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Chapter &welxe- Thirteen
SYSTEMATICS

The seventh functional speclalty, systematics, 18 concerned
with promoting an understanding of the realities affirmed in the
previous speclalty, doctrines. Our remarks will fall under five
headings. First, there 1s to be clarified the function-bi;syatematié
of systematics. BSecondly, there are to be llsted the options thai
previous discusslon has already closed. Thirdly, there is to be
acked the relevance of any effort onm the part of the human mind
to understand transcendent mystery. Fourthly, there are the com-
plexities that arise from the fact that systematlc theology seeks
an understanding not of data but of truths. Finally, there will be
a brief indicatlon of the manner In which a later systematics will

continue, develop, revise earlier work.

1. The Functlon of 8Systematics

For Kant understanding {Verstand) was the faculty of judgement.
It is & view with antecedents in Plato and Scotuas amd, to a less
extent, in Aristotle and Aqulnas. For in the lattex palr there
is emphasized a distinctlon between two operations of Intellect.
In the first there are answered ocuestlons of the ty pe, Quld sit?

Cur ita sit? In the second there are answered questions of the

type, An sit? Utrum ita sit? On thils showlng one 18 led to concelve

underatanding # a8 the source not only of definitions but also of
d exlatence

hypotheses, while it 1s by Judgement that is known the’Ih

of what has been defined, the veriflcation of what a hypotheels

proposes.
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Now thie distinctlon between understandlng and Judgement
segms essentlal to an understaunding of the Augustinlian and

Angelmlan precept, Crede ut intelligas. <+t does not mean, i?

Belleve that you may Judge, for bellef already 1s a judgement.

It does not beihm mean, Belleve that you may demonstrate, for
the truths of falth do not admit human demonstration. But
very luminously 1t does mean, Belleve that you may understand,
for the truths of faith make sense to a heliever and they
seem to bs nonsense to an unbellever,

Qut of the Augustinian, Anselmian, Thomist tradltion,

desplite an Intervening heavy overlay of conceptualism,l

1) On conceptualists, see my Verbum: Word and Idea ln Aguinas,

Notre Dame {University of Notre Dame Press} 1967, Index, 8. ¥.,

The ey issue is whether concepts result from understand-

P. 228. .0 or understanding results from concepts.

the first Vatlean councll retrieved the notion of understanding.
It taught that reason 1llumined by falth, when 1t ingquires
giligently, plously, soberly, can with God's help attaln a
highly frultful understanding of the mysteries of falth both
ﬂqa from the analogy of what it naturally knows and from the
: interconnection of the mysterlies wlth one another and with
man's last end (D3 3016).

The promotlon of such an understandlng s& of the mysteries
we concelve t0 be the principal function of systematics.
This speclalty presupposes doctrines. ILts aim is not to

add a further proof of doctrines ex ratione theologlea.

On the contrary, doctrines are to be regarded as establlished
by the additlion of foundatlons to dialectic. The alm of
systematles 18 not to lncrease certitude but to promote

understanding. It does not seck to establish the facts.

o e gy
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It strives for some inkling of how it could possibly be that
the facts are what they are. Its task is to take over the
facts, established in doctrines, and to attemptito work them

into an assimilable whole.

The a classic example of thls dlstinction between
doctrines and systematice is provided by the fourth book of

Acuinas' Summa contra Gentiles. There chapters 2 to 9 are

concerned with the exlstence of God the Son, chapters 15 to
18 with the exisﬁignce of the Holy *pirlt, chapters 27 to
39 with the existence of the Incarnatlion. But chapters 10

tha
to 14 centrne, in % the question of manner in which a dlvine
[ g

generation 1ls to be concelved. Similarly cha.ters 19 to 25
have t%f;ith the manner of Wwe—sewd conceiving the Holy Spirit,
and chapters 40 to 49 have to do with the systematics of the
Incarnation,

Elsewhere Aquinas polnted out that a disputation could
be directed to either of two ends. If directed to removing
a doubt about what was so, then 1n theology one appealed
princlpally to the authoritles that the listener recognlzed.
But if directed to the instruction of the student so that he
be brought to an understanding of the truth in questlon, then
- one must take one's stand on the reasons that bring to light
the ground of the truth and enable one to know how what le said
is true. Otherwise, 1f the master settles the auestion only

by an appeal to authoritles, he wlll make hls pupll certain

of what is so; but so far from glving him any understanding
2

\_JJ or science, he wlll send him away empty.

2) Quodl., IV, q. 3, a. 9 [18].
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In contrast with medieval procedure, Catholice in recent
centuries have not merely dlstinguished but even separated
phllosophy and theology. The result was two theologles: there
was & natural ?h&losoghy~4d theology in the phllosophy course;
there was a farther syatemf&tic or speculative theology concerned
with an orderly presentatizn of the mysterles of faith. I think

the separation unfortunate. In the first place it was mlsleading.

