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more likaly they arxe t> settle into somma +$ routine that keeps
' . mistakes to make thoir situation ever worse.

, repeating the sameﬁacxaﬂ' On the other hand, the more Intelligent
they are, tns mor: they can learn fiom previous mlelskea, and the
more they will keep changing thelr courae ofi action and, as well,
ke ep ﬁh&ﬂi chanzling thelr nltuation and 80 necessitating atill
furtiner changee in thelr courses of action.

The pluralist, then, differe from the classicist inasmuch
as he ackunowledges human historlcity both in principle and in

-~ very brilefly --
fact. Jfilstordelty meanahthab husan living le informed by meanings,
that neanlngs are tho product of intelligence, that human
intelligence develops cuaulatlvely over time, and tnat such
cumu lative development differa in diff rent historiles.

Classlclom ltselfl is one very notable and, indeed, very
noble 1natancei’of such cumulative development. It is not
mistaken in ita assumption that there 1s something substantial
and common %0 human nature and human actlvity. Its oversight
ia its fallure to grasp that that something substantial and
comoon aleo is something qulte open. It may be expressed in
the four tranuccndental precepte: Be attentlve, Be Lntelligent,

Be reasonable, Be responsibls. But there 1s an tlaost endless

manlfold of situatlions to which men succesalvely attend. There

vary enormously the type and degres of Intellectual and moral
development brought to deal with situations, The standard both
for human reasonsbleness and for the etrengtn and delicacy of

o ' & man's consclence ls aai}iafied only by & complete and life-long
dsvotion to huzan authenticity.
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I tave been outlining the theoretic objections te¢
claselelst thwought, Far more maesive are the factual ob Jections.

For a century and & half there have been developlng Ses-mord

aighly
A refined methole in hermeneutics and history, and there have

been multl plylng not only new modes of sbudying scripture, -
the Fathers, the Scholastlcs, the Ronalgsance and Refoxuatl m,
and aub'aequant. perlods, but also there have emerged nunerous
hiatoril:al ly=vinded philosophles. To conflas the Catholie
Church to & cl&aaiciat mentiality la to keep the Catholls
Church out of Lhe modern world axd to prolong the already

too long pxolongsd crisis ﬁ-wit.hin ths Church.

Se Pluralism and Relatlivism.

As the breakdown of Scholasticlsm has left many Catholics

without any philosophy, so the rejection of the classicist
Weltanschauung, o
outlook leaves mamy withoul even a)\mwna]}@unng* In this

state of almost complete disorienmtation they feel confronted
with an endless relativiem when They are told that no one
in this 1ife can Pepled aepire to a knowledge of all mathematics,
or all physice, or all chemistrxy, or all blology, or the whole
of human studles, or cf all the philoaophica, or even of the
wvhole of theologye

What is woree ¥8 that usually they are not equipped to
deal effectively and successfully with the prenleses set
forth by relativiets. These premisees are: (1) the memning of
any staterent 1a relative to its ¢ontext; and (2) évery' context
is subject to chenge; 1t stande within a process of devéelopaent
and/or decay; amd (3} it \t 18 not possible to predict what the
future context will be.
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| Ths trouble is twofold, On the oxe hamd, theae premisses,
as far as they go, are trus. On the other hand, the complement
they need does not conslat primarlly in further pxopositions;
it 15 to be found only by unveilingh}c.%aégﬁ?uctura of man's
conaclous and intentional acts; and that unvelling 1s a long
and difficult task. That task cennot be even outlimed hexe,
and 80 w¢ have 1O be content to indicate briefly the type of
qualification that can snd shonld bﬁ added 10 the premisnes
of relstivisa.

It 38 true that the meaning of sny statement 1o relative
to ite comtext. But it does not follow that the wmtext s
unknown ox, If it 1a-unknown, that 1t cannot De diacovered.a
St1ll less doee it follow that the statement understood within
ite context is mistaken or falgse, On the contrary, there ars
man;i;:atementa whose context le easlly ascertalnnd.

It 48 true that contexts change, and it cen happen
that & stetenent, which wae true in 1its own contaxt , ceases
1o be adequate in another context. It remains thast it wag
true in 1ts origlnel context, that that truth cenbe refornulated
in the present context, ond that sound exegetlcal ard historicsl
procedures can reconstitute the orlginal contexte

It is true thet one cannot predict in detsil what Lfuture
changes of context willl occur. But one can prétggékggfggﬁgé
contexts of descriptive statenments are less aublect. Lo change
than the contexts of explamatory statements. Again, with
regard to explanatory statements, one can predict that a
theory that radically revlised the perlod1c05;§§§n%gﬁ%d.&gggggg
not only for all the data accounted for by the perldodic table

but ala¢ for & subetantial range of data for which the perlodlc

table doer not account.

)
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Finally, as already remerked, if one wishes & more aolid
. snd searching treatment of the iseue, one has to undertake a
inorough explorstion of the three baslc lssues in phlliesophy,
namely, what am I doing when I am knowing (cognitlomsl theory),
vhy i8 doing that knowlng (eplstemology), and what Ao I know
vhen I do 1t (metaphysics).

4, Undifferentiated and Variously Differentiated Conselousness
gl L8 -ANA-The OLORLE S - DOCLY LB

For centuries theologians were divided into schools.
The schools differed from one another om most polnts in
systenatic theology., But they all ’ahared 8 common origln
in medleval Scholsmticlsm and so they were able tc understand

and could attempt, refutation.
one another &ndq/\ir not dialogue, at least refudon

with the * breakdown of 3cholasticlem that common ancestry
is no longer a bond, The widest dlvergences in doctrine
If each

are belng expressed by Catholle theologlans. AEaa-h-habounda

in his own wisdom, he also tends to be mystified by the

exlst.ence of views other than his own,
T—%—-buéro—task-rthen,—appeam—w—bo—the*—pmxam-mm -

ndepibanding—of—thle-enornous—diversli-ynow—ta—the-t-lne—fon

. If one 18 t0 understand this encrmous diversity, One
® aundry haman
zuet, I belleve, advert to the differentiations ofAccmciOuaneas.
A first differentlation arlses Ln the process of growlng up.
The 1nfant lives in & world of lamedlacy. The child moves
® towsards a world medimted by meaning. For the 4 adult the

real world is the world mediated by meaning, and hles phllosophle

doubte about the reality of that world arise from the fact
that tm he has failed to advert to the difference detween the

criterila for a world of lumedlacy and, on the other hang,

the criteria for the world mediated by neaning.
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Such inadvertence seems to b the root of the confunébon

goncerning obJects and objectivity that has obtained in Western
hls
"b&' thought aince Kant publisbedAcritigue of Pure Heaaou.4 In the

world of lmmedlacy the only objlects are objects of experlance,

where "experience” 1s unierstood In the narrow sensge and denotes
elther the outisw experience of sengo or the inner sxperlence of

consclousness. Bult in theo world medlated by weaning -= 1. &,,

nedlated by experioncing, understending, and Judging -~ objects

are what are lntended by questions and known by intell lgent,
correct, consclenticus ansvwera. It le by hls questions for

intelligence {oquid sit, cur ita sit), for reflection {=n sit),

for deliberation {an honestum sit), that man intenda without

yat ¥nowing the intelliglble, the true, the real, the good.
By that intending man 1s immedlately related to the objects in

the world mediated by meaning; answers only mediateiy are r-elat.e'd‘ .

to such objects, le« @., Only lnasomuch as they are answers to
gquestions., On this showlng the temdency to an eapiricism
arlses when one applles the criterla of the world of lmnedlacy
Lo activitles with respect to the world medlated by nean ing.

The tendency to lieallsa accepts the empiriciet notimn o»f reallty,

lmsiste that numan cognitional nctivity consists in ralsing
and nistakenly
maﬁanawerlng questlona,,\granta that such activity 48 concerned
with nerely 1deal objects. Finally, a critlical resllen aseertis
that Ry adult hunan knowledge of reallty 1ls a matter not
Bolely of exp’erianc%ing but of experlencing, understanilng, and
W

Judging.

