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Contemporary Catholic theology ls undergolng a momentous
change. It 1s breaklng away from 1ts involvement in classicist

culture and in Greek notions of sclience and philosophy. It is
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The Problen

Theology has always been not only dlsdﬁurse about God and
refashlioning

8 religlous outlook upcen the world but algo a nsdnbemprzhgbtinon
of the symbols and ideas, the }udgements and wvalues, of a cultural
and soclial milieu. It follows that theology varles not only
in gccord with the lnner law of 1ts own development but also
In response to the changes that transform socletles and cultures.
S0 in the thirteenth century the advent of Aristotle in the West
vwas ﬁgg;nwad by an Aristotelianizing of theology. 850 1ln the

sixtesnth century the rebirth of rhetoric called fortn Melchior

Cano's De locis theologicis. So too in thne twentleth century
an older theology has been uprosted and tossed aslde and, perhapsp
sooner or later, & new one will arise to take lis place;
The rejlection of the older theology did not bother about
the formalities of any theological debate. It happened that
the o0ld classlcal culture withered away.

Cano's De locls theologicis. So In the twentieth century

the long struggle to keep Aristotle alive and classical

“ culture
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The Problem

Theology has always been not only diacburaa about God and
refashloning

a religlous outlook upon the world but slso a medutempreiagtion
of the symbolg and ldeas, the Judgements and valueg, of a cultural
and social milieun. It follows that theology varies not only
in accord wlth the lnner law of its own development but also
in response to the changes that transform socletlies and cultures.
3o in the thlrteenth century the advent of Aristotle ln the West
was ﬁgg;mwmd by an Arlstotellanlzing of theology. S0 1n the
sixteenth century the rebirth of rhetoric called forth Melchior

Cano's De locis theologlcis. So too in the twentleth century

an older theology haes been uprosted and tossed aslde and, perhapsp
sooner or later, a new one will arlse to take 1its place;

The rejection of the older theology dld not bother about
the formalities of any theological debate. It happened that
the 0ld classlcal culture withered away.

Cano's De locis theologlels. S0 in the twentieth century

the long struggle to keep Aristotle allve and classical

culture
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Chapter I

The New Context

The large and palpable changes going forward in Catholic -'§
are to be ;

theology wamvhw understocd only by going beyond their lumedlate :‘é

religlous grounds and attending to oculte external factors that

have long existed but only gradually have been transforming

the context in whieh theologlical thinking occurs
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Chapter I

The New Context

Th%deve10pment of theology occurs 1ln response not only
to inner exigence but also to external factors. 8o the patristic

period was infilltrated by 9tolc and Platonist thought. The

med iseval took over Arablc adaptations of Aristotle. Our own
age has been wlitnesalng an unprecedented devotlon 1o positive
research,

If inner exigenée may be expﬁﬁfted to lead to perananent
frulte, external factors are subject to change, so that the
demands of one age wlll be opposed to those of another, and
a contemporary development can come to maturity caly throngh
the llnuidatisn of earller adjustnents and adaptatlons. fa
It was only through the uphsaval, known as the Aristotelian-
Augustinian controversy, that medlaeval theology effected
gome reconciliatlion or coapromise between the old and the
new. Nor le it difficnlt to dlscern an apalogous upheaval
in contemporary Catholic theology. On tne one hand, 1its
heritage comes to it formulated in the categories of an
Aristotellanism that had no> stomach for the contlngence
and particnlarity of hlstory. On the other, historical
nethod sits in peaceful possesslon of the Scriptures ang

r
the Fathers, of cotsd conciliaA and papal pronounceuents,

of theologlcal developments and aberrations, and keeps
gver pronounclng a furtuer qulet ggd but decisive word on

thelr interpretatlon.
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Chapter I

The New Context

The development of theology occurs in response not only
to lnner exigence but also to external factors. The patristie
oz DT ey & il e e AR AR ey I8 MeaioeVE L

Cplture wag“being inflltrated by Argbic adaptgtibns of Ari:
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vapavh th o faetd dbrought abont the uphgave

totle, Medlaeval
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ndwaiaHtre Augus rh-Arlstotells entraverny

perlépd drew upon Stolc and Platonist thought. The medlaeval
and purlfled Our own age has been
took ove%‘Arabic adaptations of Aristotle. Todariwé-are
witnesslng an unprecedenterevotion to positive research
enormous
wilth its results tabled by thﬁhbibliographiea in Biblica,

in Altaner's Patrologle, in the Bulletin de théologle anclenns

et médiévale, and in Ephemerides theologicae lovanienses.