Time and again students took it for granted that systematic
theology was Just more philosophy and so of no religlous =mx
significance. At the opposite pole theggrgza those that argued
that a matural philosophy does not attain the Christlan God

and, further, that what is not the Christlan God 1s an intruder

wegkened
and an 1dol, (In the second place, the separatlion,weskens both
. weakened

natural theology and systematic theology. Igmue&kena natural
theology for abstruse phillosophlec ii concepts lose nothing
of thelr validity and cen gain enormously in acceptabllity
when they are assoclated wlth thelr religious equivalents.

weskened
It weslrepes systematic theology for the separation prevents

A

the presentatlion of systematlics as the ﬁk Christian prolongatlon

of what man can begin to know by hls natlve powers. In the

third place, the separation seems founded on a mistake, AB long
sublime

as it 1s assumed that philosophy goes forward with such,subi-iwe,

objlectivity that it 1s totally independent of the human mind

that thinke it then, no doubt, there is something to be sald

preliminary

for 1ssulng 2 clalm to such objJectivity forﬁmatters of concern

to the falth. But the fact of the matter is that proof becomes

rigorous only within a systematlieally formulated horlzon,

that the formulation of horlzons varles wlth the presence and

absence of intellectual, moral, religlous conver*sian, and that
W
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conversion is never the loglcal consequence of one's previous
positlon but, on the contrary, a radical revislon of that
position.

Baalcally the 1ssue is & transition from the abstract logilc
0f claasledsm to the concreteness of method. On the former vlew
what le basic 1s proof. On the latter wvlew what 1s basic is
conversion. Proof appeals to an abstraction named right reason.

transforms
Converslon pranefor the concrete lndividual to make him capable

ot gra.apinﬁg not merely conclusions but Brlnciplej ag weil:l.
A

Again, the lssue 18 one's notion of objectivity., If one
conslders loglcal proof to be basle, one wants an objectlivity
ttat 1s independent of the concrete exlsting subj)ect. But
while oblectivity-piteed{ reaches what is independent of the
concrete existing subject, objlectlvity lteelf is not reached
by what 18 independent of the concrete exlsting subjlect.
On the contrary, objectivity is reached through the self-
transqeendencea of the concrete-fobyeqd existlng subject, and
the fundemental forms of melf-transcendence ares Intellectual,
moral, and religlous conversion, To attempt to fpseq ensurs
objectivity apart from self-transcendence only generates

111usions.5

3) The basic statement in this conrnection is by J. H. Newman,

An Epsay in Aid_of a_ Grammar of Assent, London 1870, Paperback,

Garden City, N. Y. (Doubleday, Image Books} 1958, chapters
his
8 and 9. See alsoPDLacussiona and Arguments on Various

‘6'Subgects, London (Longmans) 1924; “"Loglc makes but a sorry
rhetorle with the nmaltltude; flirst shoot round corners and
you may not despair of converting by a syllogism." Thle

passage # 18 quoted lr{the Grammsr, p. 90.

e
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It may be oblected, howsver, that this transi4tion from
[ Sl
the abstract to the concrete, from proof to conversion, does not
square with the claim of the first Vatlcan councll that through
creatures God can be known with certalnty by the natural light of
human reason (D3 3004, 50&26).
R
In the first place, I would draw attentlon to the fact
tacitly

that the foregolng definitionpprescinds from the actual order

in which we live. The third scheme of Del Filius, drawn up by

Fr. Joseph Kleutgen, read in the canon: ".. per es ouae facts sunt,

naturall ratlone ab homine lapso certo cognosci et demonstrari

uh

POE88.s s

fallen man and, in view of the abstract classiclem then prevalent,
the state of
is perhaps most slwply understood to refer to,pure nature.

The final version, however, makes no mention of

In ths second place, wlith regard to the actual order in
whlch we live, I should say that normally religlous conversion

precéd@ea the effort to work out rigorous proofs for the existence
L

o4b 14

of God. But I do not think it impossible that such proofs

might be a factor facllitating religlous converaslon so that,

by way of exceptlon, certain knowledge of God's existence should
the acceptance of God's glift el of hls love.

precedﬁhPeligiﬂuﬁa£ﬂnﬂs¥ﬂi9¥h,\

4) See J, D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conclliorum Nova et Amplissima

Collectio 53, 168.

#3) See my article, "Natural Knowledge of God," Proceedings,

Catholic Theological Society of Amerlica, 23 (1968) 54 - 69.
Wissenschaft,
Hermann Pottmeyer, Der Glaube vor dem Anapruch derﬂgao

Freiburg (Herder) 1968, pp. 168 - 204. David Coffey, "Natural

Knowledge of Gods Reflections on Romans 1, 18 - 32," Theological

gtudlies 31 (1970) 674 - 691,
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I have been advocating an integratlon of natural with
systematle theology. But this 1s not to mean any blurring
of distinctions, Separation 1s one thing, dlstlnction 1s another.
A man's body and so0l can be distinct even though the man 1s
still alive. Similarly, what is natural in a theologlan's
operations and what 1s supernmatural, are distinet, even though
one part 1s not assigned to a philosophy department and the
other to a theology department. Agaln, there ls the intelllgibility
of what camot be otherwise, and there is the intelligibility
of what can be otherwlse; the two are dlstlnet, even though
a single explanation consists partly of one and partly of the
other. Finally, there is the intelllgliblility withln the reach
of the human mind, and there 1s the intelligibility beyond it,
and there ls the intermediate, imperfect, analogous intelliglibility
that we can find in the aysteries of falth; the three are
distinect but there 1s no occasion 1o separate them.