Besldes the differantlatlion of conasclousness involved in

growing up, further differentistlions occur with respsct to
the world medlated by memning. Here the best known ls the

differentiatlon of commoneense meanlng and sclentific meaning.
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Its origina are celebrated in Plato's early dilalogues im which

. Socrates explaline what he means by & definltlon that applies

sobriety,
omnl et soll, sesks dofinitlons of cour'age,hmmmpanannm, Justice,

and the like, shows the inadequacy ©of any proposed definition,
adnite that he himself ils umble to dmfkam answer his own

questions. But a generation or 8o later in Aristotle's Nicorachean

Ethfcs we find not only gemeral definitionaff'ﬂ of virtue and vice
_ speclfic |V
but also definltions of an array o&wsaﬁtnr—w virtues each
one flanked by vices that sin by excess or by defect. However,
Arietotle not merely answered Socrates' questions but also set
up the possibility of answering them by a sustained acrutiny
of lingulstlic ueage, Ly selectluvg the preclse meanlng he aerslgned
to the terms he euployed, by comstructing sets of interrelated
terms, and by emploﬂ/lng such Beét.8 10 systematize whole regiouns
of inquliry.
was effect el

ThsrebyAthe dif ferentiatlon of commonsense mesning and
sclentific meanlng. Soc{/atau arad his friends knew perfectly
well what they meant by conrage, sohrlety, Jjustice. Bui such

kunowledge does not conslst in unlversal definltlions, It conaslsts

sinply in understarding when the term may be used approprliately,

, and such understanding is developed Ly adverting to tha response
® ?\ otheré give to X ove's statemsnts. Ae it does not defline, so
too common sénse does not enounce universal principles; 1t offers
proverbs, i. e., * pleces of advice it may be well io bear in

() | mind when the occ:eion arisem; hence "Strike the iron while it

15 «aow hot" and “"He who heeltates is lost" are not so much
contradicted as complemented by "'look before you leap.™ Finally,
common sense doee mot sylloglie; lt argues from enalegliers analogy;

; but its analogles resenble, not those constructed by loglelans,
L in which the analogue partly le simllar and partly disseimllar,

but rather Plaget's adaptatione which conslst in two parts:

([0 — _ﬂ —
. _ R .
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an aaéhnilatlon that calls on the lnalghts relevant to sonmevhat
' aimilar situations; and an adJustuent that adds insights relevant
to the peculliarities of the present sltuation.

But besides the world mediated by commonsense meanings,
there le another world medlsted by sclentific meanings, where
teras ars defined,. systematic relstionships are sought, procadures
are governed by loglce and methods. Thla second world was
intuited by Plato’s dlstinction between the flux of phenonena
and the lmwmutable Forms. It wae afilrmed more soberly in

Aristotle’s distinction between the priora aquoad nos and the

priora guosd se. It has resppeared in Eddington's two tables:

058 brown, solld, heavy; the other colorless, mostly empty space,

with here and thexre an unlmaginable wavicle. 5o 1t 1is that
al one momnent they are
sclentliste live in two worldaiawith the rest of us in the world
at ancther they are
of coamon sense; apart from us and by themselves with a technical
A and controlled
language of their own and with ¢ed reflectively conatr‘uctedA

gognitional procedures.
-f3e841d es—-the-aolentifio~difforentalation-of-vonsolovenesd
Besldes the sclentlflc there ls a religlous differentiation

of conscilousness. It begine with ascetlelsn and culaninates
L in mysticlsm. Both asceticism and mysticlsm, when genulne, have
Q That ground
& commnon ground. m}waa deacribed by St. Paul when he exclalmed;
“.. God's love hae flooded our inmost heart through the Holy
Spirit he has given us" (Rom 5, 5), That ground can bear fruit
@ . in a consciovansas that livee in a world wedlated by meaning.

for a time
But 1t can aleo withdraw one}\from the world nedlated by meaning
into the cloud of unknowing, and then one la for God, belongs

to him, gives oneself to him, not by one's own xx lnitistive

but ln buresnderto--tisf a silent, joyous, peaceful surrender
S
to his initlative,

—
L A ""_-'.‘ .
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Ordinarily the sclentific and the religleus aifferentlaiion
of coneclousness occur in dlfferent indlvliduals. But they can be
found in the eame 1ndivldual a6 was the xam case with Thoumas of
juin. At the end of his l1llfe his prayer wase g0 intenﬁna that it
interferad with hile theologlcal activity. Bub earlia;L;nsre could
have been an Intermittent religlous dlfferentiation of consclousnesas,
vhile later stlll further development might have enabled him to
combine prayer and theology as 3%, Theresa ©f Avila combined

prayer and business.

Besides the aclentific and the religlous there is the scholarly
differentiation of consclousness. It comblnss ﬁhe common senEs
of one's ovn place and time with bhuum 8 detailed understasding of
the comuon mense of ancther place and time., It isea %apecirlcally
modern achlevement and it results only from a 1ifot1m:‘or study.

Bes 1des the sclentific, the religlous, and the scholerly,
there 18 the modern philosophic differentiation. Anclent and modiova&
philosophers were princl&pally concerned with objects. If they
attalined any diriarantigziﬂqn. that 4id not differ tzom the
sclentifdc. But in modern phllosophy there has Desn sustained
tendency to begln, not from the objlects in the worldpmadlated by
meaning, but from the imwediate dats of conscloueness. In a first
phase, {rom Descartes to Kant, ths primary focus of attentlion was
cognitiomal activity. But after the transitlion provided by German
idealism, there was a notable shift in eaphasls. Scb0pgn4hauer

Die o
wrote on fo¥ Welt %éals Wille und Vorstellung; Kierkegasrd took
A

his stand on faith; Newman took his on consclence; Nietzsche

8xt0lled the ¥will to power; Dllthey aimed at & Lebensphl losophle;

Blondel st & philosophy of action; Scheler was abundant on feeling;
and sinllar tendencles, reminiscent of Eant's emphasis on practical

reason, have Yaen maintalned By the pereonalistas and the extstiniixl-

T Pk e
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We hava distingulshed four dirferontlatlona'of‘conaciouﬁnoaa,
the scientific, tﬁe roligious, the scholarly, and the zodern
'philoaOphlo. We have noted the possibllity of one compound
differentlation in whlch the sclentiflc and the religlous wverse
combined in & single indlvidual, But there are [ive other possibllit
poasibllities of twofold differentiation: selentific and scholarly;
scientific and phllosophic; religinus and acholarly; religious and
philosophic; schelarly and phllosophlo. Besldes, ttﬁrw ars four
poesibllities of threefold differentlation: sclentific, reliébua,
and acholﬁrly; aclentific, rellglous, snd phllosochle; sclentifie,
scholarly, and philosophic; religlous, scholarly, and phallesophlc.
Farther, there 1s one case of fourfold A1f ferentliation dn which
6clentific, religloua, scholarly, and philosophic 4if fexrentlations
are combined. Finally, thers 1s also one case of undiffereniiated
gonacliousness wﬁlch is at homa only in the realm of coumion cence:
it shares Heldegger's affection for the pre-Socratics, the
linguistic analyst's inslstence on ordinary aa opposed to technical
language, and the strident dsvﬁotion to the blble of those that
wvant no dognas. -

There are then, on thls amalysis, twelve differennt types
of consclousneas and from them raesult twelve dlffernt worlds
pediated by meaning. St11l, this division s highly achepatic.
Further differances arise wehn one considers the degri® Lo whlch
¢onacliousness has developed, the measure in which dlffarentliated
consclousness is lntegrated, the obtnubllation Imposed wpon a
coneclousness that 1 less 4l fferentiated than its plsce and tise
dezand, and the fur frustratlon imposed upon a conec ioueness that
has achleved a greater differentiatlon than most other people

in its social circle.
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S, Plurslism _and The ologdical Dootrines

We have been consldering divers differentiations of
human consclousness. Our alm has been to galn an dnslght into
contemporsary theologicel pluralism. It ia time for us to set
about applying the distinct ions that have baen drawn.
In genexal, the moro differenllated consclousness 1s
qulte Deyond the horizon of the less or the differently
differentiated consclousnens. Inversely, hHhe less different iated
consclousness c¢an easlly te understosd by the more differentiated,
:nm;gmfgg a8 the former ls included 1n the latter,
Undl fierontiated consclousness is the most coumon type.
To this type will belord alvays belong the vast majority of the
faithful, As a typa Lt can be understood by sveryone., But
ltlfisaeloil;xly nystifled by the subtletles of sclentiflically
differentiated consclousnese, by the oraclies of religlously
by the strangeness of echiolarly differentiated coneclousucce.
dilfferentlated conaciouaneaa,ﬂ by the profunditles of the modern
philosophlce differentlsation. Ono <¢an preach to it and teach 1t
only by using ite own language, 1te own procedurea, 1ts own

resources. These are not uwniform. There are as many brands of

coanon senie@ as there ero languages, aocloe=cultural differences,

almost dilflerances of place awd thme. The otranger ls strange

beceuss he comes {rom another place. Hence to preach the

gospel to all men calle for as many men a8 there are dif ferent
places eand times, &nd 1t requ?gggf\ziem 0 get YO know the psople
- to vhom he 48 sent, thalr manners and style and ways of thought
> and epeech, There i‘olloﬁa & panlfold pluralian. Primariily
J ¥ it 1s a pluralisr, not of doctring, but of comnmunicatlions.

