealed, but because oi the
authority of God who roveals and can neither deceive nor be
deceived (DS 3008). By faith that is both divine and catholic
there are to be believed all that has been revealed by God in
seriviure or tradition and, as well, has been vropoged to be
believed as revezled eithex in a solemn pronouncement by the
church or in the exercise of its ordinary and universal teaching
office (DS 3011). Among the principal objects of faith are the
mysteries hidden in God, wnieh, were they not revesled, could
not be known by us (D3 3015, of . 3005).

Reason illumined by faith, when it inquires diligently,
piously, soberly, reaches with God's help some extremely fruit-
ful understanding of the wmystberiesa., OSuch understanding rests
on the analozy of things known naturally and on the inter-
connection of the mysterdes writh one another and with man's last
end, Bul it never becomes caﬁable of grasping them aftor the
fashion it can understand the trubbs that lie within its proper
range. For the divine mysteries by their very nature so exceed
created intellect thalb, even given in revelation and accented
by faith, they remain es 1t were wrapped in the veil of
faitn (DS 3016).

It wovld seen to be the undersianding attained by

reason vhen illumined by faith that is praised in the quotation

9 from Vimecent of Lerin%. For such understanding is of the mystery,
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and not of some human substitute, and so from Lhe nature of the
cage it must be "... in suo dumtaxat genere, in eodem scilicet
dogmate, sodem sensu eademque sententia" (DS 3920).'

In contrast thers 1is reason that steps beyond 1ts
proper bounds to invade and disturb the realm of faith (23 3019).
For the doctirine of falth, which God has revealed, has not been
proposed as gmms sort of pnilosophic discovery to be perfected
by human talent. It is a divine devosit, given to the spouse
of Christ, to be guarded falthfully and declared infallidly.
Hence there is ever to be retained that wmeaninz of the sacred
dogmas that once was declared by the cburech. FKFrow that meaning
there is to be no devarture under the pretext of some profounder
understanding (DS 3020), |

In tho corresponding canon there is condemned anyone
that says it is possible that eventuslly with the progress of
science there may have fto be given o the dogmas propounded by
the church a meaning other than that which the chureh under-
stands and understond (DS 3043).

First, then, there is alfimmed a pemsanence of meanipp:
", .ev iz sensus perpetuo est retinevidus ..... rxec umquam ab o
recendeﬁdum.... in eodex scil%cet dogmatie, eodenw sensu eademnque
sententia”, (D3 3020)., " ...Lsensus tribuendus sit alins ..."
(DS 3043},

Secondly, the permanent meaning is thes meaning deslaxed
by the church (DS 3020}, the meaning which the church unders tood
and understends (DS 304.3).

Thizdly, this permanent meaning is {he meaning of doguas
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(DS 3020, 3043)~ But are dogmas revealed truths or revealed
mysteriles? The difference 1s that revealed mysteries lie beyond
the competence of reason, but some revealed truths do not

(DS 3005, 3015).

It woald seem that the dogmas of D3 3020 and 3043
refer Co the chureh's declarations of revealed mysteries. For
the recurring contrast of the fourth chapter is between reason
and faith., Only in the first paragravh {D3 3015) is there any
mention of truths that are both of reason and of faith. Human
disciplines would not be stepping beyond their proper bounds if
they treated sueh truths (D3 3019). Nox canm they lbe denied the
status of a philosophic discovery Lo Yo perfected by human talent
(9_5_ 3020) . Again, truths withi.n reason 's competence would seem
capable of being known more accurabely ~with fbe progress of

seience (DS 30L3). Finally, it is only ths wysteries that trans-

cend the intelligence of the human mind (DS 3005), that stand

beyond created intellect (DS 3016), that are accepted simply on

God's aushority (DS 3008), that could not be known unless they

were revealed (DS 3015}, that can admit no more than an analogous

aﬁd inperfect understanding by human reason and then only when

illumined by faith (DS 3016), that accordingly can claim to

stand beyond the status of ‘bhe'products oL human history.
Fourthily, the meaning of the dogms is not eapart f{rom

a verbal formulation, for it is a meanling declarsd by the

church. Howewverr, the permavence atfaches to the meaning and

not to the formala., To retain the same formmla and give it a

new meaning is precisely what the third canon excludes (DS 30L3) .