I would note that I am not proposlng sny novelty. I
am proposing a return to the type of systematlic theology |

1liustrated by Aquinas' Summa contra Gentiles and his Summa

theologlae. Both are systematic expressions of a wlde-ranging

understanding of the truths concerning God and man. Both
are fully aware of the distinctlons mentioned above. Nelther
countenances the separatlon that later was introduced.

If the aim of systematics 18, as I hold, understanding,
then it must present a single unified whole and not two pamnks
separate parts that tend to overlook the primacy of converslon

and tend to overemphaslze the slgnificance of proof,
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2. Closed Optlona

From the very first chapter we have moved ocut of a faculty
psychology with ite optlon between intellectuallsm and voluntarism,
and into an intentionallty analysis that distinguishes four
levels of consclous and intentionaquerationa, where each
succesalve level sublates previous levels by golng beyond them,
by setting up & higher prlnclple, by introducinrg new operations,
and by preservi-g the integrlty of previcus levels, whlle
extendlng enormously thelr range and thelr slgnificance.

Several conseaquencee follow. The fourth and hlghest level
1s that of deliberatlon, evaluation, decision., *t follows that
the prliority of intellect X8 Just the priority of the first three
levels of experiencing, understanding, and judging.

Secondly, i1t follows that speculative intellact or pure

dclientific or phllosophic
reason ls Just an abstraction.A {Humanl experlencing, undemstanding,
and Judglug do not occur im & vacuum. They are the operations
of an exlstential subject who has decided to devote himself
to the pursult of understanding and truth and, with greater
or less success, is falthful to hls commitment.
Thirdly, there arlses the possibility of an exception

to the old adage, nihil amatum nlsl prascognitum. Specifically,

1t would seem that God's gift of his love (Rom 5, 5) is not
something that results from or is conditioned by man'se knowledge

of God. Far more plausibly it wonld seem that the glft may precede
our knowledge of God and, indeed, may be the cause of our seeking
knowledge of God.6 In that case the glft by itself would be an
orientation towards an unknown. Stilll, the orlentatlon reveals

ite goal by 1ts absoluteness: it ia with all one s heart and all

one's soul and with all one's mind and all one's strength.
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It ls, then, an orilentatlon to what is transcendent in loveableness
when

and, ag;that is unknown, it is an orientation to transcendent

mystery.
6) Cf. Pascal's remark: "Take comfort, you would not be
Pensdes vii, 553,
seeking me if you had not already found me." R&
B8 X xRy X anmthad Baecey x e ¥k MR h AR xRS x IR G x dh 2050

Now an orlentation to transcendent mystery ls basic to
systematic theology. It provides the primary and fundamental g

It can be the bond uniting all men desplite cultural dlfferencess §
meaning of the nane, God.h It provides the origia for inquilry '
about God, for seeklng assurance of his existence, for endeavoring
to reach some understanding of the mysterles of falth. At the
same time, 1t 1is quite 1ln haraony with the conviction that
no system we can construct will &'encompaaa or plumb or master the

mystery by whlch we are held. A4s the fourth lateran councll

declareds; "

++ bDetween creator and creature no similarity can
be noted without a greater\é dissimilarity being notﬂfd“ (Ds 806).
As the first Waoless Vatican cougcll added: "The divine hfigils
mysterles so exceed created intellect that, even when glven
in revelation and recelved by falth, they remain covered over
by the very veil of #i falth itself...." (D3 3016).

Again, an orientatlon to transcendent mystery llluminates
negatlive or apophatlic theology which is content to say what God
ls not. i’For such a theology 1s concerned to speak about

a transcendent unknown, a transcendent mystery. its positive

nourishment 1s God's glft of his love.
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However, 1if there is to be an affirmative or kataphatic,

as well as a negative or apophatle, theology, there must be ;

confronted the question whether God 1s an object. Now certainly

God 1s not an object 1in the nalve realist sense of what is

already out there now, or already up there now, or alre.dy in

here now. Further he 1s not an object if one retreats from

nalve reslism to an emplriclem, a naturalism, a* posltivipgm,

or an ldeallsm. But 1f by an object one meane anything that is
Intended 1n questions and known through correct answers, anything
within the world nedlated by amcaning, then a distinction has to
be & drawn.