Thexedigiono—appeochenalon nfundiffarentiated-—conecliousnes
%a_t.hnsmgb,_ng tuals, naxrst 11:_6&%13_&3;‘59_1& 8, netaphors,

[Ba-haa—a?—ﬁzzm-—commmda——md—pmhtbiti“ons,—-promia s andy
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But within the realm of undifferentiated consciousnese there 1s
ne communicatlion of doctrine except through the avallable
rituale, neTratives, titles, perables, metaphors, modes of
pralse and blame, comznand and prohibitlon, promise and threat.
An exception to this last statement must be noted, The

educated clasees in a eoclety, such as vas the Hellenistle,

noraally

A\are instances of undlfferentiated conaciounnaaa%o But thelr
education had among Lte sources worka of genuine philosephers,
80 that they could be famlllar with logical principles and
take propoeitions as the objecte on which they reflected and

operated. In thie fashion the meaning of homoouslon for Athanasiue

was contalmed In a rale concerning propositions about the Father

and the Som: eaden de Filio quae de Patre dlicuntur, excepto

' Patris nomina.b Agaln, the meanlng ¢f the one person and two

in the second paragraph of
naturesy, mentloned only 1nd_inctd4nially_¢n}@ha decrees of

Chalcehdn, stande forth in the repeated affirmation of tie
first paa‘garaqragh

Soree that It ls one and the same Son our Lord Jesus Christ
thet 1s perfect in divinlty and the same perfect in husanity,
truly God and the same truly man, consubstantlisl with ithe

Father in his divinity and oonwnbatmatd the same consubastantial

with us in nis humanity, born of the Father before the ages

:I:::if:jijﬁxuiﬁzan&=ﬁhe:qama:thesssla£;=daysf;eabopna@#a%ﬁ - s{;f
: s~ e-humsTit pe=rortr=the=tAme-for-arl=good=me

. in his divinity and these last days the same... born of the Virgln

-+ Mary in hls numan1t3.7 Now the meaning of the [irst paragraph
can be comzunicated without any technlcsl terms. However,
logical reflection on the first paragraph will glve riee to

' - questionm, Is the humanity the same as the dlvinlty? If not,

how can the same be both God and man? It 1s only aftex theee

I
l questions have srisen in the mind of the ingulrer that it 1s
|




SAP 16

relevant to expa-3i® explain that a dia+d distinctlon can be

drawn between person and mature, that divinlty and huaanity

denote two matwes, that it las one and the same person that la

both God and man . Such loglcal clarification is wilthin the meaninz

of the decree. But if one goes on to raise metaphysical

questions, such 88 the reality of the dlstlinctlon between person
explicitly

and nature, one not only moves beyond the queationﬁh?nviaaged by

the § decres but also beyond the horizon of undifferentiated

consciousness.

Religiousdy differentlated consclousness c¢can be content

with the negations of an apophati¢ theology., For it is 1in love

and on its love there are not

AHt-twwAany reservations or conditions or gualifications (...
with one's whole heart and one's whole soul and with all ome's
mind and all one's strength...."), By such love it 1s orlentated
positively to what 1s transcendent In lovablenesa. Such &
positive orlevtation and the consequent self-gsurrender, as long
as they are operative, enable one to dlspense vwlth any

* intellectually apprehended object;ﬂ and when they ar cesase to

be operatlive, the memory'of them enables on2 to be content

with enumerations of what God is not.

. It may be ovjected thet nihil amatum nisl praecognitum.

But while that is true of other human love, it doeag ot seea o
be true of the love wlth which God floo%u;m innost heart
through the Holy Spirlt given to us., That grace 1: the findirng
that grounds our seeking God through natural reason and througsh
J positive religlon. That grace ls the touchetone by which we

| Judge vhethexr it is G4 really God that matural resson reachea
or positive religlon preaches. Thal grace would be the grace

sufficlent for salvation that God offers all men, that nnderplns

what is good lnall the rellglons of mankind, that explains how
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those that never heard the gospel can bs saved, That grace

la what enmables the simple faithful to prey t.o thelr heavenly
Father in sscret ewven though thelr religlous apprehensions are
faulty. Thnt grase L1s what roplaces doctrine as the unum
4necesaanzwgi_4n_pea4gaaxh*4Hn»4ﬁp4he-;4me-;es»&44-gaea-mea—@q

necessarium 1n relié‘iona generally., That grace lndlcates the

theologlesl Justiflematlon of Catholle dlalogue with Chriastlans,
with non=Christiane, and even with atnelats who may love God in
thelr hearts without knowlng hi.m;ila?htheir timids,
Howsver, what 18 true of religlons generally, ls not trus
of the Chrietlan religion. For L1t knove God not only through
: | the grace in its heart but also through the Tevelation of God's
: handtrg=on witnese to
love in Christ Jeauws and the -hmﬂmmmw—'ﬁﬂthat revelation down
the ages .hbrough the church. Chrlatlan love of God s not just
a atate of mind and heart; essentlal to It L the intersubjective,
interpersonal coaponent in which God reveals his love and aske
ours in return. It 1s at this polnt that thaere emerges the «w—-*t--
of church doctrinas and of theological doctrines. For that
function Ls to explain and to dsfend the muthe nhici\.tty of the
church's witnoss to ShRBAh R
A handing—on-of the rev.alation in Christ Jesus.

Ae alreaGy explained, there was a sllght Lincture of

scienti flcally differentiated consciousneffom in the Greek

'I';r, councile, in the nmedleval period there was undertaken the
e systena tlc and collsborative task of reconciling all tnat had

been handed down by the church from the past. A first stap
or was AbeleFy Abelard's Sic et non, in which some one hundred
and fifty-eight propositions were both proved and disproved
7{“' by argaments from scripture, the Fatners, t he counells, and rezc *?:.-m

In a second step there was developed the technique of the gusestio:

: . : . ﬂ""l
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" and his plc became
Avelaxd's KYdieq non became yidetur qued rnon andAﬁa'g' gontra est.

To these were added a general reaponaé, 11 which principles of
solutian were set forth, and epecific reponses Ln which the
principles were applled to the conflicting evidence. A third
step wis the couposition of books of sentences that collected

arnd classifled
hfandex:-m-ord-w&y—l-&a—t—o-f—he&d—i-nad re levant passages froam

scripture and subsequent traditlon. A fourth st.ep were the
comtentarles H on the books of%.ﬁmtmd sentences in which
the technique of the'guaestlo wes applled to these richer
collections of materiala. The fifth step was to obtaln e
concoptual eystem that would enable the theologlan to glve
coherent anawers to-all the questione he ralsed; and thls was
obtained partly by adopting-and partly by adapting the Arletotellan
ooXpus,
Scholastlc theology was a mﬁnument&l achlevemsnt. Ita

influence on the church has bean profound and enduring. Up to
Vatlcan II, which preferred a more blblical turn of apeech,

i:_j:;'. it has provigggxtgg background whence procesded pontifical

do cumenta and conclliér decresa., Yet today by and large it is

abandoned, and that abtanddnment leaves the documenis and decrees

that relied on it almoat mute and ineffectusl. Such is the

¢opntenporary crisis Xn Catholiclem. It 18 important to indicate
®  why 1£ exists cnd how 1t can be overcone.
| The Scholastic sin of reconciling sll the documents of
the Christian tradition had one grave defect; 1t was content

with a loglcally and netaphysically satisfying reconclliatlon;

5 :
: it 41d not realize hov much of the multiplicity in the ‘inheritance
. , - _ tasically

e constituted not s logical or metaphyalcal hutﬁ‘mni? a historical

problen.

Se¢ondly, the Aristotellan corpus, on whloh Scholastician

drew for the framework of its solutions, suffexs from a nunber of
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defecta, The Posterior Analytlics set forth an Ldesl of selence

in which the key element 1s the notlon of neceseity, ol what

cannot be otherwlse, On this basls, sclence 1ls #ald to Dbe

of the necessary,xxt vhile oplnion regarde the contlngent; similarly,
wisdon ls concerned with first princlples, whille pruadence regards
contingent human & ffalrs. There follows tho priwacy of speculative

A5
intellect, and this, buttressed by a verballsn that attributes

A
to conmom naues the properties of sclentific terms, Finally,
while mam is acknowledged to be a pollt.ical«@wnj@, anlmal, the
historicity of the meanings that inform human living Ls not
grasped, and muich less 1s there understood the fact that hlstorlcal
meanlng 1s to be presented H not by poets dbut vy hdetorlans.

In coﬁt.rash, modern mathematics 1a fully awvare that its

axions are not neceseary truths but only freely chosen and

no more than probably consistent postulates. }gThe ‘nodern

aclences ascertain, novw what must be eo, but only what ie
in itself hypothetical end eoc In need of verlfication. _.First.
principles in philosophy are not verbal propositliong but the
-~ de_facto invarlants of human congclous intentlomality. Wnat
was naped epsculative intellect, now is wexsly the operations
of experienclng, understanding, and Judging, perforsed under
the guldance of the moral delliberstlon, evalustlion, declsion,
that selecto 8 method and sees to It that the method is observed.
- The primacy pow belongs to practlcal intellect and, perforce,
& ult iadngtely

philoet)phy/\becomea s philosophy of action. Finmally, it is only
- T~ on the basis of intentlonality enalysis that it 4s possible
| elther to understand human historlceity or to set forth the

foundat lona and criticlze the practice of contenpoxary

hermeneutics and oritical history.
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The defects of Scholasticism, then, were the defects of
the methods of
its tlme. It could not 1nspect}\modern history and thereby
lesrn the logportance of hlstory in theology. It could oot
inepect moddxrn sclence and thereby correct the nmistakes in
Aristotle's comceptual system, But 1f we cannot blame the
jcholastlcs for thelir shortcouwlngs, vwe must undertake the
task of remedyiing them. A theology is the product not only
¢
0X & falth but also of a culture. It is cultural change that
hes made Ef,d' S ciolast iclam no longer relevant and that demands
thie development of & new theological method and style,
genaine

contlnuous Lndeed with the old, yet meeting all the.oxigences

both of the Christlan religlon and
A 0f mn up-to=-date philosophy, science, and scholarsalp.

