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CHAPTER THI RTEEN

SYSTEHUATICS

The sevenih functional specialty, systematics, is
comnecerned with promoting an understanding of the realities
aflfirmed in the previous specialty, doctrines. Our remarks
vwill f£all under fiwe headings. TFirst, there is to be clarifijed
ths function of srstenatics. Secondly, thers are to be listed
tha options that pxevious discussion has already closed.
Thirdly, thexe is %o he asked the relevance of any effort on
the part of the humam mind to understand transcendent mysterzy.

Fourthly, there sre the complexities that arise from the fact

that systematie theodogy seeks an understandiny not of data

but of truths. Fimldly, there will be a briel indication of
the wamer in which a later sysbematics will continue, develap,

revise earlier work.

1. The Funclion of Svstemabies

For Kant understanding (Verstand) was the faculty of
judgment. It is a view with anbecodents in Plato and Scobtus
and, o & Jess exbendy, in Arisiotie and AqQuinas., For in the
ie tter pair there is emphasized a distinctlion bebween two operaw
tions of intellect, In the first there are answered guestiomns

of the type, Guid sit? Cur ite sit? In the sacond there are




answered questions of Lhe type, An sit? Utprum ita sit? On

this showing one is led to conceive understanding as the source
not only of definitions but slso of hypotheses, while it is by
judgnent that is known the existence of what has beon defined,
the verification of what a hypothesis proposes.

Now this distinetion betwsen understanding and judg-
nent seems essential to an understanding of the Augustinian and

Anselmian precest, Crede ub intelligas. It does not mean,

Believe that you way judze, for belief already is a judgment.
It does not mean, Believe that you may demonstrate, for the

truths of faith do not admit human demonstration. But very

W 1%.minously it does meany, Bolieve that you may understand, for

the trubhs of faith make sense to & believer and they seem fo
be nonsense to an unbsliever,

Out of the Augustinian, Anselmian, Thomist tradition,
despite an intervening heavy overlay of ca:anc:ep’wal'}.srn,1 the
first Vatican council retrieved the notion of understanding.,
It taught that reason illumined by faith, when it inquires
diligently, piously, soberly, can with God's help attain a

highly £ruitful uvnderstanding of the mysteries of faith both

1)  On concentualists, see ny Verbum: Word and Idea in Aguinas,

Lonndon .(Darton, Longmon & fodd) and
Notre Dame (University of Noire Dame Press) 1967, Index, Se¥e,.

Pa 228, The key issus is whether concepts result from under-

sbEanding or understanding results Lrom concents,
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from the aralogy of what it naturally krnows and fxom the fnEers-
connection of the nysterrles with one another and with man?s
last end (1S 3016).

‘ The prometion of such an understanding of the nysteries
we corncelws to be the preincipal function of systermatics. This

speclalty presuvposes doebrines, Its aim is mot o add a fur-

thexr proof of dockrines ex ratione theologica. 0m the contrary,

doctrines are to be rogarded as eostablished by the addition of
foundations to dialectic. The aim of systematics is not to |
inerease certitude bub Lo promote understanding ., It does not
sesk to establish the facsh s, It strives for some dnkling of -
how it could vossibly be that the facts ave vhat they are. It
task i3 to take over the facts, established in doctrines, and
to attempt Lo workk thenm into an assimilable vwhols.

The classic exauple of this distinetion between
doctrines and systematics is provided by the fourth book of

Aquinas * Summa contrea Gentiles. There chapters 2 to 9 are

concerned with the existence of God the Son, chavters 15 %o
18 with the existenece of the Holy Svirit, ehaptera 27 to 39
with the eristence of {le Incarnation. But chavters 10 to 1)
ecenteor in the gqueation of the manner in which a divine
generationt is to be counmelived. Similarly, chaptexs 19 to 25
have to do with the name ol conceiving the Holy Soirit, and
chavters 110 to 19 have 5o do with the systewaties of the
Incarnation.

Elsewhers AqQuinas pointed oubl that a dlsputation could

be directed to elther of two ends. If directed to removing a
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dowbts about what vas so, then in theology one appealed prin-

elpally to the authorities that the listener rocognized. But

ir directgd to the instruction of the student so that he be
brought to an understanding of the truth in question, then one

must take ons's stand on the ressons that bring to light the

ground of the truth and enable one to know how what is said is
frue. Otherwise, Lf the master settles the question only by
an appeal to aubthorities, he will make his punil certain of what
is so; but so far from giving him any understanding or science,
he will send him awray e‘mpt};.2

