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Chapter ZTIven Twelvs
DOCTRINES

Our sixth functlonal specialty is concerned with doctrines.

shall speak of the varieties of Hed doctrines, of thelr functi :ns,

thelr varlations, of the differentiation of human consclousness

and the ongoing discovery of mind with consequently ongolng contexts,

of

the development, permanence, and blstorlclity of dogma, of

cultural pluralism and the unity of faith*ﬂ, and of the autonomy
i

of
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the functional speclalty named doctrines.

1. Varietles

A Tiret step is to dlstinguish primary sources, church
doetrines, theological doctrines, methodologleal doctrine,
and the application of a methodological doctrine that results
in a functional speclalty named doctirlnes. Common to all is
that they are taught. They differ* and are dilstlingulshed
because the teachers differ in the authority with whleh they
teach.

In the prlimary sourcés & dlstinction ls to be drawn
between the doctrine of the original message and, on the other
hand, doctrines abont this doetrine. References to the
original message may be found, for example, in 1 Cor 15, J ff.
and in Gal 1, 6 ff. On the other hand, stages 1in the
proclamation and application of this message yleld doctrines
about doctrine. Thus, there ls the dlvine revelatlion in which
God has spoken to us of old turough his prophets and most
recently in his Son (Heb 1, 1.2). There is the church decree
in which the declelon of assembled Christlans coincldes with
the declslon of the Holy Spirit (Aet 15, 28). There are
apostollc tradltisns: Irenaeus, Tertulllan, and ¢r6§ Orlgen
all appeal to the teaching, glven by the aposié}es to the

churches they founded, and handed down from generatlon to
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generation.l There 1a the inspiration of the canonlcal scriptures
that provlided a far more accesslble crlterion once the canon had been

formed and hermeneutical principles explained.2

1)  Irenseus, Adv. haer., I, 10, 2; III, 1 = 3; Harveky I, 92;
j

II, 2 £f. Tertulllan, De praescr, haeret., 21. Origen, De prine.,

reef, 1 & 2; Koetachau 7 f.
2) Contrast the crisp principles of Clement of Alﬂ&;andrla
A% (§§£9§JVIII, 2 ff.; Stahlin ITI, 81 ff.) wlth the struggles of
Irenseus (Adv. haer. I, 3, 1.2.6} Harvey I, 24-26.31).

Next, there are church doctrines. They have thelr antecedents
both in New Testament confessions of faith; and in the declsion
of assembled Christians in Act 15, 28, In general they are not
s lmple reaffirmations of scripture or traditlon. However secure it

may have seemed to0 x& urge with Pope Stephen “.. nihll imnovetur

nisl gquod tradltum eat...."‘(gg 110), 1t remained that new questlons

dld arise and that satisfactory answers were not forthcoming as
long as one was content just to stand pat, Why thls should be so
1s a large questlon to which some answer will be glven in the seee:
gectlions on varlations of doctrines an;::he differentiations of
consclousness. But one has only to peruse such a collectlon of

coneiliar and pontifical pronouncements as Denzinger's Enchiridion

Symbolorum to observe that each ls a product of 1ts place ang

time and that each meets the questlions of the day for the people of
the day.

3) See V. H. Neufeld, The Earliest Christian Confessions,

leiden (Brill) 1663, Volume V of New Testament Tools and Studies

edited by B, M. Metzger.
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Thirdly, there are theologlcal doctrines. Etymologlecally
theology means a dlscourse about God. Within a Christlan
context it denotes & person's reflectlons on Bivind the revelatlon
given 1In and by Christ Jesua. In the patristic perlod wrlters
concerned themselves malnly with specific aquestlons that
currently were belng ventilated, but towarde lts end there
apreared such comprehensive works as John Damascene's De fide
orthodoxa. In the medleval schools theology became 4 methodical,
¢ollaboratlive, onﬁéoing. Research and classificatlion were
undertaken in books of sentences. Interpretation in commentarles

the worke of

on the books of the 0ld and New Testaments and onﬂptherkeminent
writers., Systematlec theology sought to put order and
coherence into the mass of materlals assembled from scripture
and tradltion. It began, perhaps, wlt%:zgig;géiﬁ 9ic et non,
in which one hundred and fifty-elght prOposltigg;r;ﬂﬂ both

proved and disproved by arguments from scripture, from tradltion,
Abaelard's

N
Videtur ouod non of the quaestlo; hls slc became the Sed contra est;

and from reason. In any case non later became the

there followed a statement of principles of solutlon or
recisnciliation; and finally the princlples were applied to each
of the conflicting sources. Now when the technigue of the
guaestio was appliedighe ma terials in a book of sentences,
there emerged a furﬁher need. The solutlons to the endless
questions had to be smbm coherent with one another. There

was needed some overall Bysteﬁiic view. It was to provide

a substructure for such a view that theologlans turned to

Aristotle.
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Fourthly,‘the methodologleal problem surfaced towards the

= o —au - =

knock-down

end of the thirteenth century in = raucouafkﬁewa-éeﬂu controversy

between Augustinians and Arlstotelians. That controversy, so
shlfted into a permanent oppositlon

far from being s<ttled, aimp1x«L4¥ad—on-&#,&he—appositiam-,\

between the Thomlst and the Scotlst schools, as dld later the

controversles between Catholics and Protestants, between

Jesults and Dominicans, and between the followers of different

Protestant leadera. The needed solution to such ongolng

differences 1s a theologlical method radlcal enough to meet head

on the basic lssues in philosq}phy. What 1s one doing when one

¥ 13 knowing? Why is dolng that knowing? What does one know

when one does 1t?

Though necessary, that is not enough. One must aleo

ask what{zglone dolng when one is doing theology, and one's

answer must envisage not only the Christlan encounter with

God but also the hlstoricity of Caristian witneas, the diversity

of human

-ifhcultures, the differentiations of human coneclousness.

There 15 then a methodologlcal doctrine. Just zs

theology reflects on revelatlon and church doctrines, so

methodology reflects on theology and theologles. Because 1t

reflects on tgﬁology and theologles, It has to mentlon both the

e

revelation an%ﬂchurch doctrines on which the theologies reflect.

But though it mentions them, it does not attempt to determine

their content. 1o the church authorities and

N

L(K;;mgfﬁiv_w,@,f?ﬁmwfm

£hom,e That task 1t leave%bto the theologlans. It 18 concerned
to determlne how theologlans might or should operate. It 1s not
gpeciflc all future generations must
concerned to predetermine theﬂreaults h&zggwé&&apbtain.
There is a fifth varlety of doctrines, the ones meant
in the title of the present chapter. There are theological
doctrines reached by the applicatlion of a method that

dietinguishes functional speclaltles and uses the functional
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speclalty, foundatlons, to select doctrines from among the

£
nultiple cholces pregpted by the functional specialty, dlalectlc.

2. Functlons

In the thilrd chapter on med msanlng we distlngulshed the
communicative, the effective, the poa&$+t$a$4§ conatitutive,
and the cognltive functions of meanlng. Next, 1n the fourth
chapter on rellgion we spoke both of an inner grace and of the
outer word that comes to ue from Christ Jesus. Because of ite
authoritative source, that word ls doctrine. Because that source
1s one, the doctrine will be & common doctrinpe. #49&4&4
Flnally, such common doctrine will fulfll the comnunicative,
effective, constitutive, and cognitive functions proper to meanlng.

It 1s effectlive inasmuch as it counsels and dlssuvades,

and prohlibita.
commands dwewphohibite] It is cognitive lnasmuch as 1t tells
whence we come, whither we go, how we get there. It 1s
constitutive of the individual inasmuch as the doctrine la a
set of meanings and values that inform his 1llving, hise knowlng,
his dolng. It 18 constitutive of the community, for community
exlets inasmuch as there s;:pa comnonly accepted set of meanlngs
shared by people in contact with one another.

ang valueeﬂ Finally, it is communicatlve for it has passed
fron Christ to the apostles and from the apostles to thelr
successors and from these in each ags to the flockes of which
they are the pastors.

Further, there 1s the normative function of doetrines.
Men may or may not be couverted intellectually, morally,

religtously. If they are not, and the lack of converslon l1s

consclous and thorough-going, it heads for a loss of falth.

|
i
™~
1
i
|
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But the unconverted may have no real apprehension of what 1t is

to be converted. Soclologically they are Catholice or Protestants,
but in a number of ways they devlate from the norm. Morsover, they
a&%gigack én appropriste language for expressing what they really
| are, and 80 they will use the language of the group with which
they ldentify socially. There follows an inflation, or dmb
devaluation, of this language and so of the doctrine it conveys.
stretched
Terms that denote what the unconverted 1s not, will beﬁaingctmi
to denote what he is. Doctrines that are embarrassing will not be
mentioned in politfe company. Conclusions that are unacceptable
will not be drawn. .Such ynauthentlicity can spread. It can
become a traditlon. Then persons, brought up In an unauthentile
tradition, cen become authentle human beings and authentle
Christlans only by purifylng thelr tradition.

But against such devliations there 1s the normative function
of doctrines. For the functlonal speclalty, dialectlc, deploys
both the trath reached and the errors dissemlnated in the past.
The functlonal speclalty, fouudatlons, discrimlnates betwesn
truth aud error by appealing to the f foundational reality
of lntellectual, moral, and religi}ous converslon, The result
of such discrimination is the functional specialty, doctrines,
and so doctrines, based on conversion, are opposed to the
aberrations that result from the lack of conversion. Accordingly,

while the uwno unconverted may have no real apprehension of what

it 1s to be converted, at least they have 1ln doctrines the evidencs

both and

that there 1ls something lacking in themselveah\that they need to

pray for 1llumination and to seek instruction.
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It 18 to be no?!fd‘that the normative character of doctrines
Just indicated pertalns to the functlonal specialty derived
from the two previous speclaltles, dialectic and foundations.
It is a normativqiness that results from a determinate method.
It 18 a normativeness dlstinct from that attirlbuted to the
opinions of theologlans because of thelr personal eminence or
because of the high esteem in which they are held in the church
or among lts offlclala. Finally, of course, the normetlveness
of any theologlecal concluslon 1s dlstinet from and dependent on
the normatlveness attributed to divine revelatlion, linsplred

gcripture, or chnrch doctrine.