L5

Fifthly, it seems tetter to smpesak of the permanence of the mean-
ing of dogmas rathsr than of its fmmutability. For permanenc s
is the meaning of "... perpetw retinendus ..., numquam recedendum...
{ne) sensus tribuendus sit sl ius,..." Again, it is peraanence
rather than lmmatability that ls meant when there 1s desired an
ever better uwnderstanding of ithe same dogma, the same meaning,
ths same pronouncanents.

To concluds, there are two grounds fovr affirming the
permanence of the meaning of revealed mysteries. There i3 the

cansa cornoscendl s what God has revealed and the chureh has

infallibly declared, is trus. Vhat is true, is pernanent:
the meaning it postessed in L 13 own context can never be donied
truthfully.

There s alzo the causs essondl. The meaning of a

dogue is not a datum but a truth., It Is not a human trubh btut
the revelation of a nystery hidden in God. One is denyimg
divine transcenderne if one {fancies man hag at his disposal
the evidence thai wvould enabls him to substitute sone other
meanlng for the weining that has been revealed.

Sush I believe iz the doctrine of Vatican I on fhe
peraensnce of the neaning of dognas. It presupposes (1) that
there exist nystexle: hidden in God that man could not know
nnl ess they wers xevealed, (2) that they have been revesled,
and {3) that the church has Lofallibly declared the meaning
of what has been zewvealed. Thege presunpositions alse are
echureh doctrines., Thelr exposi tion and defence are tasks,

pot of a methodologist, but of a theologian.
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10, The Historicity of Dosmas

.The constitution, Del PFiliusg, of Vatican I was occasioned

by two currents in nineteenth-century Catholic thought. There
were traditionalists that had litbtle trust in human reason,
and there vere semli-rationalists who, while not denying the
truths of faith, tended to place them within the conpetence of
regson. Among the latter were Anton Gﬁnther, whose specula-
tions attracted a wide follouwilnz but were rsjected by the Holy
See (DS 2828 £f.), and Jakob Frohschammer, whose views on human
perfectibility wers no more aceeptable (DS 2850 £f.; ef, 2908 f.).
Such views were further pursued by Cardinal Franzelin both in
the vobum he presented to the preconciliar committes e and in
the schema he prosented for discusolon In the early days of
Vatican I. 2e

But as earlier we remarked about Wicea, so now we

mast repeat about Vatican I that 1ts statements lie not only

vithin the prior context of the thought of 1870 but also within

21) The vobum has been publistied by Hermann J. Pottmeyer in

his work, Der Glaube vor dem Ansvruech der Vissensehaft,

Freiburg (Herder) 1968. See the avprendix, especially pp. 503,
514, bh», 55%, There is a valuable discusalon of DS 3020 and
3043 on pp. 431-L56.

22) See chanters V, VI, XI, XIX], and XIV of Frangzelin's schéma
in Mansi €0, 62 - 69, and the sbundant annobaslony, Mansai 50,

83 1.

s )
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the consequent context that attends to issues from whieh Vatican
I saw fit to prescind. For Gunther and Frohschammer in their
different'ways were concerned with historicity and specifically
with the historicity of church doctrines. Vatican I was content
to select an aspeet of their views that was unaceeptable. Bul
it did not attempt to deal with the underlylng issus of the
historicity of dogma thal since has come into orominence. Ve
must ask, then, vhether the doctrine of Vatican I on the perma-
nencd of the meaning of dogmas ¢an be reconciled with the |
historicity that characterizes human thought and action.

Briefly, the theoratical proemisses from which there
follows the historicity of human thought and action are (1) that
hunan concents, theories, affirmations, courses of sctions ars
expressions of human understanding, (2) that buman understanding
develops over time and, es 1t develops, husan concepts, theories,
affirmations, courses of action change, (3) that such changze
is cumulative, and {l) that the cumulative changes in one place
or time are not to be expected to coincide with those in ancther.