In conbirast with medieval procedure, Catholics in
recent cencuries have not merely distinguished bub even separated
philosophy and theclogy. The result was two theolozies: there
was & natural theolozy in the philosophy course; there was a
further systematic or speculative theology concerned with an
orderly presentation of the mysteries of faith, I think the
separation unfortunabe. In the Lirst place it was misleading.
Time and again sbudents took it for granbted that systematic
theology was just more pvhilosonhy and so of no religious
significance. AL Ghe opposite pole there were those that
argued that a maburdl philosorhy does not attain the Christian
God and, further, that what 1s not the Christisn God is an
intrader and an idol. In the second place, the sevaration
weakened both nabursl theology and systematic theology. It
weakened natural theology for abstruse philosophic concepts

lose nothin of ikelr velidity and can gain enormously in

2 awdl, W YR o, a5 o),
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ascepbtability when they are associatod with their religious
equlvalents. It weakened systemavic theology for the separation
prevents the presentation of sysfematics ae the Christian pro-
longation of whet man can begin to know by his native powers.

In the third place, the separation seems founded on a mistake,

A3 long as it is assumed that philosovhy goes forward with such
subl Ine objectivity that 1t is totally Indevendent of the human
wmind that thinks it then, no doudt, there is something to be sald
for issuing a claim b0 such objectivity for preliminary matters
of concern to the faith., But the fact of the matteer is that
proof becomes rigorous only within a systemat ically formulated
hoxrizon, that the formalation of bhorizons varies with the

pres ence and absence of intelléctual, moral , religious conversion,
and that conversion is never the logical consequence of one's
pfevious position but, on the contrary, a 1radical reviaion of
that position,

Basically the issue is & transition from the abstract
logic of classicism to the concretencss of method. Oun the for-
mer view what 1is basicLPPoof. On the latter view what is basic
is conversion. Pproof éppeals to an absiractiion namned right
reagson. Conversion transforms the concrete individual to make
hinm eavable of grasping not merely conclusions but princivles
as well.

| Again, the issue is come's notion of objectivity. IL
one considers logical proof to be basic, one wants an objectivity
that is indeﬁendent of the conciebe existing subject. But while

objectivity reaches what is independent of the concrete existing
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subject, ob jectivity itself is not rwacﬁed by woat i3 indevendent
of the concrete existing subJect. On the contrary, objectivity
is.raached through fthe self-transcendence of the concrete exist-
ing sub ject, and the fundamerataldl forms of self-transcendence are
intellectual, moral, and religious conversion, To attempt to
ensure objectivity apart from self-transcendence only generates
illusions.

It may be objected, however, that this transition
from the abstract to the concrete, £from proof to conversion, doés
not square with the claim of the first Vatican council that
through creabures God can be known with certainty by the naturel
light of human xreason (DS 30Ch, 3026). ‘

In the first nlace, I would draw attention to the
Toct that the foregoing defimibion Lacitly prescinds from the

actual order in vwhich we live, The third schema of Dei Pilius,

drawn up by Fr. Joseph Kleutgen, read in the canon: "... ver

ea quae Tacta sunt, naturali ratione ab homine lavso certo

3) The baslic statement in this cormection is by J.H. Newman,

An Bssavy in Aid of a Grammar of Assent, London 1870, Paperback,

Garden City, Y. (Doubleday, Image Books) 1958, chanters 8 and

9., See also bis Discussions and Ar~uments on Various Subjects,

Tondon ({Longmans) 1924: "Logic makes but a sorry rhetoric with
the multitude ; first shoot round coxrners and you may not
despair of cowerting by 2 syllogism,”" This passage is quoted

in the Gramwmar, p. 90,
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gsognoscl et demonstrari vosse ... The final version, howevern,

makes no mention of fallen manm and, in viev of the abstract

classicism then prevalent, is perhaps most simply understood to
refer to the state of purs nadn.lre..5
In the second place, with regard to the actual order
in which we live, I should say that normal.ly religious conversion
precedes the effort to work oul r3gorous proofs for the existencs
of God., But I do not think it dnpoessible that such vroofs might
be a factor lfacilitating religious conversion so that, by way
of excepbion, certain knowledge of God!s existence should vreceds
the acceptance of Godts gif't of bds love,
I have beeon advocat ing an integration of natural with
systematic theoiomy. Bub this is not to mean any blurring of

distinctions. Sevarabtion is one thing, distbineiion is another,

A mant's body and soul can bse distinct even though the man is

) See J.D, MHansi Sacrorum Coreiliorum MNova et Amplissima
H

follectic 53, 168.