On what 1 have called the primary and fundamental meaning
of the name, God, Goed 1ls not an object. For that meaning is the
term of an orientatlon to transcendent mystery. Such an orlentation,
while it 1s the climax of the self-transcending process of
ralsing questiona, none the less is not properly a matter of
raising and answering questions. 8o far from lying within the
world medisted by meaning, it is the prlnciple that can draw

people out of that world and into * the cloud of unknowing.7

7) I have found extremely helpful William Johnaton's The

Mysticlism of the Cloud of Unknowing, New York, Rome, Tournai,

Paris (Desclée) 1967. Readers wishing to f11l out my remarks

will find in hle book a poaitlon very largely cohersnt with my own.

HoweEer,'wlthdrawal is for return. Not only c¢an one's
prayer consist in letting lapse all lmages and thoughts 8o as to
permlt God's glft of his love to absorb one, but also those that
pray in that erxhausting fashlon can cease to pray and think back on
thelir praying. Then they objectify 1ln images and concepts and worda

).

both what they have been doing and the God that his been thelr

— - { ﬂ'\‘ " ;

concern.
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But God comes within the world medlated by meaning in
far more common ways. One's fundamental concern springs from
God's gift of nis love, but one's questions begin from the
world and from man. Could the world be mediated by questiona for
intelllgence if 1t d1d not have an intelligent ground? Could the
world's factlcity be reconclled with 1ts intelligibility, if it
d1d not have a necessary ground? Is 1t wlth man that morallty
emerges in the universe so that the universe ia amoral and alien
to man, or 1s the ground of the universe a moral being? Such
guestlons invlte answers and, as the guestions intend, so too the

answers can reveal an 1lntelligent, necessary, moral ground of the

unlverse,

Above all, in a religion that 1s shared by many, that enters
into and transforms cultures, that extends down the ages, God will

be named, questions about him wlll be asked, anawers will be forthe

coming. In still another manner God becomes an object 1n the
what is
very preclse sense of{semething lutended in questlons and known

by correct answers. Nor la thls meaning in any way invalldated
by the fact that naive realism, empiricism, poeitivienm, P&{
ideallsm, or phenomenology
AlééeaiéeﬂApannot thing think of God and consequently canmnot think
™ of him as an legdeetd object.
o | There 1s a still further consequence of the ahift from a
a facultiy psychology to intentlionality analysia. It is that
and relations
the basic termﬁkof systematic theology will be not metaphysical,
as In medleval theology, but psychological. As has been worked

out in »ur chapters on method, on rellgion, and on foundations,

4 general baslc terms name consclous and lntentional operatlons.
General baslc relatlons name elements 1n the dynamle structure
linking operatlons and generating states. Special basle terms

name God's gift of hie love and Christian witness., Derived terns




AT x4 . . ﬂﬁmié”*””*"“:F
pox

and relatlons name the objects known 1n operations and correlative
to statgea.

- and relatlouns

The point to making metaphysical term%\noghPaslc but derived

and relation
1s that a eritlcal metaphysics results. For every term there will

exlst a corresponding element in lntentlonal cOnsciousA:ss.
Accordingly, empty or misleading terms and relations can be
elimlinated, while valld ones can ﬁi,be elucidated by the consclous
Intention from whlch they are derived. The lmportance of such
a critlical control will be evident to anyone famlliar with the
vast arid wastes of theological controversy.

The positive functlon of a critlcal metaphysice is twofold.
On the one hand it provides a basic heuristlc structure, a
determinate horizon, wlthin which questions arlse, On the other
hand, 1t provides & criterion for settling the difference between

literal and metaphorical meaning and, again, between notlonal

and real distinctions.8

8} On the meaning of heurlstlc structure,and of reality, and

of reel and notional dlstinctlons, see Insight, chapters 2, 14, 16.

Since knowledge of intentlonal consclousness can develop,
1t follows that the whole foregolng stiructure admlts deve lopment
and thereby escapes rigldity. At the same time, the siructure
ensures continulty, for the possibllity of development 1s the
poseibility of revising earlier vliews, and the possibillity of
revising earliler views 1s the contlinulng exlstence of the
structure already determined. Einally, the approsch ellminates
any authorltarlan basls for method. One can find out for
oneself and in oneself just what one's conscious and intentional
operetiong are and how they are related to one another. One can

discover for oneself and in oneself why it 1ls that performing
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such and such operatli-ns in such and such manneré conatltutes
human knowling. Once one has achleved that, one is no longer
dependent on someone else in selecting one' s method and in

carrying it out. One 1is on one's own.

S Mystery and Problem

Man's #ep response to transcendent mystery is adoration.
But adoratlon does not excluds words. Least of all; does 1t do 80
when men come together to w® worshlp. But the words, 1n turn,
have their meaning within some é cultural context. Contexts
can be ongoing. One ongolng context can be derived from another.
Two ongolng contexts can lnteract. Accordingly, while mystery
1s very different from the problems of common sense, of sclence,
of acholarehip, 0%:%211080phy, ptl11) the worship of God and,
more generally, the religlons of manklnd stand within a soclal,
cultural, historical context and, by that Linvolvement, generateé
the problems with w&8 which theologlans attempt to deal.

