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On the ilethod of Theology

Bernard J. F. Losergan

THermensutics ' T

1. Hermoneubics and siegesis are concerned with the reaning of

toxts. Herrmeieubticm is concorned with general principles, ez~
egeais is concexnod with tholr applicatica to particular cages.

2, Hormeneutics is not a primery ficld of inquiry,

Per se {(essontially) tho moaning of texts is plain end staonds
in 00 need of any emenesls. Pow aceiiens (im a scoondary way) as
a rosult of anr of a nuuder 03 LLOCLS whab may arlse, tihe work of
tho interprocer bhoconos necegsary.

The point con be deronsurated. IT evory text noeded an ex-
ezosly, then tho erogesis would nced an oXefgesls, and S0 on ingo
infinity. ..;mila:cl;: the geaeral thoowy, hormencuvics, would ib-
self neod an cxemesis, ond the necd werldl bo recurront.

3. The prinary £leld of inguiry is cognitioncl theoxy. It deals
with knowing in all cases, Ong of thews cases is mowing what an
author meant in wrliting o given gensenco, pargglaph, chapter,
hook. '

GGG, Wit hin She frameveis O
Imoviledse , herzensutics is 00 -
Interesy. Suca kas been clm,sicg _j_ I
istotle and refined down the ceituries

Contemporary hnrmenenisices, onh "‘:10 ozher hond, is a maetter
of congidsrable difficuley znd interzat, mainly Tor four reasons.

tislacvory vheoty of
of gpeelal difficuleyr ox
cirortico expounded by Ar-
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First, the issues have boen placed t'j’"hi_n the contezt of
hisbtorical Gf"‘nsc':i.DL cnaps.  The claszicist Tiew thag “olus ca
change, plus ¢?est 1o mamot (ithe ToTe sonething changen, THo
BT T Fomniis Eresomet T, has given way 5o an obicmiion o de-
tail, to diffeimness ln dstall, o on under stbending of nan end
neming that risen Zrom tho Govalled differentos ©o L¢ noted in
the ¢ourss of numan developreiv.

Secondly, lo the f0_1_.,1.*"391'"“1“wjﬁ_ﬂu_;f-t.a { 'sclencos of the
spiritt ) -— a5 {latdine¥ iFon scaaTiorad seience -— the basic
eaterory is reaning, and so .101”10nmu¢c Thieh deals =iith een-

ing, has a key role.

Thirdly, the lLack of a oomnonly cccepted cognitionai theory
has reaulicd: -

{a) in iz sopilegiioa of ristaken cognitional
theorics $o %hz mwohicm of hernancustlces;

(b} in 27Toots 0 omploy horshneucioad nroblems as The
sprinﬂboat‘d vowinrds the solution or tho pailctomate is=ues;

Tc in oho astitude of the Meioia® man vhio brughel asldo
ayon theoretical considorahioss, DIOCCSdD oy vizat he nomoes sixple
and bhonest core senso, ond 1.4 ustally onidcd by tho more super-
?icial end ahsurd casech-parages dovalo] Jud oy :.pn]*rmﬂ niistalen
cognitional whoory o ;19'"1““,11(31.;10'_11 vroblens.
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‘Fourthly, rodern man has boen busy c¢resting a modern workd,
in freeing himself fron reliance on traditlonm and authority, in
working out his own world-vliew comparable in conpleteness to the
Christian visw that ruled in an earller sge. This has brought
about a c¢limate and an exigence for reinterpretation: '
~=-~0f Greek and Latin c¢lassicel authors, renoved from the
context of Christian humanisnm, end revemled as pagens;

~~=-0f the Seriptures, repoved Trom tiae context of Christian
doctrinal developrment, and restored to the pre-dogmatic
context of the history of relislons;

-=~0f the Law, removed fron the context of Christian phil- :

osoply and niorality, and placed within the context of 1
sone contemporery phillosonhy or attibude toward life.

4. Accordingly, the problers of contenpoirary hermencutics are
t0 a .great extent coincident wilin the problems of nethod in con-
tenporary Catholic theology.

Ve do not propose to reject historical consciousness and
human science because ve reject Ynodernity". At the scme tine,
we do not pronose to sllp into "medernlty™ because ve wish to
accent historical consciousness and human sclence.,

Ve wish, then, an lntegretion of dopuatlc theology with
historical comscicusness and human science, but without the

sberrations of the Inlightenment , the Romantle noverient, Ideal~
ism, Historiecdom, Dilthey’
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osophy of Life), and existentialist "Ironsronienz ionoriald der
Immanenz™ {"Inner transcendence of immenerce’), or ihe natural-
Yst "Principle of the Eapty llead,” "Postnlate of the Comaon-
place," and "ixiom of Familiarity.®

- Plainly, such an integration canuot be concelved, much less
gchieved, without faclng squazoly tle lssues involved in the
science of cognlticnal -thecyy thet underlies hernenentics.

5, There are three basic exegetical operationa: (1) undersiand-
ing the text., (2) judging how correct one's understandling ol the
text is, and {3) stating vhat one juéges to be the correct un-
derstanding of the texb.

Understending the toxt has four maln aspects:

(a) one understands the thing or objoct that the text refers
to; , :

(bs one undarstands the words employed in the text;

{c) oneo understonds tie author v ciploysd the words;

(a) it is not "eme™, "l'on". "das llan™ that underssands, bud
I do, as & result of a process of leaxning and at tiies as a
Tesult of a conversion.