Untll that need 1s met, pluralism wlill obtailn.

Undifferentlated consclousness will continue lte ben on
Solentifically dlfferentiated consclousnsess will ally itsel? with seculsrisa.

t echnical thealoey./g Religiously dlfferentiated gconsciousness '

will koovw thast. the zain 1ssue is in the heart and not ithe head,

Scholarl
Mﬁeﬁ-}}bd fferentiated consclouseneas will continue
t.0 pour forth %K' the frulte of 1its research 1in lntexriretatlons

mnd histories. TPhilosophically differentiated consclousneas

will continue to twist and turn in its efforts to bresk loose
0 | £ron Kant's grasp. But the worthy successor to thirteenth
| & fourfold
century achievement will be the frult of r::ﬁ.*piy-f\diffe rentiated
niel—eusm s3—in-which- the worklings of “comuon. sense , sclence
wrhodsrishlpy ' T =
A AntEnt ty Bnxlysia—snd- ha-,liif‘g;gj‘, prayar have-bee
5] ) -
ov<4a—the—timsTor-all-good men tv come—to-the-ald
cmsclousness , 1n which the workings of coumon senmse, sclence,

socholarenhip, dntentionality analysis, and the 1life of prayer

bave been lntegrated.
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be
P\- Pluralism_sand Converslon

Converaion Pnvolvee & new understanding of oneself becauss,
more funiamentally, it bringe about a new self to be understood.
It 18 putting off the o0ld wan and putting on the new, It 1s not
jJust a development but the begimning of a new mode of developing.
Hence, besides the beginnlng, there 1s to be consldered the
conssquent deve lopment. This may be great or average or small.
It nay be marred by few or by many relapses. The relapses

been
may havescorrected fully, or they way stlll leave thelr traces

blas
In a/,\b&ts— that uay be grave or venlal.

Conversion is three-dilmensional, It is intellectusl
Arasmuch a8 1t regards our orlentation to the intelligible and the
truse. It ie poral inasmuch as it regards our orlentation to the
good. It ie religlous lnasmuch as 1t regards our o?ientation
to (od. The three dimenaions are distinet, so that conversion
can occur in one dlmenslon without occurring in the other two,
or in two dimensions without occurring in the other one. AL

dimenaione
the game tlme, the three,§remnslonsg are 80lidaxry. Converslon
in ome leads to conversion in the other dizensions, and relapae
from one prepares for relapse from the others.

By intellectual conversion a person {rees himself from
confusing the criteria of the world of immedlﬁcy with the
¢riteris of the world medisted by meaning. By moral comverslon
he becones motivated primarily not by satisfactions but by
‘égvalues. By religious converslon he comes to love God with
his whole heart and his whole sonl and all his aind and all
his etrength; and in consequence ke loves hls nelghbor a8 hlnself,

The authentic Christian strives for the fulness of

intellectual, moral, and religlous conversion. Without

intellectual conversion he tends to misapprehend not only the

G 3 ' VoV B
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vorld meddated by meaning but also the word God has spoken
within that world. Without moral conversion he tev tends to
pursus not what truly is zood but what only apparently ia good.
Without religious conversion he le radically desolatet 1n the
world without hope and without God (Eph 2, 12).

While the Laportance of moral and religlous converslon
v1ll be readily granted, hesitatlon will be felt by many when
it cones to xm intellsctual conversion, They will feel that 1t
s a philosophic iseue and that Lt is not up to theologlans to
solve Lt. But wnlle thess contentions are trus, they are not
decimsive. The issue 1a also existentlal and methodldcal,
Theologians have mindsf. They have always used them, They
may use them properly and they nay use them lapropsxrly.

Unless they find out the dif ference for themselves or learn
about 1t from someone elee, they will be countenancing a
greater pluralism than can be tolerated.

Indeed, in ny opinion, intellectual converslon ls
eseent1ally simple. It occurs spontaneoualy when One reacnes
the age of reason, impllcltly drops earlier criteria of reallty |
{ares you awak'a? do you see 1t? 1s it heavy? etc.), and proceeds
to operste on the criteria of esufficlent evidence or sufficlenrt
reason. But this spontaneouas conversion 1s insscure. . The
use of the earlier criteria can recur. It is partlcularly
likely to recur whenjlggate involved in philoeophic Lesues.

For then the objectification of what 12 meant by sufficlent
evidence or sufficlent reason is exceedingly complex, whlle

the ¢b jectificatlon of taking & good look 1e slmpliclty iteelf.
So ope becomes a naive realdst, or an empiricist, or an ideallst,

or a pragnatlat, or a phenomenocloglst, and 8o one.
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Now/ In any Lind iy 1dua1/ coxiversion can be present or abagnt;
in the former case Lt ¢anm be present in one dlmension or in two
or in all threo; it can be enriched by development, or distorted
bjr aberratlon, ard the development and aberrat lon may be grest or
sz smalle Such dliferences glve riss to anvther variety of
pluralism. Besides the pluralism laplicit in *he transition
from classlclist to mod ern culture, besldes the piluralism implicit
in the coexistence of undlfferentiasted and variously differenti&ted
consclousness, there Lo the wre radical pluralisa that arlses

when all are not authent lecally huuman and authentlcally Chrlstlan.

Unauthentic ity may be open-eyed and thorough-going,

and then 1t heads for & loos of falth, But the unconverted
need have no clesr djea whet it 18 to be converted. They can ,Cw

unaware of what they mre. On a number of points they will bte

Catholle, tut on a munber of other polnts they will not be.

There will result & jevalustion, an inflation, of language and

of doctrine, Terms that demote what one 1s not, will be broads med
broadenad to cover what ons ls, Dooctrines that are embarrasging
w;ll not be mentlonel . Unacteptable conclusions will not be draww.

G O ) ;I .II : . |
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Quite by itself the pluralisn resulting froz & lack of
convar’?.on can be perilous. But the dangers are multiplied many times
when the lack of convexulon combines with othex espects of pluraliarj;.
}_Tbe trans ition from classicist to modern culturs, 1L coabined
with laok of convers lom, c¢can amount to & watering down of the falih.

Undiff{erent 1ated consciousnees, combined with defectlve converslon,

will opt for the goaspelds and dxop the dogmsa., Rellglously
differentiated consclousness will deprecate insistence on dootrineas.
Scholaxrly differentiated consclousnces can unleash floods of
infornati n in which origins axre obscure and contimulty hard to
discern, The umodern philoesophlc differentlatlon ¢an prove a trap

that confines one to & subjectivism and a relativien.

Te Flurallism ard Church Dogtrines: The Firat Vatican Counell

Early 1n the aecond half of the nineteesnth century it was
felt in Roman circles that the imanutabllity of falth and even the
distinction between faith and reason had been di are'gardcd in the
writings of Anton GUuther (DS 2828 ff.) amd Jakod Frohsohamzer
(D3 2850 f£.; cf. DS 2908 f.).

The matter was further pursued by Cardinsl Franzelin both

, 1l
in the votum he presented to the preconcillisr comittee and in

*ﬂ! the sohema, Contrse errores ex rationallpd derlvatos, presented Lox
@ discuasloni in thie carly days cf Va.t.lcarfI.

In the final foxrm of the dogmatlc conetlitution, Del Fillus,
promulgated by Vatlcam I, the natter was treatesd quite succlnetly
in the last paragraph of the fourth chapter and In the appended

® cﬁnon (D3 3020, 3043) ’15 but the exact mesning ©f this paragraph
s a_nd osnon is to be reamached only by recallgns the definitions and

dlstinctions of chaplers two, three, and four. To this end the
following notes msy be helpful,
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Quite by ltself the plurallam_reaultlng from a lack of |

oonvar’?.on can be perllous. But the dangers are multlplied many times

vhen the lack of conversion combines wlih other aspects of plaralism. |

zThe transition from classiclst to modern culture, if coambined

with lack of converslon, can smount to a watering down of the faith.