Hovever, there is =& notable difference hetwaen the
fuller understanding of date and the fuller understanding of a
truth,. VWhen datba are more fully understood,; there result the
emergence of a new theory and the rejection of previcus theories.
Such 1s the ongoing process in the empirical sciences. Bubt when
8 truth is moere fully understood, it is still the =zame truth
that is being understood. It is {rue that the sum of two and
two is four. That same itruth bas been known in ouite different

contexis, say, by the ancient Babylonians, by the Greeks, and
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by modern mathematiclans, Bub it is better understood by the
modern wathematicians tham Lt was by the Greeks, and im all
likelihood it was better umZerstseod by the Greek thinkers than
by the Babylonians.

Now the dogmas are pernanent in their weaning bocauss
they are not just data but e xpress lons of trubhs and, indeed,
of truths that, vere they ot revealed by God, could not be
known by man. Once they amre revealed and believed, they can be
better and better understood. But that ever better understanding
is of the revealed truth mud reot oI something else.

~ Nor ié this opposed to the bistoricity of the dogmas.
For dogmas are statements. Stbatements have meaning only within
their contexts. Contexts w=~¢ omg ing, and ongoing contexts
are related prineipally bw d er~ivat ion and by interaction.
Truths can be revealed in ore czlture and preached in another.
They may be revealed in time styles and fashion of one
differentiation of consclow ness, defined by the chureh in
the style and fashion of ansther d ifferentiation, and understood
by theologians in a third. Vhat permanently is true, 3s the
meaning of the dogma in the conbext in which it was defimed.
To ascertain that meaning there have to be deployed the
resources of research, interpretat jon, history, dialestic.
To state that meaning today e proceeds through fcundations,
doctrines, and systenaties t o communications, Cowmunications
finally are to each class In ecach culture and to each of the
varicws differentiations of covs e¢iousness.

The permanence of the dognaa, then, results from the
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Tact that they express revealed mysteries. Their historicity,
on the other hiand, results from the faects that {1) statenents
have meanings only in their conbexts and (2) contexts axe
ongoing and ongoing contexts are multiple.

et is opposed to the historicity of the dogrus is,
not their permanence, but classicist assunptions and ashievements.
Classicism assumed that culbure was to be conceived not empirically
but normatively, and it did all it could to bring eboui ors,
universal, permanent culture. VWhat ended classicist assuapt ions
was cxritical history. What bullds the bridges betvesn the many
eXprossions of the falth is a methodical theology.

11. Plurralism and the Unitvy of Faith

There are three sources of pluralism. PFirst, linguistie,
social, and cultural differences give rise to differont br-ands
of common sense., Secondly, consciousness may be undiffere nt iated
or it may be differcntiated to deal expertly with some combdina-
tion of such d&ifferent realms as cowmon sense, transecende ce,
beauty, system, method, scholership, and philosophie interior-
ity. Thirdly, in any individual at any given time there msy
exist the sbstract possibility, or the beginmings, or greater
or less progress, or high development of intellectual or moral
or religious conversion.

There are two ways in which the wnity of the Cal th
may be conceived. On classicist assunptions there is Just one
eculbure. That one culture is not attained by the siwple faith~

ful, the people, the natives, the barberians. None the le ss,

r
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career is always open to talent. One enters upon such & careexr

by diligent study of the ancient Latin and Greek authors., Oue

pursues such a career by learning Scholastie philosophy anmd
theology. One aims at high office by becoming proficient in
canon law., Omns succeeds by winning the apprebation end favor
of the right personages. Within this set-up the unity of faith
is a matter of everyone subseribing to the correct formulas.

Such classicism, hovever, was never more than the
shabby shell of Catholicism. The real root and ground of uaityl
is being in love wibh God - the fact that Godfs love has f£lood ad
our inmost hearts through the Holy Spirit he has given us
(Rom 5, 5). The acceptance of this gift both constitutes
religious conversion and leads to moral and even intellecbual
conversion.

Further, religious conversion, if 1t is Christian, is
not just a state of mind and heart., Essential to it is an
intersub jective, inberpersonal comwponent. Besides the gift of
the Spirit within, there is the outward encounter with Chris -
tian witness. That witness teatifies that of old in many ways
God has spokenm to uns through the vrophets bub in this latest
age through his Son (Heb 1, 1.2).

