o

et e Y R e B A el Faene T ke e A g e e

BCI 1

Bellef: The Contemporary Issue

If I may presume that I am permitted the customary
slmplificatlons, I will say that there are three positions
concernlng belief at the present tlme. The first is not
to beliqbwe at all. The second is to believe, lndeed,
but to be lleve someone, not to belleve something. The
third 18 to belleve someongzgzg somethlng.

The first positlon =- not to bellsve at all =-- hnas
beqﬁme Increasingly widespread since the Enlightenment.

How wid es pread 1t 1s at the present time may, perhaps, be
sugge st ed by the New Yorker cartoon portraying a very small
boy wearimg & very large bubtton bearing the advice, Trust
nobody over ten. Hoewever, originally the rejectlion of
bellef was based, not on the hostility of children to grown-ups,
but. on the conviction that while beliefl was quite i approprlate
for chlldxren, for the backward, for the under-privileged,
1t was culdte out of place for anyone acqualnted with modern
dclence . The sclenmtlst and, with him, the phllosopher that
takes Ao 85ent 0
)\sxanda»uiiﬁﬁscience do not belleve. They know. They have
purged thelr minds of all myths, legends, superstitions,
in a word, of all beliefs. They have had the courage to
xake e content with what man knows. Belief may be necessary
for childxenn. Lt may have been necessary for the childhood
of markind, But mnodern man 18 man come of age.
p
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Now thls view of belfef 1s somewhat one-sided. Myths,
legends, superstitions, when they are passed on from one
person to another, are matters of bellef. But in the first
Instance they are originated by the human mind's capaclty,
not for belief, but for error. Moaireover, bellef and error
are not two names for one and the same thing. For instance,
when an englneer whips out his sllde-rule and makes a rapid
calculation, his conclusion rests largely on belief. He
himself has not worked out the logarithmic and trigononetric
calculations on which the slide-rule 1s based, and so he
does not know that those tables are correct; he just belleves
that they are. Agaln, dnoaddmprm he himeself has not checked
the accuracy of his sllde-rule agalnst & set of logarithmie
and trlgnometrlc tables, and so he does not know that his
gsllide-rule is accurate; he Jjust believes that too.

In rief, there are two ways in wvhich we arrive at
truth. The flrst and baslc way is knowledge, and we know
when we reach a judgement on the basla of our own personal
experlence, our own personal understaniing, our own personsal
reflection. The second and by far the 33:3 comnon way s
by bellef, Then we affirm or deny, not because of Lmmanently

have taken
generated knowledge, but because weIGQmEAsomeone else's word
for it. In sc far as a sclentist makes an orlginal contribution
to his subject, in that measure ne knowa. In so far as a
sclentlst repeats another's experiments and works out for
himself the theorems on which stibssd4 auother's discovery

depends, in that measure he knows, But the rest of his

subject & sclentlst does not know. He takes other people's
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wvord for 1t. He belleves. It ls precisely belief that
conatl tutes by far the greater part of any sclentist's mastery
of his own sublect.

In statlng this, of course, I an in no way impugning
the value of sclence. I am merely presenting & more accurate
account of the basls for that value. When I say that most
of any sclentist’s mastery of his own subject }jea mttieniof
rests on belief, I am not denylng the real excellence of
sclence. This consists 1n two elements: the first is that
every part of every sclence 1s or was known by bopd at least
sone sclentlst; the second 1s that, whils other scientists
do not know but belie#ve guach parts, still they control
thelr bellefs in an extremely efficacious fashlon. Thus,
while sclentlsts do not fritter away thelr lives repeating
all the experiments made by other scient*ists, gt 1l there
is not no experlment that cannot be repQZted; &xi there is
no experlment that 1s not repeated as soon as anyone's
sugplclons are arcused; and any faulty experiment will
arouse someone's susplclons sooner or later, for the new
experinents performed by today's sclentiste in one way or
another presuppose the results obtalned in earliler experiments
and 80 can !&!ﬂﬁi arouse susplclons about those results.