S Variations

Anthropological and historlcal research has made us

aware of the enormous varlety of human social arrangements,

## cultures, mentallties. It follows that we, far more than
many of our predecessors, are in a position to understand the
variatlions that have taken place in the expresslon of Christian
doctrines. For If the gospel 1s to bhe preached to all natlons
(Mt 28, 19), atiﬁ% it 1s not to be preached in the same manner

to all. Fe?=¥£hone 1s to communicate wlth persons of another

culture, one must use the resources of thelr culture. To

4) See the opening address of John XXIII at the second Vatlcan
council., AAS 54 (1962) 792 lines 8 ff.
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use simply the resources of one's own culture ls not toc communicate
wilth the other but to remaln locked up in one's own. At the same
time, 1t 1s not enough simply to employ the resources of the

other culture. One must 40 so creatively. One has to dlscover

the manner ln which the Christlan message can be expreased
effectively and accurately in the other culture.

There 1s a further polnt. Once Christian dsctrine has been
introduced successfully within another culture, 1ts subsecuent
development will further explolt the resources of that culture.

The polnt 1s abundantly illustrated by Cardinal Daniélou's
account of an orthodox Judalc Christianity that, in its apprehension
of the Chrlstian mysterles, employed the thought-forms and the

s%ﬂ}istic geners of Spatjudentum. To concelve the Son and the
Judaie Chrlstlanity ildentified them mhibh

8plrit as dlstinct persons, $he¥—we4e_4éen$4£4eé with angels.

and other strange
And suchﬁgoncepts found expresslon in the form of exegesis,

5

apocalypse, vislon. S0 too down the ages there have developed
the 1diosyncracies of local and natlonal churches. Nor do such
ongoing dlfferences, once they w% are understood and explalned,
threaten the unity of faith, Rather they testlfy to 1ts vltallty,
Doctrines that really are assimilated bear the astamp of those
that assimllate them, and the absence of such an imprint would

point t0 a merely perfunctory assimilatlon.

5) J. Daniélou, Théologie du juddo-christianisme, Tournal &

Paris (Desclée) 1959; E. T. London {Darton, Loigman & Todd) 1964.
lLes symboles chrétlens primltifs, Paris {du Seuil) 1961; E. T.

London (Burns & Oates) and Baltimore {Helicon) 1964, Ltudes

e
4 'exdgbse Judéo—chrétisnh’baria (Beauchesna} 1966.
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Whlle it is the mlisslonary that above all must grasp and
accept the fact of cultural differences, s8tlll the matter has
another application. It arlses when one's own culiure ¢x has been
undergoing change. Thua the contemporary notion of culture
is empiirical. A culture 18 a set of meanings and values 1nforming
a comagn way of 1llfe, and there are as many cultures as there
are distinct sets of such meanings and values.

concelving

However, this manner of»paaee%veé culture is relatlvely
recent, It ls a product of emplrical human studles. Within
less than one hundred years it has replaced an older, classlcist
view that had flourlshed for over two mlillenia. On the older
view culture was concelved not emplrlcally but nornatively.

It was the opposite of barbarism. ;t was a matter of acqulring
and aspimilating the tastes and skllls, the ldeals, virtues, and
ideas, that were pressed upon one 1n a good home and through a
curriculum in the liberal arts. It stressed not facts but values,
It could not but clalm to be unlversalist, Its classics were
inmortal works of art, its phllosophy was the perennlal phllosophy,
1ts laws bmd and structurcs were the deposit of the wiedom and the
prudence of mankind. Classicist educatlion was a matter of models
to be imitated, of ideal characters to be emulated, of eternal
verities and universally valid laws. It sought to produce not the

mere specialist bubt the uomo unlversale that could turn his hand

to anything and do it brilllantly.

The classlclst ls no pluralist., He knows that clrcumstances
alter cases but he ls far more deeply couvinced that clrcumstances
are somehow accldental and that, beyond them, there 1is some
substance or kernel or root that fits in with classiclist assumptlons
of stablility, fixity, lmmutabllity. Thlings have thelr epeclfic

natures; these natures, at least in princ¢iple, are to e known
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adequately through the properiles they possess and the laws they
obey. Over and above the specific nature there 1s only individuation
by matter, so that knowledge of one instance of a specles ls
knowledge of any lnstance. What ls true of specles in general,
also ls true of the human specles, of the one faith coming to
us throngh Jesus Christ, through the one charity given through
the lgiff— gift of the Holy Spirit. So it was concluded
that the diversity of peoples, ecnltures, soclal arrangements
can involve only a difference in the drees in which doctrines
are expressed, but camnot involve any dlversity in church
doctrine itself.
named
Now later we shall find that doctrines samed dogmas are
permanent, bui our aew conclusion will not rest on classicist
assumptlions. Again, we are not relativists, and so we acknowledge
something substantlal and common to human nature and husan
activity; but that we place not in eternally valld propositions
spirit - in the
but 1n the qulte open structure of the human Bf&#iﬁshﬁﬂ-ﬁhﬂ]\
ever lmmanent and operatlve though unexpressed
/- transcendental precepts: Be attentive, Be lntelllgent, Be
reasonable, Be responsible. Finally, human individuals differ
from one another not only through individvation by matter tut
also in thelr mentalities, thelr characters, thelr waye of llfe.
For human concepts and human courses of actlon are products
and expressions of acts of understanding, human underatandlng
develops over time, such development 1ls cumulatlve, and each
cunulative development responds to the human and envlronmental
conditlions of 1ts place and time, Claselclsm iteself was owe
very notable and ilndeed nobls Instance of such cumulative

development, but its claim to be the one culture of mankind

can no longer be entertained.
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4, Differentlatlons of Consciousness
&o—Developments
determine

To pedade the starting-point, the process, the end-result
of any partlcular development of doctrime calls for an exact
historiecal investigation. To determine the legitimacy of
any development calle for mhm evaluational history; one has to
ask whethzgﬁzgg process wag under the guldance of intellectual,
moral, and‘religious converslon. But the deeper issue ls the
more general question that asks how 1s 1t that developments
are posslble. How is it that mortal man can develop what he
would not know unless God had revealed 1t?

The basls for an angswer to thls ouestion lies in what I
have already referred to as the differentlation of consclousness.
Already ln the present work I have sald not a little on thise
tople. But here I have to return to 1t 1n somewhat fuller
fashlon, and I must apologize 1f I &et—in#e&#aé—én——%—eamq
become repetltious.

A flrst dlfferentlation arises in the process of growing
up, The Iinfant lives in a world of lmmediacy. The chlld moves

commonsensea
exultingly into a world mediated by meaning. The ,adult never

N
doubts that the real world 1s the world medlated by meaning.
But he may not be too aware that it is mediated by meaning
and, when he turns his hand to phllosoophy, he finds it very

difficult to objectify the criteria by which he knows his

true, and he of saylng that
statements to b%&brue-&adrsasily commlts the blunderﬁﬁhat=

he knows by taklng a good look.

Next, there 1ls not just one world medlated by meaning for,
a8 human Intelllgence develops, 1t can dlscover new technlques
in knowing., There is, however, a fundamental procedure that

1s practised spontaneously. I refer to it as common asense.
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There is the spontaneous procesa of teaching and learning that
constantly goes forward in the individuals of a group. One

notices, admires, trles to lmltate, falls perhgﬁgs, watches

or listens agaln, tries again and again till practlice makes perfect.

The result 1s an accumulation of insighte that enable one both ;£#=f'¢£
to deal successfully with recurrent situations and, as well, to
notice what 1is novel in a new sltuation and %o proceed 1o deal *+
tentatively wilth that.

LY

However, the situations that are recurrent vary with place
and time. 90 there are a&s many brands of common sense &s 'c.l—lereQQ(J
differing places and times. What is common to common sense ?
is, not its content, but its procédure. In each of the very
many brands there is a cheracterilstic, self-correcting process
of learning. Experlence gives rlse to inguiry and insight,

Insight gives rise to gpeech or actlon. Speech and action sooner
or later reveal thelr defects to glve rise to further inguiry
and fuller Ilnsight.

Thirdly, common sense 1s concerned with this world, with
the immediate, the concrete, the partlcular. But God's gift
:gy of his love glives human living an orientation to what 1s
transcendent in lovableness. This orlentation manifests 1tself

or re jected
in uncounted manners and it can be distorteqﬁin a8 many more.

Fourthly, human knowlng and feeling afe incomplete without
expression. The development, then, of symbols, of the arts,
of a literature. W¥s=kd is Intrinsic to human advance. Already

we have drawn the reader's attention to a rich but concise

11lustration of this by Bruno Snell in hils The Discovery of Mind.t5

6) Harvard Unlveraity Press 1953, Harper Torchbook 1960.
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Fifthly, there 1s the emergence of systematic meaning.

Common sense knowe the meaninge of the words it employs, not

because it possesses definitliona that obtain omnl et soll but,

a8 an anglyst would explain, because 1t understands how the
vwords might be employed appropriately. It was no paradox, then,
that neither Socrates nor his interlocutors were able to define
words that they constantly employed. Rather Socrates was
opening the way to systemstlc meaning which develops technical

terms, aselgna them thelr Ilnterrslatione, constructs models,
well-ordered

‘and adjusts them until there s reached some, Fett=order and

fa
explanatorﬁy view of thies or that realm of experlence. There

result two languages, two soclal groups, two worlds mesmsmd
nedlated by meaning. There 1s the world mediated by commonsense
meaning and there is the world nedlated by systematlc meaning.
There are the groups that can enploy both ordimary and technical
ordlnary or
language, and the group that can employ onlyﬁcommonaense language.
Sixthly, there 1s post-pystematlc literature. Within
bhe culture and influencing its educatlon there have been
developed systematlc views 1n logie, mathem{a%tics, sclence,
philosophy. The systematlc views have grod;g;é & critique of
earlier common sense, llterature, relliglon. The educated classes
accept such a critique. Thelr thinking 1s influenced by thelr
cultural patrimony. But they themselves are not systematlc
thinkers. They may #4 on occasion employ thls or that technical
term or logical technigue. But thelr whole mode of thought l1e
Juat:?gmmonsense mode.
Seventhly, there is the emergence of method. <+t consists
in the transposition of systematic meaning from & statlc to

an ongoing, dynamic context, Originally systems were constructed

to endure. They almed at true and certaln knowledge of what

e B S '
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was neceesarily so., But Iln modern times systems express, not
what necessarily 1s so, but what intrinsically is hypothetlcal
and in need of verificatlon. Agaln, they express, not what is
expected to be permanent, but what La expected to be revised
and lmproved as further data are uncovered and better understanding
ia attained. Any given system, ancient or modern, 1ls subject to
logle. But the process from any glven systemglto i1ts successor
ls the concern of method.

