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ABSTRACT

Can Catholicism's claim to permanent and normative truths be
reconciled with the.changes in that religion brought to light by modern
historical-mindedness? Such a question frames the modern problem of
doctrinal development. The argument of this thesis is that the method
in theology developed by Bernard Lonergan contributes much to the
clarification and solution of this problem.

The thesis is divided into two parts. Part One introduces the
problem of doctrinal development and examines the context of Lonergan's
approach to the problem. The first chapter analyzes the French Modernist
Alfred Loisy's position on doctrinal development. It is shown that the
modern problem of doctrinal development turns on the issue of synthe-
sizing the normative and the historical elements of doctrine; and it is
argued that such a synthesis must be grounded in theological foundations
appropriate to historical-mindedness. In the remaining two chapters
Lonergan's contribution to the formulation of such foundations is dis~
cussed: his analysis of the transition from classicism to historical-
mindedness (Chapter Two) and his development of transcendental method
(Chapter Three). This discussion provides the context for our analysis
of Lonergan's position on doctrinal development.

Part Two addresses in detail Lonergan's efforts to synthesize the
permanent and the historical elements of doctrine. Chapter Four traces
changes in Lonergan's reflections on doctrinal development over the past
forty years, showing that the basis for his affirmation of the perma-
nence of doctrine has altered significantly with changes in his under-
standing of the method and foundations of theology. Chapter Five examines
Lonergan's Christian Philosophy, showing how transcendental method pro-
vides a basis for the synthesis of the permanent and historical in doc-
trine. And Chapter Six discusses how the method and foundations of
theology proper to Lonergan's notion of functional specialization can
provide for a viable mediation of the permanent meaning of a doctrine
through varying cultural and historical contexts. On the basis of the
foregoing analysis there follows a response to several criticisms of
Lonergan's affirmation of the permanence of doctrine.

The argument of this thesis is of value in three related areas
of scholarship. First, the thesis addresses students of Lonergan's
thought by showing the strengths and possible shortcomings of his theo-
logical method with respect to the specific problem of doctrinal develop-
ment. Secondly, the thesis addresses Catholic theologians by illustrating
the significance of Lonergan's method in theology for problems arising
out of Catholicism's engagement with modern historical-mindedness.’
Thirdly, the thesis addresses students of modern Western thought by
elucidating Lonergan's efforts to work out the foundations for modern
historical-mindedness in general and a historically-minded theology in
particular.
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INTRODUCTION

Christianity is a religion that has persisted over nearly two thousand
years. How is this so? Some would argue that Christianity is a reli-

gion of eternal significance. From this they conclude that Christianity

has persisted over the years because it, like the eternal, is unchanging

and immutable, unt ouched by the ravages of time. For them the Christi-
anity that was preached by Jesus is identical with the religion that is
lived and taught by Christians today. Others would argue to:the contrary,
that Christianity has undergone continual development and change,
bearing the mark of each age and culture in which it has lived. What
one era has held as the heart of the religion, another relegates to the
periphery, putting in its place yet another element of Christianity.

It is obvious, they would state, that Christianity did not mean the same
thing to Augustine as to Luther, to Francis as to Thomas Aquinas, to
Leo X111 as to John XXI11. The only thing that the diverse forms of
Christiagnity have in common is the common name to which each has laid
claim; there is no permanently abiding ;lement. Still others would
argue that these two perspectives can be held together, and that one

can discern and isolate a permanent and essential structure amidst the
varying expressions of the religion. But in what does this structure
consist? in the kerygma of the Gospels? in the Church? in a select

number of doctrinal truths? Or is it even a valid way to pose the



question; to suppose that one can isolate the eternally valid essence
of Christianity apart from its historically-conditioned and transient .
forms? |s not the fact that there have been so many different '‘perma-
nent elements' posited through the ages indicative of ihe fact that the
attempt to find it is doomed to failure?

The cluster © guestions posed in the preceding paragraph points to
a problem that lies at the heart of modern western‘religious thought.&
That problem has been to understand and evaluate Christianity's claim
to a normative and authoritativé’status in a way that does justice to
whqt modern historical-mindedness has revealed to be its undeniably
historical and changing nature.l In the study to follow we will
examine and assess Bernard Lonergan's effort to meet this problem,
Lonergan has devoted much of his career to this effort, the result of
which has been the formulation of a contemporary method’ip theology.
It is his position that such a method provides a basis on which the

historical and the permanent, the changeable and the normative elements

of Christianity can be understood and integrated. In the remainder

.

]The discussions that have surrounded the historical-critical
study of the Bible since the nineteenth century are indicative of this
point. See Van Harve y, The Historian and the Believer: The Morality of
Historical Knowledge and Christian Belief (New Yark+MacMillan Comp.,
1964); Leo Strauss, Spinoza's Critique of Religion (New York: Schocken
Books, 1965); and H. G. Gadamer, Truth and Method, A Continuum Book (Mew
York: The Seabury Press, 1975), especially pp. 473-79. In Ch. | of our
study we will discuss the role of the historical-critical study of the
Bible with reference to Catholicism's confrontation with modern
historical-mindedness. We will concentrate in particular on the works
of the French biblical  critic Alfred Loisy. On the Catholic historical-
critical study of the Bible see Keith Stephenson, ""Roman Catholic Scholar-
ship: Its Ecclesiastical Context in the Past Hundred Years', Encounter,
vol- 33 (1372), pp. 313-28. '

2
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of the introduction we will outline the approach taken in our study of
Lonergan's position.

Focus and Structure of the Thesis

The focus of the thesis is the development of doctrine.2 The reason
for this is twofold. Fist, ever since the publication of Newman's

Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine in 1845 the issue of

doctrinal development has been in the foreground of Catholic theclogy's

attempt to reconcile the Chtjjzian religion's claim to normative and

~

permanent truths with the dynamic viewpoint of historical-mindedness.
. ~y
Indeed, doctrinal development -has proven to be the locus of Catholic

reflection, on the method of a historically-minded theology up to and
3

including Vatican I}. Because of this our study of Lonergan's position

—

?A point with regard to terminology should be made here. Through-
out the thesis the terms ''doctrine' and "dogma'' will be taken as inter-

" thangeable, “Lonergan himself tends to interchange the two, although as

F.E. Crowe has suggested, there may be a good reason for this (see F.E.
Crowe,''Doctrines and Historicity in the Context of Lonergan's Method',
Theological Studjes, vol. 38, n.1 [March, 1977 1p.117, n. 3). For the
sake of continuity in the text we use ''doctrine’'as often as .possible.
However, the exact meaning of the term doctrine for Lonergan will be
taken-up in great detail below in Ch. VI. Thus, when it is appropriate
we will differentiate'doctrine from dogma and explain why we have done sO.
' {

3 John Henry flewman, An Esgéy on the Development of Doctrine -(the
edition of 1845), ed. and intro. JoM. Cameron @ enguin Books, 1974). On
the centrality of doctrinal development for Catholic reflection on theo-

logical method and historical-mindedness see P. Misner, "A Note on the

Critique of Dogmas', Theological Studies, vol. 34,n.1 (March, 1973),
p. 690; J.H. Walgrave, Unfolding Revelation: The Nature of Doctrinal
Development (London: Hutchinson and Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972), pp.
33%, 335, Rahner, "A Century of -Infallibility', Theology Digest, vol.
18, n.3 (Autumn E979) pp. 216~ -221; N. Lash, Change in Focus: A Study
of Doctrinal Change and Contlnu;ty (London Sheed and Ward, 1973); and
M...Schoof, A Survey of Catholic Theology: 1800-1970, tr. M:D. Smith
JParamus Paullst Newman Press, 1970) pp. 157-60, 223. For example,
'Schoof uses the issue of doctrinal development to integrate the positions

L
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on doctrinal development will also provide a means by which to under-
stand the significance of his thought for the whole of modern Catholic
thought. -

The second reason we focus on doctrinal development is that a study
of this problem takes one to the center of Lonergan's method in theo-
logy. For the problem of development revolves around the tension of
asserting that doctrines are both permanent, that they perpetually
retain the meaning they had when defined, and Historical, that they
are conéitioned by the historical contexts in which they are defined and
understood. And a central concern in Lonergan's formulation of a method
in theology has been to provide a foundation on which to understand and
synthesize the seemingly contradictory assertions of permanence and
historicity, of normativeness and change, of identity and plurality in
Christian revelation. |In the thesis we will argLe that the inportance
of Lonergan's method for the issue of doctrinal development lies pre-

cisely in his concentration on this foundational issue. For the problem

of such varied theologians as Newman, Mohler, Chenu, Congar, Rahner and
Schillebeeckx. On post-Vatican Il theology and the issue of historical-
mindedness and doctrinal development see J.C, Murray, ''The Matter of
Religious Freedom'', America, voi. 112 (January 9, 1965), p. 43; B. C.
Berkouwer, The Second Vatican Council and the New Catholicism, tr. L.
Smedes, (Grand Rapids: William B. Eeerdman's Publ, Co., 1965), pp. 67-88;
George Lindbeck, The Future of Roman Catholic Theology (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1970), pp. 98-99; Thomas 0'Dea The Catholic Crisis
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1968); and Joseph Gremillion, "The Church in

the World Today - Challenge to Theology', in ed. John H. Miller,

Vatican I1: An Interfaith Appraisal (Notre Dame and London: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1966), pp. 526-529.

.
Y
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can be resolved neither by an a priori appeal to absolute truths nor by
a réliance on the a posteriori techniques of critical history. Rather,
the problem of development must be resolved by a turn to the more
fundamental level of method and the unveiling of the foundations in
human nature for both permanence and historicity.

The aim of the present study is to examine the ways in which
Lonergan's method in theology underpins his position on the development
of doctrine. Our study is divided into two parts. The first part
outlines both the problem of doctrinal development in modern Catholic
theology and the basis in Lonergan's work for his approach to the
problem. Chapter | studies modern thought on doctrinal development
by focusing on the Modernist cbntroversy at the turn of the century;
Chapter 11 covers Lonergan's understanding of the contemporary transi-
tion to historical-mindedness; and Chapter~111 deals with Lonergan's
account of transcendental method. The second part of our study uses
the results of Part | in an examination and critique of Lonergan's
position on the development of doctrine. Chapter |V outlines the
developments in Lonergan's reflections on historical-mindedness and
doctrine; Chapter V deals with one way in which Lonergan's transcendental
method grounds an account of the permanence of doctrine; and Chapter
Vi ra;ses and responds to the critical question of the extent to which
Lonergan's method in théolbgy has provided-the critical foundations

for a historically-minded approach to doctrinal development.

poctrinal Development in Catholi¢ Thought

The question of why and how doctrines devielop has been an issue in

Christian theology since the early Church Councils. However, the rise
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of historical-mindedness in the nineteenth century marked a new and
decisive shift in the way in which the question was to be understood.
Thus F.E. Crowe writes,

The difficulty of reconciling a permanent element in Christian

doctrine with the historicity that affects all human judge-

ments, those of faith as well as those of the secular sciences,

is the present form of a genend!l prablem that has been

troubling theologians in their theolggy and believers in

their beliefs for a century or more.
The suggestion is not that the development of doctrine is jtself new
but rather that to conceive of it in terms of historical-mindedness
constitutes a new and distinct theological problem. For once the
variety and complexity of Christianity's histarical nature is recog-
nized, the authoritative and unchangeable nature of Christian revelation
ceases to be a secure possession. This point can be jllustrated by a
brief historical sketch of the way doctrinal developmént has been
approached in the Catholic tradition.

In the patristic period the question of doctrinal development was
not given much attention. This is not to say that the Fathers were not
aware that there were changes being made; for their discussion of the

-«

h“Doctrines and Historicity'", p. 115. See Bernard Lonergan,
The Way to Nicea: The Dialectical Development of Trinitarian Theology,
a translation by Conn 0'Donovan of the first part of De Deo Trino
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1976), pp. 13-14, n.7; "Theology
and Man's Future'' in eds. W. Ryan and B. Tyrrell, A Second Collection:
Papers by Bernard J.F. Lonergan, S.J. (London: Darton, Longman and Todd,
1974), p. 136; J. Pelikan, Development of Christian Doctrine: Some
Historical Prolegommena (New Haven and London: Yale University Press,

1969), p. 41; J.C. Murray, The Problem of God, Yesterday and Today

- (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1964), p. 53; Avery Dulles,

The Res.ilient Church: The Necessity and Limits of Adaptation (Garden

City: Doubleday Inc., 1977), p. 46; and Walgrave, Unfolding Revelation,
pp. 3, 10, 153, 159.
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issues of the relation of Scripture to Tradition and the Christological
doctrines indicate an awareness of the fact that changes were being
made. Rather, it is to suggest that the unchanging and final nature
of the revelationin Scripture was taken for granted and that there was
no sustained reflection on doctrinal development as a theological
problem in and of itself.s Huch the same can be said for the medieval
period. Aquinas, for instance, held that revelation had reached its
fullness and completion in the apostolic era. Although he was most
certainly aware that conciliar definitions were in a sense new, he
regarded them merely as amplifications or extensions of the previously

held articles of faith.6

sSee J.N.D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines, 5th ed. rev. (Lon-
don: A.C. Black, 1977), pp. 29-51; M. \lerner, The Formation of Christian

Dogms (Boston: Beacon Press, 1965), pp. 3-9; Alan Richardson, (reeds

in the Making: A Short Introduction to the History of the Christian

Doctrine, 2nd ed. (Mew York: Macmillan and Co., 1967), pp. 69-95; J.H.
Walgrave, Unfolding Revelation, pp. 45-90; and W. Pannenberg, Jesus
God and Man, tr. L. Wilkins and D. Priebe (Philadelphia: The West~-
minster Press, 1968), p. 284.

6See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, la,q.36,art.2 ad 2; 2-2e,
q.1, arts. 7-10. On Aquinas and development see Appendix 9 of the
Blackfriar's edition of the Summa, ‘"Doctrinal Development'', pp. 102-
123; Avery Dulles, The Resilient Church, p. 46jand J.H. Walgrave,
Unfolding Revelation, pp. 91-116. One could argue that although it is
inappropriate to describe Aquinas as historically-minded it may be
equally unjustified to describe him as a-historical. On this point see
A. Mauer, '""St. Thomas and Eternal Truths'', Medieval Studies, vol. 32
(1670), pp. £1-107 and Charles Journet, The Wisdom of Faith: An Intro-
duction to Theology, tr. R.F. Smith (Westminster: The Newman Press, 1956),
chs. VI and VII. For example Journet states that ''...nothing is less
true than the statement that 'the notion of history is a stranger to
Thomism'." (p. 105). Perhaps one could argue this point on the basis of
the fact that in their recovery of Aquinas such theologians as Rahner
and Lonergan have found Aquinas' philosophy to include a dynamic
account of human intellect. (see below, Ch. Il, p. 116, n. 79)




With the advent of the Reformation the issue of doctrinal develop-
ment was brought into the foreground. However, the concern of Catholic
theologians in this period was not so much to explain the development
from the Gospels to the Church's teaching as to guarantee the continuity.
As a result, the unchangeable character of doctrine was very much
emphasized. For example, the Counter Reformation polemicist Bossuet
held that ''"[i]n the course of succession, doctrine is always -the same;

..all , false doctrine will betray itself at once, beyond all doubt and
discussion, whenever it appears, by its novelty, inasmuch as it will
always be something that was not perpetually known.“7 In arguing
against the Reformers Bossuet found it unnecessary to explain the
Catholic Church as the dynamic evolution of the revelation contained in
Scripture; for the revelation contained in Scripture, he held, had been
perfectly and invariably preserved in the Catholic tgaching from the
beginning of the Church.

Newman's theory of doctrinal development in the mid-nineteenth
century marked a decisive breakthrough in Catholic thought on the issue.
Rather than taking immutability as his starting point, MNewman took
history and change. The opening words of hi$ Essay are indicative of
this shift: '"Christianity has been long enough jn the world to justify

. . cor s . . 8
us in dealing with it as a fact in the world's history.'"  Newman was

7Bossuet, "Premiere instruction pastorale sur les promesses de
1'Eglise'; Oeuvres completes (Paris, 1862-66), vol. 17, pp. 111-12; cited
in Walgrave, Unfolding Revelation, p. 132; see 0. Chadwick, From Bossuet
to Newman: The ldea of Doctrinal Development (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1957), Ch. |,

8Essax, p. 69
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well aware of the fact that this methodological shift made problematic
the relation of the Catholic tradition's claim to permanence to the
historical phenomenon of change. And yet he saw this problem as inevit-
able. |Indead, one of his reasons for developing a theory of doctrinal
development in the Essay was to confront what had become a ''necessary
and anxious problem':
., The state of things is not as it was, when an appeal lay to
f: the supposed works of the Areopagite, or to the primitive
Decretals, or to St. Dionysius' answer to Paul, or to the
Coena Domini of St. Cyprian. The assailants of dogmatic
truth have got the start of its adherents of whatever creed;
philosophy is completing what criticism has begun; and
apprehensions are not unreasonably excited lest we should
have a new world to conquer before we have weapons for the
warfare.?
Newman's recognition and explanation of this ''necessary and anxious prob-
lem'" proved to be the starting point for the attempts by later Catholic
theologians to meet the problem of the development of doctrine in a
. . . 10
historically-minded way.
That Newman's emphasis on the historical was exceptional in nine-
teenth century Catholic theology is illustrated by the fact that in
addressing the issue of doctrine in 1370 Vatican | turned not to Newman

and his theory of development but to the Church Father Vincent of Lerins

for whom the very idea of change and evolution was unacceptable. Doctrine

9Ess§x, p. 91

oSee Lonergan's comment that the changes taking place in current
Catholic theology date not from Vatican I! but from Newman's Essay in 1845,
(in ""A New Pastoral Theology' [1973] [Unpublished Lecture, available at
the Lonergan Center, Regis College, Toronto],pp. 2, 19); see also J.
Pelikan, Development of Christian Doctrine, p. 3 and Chadwick, From
Bossuet to Newman, p.x.
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was declared by the Council to be unchanging, its apparent develop-
ment being actually a matter of increased understanding of ''...one and
the same doctrine, one and the same sense, one and the same judgement

(Vincent of Lérins, Commonitorium, n. 28).“]] Vatican | and the neo-

Scholastic theology that dominated its declarations, and not Newman,
thus set the paramaters for Catholic reflection on the development of
doctrine well into the twentieth century. As a result, up to Vatican

Il any attempt to examine and bring to light the historical dimension

of doctrine was regé?ded with suspicion in Catholic circles. As we will
see in Chapter |, the need to overcome the conflict between the histori-
cal and the a-historical approach to doctrine and theology has been a
problem in Catholic theology up to the present day.

As our sketch indicates, doctrinal development had generally not
been recognized to be a problem by Catholic theologians. |Indeed, with
the exception of Newman and those who adopted his historical starting
point, Catholicism's claim to a permanent and unchanging essence
remained relatively unquestioned up to Vatican Il. This is not to

i

]]Vatitanl, Dogmatic Constitution on the Faith in ed. Karl
Rahner, The Teaching of the Catholic Church as Contained in Her Docu-

ments, tr. G. Stevens (Staten Island: Alba House, 1967), p. 38. N. Lash

comments that in the context of this passage ''...the quotation from
Vincent of Lérins amounts to 'no more than an assertion of the fact

that dogma does evolve within the limits imposed upon it by its own
immutable nature' (Mcgrath, [1953], p. 129); a judgement the unsatis-
factorily paradoxical nature of which accurately reflects much modern
Catholic thinking on the problem." (Change in Focus, p. 58, n.8) On
Vincent's Commonitorium, see J.H. Walgrave, Unfolding Revelation, pp.
86-89 and H. Rondet, Do Dogmas Change?, tr. M. Pontifex, Twentieth
Century Encyclopaedia of Catholicism, vol. 65 (New York: Hawthorn Books,

1961), pp. 83-86.
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to suggest that Catholic theologians had not experienced the historical
phenomenon of doctrinal change. Rather, it is to suggest that these
phenomena had been understood in an a-historical way, i.e., without
reflection on the histgricity of Christianity in general and doctrinal
development in particular.‘2 Once the historical viewpoint is adopted,
however, then the issue of development becomes central to theology, and
theologians become concerned to relate Christianity's claim to a norma-
tive element that abides through time to what modern histeorical-mindedness
has brought to light as the cultural and historical relativity of all
thought.

The Place of this Study in Modern Western Religious Thought

Catholics are not alone in the attempt to reconcile historical-
mindedness with a claim to normative and authoritative truths. For the
problems that Catholics experience in this regard arise not so much from
an issue internal to Catholicism as from an issue at the center of
modern thought, viz., the meaning and implications of the modern turn

. 1 . . \
to history. 3 It is for this reason that Lonergan says that the issue

‘ZSee Leslie Dewart's statement that ''...the fact of which we
have recentlybecome aware is not that Christian doctrine has begun to
develop in recent times, but that it has always existed in a process of
development. It is only the awareness of this fact that is new.' (The
Future of Belief; Theism in a World Come of Age fNew York: Herder and

Herder, 1966], p. 78)

I3See, e.g., A. McNicholl, "Timely Thought', Angelicum, vol. 49,
Fasc. 2 (1976), pp. 135-61; Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1953); G.P. Grant, Time as
History , 1969 Massey Lectures(Toronto: C.B.C. Broadcasting Corp., 1969);
Karl Lowith, Meaning in History, Phoehix Books (Chicago: The Unviersity
of Chicago Press, 1949); W. Pannenberg, Theology and the Philosophy of
Science, tr. F. McDonagh (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1976),
Part |, pp. 23-224.
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facing contemporary Catholic theology is not a new religion or new

faith, but a '"‘belated social and cultural transitiOn.“”l Thus, one can
find similarities, as E. Schillebeeckx suggests, between efforts by
Catholics to work out a historically-minded account of doctrinal develop-
ment and Protestant efforts to formulate a valid theological herme-

15

neutics. And one can find a.related concern for a historical

approach to tradition in such varied works as those of M. Eliade and

the History of Religions School, Pannenberg, Ricoeur and Gadamer.]6

What these various approaches have in common is an awareness that modern
historical-mindedness radically calls into question any position that
claims to make normative statements about man and his destiny. This

point is well expressed by Josef Geiselmann in the following passage:

it was only with the discovery of history during the transition
from the eighteenth to the nineteenth century that tradition

,Q“Belief: Today's Issue' in Second Collection, p. 98; see our
Ch. 11, pp. 83-93.

