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rotri nel Pluraliasm

A dlscusslon of a pluraliem in church doctrines needs
& rather broaj context. Accordingly my remarﬁs will come under
the following series of headings!:
o

Plurallsm and Communlcatlons

Plur~lism and Claszicist Culture

Pluralism and Relativisam

Undifferentiated and DLifferentiated Consclousness
Plurallsm and Thecloglcal Doctrines

Plurallsm and Conversion

Plurallsm and ChurMch Doctriness The Flrst Vatican Council
Plurallem and Church Doctrines: The Ongolng Context

The Immutablllty and Historiclity of Dognma

Plural ism and the Unlty of Falth
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Plurslism and Comaunlcations

In the final paragraph of the gospel according to Matthew,
our Lord bid! the Eleven to go forth and make 2ll natlons his
disciples. This command has always stood at the basis of the
church's mission, but In our age 1t has taken on a apecial
slgnificence. On the one bhand, anthropologlcal and hietorical
research has nade us aware of the enormous varisty of human
mentalities, cultures, and soclal arrangements. On the other
hand, even a brief experience of historical Investlgation makes
mm;;uare nov dlligently yet how clrcumspectly one must proceed
1f one 18 to hope to reconstruct the meanings and Llntentlions
of another reople, another time, another place, 9o it 1s that
Now we c¢in krnow 80 much more about all natlons and aboat the
d ifferences anong them. S0 too it 1s that now we can understand

the vastiness and the complexity of the task of preaching the

gosrel to all rmations,
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Tals fact of dlversity ent.aila* a pluralism, not yet of
doctrines, but at least of communlce:\t/ions. If one doctrine
s to be preached to all, stlll lt L8 not to be preached in the
same manner to a11.1 If one ts to comunicate with those of
another c¢ulture, one must employ the rescurces of thelr culture.
To em;loy simply the resources of ome's own culture 1s not
to communicate with the osther but to remaln locked up in one's
own. On the other hand, !t is not erough slmply to employ
the resources of the sther culture; one must do so creatlvely.
Merely ¢ employ the resocurces of the other culture would be
to fall to communlcate the Christisn message. But creatlve
employment. of those resources nakes 1t posslible to say in that
c¢'1lture what as yet had not been sald.

Thiere 1s a further point. Once Christlan doctrine has bsen
tmbm introduced successfully within a2 culture, 1t wlll proceed
to develop along the lines of that culture. So it was that
the gospel first preached in Palestine developed into a Judailc

Christianity that employed the thought-forms and stylistlc

genera of gpat judentum in 1te apprehension of the Christlan
mysterles .2 30 too down the ages there have developed

the 1dlosyncrasles of uany local or nationsl churches,

Nor do these ongolng differencea, once they are understood

and explained, threaten the unity of falth. Rather they testify
to its wvitallty. PFor, as once was said, puldould recipitur,

while
ad mmis godum reclpientlis recluitur, snd,the absence of varying

modalities wonld seem to prove an absence of genulne asgimilation

and the presence of only a perfunctory acceptance,
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2. Pluralism and Classlclat Culture

The contemporary notion of culture ls kﬁﬁfmm‘empirical.

A culture i1s & set of meanings and values Lnforming a conmon
way of 1lfe, and there are as many cultures as thetrcame
there are dlstinct sets of mx such meanings and values.

But thls manmer of conceiving culture is relatively
recent. It 13 a pye product of euplrical haman studies.
Within less than one hundred years it has replaced an older,
classlcist view that had flourlshed for over two mlllenila.

On the older view culture was concelved normtively. It was
the opposits of barbarism. It was a matter of acquliring and
aesimlisting the tastes and skills, the ideals, virtues, and
ldeas, that were pressed upon one in a good home and through
g currlcualum in the 3w liberal arts. It stressed not facts
clalm to
but values. It could not buENbe universallst. 1Its classics
were immortal works of art, its philosophy was theg'perennial
phllosophy, 1ts laws and structures were the deposit of the
prudence and the wisdom bfa of mankind. (lassicist education
vas a matter of models to be pmulatedy—of lnitated, of ideal
characters to be emulated, of eternal veritles and @» universally
valid laws. dtvmasvAud®d It sought to produce not the mere

could
gpeclallat bt the uomo universale that,ewa turn his hand to

anything and do !t brilllantly.

The classlieclst is not a plurallst. He knowe that circum-
stances BiX alter caces but he is far mors deeply convinced
that clrcumstances are acclden€:$;that, beynnd them, there is
some substance or kernel or root that flts in with classiclst

assumptions of stabllity, lmmutablility, fixity. Things have
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thelr spe ol flec natures; these nat wes, at least ln principle,

are to be krmown exhaustlively thro gh the properties they possess
and the lavs they obey; and over and above the specific nature
there is only indlviduation by matier, so that knowledge of one
Instance of & specles antomatically ls knowledge of any Lnatance.
What 1s true of speclies In genexal, also is true of the human
specles, of the one faith coming through Jesus Chrlst, of the

one charlty given through the gift of the Holy Spirit. It followa
that the Alwersitles of peoples, ciltures, soclal arrangements

cann Lovolwve only a difference im the dress in whlch chureh doctrine
1s expressed, but cannot involve any diversity in church doctrine

1tself, That ls semper idem.

The plurallst begs to differ. He refuses to grant that
human concspts resemble Plato's immatable forms. He insists that
human coicepts axre products and expr-esai;ions of human understanding,
that humax and erstand ing develops over \;ime, and that 1t develope
differemtly In different places arnd In different tlimes. Agaln,
he would clain that a human action, determined solely by abstract
prorert les, abstract prinecicles, abstract laws, would be not

inhumanly
only abstract Tut alsohinept on every concrete occasion. For possliblt

%Nmn—a-:me-s—ot—mu.onf- courses of human actlon are the discoveries
of humam Xnt elllgennce, perhaps remotely gulded by principles and
laws, but ’ certainly grasped by Lnmslght lnto cetewd concrete
situatlons. Morecpver, it is by further insight that the

posgslble

probable results of each courae of action are determlined, and that

det ermiratlon, so far from settling the 1lssue, stands 1n need

of a fres and hopefully responsible cholce before action can

in
enswe. Flnally, ¥% 8o far as & sltuatlon or a conrse of action
1s 1ntelll glble, 1t can recur; but the less intelligent people

are, the lLess they learn from the defects of previous acts, and the

—s - . . T
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more llkely they are to settle lnto aomaﬂ routine that keeps

mistakes to make their situatlon ever worse .
repeating the aameﬁaagjs: On the other hand, the more Intelligent
they_are, the mor= they can learn from previous mistakes., and the
more they will keep changlng thelr courss ofé_action and , as vwell,
keep ?ghaﬂ changlng their situvation and 8o necess ltating still
further changes Ln thelr courses of action,

The plurallst, then, dlffers from ths classicist Lnaspuch
as he acknowledges human historlecity both in principle anmd in

-= very briefly -
fact. Historlelty meansAthat hunan living is informed oy meanings,
that meanings are the product of lntelllgence, that hwuian
intelligences develops cumulatively over time, and tnat such
cumulatlive development differs in different histories.

Classiclan 1tself 1s omne very notable and, Iindeelg very
noble 1nstan0ﬁé’of such cumnJetlve development. It is ot
nlstaken In ii{s assumption that there ls somsething subs®antial
and common {0 humian neture and human sctivity. Its overslght
iz its fallure to grasp that that something substantlal and
common 21so 1s something oulte open. It may be expressed In
the four transcemdental precepts: Be st tentive, Be intelligent,
Be reasonable, Be responsible. But there 1s an almost endless
nanl fold of situations to which men successively attemd . There
vary enormously the type and degree of intellectusl anl soral
development brought to deal with situatlons. The staniard both
for human ressonableness and for the strength and del lcacy of
a nan's consclence ls sa&gisfied only by & complete and life-long

devotion to human authentlelty.
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-ORSHoRe
I have been ontlining the theoretlc objections to
¢lassicl st thought., Far more massive are the factual objectlons.

