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6. The New Theology

A new context Llmplies a new theology. If 1n later chapters
we haope to state positively what the new theology 1s by descriving

how 1t 1is to functlon, In the present sectisn we can atteapt no

nore
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6. The New Theology

If a new context lmplies a new theology, that implication
does little to define what the new theolopy leg to be. It cannot
settle anertlons that are properly tneological., . But it does
throw not & 1ilttle light on the robes theslogy 1z to wear and
the postures Lt ls to adopt. Th=ology, I am sure, wlll feel
more at ease with them than with the L11-fittlng g rments and
avkward stance Llmposed In the post.

Flrst, then, tusology contains lufereaces, but its overall

, though not exclusively,
structure ls not deductlivist, Baslcally 1t is an empirical,
lnterpretative, historlcal sclience. Its sources are sceripture
end tradltion. Thelr exact cont=nt has to be ascertalined;
1t hag 10 be interprztsd in contemporary laninzges 1t nas to
be viewed 1in hlstorical perspective. That, of course, is
not the whole of theology, but it 1s an essential part.
Inogesense tne fact has always been recognized; in another,
it 1s of recent date, for the need of historleal perspectlve

was 1ot always understood.

The netnodical achleveunent °f the Middle Aves was the

nymaabtha sumna which almed ad at answerlng conerently some
totality of cugstiones. Each snasstis opened with a series
of authoritative texts or r:asons under the rubrie, videtur
cuod non, to be [ollowed by a secand serles under the opposite

rubrie, se¢d coatra eat. There followed the solutis which

set forth and applied the princliples that reconclled the
apparently opposed texts and arpiaments. danliestly
Now manifestly the gumma was eng- red in assimilating in

coherent and
cohrent fashlon a historical tradition that proceeded from

G

the scriptures and was pxgsad enrliched by ths decrees, the counclla,
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6. The New Theology

By the new theology is understond theology withlin the
new context. It is not a specles but a genus, Just as the
old theolopy was not a specles but a genus. lioreover, Just
a8 in the 0l1d so0 also in the new, out of all the specles ln
the genus at most one ¢=«n be true,

There ars those, of coirse, that are opposed to any
and every new theology. Just as positivists do not argue
against particular specles of me'aphyslics but reject all
representatives of the genus, 80 t00 there are the spiritual
heirs of Jacgues Bénigne Borsuet for whom thz new, because it
is new, 1ls mistaken 1if not heretlcal.

This 1s not altogethsr surprlsing. For the Arlatotellan
con'ext, if Interpreted strictly, leaves no room for any new
theology. Conclusions follow from premisses not only necessarily
but also instantaneously. Fremlszes are elther self-evident
trnths of reason o2r revealed truths of falth. Haman nature
is always the same, The metaphysical ldentlty and the per se

per accidens variety and
performance of the soul relleves us of the , complexity of the

A

hlstorical and exletential subject.
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Such a strict lnterpretation, however, never fltted
theology very well and, at the present tlme, 1t zmevely serves

to define the 0ld bottle that the new wine has burst.,
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It would be am invidious and tedlous matter to determine
to what extent and in what circles such a strict lnterpretation
of the Arlstotellan context has exlsted in the past and sr
survives into the present. Suffice to say that 1t 1s the work,
not of great theosloglans, obut of simpliflers, that it has been
driven underground by Catholic acknowledgensnt of the development
of dogma, that ever increasingly in the present century nas it
been lgnored, when mot ridiculted, by Cathsllc scholars engaged

in biblical, patristic, medlasval, and more recent studies.