ISE. Schillebeeckx, God the Future of Man, tr. N.D. Smith (New
York: Sheed and Ward, 1968), pp. 6-10. Sée also A. Dulles, The Survival
of Dogma: Faith, Authority and Dogma in a Changing World (Garden City:

Doubieday and Co., 1973), pp. 155-75 and The Resilient Church, pp. 29-
44, 173-90; L. Gilkey, Catholicism Confronts Modernity: A Protestant
View (New York: The Seabury Press, 1975). Paul Misner, in "A Note on
the Critique of Dogmas'' cites J. Pelikan, N. Wiles and G. Lindbeck as
examples of Protestant theologians working out a theological herme-
neutics in terms of the development of doctrine. (p. 6395,n. 18). G.
Ebeling's The Problem of Historicity in the Church and its Proclamation,
tr., G. Foley (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,!967)provides a good example
of a Protestant theological hermeneutics in terms of history.

l6See Mircea Eliade and J. Kitagawa, eds., The History of
Religions: Essays in Methodology (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1959); W. Pannenberg, Theology and the Philosophy of Science and
Basic Questions in Theology, vols., 1 and ]I, tr. G. Kehm (Phila-
delphia: Fortress Press, 1970-71); Paul Ricaeur, The Symbolism of Evil
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1969); and H.G. Gadamer, Truth and Method.
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completely lost its power. History now liberated itself from
tradition and made itself independent; history took the place
of tradition and, because free of it, became increasingly
revolutionary and devoid of any generally recognized human
content. The really existing world dissolved into purely
subjective views of the world, so that in the end nothing
objective would subsist and nihilism would be the final )
outcome, if modern man was rigorously logical.17

There is, then, a sense in which the problem of the development of doc-
trine takes one into issues that lie at the heart of modern thought.
Lonergan has stated that a task facing modern thought is to
. ..grasp the strength and the weakness, the power and the limitations,
the good points and the shortcomings...' of modern historical-mindedness.
He holds that a key to this effort is the formulation of a basis for the
claim to the universal and normative that was so central in the pre-
modern apprehension of man and his world. He has referred to this
effort as the ''second Enlightenment'., The first enlightenment, Lonergan
explains, arose out of the ri§e of Mewtonian science, Xant's Critiques,
and the effort to reformulate the Christian tradition that turned out
to be ''...the project of replacing traditional backwardness by the rule

||]9

of pure reason. The second enlightenment, he claims, arises out of an

I7J. Geiselmann, The Meaning of Tradition, Quaestiones Disputate,
vol. 15 ({(New York: Herder and Herder, 1966), p. 109. C.f. Leo Strauss,
"Jerusalem and Athens: Some Introductory Reflections'', Commentary, vol.
43, n.6 (June, 1967), pp. 45-6 and Natural Right and History, pp. 5, 26,
Ly 77, 176, 317; and £.Cassirer, The Philosophy of the Enliaghtenment,
tr. F. Koeller and J. Pettegrove (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1951), pp. 134-196. :

18“Belief:Today‘s Issue' in Second Collection, p. 99

lsBernard Lonergan, 'Natural Right and Historical-Mindedness"
(1977) (Unpublished lecture, available at the Lonergan Center, Regis
College, Toronto), p. 15; see below, Ch. 11, p. 85, n.il. See also
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entirely new context. Lonergan refers here to profound changes in
mathematics, natural and human sciences, and philosophy: Euclidean
geometry has been relativized; Maxwell, Einstein and Heisenberg have
not only developed a new physics but a new notion of science as well;
and modern philosophers like Nietzsche, Blondel and Ricoeur have empha-

sized practical as well as pure reason, maintaining that man is known

not only by what he is but also by what he does, not only abstractly by

nature but also concretely by history.i’0 What the second enlightenment
is lacking, however, are normative foundations for its historically-
minded apprehension of man. These foundations, according to him, are
found not in hermeneutics, as with Gadamer and Ricoeur , nor in universal
history, as with Pannenberg, but in the concrete and invariant structures
of the human subject himseif. As Lonergan writes in Method,

...we are not relativists, and so we acknowledge something
substantial and common to human nature and human activity;
but that we place in the quite open structure of the human
spirit - in the ever immanent and operative though unexpressed
transcendental precepts: Be attentive, Be intelligent; Be

~

Lonergan's ''Sacralization and Secularization' (1975) (Unpublished lec-
ture, available at the Lonergan Center, Regis College, Toronto), pp.
26-27 where, following Ricouer's 'plan of recovery" he refers to the
second enlightenment as a ''re-sacralization'. In an address given in
1964, "Existenz and Aggiornamento'', Lonergan linked this task to
Augustine's slogan, "'despoiling the Egyptians' (in ed. F.E. Crowe,
Collection: Papers by Bernard Lonergan, $.J. [Montreal: Palm Publishers,
19671, p. 248) as he did in his "Mathematical Logic and Notes on
Existentialism'' (Notes for Summer School, Boston College, 1957) (Thomas
More Institute, Montreal), p. 2.

20See "Prolegommena to the Study of the Emerging Religious Cons-
ciousness of Our Time" (1974) (Unpublished lecture, available at the
Lonergan Center, Regis College, Toronto), pp. 14-5 and 'Natural Right
and Historical-Mindedness", pp. 15-16.
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reasonable, Be responsible.2!
It is our intention in the following study of Lonergan's approach to
doctrinal development to bring to light his understanding of these
normative foundations.

Early and Later Lonergan

We have stated that this thesis will study the ways in which Lonergan's
method in theology provides for a historically-minded approach to doc-
trine. This means that in our study we will emphasize ionergan's work
after 1965, for it is only in this later work that .3 concern. for hidtori-
cal-mindedness becomes prominent.

The differences between the earlier and the later Lonergan have been

well documented. In his doct;;;k dissertaion and later in The Achieve-

ment of Bernard Lonergan David Tracy has explained the development of

Lonergan's thought on method by relating it to Lonergan's growing
recognition of historical-mindedness as the context for theology.22

Tracy's studies have been complemented by a number of recent Ph.D.

ZIBernard‘Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1972), p. 302. See David Rasmussen, "From Problematics to Herme-
neutics: Lonergan and Ricouer'', pp. 236-271 and F. Lawrence, ''Self-
Knowledge in History in Gadamer and Lonergan'', pp. 167-217 in ed. P.
McShane%NEénguage, Truth and Meaning; Papers from the International
Lonergan Conference (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1972);
and W. Pannenberg, '"History and Meaning in Lonergan's Approach to
Theological Method', Irish Theological Quarterly, vol. 40 (1973), pp)
103-14 (also available in ed. P. Corcaran, Looking at Lonergan's Method
(Dublin: The Talbot Press, 1975), pp. 88-100).

22The Achievement of Bernard Lonergan (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1970) His dissertation was titled "The Development of the
Notion of Theological Method in the Works of Bernard Lonergan, S.J."
(Rome: Gregorian University, 1969).
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studies that have distinguished the early and later Lonergan in

23 And F.E. Crowe has

éxplicatjng some facet of Lonergan's thought.
on numerous occasions linked Lonergan's shift from earlier to later
positions to Lonergan's po%t-l965 emphasis on the historical and
existential subject and the notion of value.Zh Finally, Lonergan
himself has adverted several times to these differences between his

earlier and later work, and more specifically the difference between

Insight (1957) and Method in Theology (1972). Concerning the latter

he has stated,

The new challenge came from the Geisteswissenschaften, from
the problem of hermeneutics and critical history, from the
need of integrating 19th century achievement in this field
with the teachings of Catholic religion and Catholic theology.
It was a long struggle...[the] eventual outcome [of which]

23Matthew Lamb, "History, Method and Theology: A Dialectical

Comparison of Wilhelm Dilthey's Critique of Historical Reason and Bernard
Lonergan's Meta-Methodology'' (Ph.D., University of Munster, 1974);

Thomas McPartland, '"Horizon Analysis and Historiography: The Contribution
of Bernard Lonergan Toward a Critical Historiography' (Ph.D., University
of Washington, 1976); and Terry Tekippe, ''The Universal Viewpoint and the
Relationship of Philosophy and Theology in the Works of Bernard Lonergan'
(Ph.D., Fordham University, 1972).

2l‘See "'On the Method of Theolagy'', Theological Studies, vol. 23
(1962), pp. 637-42; "'The Exigent Mind: Bernayd Lonergan's Intellectual-
ism'' in Spirit as Inquiry: Studies in Honor of Bernard Lonergan, ed.
F.E. Crowe (Chicago: St. Xavier College, 1964 [also published as
Continuum, vol. 2 (1964)]; ~''Bernard Lonergan'' in ed. T. E. Bird, Modern
Theologians: Christians and Jews (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1967), pp. 126~51; '"Early Jottings on Bernard Lonergan's Method in
Theology'', Science et Esprit, vol. XXV (1973), pp. 121-38; and “An
Exploration of Bernard Lonergan's New Notion of Value!, Science et Esprit,
vol. Xxix (1977), pp. 123-43.
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has been the book Metho;\;Q Theology'.25

oy

Our study will concentrate on Lonergan's work that deals with this new

RaTEN

‘context for theology. However, as the developments in Lonergan's thought

tend to be, as David Tracy puts it, ''consciously cumulative'', we must
refer to Lonergan's earlier work throughout our study.26 We find this
especially to be the case in our examination of Lonergan's account of
transcendental method, for that account is rooted in Insight's ;ognitional
theory. And again, when we turn to Method's functional specialties, we
find that their scope and purpose can best be appreciated against the
backdrop of Lonergan's edrlier reflect;ons on the problem of history and
doctrine. But our purpoée in these and other instances is not so much

to compare the earlier and later Lonergan as it is to elucidate the

later positions by reference to the earlier.

Qur Thesis and the Secondary Literature

Two students of Lonergan's thought have focused on the issue of his

historically-minded approach to doctrinal development: F.E. Crowe and

2uinsight Revisited", p. 277; see also, pp. 268, 275, 278 and

"An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan'', pp. 213-15 in Second Collection.
Lonergan has remarked that the purpose of Insight ''...was not a study of
human 1ife but of human understanding.' (''Bernard Lonergan Responds'' in
Language, p. 310) His point here is related to the fact that Insight
stressed only ‘intellectual conversion whereas Method adds both moral and
religious conversion to his account of the human subject. (On conversion
see Method, pp. 105, 107, 123, 241-42, 270; 283, 288, 350, 357.) Note
that Lonergan has also distinguished his two major woyrks by describing
insight as an attempt to assimilate modern scientific method and Method
as an attempt to assimilate modern historical scholarship. (''The Scope of
Renewal' [1973] [Unpublished lecture, available at the Lonergan Center,
Regis College, Toronto], p. 17) '

26T[acy, Achievement, p. 206; see the studies by Crowe referred
to above in n. 24,
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F. Smith. Among the many features of Lonergan's thought addressed by
Crowe is the devglopment of doctrine. Beginning with an article in
1962, '""Development of Doctrine and the Ecumenical Problem'' and con-
tinuing with his '""Doctrines and Historicity in the Context of Lonergan's

.
Method', Crowe has brought to light various aspects of Lonergan's

27

position on development. Our indebtedness to these articles on

certain points in the discussion will be evident. Our study goes beyond
Crowe's articles on two counts. First, we pose the problem of develop-
ment in a way different from Crowe's by identifying it within the
history of modern Catholic thought as a whole and the Catholic Modernist
controversy in particular. Secondly, our study develops in a more com-
prehensive manner the rootedness of Lonergan's position on doctrinal
development in his historically-minded method in theology.

The second student of Lonergan's thought to have focused on the

development of doctrine, Fran Smith, presented his study in the form of a

-

d

27See F.E. Crowe, ''Development of Doctrine and the Ecumenical
Problem'!, Theological Studies, vol. 23 (1962), pp. 27-k6; 'The Develop-
ment of Doctrine'', The American Ecclesiastical Review, vol. 159 (1968),
pp. 233-249; "Dogma versus the Self-Correcting Process of Learning',
Theological Studies, vol. 31 (1970), pp. 605-24 (also published in P.
McShane, ed.,Foundations of Theology: Papers from the International
Lonergan Conference 1970 [Dublin: Gill and MacMillan, 1971], pp. 22-40};
and "Doctrines and Historicity in the Context of Lonergan's Method",
Theological Studies, vol. 38, n. 1 (March, 1977), pp. 115-24. It
should be noted that in all these studies Crowe has not merely been a
commentator; indeed, he has, so to speak, his own axe to grind, as is
evident in the recent publications of his own Theology of the Christian
Word: A Study in History (N=w York: Paulist Press, 1979) and a fest-
schrift in his honor, eds. T. Dunne and J.M. LaPorte, Trinification
of the World:.A Festschrift in Honour of Fréderick E. Crowe in Cele-
bratijon of His 60th Birthday (Toronto: Regis College Press, 1978).

P
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dissertation in 1976 at the Gregorian in Rome, '"The Permanence and
Historicity of Dogma According to Bernard Lonergan, S.J.“.28 As the
title suggests, this study parallels ours in many ways. Both studies

see the question of doctrinal development for Lonergan in terms of the
permanence and historicity of doctrine, both find Lonergan's tran-
scendental method to be central to his position on the permanence of
doctrine, and both pose and respond to critiques of Lonergan's position
on the nature of doétrine. However, the two studies differ in the con-
text in which they discuss Lonergan's position. First, Smith intro-
duces Lonergan's position on doctrinal development in terms of specific
issues in post-Vatican |l Catholic theology: a new concept of revelation,
ecclesiology, the function of the magisterium, etc. We, however, intro-
duce Lonergan's position first in terms of the Modernist controversy and
then in terms of the more general issue of what Lonergan terms the

second enlightenment and the problem of normative foundations for
historical -mindedness. Secondly, in order to explain the basis of Loner-
gan's position on development, Smith concentrates on the cognitional
theory worked out by Lonergan in the earlier works of Verbum and Insight.
We, however, explain the basis of Lonergan's position on development

by concentrating on the historically-minded account of the structure of
theology, his functional specialties,, that Lonergan works out in his

later work of Method in Theology. Thirdly, Smith's emphasis on Loner-

éan's cognifional theory leads him to make the key to the affirmation of

the permanence of doctrine Lonergan's emphasis on the.role of judgement

8Dissertatio ad Laurem (Roma: Pontifica Universitas Gregoriana,
Facultas Theologiae, 1976)
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in knowing. We, however, make the key to Lonergan's affirmation of the
permanence of doctrine his account of the normative foundations for a
historically-minded theology, transcendental method and religious con-
version. Finally, when he turns to offer a critical comment on Loner-
gan's pogition on doctrinal development, Smith does so by expressing a
misgiving concerning the starting point of Lonergan's cognitional theory.
We, however, offer a critical comment by expressing a misgiving con-
cerning the extent to which Lonergan's notion of doctrine follows from
his account of the method, foundations and structure of a historically-
minded theology. These differences in context and approach do not lead,
however, to contradictory accounts of the contribution of Lonergan's
thought to the guestion of doctrinal dgyelopment: Rather, our study
complements Smith's by discussing and assessing Lonergan's position from
a different perspective and with a different set of gquestions.
Conclusion

In his response to Lonergan's 1973 St. Michael's Institute lec-

tures, Philosophy of God and Thealogy, E.L. Mascall posed the following

gquestion:

In brief, has Father Lonergan discovered the principle which
we need in order to solve the pressing problems of the relation
of the unchanging datum of revelation to the changing and
developing cultural settings in which it has to be expressed?
If he has, this will be a matter for gratitude and rejoicing,
but | am not yet convinced that it is so.27

One could describe the aim of our study as the argument for a positive

ahswer to questions such as the one Mascall poses. For our argument is

27F..L. Mascall, Nature and Supernaturehf{London: Darton, Longman
and Todd, 1976), p. 26
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that Lonergan's position on the development of doctrine meets the issue
of reconciling the permanence of revealed truths with the relativity

of changing cultures and history. This positive judgement of Lonergan's
work is warranted, we feel, because in his formulation of transcendental
method he has provided critical foundations for the horizon of historical-
mindedness. And these foundations prove to be the key to an account of
the method and structure of theology that is capable  of integrating

both the unchangeable and the changeable, the permanent aéd the histori-
cal in doctrine. To the extent that the following pages demonstrate how
this is so we will have provided a basis for a positive assessment of

the value of Lonergan's method in theology for modern thought.



PART ONE

BACKGROUND TO LONERGAN'S

POSITION ON DOCTRINAL DEVELOPMENT

14



CHAPTER ONE

MODERN CATHOLIC THEOLOGY, MODERNISM

¥

AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF DOCTRINE

In this chapter we will examine the way in which the problem of the
development of doctrine has emerged in modern Catholic theology. We
will show that the emergence of development as a problem can be attri-
buted to the introduction of historical-mindedness into the method of
theology. We focus on the modernist controversy in this examination

for two reasons. First, the modernist controversy, which took place
between 1890 and 1910, provides a good access to modern Catholic the-
ology as a whole.] For modernism more or less marks the beginning and
therefore a particularly clear instance of the shift that proved to be
a central feature of the entire development of modern Catholic theology,

the shift from a classical to a historically-minded horizon.2 Secondly,

]See, e.g., Geratd McCool's judgement that ''. . .the contemporary
debate over theological method is simply another phase in the dialecti-
cal movement of Catholic theology's response to the challenge of post-
Enlightenment thought from the beginning of the 19th century through
Vatican I, Aeterni Patris, the modernist crisis, between the wars Thom-
ism, the New Theology controversy, and Vatican |l up to the present."
(Cathollc Theology in the Nineteenth Century: The Quest for a Unitary
Method (New York: The Seabury Press, 1977) p.

2For example, T. Howard Sanks shows how this transition shaped
the controversies in the last one hundred years over the gquestion of
authority. See his Authority in the Church: A Study in Changing Para-
digms. (Missoula: Scholar's Press, 19749, especially pp. 129, I42-43,
=61 in reference to modernism.

23
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a historically-minded approach to the development of doctrine was at
the heart of the modernist program. Indeed, their case for the neces-
sity of the Church's reform and adaptation to modern thought rested on
their making the case for the essentially historical and therefore
changeable nature of theology and doctrine.

We focus on the French modernist Loisy in our discussion of
modernism because his theology was more consciously historical than
that of any other modernist. Loisy had been trained in the historical-
critical method of biblical studies and, bgcause of this experience, he
had come to appreciate the many implications of modern historical-
mindedness for theo]ogy.3 At the heart of his work was the attempt to
extend the changes historical-mindedness imposed on biblical studies to
the whole of Catholic theology, and particularly to the question of doc-
trinal development. Loisy's position on the development of doctrine was
that Vatican |'s affirmation of the permanence of doctrine was untenable
within a historically-minded theology. Loisy held this position because
he took it to be the necessary consequence of the recognition of the
historical and relative character of all religious truth. We shall
argue, however, that had Loisy succeeded in formulating normative and

critical foundations for his historically-minded theology that the

3See Bernard Lonergan, "'Christology Today: Methodological Reflec-
tions'' (1975) (unpublished lecture available at the Lonergan Center,
Regis Coliege, Toronto) where Lonergan states that the use of histori-
cal studies in biblical studies is "a basic feature of the problem of
method in contemporary theology," (p. 12)a Although one cannot be cer-
tain from the context, this may be what Lonergan refers to in his “
""Dogma and Exegesis' where he describes Loisy's L'Evangile et L'Eglise
as "a turning point". (See ''Dogma and Exegesis', (1963) (unpublished
lecture, available on tape (catalogue #731) at the Lonergan Center,
Regis College, Toronto).
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denial of the permanence of doctrine would not have been necessary. We
propose to use this argument as the point of departure for our study of
Lonergan's position on the development of doctrine. For we will show
that Lonergan is able to affirm what Loisy denied, the permanence as
well as the historicity of doctrine, precisely because he has provided
critical and normative foundations for theology.

This chapter is divided into three sections. We shall i) note
briefly the significance of the 19th century and modernism for contem-
porary theology, ii) examine the background to the modernist crisis,
focusing on the Church's stance in relation to modern culture and the
historical method, and iii) analyze Loisy's views on both the "biblical

question' and the development of doctrine.