If it may be contended that developments from inner
exlgence are permanent, the same cannot be sald abont the
response to external factors. Only through the upheaval
known ae the Augustinlan-Aristotelian contﬁiFveray did
med 1aeval theology effect some reconcillatlon or comproalse
between the old and the new. A simllar challenge mmexn
confronts us today, when a tradltional Aristotelianisnm
has no stomach for the contingence and particularity of

pronounces
history, yet historlcal methodAhau a declalve word on the
interpretation of the Seriptures and the Fathers, of conclllar

and papal pronocuncements, of theological developments

and sberrations.
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Chapter 1

The New Context

Theologlcal activity does not occur in a vacuum. If 1ts
maln concern is to make thematic a religlous traditlon, still
1t must do so at a glven time and place and withln a glven

cultural milieu. As theologlans are children of thelr age,

80 too are their readers, and still more Bo are those whose

opinlons
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Chapter I

The New Context

For Prof., Herbert Butterfield the characteristlecally modern
period begins, not with the Renalssance or the Reformatlon, but
wlth the emergence of modern sclence. Thls event he places In
the finel decades of the seventeenth century. He 1s fully aware,
of course, that new discoverles had been accumulating from the
bef g beginning of the fourteenth century. But 1in the earlier
period there was stlll domlnant the all-embracing Arlstotellan
gystem, so that even opionents of Aristotle would differ from
him on specific issues while taclitly presupposing or even expressly
accepting hils larger principles and views. For the new dlscoverles
to break loose from the Aristotellan context and reach an indepen-
dent formulation of their own, there had to be developed & new
context that was comparable to its predecessor in its comprehenslveness
and its relative antonomy. Untll that was achlieved, the o0ld garment
was belng patched with new cloth, the 0ld bottles fllled wlth new
wine. But cnce the new context was attalned, a confused accumulation
was transformed into & coherent and lmpressive whole. It 1s the
emergence of that coherence and unity that Prof. Butterflield
refera to as the origin of modern sclence and places somewhere in
the vicluity of the year 1680.

Curilously enough, 1t was the mmme year, 1680, that Paul Hazard
choge a8 the beglnning of the tnirty-flve year perlod which he

described 1n la crise de la consclence européenne, 1680-1715. [Paris 1935

]
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Chapter 1

The New Context

For Professor Herbert Butterfleld the characterlstlically
modsrn perled beglns with the emergence of modern sclence. This
he places in the final decades of the seventeenth century. He
agrees, of course, that fresh and permanently valld dlscoverles
were accumulating from the beglnning of the fourteenth century.
But in that earlier perlod there was still domlnant the all-embracing
Aristotelian system, and even opponent & of Aristotle differed
from him on specific lssues while tacitly supposing or even
explicitly accepting his larger principles and visws. Only when
the new dlscoverles become numerous enough and their formulation
suffliciently ralid radical for them to coalesce into a more or
less comprehensive and antonomous unity, dld 1t become possible
for the new views to break loose from the Arlstotellan context
For the new views to bresk from the Aristotellan context and

reach an lndependent formulatlon
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Chapter I
The New Context
placed
Herbert Butterfleld has dated the orlgines of modern sclence

d
in the flnal decades of the seventeenth century. He agrees, of

course, that mamg modern dlscoverles were accumulating from the
beglnning of the fourteenth century. But he kax pointed cut

that in the earller period there was stlll dominant the all-embracing
Arlestotellian system 2nd that even opponents of Arlstotimle differed
from him on speclfic 1ssues whigzcéﬁégupposing or even expllicitly
accpe accepting his larger princlples and views. Only when modern
discoverles became numerous and radical enough to coalesce 1nto