5) See wy article, "Nabural Kmociledme of God", Proceedings,

(atholic Theolomical Socieby of irmrica, 23 (1968) 5L - 69,

Hermann Foltneyer, Der Glaubs vor dem Ansoruach der Wissenschaft,
Freiburg (Herder) 1968, pp. 163-20h. David Coffey, "Watural

_ Knowledae of God: Rei'lections on Romans I, 18 - 32",

o Theological Studies 31 {1970} 67 - 691,
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2t1l1 alive. Similarly, what is natursal in a theocloglan?s
operations and what is supernatural, are distinet, even though
one part 1s not assigned to a philosophy department and the other
Lo a theology depariment. Again, there is the intelligibility
of what cannot be otherwise, and there is the intelligibility
of what can be otherrise; the two are distinet, ewven though
a single explanation consists partly of one and partly of the
other. Finally, there is the intelligibility within the reach
of the hunan wind, and there is the intelligibility beyond it,
and there is the intermediate, imperfect, analogous intelli-
gibility that wé can find in the mysteries of faith; the three
are distinet but there is no occasion to sevarabs them.

I would note that I am not proposing sny novelty. I
an proposing a return %o the type of systematic theology illus-

trated by Aguinas! Summa conira Gentiles and Summa theologias.

Both are systomatie expressions of a wide-rangzing understanding
of the truths concerning God and man. Both are fully awars of
the distinetions mentioned azbove. MNelther countemances the
separation that later was introduced.

If the ailm of systematics is, as I hold, understanding,
then it must present a single unified vhole and not two separate
parts that tend to overlook the primacy of conversion and tend

to overemphasize the significance of proof.

2, Closad Options

From the very first chapter ve bhave noved out of a

faculty psychology with ite options between intellectualism and
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voluntarism, snd inio an intentionalitsf analys is that distingulshes
four levels of conscionns and Intentional overations, where each
successive level sublastes previous levels by going beyond thenm,

by settiné up a higher preincivle, by introducing new operations,
énd by preserving the Lntegrity of previous levels, while
extending enormously threlr rsmge and their significance.

Several consequences Follow. The fourth and highest

level 1s that of delibderation, evaluation, decision, It follows
that the priority of intellest is just the priority of the firgt

three levels of experiene ing, understanding, and judging.

L

.Secondly, it follovs that Gthe speculative intellect
or pure reason is just an abstraction. Scientific or philosophic
experiencing, understandl ng, and jueging do not occur in a
vacuum. They are the ove ratlons of an existential subject who
bag decided to devote himseld! fto the pursuit of understanding
and truth and, vith gre st er oxr Less success, is faithful to his
commitment.

Thirdly, there ardses the vossibility of an exception

to the o0ld adaze, nihil amatum nisl vraecogsnitum. Specifically,

it would seem bthat God's gift of his love (Rom 5, 5} ig not
something that results fram or is conditioned by man'§ knou-
Jdedge of God. Far wmore plausibly 1t would seem that the gift
may precede our knowled g¢ o God and, indeed, may be the cause

of our seeking knowledse of Gc:d.6 In that case the gift by itself

é) Cf., Pascal's remark: "Take comfort, you would not be

seoking me if you had nobt already found me'. Pensées vii, 553.
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would be an orientation towards an unknown., Still, the orienta-
tlon reveals its goal by its absoluteness: it is with all onets

heart and all one's soul and with all ome’s mind and all oue's

srength., It ds, then, an orientation to what is transcendent
. in lovableness and, when that is unknown, it is an orientation
to transcendent mystery.

Yow an orientation to transcendent mystery is basle to
systematic theology. It provides the primary and fundamental
neaning of the namne, God., It c2n be the bond uniting all wen
despite cultural differences. It provides the origin for inquiry
gbout God, for seeking assurance of his existence, for endsavor-
lng to reach some understanding of the mysieries of faith. At
the same time, it is quite in harmony with the convietion that
o systew we can construet will encompass or plumb or masber the
nystery by which we are held. As the fourth Lateran couneil

declapred: "

«»+ betveen creator and creature no similarity can
be noted without a greater dissimilarity being noted" (DS 806).

is the first Vabtican council added: "The divine mysteries so

7 sxceed created intellect that, even whem given in revelation
. annd received by faith, they remain covgred over by the very
O\g\\‘u} ‘ieil of faith itself...." (DS 3016).
Again, an orientation to transcendent mystery illumin-
sbes negative or apovhatic theology which is content to say what
® tod is not. For such a theology is concerned to speak about a
2 trenscendent unknown, a transcendent uystery. Ibs positive
L

pourishment is God's girtc of his love.

Bowever, if there is to be an affirmative or kabtaphatie,




~
as well as a negative or apophsatie, theology, there nust be
confronted the question whether God is an obJect., Ifow certainly
God is not an object in the nalve realist sense of what is
alresdy out there now, or already up there now, ox already in
here now. Further he i3 not an object if one retreats from
naive realism to an empiricism, a naturalism, a positivism, or
an idealism. But If by an obJect one means anything that is
Intended in questions and known through correct answers, anything
within the world mediated by meaning, then a distinciion has to
be drawn.