1. Modernism and Contemporary Catholic Theology

The correctness, the justification in a particular situation’
of the Church's history, and the import of the Church's con-
demnation of a heresy, do not necessarily always depend on whe-
ther the judgement passed on the heretical thesis also takes
into account, and answers, the question which the fundamental
tendency of that heresy raises for the Church. A positive solu-
tion of the guestion, which an age may in fact propound in the
form of a heresy, may follow only much later. It need not be
inquired whether such delay in finding a solution represents
tragic guilt, error, incapacity, or is simply the tribute which
the Church itself has to pay to its own historical nature. At
any rate it would not be right to assume that a condemnation by
the Church always falls solely on opinions and tendencies which
contain nothing but an empty, dead negation of a truth long
since clearly grasped and plainly proclaimed by the Church.®

This statement by Karl Rahner, one with which we think Lonergan would

Karl Rahner in Karl Rahner and Joseph Ratzinger, Revelation and

Tradition, Quaestiones Disputate, 17 (Freiburg: Herder and Montreal:

Palm Publishers, 1966), p. 9 (emphasis added.) '
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be in substantial agreement, highlights the way in which the aims and
questions of modernism should be seen today. For the questions to which
Loisy and other modernists addressed themselves concerning the import of
the new historical methods and awareness of man's historicity are those
that océupy many Catholic theologians today, including Rahner and Loner-
gan.5 As Donal Dorr put it, modernism was killed by the harsh disci-
plines of its condemnation in 1907, but today it is generally recog-

nzied that '"'. . .the skeleton has remained in the cupboard and the ghost

6 L .
has returned to haunt the Church." It is with these questions, or

"skeletons'', that we will be concerned in our examination of Loisy's
theology.

Many commentators on Vatican |l have drawn attention to the con-
nection between the theology of Vatican I! and the modernist contro-
versy. Thomas 0'Dea suggests that Vatican Il dealt with the same prob-

lems that were operative in modernism, particularly the issues of rap-

prochement with modernity and the new historical and positive stl;dies.7

Schoof argues that the development of the Council itself illustrates

;
®

5See McCool, Catholic Theology, pp. 15, 16, 34, 260-61, 265-67,

6Donal J. Dorr, "Religious Experience and Christian Faith' in $
ed. Paul Surlis, Faith: Its Nature and Meaning, Papers of the Meynooth
Union Summer School (Dublin: Gill and Macmillan Ltd., 1972), pp. 82-83;
see p. 78. For similar discussions see, e.g., K. Rahner and H. Vor-
grimler, Theological Dictionary, $r., R: Srachan, ed. Cormelius Ernst
(Freiburg: Herder and Montreal: Palm Publishers, 1965) ""Modernism'
p. 290, and John Ratté, Three Modernists. Alfred Loisy, George Tyrrell,

William L. Sullivan (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1967), pp. 33-35.
7

Thomas F. 0‘'Dea, The Catholic Crisis,pp. =7
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this. For as the Council progressed, it became evident that reforms
like those of the historically-minded modernists proved to be the point
of departure for Vatican |1's approach to such issues as ecclesiology,
revelation and the modern world.8 It is justified, then, to place mod-
ernism in the wider context of modern Catholic thought and with Alexan-
der Dru describe modernism as .

.the denocuementof a crisis which has been endemic for the
centuries and had reached its acutest phase in the nineteenth
century. This is not to deny the crisis, but to recognize that
it was at the same time a rebirth of Catholicism: the source of
a movement of reform which has received official expression in
the 2nd Vatican Council.?

The development of modern Catholicism has shown that although

8Mark Schoof, A Survey of Catholic Theology: 1800-1970 (New
York: Paulist Newman Press, 1970) pp. 16, 37, 46, 159-160, 239-258.
Schoof points to the Fathers' rejection of the primarily neo-Scholastic
anda+historical first draft of the Constitution on Revelation as a
turning point in the development within the Council. See also P. van
Leeuwen, *'The Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation' in eds., E.
Schillebeeckx and B. Willems, Dogma: Man as Man and Believer, Con-
cilium, v 21 (New York: Paulist Press, 1966), pp. 5-10.

9Alexander Dru, ""Modernism and the Present Position of the
Church', Downside Review, vxxxii, n. 267 (1964) p. 110. This same point
is made by John Heaney in The Modernist Crisis: von Hligel (London:
Geof frey Chapman, 1969), pp. 35, 215-217; David D. Wells, ""Recent Roman Cath-
olic Theology' in eds. S.N. Grundy and A.F. Johnson, Tensions in Contem-
porary Theology (Chicago: Moody Press, 1976), pp. 287-291; and Tracy,
Blessed Rage for Order, p. 27. See also McCool, Catholic Theology, pp.
1-16  For a survey of recent theological interest in the 19th century.
For an argument against the continuity of Vatican Il with modernism,
see Michele Ranchetti, The Catholic Modernists: A Study of the Reli-
gious Reform Movement 1335;1907, tr. lsabel Quigley (London, New York
and Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1969) for whom comparison between
the two is out of the question--where modernism sought to structure the
doctrinal order of Catholicism and free it from an outdated Scholasti-

cism, Vatican !l ". . .was inspired by ideas that can best be found in
the constitution on the liturgy.! (p. vii; see pp. viii-ix where he
associates modernism with gnosis and Vatican Il with charism, and pp.

33-34.)



the modernists' answers proved to be invalid, their Qquestions were not.
The recognition of this validity led Baron Friederich von Hlgel to dis-
tinguish the particular achievements and answers of the modernism con-
demned by Pius X from the aims and questions of the perennial modernism
that consists in a.
.permanent, never quite finished, always sooner or later,

more or less, rebeginning set of attempts to express the old

Faith and its permanent truths and helps--to interpret it

according to what appears the best and most abiding elements

in the philosophy and the scholarship and science of the later

and latest times.
The ways in which the modernists reinterpreted the truth and the prob-
lems that arose in that retoterptetation will _be.discussednin. thecvemain-

der of this chapter. After a brief discussion of the pre-history of

modernism, we shall turn to an analysis of Loisy's modernist program.

1. The Background to the Modernist Crisis

Modernism both as a movement of thought and as a crisis can best

be understood in the context of the nineteenth century Catholic Church's

0Baron Friederich von Hligel, in ed. B. Holland, Selected Let-
ters of Baron Friederich von Hiigel (London: J.M., Dent and Sons, 1927),
p. 248. Cf. the remark made by George Tyrrell in his Medievalism: A
Reply to-Cardinal Mercier (London, 1908): . . .whereas the Medievalist
regards the expression of Catholicism, formed by the Synthesis between
faith and the general culture of the 13th century, as primitive and
practically final and exhaustive, the Modernist denies the possibility
of such finality and holds that the task is unending just because the
process of culture is unending.'t (cited in John D. Root, "English Cath-
olic Modernism and Science: The Case of George Tyrrell', The Heythrop
Journal, xviii, n. 3 (1977), p. 287.) As we will see in the next chap-
ter, Lonergan argues that a key to classicism is the belief that there
is just one culture, classicist culture, and that a key to historical-
mindedness is the belief that cultures are man-made and that there is a
new culture with each new timé and place.
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vision of itself in relation to modernity. For that vision was for the
most part unsympathetic to the intentions of modern culture and science,
and as a result any movement that sought to reconcile Catholic theology
with modernity was regarded with suspicion. Significant here is the
fact that the Church, in holding off from 'the chill winds of modern-
ity" (Lonergan), was something of an anomaly in nineteenth century the-
ology. G. Daley has remarked that. |
.(t)he nineteenth century is by common consent one of the
most important centuries in the history of theology; but Catho-
lic theology went to ground during it, thus avoiding, and thereby

merely postponing, a necessary phase in the normal historical
evolution of religious thought.!!

In this section of the chapter we will examine the ways in which that
postponement set the stage for the modernist crisis. In particular we
will endeavor to show that the Catholic Church's negative reaction to

the historical-mindedness of nineteenth century culture was a function

. . . I
of its classicist outlook. 2

l. The Early 19th Century Catholic Church's Attitude to Modernity

The roots of the Church's alienation from modernity lay in its
13

negative reaction to modern science in the seventeenth century.

llG. Daly, 0.S.A,, "Contemporary Perspectives on Redemption The-
ology', Milltown Studies, n. 1 (Summer, 1977), pp. 4i1-42,

}ZSee McCool, Catholic Theology, pp. 8-10, 221-222, 224-226,
228-231, 244, 249. We will analyze in more detail in the next chapter
what is meant by the classicist approach to theology and by ''classicism'.
Our discussion here, which focuses on the theme of the church and mod-
ernity, supplies more or less the material content for the analysis of
classicism that we undertake in Chapter Two. See pp.127-29 below.

13

As Lonergan puts it, '". . .theology in the 17th century
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This alienation carried through to the nineteenth century, at which

time the Church's stance had become, as choof documents, defensive,
very much like that of a fortress beseiged on all fronts by enemies.I
That there were political factors contributing to this stance is without

question.lS However, these developments in the political sphere

resisted its age by retiring into a dogmatic corner. . .'" (*'The Future
of Christianity', in Second Collection, p. 161. See also 0'Dea, Catho-
lic Crisis, pp. 39~40; Bertrand von Bilsen, The Changing Church (Pitts-
buryh: Duquesne University Press, 1966), pp. 23-25; and G. Weigel, '"leo
X111 and Contemporary Theology'', in ed. Edward T. Gargan, Leo XII| iﬂi
the Modern World (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1961), pp. 214=216.

L
Schoof, Survey, pp. 32, 37ff.; see Alexander Dru, The Church
in the Nineteenth Century: Germany 1800 1918, Faitn and Facts Books,
7103 (London: Burns and Oates, 1963), pp. 92-12h.

ISSee McCool, Catholic Theology, pp. 21-27, 32-35. For example,
the final proposition of the Syllabus of Errors, that the Pope should
in no way come to terms with modernity “and liberalism, was a reaction
to such political events as the crisis of 1848 and the tensions between
the new French Republic and the Vatican; again, many of Pius IX's and
Leo XI1l's actions were determined by the c¢changes in the social and
political structures in Germany at mid-century. McCool notes the sig-
nificance of the events occuring in the political sphere in his study,
but argues against reducing the nineteenth century theological scene to

politics (see n. 3 in Ch. | where he cites Pierre Thibault's Savoir et
pouvoir: philosophie thomiste et politique cléricale au xix® siecle
[Quebéc: Les Presses de 1'Universite Laval, 1972I’for whom, e.g., the

Thomist revival in the second half of the century is entirely a matter
of ecclesial politics.). For a discussion of this period see Roger
Aubert, Le Pontificat de Pie IX (1846-1878), Histoire de 1'Eglise, v. 21
(Paris: Bloud et Gay, 1952), his article "Religious Liberty from Miraro
Vos to the Syllabus'' in R. Aubert, ed. Historical Problems of Church
Renewal Concilium, v. 7 (Glen Rock, New Jersey: Paulist Press, 1965),
9- 105 in which he points to the political background of these
encycllcals, Thomas 0'Dea, The Catholic Crisis, p. 45; and Sanks, Au-
thority in the Church, pp. 123- 128. For a sympathetic dlscu55|on of
Leo XI1l that focuses on the political diménsion and what the contribu-
tors for the most part see as Leo's sympathetic approach to modernity,
see Gargan, ed., Leo XIl| and the Modern World (e.g., G. Weigel points
out that Leo, although not entirely accepting the new order, did have
enough insight into modernity to title his 1891 encyclical on social
justice with the Latin for revolution, Rerum Movarum (p. 213)).

P
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re;ultéd in a withdrawal from modern culture that was not without conse-
quences in the theological sphere. For it engendered a reactionary and
rigid preoccupatfon with doctrinal intransigence and a strong authori-
tarianism that very much affected the course of nineteenth century the-
ology. As an illustration of this preoccupation with doctrinal intrans-
igence, Alexander Dru cites the German historian of the Papacy and
staunch supporter of ''ghetto’ Catholicism in Germany, Ludwig Qon Pas-
tor. Von Pastor maintained that the proper and true Catholic position

®
was ''. . .a completed and closed system neither requiring nor tolerating

any communion with the outside world.“]6 This stance had received offi-

cial expression in 1846 when in his encyclical Qui Pluribus Pius IX
spoke out against ''. . .those enemies of divine revelation., . ."
who.
. .wish to introduce with great audacity human progress
into the Catholic religion, as though that religion were -
not the work of God, but that of men or some philosophical

invention which was capable of being perfected by human
means.']

Eighteen years later The Syllabus of Errors, in re-affirming the norma-
. ‘ &
tive character of Christian revelation, anathematized the following

statement: ''The Pope shall and must reconcile himsalf and come to

-

16

The Church in the Nineteenth Century, p. 119. o

‘7C|ted in'Schoof, Survey, pp. 186-187. This passage is quoted
in 1907 in the condemnat:on of modernism's view of the development of
doctrine in Pascendi-Dominici Gregis. (The text of Pascendi is included
in Vincent Yzermans, ed,, All Thlngs ln Christ: Selected Documents of
St..Pius X (Westminster: The Newman Press, 1954), pp. 86-132 ). Giles
of Viterbo had givén expression to this view of the human element in
religion [n the. 16th entury. ""Men must be changed.by religlon and not
religloh by.men." (cited in.G.W. 0! Mally, 'Reform, Historical Consc:qus~
ness and Vatican I}'s Aggiornamento'’, Theological Studies, vol. 32
(1971), p. 575) )

Fog
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terms with the progress, liberalism and modern civilization.”]8 It was
inevitable, then, that attempts to reconcile Catholic theology with the
events going forward in modernity were not to be readily appreciated by
the Church.

The Tibingen School in Germany was an exception in nineteenth
cdentury Catholic theology's approach to modern historical-mindedness.
The Tubingen theologians advocated a rapprochement with modernity and a
historical and dynamic view of such fundamental issues as the Church,
Tradition and doctrine. Apart from Newman, the Tibingen theologians
historical approach to doctrine wasunique in nineteenth century
Catholic thought.lg Johann Sebastian Drey (1777-1853), the founder
of the School, was very much influenced by Schetling's philosophy of
history. He rejected what he took to be the Enlightenment view of doc-
trine as timeless and independent of history and stressed the importance
of historical and positive studies in theology. J. Adam Mdhier (1796-
1838) followed Drey in this emphasis on history. He formed an intui-
tive and historical approach to doqtrinal development and emphasized

the existential element in doctrine. 'Since Christianity’, he wrote,

]8Cited in Dru, The Church in the Nineteenth Century, p. 45,
See Schoof, Survey, p. 30 and A, Dulles, Revelation Theology: A His-
tory (New, York: Herder and Herder, 1972), pp. 75ff. It is not sur-
prising that Blondel in the early 1900's lamented the fate of Catholics
who sought to re-think the truths of his faith in light of modern cul-
ture: ‘''Nothing has been done since the musical prelude of Chateaubri-
and: we in France and in the Catholic countries have assisted for cen-
turies at the strange spectacle of the whole duty of man divorced from
honest scholarship, genuine art, and living thoughtf' (Cited in Dru,
The Church in the Njineteenth Century, p. 104)

lgsee Appendix | for a more detailed discussion of the TiUbingen
Schools's approach to the development of doctrine.

[ SRR



33

"is a new life given to man and not a dead concept, it is subject to
development and elaboration.”20 Anton Gunther (1783-1863), whose works
were placed on the Index of Forbidden Books more than once, stressed
the compatibility of philosophy and revelation. He viewed doctrine as
the result of philosophic reflection on revelation, and argued that doc-
trines must be corrected and reformulated with each advance of scienti-
fic and philosophic knowledge.

The reaction to the Tibingen School by the Vatican was under-
standably negative. The Tubingen theologians' emphasis on historical-
mindedness made their work suspect and eventually led to the condemna-

K
tion of their programs. What is important for an appreciation of Mod-
ernism is that this condemnation promoted an even more stringent rejec-
tion of modernity on the part of the Catholic Church and gave rise to
the neo-Scholastic revival in the latter half of the nineteenth century.

This anti-modern stance coupled with the a-historical approach of neo-

Scholasticism made it inevitable that modernism would be a c¢risis.

2. Neo-Scholasticism in the 19th Century Church

The reforms of the Tiibingen school, as we noted above, were an
exception in early- and mid-nineteenth century Catholic theology. In-
deed, the TUbingen School itself later fostered a strong conservatism,
and in thg discussions leading up to Vaticap | a very narraw scholas-

ticism prevailed.ZI The neo-Thomist Joseph K]éutgen, who with Johannes

2OJ..A. MBhler, Die Einheit der Kirche, P L3; cited in Walgrave,
Unfolding Revelation, p. 288,

2lSee Chadwick, From Bossuet to Newman, pp. 110ff, and Ratté,
Three Modernists, p. 10. ‘
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Franzelin was responsible for a significant portion of Vatican I's

Dei Filius, was highly critical of the "new' modern theology developed
by the Tubingen School and Glnther. He worked to re-establish what he
took to be the scholastic method and theology's proper scientific unity,
certainty and universality. For example, he argued against modern the-
ology's historical approach to doctrine, and limited the development of
doctrine to the discernment of the logical bonds between the revealed
truths of the Tradition. This was in effect a return to the sixteenth
ceﬁtury Catholic discussion of development and the logical deductivist
theories of Suarez, Lugo, _5__1:22 Given this deductivist oriéntation,
a rejection of the TUbingen School's effort to integrate Catholic the-
ology with nineteenth century historical -mindedness was inevitable.

The result of this rejection was that the Church discounted the need
for a rapprochement with modernity, a move that marked the beginning of
what Schoof describes as '". . .a period of grim skirmishes and alarmed

23

withdrawals into the old fortress of the Church." We will trace this

withdrawal from modern culture by focusing on two central documents from
Rome that determined the shape of theology for nearly one hundred years;

Vatican I's Dei Filius and Leo XlI!|lts Aeterni Patris.
Kann

22For a thorough discussion of the 16th century Scholastic
approach to doctrinal develdpihént see Chadwick, From Bossuet to Newman,
pp. 21-44 and E. Schillebeeckx, Revelation and Theology, vol, 1, tr.
N.D. Smith (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1968), pp. 5-16. See McCool,
Catholic Theology, pp. 167-216, 220ff., for a discussion of Kluetgen and
Franzelin's theology.

23

Schoof, Survey, p. 30.
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Dei Filius: The permanence of dogma

As we noted above, Gunther's work had been placed on the Index
because of his semi-rationalism. The Vatican felt that Ginther had mis-
understood the proper relationship of theology and philosophy. In a
brief to Johann Cardinal von Geissel, archbishop of Cologne, Pope Pius
IX complained, in language reminiscent of Bossuet, that programs like
Gunther's threw everything into confusion, especially ". . .the con-
stantly unchanging character of faith, which is always the same, whereas
philosophy. . .is never consistent with itself and is always subject to
a wide variety of errors.”zn

One feature of Glinther's program that Rome found particularly
objectiénable was his assertion that Scholasticism simply was not ade-
quate to the exigencies of the modern age and the progress of science.
Vatican |'s Dei Filius represented an attempt to prove views like Giin-
ther's wrong by showing that Scholasticism could be the key to a modern
approach to the relationship between faith and reason, Dei Filius did
affirm that man through reasom tould acquire a limited but fruitful
understanding of revealed mysteries. Man was able to attain such under-
standing through reflection upon aﬁalogies drawn between finite intel-
ligibilities and the mysteries, through reflection on the interconnec-

tions "between the mysteries themselves, and through reflection on the

25

relation of the whole body of mysteries to man's ultimate end. How-

24Cited in Schoof, Survey, pp. 177-178. See McCool, Catholic
Theology, pp. 129-132 and Aubert, Le Poritificat, pp. 254-259.

25McCool, Catholic Theology, p. 224; see Aubert, Le Pontificat
Pp. 334-338. Lonergan has examined Dei Filius on this point in "Theo-




36

ever, the Vatican was careful to maintain that such understanding did
not entail a transformation of doctrine as the Tibingen School had main-
tained. lo a central passage, in which Vincent of Lerins is quoted, the
immutability of dogma is defined as follows:

For the doctrine of faith which God hath revealed has not

been proposed, like a philosophic invention, to be perfected

by human ingenuity, but has been delivered as a divine deposit
to the Spouse of Christ, to be faithfully kept and infallibly
declared. Hence, also, that meaning of the Sacred dogmas is
perpetually to be retained which our holy mother the Church has
once declared; nor is that meaning ever to be departed from,
under the pretense or pretext of a deeper comprehension of them.
Let, then, that intelligence, science and wisdom of each and
all, of individuals and of the whole Church, in all ages and
all times, increase and flourish in abundance and vigor; but
simply in its own proper kind, that is to say, in one and the
same doctrine, one and the same sense, one and the same judge-
ment (in eodem scilicet dogmate, eodem sensu, eademque sen-
tentia.)<®

logy and Understanding'' (Collection, pp. 12]-142), ""Natural Knowledge
of God" (Second Cellection,pp. 117-135) and in Method, pp. 320-324,
336-339. McCool cites Lonergan's '"Theology and Understanding' posi-
tively, and states that Lonergan showed in that article that the under-
standing called for by Vatican | cannot be achieved through a theology
structured according to deductivist Aristotelian science. According

to McCool, Lonergan maintains that such, theology is inadequate to the
exigencies of a historical - revelation mediated to the man of the
historically- and empirical ly-oriented culture of today. (McCool,
Catholic Theology, p. 226; see "Theology in its New Context', Second
Collection, pp. 55-67 and "Insight Revisited', Second Collection, pp.
263-278). ‘

26Text in W.E. Gladstone, The Vatican Decrees in Their Bearing
on Civil Allegiance: A Political Expostulation to which are added A
History of the Vatican Council and the English and Latin Texts of the
Papal Syllabus and the Vatican Decrees by the Rev. Philip Schaff (New
York: Harper and Brothers, Publishers, 1878), pp. 147-148. The quota-
tion is from Vincent's Commonitorium, the full text of which is avail-
able in eds. P. Schaff and H. Walace, A Select Library of Nicene and
Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, 2nd Series, vol. Xl {Grand
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publ. Co., 1964), pp. 131-156. On the signi-

figance]?f Vincent being quoted here see our Introduction, pp. 9-10 ..
and n. '
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A corresponding canon reads:
If anyone shall assert it to be possible that sometimes, accord-
ing to the progress of science, a sense is to be given to doc-
trines propounded by the Church different from that which the
Church has understood and understands: let him be anathema.
{ .
The above declaration is a clear rejection of the Tubingen School's
emphasis on history and the related notion of doctrinal evolution. The
neo-Scholastic approach to faith and reason lent itself well to this
a-historical immobilism. As such, it was the foundation for the denial
of the possibility of any such change in theology and doctrine. This

denial of change would later be found untenable by the historically-

minded modernists.