To what extent and in what circles such a strict inter-

pretation of the Aristotellan context has exlsted in the past,
an lnvidious

It would be a large and tedlous matter to determlne to
what extent and in what clrcles such a strict interpretatlon
of the Arlstotelian context has existed in the past and survlves
into the present. Sufflce to say that 1t is deilnes a viewpolnt
that nes been driven underground by Catiolle acknowladesment
of the development of dogma, and that da ever increaslugly
in the present cent:ry has been ricdleuled uy Catazlle scholars

engaged
in biblical, patristic, medimeval, end more recent studles.
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But i{f so grmoss a simplificatlion has been possible in
the past, at present it 1s a dlsaster
But Lf so gross a simplic8ation sl
But 1f 80 gross a slinplifylcation s=rved in the past
for churchmen
the doubtfnl purpose of packaglng a smattering of theoslogy,

today 1te ntliiity ies at an end
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But if s0 gross a sinplificatlon had its uses ln the

grand slécla, today it 1s theology's greatest llability. It

i1s nseless as a container for the fralts of biblical, patristic,

medlaeval, ani subseauent scholarshlp., It cannot take seriously

the acknowledired fact of the development of dogma. Lt cannot

be reconciled with the actual procedures of Arlistotle, Augustlne,

or Aguinas, It cannot serve to relate theology to other det
contemporary

departmsnts of modern culture or to bring lt to bear upon

current soclal problems. But it does provlide the lgnorant

with thelr immage of waat theology has oDeen and 1ls, andait ie

is and, as it 1s constantly ridiculed now as a Hellenlsm that

must be deserted by 2 return to the blble, now as a classliclsm

guite of touch with modern science, modern scholarshlp, and

modern needs, now as the theology of wizened inouisltors that

neither live nor let llve, one hardly need look further for

the cauge of the poor repute in which theology 1s held by

geminarlans and by the lalty
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this demanded that theologlane adopt, adapt, supplement some
gystem of baslc terms and relations, and that they make
explicit, clarify, correlsete thelr funda:nental assumptlons.
A ggggg,kﬁﬂn then, was a mlehty achlevement of tneological
conerence but, for all its greatness, it is no longer acceptable
8 theology. Today tne apparént contradlctlong between
authoritative doctrines are to be resolved, not exclusively
by system bullding, but b&aﬂmhﬁ primarily by historlcal
investigation,
In 1lke manner the type of theoiogy codifizd by Melchior
;¥ Cano by no means neglected the emplrical side of theology.
Rather he endeavoured to found a po%}ive theology concerned
with provisg carrent Catholic doctrilne by argulng from
the seriptures, from the councils, from pontifleal documents,
from the comnon consent of tne Fothers, and from the common
congent of the theologlans. But within a modern context
such & project appears gulte wrong-he=ded. Were 1t true
that Catholic doctrioe 41d not develop, then one could accept

with simple-minded literalness Vincent of ierins' guod ubigue,

-5 cuod semper, quod ab omnlbus., On that ground one could
suppose that a contemporary theologlan wonuld need no more

© than an understanding of contemporary doctrine to be able
Loterpret accurately the meanlog of all theologleally relevant
documents from the Old Testament to thzdecrees of Vatlcan II.

o I On the same ground o2ne covld suppose that the tra neltlon

\“j from the earlisr to the later statenents was merely a matter
of argnment and proof. But such supposltions are mistaken.

Not only 1s the development of doctrines a fact, but 1t also
is a fact that a development 1s a historical process, that

most develoyments are different processes, and that thelr
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But if so grogss a simplification had 1lts uses in the

grand sidcle and ln derivative cultural enclaves, 44 today

it 18 just a 1llabllity. It cannot take serlously the acknowledged
fact of the development of dogma., It cannot be reconclled with
the actual procedureas of Arlstotle, Auguetine, Aquinas. It
cannot serve as & contalner for the fraits of blolical, patristie,
med laeval, and subsecuent scholarship. It ls too remote and

art izflclal to be related relate theology to other areas of
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Again, the process from the scriptures to later, developed
doctrlnes ie not adeguately concelved as & matter of proof or
argument. A logical cosncluslion follows 1nstantaneously from
its premimses, Doctrines develop only over long perlods of
time. Most developments occur in different manners. They

in the main
are to be understood mmﬁmithrough a historical fwvesdeopd
invegtigation of the problems that were belng met, the clrcum~
atences that made the problems nrgent, the means employed to

in the main

meet them. Finally, 1t i%ﬁthrough such understanding of the
concrete procese that there comes to light the legltimacy of
the developaent for, Just as development % varizs from 1nstancet
to instancs, s0 too does the legitlimacy proper to each development,