Thirdly, the function of ehureh doctrines 1ies within
the function of Christian witness, For the witness is to the
mysbories revealed by God and, for Catholics, infallibly
declared by the church. The meaning of such declarations lies
beyond the vicissitudes of human historical process. But the

contexts, within which such meaning is grasped, and so the

’ | .



457

manner, im whieh such meaning 1s exvressed, vary both with
cul tural differences and with the measure in which buman con-
sclousness is differentiated,

Such variation is fawiliar $o ug from the past,
According to Vatican ITI revelation occurred not through words

=3
alone but through words and deeds, L'ne apostolic preaching

was addressed not only to Jews in the thought-forms of

Spatiudentun but also to Greeks in their language end idiom,

While the Hew Testamant writings spoke more to the heart than
to the hemd, the Christological councils almed solely at for-
mulating the truths that wers o gulde one's mind and one'fs
lips, Vhen Scholastic theology recast Christian belief into

a mould derived {rom Aristotle; it was deserting neither divine
revelalion nor scrivture nor the couvncils., And if modern
theologians were to itranspose medieval theory into the cate-
gories derrived fron contewmporary interiority and its real cor-

relatives, they would be doing for our age what the greater

Scholastics did for theirs.
In the past, then, there has existed a noftable
plurslisn of expression., Currently in the chureh there is

quietly disappearing the old classicist insistence on world-

wide wiformity, and thneres is emerging a pluralism of manners

in which Christian meaning and Christian values are communicated.
To preach the gospel to all nations is {to pre=ch it to every
class in every culture in the mamer fthat accords with the
asginilative powers of toat clags and culture.

FPor the most part such preaching will be to a

23) Second Vatican Counecil, Dormabie Constitution on Divine

Revelatiion ., I, 2,
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consc lowsness that is 1i4te differentiasted. So 1t will have to
be as mulbiform as are the diverse brands of common senss
generated by the many langunges, social forms, and cultural
meanings and values of nznkind. In each case the preacher will
bave to know the brand of common sense to which he speaks,

and he will have ever 1o keep in wind that, when consciousness
i3 only slightly dif fervemtIabed, coming to know does not occur
apart from acting.

But if the falth {8 to bse nourished in those with
little education, it doss mot follow that the educated are Lo be
neglected. Now just as Tthe only vay to understand anothsr's
brand of common sense ds fo come to understand the way in whieh
he opr shs would undexstand, spéak, act in any of the series of
sitvations that commondy arrizse in his experience, so too the
only way to understand arwbher's differentiabtion of consciouns-
ness ia to bring aboul thiat d ifferentiation in oneself.

Purther an exXact grasp of anotharfs mentality is
possible only if one attaims the same differentiation and lack
of differentiation. For each differentiation of consciousness
involves a certain rewodelling of comwor: sense. Initially
corton sense asswies iLs owrn omnicompetence because it just
cannot know better. But a3 successive differentiations of
congciouisness occur, nore and more realms are controlled in the
gppropriabe fashion and so are removed from the compstence of
common sense. Clarity aad alequacy increase by bounds. Onets
initial cormon sense is pur ged of its simplifications, its

meLapliors, its myths, and 14 nystifications. With the attainment

— -
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of full differentistion common sense 1s'confined entirely to its
proper realm of the immediate, the particular, the conerwvte.

.However, there are many routes to full attainment and
nany wvarieties of partial attalnment. Preaching the gospel to 2ll
neans preaching 1t in the manner avpropriate to each of the
varieties of parxtisl attainment and, no less, to full stiainment.
1t was to meet Ehe exigences r':gl{‘, nrover to the beginnings of
systomatle meaning that Clement of Alexandria denied thal the
antthiropomorph isms of seripture were to be taken literally., It
vas to meet the exigences of fully systemabic meaning fhat medieval
Scholasticism sougbt & cobsrent gccount of all the truths of
faith and reason, It was to meet the exigences of contemporary
scholarship that the sesond Vafican_ couine i1 decreed that the
irtl‘cerr_::re:ter'‘i of scriptwe had to determine the meaning intended
by the biblical writer and accordingly bhad to do so by under-
sGanding the literary conventions and cul tuial conditions of
that writer's place and time.