& large and relatively autonomous unlty, did there emerge the
gsuppositions, viewpoints, attltudes, procedures that together make

up the modern sclientific spirit, It is this emergence that Professor

Butterfleld takes as the orlgin of modern sclence, and the date

he asslgns for it 1s somewhere in the vid vicinity of 1680.
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Chapter 1

The New Context

For Prof. Herbert Butterfield the Renalssance and the Reformation

were not too important events in medlaeval history

For Prof. Butterfield ths Renalssance and the Refkxormatlon
pertain to mediaeval history and are of minor lmportance when

compared wlth the emergence of modern sclence




The New Context

In his Origins of Modern Science, 1300 - 1800, Herbert
malntalned that it was towards the end of the seventeenth

Butterfleld has described how the dlscoveries that had been made
from the fourteenth century on
Butterfleld pointed out that the dlscoverles, accumulating from
the fourteenth century on, willy nilly found themselves ln an
all-embracing Arlstotellan context and that it was only towards
the end of the seventeenth century that they attalned the sweep
and depth needed for them to break loose from thelr earlier
supposPtions and to fexm coslesce lnto a relatively antonoaous

body of doctrine.
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Chapter I

TPhe New Context

The old context was provided by Aristotle

It is always easy to overlook the context that kniw

knits together different discliplines, makes them parts in &

total view of nature, man, and God, lmpresses upon each a

common vocabulary and style
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Chapter I

The New Context

The second Vatlcan coimncll and its aftermath leave no
B doubt that there exlsts and £imx flourishes a new theology.
No one, perhaps, woild attempt to define it for it 1s still
in process and proceeds on a great varlety of topics here
wlth breathtaklng daring and there with quiet caution. But
gulite apart from the views that are expressed, three characteristics

mach 1f not all of

may be mentloned: it respects hlstory; 1t drOp%ﬂPhe conceptual
framework that kh® medlaeval theologlans borrowed from Aristotle;
it does 1its thinkiog in a modern context.

It respects nlstory. Turn to the oooks and articles

listed 1in the bibllographies of Biblica, of Altaner's Patrologie,

of the Bulletin de théologle anclenne et médiévale, of

Ephemerides theologlcae lovanlienses. HNot merely 1s the quantlty

vast, not merely 1s khm by far the greater part of the work

concerned with historical cuestlons, but more and more the

writer's primary concern 1s not apologetic, not to buttress
doctrinal

this or that degwathe posltion, but to ascertain jJust what

was done, what was s2ld, what was meant.

It drops much 1f not all of the conceptual framework

that mediaeval theologlans borrowed from Aristotle. It is

eoleglactiésNWertarbuch—{Frethure-+96T N end Tk the two volumes:
;@,--bmﬁmﬁ of-mE a—Har e
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Chapter 1

The New Context

The origins of the new context are twofold: flrst,
there 18 enosrmous outpourlng of posltive studles on the
scriptures, the Fathers, the medlaeval and later theologiana;l
secondly, there is the shift from Arlstotellan catemgorles
to those of phenomenoclogists, psychologlsts, personalists,

existentiallsts, and historical theorists.2

1) See the bibliograpnies in Biblica, 1n Altaner's Patrologile,

in Bulletin de théolople ancienne et médiaévale, in Ephemerides

theologlcae Lovanlenses,

2) This shift g¢ives rise to the need for such works as

the Klelnes theologisches Worterbuch (Freiburg 1961) by Karl

Rahner and Herbert Vorgrimlsr and the two-volume Handbuch

theologlacher Grundbefgriffe (Munchen 1962 and 1963) edited

by Helnrich Frles.