For a c¢entury and & half there have been developlng Ser—aoxd

highly
A reflined methods in hermeneut ics and history, and there have

been multlplying not only new modes of studyling acrlipture,
the Fathers, the Scholastics, the Renalssance and Reformati.m,
and sub' sequent periods, but also there have eumerged numerous
histori:ally—minded phl losophies. To confine the Catholle
Church to & classicliat mentallty is to keep the Catholle
Church out of the modern world and to prolong the already

too long prolonged crisls # within the Church.

3. Pluralism and Relat ivism.

A8 the breakdown of Scholasticism has left many Catholics

without any phllosophy, 8o the rejection of the classiclst
Yeltangchauung.

out look leaves many without even aAuaMd-nth:mnm In this

L

state of almost complete dlsorlentatlon they feel confronted
with an endless relativism when they are told that no one
1n this life can howied aspire to a knowledge of all mathematics,
or all physics, or all chemistry, or all blology, or the whole
of humen studies, or of all the philoeophies, or even of the
whole of theology.

¥hat 1s worse is that usuvally they are not. equipped to
deal effectively and successfully with the premlsses set
forth by relativists. These premisses ares (1) the meaning of
any statement 18 relative to ite context; awéd (2) every context
1s sub)ect to change; At stands withln a process of development
and/or decay; and (3) it Eia not posslble to predlict what the
future context willl be.
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The trouble 1s twofold. On the one hand, these premimsss,
as far as they go, are true. On the other hani, the complement
they meed does not conslet primarily in further propositions;

Lovariant
1t 1s to be found only by unvelllng the‘,\etr-ucture of man's
consclous and intentlonal acts; and that unvelling 1s a long
and difflcult task. That tesk camnot be even outlined here,
and 80O we have to be content to lnddcate briefly the type of
quallfication that can and shonld be added to the premlsses
of reletivism.

It 1s true that the meaning of any statement is relative
to lts context,, But 1t does not follow that the context 1ls
unknown or, if 1t 1s unknown, that 1t cannot be discovered.a
Still less does 1t follow that the statement understood within
ite context 1s mistaken or false. On the contrary, there are
man;:ﬁatementa whose context 1s easlly asceriained.

It 1a true that contexts change, and 1t can happen
that a statement, which was true in 1tz own context, ceases
to be adequate in another context, It remalns that it was
true in its original context, that that truth can be reformulated
in the present context, and that sound exegetlcal and historieal
procedures can reconstltnte the orlglnal context.

It 1s true that one cannot predlet in detall what future
changes of context will occur. But one can pre’dfgt;\t?t}ltaaglpt}gé
contexts of descriptive statements are less eubject to change
than the contextes of explanatory statements. Agaln, with
regaxd to0 explanatory statements, one can predlct that &

of chemlical elenents
theoxry that radically revised the periodle t.able/\ wonld & ccount
n0t only for all the data accounted for by the perlodic table

bat malso for a substantial range of data for which the perlodic

table Aoes not account.

ey
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Such ilnadvertence seems t0 be the root of the confusgi/on

concerning objects and objectivity that has obtalned ln Weetern
his 4

thought since Kant publishedACr-itique of Pure Reason.” In the

world of immedlscy the only objects are objects of experlence,

vhere "experience® is understood in the narrow sense and denotes
‘Lher the out‘ber experience of ssnse or the inner experlence of

nsclousness. But in the world nedlated by meaning -= 1. e.,

edinted by experiencing, understandlng, and Judglng -~ objects

are what are intended by questlons and known by lntelllgent,

correct, conscientious answers. It 1s by his queations for

Intelligence (cnid sit, cux ita sit), for reflection (an sit),

for deliberation (an honestum slt), that man intends without

yet knowing the %intelligible, the true, the real, the good.
By that intending man is immedlately related to the objects 1n
the world nmedlated by neanlng; answers only medlately are related
to such objects, l. e., only inasmuch as they are answers o
questions. On thls showlng the tendency to an empiriclsm
ar-lses when one applies the crlteria of the world of lmmedlacy
to activities wlth respect to the world mediated by meaning.
The tendemncy to ideallism accepts the empiriclst notion of reality,
lnsists that huan cognitlonal activity conslsts in ralsing
and = 1s takenly

mAanawering questlons,ﬁgrants that such activity 1is concerned
with merely ideal objects. Finally, a critlcal realism asserts
that km adult haman knowledge of reallity is a matter not
solely of experienc&ing bat of experlencing, understanding, and
juaging.

Besldes the differentliation of consclousness involved 1n
growing up, further differentiations occur with respsct to

the world medlited by nmesnlng. Here the best koown 1ls the

differentiation of comnonmsense meanlng and sclentific meaning.




Buch inadvertence seens to be the root of the enormous
confuslon that obtalns with regard to the term, object. In the
world of Lmnedlacy the only objlects are objects of experlence,
where "axperience" 1s understood in the narrow sense and means
elther the outer experelence of sense or the lnner experlence
of consclonsness. But 1n the world medlated by meanlng oblects
are what are intended in questlons and known by correct answers.
The archetypal confuslon of these two quite distinct meanings
1s to be found in the first sentence of the Transcendental

Aesthetlec 1n the (ritigue of Pure Reason., There one learns

that the one way in which objects are lmeedlately known ls

by Anschauung, 1. e., by sensltive intultion. From thls

assumption there follows the later clalm that the categoriles
of the understandling only medlately apply to objects, L. e.,
only inasmuch as they are applied to senslible data, and that the
ideas of reason refer to bo objects only by the double mediation

of understandlng and asnse. Collection 208.
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Its origins are celebrated in Plato's early dialogues in which

Jocrates explains what he means by a deflinitlon that applies
sobrlety,
omnl et scli, sesks definitions of courage,, teopananme, justice,

A
arid the like, shows the inadecuacy of any proposed deflinltion,

adnitse that he himeelf l1ls unable to dmdkune answer his own

questions. But a generation or so later in Aristotle's Nicomachean

Bthkcs we find not only general deflnitionaﬁ of virtue and vice
specific WV
but also definitions of an array O&W virtues each
oxe flanked by vices that sln by excess or by defect. However,
Aristotls not merely answered Socrates' gquestions but also set
up the possiblility of asnswering them by a sustalned serutiny
of linguistic usage, by selecting the preclse meanlng he assigned
to the terns he employed, by constructing sets of interrelated
terms, and by emplo;ﬂ/ing such sets to systematize whole regions
of Anquiry.
was effected

TherebyAthe differentlatlon of commonsense meaning and
8¢l entlfic meaning. Socruates and hls friends knew perfectly
well what they meant by conrage, sobrlety, Jjustlce. Bul such
kiowledge does not conslet in universal definitions. It conslste
ainply in understanding when the term may be used appropriately,
and such understanding is developed by advertlng to the response
others give to g® one's atatemente. As 1t does not defime, s0
t.00 common sense does not enocunce universal principles; 1t of fers
proverbs, 1. e., * Pleces of advice it may be well to bear in
mind when the occ:aion arises; hence "Strike the iron while it
3p 4w hot" and "He who hesitates is lost" are not so much
contradicted as complerented by "Look before you leap." Fimlly,
common sense does not sylloglze; 1t argues from emasegiys analogy;

but 1ts analogles resemble, not those constructed by loglelans,

An which the analogue partly is simlilar and partly dissimilar,

but rather Plaget's adaptatlons which consist in two parts:
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an aseimilation that calls on the Anslgnts relevant to somewhat
ainmllar siltuatlons; and an adJustnent that adds insights relevant
to the pecullarlties of the present situatlon.

But besides the wor 1l mnedlat ed by commonsense meaninge,
there 1s another world nediated by sclentlflc meaniunge, where
terms are defined, systematic relatlonships are sought, procedures
are governed by loglce and methods . This s cond world was
intuited by Plato's dlstinetion betveen the flux of phenomena
and the lmnutable Forms, It was afidirmed anore soberly in

Aristotle's dlstinction betwvween thee priora guoad nos and the

priora guoad se. It has reappiared 1n Eddington's two tables:

one brown, solld, heavy; the other ¢ olorless, mostly enpty space,
wlth here and there an unimaginabde wivicle. So it 1s that
at one monent they axe
sclentists live in two worlds :awi®h the rest of us In the world
at another they are
of common sense;, apart from us and by themselves with & technlecal
A and controlled

language of thelr own and with =63 reflectlvely conetructed A
cognitional procedures.