Aeterni Patris: a-historical c¢lassicism

The theology which emerged in the last quarter of the nineteenth
century, following the spirit of Vatican | and its negative reaction to
modern science and‘philosophy, continued the defensive attitude and pre-
occupation with doctrinal intransigence that characterized the Church
in the previous quarters of the century.28 This stance, coupled with
the rise of neo-Scholasticism that it in part engendered, set the tone

of the theological discussion to follow. Leo XI1!1, who had long been.

Interestingly enough, the term dogma is relatively new, Vatican |

being the first instance where it was identified with a revealed truth.
(See Lash, Change in Focus:. A Study of Doctrinal Change and Continuity
(London: Sheed and Ward, 1973), pp. 46-59)

27ln Gladstone, The Vatican Decrees, p. 152,
28This has led B. Welte to characterize it as a~“. . .theology
despite everything. . ." and a''. . .safeguarding of orthodoxy that was

not without a certain nervousness." (Auf der Spur des Ewigen. (Frei-
burg, 1965), p. 397; cited in Schoof, Survey, p. 34.

. i aging -
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committed to the restoration of Aquinas in Catholic education, in 1879

promulgated Aeterni Pagris as a practical interpretation of Vatican

29 '

I's teaching. In Leo's mind the key to the errors of the nineteenth
century lay in its confused philosophical foundations. Accordingly, the
way to a correction of these errors lay in new philosophical founda-

tiong, To this end he sought to establish Scholasticism as the optimus

modus philosophandi, i.e., as the necessary means, far superior to its

modern counterparts, for the Church's successful intellectual and apos-
tolic ventures in the modern world. A particular concern in this return
to Aquinas was the need to establish an account of knowledge that was
the opposite of the modern account. Thus, the effort to counter the
Cartesean solipsism and post-Kantism subjectivism that was taken to be
charactéristic of modern philosophy led the neo-Scholastics to find in
Aquinas a view of knowledge that stressed its objective, certain and
abstract character. This account of knowledge, which Lonergan terms
"conceptualism', provided a sound foundation for eternal truths that
are independent of the vicissitudes of history. The key here is that
to stress the objectivity of truth at the expense of its subjective
element, as the neo-Scholastics did, is to neglect the act of under-
standing that is’by nature historically conditioned and susceptible to
development. The neglect of the subjectiva element meant that (1) the
admission of any real historical development was impossible and (2)

that the attempt to relate doctrines to the questions and desires of

29See James Henessey, '"Leo XIll's Thomistic Revival: A Politi-
cal and Theological Event', The Journal of Religion, v. 58 (Suppl.,
1978, ed. D. Tracy), pp. 185-198. .

L O
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modern man was not necessary.
In its insistence on the universal and objective and its heavy
emphasis on Aristotelian metaphysics afd science thd neo-Scholastic

4

philosophy and theology promoted in Aeterni Patris contrasted sharply

with much of modern thought. In addition, this neo-Scholasticism illus-
trated little or no concern for history. For example, positive or his-
torical theology, which occupied such a key place in the program of the
Tubingen School, was limited to the collection and ordering of the mani-
fold data of revelation according to pre-specified neo-Scholastic con-
cepts. The recent developments in historical exegesis that had taken
place ih Germany were ignored. And although speculative theology was
directed towards an understanding of thé mysteries, such understanding
was ipdependent of history, its method being Aristotelian deductivism.Bl

The overall effect of Aeterni Patris was, then, a serious lack of con-

cern for the implications of positive historical studies and a further-

ing of the gap that already existed between the neo-scholastic theolo-

-

30See McCool, Catholic Theology, pp. 141-142. in his discussion
of this period in Method Lonergan mentions the ''abstract classicism'' and
“heavy overlay of conceptualism' that prevailed. On the meaning of the
term “'conceptualism’ see ''The Subject' in Second Collection, pp.-70-74
and Lonergan's Verbum: Word and lded in Aquinas, ed. David Burrell
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1967), Index, s.v. p. 228
and particularly pp. 39ff, 152-154. See also Chapter V, pp.236-40.Cf.
also the judgement by Lucien Laberthonniere of neo-Scholasticism:

"They understand nothing of life coming from within and not from without.

The_sense and direction of modern philosophy, of critical philosophy
completely escapes them' (in Maurice Blondel-Lucien Laberthonnieré,
Correspondence philosophique, ed.Claude Tresmontant [Paris, 1961] . p.94:
‘cited in Reardon, ''Science and Religious Modernism: The New Apologetic
in France, 1890-1913", Journal Qf_Beligion, vol. §7 (1977), p. 58 .

31

McCool, Catholic Theology, pp. 232-33 and Schoof, Survey, p.

149,

N\
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gians of Rome and modern culture. McCool describes this situation as
follows:

For the inability of Roman epistemology, metaphysics and specu-
lative theology to deal with the problems created by modern
exegesis and modern historical method prevented the Roman theo-
logians and the Roman congregations from solving, or even appreci-
ating, the genuine questions with which modern historical science
and modern philosophy confronted the Church at the time of the
modernist crisis.J’4 ’

The neo-scholastic model or paradigm of theology became the rule of or-
thodoxy for Catholics and was a key factor in the uﬁcomprehending and
hostile reaction tolLoisy and his modernist program. The followng pas-
sage, written by A. Loth in reaction to Loisy's attempt to integrate

Catholic theology with modern scien%s and philosophy, illustrates this

o7
03

point well:

En face d'une science perpetuellement changeante, 1'Eglise est
d'avance justifi€e de ne pas chercher une intutile conciliation
de ses dogmes avec les données provisoires des sciences. Elle
n'a qu'a s'occuper de son propre enseignement qui ne\{e]éve.que
de la foi et qu'a pourvoir aux besoins des dmes en les prémun-
issant contre les causes de doute et le danger des opinions
té&méraires.

Si la science change constamment, la foi, elle est immuable.

33

As this passage indicates, what made modernism a crisis was not the
Church's rejection of this or that aspect or theory of the modernist.
Rather, what made modernism a crisis was the fact that at the root of
modernism was a clash between the two fundamentally opposed paradigms .

—
32yccool, Catholic Theology, p. 240 (emphasis added); see p. 13.

33Arthur Loth, '"Loisy et Galilée", La Vérité frangaise, (29 de-
cembre 1903); cited in E. Poulat, Histoire, Dogme et Critique dans La
Crise Moderniste, Religion et Sociétés (Paris: Casterman, 1962), p. 205;

see Schoof, Survey, pp. 34-40,. Sanks, in Authority in the Church, dis-

cusses the understanding of fradition and magisterium that grew out of
this paradigm (pp. 21-103 and 108-128).
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or mentalities of classicism and historical-mindedness.
We have been sketching the pre-history of modernism in order
to draw attention to the tensions that existed in the nineteenth cen-
tury between a predominantly classicist orthodoxy and a small but vocal
historically-minded heterodoxy. Toward the close of that century these
tensions were resolved ostensibly via the Church's Magisterium in favor
of the a-historical approach of Neo-Scholasticism. We say that the
problem was resolved ''ostensibly' because one issue at the center of
that clash, whether the unchangeability of doctrine defined by Vatican
| could be maintained within the new paradigm of historical-mindedness,
remained a problem after the modernist controversy, and, indeed, remains
so today. Be this as it may, our discussion of nineteenth century neo-
Scholasticism has provided us with the‘proper background against which
to appreciate and evaluate both Loisy's program of modernization and

the wider modernist controversy which it helped to initiate.

I1l. Loisy's Modernist Program

The heart of the modernist program of renewal was the effort to

3l‘C.F.' Ratté, Three Modernists, pp. 34-35; 0'Dea, Catholic Cri-
sis, pp. 6366, 86; and M.D. Petre, Modernism: {ts Failures and I1ts
Fruits (London and Edinborough: T.C. and E.C. Jack, Ltd., 1918), Pp.

-47. See also Reardon, 'Science and Religious Modernism'', p. 63,
where he argues that modernism was one instance of a more basic para- -
dagmatic shift that characterized turn of the century philosophy and
science; and his Religious Thought in the 19th Century (New York: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1966), pp. 26-33.  Although Lonergan does not
discuss the modernist.crisis in detail; the few places where he does
refer to it do suggest that he would concur with our assessment, viz,,
that it was a crisis because it was the clash of two fundamentally op-
posed horizons (See 'Belief: Today's Issue'', p. 94, "The Absence of
God in Modern Culture', p. 112 and "The Response of the Jesuit', p. 184
in Second Collection and Method, pp. 273-317),
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reconcile the basic truths of the Catholic faith with the assumptions
and methods of modern science, particularly the new science of history.
This renewal unfolded through two related moments in Loisy's work: (i)
a return to the sources of the Christian faith through the modern
histérical~critical method of biblical studies, and (ii) an attempt to
adapt Catholic theology to modern culture. These two moments were
inseparable in Loisy's work. For in the former moment Loisy attempted
to recover the essence of the Catholic faith from the outdated form it
had assumed in nineteenth century neo-Scholasticism. Once this essence
had been recovered, then it could be given a new expression appropriate

to the modern world.35

35See A. Loisy, MéinLgi pour sg[yi[‘i 1'Histoire Religeuse de
Notre Temps, 3 volumes (Paris, J930-31), vol. 1, p. 358, where he speaks
of adopting Catholic doctrine to the exigencies of contemporary thought.
(See A. Vidler, Twentieth Century Defenders of the Faith (London: SCM
Press, 1965), p. 40 on how this was the purpose of Loisy's L'Evangile
et L'Eglise. In reference to the historical method in particular see
the italian Modernist Buonarti's statement that ''. . .[c]ritical his~

tory had been a superb effort of the contemporary mind. . . . It is
today the unigue and indispensable instrument for a religious renais-
sance." 1In Bernard Reardon, ed., and intro. Roman Catholic Modernism,

A Library of Modern Religious Thought, [Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1970], p. 235)

We cannot here discuss in detail the modern historical critical
method, nor the ways in which Loisy utilized it in his numerous studies
of the New and 0ld Testament. It will be sufficient for our purposes
merely to keep in mind that it included the use of historical studies in
order to establish the origiral text (textual criticism). Both these
steps were complemented by the identification of the multiple literary
genres evident in a text's compilation (literary criticism) and the
related study of the history of the transmission and redaction of the
text (form criticism). For a fuller discussion the reader is referred
to the article ''Bible' by Klaus Berger, et al, in Sacrgmentum Mundi, pp.
160-188; J. Steinman, Biblical Criticism, tr. J.R. Foster, 20th Century
Encyclopaedia of Catholicism, v. 63 (New York: Hawthorn Publishers,
1958) and, in terms of New Testament Studies, James Robinson, The New
Quest for the Historical Jesus, Studies in Biblical Theology, n. 25
(Naperville: A.R. Allenson, 1959).
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hAfter a brief introductory remark on the scope of his modern-
ist program, we.will turn tq a discusslon of these two moments
in Loisy's work. We will examine first his vision of the import of the
use of modern biblical exegesis for theology, and secondly, his vision
of the reform of Catholic theology, in which the development of doctrine
played a central role. 1t should be noted that this twofold approach
to Loisy's work is determined by an understanding of the contemporary
problem of the development of doctrine. For this problem stems from
the adjustments historical-mindedness, and in particular the historical~-
critical study of the Bible, imposed on theologians in understanding
the nature of doctrinal development. It also must be noted that we
will similarly structure our discussion of th; development of Lonergan's
thought on doctrinal developmgnt in Part Il of the thesis. For we will
argue that Lonergan's understanding of doctrinal development changed
with his growing appreciation of the import of the new methods of his-

torical or positive studies for the method of theology.

1. The Scope of Loisy's Program

In an imaginary dialogue presented in his Mémoires between the
Church and a young scholar, Loisy outlined the radical nature and scope
of his reform program. The young scholar was told by the Church that
a modificatién in form and expression of the Church's teaching, in
itSeif ", . .immutable in its principles and in its end. . .'", was
acceptable, To this he replied,
It is not your formulas that you must translate for us into a

speech intelligible to the men of our age: it is rather your
idea§ themselves, your absolute affirmations, youf{tpeory of



Modernism, "Introduction'', p. 18

ism, "introduction'', p. 19 (emphasns added) .

TParis: Editions dy centre national dée la recherche scientifique, 1960],

Ly
the universe, the conception you have of your own history,
that you must renew, rectify, and reconstruct. 3
in the same vein Loisy later stated that he had come to recognize in
his critical studies that.
.what we have to do is to renew theology from top to bot-
tom, to substitute the religious for the dogmatic spirit, to

seek the soul of theological truth and leave reason free under
the control of conscience.37

Loisy held that only such radical renewal could meet what he saw as the
crisis of the modern Church. Adaptation on the part of the Church to
the culture within which it found itself was for Loisy a fact of its
long history; however, to carry such adaptation through in the modern
era was especially difficult and critical given the religious crises
precipitated by the '". . .evolution, political, intellectual, economic
of the modern world, as a result of all that may be called the modern

.”.38 The orientation of Loisy's whole program was essen-

spirit.
tially apologetic in nature. And while such a task was not intended
to compromise the true nature of the Catholic Church, its pr{mary aim
was to ''. . .show how the essentials of Catholicism can survive the

36 .,

Memoires, i, pp. 118-125; cited in Reardon, Roman Catholic

37Mémonres, i, p. 210; cited in Reardon, Roman Catholic Modern-

38A. Loisy, The Gospel and the Church, tr. Christopher Home (New
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1912), p. 276. All references are to
this translatién of toisy's L'Evangile et 1'Eglise (Paris, 1902). (A
bibliography gf Loisy's works is contained in E. Poulat, Alfred Loisy:
sa vie/son oeudvre par Albert Houtin et FElix Sartiaux, Manuscrupt annoté
et publisé avec une Bibliographie LOTSY et un Index Bio Bibliographie

pp. 303-325). ﬂ :
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crisis of contemporary- thought.

What was the nature of thig crisis of faith according to Loisy?
At its core, he argued, was the Church's steadfast rejé¢ction of the
échievements.of the rapidly advancing modern science scientific
method. The nineteenth century Church, according to Loisy, rejected
these achievements because it felt that the application of modern sci-
entific method to religious questions led to the rejection of fundamen-
tal Catholic doctrines (e.g., the Genesis aécount of cteation and the
historicity of the deluge). As a result, the Church found modern sci-
ence's insistence on autonomy inconceivable. The Chure¢h had understood
science according to the Aristorelijan model déveloped in the middle
ages. On this model theology, as the science of God, was the‘queen of
the soiences. Modern science, howeQer, had proven its autonomy in the
critical and empirical study of nature. Moreover, its method was then
conquering the entire domain of history, philosophy and the history of
religions. The inevitable result of these dévelopments, felt Loisy,
would be the decline of the outdated Catholic 1:radit:ion.l+0

Loisy found this crisis to be especially evident in biblical

-

studies: In his Autour d'un .Petit Livre Loisy relates the hostility

Galileo encountered in the )7th century to that encountered by the bib-

lical scholar Richard Simon in-the eighteenth century. Indeed, he

39A.'Loiéy, Quelques Lettres,‘p._IIB; cited in the translator's
Introduction to Gospel and Church, by Rev. Newman Smyth, p. x.

40

See A. Loisy, Autour d'un Petit Livre, 2 ed. (Paris: Alphonse

"Picard et Fils., 1903), pp. 211-214. Loisy's analysis of this crisis

bears remarkable similarity to that of .Newman cited in our Introduction,
pp. 8-9, : ) '

i
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experienced it first hand i 'the resistance gngountered in undertak-

“

iné what he described as the goal of his life's work, ''. . .pour con-
cilier 1'orthodoxie catholique avec l'etude sincerement critique de la

o b

Bible. The result of the Church's resistence to modern science

in general and the historical critical method in biblical studies in

particular was a profound alienation of Catholic theology and the modern
| gy

¢
spirit. Loisy refers to Albert Houtin's La Question biblique chez les

catholiques gg France au XIXe siecle (1902) in reference fo this aliena~

PRy

tion, and explains its origin as follows:
La crise est nee de cette opposition que les jeunes intelli-
gences percoivent entre |'esprit theologique et 1'esprit

u]Autour, p. 218. It can be argued that Loisy is not as un-
orthodox in this statement as it may seem given the resistance to his
work on the part of the Church. For instance, Leo XII! in his 1893
encyclical on biblical studies, Providentissimus Deus, had urged Catho-
lic scholars to utilize the new scientific study of the Bible to come
to the defense of the Tradition and to turn these weapons on the posi-
tivist and rationalist use of them. Leo encouraged Catholic scriptural
scholars beseeching them_to''. . .make haste in any case where our times
have discovered something useful in the matter of biblical exegesis to
avail themselves of it forthwith and by their writings to put it at
the service of all.' (Cited in R.H. Schmardt, "The Life and Work of
Leo XIII" in ed. E.T. Gargan, Leo XII, p. 39) Note in this respect that
in his submisslon to this encyclical Loisy wrote to Leo: '"lt aggeared
to me necessary,*in response to the needs of the presént time, to make
a gyudent appllcatlon of the critical method, so far as might be legiti-
mate, to the study of Holy Scripture, and thus t to meet t the adversaries
‘of the "Bible with their own weapons.'' (Letter to Pope Leo X1}, Decem~
ber. 7, 1893, found in Appendix Vi, in A. Loisy, My Duel With the Vati-

can. The Autobiography of g_Cathollc Modernist, tr. R.W. Boynton [ New

York: E.P. Dutton and Company, 192m' p. 339; see p. 94 in reference
to Renan). Loisy and others lnterested in Catholic biblical scholar-
ship had mixed reactiors ‘to 'Led's encyclical, for the encyclical was in
part intended as a corrective to the use by Loisy and others of the new
biblical science; it was seen by one as '‘a disaster' (Mgr. Mignot),
although it did not seem to condemn outright. the possibility of a truly
critical and historical exegesis far Loisy (See E. Poulat, Histoire,
Dogma et Critique, pp. 131, 139, 141, 336-4@& (esp. n. 21) 428, 570 and
Ratte, Three Modernists, pp. 60-61.)

.
N
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scientifique; entre ce qui est présenté comme la vérité catho-
lique et cequi est presénté deé plus en plus comme la v&fité de la
science; elle est née sur le terrain philosophique par )'insuffi-
sance du dogmatisme ancien devant la connaissance actuelle de
l'univers; elle est née sur le terrain de 1'histoire religieuse
par l'obstination du dogmatisme présent 3 méconnaitre 1'dvidence
des faits et la légitemit& de la méthode critique.%2 :
What is significant in this description of the 19th century crisis of
faith is the sharp contrast Loisy drew between the a-historical outlook
of the Church and the achievements of historical-mindedness. As we will
see in our discussion to follow, Loisy attempted in the areas of bibli-
cal studies and the development of doctrine to resolve the crisis by

formulating a method of theology apprOpr}ate to these developments of

historical-mindedness.

2. The Biblical Question

The question of how and to what extent the new historical cri-
tical study of the Bible was to be introduced into theology was discussed
with much ascerbity in nineteenth century Catholic theology. Known as.
the '"biblical question', it proved to be a focal point of Catholic

discussion of the relationship between religion and science and between

b3

Christianity and history. It was inevitable, then, that the revisions

‘ szutour, pp. 216-217. Loisy summarized Houton's work, relat-
ing nine key points (pp. 215-216). On Houtin's work in relation to
Loisy and the modernist. agenda, see Poulat, Histoire, Dogme et Critique,
p. 182 n. 139 and pp. 327-358. '

'h3See 0'Dea in Catholic Crisis: ". . .the commencement of
modern Biblical study among Catholics. . .was to lead Catholic thought
to a profound encounter with modern ideas. . ."; (p. 68) Poulat,

Histoire, Dogme et Critique, pp. 615-619; and Ratte, Three Modernists,

pp. 7, 14,715, 31-32. Cf. M.D. Petre's statement in Alfred Loisy: His

Rellgious Significance. (Cambridge, 1944) in reference to the place of

-
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Loisy introduced in the area of biblical studies would be understood (by
both himself and his critics) to entail revisions in the Church's under-
standing of the nature and method of theology. And such revision in
theology would in turn require alterations of the Church's understanding
of such basic issues as the nature of doctrine and its development. What

were the revisions in biblical studies that Loisy proposed?