The prlor source of change would seem to be positive
studlies. They are conducted in the manner of modern empirleal
gclence. But implicit in the practice of eamplrical sclence
1s the new modern conceptlon of sclence itself, a conceptlon

not only different from that of the Posterlor énalytics but

in many ways opposed to it. B0 we stumble upon one soirce
of the conflict between positive and dogmetic theology: positive

theology conforms to modern notlons of sclence
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Chapter L

The New Context

The 0ld context was “erlved from Avdst the body of
writings ascribed to Aristotle, They treated poetry and
rhetoric, physics and blology, psychology and loglc, ethics
and politics, metaphysics and natural theology. They did
80 with the massive powsr of inforaed, preclse,® coherent,
all-embracing thought. When medlaeval theologlane relnter-
preted Aristotle and formulated their Christlan falth on this
basis, they were not merely employing a philosopny as a

handmaid of theology but, what is far more lmportant, they

were effecting an lntegratlon theology, not merely setting
up theology as the gueen of the sclencesy but, what was far
more important, effecting an ilntegration of a whole culture,
to perfect a theology but, what 18 far more laportant, they

glving
were placlng theology im a context that extended

v © R ' : T ' -
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Chapter I

The New Contsxt

The o0ld context was derived from Aristotle. Wrltlngs
ascribed to hlm treated poetry and rhetorle, physlcs and
blology, paychology and loglec, ethldcs and polltiles, meta-
physlics amd natursl theology. They did so wlth the masslve
power cof 1nformed, precise, coherent, all-embracing thought.
They had the depth and the range that might integrate a whole
culture and 8o, when mediseval theologians reinterpreted
Arlstotle and formulated thelr Christian falth on that basis,
they were not merely using a philosophy to perfect a theoclogy
but, what ls far more important, placing thelr theology in
8 context that let it reach into all departments of 1life and
thought .

1
That Aristotelian context possessed extraordinary vitallity,

but today it 1s powerless
If that Aristotelian context possessed extraordlnary

vrfl.‘t..ea.]_i‘f,y,:L

today it cannot be ino invoked as a principle of
integration. There 18 a symboliec logic that contrasts with
Aristotelian logle., Modern sclence does not conform to the

ideas set forth in the Posterlor Analytics. Modern history

1s a sclence iIn a fleld Aristotle emphatically left to mere
opinion. A modern philosophy has to integrate contemporary

logic, sclence, and history.

ER
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Chapter I

The New Context

It is always easy to overlook the context that gives
different dlaclplines a common vocabulary and style, that
moulds them by a common ontlook, that knits them together
in a coherent view of nature, man, and God. But 1if context
itself is an impalpable affalr, change of context is baffling.
Then everything is manifestly sllpping out of place amd or
toypling over. Yet 1t seems Imposslble to say Just what
is golng on,

Such a change of context, I suggest, 1s the maln element
in the current renewal of Catholic theology. From the Middle
Ages Mmemampmsaanmuﬂaq to well into this century the body
of writings ascribed to Arlestotle provided theologlans with
an ordered universe. TPoetry and rhetorlic, physics and biology,
psychology and loglc, ethlcs and politles, metaphysics and
natural theology, all were once cared for with the masslve
ani enduring power of informed,_{msi precise, coherent,
all-embracing thought. The vast edifice, of course, dld not
renain unchanged., Commentators interpreted and reinterpreted.
The learunsd added corrections. Thinkers distingulshed,
adjusted, reconclled. Innovatora denled and rejected. But

these many and divergent activities all occureed within a
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Chapter I

The New Context

It is common in Cathollc circles to think of Aristotle
as & philosopher and of nls phllosophy as supplying theology

with its handmald

As the new context 1s only in process of formation,

i1t had best be approsched through the old context which

o
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thought
no longer possible to settle what technical terms mean by

looking up Bonitz' Index aristotelicus or by studylng Agquinas'
nsage.
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There we find a good deal more occurring than the ecllipse of Arlstotle

and the triuaph of natural aclence.
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The strength of the Arlstotelian context has recently
been illustrated by Professor Butterfleld. 4Wrlting on the