Judging how correct one's underctendlng of the text 1s
raises the pxoblem of contexzt, of the kermeneutical clizels, of
the relativity of the whole, of liniting consilierations on the
possible rslevance of mors rerote inquiries, and of linitetions
placed npon the scope of one's interpretation.
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3.

Stating what one judses to be the correct understanding of
the text raises the issuc of absclute context, of “ixistential”
catomorics, of the use of human sclences in exegesis, and of the.
problens of concrote communication in their relativity to a
given group of readers.

6. Understanding the thing or object.

The Urphencnenon (Prinary phenomenon) is not intelligere
vexba {undersiending the words) but intelligere ren Der verba
(understanding whe thimg through the vords).

Lregesis, ng a Tirst lovel, presupnoses inowledge of things,
obJects, and of ihe language that nazes then, :

Because we already have the unlvorsal potential kneowledge of
the knowledge of tihe thing doglt with in the text, we find psr ge

"that the ucaning of the text 1s pleim, thet it sinply applies to

a particalar tizo universal and potential knowledge we alrcady
have of the particular,

It is true, of course, that ny widerstanding of the thins or
the truae understanfing of the thing may not be the author's.
But the point to "understanding the thing" is not thet it settles
what the suthor neans, bub thot withont it there is no possibility

- of undersianding the auwthor.

-!Uc e stes A ey A Amempvad wmd s aem A o
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ver attrnded to his won acts of Intell-
nGerstend a description of intelligence;

A blin iz net =
ors; s yersoir that has n
igence is not going tou
ek, C
By understanding the thing or object 1s not neant under-
standing only the thimgs or objsets of the visible universe,

The thinz or object in question may be (a} in ths visidle uni-
verse, {b) in the world of theoxy, (¢} in the world of interior~
ity, or (d) in the world of the sacred, or religion.

The conteation that the intorrreter should have hils own un-
derstanding of the object, mow what that understanding is, and
dist inguish 1% from the aunthor's understanding af the object,
gmonnts Lo a reojeciicn of what may be called the "Principle of
the Impty Head,'

The “Principle of the Mpiy Heed' (PEH) contends that if
one is to be objective, if oae is not io drag in one's ovn no-
tiong, 1f one is not to settle In oo a prlorl fashion what the
text muss nean no natter what it says, il one is not to "read
into® the tezd what is mov there, then one nust drop all preconw
ceptions of every kind, sce fust wiied- s in the text and nothing
nore, let the author spedks Tor himself, let the euthoxr inter-
prot himself.

vhat I have nened PIl, clearly enough, 1as a wldespresd view
of corraect internreation. - '

PEH is o confusion of three distinet issues based upon an
utterly in adequete account of presunption regarding the nature

of human itnowvledgs,
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So far fron tackling in seriss the three tasks of {a) under-
standins the thing, (b) understanding the author's risaning con-
serning the thing, and {¢) judcing vhether one's understanding
Is coxreoct, PEH reots upon a naive intuitlonisn that, so far
from Judging the corregtnesa of its understanding, s no need
to Judpge becaunse it sees what's there, and so far from bothering
about understanding the thing, has no need of undorstandins any~
thing but just looks at vhat's thero.

In foct, vhat is there? TheTe arce printed signs in a glven

- oxder. That is all that lg there. rLnything over and asbove a re-

issue of the sanme sirns in the sano order will te nediasted by the
experisnce, 1lntellicence, and judegrent of the interpreter.

" To re,joct the PRI is to insiat thaeb the wider the internre‘b-— '
eT's experience, the desper and fuller hls understanding, the pro-
founder his judsment, then the better equipped ho will be to ap-
p:noach the task of stating wvhat the author ieans. _

The basis for this contention is sinple,

Intorpretation is a rattor of proceeding {rom habitual po~
tential, vniversal knowledrz 0 o second act tiat regards the
concr'et.e and partlcular: what was rnieant by the suthor I this
text.

The less that habitual knowledge, the less tho likelxihood
that the interpreter will bte able to think of what the author
reans. <The grester thet habltual knowleGge, the greatexr the
1ikelihood that the interpreter will be able to think of what
the aubhor negns. ‘

When a critic of an interpretation states: "I do not see how
Aristotle, 9%. Poul, Aguinas, Kant, could have neant what tihe in-
terpret.or says he reant.® then the literal meaning of the critic's
words is thabt he does not posaess the habitual lnowledre that
would enable hin 140 =ec how the author could have meant what the
faterproter says le reant.

Vihile PEH is vldespread in positivist and in Catholle cir-
wles, it is vicorously rejecited elaevhere

(1. G. Gadaner, Yarhels ond lethede, p, 254 £f. 1R, Buli~
mann, has Problen der ieracneutis,: LithK &7, p. 6h.)

7. Understanding the words.

Understanding the thine accounts for the per se plain neaning
of the text. Thils plain rmeaning is obvious and ultirmte when the
anthor and the interpreter understand the sare tialng o the sane
viay.

as

Iowever, in. conversaticn, 5o in reading, the author may be
speaking of X' and the interpreter ray be thipking oXr X". In
+hat case, scomer or later, thero arises a dlfficulty, HNot every-
thing true of X' vill be true of X'', so that the author will ap-
pear to the interpreter to be seying what is not tTue or even what

is absurd,

K¢
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At this volnt the controversiells+ has all he wants: on the basis -
of his mistaken assumption that the author is speaking of X'', he
sets about dermonstrating the author's errors and absurdities. .