Undif ferentiated coneciousness, combined with defective conversion,

differentlated conscliousness will deprecate insistence on dooctrines.
Scholarly differentliated consclousrness can unleash floods of
informati-n in which orlgins are obscure and continuity hard to
discern. The moderm phlloasophlc dif ferentiation can prove a trap

that confines one to a sublectivism and & relativism,

Te Pluralism and Church Doctrines: The First Vatican Councll

Early in the sscond half of the nineteenth century it vas
felt in Roman clrcles that the immutability of faith and even the
distinction between falth and reason had been diareéar‘ded in the
writings of Anton Gunther (DS 2828 f£f.) and Jakeb Frohschammer
(D3 2850 £f.; cf. DS 2908 f.)}.

The natter was further pursued by Cardinal Franzelin both
in the yotum he presented to the preconciliar committ.eall and in
the schena, Contra errorss sex ratlonal 1sa? derivatos, presented for

Vs
discusaioni in the sarly days of Vatican I.

In the final forn of the dogmatlic constitut ion, Del Filius,
promulgated by Vatlcan I, the matter was treated quite succinctily
in the last paragraph of the fourth chapter and in the appended
cé.non (D3 3020, 5043),15 but the exact measning of this paragraph
and canon is to be reached only by recalliing the definltions and
distinctions of chapters two, thres, and four. To thils end the

following notes may be helpful.
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- revealed, slmply c¢ould not be known by us.
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Dd 3004: God ¢mn be known with certitude by the natural
light of human reasom,

D3 3005: Revelatlion contains truthe of two distinct orders:
those that lle withlm the reach oﬁ%—h-uﬁ} huzan reason; and those
that sinply @exceed the grasp of the mind of gan.

D3 3006: Supernatural revelatiin is contalned in written
books and unwritten traditions,

D3 3008: TFalth 18 a auperna.tﬁral virtue by which ';{e belleve
to be true what God has revesled, not because the light of resson
grasps the 1n£rlnaic t ruth of the mysterles, but becavse of the
authority of God himeelf who reveala% the mysteries and can nelther

decelve nor bhe Gecelved,

D8 30ll: 3By divine and cathollic falth thers are to be belleved
8ll (1) that is contalned in scripture and traditlon and (2) that
has .bean proposed 1O e telisved amas dlvinely revealed either in
& Bolemn pronouncerent by the church or in lis ordinary and
univereal teaching office.

. In conclliar usage,
DS 3020, 3041, 30493 mention “dogmas." :

a8 distinet from that of “Wincent of lerins, dognas seem tO be the
to-ooineide-with-the-trathe oo beliewed by dlvine—sni—cathollc
truths that are to be¢ be lleved by divine and catholic falth.
okt

DS 3015: There axe two orders of knowledge dlffering both
in thelr principle and their object. The principle, natural reason,
reaches its proportlomate objects. The principle, divine falth,

attaine as objects mysterles hildden in God which, were they not

DS 30161: Reason, 1llumined by falth, when 1t Inquires
dillgently, p\i/oualy, g0 berly, reaches with God's help some
under extremely fruitful understanding of the aysterles both
In virtue of the anslogy of the things 1t knows naturally

and in virtue of the Intercomnection of the mysterles with one

o.' )
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D3 3004; God can be known with certitude by the matural
light of human reason.

DS 3005: Revelation contalns truths of two dietinct ordersa:
those that lle within the reach ofl‘;—hu:ﬂr\ huzan reason; and those
that simply é‘& exceed the grasp of the mind of uen.

D3 3006z Supernatural revelstion %o contained in written
books and unvritten traditlona.

DS 30Q8: Faith 18 a supernatural virtue by which :ae believe

'to be true what God has revealed, not because the light of reason

grasps the 1n£r1nalc truth of the mysterles, but becausea of the
authority of God himselfl who revaals% the mysterles and can neithex
decelve nor be decelved.

D3 3oll:s By dlvine and cathollc falth there are to be belinved
all (1) that 1s contained in scripture and traditlion and {2) that |
has been proposed to be belleved as divinely revealed elther 1n
a solsmn pronouncement by the church or in its ordinary and
unlverasl teaching offlce.

D3 3020, 3041, aozaés aention "dogmas." They wouid seem
to coinclde with the truths 1o be believed by divine and catholile
Taith,

D3 3015: There are two orders of knowledge differing both
in their principle and thelr odbject. The principle, nst.ura;l reason,
reaches its proportionate objects. The principle, divine faltn,
attaline as oblects mysterles hidden ln God which, were they not
revealed, simply could not be known by us.

DS 3016t Reason, illumined by faith, when it inquires
dilige ntly, p\-i/oualy. soberly, reaches with God's help some
under extrenely frultful understanding of the mysteries both
in virtue of the analogy of the things 1t knows naturally

and in virtue of the interconnection of the nysteriee with one
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another and with man's last emd. But it never becomes capable
of grasplng then after the fashilon 1t grasps the truths that
dle within lte proper range. For the dlvine nysterles by their
very nature s0 exceed created lntellect thatl even when glven
by revelatl:n and accepted by faith otlll by the veil of faithn
itself they remaln covered over as Lt wers by some sort of cloud.
DS 3020: "Creshcat lgitur... et multun ¥ehembneten—pe
vehomenteroqua proficiat, tan amgulorumj/ql:am omnium, tan
un lus homlnls quam tollus ecclesiae, etatun et saeculorum
gradlibus, intelligentla, eclentla, saplentlss sed in suo
dumtaxat genere, 1in eodem 8¢l licet dogmate, scdem sensu,

eademque sententia."

It would seem that the Antelllgentla wiaose development

is deslred by the councll {s the one aprroved in DS.3016.
‘That devélOping undt:;ratandi ng wonld ever be within the eame
gexug, within the same dogna, udbthathaasmuE-wtiin-te—sane-
would ever e &n

withlin the sane meaning and view, because nAWA
understand ing of the sone mysteries hidden I God, revealed
Ty bim, recelved by faith, and covered over with the vell of
fadth,

There 1s, however, snother tyre of understa.nd.ing to
vhica the c:nﬁ?ll alludes with the expreselon, altiorls

Antelllpentiae specle et romlne. A first Zndlcatlion of Lits

rature may be had from the canone appended o this fourth
chapter of the constitution, Del Fillus, .
affirm
In the first canon there are condemned those that./\-éupnf-\
N Fd
thet ln divine revelation there are wa not contalned any
trus myateﬂee, and that all "t.he dogmas of falth can be
underatood and demonstrated from natural prim¢lples by

appropriately cultivgted resson. DS 3041,
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another and with man's last end. But it never becomes capable
of grasping them after the fashlon it grasps the truths that
1le withln its proper range. For the dlvine mysteries by their
very nature so exceed created lntellect that even when glven
by revelatl in and accepted by falth stlll by the vell of falth
itself they remaln covered over as 1t were by some sort of cloud.
DS 3020: "Creshcat igitur... et multum vehembaeten—pe
vehemgnterque proflelat, tam ainguloruﬁi/quam omnlium, tam
unius hominls quam totlus eccleslae, aetatun et saeculorum
gradibus, intelligentia, scientla, saplentia: sed in suo
dumtaxat genere, in eodem scllicet dogmaste, eodem sensu,

eademque seuntentia,"

It would seem that the intelligentln whose development

ls desired by the councll is the one approved in D3 3016.

That developing unierstanding wonld ever be within the same

genus, within the same dogma, widbhntheassana-witin-the-sames
would ever be an

within the same meaning and view, because 1EA“QG_G¥&P_Q%h
understandlng of the same mysterles hldden In God, revealed
by him, recelved by falith, and covered over with the vell of
faith,

} There 1a, however, another type of underastanding to
vhleh the co?@il alludes with the expresslon, altlorils

lntelligentiae specle et nomine. A first indlcation of its

nature may be had from the canons appended to this fourth

chapter of the constitution, Del Filius,.

affirn
In the first canon there are condemned those thaECiﬁaiﬁ

that Ln divine revelatlon there are mm not contalined any

true mysterles, and that all tne dogmas of falth can be
understood and demonstrated@ from natural principles by

appropriately cultivgted reason. DS 304l

. )
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The second canon condemns those that affira that human
disciplines are to be conducted with euch llberty that thelr
asgertions, even vwhen opposed to revealed doctrine, may bei
held to be true, and that they may not be proacrlibed by the
church. DS 3042.

The third canén condenns tnose that affirm that with the
advance of sclence 1t is possible to attribute to the dogmas
propounded by the church a meanlng other than that whlch the
church has understood and still understands. IS 3043.

The maln thrust, then, of chapter four 1s agalnst a
ratlonallsm that conrsliders nysterles non-existent, that would
demonstrate the dognas, that defends sclence though opposed
to church doctrine, that claims the church has ne right to
condenn efa scientiflc oplnions,and that grante sclence the
competence to reilnterpret the church's dogmas .

“Ho—hare-seon—tae—posiiive—eaffirnat-ton—ofthe—nretenlon-

We have already noted the passages wens concerned with
the nmysteries, faith,.reason $1lunined oy falth, and the natural
light of hunan reason. We have now to nunaddee note the

passages,
4 passege; 1n which the liberty of sclence is put within proper
limlts, and then the .immed iately subsequent passage, in which

& permanent acoulsltlon.
the meaning of dogma is clalmed to be a#ep=£¢@-sama1/4

ba=s0ro"atsek

DS(} 3017: There ls never any real coniradiction
between f;ith and reason.