The Origins of Modern Science, 1300-1800, he gramped fully

granted that from the beginning of the fourteenth century
there were gradually accumulatlng sclentiflc discoveries
of the modern type. Stlll it was cne thing to make a dlscovery;
it was qulite another to find a satisfactory formulation for
1t. A dlacovery can be a simple act of understanding. But
a formulation has presuprositions and implicatlons. It has
to be able to wlthetand objections and criticism, In brief,
it has to fit into a context and, for almost four centurles,
the context was Aristotelian. 1t was only in the final decades
of the seventeenth century tcat the new dlscoveriss coalesced
Into a unified whole, formed a context of their own

sclentific
of the seventeenth century that there emerged a new context
comparable in scope to the 0ld and, as Professor Butterfleld
contended, it 1ls only from that time that there has exlsted

what today we mean by modern sclence.

o
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common context, which Aristotle supplled; they rested on

famlliar assumptiocns, which had an Arlstotellian source; and
somshow

even opposition to Arlstotle, unless 1t equalled the range and

scope of his thought, could be no more than a partlal opposlition
In conflicet with 1

1) Professor Butterfleld in hls Origins of Modern Sclence,

1300 - 1800,

has enlarged upon thls point. The new sclentific dlscoveries
that were accumulating from the beglnning of the fourteenih
century were powerless io break out of the dominant Arlstotelian
context. Only towards the end of the seventeenth century
did modern sclence reach the polnt where it conld begin to
construct a context of 1ts own and thereby succeed in coherently
formulating, gronnding, developing its own dlscoveries.
It 1s now long since Aristotle ceased to play a domlnant
role 1n western mim¥d¥ culture. Humsnists abhorred hils
technical langnage, Protestanta nhis pagan lesrning, emplirical
gclentists hls verballsm, historians his identificatlion of
sclience with the universal and the necessary. Bat it 1is
only within recent decades that he has become irreclevant in
Catholic theology. Here the primevmomen the movezment seems
to have been Initiated by poslitlve studles, by the flood of
books and artkcles listed 1n the blbllogrsphies of ﬁib&&a{

Altaner's 3
Blblica, ofkﬁﬁxﬁmnﬁﬁke Patrologie, of the Bulletin de théologle

ancienne et médiévale, of the Epnemerides theologicae Lovanienses.

For these studles took over the whole range of egonrces and
privileged areas in theology. They dild so from a viewpolnt

of history distlnet from that of apologists and dogmatlsts.

: —y
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no longer sufficlent to look up Aquinas'® definitlons to find

out what terms mean, or to understand hils system if one wlshes

10 grasp what contsmporary theologlans are presupposing. And
in these matters

80 manifeat has become the need for sone muxhk guidanceAphat

Karl Rahner has glven us his Klelnes theologisches Worterbuch

(Preiburg 1961) and Heinrich Fries has edited a two-volume
Handbuch theologischer Grundbegriffe (Munchen 1962 and 1963).

It does 1ts thinking in a contemporary context. Renewal
used to mean a return to the past, a striving for the austere
virtues of olden times, an emulation of the exploits of anclent
apostles, Today renewal means updating. What has been handed down
1s belng scrutinized before 1t 1s kmirg accepted, lived, passed
on. What lles outside the once carefully guarded cultural
ghetto of the Catholic, 1s belng examlned, adapted, assimllated.
3o gradually and tentatlively there 1s belng formed a new context
in wihlech Catholic thecologlcal thinking 1s to occurj.hhdﬁ$hefﬁarpeee
t—ctmapterbed—to—tmiTia
—Lp-thre—present-ehapter-we shall :

In the present chapter tners will be at enpted soae
account of what this context already is, or igogecoming or,
we hope, some day wlll be. OQur concern, then, 1s not with

its context, wlth the
theology itself but withhbhq$external factors that mould it
from wlthout. Our interest in such outiigde influences is
restricted to those that are relevant to theologlcal method.
Finally, our procedure will be by contrast between this new
context and the earlier context in wnlch traditional Catholile

theology evolved.
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A new context, then, 1s needed. It 1s needsd 1f theology
is not to remain in s ghetto lsolated from the rest of contenm-
porary culture. But it 18 needed even more 1f theology 1s to
put its swn house in order. For contemporary Catholic theology
18 rent asunder. Its traditional heritage 1s under the slgn
of Aristotle. But the flood of books and artlcles llisted
in the bibllographles of Biblica, of Altaner's Patrologle,

of the Bulletin de théologle anclenne et médidvale, of

Ephemerides theologlcae Iovanienses, owe little indeed to

Arlstotle and very much to the technlcues of lnterpretatlon

and to the methods of nistory that rest on modern notions of

sclence and are linked wlth modern philosophlies.