Historical and theological interpretations of the Bible

Loisy recognized that his program, given the state of Catholic
theology in the nineteenth century, would not be appreciated because of
t
its use of the new historical critical method. In the [ntroduction to

his Autour d'un petit livre, Loisy addressed this problem. Noting the

Church's neglect of the merits of Protestant and Rationalist exegesis

of Scripture, Loisy complained that the scriptural scholar was denied
his rightful autonomy. The reason for this was that in the neo-Scholas-
tic scheme of theology the task and mgthod of the scriptural scholar was
entirely determined by the categories and needs of dogmatic and specu-

lative theology. A. Houtin, whose La question biblique chez les Catho-

iques de France au XiX® sidcle Loisy ¢ited favorably, had lamented the

biblical criticism in Loisy's work: '"A spiritual Church, with an his-
torical foundation, presents a troublesome proposition.' (p. 18)

The phrase ''biblical question' actually is the title of an arti-
cle written by the rector of, the Catholic Institute in Paris, Msgr.
Maurice le Sage d'Hauteroche de Hulst in 1893, '‘La Question Biblique."
The article was intended to be a defense of the work of Loisy, then a
member of his faculty; however, it precipitated Leo Xill's Providentissi-
mus Deus. See A. Lilley, Modernism: A Record and Review (London: Pit-
man and Sons, 1908), pp. 45ff; and K.S. Latourette, The Nineteenth Cen-
tury in Europe: Background and Roman Catholic Phase, Christianity in A
Revolutionary Age: A History of Christianity in the Nineteenth and
. Twentieth Centuries, vol. | (New York: Harper and Brothers, Publs.,

. 1958), pp. 395-396. '

¢
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consequences of this the year before:

The equipment for oriental and biblical-critical studies comes
almost entirely from the principles of the heterodox and the
unbeliever in Germany and England; polyglot texts, dictionaries,
treatises on archeology, grammars for the two Testaments, con-
cordances, up-to-date historical commentaries. The Protestants have
all of them in profusion, while on our side there is poverty,
and often enough penury. Not a single classical edition of the
original text of the 0ld Testament; the same has to be said for
the critical text of the Septuagint and New Testament, Scholz
being now outmoded.* We have not even a critical revision of
our own Latin Vulgate, which we nave left to the enterprise of
the Anglican Bishop Wordsworth.

Given this situation, how did Loi;y justify his proposal to introduce
the modern historical method into Catholic scrfﬁfurél studies? The

answer to this question lies in the way in which Loisy distinguished
the historical and the theological interﬁretation of Sc¢ripture. For

him it was self-evident that the faithful and the biblical critic

approached the Bible in different ways. Loisy noted this difference

in his biblical studies. ''Faith told me that these writings were divine;

QACited in Heaney, The Modernist Crisis, pp. 32-33; see n. 8

and his Chapter i1l for a discussion of and references to 19th century
views on scripture.

Loisy's low estimation of 19th century Catholic biblical studies
finds an echo elsewhere; see, e.g., C. Charlier, ''For the greater part
of the 19th century [prior to 1893 and Leo's Providentissimus Deus] the
leaders of Catholic thought had held aloof from this movement of new
ideas which was changing world opinion.: They took up a defensive atti-
tude. Never in all its long history was the Church's biblical exegesis
so wilfully conservative and at times even retrogressive. Nothing at all
was known of the work done in Germany except that it was extremist.
Renan's life of Christ, which wrecked the faith of a whole generation,
only made thi's work more suspect, and it was rejected wholesale in the
name o%.a tradition whith was.blinded by.fixed and narrow ideas.'. . (The
Christlan Approach to the Bible (Westminster: The Newman Press, 1958),
p. 18. Seé also R.A. Dyson .and R.ATF. MaKenzxe; ""Higher Criticism (w:th
special reférence to 'the 0ld Testament)” in.eds..B. Orchard, et al,
Latholic’ Commentary on Holy Scrlpture (London Thomas Nelson anrd Sor Sons,

T953), pp. 61-7. (sections 43-46).

e e o - 2wy [ . '
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reason showed me that they were wholly human, in no way exempt from

contradictions, and bearing clear traces of the individual leanings of

hs

the authors'. This difference led him to distinguish the historical

from the theological interpretation of Scripture.
De méme que le critique ne peut ni ne doit définir la portée

dogmatique d'un texte, le théologien ne peut ni ne doit en
défintr la signification historique. Le principe du critique

ne lui permet pas de formuler des conciusions de foi. Nul
principe du ghéologien ne l'autorise 3 formuler des conclusions
d'histoire.!

Thus, for example, his criticism of Harnack in L'Evangile is directed

not towards Harnack's effort to reconcile Christian faith with the modern
scientific spirit, nor with his use of the historical-critical method.
Rather, Loisy takes issue with the way in which Harnack's history serves
the point of view of his theology. The historian, qua historian, con-
tended Loisy, must apply the same methods of study to Christianity as he
would to any religion. The historian must be critical; he can have no

L7

theplogical or doctrinal presuppositions.

ASCited in Ranchetti, The Modernist Crisis, p. 16, n. 1.

46A. Loisy, Etudes bibliques, 3rd ed., p. 36; cited in Reardon,
"Introduction', Roman Catholic Modernism, p. 26, n. 2; see pp. 26-29.
See also Poulat, Alfred Loisy, pp. 230-232.

h7GosEel, pp. 2-14. Recent developments in hermeneutics would
show Loisy's position to be inadequate. For example, both Bultmann and
Gadamer have shown that the ideal of interpretation is not to be free of
all presuppositions, but to be aware of the presuppositions that one
inevitably has. Lonergan refers to the type of position Loisy espouses
" as the "Principle of the Empty Head" ("in brief, the less one knows, the
better ‘an exegete one will be." (Method, p. 157) which he rejects for
its faulty view of knowledge which he terms a ''maive intuitionalism'.
(Method, pp. 156-158).




historical level, where they are viewed rationally and critically."
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Historical and dogmatic theology

The separation of the historical from the theological interpre-
tation of Scripture entailed a revision in the relationship between the
branches of positive or historical theology and dogmatic and systematic

theology. In asserting the necessary autonomy of the scriptural scholar

Loisy claimed in his Origins of the New Testament that no external
authority ''. . .has the right to impose conclusions upon the critic in

anything that falls within the field of his experience, the field namely
of everything susceptible of methodical obs.ervation.”l‘8 in the first

issue of the review he founded, Enseignement biblique (1892), Loisy had

-

c}ted the autonomy of the exegete's method and conclusions from dogmatic
theology as one of the six principles to be realized under his editor-
ship. What this meant for Catﬁolic theology was that .Scripture ceased
to be the premises or 'proof texts' from which the dogmatic theologians
drew conclusions. For in Loisy's scheme Scriptures were moved ',

from the theological level, where they are viewed dogmatically, to the
49
The dogmatic theology from which Loisy sought to free scriptural

studies was the neo-Scholastic model outlined in Aeterni Patris.SP This

A8The Origins of the New Testament, tr. L.P. Jacks (London:
George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1950), p. 5. Cf. the comment by his one-
time mentor at the Institut Catholique in Paris, A. Duschene, in 183}:
""Theology, as such, is finished, the old style of exegesis i$ disappear-
ing.' (quoted by Loisy in his Mémoires, i, pp. 89-90; cited in Ranchetti,
The Modérnist €risis, p. 16.) i

) thémoires, i. pp. 172-173; cited in Ranchetti, The Modernist
Crisis, pp. 20-21.

5

°s€g above, pp. 37-41.

»
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view of .Scripture was reflected in J.B. Aubry's statement in 1890. 'Le

programme de tout professeur d'Ecriture Sainte doit @tre rigoureusement

celui de S. Thomas: La recherche du sens dogmatique, pas autre chose!“sl

As an example of the type of results obtained when scriptural studies
are undertaken within this framework, E. Poulat cites the following
"bibliographical note' made on Jesus and Mary in the 1880's

Jésus-Christ, 2% personne de la Tras Sainte-Trinité, Messie
congu du Salnt Esprit & Nazareth 7/5 avant 1'gre vulgaire

25 mars, ne de la Vierge Marie 3 Bethleheem 25 décembre,
circoncis ler janvier 6/4, baptlse 6 janvier 29, crucifié

a Jérusalem 3 avril 33, ressuscité le 5, monté au ciel le 7
mai. . . . Marie, concue immaculée vers 8 décembre-23 et

née vers 8 septembre-22 3 Jérusalem (ou Nazareth), Vigrge/mére
de JEsus-Christ 25 décembre-7, morte 3 Jérusalem (ou Ephése)
vers 13 aolt 55, assomption 15.52

The above is typical of what Loisy saw as dogmatic theology's uncritical
use of its sources; where the liberal Protestant exegete Strauss could
5]J.B. Aubrey, Essai sur la méthode de etudes ecclésiastiques

en France (Lille, 1890); cited in Heany, The Modernist Crisis, p. 241,
n. 8.

i Re ert01re des sources historigues du Moyen Age (Paris, 1877-
1888", 1903-19054); cited in Poulat, Histoire, Dogme et Histoire, p.
619, n. 13. Cf.. Albert Schweitzer's low estimation of nineteenth cen-
tury Catholic biblical studies: '"lIn the Catholic Church the study of
the Life of Jesus has remained down to the present day entirely free
from criticism. The reason for that is, that in principle it has re-
mained at a pre-Straussian standpoint, and does not venture upon an
unreserved application of historical considerations either to the miracle
question or to the Johannine question, and naturally therefore resigns
the attempt to take account of and explain the great historical problems.'
(The Quest gi the Historical Jesus, tr. W. Montgomery, intro, James Rob-
inson (New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1968), p. 295, n. 2
Schweizer finds in Loisy an exception, as is indicated by his comment
Y“All honour to AIfred‘Loisy'“and his citing favorably both Loisy's hand-
~ling of the Johannine question in his Le Quatriéme Evangile and his
critique of Harnack in L'Evangile (p. 296, n. 2) (see also Loisy, Duel,
pp. 87ff.) It is interesting to compare Schweitzer's evaluation of.tra-
ditional Catholic .exegesis with the Vatican's evaluation of modernist
exegesis in Padceridi Domini Gregis. Pascendi takes issue in particular
with the separation of the Jesus of history from the Christ of faith
(see Pascendi Domini Gregis in Vincent A. Yzermans, All Things in Christ:
Selected Documents of St. Pius X (Westminster:" The Newman Press, 1954)
pp. 110-111}.)
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find no basis in the Gospels for the assertion of Jesus' divinity, this
Catholic scholar had managed to establish a substantial portion of
Catholic doctrine. The significance of this question for the develop-
ment of doctrine is that on the neo-Scholastic model of theology there
was no need to recognize the historicity of doctrine. However, on
Loisy's model of theology and his insistence on the return to the
sources, such a recognition was inevitable. The dogmatic theolog;/
with which Loisy took issue was what Blondel later would describe as
extrincisism'': a one sided view of the relationship between dogma and
history that set the former as the norm for the interpretation of the

53

latter. The key to the neo-Scholastic position was, as we noted
above, a conceptualist model of knowing which emphasized objective and
eternal truths and a neglect of the subject which precluded any serious
concern for history. As a result, the return to the sources of
Christianity and the concern with doctrinal development evidenced in
Loisy's historical-mindedness could be regarded as nothing short of

apostasy: .

From the Word of God to the word of man

Loisy's guiding principle in executing his exegetical program

was U)apprehgpq the Bible not as the word of God but as ''...a book

54

written for men and by men...'. Loisy realized that the recognition

53M. Blondel, ''The Letter on Apologetics'' and '"History and Dogma'',
tr. and ed. A. Dru and 1. Treethowan (London: Harvill Press, 196h), pp.
225-29, 286; see the Editor's Introductjon, pp. 23-4, 214; 3ad "Reardon,
Roman Catholic Modernism, p. 54

54

A. Loisy, "The Biblical Question and the Inspiration of the
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of the Bible as a literary document meant the end of the old-style dog-

matic theclogy.

Criticism. . .has succeeded, none the less, in finally discredit-
ing the older type of theology, and in placing the Bible on a
level with other ancient sources. It has fully demonstrated its

human character and gained for it the standing of an ancient
literature.55

1

For once one admits that the Bible is a historical or literary or human
document, argues Loisy, then ohe has to admit the propriety of the
historical-critical method as a means of understanding it. As early as
1884 he drew a threefold principle from this basic shift from the Bible
as the word of God to the Bible as the word of men, a principle that
was to be fundamental to his subsequent work. The principle is that
things relative (to a particular place and time) are imperfect, and
things imperfect are essentially perfectible.56 Very briefly we can
summarize Loisy's use of this triad in the study of biblical texts as
follows. ' —

First, on'ﬂoisy‘s understanding of the historical-cri;ical

method, the biblical texts were regarded as conditioned by and relative

Scriptures'', published in Etudes bibliqu353 (1903), pp. 138-169; cited

by Loisy 'in Duel, p. 149. Compare Loisy's remark in Autour, '"Le Critique
impartial trouvera que l1'histoire de la nation israélite se raméne 3 une
suite d'événements vulgaires dans la vie des peuples, et 3 l'action
d'hommes religeux dont le caractére n'a rien de commun, le tout, faits

et hommes, concourant 3 une oeuvre plus grande qu'eux, c'est 3 savoir la
religion monothéiste” (p. 43), to Lonergan's hermeneutical principle

which he employs in Nicea, . 7-17 (see our discussion in Ch.V, pp.
2&3-&14, and pn. y37. PP 7 ’

55

56see Ranchetti, The Modernist Crisis, p. 18.

Loisy, Duel, p. 88.
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to the time and place in which they were written. He argued that the
biblical authors could not but express themselves in the language of
their time and in light of the knowledge of their time. |In looking back

on his (unsubmitted) doctoral thesis De divina bibliorum inspiratione

tractatio dogmatica, Loisy stated that.

.if the revelation was contained in the Bible, and with- -

out error, as was declared by the Vatican Council, it must be

under a relative form, proportioned to the time and environ-

ment in which these books emerged, and to the general knowledge

of that time and environment. 7
Secondly, the assertion that biblical statements are relative to a par-
ticular place and time led Loisy to assert that they are imperfect repre-
sentations of their object. What Loisy meant by this (s simply that
what is valid and true in one particular context may cease to be valid
and true in another. (We will explicate this notion in some detail in

our discussion of the epistemological basis of Loisy's position on the

development of“doctrine.) Finally, the perfectibility of biblical state-

ments is the corollary to their imperfect nature. For if ''. . .the

insufficiency of Scriptures as a rule of faith proceeded from their

very nature. . .'" then it was necessary for the Church to adapt them

W, . .to ever new needs, by disengaging the substance of truth from its
n 58

superannuated form, . .,

Two points important for our study followed from Loisy's use of

this three-fold principle in biblical studies. First, the recognition

of the Bible as relative, imperfect and perfectible meant the end of

————————

57

§8Loisy; Duel, p. H49.

Loisy, Duel, p, 98; see p. 338.

tp—
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the Bible as a fixed, normative and unchanging depositum fidei. The

problem, then, became to find a suitable replacement for the norm in
Christian faith within the context of Loisy's historically-minded the-
ology. This issue was, we will see, central to the question of the
development of doctrine; whether or not Loisy was successful in this
respect will be discussed at‘the end of this chapter. The second point
that followed from Loisy's use of this threefold principle in biblical
studies had to do with the method by which the development of doctrine
was to be studied. Loisy's view of the development of doctrine was a
function of his view of the use of the historical-critical method in
biblical studies. This led him to apply the threefold principle to doc-
trines as well as to the Bible, for ". . .the word of Councils and of
Popes [is] not above the.word of God, but in point of fact manifest(s]
itself under identical conditions.”60 However, the recognition of doc-
trine's historicity by Loisy did not merely mean that one had to use
the historical-critical method to study its past development. For to
say that doctrines were essentially historical is to posit a future-

oriented dimension to development. Indeed, as the follbwing passage

59Loisy wrote that his idea of ''relativity' was calculated to
discredit not only Scholasticism, but as well ', . .the absolute charac-
ter of the Jewish and Christian revelation, of all the ecclesiastical
dogmas and of Papal infallibility." (Duel, p. 99) See also A. Vidler,
The Modernist Movement in the. Roman Church (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
verstty Press, 1934) pp. 54-55.

0Loisy, Duel, p. 99. Cf. the passage cited in our Introduc-
tion (pp. 8-9 ) from Newman's Essay: 'Christianity has been long enough
in the world to justify us in dealing with it as & fact in the world's
history. . . . Its home is in the world; and to know what it Is, we
must seek it in the world, and hear the world's witness of it." (p. 69)

.
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indicates, this recognition of the future-oriented dimension of doc-
trine served to justify in principle the radical reforms of the modern-
ist program.

Just as Christianity of old, in adapting its message to the con-
ditions of the Mediterranean world, impressed itself on that age
by bringing to it a human ideal far superior to that of the pagan
religions and the speculations of Greek wisdom, so it behooves the
followers of the gleam in our time, to free Christianity from tra-
ditional fetters, to enlarge it to the dimension of the rightful
aspirations and needs of civilization, to raise speculation to the’
height of true science in all its findings, welcoming the light
from whatsoever quarter it may come.

What is evident in this passage is that for Loisy the development of doc-

trine, when approached within the framework of'historica]-mindedness,

of his biblical studies, became the perfectibility of doctrine. In the

discussion to follow we will explain the significance of this aspect of

Loisy's thought on the nature of doctrinal development. .

3. The Development of Doctrine

The main loci for Loisy's conception of the development of doc-

trine are his L'Evangile et L'Eglise published in 1902, and the sixth

letter ('Lettre a un jeune savant, sur 1'origine et 1'autorite’ des dog-
mes'') of the work published the following year in response to the cri-

tics of L'Evangile, Autour d'un petit livre. Shortly before his break

with the Church Loisy described L'Evangile.

firstly, as a historical outline and explanation of the devel-
opment of Christianity and secondly as a general philosophy of
religion and an attempt to interpret the formulations of dogma,
the official creeds and the conciliar definitions, with the aim
of reconciling them, by sacrificing the letter in fayour of the

e oot

*Tioisy, Origins, pp. 31-32.
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spirit, with the data gf history and with the attitude of mind
of our contemporaries.

Loisy carried out this program through what appeared to be a critique

of and response to Harnack's Das Wesen des Christentums, published in

1901. Suéh 3 response was inconceivable in terms of the neo-Scholastic
apologetic, for Loisy sought to prove by means of textual criticism

that Harnack's vindication of liberal Protestantism did not have a basis
in Scripture. Loisy argued that because Harnack missed the essentially
eschatological character of Jesus' teaching Harnack was led to see the
Catholic tradition as a historical accretion covering up the primitive
essence of Christianity. Loisy held that.only an apprec¢iation of .this
eschatological element would lead one to see the Catholic tradition as
the genuine developmentvand fulfillment in history of the essential
gospel message. As he éxplainéd in Autour d'un petit Livre, ''L'idee

P
du royaume renfermait le germe de XL'iglise . . .; l'svangile et

l'Eglise sont dans un rapport identique avec le royaume , ."63

-

We say that Loisy's L'Evangile et L'Eglise appeared to be a
critique of Harnack because it was more fundamentally an attack on then
neo-Scholastic theology then dominant in the Church. This was the
judgement of many of the first critics of L'Evangile, a judgement that

was proven correct when the subsequent Autour d'un petit Livre, far

from qual}fying the earlier work's position, moved on to discuss

2"Chromque biblique', Revue d'Histoire et de littérature

religieuses (ii) (1906) p. 570; cited in Schoof, §_}vez, p. 181.

639- l59, see Gospel, p. 166. For a discussion of Loisy's argu-
ment with Harnack see Poulat, Histoire, Dogme et Critique, pp. 89-102

[ R T
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explicitly the %nability of neo-Scholasticism to meet the challenge of
historical-mindedness.6h At the center of Loisy's critique of neo-
Scholasticm was his argument that neo-Scholastic theology, especialiy
as\itlhad been glven expression in Vatican |, denied that there héd
been or could be any real change in doctrine. As a result the neo-
Scholastic theologian saw no need to recognize, much less resolve, the
problem of the relationship between critical history and the Church's
doctrines. Loisy stated in L'Evangile that the efforts.

.. .of a Healtﬁy theology should bé directed to a solution

of the difficulty, presented by the unquestionable authority

faith demands for dogma, and the variability, the relativity,

the critic cannot fail to perceive in the history of dogmas

and dogmatic formulas. 5 '
Loisy's id?a of the development of doctrine, like that of Newman, was.
formulated in order to confront this problem. The key to his idea
was the rejecgion of the view of doctines as'. . .truths come down to
us from heaven and preserved by religious tradition in the exact .form

66

in which they were first presented to us." In the discussion to fol-

low we shall explain Loisy's position on the development of doctrine

by analfzing his understanding of five issues we take to be at its base:

6I*For 5\3iscu5510n of .the, |mmednate and negative reception of
Loisy s Gaspel, see Poulat, Histoire, Dagme et Critique, ''Le premier
_barrage!’, pp. 125-157 and Lucio da Viega, Tradition et Histeire dans
la controverse nioderniste (1898-1910) (Romae: APUD AEDES Unfversitatis
Gregorianae, 795L), pp. xv~xvii, 112- 153.

65 .