Our reflections on the differentiatlon of human consclousness
have brought to light some of the general types of context within
which rellgious aﬁd theologlcal dlscourae occur. The expresslon
of man's apprehension of God can be largely aymbolic; then
inadequacies of expression are corrected by reinterpretation,
by s0 modifying the symbol that undesired meanings are excluded
end desired meanings are elucldated. Next, in the pm¥meavmvh
Presocratic world of a Xenophanes or the post-systematic world
of Clement of Alexandria anthropomorphic speech about God will
be discredited., The bibllcal Ged that stands or is seated, that

has & right hand and a left, that waxes angry and rspents,
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1z not taken literally. God 1s concelved in terms of the
transcendental notlons of intelligibility, truth, reallty, goodneas.
Such rethinking of God the Father entails a rethinking of hls
Son, and the rethinking of the Son generates a tension between
the ®on as rethought and the Son as depicted 1n the Yew Testament.
There followed the crises provoked by Arius, by Nestorlus, by
Eutyches, and the post-systematlc pronouncements of Nicea, Ephesus,
and Chalcedon. The minimal use of technical expresslons in the
Greek connells and the ®et# late Byzantine concern with theology
as a whole prepared the way for the total rethinking of Christlan
doctrine 1n systematlc terms by medieval theologlans. There
resnlted a legacy that interacted with the ongoing context of
church doctrines up to the second Vatlcan council. Meanwhlle,
modern science had eliminated much of the biblig biblical
apprehension of man and hls world. Modern scholarshlp had
kept revising the interpretation of biblical, patristic, medleval,
and subseguent sources. Modern philosophy entalled a radical
shift in systematle thinklng.

Accord ingly, whille mystery is not to be confused wlth
ongolng contexts

problen, theﬁeantlﬁaﬁwithin which mystery is adored and adoration
18 explained are anything but free from problems. Least of all,
at the present time 1s the existence of problems to be lgnored.
For now problems are a0 numerous that many do not know what to
believe. They are not unwlilling to belleve. They know what
church doctrines are. But they want to know what church doctrlnes
could possibly mean. Thelr question is the ocuestion to be met by
ayatemiatic theology.

The answer to that question 1s a gradual increase of

understanding. A clue 18 spotted that throws some 1llght on the
matter in hand. But that partial light glves rise to further

e . | - .1 )
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guestlions, the further auestions to stlll further answers.

The 1lluminated area keeps expandling for some time but eventually
further

still mare, questions begin to yleld diminishing returns. The

veln @& of ore seems played out. But successlve thinkers

may tackle the whole matter over agaln. Each may make a

notable contribution. Eventually perhaps there arrives on the

ascene a master capable of envisaging all the issues and of

treating them 1n thelr proper order.

That, order 1s not the order in which the solutions wers
discovered. ®we For the conrse of discovery ls roundabout.
Subordinate issues are apt to be solved first. Key lssues
are llkely to be overlooked untll a great deal nas been
achleved., Qulte distinct from the order of discovery 1s the
order of teaching. For a teachsr postpones solutlons that
presuppose other solutions. He beglns with the lssues

whose solutlon does not presuppose the solutlan of other issues.

Such was the ordo disclplinae that Aculnas wanted in

theology booka for beginners.g To glve a brief illustratlon

3) S¢s Aquinas, Summa theologias, Prologus.

we note that in the first book of the Scriptum super 3ententlag

there 1s no separation of the treatment of God as one and of
God as Trinity; at random questions regard elther the flrst

or the second. But in the Summa contra Gentlles a systematic

separation ls effected: the first book deala solely wlth God as
one; chapters 2 to 26 of the fourth book deal solely with God as

Trinity. In the flrst part of the Summe theologise questions

guestions 2 to 26 regard God aa One, while

“hﬁ ﬁg"m
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questions 27 to 43 regard the Trinity. What in the Contrs
Gentlles was tresated in very separate books, in the Summa

theologlae is united in a continuous stream. For questions

27 to 29 are still concerned with God, whlle the elements of
trinitarian theory are gradually constructed. Questlon 27
asks, not whether the Son proceeds from the Father, but whether
there are processions in God. Questlon 28 asks vwhether theae
processions give rlse to relatlons in God. Quesiion 29 e

asks whether these relatlons are persons.lo

10) I have treated the matter more fully in my Verbum: Word

and Idea in Aquinas, pp. 206 ff.