Finally, we may recall that here we are not announcing a
programmne for the future bpt gimply recoegnizing an accomplished
fact. The whole fleld g?t%giéioglcal investigatizsn has already
been taken over by modern scholarsalp, modern m:thods of hlstory,
modern notions of sclence. But tnls transformation has been
effected xmzmz by a quiet L1f massive inflltration and not by
worklng out and aprlying a new method of theology. On point
after polnt the superlority of the historlcal approach has been

established

e WA i
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legitinacy i to be grasped, not so much by appeals to logle
or ¥k rhetorlc, as by historical lnvestipgation that reveals

the problems to be met and the means employed to ameet them.
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Theology ls not about the necessary. The whole economéy
of salvation 1s not necessary but contingent, free, gratultous.
The Blessed Trinlty in Ltself ls necessary but to say that

we apurehend that necessity 1s the semi-raticnallsm condemnned

in Vatican I
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Just as ﬁhysics, chemistry, blology, and the human sclences,
80 too theolopy 1is conberned to know, not sbetractlons, but the
concrete universe.

0f course, if these sciences were about the necessary,
then the medlaeval argument would hold and one have 1o 3x¥
confine their object to abstractions. It 1ls only by abstractliog
ggsences from the gamonadm created and &0 contlngent universe
that one can arrive at objecte that arevmeavszaryp lack

moollity and may be described as necessary. But thls descriptlon

0!
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Just as physice, chemistry, viology, and the human sclences,
80 too theology 1s concerned to know, not abstractlons, but
the concrete unlverse.
| It 1s, of course, true that these sclences do not know
ﬁhe universe or any part of it in Llts concreteness. That would
be to know 21l there is to be known 2brut 1t. But wnile
human knownledge 1s limited in its achlevement, 1t is not
limited in %x& its sim.nonmbvhorachimoe It 1s a potentiallty
in proces: of development, and the efiort to fr further develop-
ment 1ls not cut off prior to answering all auestlous.

An Aristotellan mlght object that the created unlverse
1s cont%ngent, that. sclence is of the necessary, and so 1tx 1lg
only by abstracting eszences from the concrste universe that
one can have any sclence of 1t. Thie argnment is valid, but one

of its premisses 1la false; science 1s not about thé necessary

S ' (4] . )
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It 1s true of course that man does not knowm anythlog
in its concreteness, for that 1s to know all there 1s to be
known about a thing. But thie doss not imply that sclentla

est de unlversalibus et necessarils
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withdraws one from service t9 the Body of Vhrlst and closets

one ln some irrelevant Lvory tower.

Fourthly, the transltlons from sonl to subject and from

first premisses teo transcendental method lmply a correspondlig

transition ln the theologlan,

Waen the theologian's task was thought to be no more

than acknowledging the truths of falth, bowlng to the sszlf-evident

principles of reason,
there was no personal
To be impersonal made
freed one from bilas,
one from party tles.
elther to acknowledye

or
;& except heretics,réo

and drawlag the inevitabla conclusions,
contrlibutlon to be made by the theologlan.
one oblective. To be lndliferent to values
To be unrelated {o oOther persons llberated
N§or was there any need for self-criticlsnm
the truths of falith acknowledged by all

bow to self-evident principles wnlch ounly

a8 perverce blindness cold fail to see, or to draw the necessary

“conclusions obvious to everyone even when not reinforced by

an expliclt appllcatlion of the laws of loglc.

This lncredible

the past

simplification, however, now belongs to
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wlthdraws one from service to the Body of Chrlst to closet one
in some lvory tower,nfintddansssnandnddimaton