“Gospel, p. 2h§. Lonsy is here again very close to Newman,
who likewise saw the need fér a thedry of development. ta account for
'this_discrepancy. See Newman, ssax, pp 74, 88, 90~92, 148- ]49 211,

Al

osge P. 210
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Christianity's relation to culture, the historicity of man, the his-

torical relativity of religious truth, the metaphysical relativity of

truth, and the foundations of doctrines and theology.

.Christianity and culture

As we noted above, Loisy's use of the historical-critical
method informs his view of the ‘development of doctrine. This is evi-
dent in L'Evangile, for in that work he went to great pains to establish

indisputable historifar facts from which he drew what he felt were inevi-

table theological conclusions or principles. For if it is a fact that

the Church has adapted its doctrines to various cultural contexts in its
long history, then it must be valid in principle for the Church to adapt
its.doctrines to the modern cultural context. In Loisy's mind the most
significant -developments or adaptations in the Church took place in the
"hellénization' of the gospels in the early centuries. Loisy traced
this movement through Paul, the Fourth Gospel, Justin, |renaeus and Ori- -
gen, and argued that it was undeniably to the enrichment of Christianity.
In éach develSpment there was an adherence to tradition (stemming from
Chrisf}énity’s roots in Judai;;) and to the exigencies of Greek science
and philosophy. ''Each step of dogma marks the introduction of Greek
philosophy into Chri;tianity, and a compromise -between philosophy and

67

Christian tradition." Loisy cites, e.g., Origen's theology ‘as ''.

the bridge between the new religida and the science of antiquity.”68

-

67Gosgel, PpP. 193-l9hf

68Gosge s P. 190,
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The impetus for such development stemmed from the need felt by the
earliest Christians to understand and interpret their religion. And
this effort could not but take place within their own cultural con-
text. ". . .Christianity could .not become a religion of Greeks, Romans,
or Germans, unless it received many things from them, unless they them-
selves, as it were, entered into it, and made it in truth their own
religion. .P.69
A

Critical history had proven, explained Loisy, that the function
of doctrine was to harmonize religious faith with the scientific know-
ledge of a given culture. As science develops, so must doctrine. Loisy

had previously worked out this conclusion in a series of articles for

the Revue du clerge francais from 1898 through 1900. He argued that

the religious conception of man, of the universe and of life ', . .a

besoin de s'accorder._avec la connaissance’scientiflque de ces mémes

70

objets." Loisy returned to this theme again in his letter on the

origin of doctrine in Autour d'un petit livre. An evolutionist view

of doctrine, he argued, would have a particular advantage for the modern

era in that it would re-open the dialogue between doctrine and science
*

that so typified the early Church.7‘ He went-on to suggest tha;ﬁsuch a

69Gospe], p. 238; see p. 85.

70”!‘ 1dée de la révélation'; cited in Poulat, Histoire Dogme et
Crlt»gue, pp. 81-82; see p. 83 and Autour, p. 201. i

7]Loisy felt that the neo-Scholastic apologetic had effectively

closed off this dialogue. See Autour, App 211-213, 217. Cf: also his
statement concerning the origin and aim of his L'Evangile in reference to
the emplrlca] character of modern sc:edce- Dieu ne sé& montre pas au
bout du teiescope de 1'astronome. Le géoloque ne 1'exhumera pas én
fouillant 1'écorce de la terre. Le ch;hcste ne pourra |'extraire du fond

|

|
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dialogue, although not the "official' stance of the nineteenth century
Church, was nonetheless taking place.
Apres tout, l'accord de la foi et de la science est toujours a
realiser; il ne se fait point par décrets de l‘'autorite, mais
il s'accomplit'et se perfectionne peu a peu par la bonne volonte
des croyants qui etudient, des savants qui croient. Chacun I'
opere pour soi, et du travail commun resulte un etat general
de l'esprit catholique dont on peut dire qu'il est 1'attitude
de 1'Eglise meme a 1' &gard de la science. Esperons que cette
attitude se fera de plus en plus franche et loyale, non hostile
ni décourageante. La vraie vérité n'a qu'un intérft, qui est
la vérité méme.?2
Accordingly, when the Catholic Church realized its true spirit, i.e.,
the spirit that was so much in evidence in the early Church, then there
would result developments in both theology and doctrine. And, as we
will see in the discussion to follow, Loisy recognized that such develop-

ments will be radically different from previous anes given the histori-

cal, critical and empirical character of modern culture.

The historicity of man

The second issue that is important to Loisy's position on the
development of QOCtrine is his affirmation of the histo;T:ity of man.
As we noted in our discussion of the biblical question, his use of the
historical-critical method led Loisy to regard Scripture aﬁ& doctrine

as essentially human phenomena. This meant that the proper object of

historical inquiry was not the content of revelation but its anthro-

de son creuset. Bien que Dieu soit partout dans le monde, on peut bien
dire qu'il n'est nulle part 1'objet propre et direct de la science"
(p. 10). ({Cf. Lonergan's '"The Absence of God in Modern Culture',in
Second Collection, pp. 101-116). ‘He therefore felt that neo-Scholasti-

cism had to be jettisoned for the realization of an authentically modern
Christiapity. ‘ :

72Autour, p. 219;
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pological basis. This basis was understood by examining the way in
which a particular historical and cultural context determined the appre-
hension of revelation's content. He therefore defined revelation as

", . .un enseignement divin proportionne a la condition intellectuelle

73

des hommes a qui il a ete destine d'abord." What were the consequen-

cas of this emphasis on the anthropological element in all religious

truth?

If Christianity is a human phenomenon, and man is essentially
historical, then it follows that Christianity too must be essentially
historical. Such was Loisy's position. For instance, he held that to
postulate an essence of Chrisfianity, separate from Christianity's his-
torical development, is to postulate something non-existent. Indeed,
he took issue with Harnack on this very point,

Man is not without epoch, he is of all epochs, and changes with
them. The gospel was not addressed to abstract man, without an
epoch, unchangeable, who never existed save in the mind of the-
orizers, but to real men who followed one another in time and
to them it could not fail to accommodate itself. .

it is pltlful philosophy that attempts to fix the absolute
in any scrap of human activity, intellectual or moral. 4

73“|'idée de la révélation'; cited in Poulat, Histoire, Dogme

et Critique, p. 82. Cf. George Tyrrell, for whom the Church's creeds
were . . .not divine statements but human statements inspired by
divine experience. Inspiration does not mean infallible, absolute,
final truth. A true hypothesis does not exclude a truer. A useful
symbol leaves room for a moré useful.' ('Revelation and Experience',
unpubllshed article cited in Petre, Modernism, p. 60. ) Loisy's posi-
.tion is very close to that of Spinoza in his Theologico-Political
Treatise; see especially the chapters on ""Prophecy’” and 'Prophets"

and ''The Interpretation of Scripture'. (in ed. and tr. 'E.H.M. Elwes
The Chief Works of Benedict de Spinoza: A Theologico-Political Trea-
tise and a Political Treatise (New York: Dover Publications, 1951),
pp. 13-437 98-120. )

7hGoséel, p. 115,
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The Christianity which lives on through men cannot be said to have an
unchanging essence--whether this essence be neo-Scholasticism's static
depositum fidei or Harnack's Faith in God the Father. For to speak about

7

Christianity's essence is to transform it into '". . .a metaphysical
Y

entity, into a logical quintessence, into something resembling the
scholastic notion of species. . .'", and to deny its vital development.75
Far from being realized at a single moﬁent for all time, the essence of
Christianity "'. . .has been realized more or less perfectly from the
beginning, and. . .will continue to be realized thus more and more, so
long as Christianity shall endure.“76
Loisy did not, however, simply deduce the historicity of Chris-
tianity from the notion of the historicity of man. He went on to sup-
port this conclusion by appealing to
historical studies of the Church's development. Accordingly, the judge-
ment that there was no unchanging essence of Christianity had both a

77

posteriori and a priori grounds. Loisy felt that one could not avoid
admitting the historically-conditioned character of all Christian truth
if one studied history critically. For example, in the imaginary dia-

logue between the Church and the young scholar to which we referred

7SGos$eI, p. 14; see p. 137.N.b. that Troeltsch, although appre-
ciating Loisy's critique of Harnack, took him to task on this same point. a

Troeltsch argued that Loisy simply replaced Harnack's essence as faith
in God the Father with his own essence as the Church, and that this
reveals his ', . .unhistorical, Catholic-dogmatic thinking." (E. Troel-
tsch, Gesammelte Schriften, v. 2, p. 398; cited in Hans Rollmana,
"Troeltsch, von Hugel and Modernism'', The Downside Review, v. 96 (Janu-
ary, 1978) n. 322, p. 45,

76Gosgel, pp. 18-19. s 5

77See Autour, pp. 104, 105, 201; Gospel, pp. 166ff., 211,

S S
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earlier, the latter posed the following challenge:

Are you simple enough to suppose that the Trinity of
thz Council of Nicea is the Trinity of the Gospel and of
the early Fathers, that the grace of Molina is the same as
that of the apostle Paul, that your God - | ask you, the
Church, to pardon my sincerity - who grew great among the
Fathers with the help of Plato, and was defined among the
Scholastics with the aid of Aristotle is the same as the
God of Moses, David and Josias?. . . | know what men have
produced your symbol. What use is_ it to tell me again
you have received it from heaven?/

»

The point is that one cannot prescind from the process by which Chris-
tianity had come to be; and this meant that the proper way to understand

Christianity was to focus not on eternal verities but on historical de-

79

velopments. And as the emphasis on history was recognized, one would

78Mémoires, i pp. 120-21; cited in Rondet, Do Dogmas Change?

p. 97. Newman made the same point with a similar example in his

Essay, pp. 70-71

79See Hémoires, i, p. 463 (cited in Ratt&, Three-Modernists,

p. 341) and Gospel, p. 214

Loisy stresses the importance of history for studying Christianity
as did Newman fifty years before him. As we noted above, in his
Essay Newman started not from immutability but from history and change.
He therefore argued against those for whom ''...Christianity does not
fall within the province of history..." (p. 69) and concluded that
", ..history [is] the true mode of determining the character of
Cbrigtian;ty.” (p. 72) (See above, p. 34 and n.60 and our Introduction,
pp. 8-10. '
. Loisy was familiar with Newman's Essay by 1902, the year L'Evanéile
was published. In 1896 he wrote to von Hlgel, "It has occurred to me
that | might find support and good ideas in some of Newman's writings,
which | do not know. . | have extracts from a book on doctrinal develop-
ment containing sound principles. What do you think of him?. . . |
am sure you have all Newman's books, and could tell me which would be
useful to me from the theological-apologetic-polemical-pastoral point
of view.'" (Mémoires, i, p. 410; cited in Ranchetti, The Modernist
Crisis, p. 28.) In 1898 Loisy published an ariticle on Newman under
the pseudonym A. Firmin tiled ''Le développemént chrétien d'apres le
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see that the important part of Christianity was '"not that which has never
changed, for in a sense, all has changed and has never ceased to change.'

toisy therefore Stressed,.as did the TlUbingen. theologians, the
dynamic character of the Church and tradition. And this stress led him

to argue, as we noted ahove, that.

cardinal Newman'', Revue de clerge francais, 187 décembre, 1899, pp.
5-20. Newman also is referred to several times in L'Evangile. Loisy
held Newman in high esteem (he referred to Newman as 'le theologien le
plus ouvert qui ait existe dans le sainte Eglise depuis Orig_ne' (cited
in Vidler, 20th Centurx, p. 94). However, L0|sy and Newman had differ-
ent concerns. For in formulating his theory of doctrinal development
Newman did not have any real familiarity with the type of critical exe-
gesis employed by Loisy and other critics. Newman therefore was ad-
dressing a different set of problems from Loisy's. Poulat argues that
Loisy's article on Newman both appreciates the Essay and goes beyond it.
According to Loisy the merit of Newman's position was that it included

a scientific theory of Christianity along the ideals of the theology

of the Church Fathers, yiz,, to harmonize revealed doctrines with the
intellectual progress of humanity. However, Loisy felt compelled to

go beyond this theory because of the results of critical historical
inquiry into Christian origins. Loisy therefore added to the idea of
development a ~reassessment of the relation between doctrines, the doc-
trine's historical context, and the present state of mind--something that
Newman had not envisaged. (Poulat, Histoire, Dogme et Critique, pp.
74-77; cF.. Ben Meyer, The Church in Three Tenses (Garden City: Double-
day and Co., Inc., 19717, pp. 137-146 and n. 32 for a comment on New-
man's ”historical-mindedness”.) For discussions of Loisy and Newman see
Reardon, Introduction, Roman Catholic Modernism, p. 22; translator's
Introduction to Gospel, xxx; Ratte, Three Modernists, pp. 29, 63, 106,
133-134, 138 n. 23; Vidler, Twentieth Century, pp. 51-59; 93ff.; Roll-
man, "Troeltsch, von Hugel and Modernism'', p. 45; N. Lash, Newman on
Develogmen (Shepardstowu Patmos Press, 1975), pp. 139, 147, 176 n.
192, n. 7, 198, n. 4,7200-210, n. 106; Schoof, Survey, pp. 42, 59 IBO—
181; and Poulat, H:stonre, Do me et Critique, pp 16, 18, 71, 74-76, 107,

144, 166, 282, 303, 345, 375-76, 459, 514-15. Note in particular Schoof's

.judgement that because Lo:sy took over from Newman '. . .principally the
more external, social and historical elements in Newman's works. . ."
Loisy ''undoubtedly underestimated the ultimately intellectual character
of Newman's theory of development." (Survey, p. 181)

8OGosgel, p. 115; see pp- 177 178. Cf. Newman S statement that
.here below to live is to change, and to be perfect is to have
changed often u ( ssay, p. IOO)

1
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. . .[t)he conceptions that the Church presents as revealed
dogmas are not truths fallen from heaven, and preserved by
religious tradition in the precise form in which they first
appeared. . . Though the dogmas may be Divine in origin and
substance, they are human in structure and compositon.
Because dogmas are human in structure and composition, it is impos-
sittble to say that they are permanent. For man is essentially historical,
and as such is incapable of formulating a truth that is permanent. In
the rémaining three sections we will draw out the methodological basis

for Loisy's denial of doctrine's permanence by examining his relativist

view of truth.

Historical relativity of truth

Loisy's understanding of the deveiopment of doctrine as the per-
fectibility of doctrine is grounded in his assertion of the historicity
of man and of Christianity. This led him to argue that doctrines, like
all religious truth, are conditioned by and are relative to the con-
text(s) in which they were formulated. This meant that doctrines were
forever inadequate to their divine and ineffable object. Loisy of fered
two grounds of explanation for this inadequacy of doctrines, what he(
termed their ''relativite metaphysique' and their ''relativite historique'.

The historical relativity of doctrine, acgording to Loisy,
reflected ', . .le travail incessant de 1'intelligence croyante po;r
s'approprier cette repregentatIOn défectueuse et | 'adapter aux condi-

tions nouvelles de la pensee humaine.”82 The believer will never cease

8“Gosge:l, pp. 210-211.

.. 82Autour, p. 26&; see Gospel, p. 223 and Poulat, Histoire, Dogme
et Critique, p. 83. :

Wt mman e e P e
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to put Christianity and Christian doctrine to the question, for he will
always strive for a better understanding and profounder appropriation
of his belief. Because of this incessant striving, argued Loisy, there
will be development and perfection of doctrine until the end of time.
The substance of doctrinal development was the ''. . .constant
work of interpretation wherein 'the letter that killeth' is effectively

controlled by 'the spirit that giveth life.'“83

Loisy warned against
falling into the '"culte de la formule' in the attempt to salvage some
immutability out of this process.sh In a continuation of the dialogue
between the scholar and the Church, Loisy had the former challenge,

Will, then, doctrine be more unchangeable in the future than

in the past? This would be an end of the Church's thought,

which would mean an end to its life. Theological speculation

can never stop at any point in any subject it covers.

This would be compromised if we bound it to intangible and

unchangeable formulas.85 ’
Such vitality of speculation had been the case in the entire history
of Christianity. It had been obscured, however, by neo-Scholastic the-

~_ )

ology's preoccupation with objective, fixed and eternal truths. Such
a preoccupation, argued Loisy, had been discredited by modern critical
histery's revelation of the essential historicity of all truth. Loisy
maintained that this awareness of historicity, an achievement unique

to the modern era, imposed on the Church the responsibiiity to approp-

riate religious truth in a consciously historical manner., For Lbisy

83Gosgei, p. 211. “ i:J

hAutour;.p. 208

8SMémoires_, 1, p. 463; cited in Rondet, Do Dogmas Changel,

p. 98; see Gospel, pp. 210-11, 221-23.

————— .
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this meant to put deliberately all religious truth to the question, and
to transform doctrines of the past into new doctrines that would embody

the "'spirit that giveth life'" in forms appropriate to the modern era.

Metaphysical relativity of Yruth

As a historian Loisy attributed the development of Christianity
to the fact that a doctrine valid in one context
proved to be invalid in another. He concluded from this fact that there
never could be obtained a final expression of Christian truth that
&,
would be valid in every historical context. Loisy recognized, however,
that this conclusion implied a philosophical position on the nature and
-
origin of re]igigys truth which led to what he called "'the metaphysical

relativity' of doctrine.

In the series of articles on development published in Revue du

clerge francais Loisy argued that doctrines were inadequate to their
object, ;he reality of the divine that. is given in experience but:zcan-
not in itself be communicated to the human mind. ‘Nos id€es les plus
consistantes dans l'ordre religieux-ne sont que des métaphores et des
symboles, une sorte de notation algebrique représentant des quantitég
ineffables.”87 Stressing this ineffable element of religion, he wrote,
"les vérités fondamentales de 1a religion n'ont pas &té cqmmuniqLées en

forme d'enseignement spéculatif 988 Loisy felt that such a view of

86Autour, pp. 201Ff.; Gospel, p. 211.

87”L‘Ldée de la revelation'', cited in Poulat, Histoire, Dogme

et Critique, p. 83.
88lbid., p. 81. Cf. the journal entry cited by Vidler: '‘Do not

————t—.
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doctrine was the only one that could account for the facts of doctrinal
development. He made this point repeatedly in L'Evapgile in arguing
v

that the ''scholastic conception, abstract andi“unreal, of revelation

and dogma'' was not adequate to the concrete, historical unfolding of

89

doctrine. In  Autour d'un petit livre Loisy explained that the

scholastic view of doctrine presupposed their view of truth as the
unconditioned and absolute grasp of the real by the human mind.

This emphasis on the conceptual and non-subjective element of truth,
as we noted above, proved to be the grounds for the notion that doc-
trines, even in the forms they took in history, provided immutable and
eternally true knowledge of the divine.90 Loisy's view of doctrine as
symbolic expressions of their ineffable objects, in contrast, pre-
supposed the modern philosophical, historical and scientific view of
truth as relative and as inadequate to its object. He stated that it
was self-evident to the modern mind that . . .la vérité est en nous
quelque chose de nécessairement conditionné, relatif, toujours per-
fectible, et susceptible aussi de diminution.“s‘ Loisy held, follow-

ing Kant, that the real is inaccessible to our perceptions and that our

embarrassyourself with metaphysical questions. The Eternal told Job
the truth about these discussions: man had not made the world and does
not know what ‘is at the bottom of it." (A. Vidler, A Variety of Catho-~
llg,Modernlsts [Cambridge: University Press, 19703, p. 51)

9Gosge p. 212,

Aytour, pp. 188-190; Gospel, p. 87.

90

9}Aut:our, p. 191, ’ )
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perceptions of it therefore cannot but be impoverished; they repre-
sent '' ... adéquatement au sujet ni l'cbjet Ni le sujet lui-méme“.92
Truth, then, is both limited and unlimited. It is limited in the sense
that it never adequate{y reflects its object; gnd it is unlimited in
the sense that it is forever progressing towards full adequation to its
object.
Within this epistemological framework the assertion of the per-
efectibility of doctrine at the expense of its permanence was inevitable.
For the believers will continually be engaging in the activity of seek-
ing ever better approximations to the reality of the object of their
faith. Loisy argued that the ancient doctors of the Church were far
more aware of this fundamental inadequacy of doctrinal language than
their modern, neo-Scholastic counterparts. To this end he quotes a pas-

sage from Bossuet's Instruction sur les états d'oraison.

'‘Comme il faut s'élever au-dessus de tout ce qui semble indigne

de sa grandeur', dit BoSsuet résumant la th€ologie de saint
Augustin, '3 la fois il faut s'élever au-dessus de tout ce qu'on
croit le plus digne, de sorte qu'on n‘ose plus, en un tertain

sens, ni rien dire, ni rien penser de ce premier €tre, ni le
nommer en soi-meme, parce qu'on ne peut pas méme expliquer com-
bien il est_ineffable, ni comprendre combien il est incompré-
hensible'. !

The irony of Loisy citing Bossuet. as an example of agnosticism concern-
ing the divine object of doqtfines is that he has placed Bossuet's words
_in a context Bossuet himself would never had accepted. Bossuet did

distinguish the doctrine from its divine object, but his purpose was to

. 92Autour, p. 191.

‘93Autour. p. 203.

AR ol s g
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safeqguard the revealed and normative character of doctrines as authen-

tic expressions of the original depositum fidei. Loisy, writing some

200 years later and conscious of the historicity of Christianity, held
that the distinction Bossuet drew was between the changing and histori-
cal human element and the divine element in doctrine. And Loisy felt
that the relationship between the two was a problem, not a given.