Not only does the order of teachlng or exposition differ
from the order of discovery, but also the terms and relatlons
of systematlc thought express a development of underst;mding
over and above the understandlng hagigggg a slmple inspection
or from an erudite exegeslis of the origlnal doctrival sources.
S0 1n Thomist trinitarian theory such terms as procession,
relation, person have a wery highly technical meaning. They
stand to these terms as they occur 1in seriptural or patrlastic
in modern physlcs
writings much aiﬁ}he terms, mass and temperature, n-medesnt
-bhysiod stand to the adJectives, heavy and cold.
The exigtence of this dlvergence between rellglous aocurces
and theologlcal systems is a necessary conseaguence of the
view expressed 1n the first Vatican council that, while it is
the same dogma, meaning, position that is belng understood,
st11l that understanding grows and advances down the ages (DS 3020).
In our chapter on Doctrines we were concerned to affirm the
permanence of dogma despit%igiatorically shifting contexts

within which dogmes were understood and expressed. In the
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presant chapter on Systematics we have to advert to the reverse

side of the coln and, vhile malntalning the permanence of dogmas,
attend princlpally to systematlc developments.
Such developments occur in wldely differing contexts.
anclent
They were Inltiated in the,Greco-Roman and Byzantine worids.
They reached a high perfection In the statleslly concelved
systems
A gretayy of medleval thought. They are belng Invlited to emerge
within the ongolng context of medern sclence, modern scholarship,
and modern phillosophy.
Unfortunately, though very humanly, all such developments
are under the sign of contradiction. No less than understandlng,

misunderstanding can exprese itself systematically. Agein, while

genuine understanding tends to be unigque, misunderstandlng tends
to be a manifold. Just as there are conflicting interpretationa,
conflicting historles, conflicting foundations, conflicting
doctrines, 80 too one ls to expect an array of conflicting
systenps.

To deal with such multipllcity, once more one must appeal
to dlalectic. One has to ascemble the manifcld, ascertaln
tleed® dlfferences, reduce differences to thelr grounds.

Such grounds may lle in some soclal, cultural, hlstorical
context, in the native endowment or the fopmativd formation of
glven authors, in the presence or abssnce of intellectual,
moral, or religlous conversion, in the manner in which the
nethod and tasky o{i systematic theology were concelved.

On the basis of such analysis and in the light of one's own

foundations and method one will be—tussmpami—eble-td judge

which systems express positions and which express counter-positions.
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4, Understanding and Truth

Already we have had occaslon to dlstingulsh data and
facts. Data are glven to sense or to consclousness. They are
the glven Just as given. They are, of course, hardly noticed
Gnleas they fit in wlth oneia understanding and have a name 1n
one's language. At the same tlme, with an appropriate development
of understanding and language, they will be noticed and, if
important froéi??ZW@olnt, they will be insisted upon.

While data are just a single component in human knowledge,

dlstinet
facts result from the conjunction of three pemfeaén¢ﬁlevele.

Facts have the immediacy of what 1s given, the preclelon of
what 1s somehow understood, concelved, named, the stubborness
. of what is affirmed because a virtually unconditioned has been
reached.
Now one can understand data and one can understand facta.
The understanding of data ls expressed in hypothesea, and the
verification of hypotheses leads to probable assertlons. ¥

The understanding of facts is & more complicated matter, for

p“ﬁﬁ it supposes the existence of two types or orders of knowledge,
} where the facts of the first type supply the data for the
© second type. Thus, in critical history we distingulshed two
1nqu1riea: a first ilnoulry almed at finding out where one's
witnesses got thelr imformation, héw they checked it, how
o competently they used it; this was followed by a second inquiry
that employed the evaluated information to construct an
k\_) account of what was golng forward in a gilven milleu at a glven

place and time. Simllarly, in natural sclence one can start
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from the facts of commonsense knowledge and use them as the data

for the construction of scientific theories; and inversely one
sclentifie

can return frotheetﬂttféd theory through appiled sclence,

engineering, technology to the transformetlion of the commonsense

world.

Now the pecullarity of such understanding of facts la that
two orders or types of knowledge call for two appllcations of the
notion of truth. There is the truth of the facts in the firat
type or order. There 1s also the truth of the account or
explanation reached in the second type or order. Morédover,
while initially the second depends on the first, ultlmately the
two are interdependent, for the second can lead to a correctlon
of the firat. The eritical historian's dlscovery of what was
going forward can lead him to revise his evaluation of his wltnesses. ;
The sclentific account of physlcal reality can 1nvolvé a revislon
of commonsense vViews.

Far more complicated is the came of our elght, directly or
indirectly interdependent, functlonal specialties. Each of the
elght 1s the work of all four levels of intentlonal consciousness.

axperlences,
Consequently, each of the elght results from experisncing,
inglghts,
andspstanddngy judgements of fact, and Judgements of value.
At the same time each is & specialty inasmuch as each is concerned
to perform one of elght tasks. So research ls concerned to make
the data available. Interpretati n to determine thelr meaning.
History to proceed from meanlngs to what was going forward. .
Dialectic to go to the roots of conflicting histories, inberpretati—1
interpretations, researches. Foundatlous to distingulsh positions
from counter-positions. Doctrlines to use foundatlons as a

criterlon for deciding between the s+ alternatlves offered by

dialectic., Systematlces to aeeﬁ& an understanding of the realitles

o )
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affirmed in doctrines.

Our present concern is with doctrines and systematles,
Both aim at understandirg and truth, but they do s0 1n different
manners., Doctrines aims at a clear and distinct affirmatlon of
religous realities: 1ts princldpal concern ls the truth of such
an affirmation; its concern to understand ils limlted to the
clarity and distlnctness of its affirmation. On the other hand,

systematics ailms at an understanding of the religious realitles

affirmed by doctrines. It§ wants its understanding to be true,

for 1t 1s not a pursult of misunderstanding. At the same time,
it is fully aware that lts understanding ls bound to be imperfect,

merely analogous, commonly no more than probable.

