Philo sophy and Theology

For every dlfferemt notlon of phllosophy and for every
dl {f'erent notlon of theology there follows & different notion
of the relatlons betweem the two. Obwvlously, several volumes
would be requlred to set forth 21l notloms of philosophy, all
notl ona of theology, and all the resultlng notlons of the relationa
of ome to the other. The alnm of the present paper, accordinigly,
nuat be far more nodest. 1 must be content to narrate, first,

ha ppening

vhat has been digeentsg ln { heology and, secondly, in wgy what
wa y8 défﬂstehmfﬁffg gtand Ln meed of philosophy.
1, From Eternal Truthse to Developing Doctrines

Owen Chadwlck has contrasted Bossuet's and Newnman's
views on Christian doctrines . Bossuet would admit, of courss,
that §t. Paul never used the word, homoouslos. But he was

St. Panl

corwdaced that/@t knew exactly what the word meant and that
he woul d bame apply that meaming to the Son as related to
the Fat her. Chadwick®s 1llustration of Bossuet's position
1s the Amerlcan 1n England tket wants & palr of suspenders
but L unaware of the fact tkwt the Briftish nane 1s, mot
sugpen ers, but braces, As the Anerican, so too St. Paul
kney exactly the reallty ln cuestlon; he had hls own way of
gpesleing of 1t; but he did not employ a somewhat exotlc name.

Now a vast chasm separates the statlic classliclist view
fron the later affirmiatl on of docirinal development, amnd the

early

origi nators of tne change were notmtneniogianms thel\nineteenth

centary Germans that Lntrodueed and developed the notion of

the Grelsteswissenschaf’tem There was Friedrich Wolf “
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with the relatlon of God the Son to God the Father. X

In brief, §t. Paul at Nicea wonld have beemn in much the sane
posltion as a transatlantic visitor in a London shop. The
latter dgg not know the Britlsh name, braces, but he certalinly
knows the thlmg that the name denotes, and he has hls own name,

fonnmef suspenders, for referring to the thing.




Phllosophy and Theology

Thexs are many conce ptlong of philosophy and there are
many of theology. Merely to emumerate and compare them would

be le




2, Fron Loglc to Method

Loglec sets forth a statlic ideal. Terms are to be defined
univocally or analogously and, once defined, thelr msaning lis
to remain ever the same. Every incoherence, explicit or
inplicit, L8 to be eliminated. Conclusions are to follow
from thelr premisses rigorously.

But when knowledge ls 2till in process of development,
it is to alm at loglical clarity, coherence, rigor, but that
does not mean that that i1deal can now be attalnsd. Terms
w11l be becoming clearer, but still will suffer from a certain
haziness. Incompatible but gronnded statements will both be
retained because both may ¥a refer to different facets of sone
single truth that as yet ls unknown., Rigor 1s vwelcone when
it can be had but, when it im camnot, then omne l!s happy to

the merely postulated,
have the hypothet ical, the probable, the statistileal.

,¥When knowledge, then, 1s in process of development,
1ts form I8 not logic but method. Method includes loglceal
operations such as accurate description, coherent hypothesis,
deduction of the iMpyﬁgcationa of hypotheses. But it also
includes opn operations of a qulte different order, such
as observation, inaulry, discovery, experlmentation, verlfication.
It is the inclusion of these further operaticns that glves

method 1ts on-golng character and makes logical clarlty,

coherence, and rigor an 1deal that no sooner ls attalned than
attelnment is disrupted

/\ fd-apgone—teyond by nevw dlscoverles.
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All statements are to be understood in thelr proper
oontext, but it makes a notable difference whether the proper
context 1s statlc or on the move. If it is mstatic, the context
is to be constructed on logical prineiples. If it is dynanmic,
the context 18 to bes constracted on methodical princlples.

The trouble with the older theology was that Its context
really was dynamic, but the context was constrcted not on
methodlecal but on logical princlples. The resnlt was either
anachronlsm or archaism: either the present was read into the
past to yleld anachronlen, or the past was seen to have been
different and the present was pronounced a corruption.

Where, then, loglc wents unchanging definltlons,
method recognizes the exlstence of cuestions and liste the
succession of answers that nave been glven. TFor St. Augustine
the name, person, simply meant what there are three of in the
Trinity. There there are three; Father, Son, and Spirit.