On whai I have called the primary and fundamental
neaning of the nams, God, God is not an object. For that meaning
is the term of an orientation fo transcendent mystery. Such an
orientation, while it is the ¢limax of the self-txanscending
procesa of ralsing guestions, none the less is not properly a
matter of raising and answering questions. So far frow lylng
within the world mediated by meaning, it is the pxrinciple that
can drav people out of that world and inte the cloud of
unknowing.7

However, withdrawal is for return. Not only can one's
prayer consist in letting lapse all images and thoughbs so as to

permit God's gift of his love to absorb one, but alse those that

7) I have found extremely helpful William Johmston's

The Mysticism of the Cloud of Unknowing, New York, Rome, Tournai,

Paris (Desclée) 1967. Readexs wishing to £ill out my remarks
will find in his book a position very laxgely cohersut with

ny own.

° )
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pray in that exhausting fashion cam cemse to pray and think back

on thelr praying. Then ther objectify in images and concepbts and
words both what they have been doimg amd the God that has been
their con;arn.

But God comes vithin the world mediated by meaning in
far more common ways, Qne's fundamental concern springs from
God's gift of his love, but one's questions begin from the
world and from man. Could the worldd be mediated by questions
for intelligence if i1t Gid not have an intelligent ground?

Could the world's lacticity be reconciled with its intelligi-
bility, if it did not have a necesmary ground? Is it with man
that morality emevges in the univexrse so that the universe is
amoral and alien to man, or is the ground of the universe a

moral beling? Such questions invite ansvers and, as the questions
intend, so too the ansvers can revesl an intelligent, necessary,
moral ground of the universe.

Above all, in a religlon that 1s shared by many, that
enters into and transforms cultures, fhat extends down the ages,
God will be mamed, guesizions about him will be agked, answers
will be fortheoming. In s+till ancther manner God becomes an
object in the very precise sense of what is intended in questions
and known by correct snsvers. Nor is this meaning in any way
invalidated by the fact that nalve realism, empiricism, positivisn,
ldealism, or phencomenology cannot think of God and consequently
cannot think of bhim as an object .

There is a still further consequence of the shift from
a Faculty psychology Lo intenbiomatitGy analysis. It is that

the basic texrms and relations of sysbemabtic theology will be not




.
netaphysical, as in medieval theology, but psychological. As has

been worked out in our chapters on method, on religlon, and on
foundations , gemeral basic bterms name conscious and intentional
operationé. Gemeral basic rslabions name elements in the dynamic
structure linking operations and generating states. OSpecial basic
terms nane fod's gift of his Love and Christian wibtness, Derived
terms and rel ations name the objects known in operations and
correlative to states.

The point to making metaphysical terms and relations
not basic but derived is that a eritical mebapuysics results,

For every berw and relation there will exist a corresponding
element in intentional consciousness. Accordingly, empty or
misleading terms and relations can be eliminated, while valid
ones can be eluclidated by the counscious intention from which

they are derived, The invoriance of such a critical control will
be evident to anyone familiar with the vast arid vastes of
theological controversy.

The positive function of & critical metaphysics is
twofeld, On the one hand it provides a basic heurdistic siructurs,
g determinale horizon, within which questions arise. On the other
hand, it provides a criterion for settling the difference between
1iteral and met aphorical weaning and, again, between notional

snd real distinctions.

8) On the meaning of heuristic structure, of reality, and
of real and nxof lonal distinetions, see Insight, Chapters two,

fourteen, =2nd g ixteen,

rL
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Since knovledge of intentional conscliousness can
develop, it follows tkat the whole foregoing structure admits
de#elopme_nt and the rey escapes rigidity, At the same time, the
structure% ensures combinuity, for the vossibility of development
1s the possibility of revising earlier views, and the possidility
of revising earlier visws is the econtinuing sxistence of the
structure already d eermined. Finally, the apvxroach eliminates
any aubthoritarian basds for wmethod., Ons can find out for ove-
gsell and in onesell jest what one's conscious and intentional
operations are and wow they are related to one another. One
can discover for on aself and in onesell why it is that pex-
Torming sueh and such owerations in sueh and such manners
constitutes hunan kmowing. Ones one has achieved that, one 1s
no longer dependent om someoue else in select ing one's method

and in carrying it ouk, One is on one's own.