The church, then, following the example of 3. Paul,
betome s all things to all men. It communicates what God has
revesl ¢d both in the manner appropriate to the various
difTerentviations of consciousness and, above gll, in the manner
appropriate to each of the almost endless brands of common sense.
Still, these many modes of speech involve no more than a
plLural ism of communications for, though they are many, still

gll can be in eodem dosmate, eodem sensu eademoue sentantia,

Sti1l, becoming all %o all, even though it involves

no more than a pluralisn of communications, none the less dis
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not without its difficulties, On the Qne hand, it demands g
many—-sided development in those that govern or teach., On the
othexr hand, every achieveﬁent iz apt to be challenged by those
that fail to achieve. People with little notion of modern
scholarship can urge that attending to the literary genre of
biblical writings is just a lfraudulent dewvice for re jecting the
plain meaning of scripture. Those with no taste for systematic
meaning will keep repeating that it is better to feel compunction
than to define it, even if those that attewpt definition insist
that one can hardly define what one does not exverience. Thiosoe,
finally, whbose couvsciousness 1s unmitigated by any tineture of
systematic meaning, will be umable te grasp the meaning of such
dognas as Nicea and they mey gayly leap to the conclusion that
vhal has vno meaning for them 13 just meaningless.

Such difficulties suggpeat certain rules. First,
because the gosvel is to be preached to all, there wust be
sought the modes of revresentation and of expression appropriate
to communicating revealed trubh both to every brand of common
gense and to every differentiation of consciousness. Secondly,
no one, simply because of bhis faith, is obliged to attain a moxe
fully differentiated consciousness. Thirdly, no one, simply
becaase of his faith, is obligzed to refrain from attaining an
ever more differentiated consclousness. Fourthly, anyone may
strive to express his falth in the manver appropriate to his
differentiation of consciousness. Fifthly, no ons should pass
judgnent on matters he does not wnderstand, and no ons with s

loess or a differently differontiated consciousness is capableé
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of understanding accurat ely what is said by a person with a more
fully differentiated conssiousness.

. Sueh pluralism will have little avreal to persons with
a provensity to ovep-simpli#%fication. But the real menace to
unity of faith does not lie either in the many brands of cowmon
sense or the many differ enTiations of human consciocusness. It
lies in the absence of iniellectual or moral or religious con-
version. The pluralisu that results from lack of conversion
Is particulaerly perilous in three manners, PFirst, when the
absence of conversion\}n ttiose that govern the chureh or teach
in its name. Secondly, when, as at vresent, therc is going
forwvard in the church a wowement out of classiceist and inbo
modern culture, Thirdly, Emen‘persons with vartially differen-
tiated consciousness not omly do not understand ons another
but also so extol system ox method or scholarship or interiority
or slightly advanced prayoxr as to set aside achievement and

block development in the oEher four.

12« The Autonomy ol Theoloxy

Vhat Karl Rahner refers to as Denzinpertheologis,

the late Pierre Charles of Louvain named Christian posibivism.
It conceived the function of the theologian to be that of a
propagandist for chureh doctrines. He did his dubty when he
repeated, explained, def ended just what had been said in church
documents. He had no contribubion of his own to makte and so
thers could be no question of his possessing any autonouy in
making 1i.

Now i¥ 1s true, of courss, that theology is neither
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3 soﬁrce of divine revelation nor an addition to inspired
seripture nor an authority that promulgates church doctrines.

1% is also true that a Christian theologian should be an authentiec
huran being and an authentic Christian and so will be second

to none in his acceptance of revelation, scripture, and his

church docetrine. Bub thesge premisses do not lead to the con-
clugion that a theologlan is Just a parrot with nothing to do

but repoeat what bas already been said.