of Aristotle. Its recent developments are under other auspices.
are

It 1a the latter that 1s bound to win

of Aristotle. Its recen" developments are under other ausplces.
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They clalmed & relative antonomy in ths name of sclentifiec
technlgues, unknown to Arlstotle, for deslling with the partlcular
and the contingent. They are not going to be dlslodgend,

and 80 theclogy 1s confronted with the arduous task of con-
structlng for iteelf a new context. In fact, work at that

task hag already begun with Xarl Rahner's Kleines theologisches

Worterbuch (Freiburg 1961) and Heinrich Fries' editing of a

two-volume Hand such tneologlischer Grundbegrlffe (Mﬁnchen 1962
and 1963).

30 much for the tople of thils chapter. It remains toat
we attempt to lndicate the maln dlrections involved in con-
structing the new context, and so we shall proceed to say
gomething about transltions from loglc to method, from the

Posterlor Analytics to modern sclence, from phllosophy as

a handmald to transcendental method, and from human nature

t0 human history.
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learning, but there cannot be an up-to-date revislon on the
0ld model, for the old model itsezlf is out-of~date.

A new context, then, 1s needed. It is nseded 1f theology
18 not to remain 1n a ghetto isolated from the rest of con-
temporery culture. But it 1s needed even more if theology
1s to put 1ts own hourse 1n order. There o0ld and new are in
conflict. Traditional teaching remains largely within the
Arlstotellan context. But all the baslc areas of theologlcal
investlgation «- the scrlptures and the Fathers, conclliar and
pontiflical documents, theologlcal writings of all periods --
have been penetrated, taken over, occupled by modern scholarship,
modern methods of hlatory, modern notlons of sclence. They
are not golng to be dislodged. Nelther is the Aristotellan
context large enough But teachlng and investigatlon cannot

long remaln at loggerheads
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learning, but there cannot be an up-to-date revision on the
01d model, for the old model itself ia out-of-date.

A new context, then, 1ls needed. Manlfestly 1t 1s needed
if theology 1s not to remaln in a ghetto isolated from the
rest of modern culture. But 1t 1s needed even mors if theology
is to put 1lts own house 1n order. There 0ld and new are in
‘$o8 conflict. Tradltional teaching remains largely within

Dadving waly, o~ b Qeten | Qi

the Aristotelian context. Butkall the baslc areas of theo-

loglcal Investigation hrve been penetrated, taken over,

occupled by modern scholarshlp, modern methods of history,

9éerﬂ-ne%tﬁﬁﬁ“nf“§613meﬂw-Bu%Hngﬂnﬂumprggadupesmcanﬁdf;7é

ted within the”UTﬂ“CDntQKET““Hmh%uﬁﬁﬁtﬁﬂﬂ"HEEMEUnF\mHE
them now to be dislodgedr

modern notlons of sclence. Thila process has now gone much
too far for the new procedures to be dlslodged. On the other
hand, these procedures cannot bhe fitted into the o0ld context.
It follows that a new context ls the ﬂﬁ?only way in which

investigation and teaching can once more go hand in hand.
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A new context, then, ls needed. It is needed 1f theclogy
is not to remaln in a ghetto{ lsolated from the reat of con-
St

temporary culture, But It ls needed even more if theology is Q
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to put its own house in order. For 1f the confllets naﬁ
troubling theology appear in many forms, still they have a
comapon root. Under the name of positive theology, of acecurate
knowledge of scripture, of tne Fathers, of the mediaeval and
iater theologlans, modern scholarship, modern history, modern
Bclence have penetrated all the basle areas of theologlcal
investigation. They have taken possession and they are not
golng to be &fgﬁegéeq dislodged. But besldes theologlcal
investigatlon, there lg theological teaching. The two must
go hand in hand. But the two cannot go hand 1o hand, if one
still thinks in the 0ld context dr derived from Aristotls,
while the other works 1in accord with prescriptions that
have g te different suppositions and implications. Theology
ltself stands in need of a new context.