Eighthly, there 1ls the development of scholarshlip, of
the skills of the lingulst, the exemete, the historlan. Unllke
the natural scientist, the scholar does not alm at constructing
a system, a set of unlversal principles and laws. He aims at

coming to understand the commonb semse of another place and time.

The understanding he renches i1a itself of the same style and

manmer &8 hls own original common sense. Bubt its content ls
not. the content of hiles own common sense but rather the content
of the common sense of some dlstant land or some former tlme.

Ninthly, there ig the developument of post-sclentific and

post-acholarly They and modern scholarship

1lterature. iz}Ftandi to modern scienchmaa much as poat-systematic
literature stood to ancient system.

Tenthly, there is the exploration of interlority. It
identifies in personal experience one'a conscious and intentional
acts and the dynamic relations that llnk them to one another.

It offers s=bss®es an lnvarlant baslis for ongolng systems
and a standpoint from which all the dlfferentiations of human

consclousness can be explored,
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5. The Ongoing Dlscovery of Mind: Part One

We have set forth atgigg%a 1ist of the differentiatlons
of human consclousness. Buﬁ:hesghéifferentlationa j%ggracterize
gsuccesslve stages ln cultural development and, as ihkm each
earlier stage falle to foresee subsequent stages, the series
as & whole may be named the ongoing dlscovery of mind. Finally,
this serles contrlbutes not a little to an understanding of
the development of doctrines, for doctrines have meaning within
contexts, the ongolng dlscovery of mind changes the contexts,

so, if are
anéA}he doctrines haxe—%e—be—pee&a¢ﬂ$o retain thelr meanling
within the new contexts, they have to be revast.

Accordingly, from a 1list of differentiatlons we have now
to turn} to a serles of developments. We shall consider (1)
the reinterpretation of symbolic apprehension, (2) philosophic
purifleation of biblical anthropomorphism, (3) the occasional
use of systematic meaning, (4) systematic theologlcal doetrine,

5) church doctrine dependent on systematic theologlcal doctrine,
in Part Two (6)
the complexlties of contemporary development.

By symbolic apprehension I here shall mean the apprehension
of man and his world that 1ls expressed In myth, saga, legend, wmagic,
cosmogony, apocalypse, typology. The source of such apprehension,
a8 already explained,7 is the fact that prephilosophlic and
prescilentific thought, while it cen draw dlstinetlons, cannot
evolve and express an adeauate account of verbal, notlonal, and
real distinctions; further, 1t cannot dlstingulsh between the
legitimate and L1llegitimate uses of the constltutive and effective

functions of meanlng; the result is that it constructs its world

synbolically,

7) See above,
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Juch construction, like metaphor, was not untrue, JIudesdd
Indeed, later notlons of truth had not yet been developed. The
Hebrew thought of truth in terms of fldelity, and when he spoke

of doing the truth he meant doing what wae right. For the Greek

truth wes aléthela, what was not unnoticed, what was unconcealed,
what was conspicuous. For a long time and for many the Homerlce

tales were conspicuous indeed.

Yet even in an age confined to symbolic apprehension,
there was the posslblillity of rejecting the false and approximating
to what 1s true. This gensid consigted in reilnterpreting the
mppd symbollic construect. Approximately the same materials
would be employed and the same guestlon anawered. But there
would be addltions, elimlnations, rearrangements that gave

& new anawer to the old aquestion.

Such a relnterpretatlion, it ls claimed, was effected

ol
by the 0ld Testament writers. They een,use the tradlitlons

of nelghboring peoples to provide themselves with the possibility
. - tripreadad o
e of expresslon. But what they express—is _ something quite
' £
. L4

different. The God of Iarael-p&&%@fhis role 1n a very real

human history. Questlions about creatlon and the last day

A P o
o aye concerns with the beglmning and the end of the story.
@ . At
o There 4=, no mention of a primeval battle of the gods, of &
. ‘ of
dlvine begettlng of kings OrAan elected people, no cult of the

human
stars or of/pexuality, no sacralizing of the frultfulness of

nature.
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Similarly In the New Testament, it is clalmed, there
did oceur

&aesﬁik—eeeurhthe use of symbolic representatlons also found

in late Jewry and in Hellenlstic Gnosticlsm. But
were kept

these representations &#3~used ln & manner that ket;gnthem

subordlinate to Christlan purposes and, when such subordlnation
was vere
tﬁ.lacking, they aﬁgﬁsubmitted 1o the sharpest critlclsm and

rejection.T

P

7) See Kurt Fror, Biblische Hermeneutik, Munchen (Kalser)
1961, 21964, py. 71 f.

As relnterpretatlon occurs within the context of symbollc
apprehenslon, so too it occurs wilthin the context of philosophlc
concern, Xenophanes had notlced that men made thelr gods in

thelr own image, and remarked that llons, horsea, oxen would

do llkewlse were they able toh:;'a
carve or to paint. It

A Wes the beglmnling of the long effort to concelve God, not on
the analogy of matter, but on the analogy of E-p-im-l.ﬂ'spirit.

S0 iqwas that Clement of Alexandria bld Christlans to abstailn
conceptlons of
from anthropomorpbch?$a$ementswabau$ God even though they were
8 7
to be found in scripture.

) Clement, Stromata V, 11, 68, 3; MG 9, 103 B; Stahlin
11 e’ 11, BT, 18 ££.5 aleo V, H, 71, 4; MG 110 A; Stahlin 11, 374, 15.

Next, the Greek counclls mark the beginning of a movement
to employ systematlc meaning 1n church doctrlne. Thus, the
church in the fourth century was belng dlvided by an lssue that
had not been formulated in New Testament times. It met the

issue by speaking of the consubstantlallty of the Son wilth the
gpeculative

Father. This, of course, ls not gg‘aomeﬁflight ta_apdomdhiion.
concerned with an apprehension of
&nhyhe dlvine belng or essence. 1t gulte simpl+y means that

LA
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what 1s true of the Father also is true of the 3on, except

that the Son 1s not the Father. As Athan*aaius put 1t: o
S~

eadem de Filio auae de Patre dicuntur excepto Patris nomins.

Or as
ﬁgﬂthe Preface for the Mass on Trinity Supday put 1t: Quod enim

de tua pgloria, revelante te, credimus, hoc de Filio tuo, hoe

de Splritu sancto sloe differentia dlscretlonls sentimus.

Again, the councll of Chalcedon, in the second paragraph
of its decree, lntroduced the terms, person and nature. But
gubsequent theology has made very mysterious what, in the decree
ltself, ie quite simple and clear. For the first paragraph
asserts that is one and the same 3on our Lord Jesus Christ
that is perfect in dlvlhity and the same perfect in humanlty,
truly God and the same t{lply man, consubstantlal with the
Father in his divinity and the same consubstantlal with us in
his humanity, borqi'of the Father before the agee in hls dlvinlty
and these last days the same... born of the Virgin Mary in his

hunanity .10 ¢

9) Athanasius, Orat., III ¢. Ariamnos, 4; MG 26, 329 A,

. 10)  Dg 301,

¥hen in the next paragraph the decree speaks of person and

natures, there 1s no doubt that the one person ls the one and the

same Son our Lord, and that the two natures are his divinlty and
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his humanity. ©Still thls statement can occur in a logical
context, 1n an lnclplently metaphysical context, and in a fully
metaphysleal context. When these contexts are not distinguished,
when some of them are not even understood, Chalcedon's: talk
about person and ngggrgzwfggstifying.

There is a logical context. It simply operates on
propositions. It may be illustrated by the account, glven above,
of the meaning of consubstantiallty. It may be illustrated again

by the later Christological doctrine of the communicatio ldlomatum.

On this showlng, Chalcedon mentions person and mature because
it 1a aware that people nay ask whether‘divinity and humanity
are one and the sane and, if not, how i;fthat the 3on our lord
Jesug Christ ls one and the same. To forestall this doubt the
councll speaks of person and nature; the Son ocur Lord ls one
péraon; dlvinity and hunanity are two natures.

There 1s an lnclplently metaphysical context. About
geventy-flve years after Chalcedon, Byzantine theologlans
dlscoversd that if Chriest ls one person wlth two natures
then one of the natures must be persoqgleaa. There followed
not a little discussion of enhypostasla and anhypo stasia,

of being a nature b _
that 1s, of-ammadare,with and without belng a person. x5 1112

Thé?%:zgha fully metaphysical context. It distingulshes
verbal, notlonal, and real distinctiions; 1t further dlstingulshes
wa jor and minor real distinctions; &né& 1t dlvides méa* minor
real distinctions into the ordinary case and the analogleal
instance fourld in the mystery of the Incarnatlon; and, finally,
it sBeeks the lmperfect but very fruitful understanding of the
mystery commended by the first Vatlcan council (D3 3016).

2

11) Recent and original: D. B. Evans, Leontius of Byzantium,
An Origenist Chrgistology, bumbarton Oaks 1970, Distributed by

J. J. Augustin, ¥kﬁx Publisher, Locust Valley, New York.
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The fully wetephysoial netaphysical context emerges
But in its

only in a late and fully_self-conacious Scholasticism. A;aai#e
fun*damental 1ntention and style 3cholasticlsm was a thorough-
going effort to attaln a coherent and orderly aassimilation of the
Christlan tradlition. The enormous differences between the two
great figures, Anselm of Canterbury and Thomas Aquinas, were the

result of a century and a half of unremitting labors to assemble

and classify the daqig, to work towards an unders:anding of them

in commentaries, to dlgest them by establishing the exlstence of
by seeking solutions for them, ¢

questions andﬂ?ﬁ%ﬂ%£g=$hem1h?nd to ensure the poherence of

multitudinous solutions by using the Aristotellan corpus as

a substructure.