3. Mystery and Problem

Man's resmorse to transcendent mystery is adoration.
But adoration does wol exclude words, Least of all, does i
do so when men com together to worship. But thes words, in
turn, have thelr man3ing within soms cultural context. Con-
texts can be ongo ing., One ongoing conbtext can ke derived [rom
another. Two ongolmg contexts can interact. Accordingly, while
nystery is very d if fexent from the yroblems of common sense, of
science, of schol arshdp, of mueh philosophy, st3ll the worship
of God and, more gexneally, the religions of mamking stand
within a soc¢ial, cultural, historical context and, by that

involvement, gonerate the problems with which thwologians

h79
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attempt to deal.

Our reflections on the differentiation of human con-
sslousness have brought to light some of the general types of
context within which weligious and theological discourse occur.
The expression of man's apprehension of God can be largely
symbolic; then inadequacies of exprassion are corrected by
reinterpretation, by s¢ modifying the symbol that undesired
meanings are excluded and desired mesnings are elucidated.
Next, in the Presocrtic world of a Xeuophanes or the posk-
-systeunatic world of Clement of Alexandris anthropomorphic
speech aboul God will be discredited. The biblical God that
stands or is seated, that bhas a right hand and a left, that
viaXes angry and repeunts, is not taken literally. God is con—
ceived in terms of the iranscendental notions of intelligibility,
truth, reality, geodness. Such rethinking of God the Father
entails a rethinking of his 3on, and the rethinking of the Son
generates a tension bebween the Son as rethought and the 3on as
depicted in the lew Testament. There followed the crises pro-
voked by Arius, by Nesbtorius, by Eutyches, and the post-systen-
atic pronouncements of Jicez, Ephesus, and Chalecdon. The
minimal use of teschnical exvressions in the Greek councilas gnd
the late Byzantine concern with theology as a whole prepared the
way for the Total rethinizing of Christian doctrine in systematic
terms by medieval theoloxians., There resulted a legacy that
intsracted with the ongoing context of church doetrines up fto

the second Vatican courcil, Meanwhile, modern seience had

eliminated much of the biblical apprehension of wan and his world.
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Modern scholarship had kept revising the Loterpretation of bibliecal,
patristic, medieval,and subsequent sources. Modern philosophy

entalled a radical shift in systematic thinking,

Accordingly, while mystery 2s wot to be confused with
Problem, the ongoing contexts within which mystery is adored and
edoration is explsined are anything but f{ree from problems.

Least of all, at the present time is the existence of problems

to be 1gnored. For now problems are so namerous that many do

not knov what to believe. They are not uawilling te believe.

They know what church doctrines ars. Bul they want to kunow
what church doctrines could possibly neaa,  Their aguestion is
the Question to be met by systematic theology.

The answer to that question is a gradual increase of
understanding., A clue i spotied thalt throws some light on the
natter in bhand. 3But that partial light gives rise to furbher
questions, the further questions to stHidl further answers.

The illuminated area keeps expanding Tor sioms time but event-
vally stlll further questions begin to yleld diminishing returns.

The vein of ore seems played out., But succeess ive thinkers may

tackle the whole matier over again, Eich nay make a notable
® | contribubion. Eventually perhaps thexs asrrives on the scene
a master capable of eanvisaging all the issues and of treating
them in theilr proyer order.

That ordex is not the order inm which the solutions
were discovered. For the course of ddscowery is roundabout.
et Subordinate lasues are apt to be solved [irst. Key lssues are

likely to be overlooked unbil a great desk bas boen achieved.

Quite Alstinet from the order of discovery is the order of
5?( teachiinng. For a itecacher postromes solutions‘-hh ab presuppose‘other

1-..
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golutions. He begins with the issues ﬁhose solution does not
presuppose the solution of obther 1issues.

Such was the ordo disciplinae that Aquinas wanted in

theology hooks for beginners.9 To give & brief fllustration we

note that in the first book of the Seriptum suoer Sententias

there is no separation of the treatment of God as one and of
God as Trinity; at random questions regard either the first or

the sscond. But in the Summa contra Gentiles a systemabic

separation is effected: the first book deals solely with God as
one3 chapters 2 to 26 of the ouxth book deal solely with God as

Trinity. In the first part of the Surmia theologiae questions

o\
2 to 26 rega rd God as one, while questions 27 to l13 regard the

Trinity. What in the Contra Gentiles was treated in very separate

books, Iin the Summa theologise is united in a continuous stream.
For questions 27 to 29 are still concerned with God, while the
elements of trinitarian theory ars gradually consiruected., Ques-
tion 27 asks, not whether the Som procseds from the Father, but
vhether there are processions in God. CQuestion 28 asks whether
these processions give rise to relations in God., Question 29
asks whether these relations are persons.1o
Not only does the ordex of teaching or exposition

dgiffer from the order of discovery, but also the *erms and rela~

tions of systematic thought express a development of understand-

.ing over and above the understanding had either from a simple

9)  See Aquinas, Summs theoloziae, Prologus.