Work towards that new context has already begun wilth
Karl Raner's Kleines theologisches Worterbuch (Frelburg 1961)
and Heinrich Fries' editing of a two-ivolume ¢n«d%&&dﬂ

Handbiuch theologischer Grundbegriffe (Munchen 1962 and 1963) .

But our present concern 1s less detalled. For our purposes we
have only to indicate the meln directions involved in constructing

the g new context, and so we shall be content to point to
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nto the whole of Life ang cultures But even if. a’; exlsted’

hey ¢could not claim that Ariaﬁotle might aptﬁl prov%/g'/ggglﬁgy
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transitisnes from loglc to method, from the Posterior Analytics

to the modern notliocn of sclence, from philosophy as a handmald
to transcendental method, and from an apprehension of man in

terms of human nature to an apprehension through human hlstory.
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with the requir:ments of a formal loglc, Such a reallzation
of the loglecal ideal ls never easy and often lmpossible, For
the logleal 1deal is withdrawn from time and change. Premisees
imply concluslong Avmed¥ately not only necessarlly but also
lmmedlately; in other words, 1f the premlsses are true now,

the conclusion must be itrue now; and 1f the ¢onclusion is false
now, elther the premiscses or the reasoning % must now be falss.

Again,
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wlth the requlirements of a formal logic. Such a realization

of the loglical ideal is never easy and often lmpcssible.

It 18 never easy. It can be done, for instance, for Euclidean

geometry, but only if Euclid's mx Elenents are recast by the

lntroduction of new terms, by revisling the axloms, and by

rewriting a number of the proofs. It is often impossibls.

For most sclences are in a continuocus process of development:

the solution of one problem brings to light the exlstence of

another, so that there ars always unsolved problems and always

the loose ends where clarity, coherence, rigour are not

already achleved but only belng sought. Then the application

of a formal loglc may reveal ambigultles, 1lncoherences,

unsound inferences, but it cannot remove them; for the solutlon

of a probaem sclentific problem 1s a discovery; and a discovery,

80 far from belng deduced from what already is known, brings

about a shift in the meaning of terms or even the lntroduction
principles or laws

of new terms; the implications of axXemm change or even the

axloms themselves are increased or revlised.
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with the reaulrements of a formal logle. Thie 1ls not easy.

It can be done, for example, with Euclldean geometry, but only
1f the geometry 1s reorganlzed, new axlomg are introduced,

and some proofs are rewritten. Moreover, most sclences are

in a comtinuous process of development. 7To a greater or

less extent, coherence 1s not somethlng already achleved but
something to be strived for. §» In all such cases a formal
loglc can only serve to define an 1ideal plane towards whilch

the developing sclence 1ls moving and, as the movement usually
does as much to bring new problems to light as to solve 01d ones,
the 1deal plane ls always recedlng. Finally, later poai}tiona
of the ideal plane cannot be deduced from earller positions;

for the later pesitions @mw will dep:snd on intervening dlscoverles;

and diacoﬂveriea oearrt- cannot be deduced.
[ WL




with the requirements of a formal logic. This means that

the logical 1ideals of clarity, coherence, rigour are realized
and, as could be expected, such a reallzatlon 1s nelther easy
nor always possible. The ideal of clarity demands that all

ever the same, and so
terms be unamblglous, that their meaning be fixedb«?hsﬁxtﬂﬁirr
undergoing

neawhugvina noﬁAmqﬁa process of devslopment.bwhvavavrnbhensamev
Coherence demands that lncoherent statements be separated 1lnto
different unlverses of dlscourse and not left to stand side

by slide as lmperfect axpraws¥omsm but complementary expresslons
of a truth that ls yet to be dlscovered. Rigour demands that
conclusions follow from premisses necessarily and therefore
aimggggétmimm if the prenlszes are true now, the concluslon too
must bs now true; and if the ccoclusion is not yet trne, so

too the premlsses are as yet not true. A formallzed doctrline
may be about changling objlects but 1t itself cannot change; 1t

and 8o
can only be replaced by a different doctrine;, the realization

A
of the logical ideals 1s also the reallzatlon of immobllity.