Now the greater part of this work resembles the medieval
anticlpations of modern sclence. What has often been described
a8 a transltlon from the {#?plicit to the explicit, really was
a transition of Christlan consclousness from a lesser to a
fuller differentiation, That consclousness had been dlfferentiated
by a common senge, by religlon, by an artlstlc and literary
culturs, and by the slignt é dogse of systematic meaning found
in the Greek counclls. In the medleval perlod 1t began to
acqulre a strong dose of khe systematle meaning. Terms were
defined, Problems were solved. What had been lived and spoken
of In one way, now became the object of reflex thought that
reorganized, § correlated, explained. About the middle of the
twelfth century, Peter Lombard worked out a precise, explanatory
mesning for the o0ld and amblguous name, sacrament, and in the
light of this nmeenlng dlscovered that there were seven sacraments
in Christian practice, On each of these seven, traditional

doctrines were collected, ordered, clarified, presented.
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;::lﬁgain, the middle ages lnherited from Augustine hle affirmation

of both dlvine grace and human 3 liberty. For a long tlme
1t was diffilgcult to say that there exlsted any flnite thlng
that was not God's free gift. Though 1t was obvious that
grace named not everythling but something speclal, stlll lists
of graces properly so called not only differed from ons another
but also betrayed not a 1little arbitrariness. At the same tlme
1t was very dLfflcult for a theologlan to say what he meant by
liberty. Phllosophers could define it as lmaunity from necessity.
But theologlans could not concelve liberty as free from the
necessity of grace, or good without grace, or even evil with it.
But what tortured the twelfth century found its solutlon in
the thirteenthh, About the year 1230 Phillp the Chancellor

completed a dlecovery that in the next forty years released a whole serlies

-"H-Illnl'l-iuu--l_ﬂ.l-n-r.-n—u---..e_--n_u-_ FRTAC R AN RN IT R W O e e

of developments. The discovery wag 8 distinction
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between two entltatively dlsproportionate orders: grace was
above nature; falth wes above reason; charlty was above human
good will; merit before God was above the good opinion of

one's nelghbors. Thls distinction and organization made 1t

possible {1) to discuss the nature of grace without dlscussing

liverty, (2) to dlscuss the nature of liberty without discussing

® e
grace, and (3) to work out the relations between grace and llberty.
£d lp) On this process see my Grace and Freedom, Operative Graée
_ in the Thought of St. Thomas Aquinas, London (Darton, Longmah &
° Todd) and Notre Dame (University of Notre Dame Presa) 1971.
s The significance of Philip's distinctlon was that the two orders

constituted the definitlon of grace and thereby eliminated the
earller extrinsic view that concelved grace as the liberatlon

of liberty.
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1 have been sketching what may be considered the bright
slde of medleval theologlcal development. I now must express
some reservations. There can be little doubt that 1t was
necessary for medleval thilnkere to turn t¢ some outslde source
to obtain a systematle substrieture. There iz 1little doubt
that they could not do better than turn to Aristotle. But
today it ls very evldent that Aristotle has been superseded.
Magnificently he represented an early stage of human development -

the emergence of systematlc meaning. But he did not antlclpate

the 1ater-he#940pmené—a#:emergence of a method that envisaged

not
an ongoing succesalon of systems, He did envisage the later

emergence of a Philologie that made its aim the jpeconsd

historlcal reconstruction of the constructlons of mankind.

He did not formulate the later igeal of a philosophy that

was at once critlcal and kisterieailyminde hlstorlically-minded,
that would cut to the roots of phllosophic disputes, and that
would ground a view that embraced the differentlations of humen

consciousness and the epochs of human hilstory.

=y = wn - - e k3 -

()

Not only has Aristotle been superseded, but also certaln
defects have become manifest. His 1deal of sclence in terms
of necepsity has been set aside not only by modern empirical
science but also by modern mathematlcs. Agaln, there 1s to
hig thinking a certaln blurring of the difference between the
common names developed by common sense and the technlical terms
elaborated by explanatory sclence. Both of these defects,

magnified several tlmes, reappear in fourtesnth and fifteenth
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century Scholastlclem. The excessively rigorous 1deal of sclence
offers some explanation for the emergencs first of scepticlisn
and then of decadence. The blurred distinction between common
names and technlecal terms has some responsinility for the
for the verballsm for which Scholasticlism has been so bitterly
reproached.

Church doctrines and theological doctéines pertaln to
dlfferent contexts. Church doctrines are the content of the
church's witness to Christ; they express the set of meanings
and values that inform individual and collective Christian
llving. Theologlcal doctrines are part of an fed academlic
discipline, concerned to know and finderstand the Chriatia&P
tradition and to further its development. As the two contexts

directed to
are woncerned-wwtd quite dlstinet endas, so too they are unequal
in extent. Theologlans ralse many guestions that are not
ment loned In church doctrines. Ageln, theologlans may differ
from one another though they belong to the same church.
In Cathelic circles, finally, the relations of theologlcal
gchools to one another and to church doctrines ls a carefully
mapped terrain, What are called theological notes and
ecclesiastical censures not only distingulsh matters of falth
and theological oplnions but also indicate‘i/g whole spectrum

of intermediate positions.1§ H

e 1%) See E. J. Fortman, "Notes, theological", NCE 10, 523; and the
systematlc index to D3 at H_1d and H lbb, pp. 848 and 847.




Now from the middle ages right up to Vatican II the
doctrines of the Catholiec church have been derivingﬁ;;ﬁpeeisionﬁ
from theology a pracision, a conclseness, and an organization
that in earller tlmes they did not possess. In general,
the meaning of eﬁégggidoctrines 1s not systematlc but, commonly,
it 1s post-systematic. One cannot infer what a church document
must mean& from one's knowledge of theology. At the same time

any exact interpretatlon wlll presuppose a knowledge of theology.

But 1t will also presuppose a knowledge of the stylus curiae.

Finally, these preauppoaitiona# are necessary but not saffitpens
d church documents
sufficlent conditions. To know what,.lee~dooument actually dokk-

X:?:ean calls for research and exegesis in each case.

No doubt, what readers would wish to find here is an

~“; account of the legltlmacy of thls influence of theology on church
. doctrine. But that, of course, 1s not a methodological but
a theologlcal question. What the methodologlst may do, howaver,
is point to the different contexts in which such questions
have been raised. Flrst, prior to the emergence of hlstorically-
mindedness, one had the alternatives of anechronlsm and archaism.
'fﬁa The anachronist attrlbuted to seripture and to the Fathera

an impliclt grasp of what the Scholastlce dlscovered. The

favhe-ted archalst, on the other hand, regarded ss a corruption
ahd any doctrine that was not to be found in the plain meaning
ﬁ;(%eir scripture or of scripture and v};artfoiusstic tradltion. Secondly,
o ae historical knowledge increased, ,theorles of development

were worked out and applied wlth greatsr or leass success.
There 1s, however, a third option: it would contend that

there can be many kinde of developments and that, to know them,

\ :
“7;. / one has study and analyse coﬂ&pete tilstorlcal processes while,
N s (‘{," i
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to know their legitimacy, one has to turn to evaluational history
and asselgn them their place in the dlalectic of the presence and
absence of Intellectual, moral, and rellglous conversion.

But at this point it is necessary to lnterrupt our
sketch of the ongolng discovery of mind and to introduce the

notlon of ongolng contexts.

6. Ongolng Contexte

Already a distinction has been drawn between material
and formal context. Thus the canon of the New Testament 1s the
material context of each of the books 1n the New Testament; it
tells which are the other highly privlileged aresas of data
on early Christianity. On the other hand, a formal context
is reached through investigation: data glve rise to questions;
auestions to opposed answers; opposed answers to further questions
and further opposed answers. The pus;—pusgggjigepa increasing,
untll a dlscovery ls made. Gradually, things begin to fit
together. There mey Haddr occur a period of rapidly increasing
insight. Eventually farther aquestions begin to yleld decreasing
returns. A vlewpoint ls attelined and, whlle Darther questions
can be asked, answers to them would not eignificantly modify

built
what has already been ascertained. Tnere has been Puit_luLl§

}
up & formal context: a set of interwoven gquestions and answers
that reveal the meaning of a text.

Ongolng context arlses when a successlon of texts express
the n'nd of a single historical community. Such an ongoing
context necessltates a dlstivction between prior and subssquent
eontext. Thus & statezment may intend to deal with one lasue

and to prescind from other, further lssues. But settling one

does not burke the others. Usually it contrivates to a clearer
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grasp of the others and to a more urgent pressure for their
solution. According to Athanaslus the councll of Nicea used

a non-gcriptural term, not to set a precedent, but to meet an
emergency. But the emergency lasted for some thirty-five years
and, some twenty years after it had subslded, the {irst council
of Constantinople felt it necessary to answer in a non-technical
manner whether only the Son or also the Holy Spirit was consube-
stantlal with the Father. Fifty years la‘er at Ephesus, it

was necessary to clarlfy Nlcea by affirming that it was one and the
same that was born of the Father and also born of the Virgin Mary.
Twenty-one years ¥ated later it was necessary to add that one

and the same could be both eternal and temporal, Bor—beth-mosded
both lmmortal and mortal, because he had two natures, OQver

two centurlies later there was added the further clarification
that the divine person with two natures also had two operations

and two wills.

Such 1ls the ongoling context of church doctrinea that

did not exist prior to Nicea but, bit by bit, came into existence
gubsequently to Nlcea. It doe%ﬁ_not state what i was intended
atﬁ Nicea, It does state what resulted from Nicea and what
be:ame 1n fact the context withln which Nlcea was to be

understood.