10) I have treated the matter more fully in uy Verbum: Woxg

and Tdea in Agquinas, pp. 206 Cf.
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inspection or from an erudite exagesis‘of the original doetrinal
sources, So in Thomist trinitarian theory such terms as pro-
ceésion, relatlon, person have a highly Gechnical meaning. They
stand to these terms as they occcur Lin seriptural or patristic
writings mueh a3 in modern physies the terms, mags and temperaturs,

stand to the adjectives, heavy and cold.

The exilstence of thils divergence bstween religious
sources and theological systems Is a necessary consequence of
the vieu expressed in the first Vatican ecouncil that, while it
s the same dogna, meaning, position that is being understood,
atill that und erstanding grows and advances down the ages (DS 3020). -
In our chapber on Doctrines, we were concerned Lo affirm the

permanence of dogma despite the historically shifting contexts

within which dogmas were understood and expresseds In the

present chapter on Systematics we have to advert to the reverse

side of the coin and, while maintaining the permanence of dogmas,
attend principally to systematic dsvelopments.

e cr,ﬁuﬂ"s Such developments occur in widely differing l?nte:{ts.
They wers Initisted in the ancient Greco~-Roman and Byzantine
worlds. They xeached & high perfection in the statieally con-

@ ceived systems o medleval thought. They are being invited to
emerge within the ongoling context of nmodern sclence, modern
schol arship, amd modern philosophy.

Unfortunately, though very humanly, all such develop-
ments axe undex the sign of contradiction. No less than under-

\_J () standing, wmisuniderstanding can eXpress it sslf systematically}

Again, while genaine understanding tends to be unique, misunder-

:? e e . o_.::’ | fﬂﬁ?ﬁwﬁffffji' ?{
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standing tends to be a manifold. Just as there are conflicting

interpretations, conflicting histories, conflicting found ztions,
conflicting doctrines, so too onme is to expect an array of con-

fliet ing systems.

To deal with such multiplicity, once more one must
aeppeal to dislectic. One has to assemble the manifold, ascertain
differsnces, reduce differences to their grounds. Such grouads
may lie in some soclal, cultural, historical context, in the
native endowvment or the formation of given authors, in the
presence or absence of intellectual, moral, or religlous
gonversion, in the manner in which the method and task of
systematie theology were conceived. On the basis of such analysis
and in the Light of one's own foundations and method one will
Judge wnich systems express positions and which express counter-

-positions.

T Understanding and Truth

Alrsady we have had occasion to distinguish data and
facts. Data are given to sensé or to conseciousness, They are
the given just es given. They are, of course, hardly noticed
unless they fit in with one's understanding and have s name in
one's language. At the same time, with an appropriate develop-
ment of understanding and language, they will be noticed and, if
jmportant from some viewpoint, they will bs insisted upon.,

While data are just a single component in huwman know-
ledgo, facts result from the conjunction of three distinet
levels. Facts nave the immediacy of what is given, the precision

of what is somehow understoed, conceived, named, the stubborness

> )
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of what is affirmed because a virtually unconditioned has been
reached. '

Now one can understand data and one can understand
faots. The understanding of data is expressed in hypotheses, and
the verification of hypotheses leads to probable assertions. The
understanding of facts 1s a more complicated matter, for it

supposes the existence of two types or orders of knowledge, whers é

the facts of fhe first type supply bthe dete for the second type.
Thus , in eritical history we distinguished two inquiries: a
first inquiry aimed at inding out where onets witnesses got
thelr information, how they checked it, bow competently they
used 1%; this was followed by a second inauiry that employed

the evaluated information to construct an account of what was
going forward in a given milieu at a given place and time.

Similarly, in natural science one can stert from the facts of

commonsense knowledge and use them as the dafa for the con-
struction of sclentific theories; and inversely one can return

from sclentific theory through applied science, engineering,

AN

,ﬁ“z ) 1 technology to_u&:[the transformation of the commonsense world.
Now the poculiarity of such understanding of facts is

© that two orders or type= of knowledge call for two applications
of the notion of truth. There is the truth of the facts in the
first order or type, There is also the frubh of the aeccount or

o explanation reached in the second typs or order. Moreover,
N while initially the second depends on the firvst, ultimately the
ﬁ#? two ara interdependent, for the second can leand to a correction

of the first., The critical historiants discovery of what was

going forward cam lead him to revise his evaluation of his




Wwitnesses, The scientifie account of pﬁysical reallty can
involve a mevision of commonsense views,