Fourthly, rzilection on theolopy doss not prescind from
the theologlan. No doubt, it was offens{tye to reflect on the
theologlan himself whnen hls task was thought to be no more than
acknowledging the truths of falth, bowlng to the self-evldent
principles of reasosn, and drawlsg tne inevltable coacluslions.
But tnat elegant slaplification fallg to account for the
mass of unresolved, dlsputed nuestlons that have been accumulating
slnce the Middle Agzs. Nor are these dlsputes purely theologleal.
There 1s to them a phllosopnlc comronent that on lsaue after
tssne lines up theologlans in thelr various schools. ToO remove
thile perennial interference with theolegy willl be the task

of the critleal and dialectlical functions of transcendental

" method.
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Jome rsaders mty fesl, however, that tnere is no longer

any need for a transcendentel method to clemr away dlscuted

~ouestiong, for such cuestlons Fﬂé“fkﬁfbﬁ@h@”fﬁ&% vanish from

tneology in the asasure that it acknowledpes 1lts basic character
a8 empirlcal, Interpretatlive, historical,

Now I cannot, ol conrse, expect our Christlam positivists
to lay down thelr arms without a battle., 3But perimps I may
point to the facta. There Is a current series of books

entitled Quaestlones disputatae, Contemporary wildespresad interest

in theology is concerned not with bloligal % research, not with
patristic studles, not wlth mediaeval scholarship, but with

disputed cuestions. Moreover, Just as the critical problenm
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spreads from phllosophy into theology because theologlans have
mlnds, so too doecs 1t spread Into empirlcal science, into
hermenentles, and Into history because empirical sclentlsts,
lutergreters, and nlstorians also have minds. At the present

tine Hidvhig the interpreters and the historlans are acknowledging
the fact.

Fifthly
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formulatlion of theologlcal reallty has been lacking. There has
8 Vague
been wldely sccepted mhm view that theology was a sclence on
the
the analogy of Aristotellian czcilence, and & law 2f intellectual

inertla obliged those that donbted the analogy to work out an
alternative positlion and prove it, whlle tnose that took the
analogy for granted were not reculred to even to make tnelr

assunmptions plauslble,
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formulation of theologlical reslity nas besen lacklng. Concern with
method is concern to work out that formulation,

Now method directs operations towards ends. So far from
belng indifferent to valnes (wertfrel), it Lls concerned with
values, namely, with the value proper to the sclence in auestion.
Again, in dlrecting ocr operatlions towards ends, msthod does not
prescind from the operator. On the contrary method wants
the operator tralined and skllled in ﬁhe operatlons re ulred
of him, and 1t wante him committed to the ends towards which
hs operatlon operates. Indeed, In the ite principal form of
transcendental method with lte normative, critical, and dialectical
funetlons, method aolms at an intellesctual conversiosn of the
operatior. To this toplec in due cours= we shall return., But
at once we may note that, Jjust as the Aristotelian lideal of
gclence left theology with little to say on converslon, =ao
the existential subject as converted throngh msthod 1s congruous
with the existentlsl subject as converted through faith
at once we may note that the recognition of values and converslon
on the level of method is congruocus with the recognitlon of

theology as & sclence that presupposes the values and conversion

of faith.
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formulatlon of theological reallty has been lacking, and our
concern with method 1s a concern to work out such a formulatlon.
Now metnoed dlrects operatlonskﬁ towards ends. 59 far
from velng Lndifierent to values (wertfrel), it 1s concerned
with values, nemely, the values proper to the sclence in question,
Moreovwer, in dlrecting opsrationsg to ends, method does not
prescind from the opsrators. On the contrary, it wants then
trained and skillled in the operatlons reruired of then. It wanta
them
commlitted to the ends_kﬁﬂ towards which they# operate. Indeed,
1n the principal cass of transcendental metﬁgd with its
normative, criflcal, and dlalectical functlons, method alnms
at an intellectual conversion of the operator.
| On conversion and its kbW three forms, t Intellectunl,
moral, and religlous, mors will be 8214 1ln due course, But
1t may not be out of place ;o solnt out at once that the
0

'recognitioﬂhg,of values and convarsion on the level of asthod

dhmedE prepares the way for concelving tneology as a sclence

even though It le committed to values and ia 1o be reached
only through a converslon. On the other hand, to revert from
method to logle, from the concrete, exlztentlal subject to

a pey se or de inre sabjlect contemplating abstract necessltles,
%h-%o-annmzigg;zgmamiadm»bhefn9%ﬂan»9$MQaﬁ?EF§I§g§Eé§jamt
%apaﬁrgkﬁ/aﬂ_idﬁafof“ﬁnienééﬁhawin&t@f;pquﬂtOfvalnngi\
dnapurages S 4458 0T S\ teTiC—a8 Und ML fersmtl bo aluasd
gnconrzapges an 1dea of sclewnce as a work of pure intellect

1nderendent of will and
Indifferent to values and so maksg the aotlion of conversion
4] A }

ag at best irrelevant.