The interpreter, howover, considers the possibility thet he him-
self 1s at fault. Ho rereads. He reeds further. Eventually he
nakes the discovery that the text rulkes sone sense when X' is sub-
stituted for X'?, . '

The process san occur any namber of times with respect to any :
nunber of instances of X' and X', Xt is the process of learning, ]
the self-correcting process of leaxning. It is the nanner in which -
we acquire and develop cormon sense. Lt bheads towards a limit in :
which we possess a hebitual core o Ansights that enebles us to deal 1
with any situation, any text of gny group, by adding one or 9o more
insights relevant to the situat;iou 0 text in hand.

Such understending of the text mast not be confused elther with
Judponent on the truth of that uvnderstanding or with statemsnt on the
meaning of the text in virtue of $hat understending. One hes to un-
deratand before one can nass judgman® on that understanding; one aas
to have understanding belore one can express it. Understanding the
text is such g vrior understending.

Such understanding matches the hermeneutical circle,
The meaning of the text ig an intembional entlty; it 1s a single

I 1 5 4 = | k. i + X | e -—
paragrari thnd maclas dtocif shrousl moeres, sceticns, chapters, par—

agraphs, sentences, words. We car grasp the unity, the whole, only
through the parts. Yot at the saae time the parts are dete:mined in
their mezning by the whole vhich eac h vartially reveels., It 1s by
the sell-correciing orocess of leaminsg that we sprizl lnto the mean—-
i1ng of the texi, understending the whele through the parts, and un-
derstanding parts in lizht of ths wirole.

- Rules of lernmoneutlcs or of exXescsis list the poluts wiorth con-
sidering in one’s efforta to arrlwe ab an understanding of the tezt.
Such are the snalysis of ths compositlion of the text, the determin-
ation of the suthor's nurpose, of the scople for whom he wrote, ihe
characterization o the moans he enploycd, Linguistic, gramatical
stylistiec, cte.

The point to be made hore ig that one does not undarstand the
text becouse one has cbsorved the rules, but that one observes tho
Toles in order to arrive at an unuusi_.unding of Ghe text. Obsery-
ing the rules can be nery nedantry that leads to an understanding

of nothing oI any mament, Yo nise ing che po_tn’c entirely. Tha as-
sential ouservance is s.dvﬁrtence 1o what I do not urderstand and
the susteined rereading, seaxch, inveniiveness, that eliminates
my lack of understandins, ' '

8. " Understending the Author.

Vhen the meunlnp of a text Is plain then with the author and
by his words we unuerstana the thing
“hen a sinple misunderstanding arises le. g., the anthor is
thin}cing of X' and the readsr of i''), then 1ts correction is a

5 N
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-relatively sizmle process of rereading and inventiveness.

But when there is need of the loas and arducus tse of tho self-
correcting rrocess of learning, when a Tiret reading yields a l1it-
tle understanding and o host of nuzzles, then the problen 18 not 80
rach understanding the thing or the words as understanding the au-
thor hinself, his nation, lenguage, tine, culture, vway of life,
and cast of rxing. ,

The self~correcting nrocess of learmaing ls not only the vway we
acauire cormon sense in the first instance, but alse the vy in
which we ascquire an understanding of other people' s corron sense.

. Dven with our convemporaries of the sane culture, languase, and
station in life, we not only understand things with them, but also
understond thhings in ocur own way and, as well, their different way
of" understanding the same things. Ve can rengrk that aphrase or an
action is "just like you": we nean that 1% Lits into our understand-
ing of the vay wyou andergstand and o go ocbout things. But Just as
ve ‘can cone to an understanding of our fellovws' urderstanding, a
common sense grasp of the ways in which ve undeistend not with then
but them, sv this process can be pushed t0 a Tull development when
the self-corrscting process of learnlng brings us to an understand-
Ing of the common sense of another place, time, culture, cast of
mind.

— ..~ The phrase "undérstanding one another's comnon sense" must not
' be nmisundexrstecd., Properly, it is not updersionéing what commen
sense is, a tesk of the copgnitional theorist. Again, it is not mak-
ing another's coomon sense cne's ovn 30 that one wonld go about
speaking and acting like an Athenlan of the 5th century B.C.. 3Batb
just as commeon sense is understanding what is to e said and what is
to be done im any of the situetlons that commonly srise, so uander-
standing another's common sense is undersianding what he wounld say
and what he would do in any of the sltuations that arose im his place

and tine.

This unlerstanding ancther's cormon sense is very similar to
what in Romentic hermeneutics is nened "Elafublen™, "eopathy".

Derived fron Winckelmann and developed by Scihlierracher and
Dilthey to be attacked by contenpomarlss under the inlTluence of
Heidegger (Being and Tine, sec. 72-77i.

Romantic hemencutics conceives the Lext as Auadruck, the 6z~
egeto's task as ZinrTuhlen, and the eriterion of the exesete’s task
as Revproducierer, an abliltsy to say just vhy the anthor in each
phrase expressed himsel? in the precise ranner iz which le 4id.