D3 3018: The church has a divine right to proscribe
what mistakenly clalms to be sclence. _

DS 3019: Falth and reason can and should collaborate.

church
. The ?hmnn&v}s far fron forbvldding human dlsciplines froa

employing thelr own princlples and methods within thelr own
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The second canon condeamns those thai affirm that huzan
discliplines are to e conducted with guch liberty that their
aésortiona, even when opposed to revealed doctrlne, may bDe
held to be true, and that they may not be proscribed by the
church. D38 3042,

The third canén condenns tnose that afflra that with the
advance of eclence 1t is possible to attribute to the doguns
propounded by the church a wneaning otlier than tnat which the
church has understood and s8tlll unders iands, DS 3043,

The maln thrust, then, of cuapter four is againat a
rationaliem that conslders upysterles non-exlistent, that would
demonetrate the dogmas, that defends sclence though opposed
to church docirine, that claims the churcn has o right to
condenn & scientl flc oplnions,and that grante sclence the
coupetence to relnterprot the churchia d ogzas.

Heo—hare-seon—the-posiitve-afHrmarion—oi-the-nysteplee

We have already noted the pasaaces oong cohcerned with
the nmysteries, faith,.reaaon 11lunined by falth, and the natural
ilght of human reason. Ye have novw (O nansider note the

passages,
4 bassage, In which the llvexty of sclence le put wilthln proper
linite, and then the immed lntely subsequent passage, Ln which
: a permanent acoulsition.
the meaning of dogma is c¢lalmed to b€A§u6n=£he~samesla
be-3019r=Attep

DS(? 3017: There s never any rsal contradiction

between falth and reason.
| DS 3018: The church has a divine right to proscribe
wvhat mistakenly clalms to be sclence.

DS 3019: Falth and reason can and should collaborﬁte.

church
The : ,}a far from forildding hunan disciplines from

employing thelr own princlples and methods within thedr own
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field. But granting this rightful liberty, 1t iz on ite guard
lest these dislciplinea (1) fall into error by impugning church
docﬁrinea or ?53 ovarstepplng thelr proper bounds they invade and
upeset what pertalns to faith.

D3 3020; For the doctrine of falth, which God has revealed,

has not, been proposed as some sort of philosophlic dlscovery

- Yo be perfected by the talent of man. It is a dlvine deposit,

givem to the 3pouss of Chriet, to be guardedf falthfully and to
be declared infsl libly. Hence there is ever to be retained that
mesning of the sacred dogmas that once was declared by holy mother
church. From that meaning there is to be no departure under the
pretext of some higher understandliog.
- higher

It would seem that the pretendedﬂpnderat%inding s the
work of the natural light of reason (1) operating beyond the
range of 1ts conpetence (DS 3019) and (2) not observing the

limitations that are to be observed even by reason illumined

by faith (Ds 3016).

To_conclude, faith accepts the mysteries revealed by God
because of God's anthority and not because thelr intrinsic truth
ls grasped by human Intelligence. The natural light of reason

clarify
has no capaclty to dlscover, eatabliah,hﬁ49+§y, improve upon

faith's acceptance of the mysteries. Even reason illumined by

‘ falth, while it cen advance in 1ts understanding of the nysterles,

cannot advance by substltuting scmefihem something else in place of

the revealed myatebies. Moreover, Llts ad%vance in understandlng

éoea not give it the competence with resgzgt to the mysteries that

natural reason ejoys with respect to its proportionate objects,

for the mysterless ever remalin covered over with tne vell of falth.,
1t does not appear possible that

Fron thls set Of considerations hﬁqﬁanyone can correct the account

0f the mysterles revealed by God and infallibly declared by the

church.

re Ve
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field, But grawiing this rilghtful liberty, 1t is on its guard
last those dlsiciplives (1) fall into error by iapugring ohur:h
doct.rines or (2 ) overstepping thelr proper bounds they lnvade and
upset what pertnlne to falth.

DS 3020; For the docirine of fajith, which God hus revealed,
has not been proposed as sone sort of philosophlc discovery
to be perfected by the taleunt of agan. It 1s a dlvine deposlit,
given to the Spouse of Cnrist, to be guardedf falthfully and to
be declared Lnfalllbly. Hence there 1ls ever 10 be retalned that
measning of the scred dognas that once was declared by holy mothner
chinxel, Froa Liont meaning tnerre 18 to be no departure unier the
pretext of soar higher underotanding.

nligherp

It woulj seea that the pr'etended{\underata{'zl‘nding is the
work of the mataral lignt of resson (1) operating beyond the
range of lts cotpetence D3 3019) and {2) not observing the
linitations that are to be observed even by reason illumined

by faith {D§ 3016).

To conclude, falth accepts the mysteries revealad by God

becanse of God *s anthority and not because thelr intrinsle truth

is grasped by human intelligence. Tae natural light of resason
clarify

has no capacity to dlscover, eet.abliah./\-e-l-p&-f-y, Llaprove upon

falth's acceptance of tne ny steries. Even reason illunlned by

~ falth, while 1t can advance in its understanding of the nysterles,

cannot advanc by substltuting somsthem somethling else 1in place of
the revealed oysterles. Moreover, lts ad{wance in understanding
e
does not give it the coapetence with respect to the aysteries that
natural reascon eénjoys with respzct to 1ts proportionate objects,
for the uyster fe8 ever remaln covered over witn the vell of faltn,
it does not aprear possible that
Fron this set of considerations hzwﬁanyone can correct the account
of the mysteries reveraled by God aund infalllbly declared by the

church.
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Ongoling i
8, Plurallam_and_Church Dochrines: The Expanding Context !
/\

M statement has & meanling in a conbext. If one already

knows the context, Lhe meaning of the atateaent la plain. I

one doea not know the context, one dlscovers it by asking gnestions.
LAy
The answer to a {irst question sek suggeaté two further questiona.

A

The answers to0 them suggest s6till zora. Gradually there 1s
woven together
A tuteDwaven an Interlocking set of questlons and ansvers and,
sooner or later, there is reached a polnt where further guestlions
have leaa# and less relevence Lo the matiter in hand. One
could mek about this and that and the other, but the answers
would not help one Lo understand better the meaning of the original
a
ptatement, In brief there iahllmit to useful ouestioning, and

when that 1s resched the context Ls known,

Suach 1s the prior context, the context within wialch the
original

orlginal statement was made and through whileh the},\meanlng 0% the

statenent ls determined. But beslies the prlor context, there
i1s also the sabseouent cortext. For a atavavbn stateaent may

intend to settle ouve issue and to prescind from other lspuss.

; But settling the one does not Puxd burke tne others. Usually
it contributes to a clearer grasp of the others and a more

pyrgent pressur: for thelr solutlon. Accordlng to Athanasius
in
the council of Vicaes used a non-sceriptaral teran i-*art,\e. confeasion

of falth, not to set a precedent, but to mest an ezergency.
sOne twenty
But the emergency lmsted for thirty~flve years and, &lieen
ol -
years after 1t:h piabe ided, the first council of Constantinople

felt it necessary to answer the question whthewthe whetner
only the Son or also the Holy Spirit was consubstantial with the

Father. Flfiywliice years later at Zpnesus, 1t was necessary
o clarify Nicasa Yy affirming that it was one and the ssme

; o C o ———— e =J VUVYiODEd Aihmyved
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~that—was-Dorn-of-the—rother-and—not—-unadoe—
that was born of the Father and born of the Virgin Mary,
Twenty-one yeara later 1t was necessary to add that one and
the same conld be both eternal and temporal, bath lauortal and
martel, because he had two natures. Over two centuries later

" there was added the further clarification that the divine person
that had two natures also had two operations and two wills.

Within thls natrix

Abpom-thls=baeld there arose a series of questions about Christ

a8 man, Could he ﬂ 8in? Did he feel conciupiacence? Was he
lgnorant? bt

in any way hgoretrtt Did he have sanctifying grace? To what
extent? Did he have lmmedlate knowledge of God? D14 he know
everything pertalning to hls mission? Such is the Chriastological
context that did not exlat prior to Nicaea but, bit by bit,

came Into exictence subssquently to Nlcaea, It does not state

I::t—waa—iﬁteaded—a%-n&eaeaw—-1$—d£we-e¢a%e—wha&-ﬂ&oaoa—oﬁ£7ob&aq&y~

vwhat F was Lntended at Nlcaea. It does stats what resulted
LY

from Nicaes &and what becsme 1in fact the context within which

Nicaea waa L0 be understood.

As one may dlstingulish prlor and subsequent stages in an

ongoing context, a0 one ongolng context may be related to another.