There are, then, 1n doctrinee and systematlcs two lnstances
of truth and two instances of understanding. Doctrines are

concerned to state clearly and dlstinctly the mpstmmim
80
religisus community's confesalon of the myaterieiﬁhidden in
them

God that man could not knowhif they had not been revealed by God.ll

Assent to such doctrines 1s the assent of falth, and that assent

is regarded by religious people as firmer than any other. ‘1

11) On confessions of falth 1n the New Testament, see V. H.

Neufeld, The Earliest Christlan Confessions, Ieiden (Brill) 1963,

voll, V of New Testament Tools and Studies edited by B. M. Metzger.
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At the same time, the measure of understanding accompanying
the assent of faith traditionally is recognlzed as highly
varlable. {k# Irenaeus for 1instance acknowledged that one
believer could be far more articulate than fanethens—baf
aaipther, but ne denled that the former was more a belliever

or the latter leas s believer.12

12) See Adv. haer., I, 10, 33 Harve*y I, 84 - 96,

“
In contrast, the views set forth in a systematlec theology
are comumonly consldered no nore than probable, but the under-
standing to be reached 1s to be on the level of one's tlmes,
In the medieval period it was bystet static syatem. In

the contemporary world 1t has toc be at home Iin modern sclence,

modern scholarshlp, and modern philosophy.

_l_pe "

Here perhapes may be inserted brief answers to the

accusatlonas often made againat systematic theology, that it 1s
X irrelevant.
speculative, lrreliglous, frultless, elitisth)\Now a systematle

theology can be speculatlve, as ls clear from German ldeallsm;
but the systematic theology we advocate 1s really guite a

homely affair. It alms at an understanding of the truths of
truths
falth, a Glaubensverstandnis. Th%Ap?aet of falth envlisaged

are church confessions. Again, a systematlic theology can

become lrreliglous. This 1s particularly true when its maln
emphasis is, not converslon, but proof, or when pcosltions

are taken and malntalned out of individual or corporate pride.
But when converslon is the basle of the whole theology,

when religlious conversion ls the event that glves the nanme,
God, its primary and fundamental meaning, when systematle

theology does not helieve it can exhaust or even do justlce to
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that meaning, not a little has been done to keep systematlec

relligious

theology 1in harmony with 1tsﬁPeiig#ad origins and aims.

Thirdly, sxx systematlc theology has 1ts frultlese aspects,

for Just as understanding can be systematlzed, so too can

misunderstanding. As the former type of system will be attractive

to those that understand, so too the latter type will be

attractive to the usually larger number of those that do not

undersatand.

Dislectlc cannot be simply exorclized. But at

least one no longer is totally at its mercy, when one methodlecally

acknowledges the existence of such dlalsctic, sets up criteria

for distingulshing between ypooitrd positions and counter-poisitlons,

and invites sveryone to magnify the accuracy or inacecuracy of

his judgements by developing what he thinke are positions and

Fourthly,

. ; by reversing what he thinks are counter-positiona.}\ftnt&ir;

Enclosed please find your pages 215-243

Typeseript pages 207-235.

P”?W Errors
: p. 213 1. 10
¢
p. 219 1. 16
1
| p. 221 1. 14
p. 226 1. 26
o p. 231 1. 18

rests (take out 'a!')
‘who' for ‘that' sorry
of/his

processd

exegete
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that meaning, not a little has been done to keep systematic
religious

theology in harmony with ltsﬁreitgsad origins and aims.

Thirdly, axx systematlc theology has 1ts fruitless aspscts,

for Just as understanding can be systematized, so too can

misunderstanding. As the former type of system wlll be attractive

to those that understand, so too the latter type will be

at.tractlve to the usually larger number of those that do not

understand. Dialectic camnot be slmply exorclzed. But at

least one no longer is totally at its mercy, when one methodlcally

acknowledges the exlstence of such dlalectic, sete up criteria

for distingnishing between postt¥od positions and counter-poisitione,:

and lnvlites everyone to magnlfy the accuracy or inaccuracy of :

his judgements by developing what he thlnks are positlons and
Fourthly,

by reversing what he thlnks are counter-positions./\fiﬂa&&yj

systematic theology is élitist: it Ls difficult, as-prd

alao are mathematics, sclence, scholarshlp, phllosophy.

But the &&# difficulty is worth meeting. If one does not

attaln, on the level of one 's age, an understandlng of the

religlous realities in which one i’believea, one will be

gsimply at the mercy of the psychologists, the socliologlste,

the philosophers, that will not heeitate to tell bellevers

what 1{ really is 1n which they belleve. Finally, systematlc

theology 18 1rrelevant, if 1t does not provide the basis for

the sighth functlional speclalty, communications. e But to
gommunicate one j, must understand what one has to commulcate.
No repetition of formulas can take the place of understanding.