But tiree what? There are not three Gods, thiree Fathers, thres

Sons, or three Spiritas., What then are thers three of?

To answer that cuestlion the name, person, 1s employed.

At the next stage definltlons of person were attempted,

and three were glven respect.ively by Boethius, Richard of

St. Victor, and Thomae Aquinss. All three were different

but they were cast 1ln metaphysilcal terms. To clarlify the

matter then the metaphyslcs of the person were examlned and

different results were reached by Scotus, Capreolus, Ca jJetan,
The different results

Tiphanus, and Suarez. ﬁ'hpr-ovided material for nuch 4l spute.

Carteslan and subeecusnt att.enti'aon to the pasychologlcal

subject have led to the conceptlon of the psrson in terms of

the subject, while phenomenclogy has described the "I and "Thoat
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2. What seous the key task in current Catholic theology?

The shlift from eternal truths to developing doctrines
bringe to light an unreconclled antithesis in the older theology.
Fron its {'j relligious sources itt knew that falth was a glft
of God's grace, that the mysteries of faith transcended human
comprehension, that a sclence of the falth could attaln no more
than some lmperfect and analogous understand ing of the truths

of falth.




on-going but 80 too are the realitles they progressively
reveal whether doctrines of falth or theologlcal views,
Thus, the counclls of the fourth and fifth centuries
were not engaged in New Testament exegesls, for exegesls can
answer only the guestions that lle within the context of Lhe
New Testament, and the quesations ralsed in the foirth and
fifth centurles belong to the contexte of those centurles
fifth centuries belong, not to the context of the New Testanent,

but to fourth- and fifth-cenhry contexts.




on=-going but 80 too axe the realit.les they progressively reveal
vhether they are doctrines of falth or theslogical views.

Thua, the New Testament records the faith of the early
church, <+4ts proper meaning lles within the contexts of the
early churches. The alm of contemporary exegesis is to
discover that orlglrmal context and revesl that proper meaning.
But the New Testament has other functlons. It exlsts not only
as materlals for the exercise of exegetlical skills tut also
as § norm for the chuxch at all tlmes. Besldea the original
context of the New Testament, there are the many Rk and diverse
contexts of the succemsive perlods in the church's history.

Withln these
These different contexts the New Testament is read; within

them it glves rise to questions that did not and uswally could
not have arlsen withinm New Testanent tlmes; inasmuch as such
questions are answeredl legitlmately, thexre s a dewvelopment

of doctrine; lnasmuch gas




on~-godng but 80 too are the realitles they progressively
reveal whether they are doctrines of falth or theological views.

Thus, the New Testament records the faith of the eixrly

' ehurch, 4is proper neaning lies within the context of that

tim those tlmes and places now 18 the tlme for all good men
the early church. But the Nest New t Testament is normative,
not only for the early church, but also for all time.

That i3, it 1s normatlive 1n contexts quite dif ferent fron
those of the early church; it ls normatlve where it gives rise
to very precise questions that vwere not precisely asked

within the early church, that hardly conld have been asked
within that early context.
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1
2 What seems the key task in current Catholic Bheology?

The shift from etermal truths to developlng doctxines
shatters the thought-forns of the older theology. For that
thinking was pol\éarized erzd organlized by a loglcal ldesl of
clarity, dﬁﬂﬁdcoherence, end rlgor. Clarity demanded sharply
defined terms that were presumed to be abstract and consequently
not subject to change. (oherence denanded the absence of

necessarlly
contradlctlon. Rigor denanded that concluaslons followhfrom
mndmmm:g;emisses of a deductlon. Fron thls threefold
Arpaxd requirenent the theologlan could not but expect that,
even 1f hie falled to at tadn 1t, at least he was headed towards
an array of shaxply defined terms, of completely conerent
proposlt lons, and of intexrlocking rigoroue deductioms.
There might be unsatisfactory defiaitioms wilth new dlstinctlons
regularly belng Introduced. There mlght be problems that

controverslal
reslsted the efforts of the ages. There might bte a susplclous

A
immﬁmwamﬁ%wwﬁn
lack of really convinedng proofs. But this merely factual
state of affalirs only revealed the inadecuacles or imperfections
of the present. It dld nothing to call Ln questlion the
validity of the logleal fdeal. Out beyond the ralnbow there
nust be the attalnment of the etermal traths in thelr proper
deternined
organiza.tionﬁby} deductive logic,