It singles cut a valid task of the interoreter and it gives an
approxirmate sccount of the way in whieh the tasx is jerforrmed; bul
it 1s inconplete as well as apoyroxirzate, end so 1t has been subject-

* ed to a good deal of criticisnm {Bultrann, Gedaraer),

Concedving the text as Ausdruck lexpression, statenent) cor-
rectly dravs aitentlon to the asstletie, intersubjective, symbelic
dimensions of »eaning; but it overlociis or pxescinds fropm or ralls
4o Incist om the -aspect of linguistic recandng by vhicn it is true
or falso, by which it pextains to on absolule domain, by which it
can be transferred from one context to another.
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Again, empathy is the sinmplest descristion of the way i whiich
we grasp intersubjoctive, acstletic, or synbolle reanings. Buat it
contains rore that 2 supgcestion of an extrinsicism that overloolss
the developrent of the intorpreter, his acouiring an undexsteniing
of another's mode of understond{zg, the widening of his hordzom 4o
incluede or fuse with the hoxrizon of others. 3o far from Taisdng and
solving tho »roblen of the vramsferonco of neaning fron the context
0T an anclent writer to the contoxv ©f thio contemnorary interorceters,
i1t encourases a nythic elinination of the problen by suggosting that
the Interpreter fools hils wvay into arother's nind and heart, his
thoucht and sensibility; and it lcads to a falsification of lssuaes
Inasmuch ag 14 inplies that there can be 1o legitirate transierencs
from one contexrt toanosher, Hizeb eithex one thinls with the nind of
Paul or elso ono has no "obJjective” ILnovlodge of Paul's peaning vhat-
ever. ‘

Tinally, tho criterlon of rewroducloren is éxcessive. It neans
that one not only vnderstands ffxse avthor but also con de vhat tile st
thor himself could ot do, namsly, explain why he wrote Ln just ihe
way he did. Comion sense undersiands vhat is to be said end vhat is-
to bo done; but common sense Goes not understand itself and zuech
less does 1t explalnm itselfl.

9. The Developnent of the Interproter.

Tho major texts, the classics in religlon, letters, philoso phy,
theology, not only are beyond the original horizon of their inter-
preters, but als:o derand an imtclloctual , moral, religiovns conver-
sion of the interpreter over and chove tne broadening of hls hori-
zZon.

In this case the reader's oxiginal knowledge of the thinz is just
adequate. He will come Lo inow th thing only inscfar as l2s pashes
the self-correcting process of Joarning to a revolution of his own
outlook. e can suvcesd in acimiring that habitual understending of
the author that spontanzously finds his weve-lensth and loclks onto it

- only after he has effocted a radical ciange in himself.

This is the exlatential dineonsion of the problen of heruencutics.

Its existence is at the root of ths perennial divisions of nan-
kind in their views on morality, on phallosonhy, on religion.

loreover, insofar as fhe mdical converslion is only the busic
step, lnsofar as their renaing the Lurirer vask of thlnking out ev-
erything Tron the new and profo under wiewpolnt, there resulis the
charactoeristic of tie claszict 4 classical vritlug nust newex bs
gble to be undersiced comnictely; Hhe person who vould be Toshioned
by classical writings mst bte v ilding to Learn ever nore fxor: then.

Theres follovus snother basie aspect of the task of heimeneutics
from the existential dimeonsion '

Tho ¢lassics ground a tradition, an Uberlleforuns, o cultuxs.
They creete the milieu in which they are studied and lntermreted.
They produce in the reader throush the Troadition the Vorvsrstanidnis

(pro-underscanding) that hoviill nead vhen he comes 10 read, sTuuy,
interpret .




Such a Zradition ruy be genuine, authentcie, a long accurnlation
of insights, adjustnents, re~interpretations, that rejests the origin-
al nessage afresh for sach age. In that case, the realer will ex-
clain as di3 the disciples on the way to Irins, "Did pot our hearts
lgur'n ‘gii;thin us when he spoke on the way and opened 1o us the Scrip-

urres s : :

: On the other hand, the tradition ray be inauthentie. It ey con-
aist in o voteriag-dovn of the original nessage, in recasiing it into
terng and neanings that it into the assurptions and convictions of

- those that hawve dodged the issuo of radical conversion. In that case,

a genuine Interpretetion will be met with ‘ineredulity and ridicule,
88 was St. Paul preaching in Rome and quotimg Isalas, "You shall ine
deed hear bdul never understond. ®

It 1s i %his nerspective that is ©o e understood Gadarer's at-
tack on the jufklarens (Enlightennent) and Eistorismus (Historicisn)
as involvins a vbiag apalnst bies in general.

‘Inasnueh as these movenents were concsrned with cresting a new
woxld for nan, & new tradition, a now culteYe, they veXe astute in
laylng dowm a principle that circluded Ghe possibility of o tradivioen.

But inasnuech @s the destmuction of trmadition ifmplies a continue
ous rebura to primitive barberism -~ whled was not tihe oir of the
Indightenzemt or Uistoricisn ~~ these movenents vere incoherent and
shortsighte d. '

The 1lt lmate issve here lies detvizen lescartes! advocacy of a
universal doudbt and Nevmen's preforenoce Lo unlversal dbelief.

.10, Judping the Corractness of One's Understanding of the Text.

Such ¢ judsment has ths saie criterion as any Judzument on the
correctnoss of cormon sense insight.

The dscisive question is whethar . one's wderstendlng of the
text is inrulnerable, whether it hits She bull's eye, vhether it
neets all relevant further questions.
© Hewre the .xey word is "relsvant¥., It irplies a reference $o =
deteminate prospective judspment. Without such a judement in view,
one has ro c¢riterion, no rTelforence point, Tor determining which Tur-
ther quesiions are xelsvant.

It foliovs that judpment on the gorrectness of one's understending
of the tert is, not a general Judsment oxn what undexstemding in cll
its respects oT aspects, bub limdved judonents with rospect to de-
temninate and resitricved points. Thoy will be of the type: at least
the author neans this, at leaest he docs #0% mean that.