-Besides—tho—selontifio-diflerantalaticnof-sonselousnasd

Besides the sclent iflc there 3e a religlons differentietlion
of consclousness., It begins with ascetlclsm and culminates
in mysticlsm, Both asceticism arnd nyst iclsm, when genulne, have

That ground
a common ground. Itt)\was described by St. Panl when he exclalmed:
" . God's love hag flooded our lnmst heart through the Holy
Spirit he has given us" (Rom 5, 5). That ground can bear frult
in a consciousness that lives 1n & world uzedlated by meaning.
for a timg

But At can also withdraw oneAfrmm the world medlated by meaning
into the ¢lond of unknowing, end then one Ls for God, belongs

to him, glves onesclf to him, mot by one's own me initlative

but in durxshderto-bis] o sllent , Joyous, peaceful surrender

5
to his Ilnitiative.
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Ordlnarily the sclentific and the religlous differentiation
of conscicusness occur in different Indlviduals. But they can be
found 1n the seme individual as was the ram case with Thonas of
Aguln., At the end of his life his prayer was so inten*ue that it
interfered with his theologlical actlvity. Bat sarlierklnere could
have been an intermittent rellgious differentiation of conamc¢louaness,
vwhile later still further development might have enabled him to
combine prayer and theology as 9t. Thereaa of Avila combined
prayer and business.

Besides the sclentlfic and the religious there 1s the scholarly
differentiation of consclousness. It comblnes the common sense
of one's own place and time with khmum a detalled understanding of
the comnon sense of another place and time. It is & &fpeclflcally

modern achlevement and 1t results only from a lifetime of study.

Besides the scientific, the religlous, and the scholarly,
there is the modern philosophlc differentistion. Anclent and medievnlk
philos ophers were princi*pally concerned with objects. If they
attained any different1;:1non, that did not differ from the
gelentific. But ln modern phllosophy there has beenasustained
tendency to begln, not from the oblects in the worldpmediated by
meaning, but from the immedlate data of comsclousness. In s first
phase, from Descartes to Kant, the primary focus of attentlion was
cognitional actlvity. But after the transition provided by Gerzan
1dealism, there was a notable ahift in emphasis. SchOpen*hauar

Die
wrote on ﬁpﬁ Welt §+als Wille und Vorstellung; Kilerkegaard took

his stand on falth; Newnan took hls on consclence; Nietzeche

extolled the will to power; Dllthey almed at a Isbensphlilosophi

Blondel at a philosophy of action; Scheler was abundant on feeling;
and similar tendencies, reminiscent of Kant's emphasis on practical

reason, have been malntalned by the personaliste and the exteterPIni-
exlstentiallsts.

)
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We have distinguished three differentiations of conaclousness:
the sclentific, the religlous, and the modern philesophic. e have
noted the posaibility of compound dlfferentlatlon: the same
conscloeness may be differentlated both sclentifically and
rellgiousldy; but we may add at once the further possibilities
of the same conscioueness belng differentiagé;:;Zth scientiflically
and phl losophlically or both rellglously and philosophically.
Finally, there 1s the possibllity of triply differentiated
coneclousness, namely, sclentiflcally and religlously and
philosophically and, far more comeon, the totally undlfferentiated
consciougmness that operates solely in the manrer of common sense.

There result elght different types of consciousness:
one und if ferentiated; three slingly differentlated; three double
doubly dl fferentlated; and ome triply differentiated.

The triply dlfferentlated can understand lts own type
and it cén figure out Just h what 1s happening when it meets
any ot of the other types. In contrast, the totally undifferentiated
type understands 1tself; 1t can understand the others in so far

as at tlmes they operate Ln the commonsense fashlon; but for

:#g’ the rest it finis them simply beyond Iits horlzon. In phllosophy
__E it will .ralee the pre-Sccratics; in theology 1t will prefer
an not to go beyond biblical statements; indeed, it may even argue
that God has revesled thro.ugh the bible that rellgloua
comsciousness 1¢ undifferent lated consclousness.
0 Doubly differentlated consclousness will understand
something aboat all the others, but it will have a blindspot
s for the typex of differentlation it does not possess. Similarly,

ging Iy dilfferentiated consclousness will understandt something
:g{ sbout all the others, but it will have a blindspot for the
two Gifferentlations that it lacks.
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We have distingulshed four dilffsrentiations of consclousness,
the sclentiflc, the religlous, the scholarly, and the modern
phllosophlec, We have noted the posaibility of one compound
dlfferentiation in which the scientlfic and the religlous were
conbined in a single individual. But there are flve other possibhii™
possibllities of twofold differentiation: sclentlific and scholarly;
scientific amd philosophic; religlous and scholarly; religisus and
philosorhic; scholarly and philosophlc. Bealdes, there are four
posalbllitles of threefold differentiation: sclentlfic, rellqbus,
and scholarly; sclentific, rellgious, and phllosochle; sclentifie,
scholarly, and phllosophlic; religious, scholarly, and phllosophilc.
Further, there 18 one case of fourfold differentiation 1n which
sclentific, religiousa, scholarly, and philosophlc differentlations
are combined. Fipally, there is also one case of undifferentiated
consclousness which 1s at home only in the realm of comnon sense:
it shares Hsildegger's affection for the pre-3ocratics, the
linguistic amalyst's inslstence on ordinary as opposed to technical
langunage, and the strldent deveotlion to the blble of those that
want no dognas.

There are then, on thils analysis, twelve different types

of consclousnese and from them result twelve different worlds

@;£ * mediated by meanlng. 59t1ll, thls divielon 1s highly schematle.
Further differences arlse wehn one conslders the degres to which
consciousness has developed, the measure in which differentiated
consclousness 13 integrated, the obnubilation imposed upon a
¢onsclousness that 1s less differsntlated than 1te place and tinme

J demand, and the #s¢ frustratlon lmposed upon a consclousness that

| has achleved a greater differentiatisn than most other peopls

in its soclal circle.
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5e Plurallism and Theological Doctrines

We have been considering dlwers differentiationa of
haman consclousness. Our alm has been to gain an inslght 1nto
e ntenporary theological plaralism, It is time for us to setb
sbout applylng the distinctisns that have been drawn.
In general, the more differentiated consciousness 1s
quit e beyond the horlzon of the less or the different ly
ddfferentlated consclousness. Inversely, the less dl fferentiated
consciousness can esslly be under stood by the more dliferentlated,
jnmm as the former is incladed in ths latter.
Undifferentiated consclousness 1s the most common type.
To thls type wlill ﬁ;a-l—eng always belong the vast ma Jority of the
faithful. As a typs 1t can be understocd by everyone, But
i‘tlfiase]brnly mystified by the subtlst les of sclentiflcally
d 1fferentiated consclousness, by the oracles of rellglously
by the strangeness of scholarly differentlated consclousness,
d if fer=ntiated consciouanesa,ﬂby the profundities of the modern
philosophlc differentiation. One can presch to 1t and teach 1t
only by using 1ts own langusge, its own procedures, ita own
resources. These are not uniform, There are as many brands of
comnon sense as there are languages, soclo-cultural differences,
alncet difierences of place and time. The stranger 1s strange
because he comee from another plece, Hence to preach the
gospel to all men calls for as many men as there are different

each of
places and tlmes, and 1t recilres, them to get to know the people

0 vwhom he 18 sent, thelr manner :\and gtyle and vways of thought
and epeech, There follows a man ifold pluralism. Ir 1mariily

X it is a plurallsn, not of doctrine, but of communications.
TFhe-retigtons-apmehrension af-undl fferentinted—econselousnes,
s-through.rituals, narratives, titles, parables,—wetaplron