Nov it is this s@r outlook, thils sssanptlon, this
viewpoint that is lncompatlble with the new methoda L
hermeneutices and history and with the conclusions they reach.
For the new methods are on-going. They solve problems
tentatively mds rather than definitively and definitive

golut lone, even when reached, only uncover a further range

of probleme as yet unsolwved. Not only axe the netheds

° )




in their nutual communion. Finally, the motion of the pereon
is ot s=ome 1s0latsd lnstance. On the comtrary, theological
terms generally have, not the single defimitlon expected

by the logleal mind, but & eseéries of defimitions corresponding
to the auccessive ways in which a basic lsrue was met.

the process to remove it.

logle ellmlngtes incoherence, but nethod flourl shes onp
Tl

Thle was spparent in the high mlddle ages. Then evldence

£
vas gollected on one side of an leaue, Videtur onod non,

srad contrary evidence on the other, Sed contra est. The

exlatence of incoherence proved the existence of a quaiestlo.
For the quasstio there Wee‘esuxid were snaght both the
principles of a solation and thelr application to the relevant

naterisl . Further, the sxlstence of mary gquaestiones led

10 a. mecond level problem of coherence, How was one to

sssure that the many solutlons to the nany gme quacstlones
wa.s
vere themselves coherent, It 'tﬁ/\ at this point that the

sdoptlon and adaptation of aome system ©f thought such as
irls totle's becane relevant, and from this development
nany cut te new questlons arose.

logle, finally, denands rigor, and the Arlstotellan
ideal of science demanded not only concduslions that followed
neoe e arily from premisses but aleo first premisses that
then sz lves were necessary truthe. Thus calt of necessity
is a thing of the mst. While cont emporary mathematicians
want concludslons that follow necessar‘i.ly, they do not
think that thelr premisses are necaasa‘;} trathe. Agaln,
while the nineteenth century spoke of thws necessary lawa of
nature and even the lron laws of econonkes, contemporary

sclence does not. The laws of nature are not intelliglbilitles

that canmot be other than they are; they arse intellligibllitles
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that could very vell be other than tkey are; they are
intrinsically hypothetical, essentislly 1n need of verification,
and to be rejected as soon as verlfication falls and another

alternative vlew arlses.

The transitdon of theology from eternal truths to ﬂ |

developing doctrires implies & ney memer of contructing the
context of theologlcal statements, The c¢ontext >f eternal
truths 1s constructed on princilples derived fron logle.

The context of developing doectrinés is constructed on

princ iples §esived derived from method. It 1s a context in
which s4milar auestlons get successively different answers,

incoherenace
in whichAsm-hcw 1s removed not st a stroke but only

coherence
gradaally and, vhen RAia achleved , new problems emerge,
in which the inte1liglbvility attairsd, 1n general, 1ls not Fha
Yecadreitr—but\pos st TN now et Atimen foraLl—pgopd-
necessity that cawot be other thar Xt 1s but the possiblllty
that can very well be other than it 3s, in which, finally,
developments thenselves no less than sberratlions are not
historically necessitated but elmply the stepa that de
facto were taken In given situatloms and elther legitimated

or not by the situations and thedr amtecedentis.
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3 The Need of Phllosophy Lln Theology

The basic need of philosophy in theology 1s 1ts need
of & method, the need of an answer, full and precise, to the
cueatlions,
grestion, Whet Ls one doing vhen one 1s doing theologw!?
Wy 18 doing that Aolng theology? And what does one know
when one does it?
For answers to these three questions presuppiss snswers
ung er 1ying
to three mors fundamental questlons. There is the questlon of
cognitional theory, What anm 1 doing whenn I am knowlryg? There
is the underlylng questlon of eplstemoclogy, Why is dolng that
knowing? Thers 1s the underlying cuestion of metaphyslies,
Vet does ome kmow when ome does 1t?
Now answers to these three guestions, of cogn itdoinal

theory, of epletemology, and of metaphysics, traditloeslly

ar-¢ phllosophle.




Ja The Need of Philos ophy Ln Theokogy

Contemporary thecol ogy needs to move from t he abstract
ldes) proposed by loglc to the comprehensive concreteness
envisaged by method. To effect such a transition it has
to be able to glve full ard preclse amswers to three baslc
questlons: What 1s one doing when ore 18 doling theology?

Why ls doing that doimg theology? What does one know when
one does 1t?