Tho sarws point comes wo lisht from bthe aermenerticol circle,
0ne understends the whole only thicugh the parts, and nonetheless
the neaning of the verts is depondont on tie wicle, Insolar as
this cirecle is rerely logiczl, it is surtounted by understanding.
But 1t has a furcher and more fundurental aspect, namely, the rela-
tivity of the Whole. TVith reapect Co o senience, the paragraph is
tye whole; with Tespret to awoerd, the smience is the nole, Ulth
rescpet t0 a paragranh, the chapler Is ¢io whole; wlith xespect to the
chapter, tle book ig the vhole, But the book 1tsoli stends in a fur-




't;her, far ndre conplex type of comtext that includes the opera omnla

of tho authoer, his sources, his contenporaries, the staeta of the
Quesstion im his day, the issouzg thwn predoninpnt, the author's aln
and scope, his prosnoctive readers, ete. In brief, there 1s an ever
broadenins hemeneunite context that ultinately f‘inds itself in an
historiecal context. ot only 1= the historical context $0 be knowmn
through herreneutic contextz, but also it doos not ossess the type
of intellisibility to be found in an hernencutlc contezrt; the latber
10 like the genceral's plan; the former is like the courmss of the bat-
tlec :

Mowa ¥t is true that this relativity of the vhole does not imnly
a cunplete fLuidi t.;, o panta rhel of r_eanln,,. The reaninz of the
parts 13 affected Dy fthe whole, Tut 1% is not affected in all re-
gpects.  That Brutus killed Caesax can be placed in a context that
praises Bratas and, equally well, in a context that danns himg but 1Y
does not 133 into o context in which it¢ is true that Cassar killed
Brutus. Tne Gospel of St, John has besn recd in a Hellenistic con-
toxt and now is boing read In a Palestinian context brought to lipht
by the discoverles at Qumran., The chenge in context involves a
chansge in merspectives, a chanse in difficulties, a change in the
questions that are raised and discussed. But still this change in
context doce not change rueh in a com‘entary vaalL Ls based upon X~
act analyses of the text and that is content to rwife cautious and
reotricted judsnents on reaning.

" There 49 0 bo notod a relation botween the two reasons given
fox the Testricted judanents 0 bo mads by the eiegete. Our under-
standing oF the toxt is correct insofar as it enables us to noeew

- gld fuxrthesx releovant ouesticns. IEut what are such qusstions? One

g e ny TR

con pin than dowa in $wo mamners. Ono can assign the prospective
Judgnent o viidch ithey would bo relevant. Une can essign the Dizld
fron which relevant arestions might come. DBecause the Tleld has

g Yieasure of indeternina $enegSs, ohe Ls driven to assigning the pro-
spective judement. Inasrmuch as one assigns such judsnent, one finds
onsell assdigning determinate and roswlma agsertions,

Tho issue can be pubt 1n o Third nanner. The exesete beqins fren
his Frares telluns, hia owm vigwpolint, intercsts, ccnzerns, that
lead i o0 question She text. As he Loarnms fromt the bext, his
Frageste ll unz becones transiormad; be dlscovers the auestions tie

anthor wvas a_mlng and attermpuins o mest; he understands the gusier
in terns o the autlwer's oun questions and ansviers. Sudir an unden-
stending cf an author devines a conte:\:t, sotvles all that is rsle-
vant to itself, and oll that has no bearing on lts=lf, IT that
understanding of the author is correct, then theTe aTe 10 Turthsr
relevant ouestions., 3iill, o detemlne whether that understanding
is correct is made difficult by the indeterninacy of tire whole.

jnd until that indetezminacy can be =linlnated, the cregete has to
have recorrse to the device of nokinm ves tmcw& and lLinited judme
nente imstead of prencuncing Just what is the sunm and substance,
the ossence and the accidents, of all the neaning contalned in the

text .,
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11, Statersnt of the licaning of the Text.

In stating the neanins of the text the exegete enmploys concepts
but tlwre arc notable differonces of opinion on tho type of concepts
he should employ.

{@) ALbert Descarps, "Roflexwions sur la rethode en theologie
bEblique ," Sacra Pacina, I, 132-157.

Pagsago clted from pp. Li2-143:

/This theology will be as diverse as there are, in the eres of the

alert sxesobe, nunerous biblical authiors; ultinmatoly, tlhexe wlill dbe

as nany biblical theolonries as theYe are inspirsd cuthors, Tor ono

tg%ll.l obdirme himsolf above all to rosgect the originallty of sach of
eI,

- /The fnquirer vill eppear to Loke delisht in slow approaches, and

{11l of-tenn take the path of school children; his deseripbion will
have tho Llavor of ancient thinmo; it will yprovide the regder with
an impression of being in a different country, of belng foreipen,

of being archaic; the desire for authentiwity uill nanifest itsel?
in the cholce of vocabulary as bibllical as possible, in the desiro
to avold hasty transpositcion into more modern expressions, even if
they. have been approved in the theological tradition. There is quite
a problen of discroetion in the choice of words in biblical theology.

/The vhol ¢ axposition of thé work vill have to be constrcted follove
inc the conclusions fron the study of its chronology and fron the
litoerary history of the biblical writings; it vill be a matter of
proper arrangerent. That is why the questions avout dates and au-
thenticity of insvired writinss, apparently secondary in biblical
theolosy, actually have o decisive inportance. '

Jlioroower, these exposihions of tho. werk uill remain particular
enousshy 11 they include the whole of the books ol the bible, they
vill bear only upen a point of well delinited doctrime; if they
have a corplex objoect, they will only bear on one writing or a
group of writings. 43 Tor tho bdiblical theology that would lilke

40 crivrace the whole or at least o vast portion of inspired litera~
tuxre, X% can only do so by reraining interiorly very diverse, sore-
vhat a=, on a profane level, a "general nistory™ of Iurope or of
the vioxld rzust be.