Fax more complicated i3 the case of our elght, directly
or indirectly, interdependent, functional specialtiss. Each of
ths eight is the work of all four levels of intentional conscious-
ness. Consequently, sach of the eight results from experience,
insights, Judgments of fact, and judgments of value. At the
same time each is a specialty inasmuch as each is concerned to
perform one of eight tasks., So research is concernesd to make
the data available. Interprebation to determine their meaning.
Hiatory to proceed frow meaning to what was going forward.
Dialectic to go to the roots of conflicting histories, inter-
pretations , researches. Foundations to distinguish positions
from counter~positions. Doctrines to use foundations as a
eriterion for deciding betweesn the alternatives offered by
dialectic. Systematics to seek an understanding of the reslities
affirmed in docirines.

Ourr present concern is with doctrines and systematies.,
Both aim at understanding the ﬁrut‘n, but they do so in different
manners. Doctirines aims at a clear and distinet affirmation of
religious realities: its prinecipeal concern is the truth of sueh
an affirmation; its concern to understand is limited to the
clarity and distinctness of its affirmation., On the other hand,
systematics alms at an understanding of the religilous realities
affirmed by Qoctrines. It wants its understanding to be true,
for it is nob a pursuit of wmisunderstanding. At the same fine,
it is fully avare that its understanding is bound to be imperfect,

merely amalogous, commonly no more than probable.

o
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k{;ﬂrg There are, then, in doctrines and systematlcs two

nJ []oa instances of truth and two Instances of understanding. DQgprinas
are concerned to state clearly and distinetly the religlous
community's confession of the mysteries so bidden in God that
man could net know them if they had not been revealed by God.11
Assent to such doctrineg is the assent of falth, and that assent
is regarded by religious people as firmer than any other. At
the same time, the measurs of understanding accompanying the
sgsent of faith traditionally is recognized as highly variable.
Irenasus for instance acknowledged that one belilever could be
far more articulate than another, but he denied that the former
was more & believer or the latter less a belliever.

In contrast, the views set forth in a systematie
theology are conmonly considered no more than probable, but the
understanding to he reached is to be on the level of one's times.
In the medieval period it was static system. In the conbemporary
world 1t bas to be at home in modern science, modern scholar-

ship, and modern philosophy.

11} On confessions of faith in the New Testament, see V.H.

Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions, Leiden {Brill) 1963,

vol. V of New Testament Tools and Studies edited by B.M. Metzger.

12) See Adv., haer. T, 10, 3; Harvey I, Bl - 96,
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Here perhaps may be inserted brief answers to the
accusations often made against systemabtic theology, that it i
speculative, irreligious, fruitleas,{gg;gg}g;;;Llélitisﬁ- Now
e systemabic theology can be speculative, as i3 clear fr&m
German idealism; bub the systenatic theology we advocate Is
really quite a nomely affair. Tt aims af an understanding of

the truths of faith, a Glaubensverstandnis, The Sruths of faith

envisaged are churceh confessions. Agaln, a systematic theology
can become irreligious. This Is particularly true vhen its

main envhasis is, not conversion, bubt prol, or when rositions
are taken and wmainteined out of individuwal or corporate pride.
But when conversion is the basis of the whole theolozy, when
religious converxsion ig the ev&nt that giwves the nane, God,

its primary and fund auental mesning, vwhen systematic theology
doss not believe 1% can exhaust or even do justice to that
meaning, not a 1little has been done to Keep systematic theology
in barnony with its religious origins and aiws. Thirdly,
systematic theology haa its fruitless aspecbs, for just as
understanding can be systematized, so too can misunderstanding.
As the Tormer iype ol system will be attract ive to those thst
understand, so too the latter type will be attractive to the
usually larger mmber of thoge that do not understand. Dialectic
cannot be simply exoxrcized. Bub at least one no longer is
toﬁally at its merocy, when one methodically acknovwledges the
existence of such dialectic, sebs up criteria for distinguishing
between positions and counter-positions, and invites everyone to
magnify the accuracy or inaceuracy of his Jjudgmenis by develovinmg

what he thinks are posiltions and by reversing what he Ghivnks are
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counter~-positions. Fourthly, systematic theology is élitist: 1t
is_dif‘ficult, a3 also are mathenaties, sclence, schblarship,
philosophy. But the difficulty is worth meeting., If ons does

not attain, on the level of one's agse, an understanding of &Hhe

- religious realities in which e belleves, one will be simply

gt the mercy of the psychologists , the soclologists, the
philosophers, Ghet will not hesitate to tell bel ievers what it
reelly 13 in which they believe. Finally, systematic theology
is irrelevant, if it does not provide the basis for the eighth
funetional speclalty, commanications, But to communicates one
nast understand vhat one has fo communicate. Yo repetition of
formulas can take the place of understanding., For it is under-
standing alons that can say w‘na‘t it grasps in any of the
nanners demanded by the almost endless series of different

sadlences.