° Of these relatlons the coumoneat are derivation and lnteraction.
The Christologlical context, that was bullt up by answering
questlions that etemmed from the decislon at Nicaes was itself

(6] derived fron the earller traditlon expreessed in the New Testanmant,

: in by the apostolic Fathers, by orthodox Judalc Christianity,
./ Christianm _
by theA&pOIOELBtB, and by the later antenicene Fathers.
Again, out of the whole of earller Chrletian thought there was

derived the ongolng context of medieval theology, and thie

ongoing context interacted with subsecuently developed Cimrehr

s it
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chur~¢h dootrines, aa ls clear from the dependence of theologlans
on church authority and, inversely, from Schelastdc influence
on pontifical and conclllar statements up to the mecond Vatican
couned 1,

Now such ongolng contexts are subJect to meny influsnces.
They are distorted by the totally or psrily unconverted that
usually are unaware of the lmperfections of their ocutlook.
Thsy are divided by the presemce of people with undifferentisted
oxr differently dilfferentiated consclousness. They are separated |
becauas membere of different enltures ¢onstruct different
contexts by & finding differemt questisns relevant and different
anéwere intelliglble.

Such differences give rilse .to & pluralism, &and the pluralism
gives rise to incomprehension and eiaaperation. The unconverted

cannot understand the converted, and the partly converted cannot

understand the con% er-ted. Inversely, because they are misunderstood,

}
the converted are exasporated by the unconverted. Again,

undifferent lated consclousness Qoes not understsnd differantiated
consclousness, and partislly differentlated conscioueness does
A<ROHRPOED & fourrfold
not understand teiply differentlated comsciousness. Inversely,
it 1s A more adequately -
because Heg—e-pq/\met with inccmprehension,{\differentiated
conaclousless ls oxamperated by less adequately differentlsted
consclousness., Flnally, our historically minded contenporaries
have no difficulty understaniing the ghettoes in which a
claselclet mentality still reigne, but the people in the
cdaasiclat ghettoes mot only have no experilence of serious
historlical investigation but also are quite unaware of the

blstoriclty of thelr ownimeuteddbdmem} assumptions.
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Such plurallem le & stubbors fact. Those that underatand
&r;:;utnumhered by those that do not, andzggjorlty has no intention
of learning £rom the ninority. The clamslcist can rightly argue
that olassical culture ie morally superior to 1ts modern successaor,
\U-nad Undlfi‘erﬁntlated conaclousness has 10 notion of what 1
meant by dAfferentliated consclousnesa, and 1t will have no
notion of At until it ceases to be undifferentiated and becones
different%t.ea' indeed, 1t wlll have no adecuate notion unt.tl

A 1t attaina the fourfold differentlation.
t-becones—triply -differentinteds A Finally, the unconverted orx
partially converted can appeal to the parable of the cookle
(Mt 33, 24 - 30) and that appeal can mors readily be granted
;mmmam-m-gmmmwmmuﬁwm
if they do not inseist on governing the church or teaching in it.

Q. TheJaautabllity snd-Hieto

theaty nrnad

It wimewo—tmhmmmmon&m
r eI Fllser—

v E R
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9. The Immutabillty and Historicity of Dogna

What we hawve learned from * our atudy of the cometitutlon,
Del Fillug, has now to be placed in lte ongolng contexi. First,
then, we ask in what respect a dogma 1s immutable. Jecondly,

how ie it known {canusa cognoscendi) to be immutable. Thirdly,

vhy 18 it imnutanle (causa essemil). Fourthly, we ssk whether

the immutabllity of dogma excludes demythologlzstisn, Fifthly
and finmally we esk whother lmmutabllity excludes historiclty.-

First, in what respect is a dogma lmmutable? It is
{mmutable in its veening, in the meaning declsred by the church,
in the meaning from which one is not to depart under the pretext
of a Geeper undarstending, o the meaning which the church haa
unjerstood end underatanda.

P8 3020 Hihc sacrorum quoque dogmatum 31s sensus perpetnm
e8t retinendus, gquen semel doclaravit eancta nater ecclesia, nec
umqusm ab 80 senau alt.lofla intelligentlae aspscie et nomine
-L-eoenéumv—peewm#run’t recedendun.

DS 3043t 81 quie dixerit, flerl posse, ut dogmatibus ad
ecclesia propocitis 2liquendo secundum progressum sclentiae
sensus tribﬁandua slt allus ab 0, quem Intellexit et intelligit
ecclesle: an. a.

Yhat is lmmutable, then, lsa n wmeanling and mot a verbal
formula. The sane verbal formula is interpreted differently
in different contexts, and it 4s preclsely against this shift
of contaxt and. the A attribution of e=ms new meaning to the
dogmae that the council proceedsd (DS 3043).

Again, 1t ls not the same verbal formula but the sane

meaning that can be dlecerned in the vorbis et rebus of divine

4
vrevelation, in the words of soripture, in the counclils of the
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church, amd in the explanatious of theologiane.

by falth xemelne
Finelly, 1t ls /\the sane meaning that, lsldn—soden aerperet-

in
£x suo dumtmxat genere, 1n_c¢odem amcllicet dognate, erdem sensu,

eadenque sententia, though with respect to that meanl ng -Pndm:mdué

understanding, Knowledge, and wisdom can grow and advance (DB 3020).

Next, 'how are dogoas ;{nown to be lmmutable? ‘What 0cd

reveals and the church Infallibly declares is true. Vhat ls
evar true, mever can be truthfully denied. .
DS 30203 VNeque enim fldei doctrina, quam Dewms reveldawlt,
velut philosophdcun inventun proposita est humands {ngenlds
pexficlienda,
A porslolendum) sed tamquam dlvinun depoaltum Chrietl spoxsme tradita,
 fideliter custodienda et i infallibllliter deolarandas. Hixe
sacrorua qu Oq':m dogmatun 18 seénsue perpetuc est retlmendus, ...
Thirdly, why are dogmas imnutable? Because tpey refer Lo
mysterles hidden In God that, unleas revealed, coukd not e
known (D3 3015). By their very nature the divine mymteries
are beyohd the xange of created lntellect, so thal «wen when
revealed by God and accepted by falth they cannot b gras ped

as can the proper objecte of human intellect but remaln as it

were covered over with the vell of falth iteelf () J0L6).

For the mysteries are fnown to ba true, not bacsue thelr

intrinsic truth ie grasped, but because of God's awthority
who neither can decelve or be deceived (DS 3008). ind vhile
underatandi.ng* of the myeteries can increase, st il1 4t is

o only by amalogy with what maturally is known and by the
interconnectlion of the nys teries with one anocther and with

man's last end (O (D3 3016). Fimally, it 18 alvaeye with

respect to the mystery that is revealed and btelli el , and not
vith respect to some humen sudbstitute for the nystery, that
understanildidg does increass. It follows that thy dogmums

| ( . _' - ) . F,_ﬁ__,

ke - tor it ran i
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convey Ing & supernatural revelation {03 3006} have a divine
in virtue of their intrinsic hlddenness cannot besone
origin andjy—in-ttiemseldve sy—stand—orHeide—the-hunan—histroriesdy
part and parcel ©f the human historical
Abroceas linto which God intrsduces thea.

Fourthly, does the immutability of the dogmas exclude
desythologization? Deuytnologlzatlon may be mistaken or corxect.
The lmmutablillity of the dogmas excludes mistaken demythologlzitlon.
But it doea not exclude correct demythologlzation. Since the
end of the second century there has been in the church a phl lo=sophie .
denythologization of the anthropomorphlsms of scripture and the
creals. The Father has no right hand at which the Son might sit.
Whether there exists a corract historical denythologization ovér
and above the phllosophio demythologizatlion s a further gquestisn
that cannot here be consldered. We must be content with the
geoeral princlple that, If a meaning has been revealed by God,
then At cannot e the objlect of correct demythologlzation, and
1f it has not besn revealed by God, then it cannot bes an izmutable
dogma . |
Finally, dees lmautablility exclude historiclity?
| Histoxricity pertains, not to the meaning revealed by God, bu’o' 1o
ﬂ\) the varlous contexts within which il the course of time that
0 | meaning has been expressed and communiésted. Such oontexts

» Al vwe presclnd from lesser differences,

are nany. There are/\the context of the res et verba throigh

which revelation occurred, the context of Falestinian and Hellenlat

the context of the New Testament, mwé
preaching by the a.postles,»the context, of
esrly Christlen writers and
A the antenicene Fathers, the ongolng context of the counclls,

_J the context of medleval Scholasticlem, of the counter-relormtion,
of the theologlcel manuals, of the gresent day* when olaselclen
and Scholastlclst fre—beind have Dsen largely repudiated,
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10, Pluralism and the Unity of Faith

The root and ground of unity is charity, azaps, the fact
that God's love has f£looded our hearts through the Holy Spirit
he has glven us. The acceptance of that glft constitutes
religious conversion and leads to both moral and intellectual

conversion.