Wmmmmmmd
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But within the realm of undifferentimated conaclousness there is
no commumication of doctrime except through the avallable
rituals, narratives, titles, parables, metaphors, modes of
pralee and blame, com:and and prohibiAtion, promise and threat,
An exception to thls last statenent must be noted. The

educated classes in a soclety, such ae wae the Hellenlatlic,

normally

A &re instances of undifferentiated comciouanesai. But their
education had among its sources works of genuine phllosorphers,

80 that they could be faml llar with logical principles and

take propositione as the objects on which they reflected and

operated. In this fashion the meaning of homoousion for Atharasius

was contained ln a rule concerning propositions about the Father

and the Son: eadem de Fillo quae de Fatre dicuntur, excepto

Patris nonlne .t Agein, the meaning of the one person and two

1In the sec ond paragraph of
naturesy, mentloned only Lnd_i.nc.id.mia-lly—.‘l.n;{,he decree of

Chalcehon, stands forth in the repeated affirmation of the
firat pad garafiragh
doeree Lnat It 1s one and the same Son our Lord Jesus Christ
that 1s perfect in divinity and the same perfsct In humantty,

truly God and the same truly man, comnsubstantlal wlth the

Father Lin his divinity and nomsubmimutd the same consubstiantial

with vs in hls humanity, born of the Father before the ages

In his Alvinity and these last days the same... born of the Virgin
Mary 1in his Inumanity.7 Now the meaning of the flrst paragraph
can be communicated without any techinical terms. However,
loglcal reflectlon on the flrst parayraph will glve riss to
questions. Is the humanity the ssne as the divinlty? If not,
how can the same be both God and mam!? It is only after these

questions have arisen in the mind of the lnguirer that 1t le
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relevant to ewpelim explaln that a @ia+ distinct ion can be
drawn between person and nature, that dlvinity and humanity
denote twe natures, that 1t ls one ard the same psrson that 1s
both God and man. Such logleal clarification 1s wlthin the meaning
of the decree. But iIf one goes om to ralse metaphyslcal
guesatlions, suach as the reallty of tkw diestlnction between person
explicitly
and nature, one uot only moves beyowmd the quqstione/\envisaged by
-.:_ the ﬁ decree but also beyond the hori:ion of undif ferentiated
3 consclousness,
Relligiously dlifferentlated comeclousness can be content
with the negations of an apophatic theology. For 1t is in love
and on its love thers are not
witdnat any reservatlons or condltlons or gualificatlons ("o
with one's whole heart and one's whole soul and with all one's
mind and all one's strength...."). By such love it is orientated
positively to what s transcendent In lovablenses. Such a
poslitive orientation and the conseguent eself-surrender, as long
ag they are operatlve, enable one t.¢ dispense with any
o+ Intellectually apprehended c>‘r),jx=_~{st.;ﬁ and when they @& cease {0
be operatlve, the memory of thea ereblse one to be content

with enumerations of what God iz not.

It may be objected that nihid mmatum nlsi prascognitum.

0: But while that 1s true of other humara love, 1t doeal not seem t0
be true of the love with which God floo%i:@; innost heart
through the Holy Spirlt glven to us, That grace 1s the finding

A that grounds our seeklng God throngh natural reason and through

positive religion. That grace 1s the touchstone by which we
judge whether it 1s %8 really God thast natural reason reaches
or posliive religlon preaches. That grace would be the grace

gufficlent for salvation that God of fers all men, that underpins

what 1s good 1n all the religlons of nankind, that explalna how
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those that never heard the gospel can be saved., That grace
1s what enables the simple falthful to pray to thelr heavenly
Father in secret even though thelr rellglous apprehenslons are

fanlty., That grace ls what replaces doctrline as the upun

necegsarium in religlons generally. That grace Indlcates the

theological Justification of Catholle dlalogue with Christ lans,
with non-Christlans, and sven with athelsts who may love God in
their hearts without knowlng hlm/‘:&htheir heads.

However, what is true of rellgions generally, 1ls not true
of the Christlan religlon. For it knows God not only through
the grace in iits heart but also through the revelation of God's

hoad-dom-0m witness to

love in Christ Jesus and the -hm_ﬁthat revelation down
the ages through the church. Christlan love of God 1s not Just
g atate of mind and hesrt; essential to it 1s the Iintersubjectlive,
interpersonal component ln whilch God reveals his love and asks
ours In return., It is at this point that there smerges the function
of church doctrines ani of theologlcal doctrines., For that

funietion 1s to explalnand to defend the authentlci*ty of the
o/

church'a witness to -

A hend-dng-on-of the revelation in Christ Jesus.
As alrsady explalmned, there was a slight tincture of
gc lentifically dLlfferentinted cons ciousneﬂsa In the Gresk
councile, In the medleval perlod there was undertaken the
systematlce and collaborative task of reconclling all that had
been handed down by the church from the past. A first step
o> vas Sbeds ¥ Abelard's Sic et non, in which some one hundred

and fifty-elght proposltiions were both proved and dlsproved
i

by arguments from acripture, the Fathers, the councils, and reason.

In a secound step there was developed the technloue of the guaestios
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and his gic becane
Abelard's Hiidfh non became videtur quod non aniAEEF contra est.

To these were added a general response, in shich princlples of
80 lntlan were set forth, and epecific reponses ln which the
priociples were applied to the conflicting evidence. A third

st.ep was the conpositionn of books of sentences that collected
and classified

hfmami4—an—ondeply—l&st—oﬁ—hesééngd relevant paesages from

scripture and subseguent tradltion. A fourtih step were the
conmentarlies b{ on the books of&:&onkeeeﬂ sentences in which

the technigue of the quaestlo was applied to these richer
¢ollections of materiasls., The fifth step was to obtaln a
¢oncertual system that would enable the theologlan to glve

coherent answers to all the ouestions he ralmssd; and thls was
obtained partly by adopting and partly by adapting the Arlstotellan
corpus.

Scholastic theology was a minumental achlevement. Its
infJuence on the church has been profound and endurlng. Up to
Vat Jcan II, which prefexrred a more biblical turn of speech,

nuch of
1% haes provide%xﬁhe background whence procesded pontlficsl

docunents and conciliar decrees. Yet today by and large it is

abanjoned, and that abandionment leaves the documentis and decrees

- bhat relled on 1t almost mute and lneffectual, Such ils the
® contemporary crlsis in Catholiclem. It 18 important to indlcate
why L1t exlsts and how Lt can be overcome.
The Scholastic alm of reconeclling all the documents of
the Christian traditlon had one grave defect; Lt was content
e with a logically and metaphyslcally satlsfying reconcillatlion;
1t dld not realize how much of the multiplleity in the isherltance

basleally
const1tuted not a logical or metaphysical butﬁgéapﬂr a historlcal

problem,

Secondly, the Arlstotellan corpus, On whilech Scholasticlsm

drevw for the framework of its solutlons, suffers from & nunber of
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defects., The Postexior inalytles set forth an ideal of sclence

in which the key element is the notion of necessliy, of what
cannot be otherwise. 0O this basis, sclence 1s sald to be
of the necessary,ang while orinlon regards the contlngent; simllarly,
wlsdom is concerned with f£irst principles, while prudence regards
contingent human af fairs, There follows the primacy of speculatlive
Intellect, and thi{fbuﬁtr‘essed by & verballsm that attributes
to comuon names the properties of sclentific terms. Flnally,
whlle wan 1s acknowledged 1O be a politlcal@_ animal, the
historicity of the meanings that inform human living 1e not
grasped, and mach less 18 there understood the fact that historilcal
meaning 1is to be presented H not by poets but by historlans.