e Continuity, Development , Revision

Four factors make [or ¢ontinuity., Of these one fimst
nay consider the noermative struciure of our conscious and
intentional ac¢ts. In saying that the structure is normative I
nean, of course, that it can be viclated, For such acts may bs
directed, not to what truly is good, but to meximizing individwual
orr group advantage. Again, they may be directed, not to the
truth that is affirmed because a virtually unconditioned bas been
grrasped, but fto any of the misconceptions of truth fthat have
been sysbemabtized in sundry philosophies: naive realism, empir3eismm,

rationalism, idsalism, positivism, pragmatism, phenomenologyr,
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exlis tentialism, Pinally, they may be directed, not to increasing
hame.n underatanding, but to satisfying the "objective™ or the
"selontific"” or the "meaningful" noxms set up by some logic or
nethod that finds it convenient to leave human understanding out
of the picture.

The structure, then, of our conscions and intentional
operations cam be violated in various manners. There results
the dialectic of positions and counter-positions. But the faet
off this dialectic only objectifies and manifests the need for
nan to be authentic. At onco, it invites him to intellecbual
amd o moral conversion, while it poinits to the social and the
smltural failure of those peoples thabt have insisted they could
get along very well with medther intellectual nor moral conversion.

A second factor inm continuity is Godfs gift of his lovs.
It is a gift, not something due to our natures, but something
that God fresly bestows. It is given in various weasures., But
it is ever the sane love, and so it ever tends in the same
direction, to provide a further factor for continuity.

A third factor iz the permanence of dogua, The
ny steries that God alone knows, that be has revealed, that the
chweh has defined, may in the ecourse of time become better
undexstood. DBut what is o be understood, isk}fat some item
withdn the ambit of human knowledse. It is just what God has
revealed, and so dogma in this sense isg permanent. Human

undexstanding of it has ever to be in eodem dognate, eodem

sensy eadengue sententia (IS 3020),

A fourth factor mwaking Lor continuity is the occurrence




in the past of genuine achiLevement., I have done two studies of

the writings of 3t. Thomas Aquinas. One ora Grace and Freedonm,

the other on Verbum. Wers I to write on these topics today,

the method I am proposing would lead to sewsral significant
difference s from the presentation by Aguinams. But there also
would exis{ profound affinities. Por Aquinas!' thought on grace
and freedom and his thought on cogniitional theory and on the
trinity were genuine achievenents of the hawan spirit. Such
achievement has :ifemanence of its own. It can be improved upon.
It can be insertsd in larger and richer contexts. But unless its
substance is incorporated in subsequent work, the subsequent
vork will be a substantislly voorer affair.

Besides continulby there is dewel opment. There is
the less conspicuous type of development that arises when the
gospel 1s vreached effectively to a dlfferent cultuwre or to &
different class in the same cultuwrs. There is the more con-
spicuous type of development thai srises from the various
differentiations of human consciousness. Finally, there are the
fruits as well as the evils of dialectic. Truth can come to
1light, not because truth has been sought, but becawse a contrary
error has been affirmed and repulsed.

Posides continuity and development, there also is
revision. All development involves sone revision. Further,
because a theology Is the product not simply of a religion but
of a religiomn within a given culiural context, theological re-

visions may have their origin, not primarily in theological, but

19

rather in culitural developmments. 3o abt the present time theological
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development is fundamentally & long delayed response to the
development of modern science, modern scholarship, modern
vhilosopby.

‘There exists, however, a d:‘istir;ct question. Even

though [undamentally current theological revisionm is Just an

adaptation to cultural change, thexs remains the possibility

that these adaptations will in bturn dmply still fuxther revisions.
Thus, the shiff from a predominately logical to a basically
moethodieal viewpoint may involve a revision of the view thab

3

doctrinel developmeuts were "lmpliciEly" revealed.1 Azain,
Just as the Alexandrian school refused to take literally the
anbhropomorphlsms of the bible to bring about a philosophically
baged demythologization, so it nay be asked whether modern
scholarship may not bring about furiber demythologizations

on exegetical or historical groumds, Sueh questions, of course,
are very large indeed. Unmistakably they are theclogical.

They accordingly lie outside the sccpe of the present work

on method.

13) See J.R., Geiselmamn, "ogsn', Hanibuch theolog ischer

Grundberriffe, hr{lg. v. H. Fries, Minchen {Kosel) 1962;
T, 235.
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