T —
T _
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As one may distinguish prior and subsequent stages in an
ongolng context, so one ongolng context may be related to
another. O0f these zmwm relatlons the commonest are derivatlon
and interaction, Thus, the ongolng context that runs from
Nicea to the third council of Yonstantinople derives from the
doctrines of the first three centuries of Christlanity but
differs from them lnasmuch as it employs a post-systematic
node of thought and expresslon., Agaln, the ongoing context
of concliliar doctrines gave rise to a dlstinet er but dependent
context of theological doctrines. Thls presupposed the counclls,
distlngulshed Christ as God and Christ as man, and ralsed such
questions as follow., Could Christ as man sin? Did he feel
concupisjcence? Was he in any way 1gnora{nt? Did he have
Bancftl;;ing grace? To what extent? Did :e have immedlats
kno#Zedge of God? Did he know everythlng pertalnlng to
hie misslon? Did he have freedom of cholce?

Again, the theological context derlved from the Greek
counclls expanded in the medleval schools to envisage the
whole of seripture and tradition. It was not only ongoing,
collaborative, and methodical but also dlalectlical. It was
a context that embraced mutually oprosed schools of thought,
that came to distingulsh between opposition 1n theologlecal
doctrine and opposition In church doctrine, that agreed to dlffer
on the former and declined to differ on the latter.

Finally, interacting contexts are rerpresented by
the context of theological doctrines and the context of

church doctrines from the medieval period up to Vatlean 1l.
were

The theologlans, s#e under the influence of the church doctrines
reflected.
on which thsyhpe£%ec%~ Inversely, wlthout the theologlans,
had

the church doctrines would not haveﬁtheir post-gystematic

preclsion, conciseness, and organlzation.

° )
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T The Ongolng Discovery »f Mind: Part Two

The medleval decision to use the Aristotellan corpus as
a substructure Involved an integration of theology with a
philogophy and with a detalled account of the material unlveq&ge.
Such an 1Integration offered the advantage of a unified world-view,
but neilther classiclst culture nor Arilstotellan thought
inculecated the principle that unified world-views are sublect
to notable changes.

- For‘ﬁ centuries the Christian's inage of himself and of

hils world was drawn from the first chapteraéf’of Geneslis,
from Jewish apocalyptle and Ptolemalc astronomy, and fronm
the theologlcal doctrines of the creation and lmmortality of
gach hunan soul, That image has been assaulted by novel
sclentific tradltions stemmlng from Copernicus, Newton, Darwin,
Freud, Helgenberg. It has been the great merit of Tellhard
de Chardin to have recognized the Christlian's need of a coherent
image of himself in his world and to have contrlbuted not a little
towards meet ng that need.

Once 1t was held that sclence was certaln knowledge of
things through thelr causes. Too often churchqin have
presuppoged that that definltlon was appllcable to modern sclence.
But modern mcience is not w8 certain but probable. It attends
to data rather then thinge. It speaks of causes but 1t means
correlatlons and not end, R agent, matter, form,

Once it wne held that sclence was concerned with the
universal and the necessary. Today in mathematice necessity
is a marginal notion: conclusiona lndeed follow necesearily from
their premlsses; but baslc premlsses are freely chosen postulates

and not necessary truths, In thﬂearly decades of thls century
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sclentists still spoke of the necessary lawe of nature and even
of the iron laws of economics. Quantun theory and Keynslan
gconomlcs have pat an end to that.

Scholarship once made 1ts alm the attalnment of humanistic
eloguence. But early nlneteenth-century Fhilologie set itself
the goal of reconstructing the constructions of mankind., Its
initlal successes were ln the filelds of classlcal atudles and
of European hlstory. Neadd But 1t has long since moved into
the flelds of biblical, patristic, and medieval studles.

_ speciallzed,
Its works arg«collaborative, ongolng, massive. What formerly
was supposed to lle within the competence of a single dogmatic
theologlan, now can be undertaken only by a very large tean.

There was a time when necessary princlples were the
acknowledged baslie of philosophy, and these princlples were
ldentifled with the self-evident proposltlons that were the
basic premlsses for philosophic deductions. Now it 1ls true
that there exlst analytic propositionss if one deflnes A by the
poessession of a relatlon, R, to B, then there cannot be an A
without & relation, R, to B. But it ie equally true that
there need exlist n: A with a relation, R, to * B. For finlte
existence 1s known, not by defining terms, not by constructing
analytic propositions, but by a process named verlification.

Aristotle and his followers acknowledged speclal sclences
that deal with belngs of determinate kinds and a general sclence
that dealt with being as being. Now the natural and human
sclences aim at accountlog for all the data of sense. Accordingly,
if there is to be any general sclence, ites data will have to be
the data of consclousnese. 5o there 1s effected the turn to
interlority. The general sclence ls, flrst, cognitional theory

(what are you doing when you are knowing?), secondly, epistemology
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(why 1s doing that knowing?), and thirdly metaphysics (what do you
know when you do i1t?). Such general sclence wlll be the general
case of the methods of tane special sclences and not, as in
Arlstotellanlsm, the general case of the content of the speclal
sclences,

The foregolng shift to interlority was essayed in various
manners from Descartee throngh Kant to the nineteenth-century
German ldeallsts. But there followed a stlll more emphatle
shlft from knowledge to faitthlll, conscience, decision, action
In Klerkepgaard, Schopenhauer, Newman, Nletzsche, Blondel, the

The dlresction of this
personallsts, and the existentlallists. Frbemfarrtivey, shift
is correct in the sense that the fourth level of intentional
consciousness -~ the level of deliberation, evaluation, decision,
actlon ~= sublates the prior levels of experlenclng, understanding,
Judging. It goes beyond them, sets up & new prlnciple and type
of operations, directs them to a new goal but, so far from
dwarfing them, preser preserves them and brings them to a far
fuller fruition.

Not only does the fourth levsl sublate the previous three,
but also the previous three dlffer notabdbly from the speculative
intellect that was supposed to grasp self-evident and necessary
truths. Such 8 speculative intellect could and dld claim
complete autonomy: bad ¥1ill could hardly interfere with the
apprehension of gg self-evident and necessary truth or with
the necessary concluslons followlng from such truth. In fact,
however, what human Intelligence grasps 1q§{data and expresses
in concerts is, not a necessarlly relevant lntelligibllity,
but only a possibl§ relevant Intelllglbllity. Such lntelligibility
iz intrinsically hypothetlical and so always in need of a further

rrocess of checking and verlifylng before it be asserted as

e ; 0 E J: s . "’
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de_facto relevant to the data 1n hand. So 1t has come about
that modern sclence 1s under the guldance of method, and the
method that 1s selected and followed results not only from
experlencing, understand lng, and Judging, but also from &

decislon.

I have been 1ndlcating in summary fashlon a serles of
fundamental changes that have come about in the last four
centurles and & half, They modify man's image of himself in
hls world, his sclence and hls conception of sclence, his hlstory
and hls conception of nistory, his pnllosophy and his conception
of philosophy. They involve three basic differentiations of
consclousness, and all three are guite beyond the horlzon of
ancient Greece and medieval Europe.

These changes have, in general, been resisted by churchmen
for two reasons. The first reason commonly has* been that
churchmen had no real apprehension of the nature of these
changea. The second reason bas been that these changes commonly
have been accompanied by a lack of intellectual canversion
and so0 were hostile to Christianity.

Modern science 1s one thing and the extra-sclentific
oplnions of sclentlists are another. Among the extra-sclentifie
opinlons of sclentists up to the acceptance of quantum theory
wag a mechanlst determlnism that misrepresqgtﬁgynature and
excluded human freedom and reaponsibility.yk -

#;) For an account of the sclentlsts' philosophlc successor

to mechanist determinlsm, see P. A. Heelan, Quantum Mechanics

and Objiectivity, The Hague (Nijhoff) 1965.
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Modern history 1ls one thing and the phllosophlec assumptions
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of historlians are another, H. G. Gadamer has examined the .
assumptions of 9ehlelermacher, Ranke, Droysen, and Dilthey.lﬂ g
In more summary fashlon t Kurt Fror has stated that the work of
historians in the earller part of the nineteenth century was
marked by a mixture of phllosophlc speculation and empirical
research, and that what elimlnated the specnlation in the latgr

part of the century was an ever more 1influentlal posltivism.15 /7
— 5
1A) H. G. Gadamer, Wahrhelt und Methode, Tubingen (Mohr) 1960,
pp. 162 ff.

p. 28.

The resultant hlstorlclsm penetrated into blblical studles and
there the resounding reactions were the work of Barth and Bultmann.
Both acknowledged the slgnificance of moral and religious
converion. In Barth this appeared 1n hie contention that, while
the bible was to be read historically, it also was to be reagd
religiounsly; and relliglous reading was not merely a matter of plous
feelings 1in the reader; it7hgq also to attend to the realitiies

of which the bible spoke.® In Bultmann, on the other hand,

religious and moral conversion 1s the exlistenzlell responss to

the appeal or challenge of the kerygma. But such a response ég

a subjective event, and lts objectiflcation results 1n myth.yr/f
ordlnary :

While Bultmann is nqﬂpoaitlviat, for he knows about verstehen,

st1ll for him biblical study falls into two partss there 1s the

gclentific part that 1s independent of religious bellef; and there

is the religilous part that penetrates beneath the mythical

cbjectifications of the bible to the subjectlve religioue events

to which it test1¥fies.
d
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In both Barth and Bultmann, though in different manners,
there 1ls revealed the need for intellectual as well as moral and
rellglous conversion. Only intellectual converailon can remedy
Barth's fideism. Only intellectual conversion can remove the
secularist notion of scientiflc exegesis represented by Bultmann,
8t111 intellectual converslon alone 1s not enough. It has to be made
expliclt in a phllosophic and theologlcal method, and such an expdder
explicit method has to include & critique both!/of the method of
scilence and of the method of scholarship.
~36) Ibid., pp. 31 f.
A7) Ibld., PR 34 ff, On the dualism in Bultmann's exegesies see

Paul Minear, "The Transcendence of God and Biblical Hermeneutles,"
Proceedings, Cath. Theol. Soc. Amer., 23 {1968) 5 f.