Answers to each of these questions have phllosophilc
pre suppositloms. To explaln what precisely one 18 doing
when dolng theology, one has already to know Just what one
ls doling when one is knowlng. In othier worde, a theologlcal
method presupposes a comgltional theory. Again, to explailn
why certaln performances are doing theology, one has already
t¢ know why certain more general performances are cognitlional.
On -ﬁﬂ.—ss-cemfbhd thles score & theoliglcal method presupposes
an eplstemology. i:inally, to explaln what one knows when one
doe s theology, one has to be able to explaln what one knows
when one $exre—4 performs cognitional operatiors. So¢ besides
cognitlonal theory and eplstemology, a theologlecal method
pre supposes a metaphysics,

It 1s 1in the qulte traditional sense, then, of
cognltional theory, epistemology, and metaphfsics that
a theological method stands in need of & philosoph*y.

But I must hasten to add that this need 1s not to be met
in any routine fashionﬁié to make this clear, let me
adduce flve differsnt examples of the uses a contemporary

the ology has for a highly developed yhilosophy.




I have already remarked that mew methods Ln hermeneutlcs
and his tory have been accepted in (athollc theological circles.,
But the precise lnterprejatlon ove asslgne 10 the met.hods
varles very considerably according 28 e la a malve reallist,
an enplricist, a positivist, an ldealldst, or a critleal realilst.
Moreover, one has io know very accurately just what !s meant
by nmnalive realism, empiricism, positivism, 1deallsm, asnd critical
realisn, befors ons can begin to evaluats one's own irterpretation
of hermensutics or critlical history. Indeed, If one has never

really
been bltten by philosophy, in all likelihood one is & maive

"posl tiwe®, "sclentific™
realist and one will steer one's/\cmtributions to theology

by a compasse that a stray magnet 1s pullingbff the mark.

LA e e R - . e pene TR AT e T e it e e e e s e . e e e T S e . . .
Y 1




I have already renarked that to a great extent new
methods in hermereut ics and ¢rltlcal history have been
accepted in Catholie theologicallcirclee. But to say Jjust
what operatlions cccer in the employment of such methods and
what results can bes éxpected from them ® demands a hlghly
reflned cognitional theory bolstered by an exact and cogent
eplstemology. Nor Lis this phillosophic elaboration of the

methods something superfluous ;

|
i
i
r
|
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I have already remarked that to a great extent new methods
in hermensutlics and critical history have been accepted in
Catholie thesloglcal circles. But the acceptance his besn
more a matter of learning technlques than of understand ing
what precise operations are belng performed, why they yleld
good results, where they nlght go wrong, what would be
expected In elther case, Now I am not saylng that our
exegetes and historlans should get down to learning a highly
refined cognltional theory. After all, one nesd mmh know
nothloag abvout electronics and yet be qulte successful Lln
turning on and ad Justing the television set. On the other
hand, if one 13 out to design anzglevision get, one has to
know electronics. Similarly, one needs a highly refined
cognltional theory, Af one 1s to devise a method for theology
that will satlisfy two condltiona, First, 1t must know

hermeneut 1cal and historical

exactly what the newpnethods are, or else its accpetance of

them will not be genuine. Jecondly, it has to find the J

way of Integrating them with other components of theology,
monhbahnbhemoeynatnads otherwlse the new methods will
continue to give us the Jesus of history, whlle the fal lurewe
to integrate them wlth the rest of theology will leave us
without the Christ of faith,

A’ second sphere in whieh phllos ophy is needed ix
hes to do wlth rellglous studles, The second Vatlcan council
gstablished secretariats for ecumeniﬁh, for non-Christian
religions, and for non-bellevers. If thess secretarlats are
to function, 1f thelr leaders are to really understand the *

exact nature of the issues at stake, then we need to 1

cultlvate religlous studles: the phenomenology of religlon,

the psychology of religion, the soeclology of religlon, the

o')
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hlstory of relligions, and at once underpinnling them all and
8lso overarching them a phllosophy of religions.