However, religious chuversionr, 1f it is Christian, is not

just & stete of mind and heart., Ezsential to Lt is an $atersubiectis
interaubjective, interpersomal couronent. Besides the gift of

the 3pirlt vithin, there is the outward challenge of Christian
witness, which recalls the fact that of old in many ways God

has spoken t0 ua through the prophets but in thls latest age

through hie Son (Heb 1, 1.2).
1ies within
The fs2{ function of church doctrines is the fumotion of
bﬁ:iégg witness. For there ere nyateries revealed by God and
infallibly declared by the church (DS 3016, 3020)., Their meaning
dbmnmdnd Lo Lndependant o; human hlstorical process. But the e
contexts, withain witleh such meaning ls grasped and exproasod;
varf both wity oulturel differences and with the measure 1n
whleh conncinusnnsstie Glfferentliated.
Such verlations of contaxt, oo far from violating the
unity of falth, manlifect its richness and its vitality, What
is opposed to the upity of faith ia the abesence of conversion:
opposed to faith itself is the sbeence of relliglous conversion;
opposed to the unity of faith is the absence ox of moral or of

Antellectual converasion.

Also oppean? to the unity of faith 1s the bigotry that
gseks to impsae its own culture or its own type of consciousness
on thoee with & diflerent culture or a different type of

consclousness.
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10. Pluralism and the Unity of Falth

The root amd ground of unity ils charity, agape, the fact
that God's love has flooded our hearts through the Holy Spirit
he has glven us. The acceptance of that gift constitutes
raligioua converslon ard leads t0 both moral and lntellectual
converalion. |

However, religlous conwersion, if it 1s Christlan, is not
just a state of mind snd hesrt. Essentlal to 1t 1s an Jutersubjectiy
1nteraubject1§e, intérpersonal component. Besldes the gift of
the Spirlt wlthin, there le the outward challenge of Christian
witness, which recalls the fa¢t that of 0ld in many ways God
has spoken to us through the prophets but 1n thle latest age
through his Son (Hed 1, 1.2)a

1les within
The fa§ function of church doctrines is the function of
,ﬂﬂzhm witnees. for there are nysteries revealed by God and
infallibly declared by the church (DS 3016, 3020)., Their meaning
dhmmnhmd 1s independent of hwuan historical process. But the |
contexts, within which such neanlng is grasped ard expreaaed;
vary both wlth cultural differences and with the measure in
vhich conaclouaneaa_is dif fexentiated.
Such varlations of context, so far from vioclating the
unity of faith, manlfest Lts rlchness and ites vitality. What
is opposed to the unity of falth 1a the absence of conversion:
opposed to faith iteelf 1a the absence of relligious conversion;
opposed to the unlty of faith is the absence oy of moral or of
1ntellectua1 convers lon.
Aleo opposed to the unity of faith 1s the blgotry that
saslks to lmpose ites own culture or its own type of consclousness
on thqae wlth & different culture or & different type of

tonscilousneBse

i et on e,




Not.es

1) This distincetion was drawn by John XXITI in his opening
address at Vaticen II. See A4S 54{1962), 792 lines 8 - 11,

¢
/ﬁ" 2) See Jean Danlélou, Théologie du judé/q;\- chrlatiania%g_g,_
(o
Tournal & Paris (Desclée) 1958; E. T., London {(Darton, Longman

& Todd) 1964, Les symboles chretiens primitifs, Parls (du Seuil)

1961; E. T. London (Brune & Oates) and Baltlmore (Helicon) 1964,

Btudes d 'exégbse ﬁjudéo—chrétien, Parls {Beauchesne) 1966.

3) On the relativist contention that contexts are infinite,

see my book Insight, London (Longmans, Green) 29 and New York
(Phllosophical Library) 1957, 9197'0, pp. 342 1,

4) On the XKantian notlon of object, brlefly, B. Lonergan,
Collection, london (Darton, longman & Todd ) and New York (Herder &
Herder) 1967, p. 208; at length, J. Colette et al,, Procta de

1'0b Jsctivité de Dieu, Paris {du Cerf) 1969.

- [ T 5) See Willlam Johnston, The Mysticism of the Cloud of
Unknowing, New York, Rome, Tournali, Paris (Desclée) 1967.
Karl Rahner, The Dynamlc¢ Element in the Church, Montreal (Palm)}

ﬁ | and Frelvurg (Herder) 1964, pp. 129 £f. Cf. Paul Tillich's

=]

belng grasped by ultimate concern, ¢« g., Systematle Theolomy,

New York {Harper) and Chicagoe (Cnlcago Unliv. Prees) 21967‘1,
I, 12 and see index for further references.

A.
© 6) Athanasiue, Oratlo IIT c. Ariancs, &, MG 26, 329&3.

w, 7) D8 301 f.

8) Cf. Karl Rahner, loc, cit,




Nl

jotes

1) fais dlstinctlion vas drawn by John XXITI in his opening
adizves st Vatican IX., See AAS 54(1962), 792 lines 8 - 11,

(o}
2) j@es Jean Daniédlou, Théologie du Jugﬁgchrlstlan;ﬂ&,.
Pournal & Faris (Desclde) 1958; E. 7., lLondon (Darton, Longman

& Todd) 1964, Les synboles chrétiens primitifs, Paris (du Seull)
1961; 1. T, Lomdon (BPBM & Oates) arX Baltimore (Helicon) 1964,

Etudes dlexdpeae @'jg‘o-ghrhlan. Prrls (Beauchesne) 1966.

3) 0m the relativist contention thwt contexta are infinite,
set 0y ook Insight, London (Longnens, Green) 19 and ¥ew York
(Pailosophical Library) 1957, 919?'0, pp. S42 L,

i 'b) 0r the Kantian notion of objeot, briefly, B. lomexgan,

gollsction, london (Dsxrton, Longmen & Todd) and New York (Herder &
Hardox) 1967, p. 208; at lepgth, J. Colette ot al., Progias de

L'objestiwité de Disy, Paris (du Cerf) 1969.

' 5) Ser ¥illiam Johneton, The Mysticism of the Cloud o

Unkrovipz, New York, Rone, Tourna.'i., Faris (Deaclée) 1967,

Esrl Ratner, The Dyramic Element in the Church, Montresl (Palam)
and Freiburg (Herder) 1964, pp. 129 1f. Cf. Paul Tillich's

belux grasped by ultimate concern, e. g., Systematic Theology,
Now York (Harper) and Chicago (Cnlcago Univ, Preas) 21967,

Z, 12 a0l see index fOr further references.

A.
6) Athanssius, Orstio III ¢. Arianog, 4, M} 26, &QKZ.

7) Ds$301f.

8) Cf{. Earl Rabner, loc, 03%.

0 ,. ) e




o

9) On the transition from the context of the Lirst Vatican
couancil to the oonteniporary context on natural knowledge of God,
See Ny paper, Froceedlings of the Cathollc Theolomleal Soclety
of Anerica, 23(1968), 54 - 69.

10} ML 178, 1339 ff.

11} The votum haes been published in an appendix to the work

of Hernann J. Pottmeyer, Der Glaube vor dem Ans
: >

Wissenschaft , Die Konstitutlon uver den kathollisckiers Glauben

% pruchy der

"Dei F1)ius"™ des 1. Vatlkanischen Konzils und di e unweroffentlichten

theodoglachen Voten der vorbereitenden Kommleslon, Frelburg

(i{el"ﬂer) 1968' aes pp. 50‘.’ 51*, 54*p 55*‘

12) See chapters V, VI, XI, XII, XXV, of the scmena, Mansi
50, 62-69, snd the abundant annotations, Mansl S0, 83 ff.

13) On this chapter and camon, ses Pottmeyer, op. olt.,
e Bl=- 456, |

: 14) - As concelved in Vatican II, D divina revelations, I, 2.




8AP 39

9) (n the transition froa the context of the Lirst Vatican
ocounall to the conteniporary oontext on matursl knowledge ¢f God,

s8e¢ ny paper, Procsedinge of the Cathollc Theo
of Anerica, 23(1968), 54 = 49.

10) ML 178, 1339 f?.

11) The yotun has besn published in an appendix to the vork

of Heruamn J. Pottueyer, Der Glaube vor dag__g_p_gbmg_m:
Wissenmschaft , Die Konstitution Ubsr den katholischin Glauben

"Dei Filius” des 1. Vatikanimchen Xonzils und dle unveroffestlickien

theclogiachen Voten der vorbereitenden Eomalssion, Frelburg

(Rexder) 1968, mee pp. S0, 51%, Sis, S5k,

12) fee chapters V, VI, XI, XII, XIV, of the schems, Kansl
50, 62«69, snd the abundant annotetions, Mansi 50, 83 1f,

13) 0nn this ohapter and wnon,' see Pottaeyer, op, oit.,
pp. 451 - 4560

14) A® oonceived in Vatioan II, De divine revelationt, I, 2.




	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Page 33
	Page 34
	Page 35
	Page 36
	Page 37
	Page 38
	Page 39
	Page 40
	Page 41
	Page 42