Now 1f masteqi}ng a sclence 1s largely a matter of
belleving, however controlled that belleving may be, 1t ls
qulte manifest that there exlsts a far larger role for bellef
and far less control over 1t in the rest of human llving.
Bachh of ug lives In a far larger world than that narrow
strip of space~tlme that falls under our immedlate pisd.
observation. Some f of us may have travelled far and wide,
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Xk with our own s¥es whatever there is to be seen, always hearing
at first hand whatewver there ls to be heard, always understanding
avery event exactly, and so ocuite well informed aboit everything
by means not of bellef but of knowledge. We ray or may not
belleve what we resd Lln newspapers, magazlres, perlodicals,
books; we may ox mgy not corelder movie and TV documentarles

to present things felirly; we may be very sk{thical about

taking anyone's word for anytning. But the plain fact Lls

that, unless we ax® ready to do a great deal of bellieving, we
have no real notion of what is go.ng on 1n the vworld.

Bellef, them, 18 a broed and indubitsble fact in human
sclence and in kuman living. It is not as ¢ox3 as knowledge.
Without some knowledge we cannot control it =t all. But
nelther human sclence nor human llving have ever got alomg
wilthout 1t and, conseguently, the wldespread view that we
can get along wEr without belleving and that we should try to
do 80 ls, in my considered opinlon, just ckharlataniem.

Having sadd thals, however, I must hasten to add that
modern culture bas Yittle capacity for explaining the nature
and Jjustlfying the fact of belief, For modexrn culture takes
Lts stand on modexn sclence. It concelves sclence in terms
of observation and experiment, hypothesis snd werification.

The large amount of belleving done by each imdividual
sclentist 1ls overlooked, and s0 a justificatAon of belief
from sclence 1s not forthcoming.

Moreover, before any Jjustiflication could bve forthéoming,
the foundatlons oXf sclence would have to be dug far more desply
than at present ls common. For the justification of bellef

turns on esuch notdoris as value and truth, and theee notlons




@

BCI - . PR T S P _..a-.--.,,.,-u..<.—.-,5,.,._.. TR T ; A

are not within easy resch of scientific mentality. Thus,

a. sclence ls a value and the pursuit of mclence 1s the pursuit
of a value. But sclentists are so unfanillar with the notlon
of value that a Max Weber corld procialn that sclence should }

be ¥ wertfrei, value-free, and it ke vteleen~4 took some time
fo;vgis disciples to acknowlsdge that, If sclence were valuee
: worthless.
free, 1t also woald be valueless, Again, sclentlists are
devoted to truth, but they think of it &= an ultimate goal
Lndefinltely removed from actual attalmment. For a modern
sclence Ls not certailn but probable., It does its utmost to
verify its hypotheses, theories, systems. But verificatlon is
ot demonistration., It settles, not what la so, but just the
best évaLlable sclentific oplnion at the present time.

What, then, L& the justificatlon of bellef? Let us
return to the englneer with his slide-rule. Is there any
reason on earth why he should take & year off to work out
for himself the Waey logarithmic and trigomometric tables
and to callbrate the markings on his rule? After all, he
has no ressonable grounds for entertalning the slightest
doubt, and he has a very large number of counfirmations
that the slide-rule was properly made. What on earth
dif ference does 1t make who does the caloulating as long
as the calculating has been done correctly? That questlon
brings us to the wnole point to belleving, In knowlng,
one finis out for oneself., In belleving, one takes some one
else's word for it. The necessity of bellef is that one
cannot find out evearything for oneself. The Justlficatlon
of belisf ls that what counts is, not wio does the knowlng,
but the fact of knowing. Ae long as someome knows, as

long as the knower can be trusted not to afiirm what he does
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be a different theology. As medleval theology differsd from

that of the patristic period, as renalssence theology difiered

from both, so modern theology will differ from Ate predecessors

perhaps
as much but no more than they did from theirs.

Fourthly, the task before ws is, I wonld malmtaln, 1

Just lgnored by those

Fourthly, thias view of our situation @iffers very
profoundly from the simplifications that are frequently
repeated. The problem is not The root troubls
repeated. The root trouble will be left untouched IE
people imagine that the

Fourthly,
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therefore be a Aifferent theology, As medleval theology

differed from the theology of the patristic perlod, as renalseance
theology dlffered from both,its predecessors, so modern theology
will differ from Lts as much but perhaps no more than they

dld from theirs.