~Becange loglenl 1des l'wtaimbi%ty s wkile o

<Tees are—in” Q\Qpntihu_us'ﬁ&ggﬁas\afféqu;ppﬁen%ftiz/Qy

, 88 Hegel attengted,

sdary-ehthert8_pit movduent- intp lo
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Now most sclences are 1In a contlinuous process of development.

The solution of one problem only brings to light the exlstence
of another. There are always the loose ends that make clarity,
coherence, rigour not achlevements but goals. The loglcal
operations of defining, postulating, inferring are stlll

employed, and tne rulss governing them are still valld.

- But, &s well, there are many other operations that are 1o be

performed as long as the sclence keeps developing, and 1t is

method that studles the full sst of such operations.

- —)
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theory strives and strains. But the slgnificance of thls
striving and streining 1s not absolute. Loglc crystallizes
what has been achieved., It facllitates the discovery of short-
comings 1n that achievement. If by 1ltself it heads for the
perfection of immobility, within the context of developing
sclence 1t 1s allowed indeed to consolidate what has been
achlevedbut not to block further advance.

For method adds to loglcal operatlons such other actlvities
as inguiry, obveervatlion, dlscovery, experlmentation, verification.
These pull away from the immobillty of loglc for they yield a
procees in which terms are still developing, propoeitions are
inadeouate, conclusions more or lese probable. They reveal
that 1t is such pro&ceas that 1s the normal state of affairs,
that In the sclences results are not definitive, that the solution
of one problem only reveals the existence of other problems,
that the advance of theory only broadens the field of data to
be apprehended and lnvestlgated. Above all, they reveal that
the process of coming to know has its own proper norms, that it
1s i1dle to expsct the process to conform to ldeals that imply
the perfection of lmmobllity, that the process as process his 1lts

own perfection In lts cumulative and progressive character.

3. Developlng Ideals

A dlstinctlion haa‘feen drawn between a loglcal ideal
AV o

and a sclentific 1deal,ka position has been taken that

subordinates the former to the latter. The loglcal ideal

t:j::::?#B_aerues/QE,fixfbn&f‘w*ﬁamantkuiﬂhinfan_pﬁﬁgetﬁgr”
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operatlons ln accord with the pattern may be repeated indefinitely.
What dlfferentiates sclentiflc dyam method from methods

in general, is that successlve repetitions are cumulative and

self-correcting. The opw operatlions récur, but they are performed

in the light of previe previous recsults; the new result wlll be

added to the 0ld and may correct the old.




Transition

o four . S
In the course of the past Xkxma centuries there have

emerged a new notion of sclence, & new apprehsnlon of man,

and new perspéctives in philosophy Within recent decades

these profound changes in.the cultural climate have been

exerting an ever fuller and profounder effect on Catholic

theology. But if the Aristotellan notlon of sclence has

been eclipsed, thé new notion has not been formally acknowledged;

and in their concrete luplicatlons the two notlons . . .

theology. But this effect 1s for the most part implicit.

Biblical and patristic scholars

theology. But this effect has been more a matter of practlce
than of theory

theology. Now, perhaps, hbanhimm at long last the time has
coge for the differences between the o0ld and. new to be brought
out in the open and an explicit mhoimm and coherent cholce

10 be made. For a single theclogy cannot fanction in the
light of two opposed notions of sclence; it cannot apprehend
mankind in two wulte different manpers; 1t cannot cast its
phlilosophic prolegomena in contrary perspectives. Unless 1t
chooses one and rejects the other, it wlll generate

theology
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