A third requlrement regards demythologlzation. Clement
of Alexandrlia was demythologlzing scripture on philosophic

My b NS S0, Hhe-

grounds when he wrote that, even though it—de gald—inaibie,
no one was to fancy that the Father of all stood and was seated,
that he had a i rigﬁt hand and a left, that he burst Into
ange;hand,,agaéﬂﬁ repented. At the present time the Duteh ‘
catechism suggests that there may be further demythologizations
m hnermeneutical or historlcal grounds. It is in this connectlon
that I think the phllosophy that theology needs must be
radlcally open. Its functlon 1s tozhelp the 1ndividual person
attaln self-aporopriation, a first-hand and exact grasp of
himself, hls operations, hie capaclties. It should be cepable
of leaving to theology the last word on man in his relatlons
vith God and on God in his relations with man.

A fourth requirement
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history of rellgl _ns, amd at once umderpinning ax them all
and over-arching them a philosophy of religion.
A third requlrement regards demythologlzatlon. When
was performing a philosophle demythologlzation when hs
Clement of Alexandria wrote that one was not to think that
the Father of all had a right hand or a left, that he stood

or was seated, that he was suabject Lo anger and repentancs,

even all though all thls was to be found in scripture,
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hisotory of relion religions, and at once underpinning them
I
all and over-arching them a philosophy of xedlgion. i
A third regulrement 1s that the needed philosophy must

possess a radlcal openness. By this I meam that the
process of demythologlzatlon has to be left to theology,
that a radical demyhthologization is not teo ocer ocecur om
the philosophlc level so that theological comsiderations

are never glven the chance to appear.
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gecondly, cognitilonal theory, epistemology, metaphyslcs
are needed but ttuwy are not enough. They have Lo he subsuned
feellmg,
under the hlgher operations of del lberating, evaluating,
declding, acting, believing, moving fror unauthentlelty to
aunthenticity. Moreover, thlis account 18 not to presuppose

a metaphylcs on the Arlstotlellan modsll

e :
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historlcal theology can become dilalectleal, for by revealing
the philosophlc source of aberration, it will be able to
Indlcate what the patristic or wmedleval or later writer
might have sald had he not been misled.

Sixthly, there 1s the phllosophy of culturse. ft is
concerned with meanings and walues and, ldeally, with the
meanings and values of sach class in all cultures. There 1s

no lack of Aetalled studles. DBut comprehensive workes such

as Bruno Snell's The Discovery of Mind and, stlill more

comprehens!i vely, Ernst Cassixer's Phlilosophy of Symbolic

Formg are of the greatest value. XYet they provide models
rather than definltive achlewvements. What 1s desired lis

an lntegratlon of what I have termed, transcendental method,
with detalled positive studies, 80 that dbdfimmamn the total
human process of cultural undifferentiation, dlfferentlation,
speclalization, and integrat lon can be constructed. In

that fashlon one could move from n New Testament expression

to modern expre sglon

;l.
I

i
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s torleal theology can become dlalectical. By revealing the

phllosophlc souarce of aberration, 1t can account for differences

in ptristic and In theologlcal thought. Moreover, by dlscernsing

the manmer 1n whi ¢h aberrations have been overcome, it can

ke tch the genesl s of a dlstinctive Catholic philosophy.

Nel ther Plato nor iwistotle, nelther Stoics nor Gnestles,

knew the notions woxrked out at Nicaea, at Ephsesus, at Chalcedon.
Biléthly, threre ig the philosophy of soclal structures amd of

culturesa, Meanings , values, modes of groap action have

developed and dlversified down the agee. There is no lack

of detalled Btudles. There is no lack of the expertise in

gra.daal Iy -- through the self-correcting process of commonagnee
learmin g == comlng 10 understand alien culturea. But what 1s
through

wanted 1s & phylogemetic set of schemata into which ths
, 4t least to some extent,

fraite of expertliee c¢an all be expressed within a common

mode and manner.

Let me nmkmxmpyamif 1lluatrate thls idea by comparisons.
Agulnes Interpreted scripture in largely Aristotelian terms.
Bulimann has Interpreted the New Testament in early Heldeggerilan

systematle
terns,. On the other hand, the philosophlc element is

unobt.yu sive in Er~ng t Cassirer's Philosophy of Synbolic Forms,

and 1t is hardly de tectable in Bruno Snell's The Discovery of

Mind.
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In answer I should say that our cholce is not limlted
t0 eternal txuths on the one hand and on the other the
relativist historicism of Ernst Troeltsch. Theoretlically
there is the position presented in ny book, Insight, of &
metaphysics that 1s lnvarlant 1n structure yet keeps developing
a8 the natuwre of human knowledge ls more accurately known.
Theologically, there is the pronocuncement of the firat Vatican

down the ages

councll on the advancefof our undexstanding, knowledgs, and

r wisdom with xrespect to the objects of falth. Historleally,

there is multitudlinous evidence of the many dlverse contexis

within which the Christlan messags has been assimilated,

1?@ accepted, and lived.