Loisy argued that his account of the metaphysical relativity of
doctrines was demanded by modern science. For, as we saw above, if
modern theology was to model itself on modern science's method, then it
would have to -be critical and empirical. And because such a method
yielded only hypothetical and probable results, the results of theolo~
gical inqui?y, doctrines, too would have to be hypothetical and probable.
Modern science shows, maintained Loisy, that man's possession o? the
truth, like man himself, is constantly on the move; it evolves'avec lui,

94

en lui, par lui." Accordingly, revealed truths could never be isolat-
ed: from their vital expression in human intelligence as if they were
a pure essence independent of the believer's mind. On the contrary,
revealed truths are essentially tied into man's apprehension of them,
and because man changes, so do the truths he affirms. In L'évangile ~
Loisy writes,
Qur most certain knowledge in the domain of nature and science
is always ‘in movement, always relative, always perfectible. It
is not with the elements of human thought that an everlasting
edifice can be built. Truth alone is unchangeable, but not its v
image in our minds. Faith addresses itself to the unchangeable
truth, through formulae, necessarily inadequate, capable of
improvement, consequently of change.

'94Autour,p. 197

95GosEel, pp. 217-218.
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Foundations of doctrines and theology

The final issue wegfust examine in explicating Loisy's posi-
tion on the development of doctrine concerns the foundations.of religious
truth. The key to, Loisy's approach ;o “the issue of foundations was
his introduction of critical history as én autonomous discipline in
. theolcgy. for~once criti%ql history was. introduced, Scripture and Tra-
dition became. literary gnd historically conditioned expressions of the
Chiristian community. As such, they ceased to’ be the unchanging and

normative depositum fidei from which doctrines could be drawn. The

new foundations for this historically-minded tﬁeolqu, in keeping with
Loisy's émphaSIS'gn the anthropological componént of revelation, would
have\tO'be the individual bel;ever‘s copsciousness of God. Doctrines
are grounded in this cbns£iou5nes$ in the sense that they give it sym-
bolic expression. Loisy did not:say, thever, that doctrinal develop-
ment l; mere}y a matter of human reflectioﬁ and symbol-making, and that
development therefore has no supérnat&ral c.!imens_i'on. Rather, he
aéserted that this supernatural dimensioﬁ cannot be objectified and

{solated from the human and.historical dimension. . In Autouf d'un petit

‘livre he descéjbes the process of development as follows: ''C'est I'homme
qui cherche, mais c'ast Dieu qui 1"excite; c'est 1'homme qui voit, mais

. c'est Dieu qui l'éclaire} La révélatgon se réalise dans 1'homme, mais
. .97

‘Loisy;s turn to the subjective ahd‘non*conéeptpal dimension of
~ .~ FBautour, pp. 119-120; see Gospel, pp. 122, 210.211.
" Fagtour, pp. 197198 L "
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LY

faith for the foundations of doctrine echoed Schleiermacher's theology.
Schleiermacher‘whose theology was an attempt to meet the demands of
post-Kantian critical philosophy, also located the startingppoint of
theological refl?ction in human cpnsc' usness. In this framework doc-
trines were defined by.him as ''accoun ‘of the Christian religious af-
fectiqns set forth in speech.”98 As external expressions of. internal
experiences, doctrines have their root, explained Schleiermacher in his

-

Speeches on Religion, in "contemplation.of feeling, . . .that,like

your conceptions from experience, [are] nothing but general expressions
for definite feelings. They are not decéssary for religion itself,
s;arcely ever “for communicating religion, but reflection requires and
33 Loisy fol]owed Schleiermacher in this emphasis on the
internal in that he maintained that there is no revélation of the
divine ﬁnless it {s realized in the consciousness of the believer.
Loisy employe& Qhat came to be known s the method of.immanence.

Louis Cardinal Billot défiqed this method as ", . .cons?gtfng in demon-

stré;ing.the religious truth, or the credibility of the Christian faith,

purely from the aspiraqions; exigencies and energies which belong to the
' 100

L4

Within this framework the norm of doctrine

~

v

. '98F£chléiermachar The Christian Faith, vol. 1, ed. H.R. Mac-
Kifitosh and J.S. Stewart (New York and-Evanston: Harper and Row, Pub-

Vishers, 1963), prop. 15 {p. 76). ‘

99F.Schleiermacher, On Religion: Speeches to its Cultural

"Despisers, 'tr, by John Omar (New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1958),
p. 87. N '

_ " . )
'0995 immutabilite traditionls contra modernamhaeresism evolu-
tionismi (Rome: Gregorian University Press, 1904,.1929), pp. 79-80; clted

lionatimiiaqinsniagitintees
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was not, as the neo-Scholastic theologians held, the objective content
i

of Scripture and Tradition. Rather, the norm of doctrine was the
individual believer's religious experience; in effect, Scripture and
Tradition had been replaced by the believer's religiosity as the

depositum 1‘idei.]OI

The proposal made by Loisy and other modernists for a new foun-
dation for theology elicited a condemnation from the Vatican in 1907 in

Pascendi Dominici Gregis. The condemnation,whjch was rooted In the neo-

Scholastic view of theology, argued that a fundamental weakness in
Loisy's position, was  his inability to ground'the permanence-of doc-
trine in these new..foundations: ln.its. discussion.of modernism

in Pascendi the Vatican called attention to the aspects of Loisy's

position we just mentioned: that the essence of religion and the norm

for doctrine was not an external and unique revelation (Scripture and

in Sanks, Authority, p. 88, n. 6. The following from George Tyrrell illus-~
trates the.application of thls method to revealed truths: ''As things. . ’
are, the only test of revelation is the test of life--not merely of |
moral, but of spiritual fruitfullness in the deepest sense. It must

at once satisfy and intensify man's mystical and moral need. |t must

bring the transcendent nearer to his thoughts, feelings and desires.

1t must deepen his consciousness of union with God. . .any other ''sign',

Be Tt miracle or argument, will appeal only to the faithless and per- °
verse. |t may puzzle them, but it will never convince them; it may

convert them to the Church, but it cannot éonVert them to God; it may

change their-theology~~it cannot change their hearts." hr:stnanutz
the .Lrosstoads: [London: Hillary House, 1963], p. 87. See above,

pp.37~4] on how thi's method was inconceivable to the neorscholastic
theo)ogians. :

tol See Geffré A New e in Theologz, tr. R. Schillen, et ai
(New York: Paulist Press, , 1974), p. 25; Ratté, Three Modernists, pp.
131-134; McCool, Catholic. Theofogy, p., 248; Donal.Dorr, "Religious Ex-

.perience and Christian Faith”,'pp. 77-79; and Karl Rahner, “Dagma Ly p

Modernist Conception of Dogma' in Sacrementum Mundi, v. 2, p. 98; and

Roger Aubert, ‘Modernism', in Sacramentum Mundi, v. 4, pp. 99-104.
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Tradition) but rather man's religious experience. This stress on the

immediacy of the believer's contact with God, according to Pascendi, pre-

cluded a proper'appreciation of Christianity's transcendent nature.

%Moreover, to put the foundations of theology in religious experience led
to dogmatic relativism, the position that doctrines were changeable A
because all expressions of the ineffable object of man's re]igious
experience could be improved. PRascendi argued that this dogmatic rela-
tivism was in direct contradiction to the teaching on the<germanence of
doctrine and cited two passages from Vatican | to that effect.

The doctrine-of the faith which God has revealed has not been
proposed to human intelligences to be perfected by them as if
it were a philosophical system, but as a divine deposit
entrusted to the Spouse of Christ to be faithfully guarded and
infallibly interpreted. . Hence also that sense of the sacred
dogmas is to be perpetually retained which our Holy Mother the
Church has once declared, nor is this sense ever to be aban-
doned on the plea or pretext of a more profound comprehension
of the truth.

Let intelligence'snd science and wisdom, therefore, increase
and progress abundantly and vigorously in individuals, and in
the mass, In the believer and in the whole Church, throughout

. the ages and.the centuries—but only in its own kjnd, that Is,
according to the same dogma, the same sense, the same
acceptation, 102 .

Modernism's historical-mindedness, argued Pascendl,.did not secure but
rather andermined this normative basis of doctrine and theology.

The approach taken .in Pascendi.Domini Gregis-to modernism was charag-

teristic of the neo-Scholasticism of the time. The document's concern.

v

was to secure the eternal, unchangeable and‘d[vine element of doctrine

e ¢

102

Pascend] Domini Gregis, in Yzermans, All Things in Christ,
p. 109 = T

*'M,
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- at the expense of the historical and personal element. For without a

clear affirmation of the former element, it was felt that the normative
foundations of theology and belief would be lost. However problematic
this neo-Scholastic approach to doctrine may be, we feel that Pascendi

nonetheless did point to a fundamental fault in Loisy's position.

- Pascendi pointed out that Loisy's transposition of the foundations for

doctrine from Scripture and Tradition to religious experience left the
believer and the theologian without a\critical norm by which to judge
the adequacy of particular expressions of Christian truth. The reason
for this, if our analysis of Ldisy'sposition on.doctrine is correct, ,is
that Loisy held that religious experience could not be adequately
objectified. According to Loisy all attempts at religious expression -
including Scripture and Tradition - represented only impoverished and
thérefore éerfectib\e objectifications of the truth of Christianity.
Far from being permanent, such religiéus expression could and must
change with variatjons‘in cu]t;re‘and h{story. One can say, then, that

¢

on Loisy's model religious experience proved to be the foundation for

.doctrine, doctrine being: the articulation and conceptualization of this

experience; but that these foundations proved not to he the Eermanenf

and~normativé basi; for doctrine, their objectification in Tanghage being

-

. no less subject to the vicissitudes of history than any 6;her expression.

Although Ldisy did provide a historically-minded account of doctrlné and
doctrine's foundations, he was unable to provide a historicélly-minded

account of the normative character of doctrine that was so central to

- Vatican I. In this evaluation of Loisy's position on doctrife we are in ,

agreement with his coﬁtémpqréry Blondel, who described ‘the deficiency of

.t
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Loisy's historical approach to theology in the following way:

..when criticism is called in to help, after promising us
a grand staircase, the ground floor has been so effectively
occupied that there is no room to go up higher, dogma is
respectfully left at the door, or rather on the upper
floor.

‘Blondel did not doubt that there was a need for Catholic theology to

come to terms with historical-mindedness. However, he felt that Loisy's .

attempts in this regard tended to reduce doctrine to history rather than

to mediate and integrate doctrine and history.

Conclusion .

v The purpose of this chapter has been twofold: i) to discuss
the modernist program of Loisy in order to provide a concrete instance
of the transition from classicism to historical-mindedness that we will
&iscuss.in detail in the next chapter; and ii) to define the problem of
a historically-minded approach to the development of doctrine as it
came to Sg understood in modern Catholic theology: The problem, as the

preceding analysis shows, was the formulation of permanent and normative

foundations for doctrine within the horizon of historical-mindedness.

In the words of Pascendi, the modernsst program failed in.this regard

)
because theologlans like LO!SY were.

.under the sway of a blind and unchecked passion for.novelty,
thnnk:ng not at all of finding some solid foundation of truth,
but despssung the holy and apostolic traditions, they embrace
other and valn, futile, uncertain doctrines, unapproved by the

- Church, on which, in the height of their vanity, they think
they can base and maintain truth itself.'"]

4

“In our examjnation of Lonergan's bbsition on the development of doctrine

OBBiondel' History and -Dogma, @. 263

‘o“Pascendt Domini Gregls, in Yzermans, All Thlngs n Christ,
p. 96 (emphasis added)
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we will focus on this foundational question, and argue that Lonefgan's
historically-minded approach to doctrine does not contradict Vatican |'s
assgrtion of the permanence of doctrine. His method in theology, we
argue, therefore meets the problem of doctrinal development. HoweQer,
b?fore we begin this examination, we must first establish both the

context (Chapter 1) and the basis (Chapter I11) of Lonergan's position.

admen
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THE EXIGENCIES OF

CHAPTER TWO

THE PRESENT: LONERGAN AND THE

TRANSITION FROM CLASSICISM TO HISTORICAL-MINDEDNESS

'The alarming thing

is', he said, 'that this time it isn't

only the changeable things that are changing, but the un-
Anyhow, that's the danger--even for
me. Not only chess and manners and bank-balances and the
social order, but the sea and the sky--and Westmlnster

changeable as well.

Abbey.'’

- Charles Morgan

What are the roots that clutc¢ch, what branches grow
Out of this stormy rubbish? Son of Man,
You cannot say, or guess, for you know only

The dead tree gives

-A heap of broken images, where the sun beats.

no shelter, the cricket no relief,
And the dry stone no sound of water.

- T.S5. Eliot

These changes recoil upon him, upon his decisions and de-~

sires, both individual and collective, and upon his manner

of thinking and acting with respect to things and people.
Hence we can already. speak of a true social and cultural
transformation ~one which has repercussions on man's re-

ligious life as well.

- Vatican 11,

80

"Gaudium et Spes“.
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The quotations on the previous page bespeak a concern for the
many and widespread changes affecting the modern world. The root of
these changes, according to Lonergan, is a transition from a now wan{ng
classicist outlook to a new and developing historically-minded one. In
this chabter we will explicate Lonergan's understanding of the nature of
this transition and its implications for contemporary theology.

The topic of this chapter is important for our study of Loner-
gan's thought on the development of doctrine for two reasons. First,
the transition to historical-mindedness and the exigencies ié imposes on
Catholjc thought have been the context for Lonergan's later (post-1965)
reflections on the method of theology and the development of doctrine.
Secondly, the challenge to any claim for permanent and normafive truths
posed by historical-mindedness has proven to be the starting point for
most modern Catholic thought on the development of doctrine. It fol-
lows that a full appreciation of Lonergan's position on the develop-

- r
ment of doctrine, and the distinctiveness of that position vis-3-vis
modern Cathofic thought requires an understaqding.of his reflecﬁions on
the.transition from classiéism toAhistorical-mindedness..

This ghaptér is‘divided into two parts: i) a discussion of
the way Lonergan's definition of theoloéy {eads him to regard the trans-
ition to historical-mindedness as of crucial importance for contempo-

rary theological reflection and " ii) a lohger discussion of what Loner-

gan "identifies-as the essential features of that transition.

1. The.DefinitIonvg£.Theology

- The terms classicism and historical-mindedness are adopted by

%
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the Tater Lonergan, i.e. in his work after 1965 in which the primary
concern is the method of theology.] Lonergan's emphasis on the impor-
tance of the transition to historical-mindedness reflects the basic
orientation of his theclogical program. An indication of this orienta-
tion is given in the definition of theology presented in the introduc-

-tion to Method in Theology: ''A theology mediates between a cultural

matrix and the significance and role of religion in that matrix.“2 A
logical consequence of this definition is that adjustments in theology
will be required whenever there is a significant change in the state

of a culture. According to Lonergan, such adjustments lie at the core

of cofltemporary theological reflection. He sees recent developments in

‘See our Introduction, pp. 15-17. For an overview of the
differences between the pre-~ and post-1965 Lonergan see F.E.. Crowe,
"The Exigent Mind: Bernard Lonergan's Intellectualism', pp. 316-33;
“Bérnard Lonergan'', in ed. T. E. Bird, Modern Theclogians: Christians
and Jews, pp. 127, 150-51; "Early Jottings on Bernard Lonergan's :
Method™, pp. 121-38; and D. Tracy, The Achievement of Berpard Lonergan,
pp. 232-33.

It should be noted that although in Insight Lonergan dis-
tinguishes ''classical' from "statistical' methods in science, this is
not what the later Lonergan intends by the contrast between classicism
and historical-mindedness. The former pair of terms refers to methods
within modern science and therefore within what Lonergan terms histori-
cal-mindedness. (See Bernard Lonergan,- Insight: A Study of Human
Understanding [London: Longmans, Green and Co. and New York: Philoso-
phical Library, 1957], chapters I1-1V, especially p. 68, for Lonergan' s
analysis of classical and statistical methods.)

2Method p. xi. See Bernard Lonergan, Philoso h of God and Theo-
(Phnladelphla Westminster Press, 1974), 5, 33—E# 56~
53 "Theology in 1ts New Context', in Second Collectton, p 58; '"Theo-
logy and Man's Future',. in Second Collection, p. 136; Bernard Lonergan,
HAquinas Today: Traditaon and Inrovation'', Journal of Religion, vdl. 55
(1975), pp. 165-80; and Bernard Lonergan, 'Theology .and Praxis'
(Address to the Catholic Theological Society of America, Toronto, June 15, -
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theofogy as a response--although for some a belated response--to modern
science, scholarshkip and philosophy. As he put it in "Theology in its
New Context'', ''. . .just as theology in the 13th century followed its age
by assimilating Aristotle, just as theology in the 17th century resisted
its age by retiring intq a dogmatic corner, so theology today is locked
in an encounter with its age.“3 indeed, a significant difference
between contemporary theology and its classicist predecessor consists
in the fact that the latter was unable to come to terms with the his-
torical-mindedness so characteristic of modern thought. Let us briefly
consider the classicist definition of theology in order to explain why
this was 50 and to provide a preliminary indication of why Lonergan

finds it necessary to abandon it.

1. The Ciassicist Definition of Theology

Lonergan.contrasfs his historically-minded definition of the-
ology with what he terms the classicist definition of theology. The
classicist defines theology as the science of God and all things in

relation to Him. This definition has its roots in medieval theology's

. . . 4 s
pursuit of Anselm's directive, fides quaerens intellectum. When this

1977; unpublished manuscript available at the Lonergan Center, Regis

College, Toronto), p. 18." (subsequently published in the Proceedings
" of the 320d Annual Convention of ‘the CTSA, vol. 32, pp. 1-T7.

3“Theology'in its New Context"in Second Collection, p. 58; see
Method, p. 353; Philosophy of God, p. 22; and 'Belief: Today's Issue'
in Second Collection, pp. 97-98.

hJaq H. Walgrave, Unfolding .Revelation, pp. 92-105.
It Ts interesting to note that much of Lonergan's early work
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pursuit was undertaken within Aristotelian categories, there came to
be an emphasis on logic and certitude in theology. For example, in the

twelfth century Alan of Lille drew up a statement of regulae theolo-

gicae as the basis for all theological propositions and Nicholas of
Armiens labored to construct a set of axioms for theology on the model of
mathematics.5 For both theologians the articles of faith, provided by
the lumen fidei, functioned in theological science as did the basic

principles of metaphysics, provided by the lumen rationis, in rational

. 6
science: N

Aquinas sought to make theology's scientific status more

provides us-with illustrations of a classicist approach to key thealogical
issues. For example, D. Tracy cites Lonergan's Divanarum Personarum
(Rome: Gregorian University Press, 1959) (An english translation of the
methodological portion, '"Theological Understanding', tr. by F. P. Geany
[Weston Callegey 1961], is available at the Lonergan Center, Regis
College, Toronto, Ontario.) pp. 7-68, as a particularly good illustration
.of classicist theology. (Blessed Rage far Qrder, p. 36, n. 15) See
Lonergan's Verbum and ''Theology and Understanding (in Collection, pp.
121-41) for instances of Lonergan's indebtedness to the classicist
approach to theology. ~ On the development in Lonergan's understanding
of the nature and method of theology see Tracy's dissertation, 'The
Development of the Notion of Theological Method in the Works of Bernard
Lonergan, S.J.'". ' ‘

. Sw, Pannenberg, Theology and the Philosophy of Science, pp.
228-29. See Owen Chadwick, From Bossuet to Newman, pp. 2}-49 for the
influence of this model of theology on the understanding of doctrinal
development in the later Scholastics.

Gw. Pannenberg, Theology and the Philosophy gj_Sciencé, p.229.
See below, pp. 109-12 and our discussion of Lonergan's reflections on the
importance of the deductivist ideal for the classicist horizon.. Cf. his
remark to the effect that the secret of fourteenth century skepticism
was the emphasis on certitude and vigorous demonstration without a
parallel emphasis on understanding. (Verbum, pp. 211=14)

N me e ae Lae
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7

precise by specifying the nature of theolagy's formal object.’ The

appropriate formal object for theological science, he argued, was God

-

and all things in relation to him.8 Hence "Aquinas writes,

[e]verything considered in this science is either God himseif
or things which are from God and ordered to God, precisely
under this formality, just as the physician considers signs
and causes and many similar things inasmuch as they are in
some way related to health. Hence the closer anything
approaches to the true nature of Divinity, so much the more
properly is it considered in this science.

1

Aquinas went on to define theology's relationship to the other
sciences on the basis of this definition. Because theology's formal
object is God, that is, God as the first existing truth and the cause of
all created truth, theology alone is in a position to judge all know-

ledge. Aquinas describes theological wisdom in the Summa, with refer~

ence to theology's fundamental stance: g

That person, therefore, who considers maturely and without
qualification the first and final cause of the entire uni-
verse, namely Gad, is to be called supremely wise. . .and

., whatsoever is encountered in the other sciences which is
incompatible wi5h its truth should be completely condemned
as false,. . . :

) 7$ee Elisabeth GYssman, ''Classical Scholasticism'', Sacramentum
Mundi, vol. 6, where she notes that the search for theology's formal .
object was the search for ''. . .the highest or most general principle
from which all that exists may be deduced.'' (p. 27).