8. The Development of Doctrines

Already I have suggested that there is not some one manner or
even some limited set of manners in which doctrines ineveIOp.
In other words the intelligibllity proper to developlug doctrines
is the intelligibility lmmanent 1in hlstorical process. One knows 1%,
not by a priorl theorizing, dbut by a posteriori research,
Anterpretation, history, dlalectic, and the declsion of foundatlions.
One cluster of manners, in whlch doctrines develop, I have
named the ongoing discovery of mlind. When conscilousness constructs
its world aymbo%iically, it advances by reinterpreting traditlonal
materials. When it leans towards philosophy, k a Xenophanes or
a Clement of Alexandria will rule anthropomerphism out of man's
apprehension of the divine. The resulting purely spiritual
apprehension of God will create a tenslon between bibllcal and later

Christology, and the technlcal means avallable in a post-systematlic

¢wktar=f culture mey be employed to clarify the faith.
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The vse of such technlcel means opens the door to a theology
in whlch systematic weaning becomes predominant, and such
theology in its turn cen gilve to church doctrines a precision,
a conclseness, and an organizatlon that otherwlse they would
not possess. Flnally, such a general involvement in the systematlc
can be undercut by the methodlical, the echolarly, and the modern
phllosophle differentiatlons of consclousnesa to present the
church with the dilemma of reverting to an antenlcene Christology
or of advanclng to a thoroughly modern posit ion,

However, the foregoing cluster, while 1t wm# envisages
not a 1llttle of doctrinal development, ls not to be consldered
the whole story. Often enough development is dlalectical.
The truth is dlscovered because a contrary error has been asserted.

Again, doctrlines are not just doctrines, They are
constltutive both of the lndlvidual Christian and of the Chrlstian

individual's

community. They can strengthﬂgn or burden the iwéivtudals
alleglance. They can unite or dlerapt. They can confer authority
and povwer. They can be assoclated with what Is congenisl or
what 1s s allen to a given polity or culturs. It ls not
in some vacuum of pure splrit but under concrete hlstorical

conditlions and clrcumstances that deve lopments occur, and

a knowledge of such condltilons and clrcumstances is4&—pa¥£

not irrelevant in
A sfﬁthe eveluational history that decides % on the legltimacy

of developments.
In closing this brief section, 1 note

Agata—L-marnote Prof. Gelselmamn's view that the

dogmas of the Immaculate Conception and of the Assumption of
our lady differ from those defined in ecumenical councils.

The latter settle controverted lssues. The former repeat

what was already taught and celqiprated in the walvsrsal- wholg{

Cathollc church., Accordingly they are named by him "cultic."ﬁﬁﬁ7ﬁ
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Thelr sole effect was that the solemn teaching offlce now
proclains what $emmad formerly was proclaimed by the ordinary
teac@lng office. Perhaps I might suggest that human psychology
and speclfically the refinement of human feellngs 1e the area
to be explored in coming to understand the development of

Marian doctrines.

a,
2p 1&)  J. R. Gelselmann, "Dogme," Handbuch theologischer

Grundbegriffe, edited by H. Fries, Minchen (Kosel) 1962,

I, 231.

9. The Permanence. of Dogmas

The permanence of the meaning of dogmas was taught
in the constitution, Deil Filiug, promuleated in the first
Vatican councll. This occurs in the last paragraph of the
last chapter of the decree (DS 3020} and in the appended
canon (D3 3043). Just what was meant, supposed, implied
in this affirmatlon of permanent meaning, comes to light
from gi;zggé of the constitution itself,

To the fourth and final chapter there were appended three
canons.| They reveal that the thrust of this chapter was directed
againstua rationaliem that conslidered mysterles non-existent, that
proposed to demonstrate the dogmss, that defended sclentific
conclusions opposed to church doctrines, that clalmed the church
had no right to pass jJudgement on scientific;zg views, and that

granted sclence th{(/:ompet.ence to fedea relnterpret the church'a

dogmas (DS 3041 - 3043),

Do
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To deal with such ratlonalism the council had distingulished |
(1) the nmatural light of reason, (2) falth, (3) reason illumined f%}:
by falth, and (4) reason operating beyond its competence. |
Somethlng must be sald on each of these.

Reason, then, or the natural light of reason has a range ﬁ-u:ﬁ;

of objects within its reach (DS 3015). It can know with
know
certitude of the existence of God (D8 3004), and it can some but

not all of the truths revealed by God (DS 3005, 3015}, It

accept
shonld pulmdsretp divine revelation (D &008), and such acceptance

pubmiesderl Ls in harmony with ite nature (DS 3009). &
In no way does the church prohlblt human disclplinea from

usling thelr proper principles and methods within thelr own
flelds (DS 3019).

Faith s a supernatural virtue by whlch we belleve
to be trne what God has revealed, not because we apprehend
the Ilntrinsic truth of what has been revealed, but because
of the anthority of God who reveals an@j;gither decelve < nor
be decelved 4&994-(g§ 3008). By falth that is both divine and
catholle there are to be belleved all that has been bﬂﬁéd
revealed by God 1n scripture or tradition and, as well,
has been proposed to be belleved as revealed elther in a
solemn pronouncement by the church or in the exefcise of its
ordinary and universal teaching office (D3 3011). Among
the princlpal objects of falth are the mysterles hidden

in God, which, were they not revealed, could not be known

by us (Dg 3015, cf. 3005),

_} Reason 1llumined by faith, when it ilnquires dillgently,
plously, soberly, reaches with God's help some extremely
fruitful understandlng of the mysterlies. Such understanding

rests on the analogy of things known naturally and on the

o}
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intercomnection of the mysteries with one another and with man's
last end. But 1t never becomes capable of grasping them after the
fashlon 1t can understand the truths that lie within 1ts proper
range. For the dlvine mysterles by thelr very nature so exceed
created intellect that, even when given in revelation and

accepted by falth, they remaln ns it were wrapped in the vell

of faith (D8 3016).

It wonld seem to be the understandlng attained by reason
when 1llumined by faith that ls pralsed in the onotation from
Vincent of lerins. For such understandlng 1s of the mystery,
and not of some human substitute, and so0 from the nature of

it

the casetﬁmuat be "

«+ 1n suo dumtaxat genere, 1in eosdem scilicet
dognate, eodem sensu eademque sententia*" (D3 3020).

In contrast there 1s reason thatlZEeps beyond its proper
bounds to invade and disturb the realm of fi faith (Dg 3019),

doctrlne

For théﬂﬁeeﬁéapé of failth, which God has revealed, has not been
proposed as some sort of phllosophle discovery to be perfected
by human talent. It Eg_a divine deposit, given to the spousse
of Christ,to be gllafgly ___faitnfully and declared infallibly.
Hence there ls everkébjﬁe retalned that meanlng of the sacred
dogmas that once was declared by the church. From that meaning
there 1s to be no departure under the pretext of some profounder
understanding (pg 3020).

In the correspondlng canon there ls condemned anyone
that says it 1s posslble that eventually with the progress
of sclence there may have to be given to the dogmas ja—meaning-
propounded by the church a meaning other than that which the

church understands and understood (D3 3043).
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First, then, there is affirmed a permanence of meanings
" s sensus perpstuo est i retinendus... .. nec umquam ab 60
recendendum.... .. in eodem scllicet dogmate, eodem sensu
eademoue sententla." (Dg 3020)., “.. (ne} sensus tribuendus sit
alius.... (D8 3043). *

Secondly, the pérmanent meaning is the meaning declared
by the church (D8 3020), the meaning which the church understood
and understands (DS 3043).

Thirdly, this permanent meaning is‘the meaning of dogmas
(DS 3020, 3043). But are dogmas revealed truths or revealed
myateries? The difference 1lg that revealed mysteries lie
beyond the competence of reason, but some revealed traths do
not (DS 3005, 3015).

It would} seem that the dogmas of DS 3020 and 3043
refer to the church's declarations of revealed mysterles.
For the recurring contrast of the fourth chapter is between
reason and faith. Only in the first paragraph (DS 3015) is
there any mentlon of truths that are both of reasoq} and of
failth. Human di-clplines would not be stepplng beyond thelr
proper bounde if they treated such truths (DS 3019). Nor
can they be hnad denled the status of a philosophlc dlscovery
to be perfected by human talent (D8 3020). Ekagggéggtrutha
within reason's competence would seem capable of being known
more accurately with the progress of science (DS 3043).
Finally, it ls only the mysterles that transcend the intelllgence
of the human aind (D3 3005), that stand beyond created

accept ed

intellect (DS 3016), that areﬁgeeghnd simply on God'a authority
(DS 3008), that could not be known unless they were revealed

(D8 3015), that can admlit no more thanm an analogous and

imperfect understanding by human reason and then only when

)
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accordingly

11lumined by faith (D3 3016), thaehcan ¢laim to stand beyond

the status of the products of human hlstory. i

Fourthly, the meaning of the dogra is not apart from
a verbal formulatlon, for 1t 1s a meaning declared by the
church. However, the permanence attaches to the meaning and
not to the formula. To retain the same formula and give it a

new‘ meaning 18 preclsely what the third canon excludes
w/

(D3 3043).

Fifthly, 1t seems better to speak of the perman}ence of
(S

the meaning of dogmas rather than of its immutabllity.
For permanence isi the meaning of ".. perpetuo retinendus...
.« nNumguan recedendum... .. (ne) sensus tribuendus sit alius...."
Agaln, 1t ls permanence rather than ilmmutabllity that is
meant when there is &es&auﬁ desired an ever better understanding
of the same dogma, the same meanlng, the same pronouncement.

To conclude, there are two grounds for affirming the

permanence of the meaning of revealed mysterleas. There is the

causa cognoscendli: what God has revealed and the church has

infalllbly declared, is true. What ls true, is permanent:
the meanlng it possessed in 1ts own context can never be denled
truthfully.