There is, then, a certaln typs of phllosophy that in
nany vways is very relevant to Catholic theology in its current
oximls. For the current crisle s a shift in horizon, a shift
from & basle outlook In terms of logic and etexrnal truthe
to & basle outlook in terms of mettwwd and developlng doctrines.
A phllosophy relg&yant to thet ahift in horizom is onme that
deals with the three basic questiomsz (1) what am I doing
whem I an knowing; (2) why is do ing that knowlmg; and (3)
what do I know when I do it. Such 2 phllosophy 1s directly
relevant to settling the core of amy method and so to settling
the core of theological method. But it also mskes possible
ax analysis and a much needed critioae of the methods of
hermereutics and eritlcal history, It underpimns a philosophy
0f actlon, of dellberation, evaluation, declsion, de=d.

It opens out upon a phllosophy of rsligion, the bhlstory of
philosophy, mxd a phllosophy of culiure and of communications,
Inall of these respects 1t blaznes trails for theology to

enter, to enlarge, to emrich.




@

raan s e e e meren e e e e bt © R . et e

T 18

There 18, then, & certaln type of philosophy that in many
ways 1s very relevant to Cathollic theology in ite current
erisls. For the current crisis is s shift in horizon, a ehift
from a basic ocutlook in terms of loglc and eternal truths
to a basle outlook in terms of method ard developlng doctrines.
Ot the old vliew changes in context could be neglected. On the
new view changes in context cén be enormoas and they cannot
be neglected. They have t ¢ be brought to light through the
techniquee of hermeneutics amd critilcal history. Once they
have been brought to light, continulties ard contrasts emerge:
what once was spprehended In one fashion, now 1s apprehended Ln

another
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Jot me eay, then, that the methods yleld relativist
results In 80 far as they are Interpreted 1n the light of
a merely absolutist or a merely relatlvlist phllosophy. Howewer,
ny contentlon was, not that the methods are to be accepted
&8s they are propounded by nere techinliclans but only as they
are analysed and clarified on the besis of transcendental
nethod, sminhhmominbenprenmd different lated in the light of
various philosophic contexts, and accepted inasmuch s as

eplstemologlcally valldated.
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To the firet objectlon I wouldy polnt cut that the met.hods
will yleld relativist conclusions In so far as they are urderstood
wlthin the context of a relativist or other inadequate philosophy.
But in contrast with this




complicated and permanvently open to revision

e
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A third ‘Lelement 1n modernity ia phllosophle, The new
natural aclence and the new ihuman studiles have had thelr
repsrcuselons on philosophy. One tendency has been to dmaopm
claelm that sclence 1s the only valid form of human knowledgs,
ag does positivism, or else to confine phllosophy within

Another
loglc and the clarilfication of every-day language. A‘F-he-—etﬂaen
tendency im has been to see 1in phllosophy the foundatlions of
sclence, as in Kantianiam.‘ and in Husserl's phenonenology,
or a super—sclence, as In the absolute ideallsms, or the basis
of human c¢hoosing and actling, as in Scmpenhau‘er, Kierkegaard,

i Nietzsche, Blondel. The third tendency was regressive.

Inaugurated solemnly by Leo XIIl's Aetern)l Patris, it mads

mandatory & return to the thonght of 3t., Thomas Aquinas; it
flourished in the early part of this century, but in the last
decade 1t has completely collapsed, first, because historical

made any statement of Thomist. though‘b enormously
gtudies of the medieval perlodagts i : ;

ef;—ﬂmmﬁand, secondly, because the Lrfiltratlon of the
new types of human studles into theology necessltatdd a type
of phllosophy far more sophisticated than the medleval perlod
could furnlsh. However, that more sophistlicated philosophy
is, as yet, not a matter of general acceptance. Until it 1s,
we can only expect a theological pluralism far more radical
than the old-atyle g pluralism of Thom&lats, Scotists,
Suarezlamns, and 80 on. Such pluralisa is the flrst item on2
the agends of the recently formed Internatlonal Theologlcal

Comnisslon.
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