In contrast, nodem nathematics 1s fully aware that 1ts
axlons are not necessary truths but only freely chosen and
no more than probably c msistent postulates. gk The modern
sclences ascertaln, now what must be so, but only what 1s
in itself hypothetical and so in need of verification. First
principles in philosophy are not verbal propositlons but the
de facto lnvariants of tuman consclous intentionality. What
was named speculative Litellect, now is merely the operatlons
of experiencing, wnierstaniing, and judging, performed under
the guldance of the morwl deliberatlon, evmluation, declslon,
that selects a method and sees to 1t that the method is observed.
The primacy now beloryg= to practlcal intellect and, perforce,

ulti'slnte ly

philoaOphyAbecomea s philosophy of action., Finally, it s only
on the basls of intentionallty analysis that 1t 1s possible
elther to understemd human historleclty or to set forth the

foundat lons and criticdie the practice of contemporary

hermeneutlics and critical history.
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The defects of Scholasticlam, then, were the defects of
the methods of
ita tlme. It ¢ould not 1nspecB«modern hiastory and thereby
learn the importance of history in theology. It could not
inspect modérn sclence and thereby correct the nistakes 1n
Aristotle's conceptual system, But 1f we cannot blame the
Scholastlics for their shortconings, we must undertake the
task of remedybing them. A theology ia the product not only
\
of a faith but also of a culture. It 1s cultural chanee that
he s made‘§§§ Scholasticlsm 1o longer relevant and that demands
the development of & new t heological method and style,
genuine
continuous indeed with the oldd, yet meetling all the exigences
both of the Chriatlan rellgion and
A of am up-to-date philosophy, sclence, and scholarshiyp.

Until that need is met, pluralism will obtain.

Undifferentlated consclousness will continue its ban on
Sclentifically differentlated consclousness will ally itself with asecularlsa.
technical theology.ﬁ,ﬁeligioualy different la te@ conaclousness
will know that the main issue 18 in the heart and not the head.
Scholarly

Seéaaﬁifie&%%xkdifferenti&ted consciousness will contlnue
to pour forth &j/the Trults of 1ts research In Interiretations
and histories. Phllosophlcally differentlated consclouaness

will continue to twlst and turn in its efforts to break loose

- from Kant's grasp. But the worthy successor to thirteenth
o a fourfold
L& century achlevement will be the fruit of hﬁhy’.\difi‘erentlated
--Ba—inwub%ch*thE“WﬁPEIﬁ@ﬁ“Uf“CUmmon -senge ,_g¢l ence
tt;r‘amrlyafrg,—rﬁn& trhe life of. prayer have -be
ma“tur“a‘}i—gcrud fish toC comrto ~theald
@
consciousness, in which the workings of common sense, sclence,
‘_; scholarshlp, intentlonality analysis, and the 1life of prayer

have been lntegrated.
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6,
P\_ Plural iam and Conversion

Converslon Involves & nsw understanding of oneself because,
more fundamentally, it brings about a new self to be understood.
It 48 putting off the old man and putting on the new. It 1s not
just a development but the beginning of a new mode of developling.
Hence, besides the beginning, there ls to be considered the
consequent development. This may be great or average or small,
It may be marred by few or by many relapses. The relapses

been
may havepcorrected fully, or they may stlll leave thelr traces

blas
in QAP&is-that may be grave or venlal.

Converslon is three-dlmensional, It 1s intellectual
inasmuch as it regards our orlentation to the intelligible and the
true. It 18 moral inasmuch as 1t regards our orlentation to the
good. It is religious inasmuch as it regarde our orientatlon
to God. The three dimenslons are distinct, so that conversion
can occur in one dimension wilthout occurring in the other two,
or in two dlmenslons without occurring in the other one. At

dlmenslons
the same time, the three,giemnsiond are solldary. Converslon
in one leads to conversion 1n the otner dlmensions, and relapse
fromw one prepares for relapse from the others.

By intellectual conversion a person frees himself fron
confusing the criteria of the world of lumedlacy with the
criteria of the world medlsated by meaning. By moral conversion
he becomes motivated prizarily not by satlsfactions but by
é}values. By religlous converslon he comes to love God with
his whole heart and his whole sonl and all his mind and all
his strength; and in comseouence he loves his nelghbor as himself.

The anthentic Christian strives for the fulness of

intellectual, moral, and religlous conversion. Without

intellectual conversion he tends to misapprehend not only the

0 )
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world mediated by meaning but also the word God haas spoken
within that world. Wlthout moral conversiosn he ter tends to
puraus not what truly is good but what only apparently 1s good.
Without rellglous conversion he 1s radically desolate: in the
world wlthout hope and without God (Eph 2, 12).

Wnile the importance of moral and religlous converslion
wlll be readlly granted, hesitation will be felt by many when
it comes to »m intellectual conversion. They will feel that it
1s & philosophic issue and that 1t is not up to theoclogians to
solve it. But while these contentions are true, they are not

declsive. The lssue 1s also exlistential and methodlcal.

Theologlans have mindst. They have always used them. They
may use them properly and they may use them lmproperly,

Unlesa they flind out the dif ference for themselves or learn

abouat it from someons else, they wlll be countenancing a
graater plurallsm than can be tolerated.

Indeed, in my opinlon, intellectual converslon 1s
esgentlally simple. It occurs spontaneonsly when one reaches
the age of reason, lmpllcitly drops earlier criterlsa of reality
ﬁﬁ? (are you awake? do you see 1t? ls it heavy? etc.), and proceeds
I to operate on the criteria of sufflecient evidence or sufflelient
reason. But thls spontaneons conversion is insecure. | The
uge of the earlier criteria cam recur. It is partic&Tﬁrly

one
likely to recur whenagets involved 1n philosophle lssues.

e For than the objectiflication of what 1is meant by sufficient
| evidence or sufficlient reason 1s exceedingly conplex, while
ffi the objectificatlon of taking a good look is simplicity {tself.

90 one becomes a naive realist, or an empirleist, or an ldeallst,

or e pragmatlist, or a phenomenologist, and so on.

:_Q[“Tmt§._ vm.".m.~I .-~--   ¢.-  ,~”mi; . '1'.f3?-::)
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NbEJln any individualyconveraion can be present or sbaent;
In the former case Lt can be present in one dimenslon or in two
or 1n all three; 1t can be enriched by development, or dlstorted
by aberration, and the development and aberratlon may e great or
Bz small, Such differences glve rlse to another wvarlety of
pluralisn., Beegldes the pluralism implicit in the transition
from classlelst to modern culture, besides the plaralism lmplicit
in the coexistence of undlfferentlated and variously differentiated
consciousness, there 18 the more radical plurallsm that arises
whnen all are not authentlically human and authentlieslly Christlan.

wl=Ra sl - O atl= " & - - = =N & s YLD LG LD
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Unanthenticity nay be open-eyed and thorough~golng,

and then 1t heads for a loss of falth. But the unconverted

need have no clear idea what it 1s to be converted, They cap'i%u
unavare of what they are., On a number of polnts they will be;
Catholdc, but on a nuiber of other polnts they will not be. )
There widl result a devaluatlon, an inflation, of language and

of doctrine. Terms that denote what one is not, will bs browdened
broadened to cover what one 1ls. Doctrimes that are embarrassling

wlll not be mentloned. Unacceptable comclusions will not be drawn.
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Quite by itself the pluralism resulting from a lack of
conveg?on can be perllous. But the dangere ars multiplied many times
when the lack of conversion combivnes with other agpects of plurallsm.
&;The transition from classicist to modernm culture, if conbined
wlth lack of conversion, can amount to a watering down of the falith.
Undif ferentiated consclousness, combined with defective converslon,
will opt for the gospels and drop the dogmas. Religlonsly
dif ferentlated conscilousness will deprecate insistence on doctrines.
Scholarly differentiated consclousness can unleash floods of
Informatl n in which origlns are obscure and continulty hard to
dlscern. The modern phillosophic Jifferentlatlon can prove a trap

that confines one to a subjectivism and a relativism,

Ts Pluraliem and Church Doctrines: The Firet Vatlcan Council

Early in the second half of the nineteenth century it was
felt in Roman clrcles that the immutabllity of falth and even the
distinction between falth and reason had been disregarded in the
writings of Anton Gunther (DS 2828 ff.) and Jakob Frohschamner
(DS 2850 f£f.; ef. D3 2908 f.).