For 1t is understanding alone that can say what 1t grasps

in any of the manners demanded by ‘the almost endless serles of

different audlences.
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54 éContinuity, Development, Revlsion

S~

Four factors make for contloulty. Of these one first may
consider the normatlve structure of our consclous and intentional
acts., In saylng that the structure is normative I mean, of course,
that 1t can be violated. For such acte may be directed, not
to what truly 1s good, but to maximizing individual or group
advantage. Agaln, they may be-&i## directed, not to the truth
that 1s afflrmed because a virtually unconditioned has been
grasped, but to any of the misconceptions of truth that have been
gystematlzed in sundry philosophies: naive reallsm, empliricism,
rationallsm, ideallsm, positivlism, pragmatism, phenomendology,
existentiallsm. Finally, they may be directed, not totzgcreasing
human understanding, but to satisfying the "objective" or the

or the “meaningful
"aclentificfAnorms set up by some logic or method that finds it
convenlent to leave human kwdd understanding out of the plcture.

The structure, then, of our conscions and intentional
Operaqéions can be vliolated 1n various manners. There results
the dlalectlic of posltions and counter-positions. But the
fact of this dialectic only objlectifies and manifests the
need for man to be authentlc. At once, it lnvltés him to
1ntellectual and to moral converslon, while it points to the
social and the cultural fallure of those peoples that have
Inslsted they could get along very well with nelther 1ntellectual
nor moral converslon,

A second factor in continuity is God's gift of his love.
ft—ie—a—Eree—gtftrfor-Loving to—ininineieally—Eroe-—now—ro—thd
It is a gift, not esomethlng due to our natures, but somsthing
}h& that God freely bestows. It is glven in various measures.

But 1t is ever the same love, and so it ever tende in the same
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directlon, to provide a further factor for continuity,

| A third factor 1s the permanence of dogma. uihmb The
mysterles that God alone knows, that he has revealed, that the
church has defined, may 1ln the c¢ourse of time become better
understood. But what 1s to be understood, ls not some item
within the ambit of human knowledge. It 1s Jjust what God has
revealed, and so dogma in this sense ls permanent. Human

understandling of 1t has ever to bs ln eodem dogmate, eodem sensu

eademque sententia (D3 3020).

A for fourth factor making for contlmulty is the
occurrence in the past of genuine achlevement. I have done two

studles o0f the writings of 8%. Thomas Aqulinas. Cne on Grace sei#-

10}

and Freedom, the other on YVerbum. Were I %o wrlte on these

toplecs today, the method I am proposing would lead to several
significant differences from the presentation by Aquinas. Butb
there also would exist profound affinitles. For Aquinss'
thought on grace and freedom and his thought on cognltional
theory and on the trinity were genulne achievements of the
human spirit. SZuch achlevement has a permanence of its own.

It can be improved upon. It can be inserted in larger and
richer contexts. But unless iis substance 1is incorporated

in subsequent work, the subsequent work wlll be & substantially
poorer affair.

Besides continuity there ls development., There 1s the
less conspicuous type of development that arises when the gospel
18 preached effectlvely to & different culture or to a different

consplcuous
clasg in the same culture, There is the morgﬁéamapieeud type
of developnent that arises from the various differentiastions of

human consciousness. Finally, there are the frults as wd

well as the evils of dialectic. Trutﬁb can come to light,

o)
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sought,
not because truth has beenﬁ&eﬂhgt, but because a contrary error

has been affirmed and repqﬁ}sed.

-B433UE-—-00

Besldes contlinulty and development, there also is revision.
All development involves some revislon. Further, because a
theology 1s the product not simply of a religion but of a
religlon within a given cultural context, theological revisions
may have thelr origin, not primarily in theological, but rather
in cultural developments. S0 at the present time theological

fundamentally the
developmnent 1%~a long delayed response tqﬂdevelopment of
modern sclence, modern scholarship, modern philosophy.

There exlsts, however, a dlstinct question. Eveni though
fundamentally current theological revision ies Just an adaptation
to csr cultural change, there remalns the possibility that these
adaptations will in turn imply still further revisions. Thus, |
the sb@# shift from a predominantly logleal to a baslcally
methodlcal viewpolnt may Involve a revislion of the view that
doctrinal developments were "“implicitly™ revealed.u3Aga1n,
just as the Alex&ndriign school refused to take literally
the anthropoumorphlems of the bible to bring about a phallosophically

,;?
based demythologlzatlion, so it maxﬂasked whether modern vl 7

scholarshlp may not bring about further demythologilzations =
on exegetlcal or historical grounds. Such questions, of course,
are very large indeed. Unmistakably they are theological.

They accordingly lie outslde the scope of the present work on

method.

Wviiam

13) See J. R. Gelselmann, "Dogma," Handbuch theologischer

Grundbegriffe, hrsg. v. H, Fries, Minchen (Kosel) 1962; MyMEBEM
I, 235,
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