/Certain people, 1t 1s true, dream of a Xind of condensed version,

of an erposition of the rencral nlan of God throughout history of

the two Testenents; this weould be vhe sarw thing as a forn of pri-
vilesed biblical thoolozy, Tollowlng the idea of sevoeral writers.
Actualldy, it soons to us that & sketeld of this over-all plan only
bolongs Lo biblical theolosy vo the oxient that tho histordan can
recosnizo nimself within it the bellever nimsell only reachos the

di vime plen throughout the nony ideas and alms of the sacred writers ./

Tho Poreolns view may bo named the "common sense communication
of a conron sense underatanding of tho texw"s
The cicgeie begins Tron contenporary common sense; he dowvelops tho




1)

oommon sonse of unother tine; he spo Ls to his pupdls by beglnning
from their conmon sense and leading thenm into tho ruitiple nodes of
the common snese of the rwultiple scripbural authors; thet goal is !
vast, complex, endlessly nuanced.

In turs the pupils will be able to cormunicatz tholr understanding
in the same manner, uttorins vhat initiolly slves an impression of
depaysonent (being in o foreicn countryl, a4 et oot ( strangoness ),
d'archaisme {being archonic); dut when t.hos,r nave and undcrstandnna,
1t will have becore fa'niliar to them.

(b) Besides the foregoing "ecommon snese comrmnication of a cormon
sensie understanding of the text,” one nay enviawge o scientiflc com-
manication of a common sense understanding of the Bi=xt.

Such secientiflc commonlcation rises spontaneousiy £ron the fore-
colng comson sense comempricaticon, for the very effork to cormunicato
involves "die Vendwnz znx fdee™(the turnims point Xox the idoa).

This tendency and urn may be Lllustrated by the conposition
of prammars and lezicons, which are based upon Tanilisr anderstand—
ing of groups of texts, and surmarice :r*ecurrant clanonts or features
to be found in texto. Agaln, fron the gremmars snd desicons of dif-
ferent languages or dialects, there ariso anothex Tomdency and turn
t0 the idea in the form of comparatlve grarmuars and comparative
lansuage stady. To tele o different insbonco, place norws in texss
lead t0 studies that coliect the 1ot o them 031 @ cup; tine retex-
ences in tezts lead to studies that collsct the Jot of them in a
chronology; personal nam=s in texis lead to geneslogies, vlographicel
dlctionaires, outlinas of history, ete.

Now the exegete dravus uvon all such gtudies in hds vork of in-

terpreting particolar texts, TFron one viewpoint , huis wvwork is one of

applying the results of inw.,tigatioqs in a large mumber of specinl-
jzed filelds. -But tinere is also anobﬂar viewpoint thot axises in the
nessure that the appllcat*m racurs over long sexias of texts.

For atating the moaning of the text is a totalldy nev end dispaz-
ate task only on the first occapien. As the nunvex ©f occaslons nounts
on vhich ong states the mwaning ol texis, cne ({inds oneself stating
over and over agaln the same neanings or slighily different nean~
ings, and so ome begins To compare and clasaily, te Xiod basic recur—

_rent catemorics, bthelr diifsrentintions, their frequencies.

_ Genetic processes next cope To one’s attentioan , and Lron the
faect one ray procasd Lo “the' caouse or form or tie end oX The genesis,

50 A. Descanns casunlly nentionas bvoth categorieos and genetle
considerations in his woflecticas on the rothod of biblicel theoley
Sp 1i, Poinador lays it Qovin that overyone vould consider biblical

| theology to be & tlzcolo.JJ expressed in tho very categoxies of the

bibtlical auvthors.

;
I
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(e} In the third place one ray ask aebout the foundations of a
scientificcormunicat iom of g conmon senzs understanding of tho toxt.

" This questicn appears in Descamps' é&lscussion, first,'when_he
begins by raling out H. I, llarrou's contentions expressed in "De la
connaissancoe nlstoriona®, and secondly, when he discusses Durlery's

denand for a "critioue radicale", pp. 133=36, 154-57.

It appears in Peinador’s illustration of biblical catemories by
the "imges™ of the people of God and tho Lingdom of God, and as
gell 1n his requirerzent that blbllcal theology presupposes definite

ogrmas.

But it also appears in the use of Hegelian thousht as the spine
of historical develommeont (as in the Tubingen scheol of 19th century
higher criticizm) and in Dultmenn's use of ileidegmor's ecxistentlal-
Isn, particulorly in his interpretation of St. Paul. Cf. Mlacquarrie,
An Bxistentlgllst Theolvrr, London, SCIT Press, 1955 & 1960. Finally,
the sane question appeara in Insizhit, Chepter 17, section 3.

There are a number of factors that enter into this problenm, and
we must begin first from an enumeration and a description.

First, the offort to attain a sclentific communication of = com-
non sense understanding of texts tales the interpreter beyond the ez-
plicit context of the original authors. Conparisons, classifications,
the listing of categoriss and thelr differentiations, the ooservation
and explanaticn of genstic processes, vegin from the contezuv of the
original autiors hut they thenatize it, end by that very fact, go be-
yond it to ask and answexr questions thet the original authors céid not
undertake to discuss, .

Implicit in the foxegoing shift of context 1s the shilt from
hermoneutics to histoery, In hermeneutics the questlon is, Vhat did
the author mean inselaxr as kis neaning is conveyed by his text? In
history the question becomes, VVhat woa goins Torvard? The battle
plan of the general onswers quascions of Ghe hernensutic type, for
that plan tells what the general neant Lo do, The actual course of

“the battle diffexs not a little from the vwicitoriocns general's plan,

and a great deal fron the deleated general's plan, To ask about the
actnal course of the batvle is to asx a historical questiom, and 1ts
answor 18 ncrmally, nod thic or that ren's iatention or rneaniag,

but what resultis fronm the internley o nurwrous and contlicting in~
tentions and eanings.