There ls also the causa essendl. The meaning of a dogma
is not a datum but a truth., It 1s not & human truth but the
revelation of a mystery nldden in God. One is denying divine

transcendence 1f one fancles man has 4 at his dlsposal

meaning for the meaning that has heen revealed.
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Such I helleve 18 %hﬂ—meankng~oi the doctrine of Vatican I

on the permanence of the meaning of dogmas. It presupposes
(1) that there exlst mysterles hidden in God that man could
not know unless they were revealed, (2) that they have been
revealed, and (3) that the church has infallibly declared the
meaning of what has been revealed. These presuppositions also
are church doctrines. Thelr exposition and defence are tasks,

not of a methodologlist, but of a theologlan,

10. The Historlcity of Dogmas

Rho—ooeasion—fok

The constitutlion, Del Filiug, of Vatlcan I was occasloned

by two currents in nineteenth-century Catholic thought. There

were traditicnalists that had 1little trust 1n human reason,
who, whlle not denylng the truthe
and there were semi-rationallsts whe—dld—mot—denytheLtnuihg
falth, tended
of {feibh—but—bended to place them withln the competence of

reason. Among the latter were Anton Gunther, whose speculations
attracted a wlde followlng but were re jJected by the Holy Ses

(D8 2828 ff.), and {kakob ¥rod Frohschammer, whose views on
more
human perfectibllity were no Jess, acceptable (Dg 2850 £f.,; cf,

2908 f.}. Such views were further pursued by Cardinal

Franzeliqlgoth in the votum he presented to the preconciliar
-0
commltteelgfand in the schema he presented for discussloan in

-2\ L,
the early days of Vatican ¥ I. /L

20
T5) The votum has been published by Hermann J. Pottmeyer

in nls work, Der Glaube vor dem Anspruch der Wissenschaft,

Frelburg (Herder) 1968. See the appendix, especlally pp.
0%, 1%, G4  5o%, There ls a valuable discussion of

‘Qg 3020 and 3043 on pp. 431-456.
!
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But as earller ww we remarked about Nicea, so now we nust

repeat about Vatican I that lts statements lle not only within
;r;rior context of the thought of 1870 but also wlthin the
consecuent context that attends to lssues from which Vatican I ?
gaw fit to prescind. For Gunther and Frohschammer in their
different ways were é@n&e§+ concerned with hlstorlclty and
speclfically with the historicity of church doctrines. Vatlcan 1

was content to select an aspect of thelr vliews that was

unacceptable, But it did not attempt to deal with the underlying
lssue of the hilstoriclty of dogma that since has come into
prominence. We must ask, then, whether the doctrive of Vatican I
on the permanence of the meaning of dogmas can be reconclled

wlth the hlstoriclity that characterlzes human thought and actlon.

premisses
Briefly, the theoretical pnem#sghfrom wh%cg there follows
are (1

the hlstorlcity of numan thought and actionn?s that human
concepts, theorles, afflrmations, courses of actlon are expressions
of human understanding, (2) that human understanding develops
over time and, as it develops, human concepts, theories,
affirmations, courses of actlon change, (3) that such change
is cumulative, and {4) that the cumulative.changes in one place
or tlme are not to be expected to coincide with those in another.
However, there is a notable dlfference between the fuller
understanding of data and the fuller understanding of a truth.
When data are more fully understood, there resulti the emergence
of a new theory and the rejection of previous theories. Such
is the ongolng process 1n the empirical sclences., But when

a truth 1s more fully understood, 1t is still the same truth

- B LT e, L LIUTE UL as oY o ——pl - gttty
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that 1s being undeﬁistood. It 1a true that the sum of two and
two is four. That same truth haes been known in culte different E
contexts, say, by the pwid anclent Babylonians, by the Greeks,
and by modern mathematiclans. But it i1s better understood

by the modern mathematiclans than it was by the Greeks, and

in all 1llkellhood it was better understood by the Greek thinkers

than by the Babylonians.

21 27
26) See chapters V, VI, XI, XIJ, and XIV of Franzelin's

schema ln Mansl 50, 62 - 69, and the abundant annotations,

Mansl 50, 83 ff.

Now the dogmas are permanent ln thelr meaning because
they pxpnesd are not Just data but expressions of truths and,
indeed, of truths that, were they mot revealed by God, could
not be known by man. Once they are revealed and believed, ;?,
they can be better and better understood. But that ever
petter understanding ls of the revealed truth and not of
something else.

Nor is this opposed to the hilstoricity of the dogmas.

For dogmas are statements. Statements have meaning only

rdﬁﬁ within thelr contexts. Contexts are ongolng, and ongolng

| contexts are related principally by derilvatlon and?&nteraction.
preached

Traths can be revealed in one culture anthtnghi in another.

They may be revealed 1n the style and fashlon of one differentiation

of consciousnessjidefined by the church in t=aaother

the style and fa%}on of another differentiatlon, and understood

meaning of the Gagd dogma in the besd context in which it
wan defined. To ascertaln that meaning there have to he

deployed the resources of research, interpretation, history,

o T - N e —— - (j, .::> o ”f;
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dlalectic. To state that meaning today ons proceeds through
foundations, doctrines, and systematlce to communications.

Communlcations finally are to each class in each culture ang i

The pernanence of the dogmas, then, results from the
fact that they express revealed mysteries. Thelr historiclty,
on the other hand, results from the facts that (1) statements

have meanings only in their contexts and (2) contexts are ongolng

and ongolng contexts are multiple.
What, is opposed to the historiecity of the dogmas is, not

thelr permanence, but classiclst assumptions and achlevements.

Clasglelsm
/\ﬁ asaumeA that culture was to be crnesived not emplrically but

nermatively, and it d1d all 1t could to bring about one, universal,
permanent culture. What ended claeslclst assumptions was
critical history. What bullds the brldges between the many

expressions of the falth 1s a methodical theclogy.

11, Pluralism and the Unity of Faith

There are three sonrces of plurallem. Filrst, linguistle,
social, and cultural differences glve ti rise 10 different
brands of common sense. Secondly, consclousness may be
und ifferentiated or 1t may be differentiated to deal expertly
wlth some combinatlon of such different realms as common sense,
transcendence, beauty, system, method, scholarshlp,

Ly T VIO PLOL SR Y S e
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and phllosophic interiority. Thirdly, in
any indlvidual at any glven time there may exlist the abstract
posslibllity, or the beginnings, or greater or leas progress,
or high development of Intellectual or moral or religlous

conversion,
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There are two ways in which the unity of the falth may
be concelved., On classicist assumptions there 1s Just one

culture. That one culture 1s not attalned by the simple

P e

faithful, the people, the natlves, the barbarians. None the
19&3,\& career ls always open to talent. One enters ugon such

a career by dllligent study of the anclent latln and Greek authors.
One pursues such & career by learnlng Scholastilec philosoph*?

and theology. One alms at high offlce by becoming proflcizgt

and favor

in canon law. One succeeds by wlnning the approbationnpf the

right personages. Within thls set~up the unity of failth 1s

a matter of everyone subscriblng to the correct formulsae.

Such clasglclem, however, was never more than the shabby
shell of Catholicism. The real root and ground of unity 1is
being in love with God -- the fact that God's love has flooded
cur lnmost hearts through the Holy Spirit he has glven us
(Rom 5, 5). The acceptance of this gift both constlitutes
religlous converslon and leads to detH moral and even intellectual
conversion.

" Further, religlous conversion, if it 1s Ciristian, 1s
not Just & state of mind and heart, Essentlal to it is an
Intersubjective, interpersonal component, Besides the gift of
ﬁhe Spirit within, there 1is the outward encounter with
Chrlstian witneess. That witness testifles that of old in
many ways God has spoken to us throngh the prophe;é but in
this latest age through his Son (Heb 1, 1.2),

Thirdly, the functlon of church doctrines lies within
the functlon of Christlan witness. For the witness is to the
mysteries revealed by God and, for Cathollcs, Infalllbly
declared by the church. Reeddt The meanlng of such ee

declarations lles beyond the viclssltudes of human historical

e e e ek e e e s
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process. But the contexts, wlthln whlch such meaning 1is
grasped, and so the mamner, in whlch euch meaning 1s expressed,
vary both with cultural differences and with the measure in whilch
human consclousness 1as dlfferentiated.

Such varlation ls familiar to us from the past. According
to Vatican II revelationggfgrred not through words alone but
through words and deeds.zg'The apostollic preaching was addressed

not only to Jews in the thought-forms of Ystax#d Ipat judentunm

but also to Greeks 1n thelr language and 1ldlom. Whlle the

New Testament wrltings spoke more to the heart than to the head,
the Christological counclils almed solely at formulating the
truths that were to gulde one's mind and one's lips. When
Scholastic theology recast Christian bellef into a mould derived
from Aristotle, 1t was deserting nelther dlvine revelatlion nor
scripture Rot-not—44 nor the coureils. And if modern theologlane
were to transpose medleval theory into the categorles derived
from contemporary lnterlorlty and Llts real correlatives, they
would be doing for our age what the greater 3chelastics 414 for
thelrs.

In the past, then, there has exlsted a notable pluralliem

of expression. Currently in the church there is guletly disappearing

the 0l1d classlclst lnslstence on worldwlde unlformity, and
there is emergling a pluralism of manners in which Chrietian
meaning and Chrlatian values are communicated. To preach the
gospel to all nations 1s to preach it to deed every class in
every culture in the manner that accords with the assinlilative
powers of that class and culture.

For the moat part such preaching wlll be to a consclousness
that is 1llttle differentisted. So it will have to be as multiform

a8 are the dlverse brands of common sense generated by the
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goclal forms, and cultural meanings and values
gach case the preacher wlll have to know the
gsense to whlch he speaks, and he will have ever
that, when consciousness is only slignhtly

comlng to know does not occur apart from acting.

But if the faith 1ls to be nourishad in those with 1little

education,
Now

ARt Just as the only way to understand another's brand of comion

1t does not follow that the educated are to be neglected.

sense is to come to understand the way 1in whlch he or she would
understand, speak, act in any of the series* of sltuations that
comionly arise iIn hls experience, %19 too the only way to
under=tand another's differentiatlon of consciousness is to

bring about that j¢i£ferentedd differentiation in oneself.

N
- A 1) Second Vatican Councll, Dogmatlc Constitution on Divine

Revelation, I, 2.