Fourthly, the developments imn theology that I am envisagling
are extremely tecnnical, They are concerned with 1ts under-
pinnlng in cognitlonal theory, with the relations between
value- Judgements and an academlc discipline, wlth the nature
of interpretation and of nlstorical inouiry and of the dlalectical
technlques to be employed to surmount oppositions between the
experts, wlith the transltlon from exegesds and history to
theologleal doctrines and systems, with the relatlon of
religious conversion to theological foundations, with the

thelr thelr
various types of meaning, lts varlables, and its invariants,
with the v-rious dlmensions of the task of communications.

bgaln, when I speak of a transition of theology from
& classlcest to & modern context, I mean = transitlon in
which exmphasis shifts from loglc t0 method, from Aristotle's

Posterlor Analytics to the modern sclentific ldeal, from

an apprehension of man in terms of human nature to an apprenhension
in teras of human hilstory, from a metaphyelcal apprehenslon
in terws of soul to% & psychologleal apprehension in ternms
of subject, from fo;ndations in terng of loglcally first
principles to foundations in terms of transcendental method.

FL fthly, the analysls I am offering of our contemporary
sltuation differs notably from simgcler views that are more
fretd frequently heard. It is sald that the $iwd Church
hed become a ghetto, that 1t had become excessively defensive

£
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and exceasively rigld, that 1t hgﬂ to bresk away from}Byzantine




Qe

- _ . e e . migmmm”mwm

concluslions concerning the defects of our theological inheritance

and the remedles that can be brought to bear. 1 did not

think things wrong becanse they were classlelst; on the contrary,

L found a number of things that were wrong amnd, on putting

them together, I found what I hzve naned classiclsm. Agailn,

I do not think things are ripght because they are moderm, but

I did find a nuaber of things that are right and they are modern

at & least in the sense that we tney were overlooked'%;rthe
Catholle

nineteentb-centuryhtheOIOgical traditlon,

Sixthly, I wish to stress that our disengagement from
classiclism and sur invoelvensnt 1n modernity must be critical.
There is much to be retalned from the classiclsat period.

Wha::Z% to be dropped, are lts limitlations, 1ts short-comings,
1ts weaknesses. There is much evil in modernity, and that

we are not to asslmilate; we must be gensrous enocugh to
overcome 1it, and creative enough to replace it.

Let nme lllustrate concerely what I mean by tE8 this
critical stance. Recently it has been argued that Cathollc
colleges and nnlverslties nave to go. In the p2st thelr
defects w=re great. In the present they are becoming less
and less dlstinetively Cathollc. The futnare had best dispense
with them. But may one not ask whether the defects in the
old style Cathollc &34 college or university are messured
by the classiclist ldeals they recognized or by the modern
Ydeals they had nst come to accept? May one not ask
whether the present lack of rellgious aignifagpce in Cathollce

seats of learning 1s not Just a consequence of the mors

general turmolld lnvolved Ln the contemporary cultural shift
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aftecting the whole church? Filnally, while a classicist type
cult ural

ofkintegratim le quite 1rrelevant for the future, still

a mod ern type of cultural ind integration may be the

maln achievement of the future; and, in that case, may one
not asgk how a Cathollc contribution to that achlevement will

occur without baclkking from Catholle instltutions?
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and medleval trappings, that 1t has to learn to spsak to
people of today, and so forth. Now I do not think that such |
statements are simply false. But I do belleve that the truth
they contain le expressed more politely and more accurately

by saylng that the church, to be 1n the world, has to be
lnvolved with 1n the aocigzdzzd cultural achlevements of

gach time and place, that as the church in the patristic perlod
was involved in Hellenlstlec culture, as 1n the mediev%l

period 1t was involved in medleval culture, so too it became

involved in classlicist culture im from the renalssance on.

On the thls showlgng the contemporary 1saue
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concluslons concerning the defects of our theologlcal inheritamnce
and the remedles that can be brought to bear. I would not
want anyone to think that I think things wrong because

they are classlclet and I think them right because they are
moderny, Such I view I conslder disastrous. My procedurse
modern. In fact, my procedure was just the opposlte. Firat,

I found thinzs that were wrong and when I put theam together

1 found = what I have come to name classlclism. DMoreover,

I wish to emphaslze most sirongly that our dlsengagement froun
clagsiclen mast not be a rejectlon of everything classlicist

cul ture stood for and our involvement in modern culture must

net
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and medieval trapplngs, that it has to learn to talk to
people of today, and so forth. Now the difflculty I have
wlth such vliews 18, not that they contaln no truth, but that
they are extremely vague. In virtue of thls vaguencss tinan
they can be invoked to Justify any change, whethser good, bad,
or indifferent. Agaln, in virtue of thelr vagueness they

or indifferent. Agaln, because of thelr vagueness they

make 1t very likely that the real issues will be mlssed,
that we shall fall to see )Just what has to be done and so

be uneble to set to work methodically and get 1t done.
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