How tke original auinors uscd catesories, effected differentia~
tions of cabegories, brousht about develorments, but they did not sit
vack and reficcet on vhat ther had done. It 1s precisely this %het s
donec when the se¢ilentific communicatlon of a common sense wndsrotand-
ing of texis ls etienmpred. I% noves beyond the eipliclt context of
any glven acuthor's rwaning to construet o iistorical context that
contains, snalyses and rolates succes=zive axplieciv contexis.
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Secondly, the common sensc taderstanding of texts begins from a
conternporary brand of cormon ascnse, that of the interpreter, and noves
to an understanding of the cormon eense of another place and time.
For the interproter, hio own originmal comron seaso is a Selbstver—~
standlichleit {self-understanding); it is scmothing oo obvious to be
explained, oo certain 4o need Justification, too clocsely correlated
trish drammatic-practical saying and doing to be subnltted to analy-
siz. Still, it is only onc brond of comnon sense: esach peodle, sach
eulture, cach langusgo, each recion, each generatlon, eadh soclal
¢lass has its ovm; and cach finds the other's strange, sorething that
Ln tine one can corie to understand, sonethlng that perhaps one will
malce ong's own by mocio~cultural nigration, but not sonicthlng that is
one and the sane all ovaer.

Bowr the contenporary differcentliation of corrion sense, vhile it

does not dmply a relativism, docs inply a relativity. UVhen the in-
teraretor interprets fox sone one, he Leers in nind that person's

horizon. ITe will aspegk divforently ot a congross of hls colleassues,
1n hig univorsity lectures, and in a public address. [Ho will be abla
to bring things horwe offectivoly precisely in the roasure thot e un-
derstands the cormon sense of his audience, i.e., undGerstands vhat
they will anderstond lnrwediately and Tully.

It follows that just ag there is a Vendung zur IGee that roes be-
yonrd the context of the texts to be interpreted, so clso thore is a
Vendunz =urr Idee that goes beyond thoe cemrion semse of the interpreters,
that detemmines their catecories and $he genetlic process of the dovel-

oment of their science or rield,

Thirdly, there exist hunan sciences. Tasy are concerned with the
order of hunan living in family and society, norals end education,
state and law, econonles and technics. They are concermed with tho
wemning of homan living in intersubjectivity and symtol, in art and
Lanpuage, Riatory and religlon, literature, science and phllosophy.

Insofsr as the fielis of invastigation pet beyond the initial
' chservation, collsction, cormparison, ¢lassifi-
catlon, insofar as they attenpt to explain, correlate, analyze pro-
co09s, Ghey becore systoaatic. Their ultimate categories and differ-
entiation of categories are, or alm to be, not what hwaprensd to be the
categories of this or bhat writer or group or writers, but what ars

¢
iy

“@enanded by the suvjocet 1tseld, what lio in the nature of nan, what

cen ©it all caces, vaat will bring ovt most effectively the nature
and structare ol eaca,

Now tlhe resulis ol such humaon seience are an sffective tool for
the scientific cormunication of comnion scise understonding of texds.
They eare such a 100l. not only whenl cuployed on origjinal texts, but
alse waen enployved on tiie texts writéen by interpretors of the orig=-
fnal terts. dust as the interpretor will not hesitete to employ

o ) R i
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| grarmars and lexicons, geogranhies and histories, in hils 1ntefpro- N

T

tatlon of texts, so too he will avail hincelf of the tools of analy-
ais and comunication provided by tho hunan seicncos. - ‘
‘Fourthly, there exlst phllosophies and theclogies. Already ve
have spoker of understanding the text as a develonnent in the inter-
preter and indeed of o conversionm of the interpreter. But such con-
version and its oppositio are thuatized and objectifled in philoa~
ophical and theological positions. In those fields thoy f£ind scien~
tific stateriont, and such scientiflc statenient is tho statenent of the
foundatlons of basic oricntations and attitudes. '

Now such basic orilentations and attitudes find théir unfolding,
expression, cencroete reallzation (1) im the oricinal texts, (2) in
the interpreations placed upon the orlginal toxts, and (3) in tho
menner in vhich the humaon secishoes are conceived, grouaded, directed,
developed. The basic orientations and attitudes are the basic ran~
ings of all texts, vhether of authors, of interpreters, or of hunan
sclentlsts. :

(d) Basic Comtexs.

Context 1s a remainder-concent; 1t denctes the rest that is rele-
vant to the Intervrebation of the textb.

laterisl contoxt is the rest of the docurents or monunents rele-
vant to the Interoretation of the text.

Formml context is hermeneuticel or historical. .

Hermepeutical formal context is the dynonic nental and psychie
background ron which the ‘author spoks or wrote; it is the seot of
hebits of sensibility and skill, of intellect and will, that coms to
a second act in the conitoxt.

- Historieal formal context is the genetic~dialectilcal unity of a

series of hermeneutical formal ontexss. '

. The distinction between hermencutic and historical is illustrated
by the difference bstvesn ithe genceal’s plan of battle and the actual
coursa of the battle. The former has the unlty conferred oo it hy a
single nind {(mabehed agaimst other ninds}, The latier corresponds
neither to the victerilous nor to the deleated general?s plan; 1% is
what is reallzed throuvgh conflicting plang and dscisions and because
of then; bus It results not merely rrom nlsns and decisions but nlso
fron vhat they overlooked.