The matter was further pursued by Cardinal Franzelin both
in the votum he presented to the preconclllar committoell and 1n
the schema, Contra errores ex ratlonallsﬁ’derivatou, presented for

A
discusaionwskin the early days of Vatican I.

In the final form of the dogmatlc constitution, Del ¥Filluys,
pronulgated by Vatlcan I, the matter was treated guite succlnetly
in the last paragraph of the fourth chapter ard in the appended
canon (D3 3020, 304’43),]‘:5 but the exact meanling of thls paragraph
and canon is to be reached only by recalli}ng the definitions and
dlstinctions of chapters two, three, and four. To thls end the

following notes may be helpful,
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D3 3004: God can be known with certitude by the natural
light of human reasom,
D3 5005: Revelation contains truthe of two distinct orders:
those that lie witthin the reach OTM huzan reason; and those
that simply @Q exceed the grasp of the nind of man.
D3 3006: Supernatural revelation 1s contained in written
books and unwritten traditlons.
D3 3008: Falth 1s a supernatural virtue by which ﬂﬁe belisve
to be true what (God has revealed, not because the light of reason
grasps the intrinsic truth of the mysteries, but becauss of the
authority of God hlmself who reveals# the mysterles and can nelther
decelve nor be dscelved.
D3 30ll)l: By dlvine and cathollc falth there are to be belleved
all {1) that is contained in scripture and tradition and (2) that
has been proposed io be belleved as divinely revealed elther in
a #olemn pronouncenent by the church or in its ordinary and
universal teachlng office.
DS 3020, 3041, soz;js nent lon "dognas." They wor id seem
to colnclde wlth the truths to be belleved by dlivine and catholle
faith.
DS 3015: Thers are two orders of knowledge differing both
_@1 in thelr princlyple and thelr object. The principle, natural reason,
. reaches lts propyrilonate objects. The princlple, divine faith,
attalns as objects mysteries hldden 1n God which, were they not
revealed, simply cotald not be known by us.

@ Z 08 30161: Resson, Lllumined by falth, when It lngulires
dilig=ntly, p\fous 1y, soberly, reaches with God's help some

umder extremely fruitful understznding of the mysteries both

in virtue of the analogy of the things it knows naturally

and in virtue of the luterconnection of the mysteries with one

D,
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pronouncemnent by the church or 1n lts ordlnary and unlversal
teaching (DS 3011). In the usage of the c¢ounecil the term,
dogmas (cf. D3 3017, 3020, 3041, 3043), would seem to denote
the truths that are to be belleved by divine ard catholic faith,
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In the Schema contra errores ex ratisnalismo derlvatos

Chapters V, VI, XI, XII, XIV deal with topicsjarsing—anising
4ﬁmmq connected with Gunther's doctrines. Mansi 50, 62.63.67.68.69,

See also Franzelin's annotations (12) to (15),ax& (24) to (27),
and (29) to (34}, Mansi 50, 83~87.99-102.103-108.
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another and with man's last end. 3But 1t never becomes capable
of grasplng then after the fashlon it grasps the truths that
1le withln 1ts proper range. For the divine mysteries by their
very nature s0 exceed created lntellect that even when glven
by revelati-n and accepted by falth still by the vell of faith
1teelf they remsaln covered over as Lt were by some sort of cloud.

DS 3020: "Cresdcat igitur.., et multus ye-hembroter—ss
vehementeraue proficlat, tan singuloru%l/quam mnlun, tan
unius homlnls quan fotius ecclesize, etatum et saeculorum
gradlbusg, inte lllgentia, sclentla, saplentiat sed in suo
duntaxat genere, in eodem scllicet dogmate, eodiem sensu,
eademgue sententia."

It would seem that the intelligentla wiose development

is deaired by the councll 1s the one apiroved in DS 3016.

That developlng understanding wonld ever be within the same

would ever be an
within the same meaning and view, because ijuamekewep—aﬁh
understanding of the same mysteries hidden in (o4, revealed

genusg, within the same dogma , Wéd

by him, recelved by faith, and covered over with the vell of
e | falth.

There le, however, another type of understandlng to

whlch the coﬁ?il alludes with the expressicn, altloris
intellligentise specle ot nomine. A flrst indlcation of lts
reture nay be had from the canons appended to this fourth
0o charter of the constltution, Del Filius.
affirn
o In the first canon there are condemned those thae{&gmsa
—

tnat in divine revelation there are nm not contained any
true mysterlies, snd that all the dogmas of falth can be

understood and demonstrated from natural prirclples by

appropriate ly cultlvated reason., D$§ 3041,
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In this passage Vatican I places a definite 1limlt on
pluralisn. 8imilarly, in the third canon appended to chapter
four, one reads: "If anyone says that 1t is possible with the

progress of sclence for another sense
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The second canon condemns those that affirn that human
disciplines are to be conducted with such liberty that thelr
asgert long, even vhen opposed to revealed doctrline, may be
held to be true, and that they may not be proscribed by the
church, DS 3042,

Tne third canon condenne tnose that affirm that with the
advance of sclence 1t 1s possible to attribunte t.o the dogmas
propound ed by the church a meaning other than that wnleh the
church has understood and still understands. IS 5043,

The maln thrust, then, of chapter four 1s agalnst a
ratlonellsm that cons iders mysteries non-exlistent, that would
demonstrate the dogmas, that defends sclence though opposed
to chareh doctrine, that clalms the church has no right to
condenn #¢d sclentlfic oplnlons,and that grants sclience the
conpet.ence to reinterpret the charch 's dogmas.

—HopAre—geen—rro—postiive—afflaration—ofthewyeterien

¥e nave already noted the passaces =ews concerned with
the mysterles, falth, resson 1llumined by falth, and the natural

light of human reason. We have now to omnakdme note the
passages,

A pasdeme, 1in whlch the llberty of sclence 1s put within proper

linlts, and then the inmed lately subsequent passage, in which

a permanent acoulsition.
the aeaning of dogmsa 1s clalmed to bﬁa : A

-

DS{# 5017s There ls never any real contradklction

between falth and reason.
DS 5018: The church has a divine right to proscribve

what mistakenly claims to be sclence.
DS 3C19: Faith and reason can and should collaborate.
church
The *ﬁmn:diﬁis far from foroidding humsn disclplines from

employirag thelr own princlples and methods within thelr own
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fleld. But granting this rightful liberty, it is on Lts guard
lest these disiclplines (1) fall into erroxr by impugning church
doctrines or (2) overstepping thelr proper bounds they invade and
upset what pertalns to falth.

D3 8020: TFor the doctrine of failth, which God has revealed,
has not been proposed as some sort of phrilosophic discovery
to be perfected by the talent of man. I1 1s a divine deposit,
glven to the 3pouse of Uhrist, to be guarded® falthfully and to
be declared 1nfallinly. Hence there 1s ever to be retained that
meaning of the sacred dogmas that once was declared by holy mother
church, From that meaning there 1s to be mo departure under the
pretext of some higher understanding.

higher

It would seem that the pretendedﬁpnderst%inding is the
work of the natural 1light of reason (1) operating beyond the
range of 1ts competence (D3 3019) and (2 ) nst observing the
limitations that are to be observed even by reason 1llumined

by faith (DS 3016).

To conclude, falth accepts the mys terles revealed by God

because of God's anthority and not because thelr Intrissic trath
1s grasped by human Intelligence, The natral light of reason
¢ larify
has no capaclity to discover, establiah,hﬁépééy, improve upon
falth'e acceptance of the mysteries. ZEren reason 1llunined by
falth, while Lt can advance in its understanding of the mysterles,
cannot advance by substituting osemeikhem somethling else in place of
the revealed mysteries. Moreover, its ad*vance in und erstandlng
U

does not glve 1t the competence with respect to the aysteries that
natural reason enjoys with respect to it e proportionste ob Jects,
for the mysteries ever remaln covered over with the veil of faith,

1t does not aprear possible that
From this set of considerations haﬂﬂanyone can correct tne account

of the mysteries revealed by God and 1ufallibly declared by the

church.