From the history of theology it is clear that
theologians treal wmany matters which church doctrines do not
treat and that they have been the first to propound theological
doctrines that, particularly in the Catholic church, provided
the background and some part of the content of subsequent church

dogtrines. So it is that in our chaptexr on Functional Specialties

we drwew a distinetion betwsen religion and ref’lection on religion,
ldentified such refloction with theology, end found theology so
highly speciali.zed that over and above fleld speclalization and
subject speclalization we distinguished edght functional
specialiles,

The theologian, then, has a contribution of bhis own to
mke. Consequently, he possesses some aubonomy, for otherwise
The ¢ould make no contribution that was his q-.]en. Horeover, on
the present account of theologlical method, there has been
wxked out the eriterion that is to guide the theologian in the
exercise of his autonomy. For the functional specialty, dialectie,
asgembles, clasgifies, snalyzes the conflicting views of

evalustors, historians, interpreters, resesarchors. The functional




special ty, Foundations, determines whj.ch views are the positions
that procesd from the presence of Intellectual, moral, and
religious conversion, and wnich are the counter-positions that
reveal it.s absence., In other words, each theologian will judge
the authenticity of the authors of views, and he will do so by
the touchstone of his own authenticity. This, of course, is
far from a foolvroof method. But it will fend to bring the
authentic together; it will alsc tend to oring the unauthentiec
together and, indeed, to highlight their unauthenticity. The
contrast bebween the two will not be lost on men of good will,

As aubonomy calls for & criterion, so too it demands
respons ibility., Theolopians are Lo be responsible for keeping
their own house in order, for the influence they may exert on
the faithful, and for the influence theoclogical doctrine may have
on church doctrine. They will fulfill this roesponsibility the
more efTfectively, I believe, il they turn their thoughts to the
toiaic of method and if, Instead of wsitbing for the perfect
method to be vrovided them, they adopt the best available and,
In using it, come to discern its shortcomings and remedy its
defects .

Now it may be thought that one endangers the authority
of chureh officials i one acknowledges that theologians have
& contributilon of their oim to makke, thalt they possess a certain
autonony, that they have at their disposal a strictly theo-
logical criterion, and that they bave grave resvonsibilities,
that will 231 the wmore eflectively be fulfilled by adopting some
method and working gradually towerds improving it.

But I think the authority of chureh officials has

o )
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nothing to lcse and wmuch to gain from the provossl. There is

no loss in acknowledging the plain historical fact that thoology
has = conpribution to make. There is much to gained by recog-
nizing autonomy and vointing out that it implies responsibility.
For responsibility leads to method, and method il effectiwve
makes police work superfluous., Church officlals have the duty
to protect the religion on which theologians reflect, but it is
up to the theologiang themselves to carry the burden of making
theological doctrine a2s much a natter of consensus as any other
long—-standing academie discipline,

There is a further aspect to the matter. Thousu a
Roman Catholice with quite conservative views on religious and
courch doctrines, I have writien a chapter on dactrines without
sibscribing to any but the doctrine about doctrine set forth
in the first Vatican council. T have done so¢ deliberately,
and my purvose haa been ecunenilcal. I desire it to be as siuple
a3 possible lor theologians of different allegiance to adapt
uy method to their wses. Even though theologians start from
di fferent church confessions, even though thoeir methods axre
analogous rather than similar, still that analogy will help all
to discover tow much they have in common and it will tend to
bring to light how greater agreement might be achieved.

Finally, = distinction between dognatic theology and
docetrinal theology may serve to bring to focus points that
repeatedly we have atLempted to make. Dogmatic theology is
classicist. It tends to bake it for granted that on each issue

there is one and only oune true proposition. It is out to deter~
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mime which are the uwidque propositions that are true. In contrast,

ace-trinal theology 1s historiecmlly-minded. It knows that the
meaning of g propoes it don becones deberminate only within a
comtext. It knows that contexts vary with the varying brands of
common sense, with the evolution of cultures, with the
dif-ferentiations of hwman comsclousness, and with the presence
or absence of ILntellectual, moxral, and religious conversion.

In consequence, it distinguished between the religious appre-
hemsion of a doctrime and the theological avprehension of the
same doctrine., The religious aporehension is throush the contexdt
of one's owo brand of cowmon sense, of one's own evolving culiure,
of one's undifferentiation or differentiation of consciousness,
of one's own uncess ing efforts Ito attelin intellectual, moral,
and religious convexrsdion. In contrast, the theological apprehen-
s imn of.doctl‘*ines is historicsd and dialecbical. It is his-
Gorical inasvueh as it grasps The many different contexts in
which the same doetxrime was exmressed in different wanners. It
is dialectical inssmuch as it Glscerns the difference between
pos it lons and counter-positions and seeks to develor the

pos itions and to revexse the counter-positions.
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