Farther an exact grasp of another's mentality is posalble
only if one attaline the same differentlation and lack of diffemgmts:

differentiation. For each differentiation of consciousness

involves a certaln remodelling of common sense, Initially

common sense assumes lts own omnlicompetence because 1t feud

Just cannot know better. But as successlve differentiations

controlled
of conscisusness ocecur, more and more realms are\an$erea in the

approprlate fashion and so are removed from the competence of

common sense. Clarity and adscuacy increase by bounds. One's

initlal comnon sense 1s purged of its simplifications, 1ts metaphors,

its myths, end its mystifications. ¥ith the attainment of full

differentiation common sense ls confined entirely to its proper
realm of the immediate, the partlicular, the concrete.

However, there are many routes to full attalnment and many
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varletles of partial attainment. Preaching the gospel to all
means preaching it in the manner appropriate to each Xftdwl

of the varletles of partial attainment and, no less, to full
attaloment, It was to meet the exigences mf proper to the
beginnings of systematlc meaning that Clement of #lexandria deniled
that the antropomorphisms of hjepib—erbptund scripture were to
be taken BtwFaIF} 1literally. It was to meet the exigences
of fully systematic meaning that medleval Scholasticism sought
a coherent account of all the truths of falth and reason. It
was to meet the exlgences of contexporary scholarship that

the second Vatican pount councll decreed that the Interpreter

of seripture had to determine the meaning intended by the blblical

wrlter and accordlngly had to do 80 by understanding the literary

conventions and cultural conditions of that writer's place and time.
The church, then, followlng the example of St. Paul,

becomes all things to all men. It communicates what God has

revealed both in the manner appropriate to the various &&Bf

differentliations of consciousuei? and, above all, 1n the manner

dpprl appropriate to #e rach ofhglmoat endless brands of

comnon gense. Still, these many modes of speech lnvolve no

more than a pluralisnm of communlcations for, though they are

many, etill al{i can be in_eodem dogmate, eodem sensu eademgue
sententls.

St1ll, becoming all to all, even though it involves
no more than a pluralism of communlcations, none the less is
not without its difficulties. On the one hand, it demands
a many-sided development in those that govern or teach. On the
other hand, every achlevenent 1s apt to be challenged by those
that fall to achleve. People wilth little notlon of modern

scholarshlp can urge that attending to the -gx literary genre of

o )
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blblical writings 1s Jjust a fraudulent device for rejecting the
no taste for

plain meaning of scripture, Those wlthAXittle—srasp—of systemntlc
meaning wlll keep repeating that it 1s better to feel compunction
than to deflne 1t, even 1f those that attempt definlition insist
that one can hardly define what one does not experlence. Those,
finally, whose consciousness is unmitigated by any tincture of
system=2tic meaning, wis will be unable to grasp the meaning of
such dogmas as Nicea and they may gayly leap to the concluslon
that whet has no meaning for them is Just meaningless.

Such dlfficulties suggest certaln rules. First, because

the gospel 1s to be preached to all, there must be asought the

mod es oqfepresentation and of expression appropriate to communicatling §
revsaled truth both to every brand of common sense and to every
differentiation of consclousness. Secondly, no one, siaply
because of hle faith, is obliged to attaln a more fully
dlfferentlated conscisusness, Thirdly, no one, slmply because of
his faith, 1s obliged to refrain from attalning an ever more
differentiated consclousness, Fourthly, anyone may strive to
exprese hils faith in the manner appropriate to his differentlation
of eonsclousness. Fifthly, no one should pass Judgement on
mat ters he does not understand, and no one with a less or a
differently differentiated consciousness is capable of understanding
accurately

M what 1s sald by a person with a mors fully differentiated

consclousness.

Such pluralism willl have 1little appeal to persons W& with

a propensity to over-simplicificatlion., But the real menace @&

T

to unity of falth does not lle elther in the many brands of

&,common gense or the many differentiatlions of human eonsclousness.
It lles 1n the absence of intellectual or moral or rellgious

conversion. The pluralism that results from lack of conversion
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thres
13 particularly perilous 1nrtﬁlvmanners. First, Wewhemrit

oseurd when the absence of conversion occurs In those that

govern the church or teach in its name. Secondly, when, as

at present, there is golng forward in the church a movement out

of clasaleclst and into modern culture. Thirdly, when persons
partlally

with,differentiated consclousness not only do not understand

one another but aleo so extol system or methnd or scholarshlp

8light 1y
or loteriority ornadvanced prayer as to aset aslde achlevement
development
and block Beveopment Iin the other four,

A

12. The Autonomy of Theology

What Karl Rahner refers to as Denzingertheologie,
Charles Chrilstlan
the lateéi Plerre Shadms of Louvaln named'?h;ai&aﬂﬁpositlvism.

It concelved the functlion of the theologlan to be that of
a propagandlst for church doctrines. He did hisa duty when
he repeated, explalned, defended Just what had been sald in
church documents. He had no contribution of his own to med®
make and 80 there c¢onld be no auestlon of his possessing any
autonomy in making 1t.
theology

Now it 1s true, of course, that a—%heo;egéa%his neither
a source of dlvine revelation nor an additlon to lnspired
scripture* nor an authority that promulgates church doctrines.

Christlan should

It is also true that ahpheologianhmusx be an suthentlc human
belng and an se&kor authentlc Christian and go will be second
to none in his acceptance of wed4y revelatlon, scripture, and hls
church doctrine. But these premlisses do not lead to the conclusion
that a theologlan ls just a parvet=emd=thad parrot with nothing
to do but repeat what has already been sald.

From the history of theology it 1s clear that theologlans

treat many matters which church doctrines 46 not treat and that
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they have bsen the first to propound theologlcal doctrines
that, particularly in the Catholic church, provided the background
and some part of the content of subsequent church doctrines.

3o it is that in our chapter on Functlonal Speclaltles we

drew a distinction between religlon and reflection on religion,
ldentified such reflectlon wilth theology, and found theology
80 highly speclalized that over and above field speciallizatlon
and subject speclalizatlon we distingulshed eight fumctlonal
speclaltlesn.

The theologlian, then, has a contributlon of hls own to
make. Consequently, he possesses some autonomy, for otherwlse
he could make no contribution that was hls own. Moreover, on
the present heedd account of theological method, there has
been worked out the erlterlon that le to kust gulde the theologian
1n the exercise of hia auvtonomy. gor the functlonal speclalty,
dlalectic, assembles, classifies, analyzes the conflceting vlews
of evaluators, historisns, interpreters, researchers. The
functlional speciality, foundatlons, determines whlch views
are the posltlons that proceed from the presence of intellectual,
moral, and religlous converslon, and whlch are the counter=-positlons

that reveal its absence. In other words, each theologlan will

| Judge the authenticl*city of the authors of vlews, @& and he
M

will do 80 by the touchstone of hls own anthentlelity. This,

of course, is far from a foolproof methed. But 1t will tend

to bring the authentic together; 1t will also tend to bring the
unauthentlc together and, indeed, to hilghlight thelr unauthentlelty.

The contrast between the two will not be loast on men of géod will.
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As sutonomy calls for a criterlion, so0 too 1t demands
responsibility. Theologians are to be reasponsible for keeplng
thelr own house 1in order, for the influence they may exert on
the falthful, and for the influence theologleal doctrine may

They will

have on church doctrine. <%, fulfll thls responsibllity the
more effectively, I belleve, 1f they turn thelr thoughts to
the toplc of method and 1f, 1nstead of walting for the perfect
method to be provided them, they adopt the besti avallable and,
in using 1t, come to discern its shortcomings and remedy 1ts
defects.

Now 1t may be thought that one endangera the authorlity
of church offlcials 1f one acknowledges that theologlans
have & contribution of thelr own to make, that they posaess a
certaln autonomy, that they have at their disposal a strictly

theologlical criterlon, and that they have grave responsibllitlies

that will all the more effectively be fulfilled by adopting
soms method and working gradually towards lmproving it.

But I think the authority of church officlals has nothing
to lood lose and much to galin from the proposal. There is
no loss in acknowledging the plain historical fact that theology
has a contributlion to make. There 1s much to bekt_gained

recognizing

by hcknowladgingﬁgutonomy and polinting out that it lmplles
redpn responsibllity., For responslbility leads to method,
and method 1f effective makes pollice work superfluous. Church
of ficlala have the duty to proteit the religion on whlch theologlans
reflect, but 1t is up to the theologlans themselves to carry

the burden of making* theology theological doctrine as much a
v

matter of consensus as any other long-standling academic disclipline,
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There 18 a further aspect to the matter. Though a
Roman (athollc with quite éemd conservative views on religilous
and church doctrines, I have written a chapter on doctrines
without subscribing to any but the doctrine about doctréne
set forth in the flrst Vatican council. I have done so
deliberately, and my purpose has been ecumenical. I desire
it to be as simple as possible for theologlans of-@a-.thd-
different alleglance to adapt my method to thelr uses.

dl fferent

Even though theologians start froqh&tiﬁameet church confesslons,
even though thelir methods are analogous rather than slmllar,
st1ll that analogy will help all to kad discover how much they
have in common and it willl tend to bring to light how greater

ag%reement might be achleved.
«

Finally, a distinction between dogmatic theology and
doctrinal theology may serve to bring to focus points that
repeatedly we have attempted to make. Dogmatic theology is

tends to take
classiecist, It xxkxw\it for granted that on each issue there
is one and only one true proposition. t is out to deter*mine
which are the unique propositions that are true. 1In contrast,
doctrinal theology is historically-minded. It knows that the
meaning of a pdrposition becomes determinate only within a ENEXEX
context. It knows that contexts vary with the varying brands
of common sense, with the evolution of cultures, with the
differentiations of human consciousness, and with the presence
or absence of intellectual, moral, and religious conversion.
In consequence, it distinguishes between the religious
apprellension of a doctrine and the theological apprehension
of the same doctrine., The religious apprehension is through

the context of one's own brand of common sense, of one's own

evolving culture, of one's own undifferenti}ation or different-




i3
iation of consciousness, of one's own unceasing efforts to
attain intellectual, moral, and religious conversion. In contrast,
the theological apprehension of doectrines is historical and
dialectical. It is historical inasmuch as it grasps the many
different contexts in which the same doctrine was expressed in
different mam® manners. It is dialectical inasmuch as it
discerns the difference between positions and EENAXEXRPRINX
counter-positions and seeks to develop the positions and to

reverse the RoERKEX%¥EEX counter-positions.
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