° J
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Ongolng
8. Pluralism and Church Doctrines: Theﬁm Contaxt

4 statenent has a nesnlng in a context. If one already
knows the context, the meaning of the statement 1s plain. If
one does not know the context, one discovers 1t by asking ane stions.

nay
The answer to a first question mmfi suggestf two further ques tions.

A

The answers to them sugpest stlll more. Gradually thexre s

woven together

A ebonworem an interlocking set of gueztlons and answers and,
sooner or later, there Is reached a point where furthex auest.lons
have 1esa+. and less relevance to the matter in hand. CQne
couxld ask abont this and that and the other, but the answers
wolu 1d not help one to understand better the meaning of the original
statement. In brief there 1sc:limit to uveeful cuestioning, ard
when that s reached the context 1ls known.

Such Ls the prlor context, the cortext within which the
original

origlnal sta.tement was nade and throngh which the/\meaning of the
statenent 1s determlned, But besldes the prior context, there
1s also the subseguent context, For a avavavhmn statement my
1ntend to settle one issue and to prescind from other lssues.
But settling the one does not M burke the others. Usually
it contributes to a clearsr grasp of the othners and a nore
urgent pressur: for thelr solution., According to Athanaslus
the council of Nicaea used a non-scriptural term ;éfla confeesion
of falth, not to set a precedent, but 1o meet an emergency.

gome twenly
But the emergency lasted for thirty-five years and, Skftwen

|
years after 15 subslded, the first councll of Constantlnople
felt 1t necessary to answer the questlon whther<the whether

only the Son or also the Holy Spirit was consubstantial wilth the

Father. Fiftyd2iame years later at Ephesus, 1t was necessary

to clarify Nicaea by affirming that it wae one and the same

o )
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—thet—wes-bera-of-the-Fother—and-—not—madd—
that was born of the Father and born of the Virgln Mary.
Twenly~wne yeara latex Lt was necessary to add thal one and
the ssme could be both etsrnal and temporal, bsth lmuortal and
mortel, because he had two natures. Over two centurles later

there was added the further clarification that the dlvine person

that had two natures also had two operations and two willla.
Within this nmatrix
A¥pon-this—basld there aroee a series of questlons aboat Christ
28 man. Could he @ 8in? Did he feel conc‘upiscence? Wag he
lgnorant? ™~ bt

in any way lgoessdr Did he have sanctlfylng grace? To what
extent? Did he have immedlate knowledge of God? Uid he know
everything pertaining to his mleslion? 3Such ls the Christologleal
comtext that did not exist prior to Nicaea but, blt by blt,

came into exlstence subsequently to Nicaea. It does not state

et o L) » - = ¥ e - - et jiprs 3 ) ot

what F wes lntended at Nicaea. It does state what resulted
fromﬂmicaea and what became in fact the context within wnich
Nicaes was to br understood.

s one may distingnish prlor and subsequent stages in an
ongolng context, so one ongolug context may be related to anothex.
Of these relations the commonest are derivatlion and interact lon,
The Christologicael context, that was bullt up by answering
cuest lons that stemmed from the declslon at Nicaea,w-:s 1t s80lf
derived from the earlier tradition expressed in the New Testament,
in by the apostolic Fathers, by orthodox Judaic Chrlstlanity,

Chr is tian
by thﬁ«apologists, and by the later antenicene Fathers.
Agalin, out of the whole of earller Christian thought there was
derived the ongoling context of medieval theology, and thls

ongolng context interacted with subsecuently developed Sitrfedh

o)
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church doctrines, as 1s clear fron the depenience of theologlans
on church authority and, loversely, from Scholastic 1nfluence
on pontifical and conclliar statewents up to the second Vatican
counell,

Now such ongolng contexts are subject to many 1nfluences.
They are dlstorted by the totally or partly unconverted that
usually are unavware of the imperfectiona of thedr outlook.
They are divided by the presence of people with undifferentiated

or dilfferently differentiated comsclousnesa., They are separated

because members of different cultures constract 4ifferent
contexts by\g findlng di1fferent questions relevant and different
ansvers intelligible.

Such differences glve rlse to a plurallsm, and the pluralisnm
glves rise to incomprehenslon and exasperstion. The unconverted
cannot understand the converted, and the partly converted cannot
understand the}pon erted, Inversely, because they are misunderstood,
the converted are exasperated by the unconverted., A4gain,
undifferentiated consclousness does not understand different iated
consciousness, and partially differentlated consclousneas does

ATOTRFOLED a fourfold
not understand tt&;ﬂzAdifferentiated consclomsness, Inversely,

1t is more adequately
be cause Pb@f-&rﬁf@et with incomprehens1on,ﬁ@1fferentiated

connclou-less 1s examsperated by less adeauately differentiated
consciousness, Finally, our historlically minded contemporaries iiﬁ:
have no dlfficulty understanding the ghettqﬁ? in which a
classlclst mentaldlity stlll reigns, but the people in the
classiclist ghettq&i not only have no experience of serlous
historleal lovestigatlion but alsc are quite unavare of the -

hlstoricity of thelr ownimentmdiddbweml assunptions.
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Such plnxslism is a stubborn fact. Those that understand
far the

argqoutnumbered'by those that do not, anqﬂmajority has no intentlon
of learning fron the minority. The classiclst cean rightly argue
that classical culture ls morally superior to 1ts modern successor.
?ﬂéé Undifferﬁntiated consclousness has no notion of what le
peant by dAiffexrentlated consclousness, and it will have no
notion of it until it ceases to be undlfferentiated and becomes

i
differenp&ted; indeed, 1t will have no adeouate notion until

* 1t atteins the fourfold dlfferentiation.
kt:haggmgg:txi;&g:&4&£&&ﬁﬂtf&hﬂiﬂA Finally, the unconverted or

partially converted can appeal to the parable of the cockle

(Mt 13, 24 - 30) and that appeal can more readily be granted

JE—they-Go—net—inetot—on-goveratag—or-terehlogthe-churen

1f they do not insist on governlng the church or teachlng in 1it,
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. The Immutabllity and Historiclity of Dogma

What we have learned fimn:* our atudy of the constitutlon,

Dei Filius, has now to be placed in lts ongolng context. First,

then, we ask in what respect a dogme 1s immatable. Secondly,

how 18 1t known (causa cognoscendl) to be immutable. Thirdly,

why 18 1t immutable (causa essendi). Fourthly, we ask whether

the 1mmutabllity of dogma exclndes demythologlzatin. Fifthly
and finally we ask whether immutablility excludes historlelty.

Flrst, in what respect 1s a dogma lmmutable? It 1s
inmutable in its meaning, in the meanlng declared by the church,
in the meaning from which one 18 not to depart under the pretext
of a deeper understanding, in the meaning which the church has
understood and understands.

DS 3020: Hinc sacrorum gquogue dogmatum ls sensus perpetuo
¢at retinendus, quem semel dec laravit sancta mater ecclesla, nec
uquam ab eo sensu altioris intelllgentiae specle et nomlne

-$%weaém&rquﬂméeﬁ#m{ recedend um.

DS 3043: 81 auls dixerlt, flerl posse, ut dogmatlbus ab
gcclesla propositis aliquando secundum progressum sclentlae
gensus tribuendus elt allus ab eo, guenm Intellexit et intelliglt
gcelesla: an. s.

Yhat 1s immutable, then, ls a meaning and not a verbal
formula. The same verbal formula 1s interpreted differently
in different contexts, and Lt is preclsely agalinst this shift
0f context and the A attribation of se=me new meaning to the
dogmas that the council proceeded (D3 3043).

Agaln, i1t 1s not the same v:rbal formula but the same

neaning that can be dlscerned in the verbls et rebus of divine

f
revelation, in the words of scripture, 1n the counclls of the

o )




¢church, and in the explanations of theologlans,
falth remalm

by
Finally, it 1e,the sane neaning that, rsalneodem memens)
in ! A '

t® suo dumtaxat genere, in sodem scllicet dogmate, esdsm sensu,

eademaue sententla, though wlth respect to that seanley _Pad.n.gn.u.nd.i.né

understanding, knowledge, and wisdom can grow and advancs (Dﬂ 3020).