Basic context is a heurisiic notion, partly deternined end varily
to be determined., it ig what bocoizes detemined in the totaiity of
succeastul offorts ab exesesis.

At a flrst sporoxination, the basic context is the pure desire
to Imow, waiolding thiough experience, undexrsionding, and judrmeant,
and leading to the statonenis Tound Iln the texts of authors, intoer-
preters and critics.
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'Secondly, it 1s the pura desiro as a reality with o rceal unfold~
ing leading to actual stotorents in each of the relovant authors, in-
torprotera, and critics

Thirdly, it is a rcality that develops, that procesds fron the
undifferentiated through differentiation to an articulsted integra-~
tion. Such dovelopment is both individual (fron infency to senility)
end historical (from prinitives to contonporary culture{

Fourthly, iv 1s a reallity that undergoes conwversion, intellectual,
noral, end religious, and that is subjeot tc aberration.

It 4o to be noted that basic context is (1) real, (2) one and
many, (3) the ground of genetic relationships, and (i) tho eround of
dialectlcal relationships .

I'urther, it is at once¢ factual and nornative: the pure desire is
both a fact nnd a norm; and observance of the norn and non-ohservance
are facts with a nornative connotation.

Ageln, basic context is related to common sense and solentifie
staterents of the common seihse understandlng of toexts, as tize upper
blade of scicentific rethed to the lovier blade. Thoy are rmtually de-

“ternining, and they rosult in a pnilosopiically or theologically
grounded scientiTic staterent of the common sense uncler'stan_.ding of

the texts .

R, S - ""
Cf. Imsipht, Cnaptsr 17, secilon 3 on "The Truth of Interpieia-

tion"; Cliapter 15, section 7 on Gunebic l-othod; Chapters 2-5 on
E‘mplrical llothod; the Lpilogue on the addition of the dinension of
faith to human develodrent and dialectic.

{(s) logic of Basic Context.

Basic context is a ecntexzt of contexts; it is not on the level of
the author's undersinnding of wiaat he meenss; it Is not on the level of
the intovrproter's common sense statément of a ¢orwmon sense understand-
ing of the guthor's neaning; 1t is not on the level of a sclientiflce
statenent of & conron serse understonding of the anthor's neaning; it
is the level on which gerwtlc and dlaleetical relationshlps cre found
between the scientific geeounts of successive authors? neanings.

Compare (1) reference Tranes, (2) the group of transfornation
equatlons definins she pemetry of the reference frarwes, (3} the

- series of groups of trensformatlions defining the series of geonetries.

Because basic contezt placcs a series of authors within a Gen-
etic~dialectical unity, it socs boyond the intetnlons of the authors.
It is historical, and th= nistorical brings to light vhat was going
forviard throunh the anthors' inteations and deeds but pot mergly be-
causce of tra iy intenticons and decds but also because ox what thoy
overlooked or failed ¢to c.

L.g., Basic context yelates the trinitarzian doctrine of Tertulllan,
Origen, ond Athanaslus. Bui Tertullian 4dld not do so; Origen did not
do 80, Athanqsius did not do s0.

TR . SO
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This does not Lrply that basle context 1s only inm the nisnd of the
upper-bladeo historian. It is alsoin tho ninds of the suthors, but
thore it is impliclt, vecu, In the modo of verstehon, etec. The gen-
otlec is in ther: as tholir dynenlc openniess oT their stacnation ; tho
dlalectical is in thora as tieir good or uneasy conacicnce.

Basie conteczb diffors fron tihe seiontific statenent of a cormon
sense undexrstanding of the toxb. Such scientific statenent proesup-
Doses the cormion sense understanding of the text and enploys in state-
ing that understandins (1) the catecorles constructed Crom the text
and {2) thc catsgories construeted Ly hunan sclonce, Basic context
13 concerned vith thoe genesls anmd dialcectical abbrrations of catogories.

Basle contexnts differ fron comnon sense understanding of tle text;
1t is content to @sloect in tha lipht of its own principles (wsmually
uninovn to tho awdhor) sipgnificant if very briel points. IZ.g., prove
Tertullian had tvo Aistinet neodos of thiakings about the divinlty of
the Sorn. Such solection is not understonding Tertullian, Indoeed,
not eaven a scicantdfic statersnt of a comion senso understanding of
Texrtullian dces nmorc than off'cet such seleotions, though 1t deooes so
In a corplete nanmex. . :

Conversely, the questions arising from scientific statazent and
fron basic contold contribute ncilring 4o common sense understand ing
of the texd or situation.

E.z., the Counell of Inhesus dofined our Lady's divine natermity,
The definition is a corollary ¢o the explication of the Christian
tradition and its sources: onz and the sane is God and ruan. But the
naive are pronme 10 ask, DId cur lady imors sie vas the nother od God?
How & id she lmow 13? Ilow did she conceive? Iow did she feel zbout
3t? How do yo prove a1l this fron Sexinture? Does St Luke write
with your accoumt ol our Lady's taoushios cnd Teclings in mind?

Such questiona axise solely fronm & total lnconprehension of the
nature and possibility of serious szegesis, and serious history.

It 1s possible to arrive at a cormon sense uwnderstending of the
texts, at a sclontific statenent of thot cormon sense understonding,
at a bosic context thet relates iz a genetic~dielectical series the
sclentific staterents.

But tils possidllity does not mnount to the posgibility of give
ing rcasonable answexs to the inaginative curiosity. The ansvers
have 4o be theclogiczl, and tocolomicoel answers éo not include an
inaginative reconsiruction of the zast,
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