Next, while the normative, critical, and dlalectical
funetlons of transcendental method t}ean be expected to

contrivbute greatly to c¢learlag away the thick underbrush
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of perennlally disputed cuestions that have afflicted thneology
for centwurles, they also have a hlighly important relevance

for the more recently developed agpects of thenlogy. 1 have
sald that theology ls an enpirical, interpretative, hlctorical
sclence. I must add that the lssues that are ralsed in &Jtheir
seneral form by reflecting on tran=zcendental msthod, 2lso are
yaiaed 1n a conerete and far more complex form when 2ne acks

what 1s empirical sclence, what 18 hermeneutlcs, what 1s nistory.

' oreqyer”\it 1@u3n1y\by answeriua th@se\onﬁbLioﬁB»in‘am;nﬁﬂ&meggal/

s

nd ac n"te man»er that the pxigences of the neMeT parfﬂef'
juﬁgigz; can’ e ascertainediand é SLﬁiEfaéwory &ccohnt\of”lnef

Qﬂ»theolngy‘be~WOrkeﬂ outJ
What 1s one doling vwhen one knows, why ls doing that knowing,
what dose one know when one does 1t, are anestions that occur
not only in fakd this general form but also in tne particular
and more elaborate forms that ask about dolng empirical
gcience, dolng hermenentles, dolng hlstory. soreover, it is
only by answering these nuestions in a fundamental and adequate
We4 manner that one can hope to heal thr the breach betwsen
the older and the more recent acunleveusnts of theology. For
one cannot have a clear and satlsfactory connectlion ang
interderendence of the many parts of theology without tak*lng
the trouble to work ocut the precise working of sach of the
parts.,

If I nave been stressing the polnt tnat the theologlan
is an exlstentlal sublect, I must add tnat thls concrete
and self-critical view of nimself 1s required of the theologlan
by his historical role.
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hope to heal the bremch bstween the older and the more recsnt
achievenents of theology. For one camnot have & clear and
satisfaction connectlion and interpdependence of the anany
parts of theology without taklng the trouble to work out the
preclse functions of each of the parts.

Seventhaly, it 1s already apparent to everyone tnat
contenporary theology has the bulk of a nodern sclence.

It is not tgeenclosed 1n some great book or to be stored in
Merely to

an acquired hablt of a siagle mind., To sampe sample its extent

there 1s nesded a large and costly llbrary. To represent its

derartments there b would be needed a large number 5f speclalists.

Seventhly, while I have been adverting malnly to the
aspectes of tneology DOth as a sclence and in its relations to
other scliences, 1t must be born in mind that & modern sclence
in virtvwe of its concersteness has many dlnenslions that are
in virtue of ite concrsteneess 1s to be i1lluminated by its
proper soclology of kaowledge and science, b its cultural
origias, founcticns, Influence, by ites nistorical role. Let ne
“ay a sometnlng on each of tnese tnat, however brlief and skimpy,
will serve at least to draw attention to the matter.

Already 1t ls apparent to everyone th:t contemporary
theology has the bulk of a modern sclene, science. It 1s not
to be enclose’ in some gr-at book; incdeed, 1t is only sampled
by a large and contly library. It is not to be stored in the
acanired hablt of a single mind; a large number of specisliasts
are needed to represent ite many parts and sections. Thedlogy,

accordingly, recides In the group of theologians. 3y the group

it is produced, developed, transmitted. There 1is, then,
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a gociology conce.ned with the relatlons beitwesn theologlans
varlons _
ag indlviduals and as meubers of classes, between theologlans

and other members of thelr chureh

a Tield of soclal relatlone betw among tneologimns, between

theologians and other groups withln thelr church and without it
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