Next, how are dognas ﬁnown to bs lmmatable? 'Nhat God
reveals and the church infalllbly declares is true, Vhat ls
ever true, never can be truthfully denled.

DS 3020: Neque enim fidel doctrina, quam Deus rewvelavit,
velut philosophicum Inventum proposite est humanls ingeniis

pirfli clenda,
/\pe—rﬁieémadnm-} sed tamauam dlvinus decositum Christl sporsae tradlts,

fideliter custodlenda et i infallibl1lter declaranda., Hirxe
sacrorun guoque dogmatum ls sensus perpetuo est retlnendus....
Thirdly, why are dogmas Lmmutable?! Because they xefer to
nysterles hldden in God that, unless revealed, could wnot be
known (DS 3015). By thelr very nature the divine nystexies
are beyond the range of created Llntellect, so that even when
revealed by God and accepted by falth they cannot be grasped
a8 can the proper objects of haman Intellect but remain a= it
were covered over with the vell of falth itself (DF 30L6}.
For the mysterles are known to be trus, not because thedr
@ intrinsic truth is grasped, but because of God's authority
* who neither can decelve or be decelved (D3 3008). And while
underatandingt of the nysterles can increase, still Lt is
only by analogy with what naturally 1s known and by the

Interconnection of the mysterles with one another and with

J man's last end (FB) (D8 3016). Filnally, 1t 1s always wlith
respect to the mystery that 3s revealed and belleved, andi not
with respect to some human substitute for the mystery, that

unders tand indg does Linerease, It followas that the dogmas

s Tl e ST ATOR, [P TR oL T
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e=onveying a supernatural revelation (DS 3006) have a divine
in virtue of thair lntr 1nsic hiddennesa cannot. hecomo

ori gln and y—n-t g ] ok onde

park and parcel oi‘ tm human historloa.l

AProcess lnto whlch God lntroduces them.

Fourthly, does the lmmutadl lity of the dogmas exclude
Aem ythologlzation? Demytnologlzatlon nmay be mistaken or correct.
The lmnutabllity of the dogmas exclviies mistaken denmythologlzation.
But 1t does not exclude correct demytnologization. Since the
end of the second century there has been in the church & phllosophle
Qemyt hologlzation of the anthropomorphisms of scripture and the
crered 8, The Father has no right hand at whlch the Son alght sit.
mhether there exists a correct hist orical denmythologl:zatlion over
and above the philosophic demythologlzatlon is a further question
that canmnot here be consldered. We mast be content with the
geceral principle that, Lf a neaning has been revealed by God,
&hen it cannot be the object of correct demythologiratlon, and
Af 1t hss not been revealed by God, then 1t cannot be an lmmutable
logzna. .

Finally, does lmmutabllity exclude historicity?
Historlelty pertains, not to the neaning revealed by God, bubt to

the various contexts within which L n the course of time that

mezaniog has been expressed and communldcated. Such contexts

o | y 1f we prescind from lesser dlfferences,
are many. Tuere are/\the context of the res et verba throigh

wiXch revelation occurred, the cont ext of Palestlnian and Hellenist

the context of the New Testament, m
preaching by the apostles ,/Lt.he eont ext of
early (hristisn wrltera and
o AN the antenlcene Fathers, the ongolng context of the counclls,

the context of medleval Scholasticelse, of the counter-r¢Iormatlon,

‘5-) of the theologicsl manuals, of the present da.y* when classilcelism
and Scholasticisn jme—betrg have bdeen largely repudlateds




10. Pluralism and _the Urity of Fadith

The root and ground of unity ds charity, agape, the fact Q

that God's love has flooded our heaxts through the Holy 3pirit
he has glven us. The acceptance of that gift constitutes
religious conversion and lead: to both moral and intellectual
converslon.

However, rellgious conversion, 1f 1t ia Chrlstian, is not
just a state of mind and hesrt. Ismentlal to 1t 18 an Jntersubjectid '-
intersubjective, interpersoml comporent. Besldes the glft of
the Spirit within, there la the outwisrd challenge of Chrlstlan
vitnesa, which recalls the fact t Wt of old 1n many ways God
has spoken to us through the prophets but Ln this latest age
through his Son (Heb 1, 1.2],

lies within
The &a—‘-el functlon of church dcctrinesﬁks the function of

bearlng ¥
»réaks vltnees. “or there are uysterdes revealed by God and

infallibly declared by the church {D§ 3016, 3020)., Thelr meaning
ddemmimi 15 independent of humam hisstorical process. But the
contexts, within which such nesning 38 grasped and expressed,

vary both with cultural differences and with the measure in
wvhich consclousness is differentimted.

Such varlatlions of context, so far from violatlng the
unity of falth, manifest 1ts richme=s and Lts vitality. What
ie oprosed to the unity of falth Ae the absence of conversion:
opposed to falth iteelf is the ab=erace of religlous conversion;
opposed to the unity of falth Ls the absence @ of moral or of
intellectual conversion.

Also opposed to the unlty oXf £alth 1s the bigotry that
gosks to lmpose its own cultuxe ox i ts own type of consclousness
on those with a dilfferent culture ora dlfferent type of

consclousness.
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Notee

1)} Thie dlstinot ion was drawn by John XXIIX in hls opening

adiress at Vatican II. 8ee AAS 54(1962), 792 lines 8 - 1l.

Ko
2) See Jean Daniélou, Théologle du Judeq:chrlatianis%gg,
/ L
Tournal & Paris (Desclée) 1958; E, T., London (Darton, Longman

& Todd) 1964, Les symboles chrétiens primitifa, Paris (du Seuil)

1961; E. T. London (B?ﬁns & Oates) and Baltimore (Helicon) 1964.

ftudes d'exégk se gi tudéo-chrétlen, Parie (Beauchesns) 1966.

3) On the relativist contentlon that contexta are infinite,

see my book Insight, London (Longmans, Green) iff and New York
(Phllosophical Library) 1957, 91970. pp. 342 r1,

4) On the Kantian notion of object, briefly, B. Lonergan,
follection, london (Darton, longman & Todd) and New York (Herder &
Herder) 1967, p. 208; at length, J. Colette et al., Proces de

1'ob Jectivité de Dieu, Paris (du Cerf) 1969.

5) See Wllliam Johnston, The Mysticlam of the Cloud of

Unknowing, New York, Roue, Tournal, Paris (Desclée) 1967.

Karl Rahner,

The Dynamic Element in the Church, Montresl (Pala)

and Frelburg (Herder) 1964, pp. 129 ff. Cf. Paul T1llich's
belng grasped by ultimate concern, e, g., Systematlc Theology,
New York (Harper) and Chicego (Cnlcago Univ, FPress) 21967,

1, 12 and eee index for further references.

A.

6) Athanasiues, Oratio IIT c. Arianos, 4, M@ 26, 329R?.

T) D3 301 f.

8) Cf. Karl Rahner, loc., cit.
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9) On the transition from the context. of -the £irst Vaticanm
council to the contemporary context on matursl knowledge of God,

see my paper, Procesdings of the Catholic Theolomgical Soclety
of Amerlca, ©23(1968), 54 - 69.

10) ML 178, 1339 f{.

11) The votum has been published in an appendix to the work

of Hermann J. Pottmeysr, Der Glaube vor dem Ana*gruch der
g
Wissenschaft , Die Konstitutlon uber den kathol.ls chen Glauben

"Det Filius" des 1. Vatikanischen Konzils und @ie unveroffentlichten
theologlschen Voten der vorbereltenden Konmismglon, Frelburg

(Herder ) 1968, ses pp. 50%, S1%, S48 c54,

12) 3ee chapters V, VI, XI, XII, XIV, of tke schema, Mansl )
50, 62=69, and the abundant annotations, Mansi 50, 83 ff.

13) On this chapter and canon, see Pot.tneyer, op. cit.,
PP. 431 « 456,

14) As conceived in Vatican II, De divina xswvelatione, I, 2,
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