SSumna, la, 1,7; see Karl Rahner, ""Theology', Sacramentum

Mundi, vol. &, p. 236. k
9, ' C . .
In i Sent., q: I, Prolog., a.h: cited in F.P. Muniz, The Wa

gﬁ_Theold§§}~fr. John P. Re Washington: The Thomist Press, 19577,
p. 17. Muniz notes seven similar definitions of theology, pp. 10-11p.7
e.g., ''The science of God and of divine things, deducing conclusions
discursively from faith and the principles believed on faith." (Hugon,
Tractatus Dogmatjca).

10

“Summa , la, 1, 6 !
-\-b-—'d-—
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]

Because its formal object is the cause of all things, theology is

architectonic with respect to the other sciences and relates to them

as their queen and arbiter.

Aquinas. appropriated Aristotelian logic and science in the

interest of establishing a coherent set of concepts by means of which

the truths of faith could be systematically understood.

His successors,

however, neglected Aquinas' emphasis on systematic understanding as the

ideal of'theology and replaced it with the ideal of logical coherence.

N\

According to Lonergan this left them unable to meet the scientific
revolutions of the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries.

cjte two reasons for this inability, botﬁ of which we will develop

in the second part of this chapfer. First, modern science's unique-

(S

ness consists in a claim to autonomy. Because of this the modern

scientist refuses to allow anything but a critical study of the data to

determine his results, methods, etc.l‘ Thus, when it began to emerge

in the seventeenth century, modern science inevitably found itself at

competent and architectonic for the other disciplines.

logy, understood as a closed, static and logically coherent system,

.

ettt —

11

We discuss this below on pp. 97-8. See Method, p. 94;

" odds with a system 1ike Scholasticism that claimed to be universally

. ’
Likewise, theo-

"The

Transition from a Classicist World-view to Historical~Mindedness', in
Second Collection, p. 5; and Lonergan's ''Ongoing Genesis of Methods'',

Studies In Religion/Sciences Religieuse, vol. 6, n.4 (1976-77),

p. 3&2

The basis of this emphasis on autonomy is clearly articulated by
Kant' "Enltghtenment is man's release from his self~inflicted tutelage.
Tutelage is man's inability to-make use of his understanding without
direction from another. Self-inflicted tutelage is this tutelage when

its cause lies not in lack of reason but in lack of resolution and

courage to.use it -without direction froh another.

York: The Bobbs-ﬂerrill co., Inc., 1963], p. 3)

Sapere aude: 'Have
courage to use your own reason.'--that is the motto of the enl:ghtenment‘”
(On History, ed. and intro. by Lewis White Beck [lndianapolis and:New

-

v
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could not but regard the new developments of this new autonomous science
as an aberration. Secondly, and more fundamentally, the emphasi% on
logical coherence in theology fostered an outlook in which one could

not readily understand such things as the concrete, dynamic and -

pluralistic methods of modern natural and historical sciences. We saw

i

in the last chapter that this was the case with the Church's condemna-
tion of the modernism of Loisy. For thé“neo-%cholasticism which
informed that condemnation precluded any real appreciation of the changes
in theology required by the rise of the positive and historical studies_
in the 19th century. In pointing to the inability of the classicist
outlook in theology to deal with modern historical studies we are not
arguing that the Aristoteljan and Scholastic notions of science cannot
provide an adequate basis for theology. Rather, we are suggesting,
along with Lonergan, that these notions of science, particularly as

they were interpreted in 19th century neo-Scholasticism, proved inade-
quate to deal with certain key issues that came to be with the rise of
modern thought.‘2 The point to’be’appreciated here is that in order to
meet these key issues Lo&ergah has found it necessary to shift out of
the classicist mode! of theology as the science of God and all things in
relation to ng to a more dynamic and historically-minded model in which
method is of paramount importance. We will discuss these }ssues and

the importance of method in the next part of the chapter; at present we

contlinue our discussion of how Lonergan's vision of the task of contempo-

rary theology is informed by his concern with the exigencies of the

1AZSee ”Theology and Understanding' in Collection, p. 135.
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current transition to historical-mindedness.

2. Lonergan's Historically-Minded Definition of Theology

Lonergan, as we noted above, defines theology as reflection on
religion within a cultural matrix. We will discuss the structure of
theology proper to this definition, the functional specialties outlined

»

in Method in Theology, in Chapter Four. For the present we concern our-

selves with a more general discussion of the nature of theology's rela-
tion to the contemporary cultural matrix.

Lonergan's definition of theology is based on the distinctions
he draws between the social, the cultural and the cultural suprastruc-
ture. The social refers to the ways in which persons live together in
community. It is to be found in family, society, Church, etc. However,
besides the operations of daily living there exist. the meaning and
value that inform such living, and so there emerges the cultural. The
cultural strives to reflect on and give expression to the meanings and
values of'a way of life; it stands to the social on analogy to the way

13 ""Not on bread alone doth man live. Over

the soul stands to the body.
and above mere living and operating, men have to find a meaning and value
in their living and operating. It is the function of culture to dis-

cover, express, validate, criticize, correct, develop, improve such

. L . e .
meanlpg.”] The third distinction, the cultural suprastructure, arises
e

l3See "De-Hellenization of Dogma'', p. 21, '"Belief: Today's
Issue', pp. 91, 97, "The Absence of God in Modern Culture', pp. 102-111,
and '"The Response of the Jesuit', p.-172, in Second Collection; Method,
xf, and Insight, p. 236.

]AMethod, p. 32. .
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within advanced cultures. It consists in the objectification and medi-

ation of the meanings and values of the cultural. So to art there is

added art criticism, to common sense proverbs there are added philo-

sophical reflection and science, to religion there is added theology.

"'Besides the meanings and values immanent in everyday life there is an

enormous process in which meanings are elaborated and values discussed

in a far more reflective, deliberate, critical f’ashion.“]5
. Lonergan conceives of the relationship between theology and reli-

gion as that of the cultural suprastructure to the cultural. Theology

is therefore distinct (but not separate) from religion. This means that

changes going forward in the rest of the cultural suprastructure--in

the natural and human sciences, philosophy, history, etg.--will affect

theology in its form and structure but not in its content, religion.

Two cultural suprastructures may be distinguished, the classicist and

the modern, The classicist is rooted in what Lonergan terms the theo-

retical differentiation of consciousness evident in Greek philosophy

and literature; the modern cultural suprastructure, which is gradually

replacing the classicist, is rooted in what Lonergan terms tée interiorly

differentiated consciousness evident in historical-mindedness. Loner-

gan contends that the changes affecting theology and belief today are a

function of this shift in the cultural suprastructure; they are there-

fore not a matter of a new revelation or a new faith, but rather

IS"Bélief: Today's Issue', in SecondnCollection, p. 91; see
"The Absence of God in Modern Culture', in Second Collection, P. 102
and Method, pp. 28-30, 92.
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of a new cultural ~:on1:ext.]6 It follows, then, that if theology is
to mediate successfully between a .religion and its cultural con-
text, it will have to come to terms with the fundamental change in the
cultural suprastructure represented by historical-mindedness.
The task of shifting theology from the classicism that was so
basic to the medieval synthesis to the historical-mindedness of modern-

ity, according to Lonergan, invites theclogians to the '"Herculean

17

labors!' ' of formulating what he describes as a method in theology.
Only a theology structured by method can assimilate the some-
what recently accepted hermeneutics and historical methods and
it alone has room for developing doctrines and developing the-
ologies. The key task, then, in contemporary Catholic Theology
is to replace the shattered thought forms associated with the
eternal truths and logical ideals with new thought forms that
accord with_the dynamics of development and the concrete style
of method. !

16See below, pp.127-29. See also, '"Theology in Its New Context',
p. 58, ""Belief: Today's Issue', pp. 93, 97, 98~99; ""The Absence of God
in Modern Culture', pp. 104, 111-112, "The Future of Christianity", p.
163, '""The Response of the Jesuit!'p. 182, and '"Philosophy and Theology'',
p. 196:in _Second Collection; Doctrinal Pluralism, p. 32; ''Dimen-
sions of Meaning'', in Collection, pp. 266-267; '"Religious Commitment', in
ed. Joseph Papin, The Pilgrim People: A Vision with Hope (Villanova:
University Press, 1970), pp. 47-48. The distinction (but not separation)
between religion and theology is important in Method; see pp. 138-140,
170, 267, 275, 331, 346-~347, 353, 355. Cf. Charles Davis' reaction to
Lonergan's distinction between theology and religion in ''Lonergan and
the Teaching Church", in ed. P. McShane, Foundations of Theology (Dublin:
Gill and Macmillan, 1971) p. 73 in conjunction with James Hitchcock's
statement, '"Many radicals [i.e. Post Vatican || reformers] seem not to
have realized until very late that the crisis of the Church is merely
part of a larger crisis of civilization; many now seem to Faglize it only
dimly and not to give it sufficient weight." (The Decline and Fall of
Radical Catholicism [New York: Herder and Herder, 1971], p. 152)

17

'"Dimensions of Meaning'', in Collection, p. 266.

18“Philosophy and Theology', p. 202 in Second Collection. That
almost every article in Second Collection makes mention of this task shows
that it has been a dominant concern in Lonergan's mind while writing
Method (see, e.g. Second Collection, pp. 44, 58, 99, 108-111, 138, 159,

’
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The formulation of this method is to function much as Aquinas' appropri-
ation of Arisgotle did in the medieval synthesis. That is, method will |
enable theologians to reflect on and clarify the operations proper to
their endeavor. lﬁ this respect method plays an integral part in what
Lonergan describes as Christian philosophy, viz., the attempt to express
‘the philosophic basis of Christian faith, theology and doctrine.‘9 Such
a formulation is especially critical today, argues Lonergan, because with-
out the critical foundations supplied by method, the transition to
historical-mindedness can be to the detriment rather than the enrichment
of Catholic theology.

Lonergan stresses that

.our disengagement from classicism and our involvement in
modernity must be open-eyed, critical, coherent, sure-footed.
If we are not just to throw out what is good in classicism and
replace it with contemporary trash, then we have to take the
trouble, and it is enormous, to grasp the strength and the weak-
ness, the power and the limitations, the good points and the
shortcomings of both classicism and modernity.20

160, 184, 197ff., 211, 277, 279). VYves Congar has called attention to
this task with reference to Vatican I1's call for Aggiornamento in stat-
ing that the modern era, characterized as it is by radical change and
cultural transformation, ". . .calls for a revision of 'traditional' forms
which goes beyond the level of adaptation or aggiornamento, and which
would instead be a new creation. 1t is no longer sufficient to maintain,
even by adapting it, what has already. been; it is necessary to reconstruct
it." (“Renewal of the Spirit and Reform of the 'Institution'', in eds. A.
Miller and N. Greinacher, Ongoing Reform in the Church, Concilium, vol,

73 [New York: Herder and Herder, 1972), p. 47)

]9See Chapter V, pp.223-32 for a discussion of Lonergan's Chris-
tian Philosophy. See also Etiénne Gilson's Study of Aquinas, Elements

of Christian Philosophy(New York: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1960).

2O“Belief: Today's Issug'' in Second Collection, pp. 98-99.
What Lonergan means by ''classicist' in theology is similar to what Tracy
means by "orthodox model'' as defined in his Blessed Rage for Order: The
New Pluralism'in Theology. A Crossroad Book (New York: The Seabury
Press, 1976), pp. 24-25 and to what Karl Rahner means by '‘traditional
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Qur discussion of Loisy in the previous chapter serves to illustrate

this problem of method. For we argued that as- justified and correct as
Loisy was in his effort to ''reshape theology from top to bottom'' in light
of the new historical-mindedness| his program failed in so far as he was
unable to transpose the permanenée and normative basis of theology from

a classicist to the historically-minded context. We argued that the rea-
son for this failure consisted in his inability to formulate critical
foundations for the new theology. Perhaps Karl Barth's remark concerning
nineteenth-century liberal Protestantism is particularly applicable to
Loisy in this respect. Barth said of liberal theology's openness to
modern thought''. . .that through the open windows and doors came so much
stimulation for thought and discussion that there was hardly time or love
or zeal left for the task to be accomplished within the house itself.“ZI
In the discussion to follow in the next part of this chapter we will
explicate Lonergan's position on the transition from classicism to
historical-mindedness. Our purpose will be to highlight what Lonergan
takes to be the positive features of historical-mindedness for theology
and the ways in which those positive features can be complemented by the

~.

homogeneous culture' as defined in “Theology' in Sacramentum Mundi, vol,
6, pp. 233-246. (See Matthew Lamb, ''The Theory-Praxis Relationship in
Contemporary Christian Theologies', Proceedlngs of the 5lst Catholic The-
ological Society of America (1976), p. 154).

2]Karl Barth, The Humanity of God, tr. J.N. Thomas and 7. Wieser
(Richmond: John Knox Press, 1972), p. 19. See George Grant's caution,
in Technology and Empire that the ‘'despoilers of the Egyptians'' may be
"touched by that which they would use as something they could not use.'f
(Toronto: House of Anansn 1969) p. 35; and J. Macquarrie, An Existen-

tialist Theology. Comparlson of Heidegger and Bultmann (Penguin Books,
7973, London: SCM | Press, 1955), | for a critical discussion of the

starting point of modern apo]ogetlcs
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critical foundations supplied by method.

1. The Transition from Classicism 52_Historical-Mindedness.

in Chapter One we argued that the two opposed theologies that
made Modernism a crisis, neo-Scholasticism and Modernism, were each
rooted in the more fundamental outlooks or horizons of classicism and
historical-mindedness. Q}n the remainder of this chapter we will analyze
Lonergan's understanding of each of these two horizons in order to bring
to light what he takes to be the exigencies imposed on Catholic theology
by the transition to historical-miff3£2955.

It should be noted that '‘hor!zon'' is a technical term in Loner-
gan's work., We will have occasion to discuss it in more detail in Chap-

ters 11l and VI. For the present discussion, however, we use the term in

the more general sense of the extent of one's conscious perspective and

interest. Thus, in Method Lonergan states that a horizon is ''. . .the
limit of one's field of vision. . . . Beyond the horizon lie objects that,

»

at least for the moment, cannot be seen. Within the horizon lie the

objects that can now be seen.”22 The term "horizon' is used with

v

22Method, pp. 235-236; see also p. 85 and ™Natural Right and _
Historical-mindedness', p.17.The term horizon takes on a more technical
meaning not only in Lonergan's approach to history (see Method, pp. 220-
224 and passim) but also in his assertion of the priority of cognitional
theory over metaphysics (see e.g. ''Metaphysics-as Horizon', in Collec-
tion, pp. 202-220). For a brief discussion of the significance of this-
term and its import in Lonergan's thought see Bernard Tyrrell, Bernard
Lonergan's Philosophy of God (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,
197L4) pp. 49-55. In Ch. 11l we will clarify our use of the term where
we define transcendental method as ''basic horizon' (see pp.52-3). And
finally, we will clarify the meaning of the term as lLonergan uses it in
assigning the functional specialty Foundations the task of setting the
"horizon'' in which doctrines can ve apprehended. (see Ch. Vi, pp.249-57).
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5 \ Lo .
reference to classicism and historical-mindedness with the intention of

showing that each represents a mentality or Weltanschauung wherein what is

a viable position on man, science, theology, etc. within one is unintel-
ligible within the other. For Lonergan, theén, the transition from classi-
cism to historical-mindedness is not so much a matter of new data or new
interpretations of the old data as it is a fundamentally different way

3

of understanding one's world.2 In using the term horizon in this
way, Lonergan intends something !ike what Kuhn meant in his use of the

term'paradign’in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. According to

Kuhn, there hovers behind every science a paradigm which is for the most
part undefined, but nonetheless informs and influences all of the sci-
ence of an era. The paradigm will remain operative until there occurs

a breakdown in the conceptual field (as with Galileo and Darwin) at which
time the paradigm will begin to be replaced.

Therefore, at times of revolution, when the normal-scientific
tradition changes, the scientist's perception of his environ-
ment must be re-educated--in some familiar situations he must
learn to see a new gestalt. After he has done so the world of
his research will seem, here and there, incommensurable with
the one he had inhabited before.2k ‘

4

23Cf. Gilkey's use of the term Gei}t to ". . .refer to that
deep, preconceptual attitude toward and understanding of existence which
dominates and forms the cultural life of any epoch, the way men of a
given time characteristically apprehend the world they live in and their
place within it; their fundamental self-understanding of their being in
the world." (Naming the Whirlwind: The Renewal of God-lLanguage [Indi-
anapolis and New York: The Bobbs- Merrill Co., 196°9] p. 32)

uThomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 2nd ed.
enlarged (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 13970) p. 112 (See
pp. 118-125 in reference to Galileo.)
“See Lonergan's "'A llew Pastoral Theology'' (the Larkin-Stuart Lec-
tures, Trinity College, 1973; unpublished, available from the Lonergan
Center, Regis College, Toronto), p. | where he expiains that he sees the
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Lonergan believes that the present shift to historical-mindedness is
I'ike the revolutionary change described by Kuhn. [In our discussion we
will bring to light the meaning of this shift to historical-mindedness
by outlining four of its more prominent features: the impact of modern
science, the new science of man, the new conception of culture, and the

25

new mediation of meaning.

1. The impact of modern science

Lonergan singles out the emérgence of modern science as a central
factor in the transition to historical-mindedness. According to him,
modern science has affected modernity's cultural suprastructure more

than anything else, and for this reason Lonergan identifies the rise of

historical-mindedness with the origins of modern science toward the end

2
of the 17th century. I't must be stressed, however, that what Lonergan

current changes in theology as a revolution in the sense that Kuhn used
the word in the Structure of Scientific Revolutions: as the ongoing effort
of a community to work out the implications of a decisive breakthrough.
See also Nicea, pp. 14, 15, n.8 where Lonergan relates Butterfield's
attempt to get at the origins of modern science--and not particular mod-
ern laws or theories--with his own attempt to get at the ante—Nicean
development of Trinitarian dogma. Kuhn cites Butterfield's The Ori

of Modern Science: 1300-1800 (London: 1949) (pp. 1-7) on p. 85, n 5
Finally, see Lonergan's review of E. Barbotin, et al in Gregornanum Ll
(1963) where he favorably cites and summarizes Breton's suggestion that
modern changes in mathematics, logic, and natural Sciences are .o,
neither thedresult of this or that discovery nor the work of this or that
school. Rather they are the crumbling of an ancien régime, the outcome
of a many-sided and complex historical process, in which events and dis-
coveries occurring independently and in different fields have led opposed
schools of thought and different climates of opinion to analogous conclu-
sions.'" (p. 372)

25

See '"Religious Commitment'', pp. 47-48.

26See '"Theology in Its New Context', pp. 55-56 and ''Absence of God

Q
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finds significant is not that modern science is a new field, or a new and
better science, but rather that it constitutes "a methodical break-

through'', a change in the very notion of science itself.27 Because the

.

break through initiated by modern science was one of method, Lonergan

feels justified in stressing the continuity between the emergence of mod-
ern natural science in the seventeenth century and modern historical sci-
ence in the nineteenth century. He quotes Alan Richardson to this effect:

We should never forget that it was one and the same movement

of critical enquiry which first culminated in the.seventeenth

century scientific achievement and later in the emergence of

the fully developed historical-critical method of the nine-

teenth century. . . . The historical revolution in human think-

ing, which was accomplished in the nineteenth century, is just e
as important as the scientific revolution of two centuries ear- o
lier. But they are not two separate revolutions; they are

aspects of the one great transitional movement from the medi-

aeval to the modern way of looking at things.2

in Modern Culture', p. 103 in Second Collection. Note the qualification
concerning the term '‘classical science' on p.82, n.l above.

27Lonergan '""Ongoing Genesis of Methods'', p. 346; see ""The De-
Hellenization of Dogma'', p. 21, "Belief: Today's Issue', p. 95; '"The
Absence of God in Modern Culture', p. 107; "Theology and Man's Future'',
p. 139; "An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.". p. 226; ''Revolu-
tion in Catholic Theology', pp. 234-235 in Second Collection; ''Dimensions
of Meaning' in Collection, pp. 259-260; ''Respect for Human Dignity', The
Canadian Messenger, vol. LXIIl, n. 7 (July 1953) p. 415; and Method, pp.
94-95.

28Alan Richardson, History Sacred and Profane {London: SCM Press,

1964) pp. 32f;;cited in Bernard Lonergan, ''Response to the Questionnaire
of the Father Superior General of the Jesuits on the Place of Philosophy
in Jesuit Training' (1976) p. 2 (available at the Lonergan Center, Regis
College, Toronto).

In stressing the importance of modern s¢ience in Lonergan's ac-
count of historical-mindedness we do not want to obscure the difference
between Lonergan's earlier work, in particular Insight, and Lonergan's
later work, fn particular Method (see our "Introduction', pp.15-17.)
However, there is a continuity in the sense that the question of method,
although addressed in different contexts, remains a constant concern.
Indeed, when put within this perspective Lonergan's more recent emphasis

""Q‘\
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Lonergan maintains that the modern notion of science developed
i ‘conscious opposition to the classicist model found in Aristotle. We
will present the ways in which modern science contributes to what Loner-

gan terms historical-mindedness by contrasting it with its classicist

predecessor on seven distinct methodoldgical precepts,

From necessity to verifiable possibility

According to Lonergan a key to classicist science is an emphasis
on necessity. Lonergan attributes this emphasis to a strict adherence to

Aristotle's Posterior Analytics. Essentially, the method of science gor-

trayed in the Posterior Analytics consists in the logical deduction of
& 29

conclusions from first principles expressing objective necessity. tn
opposition to the Aristotelian model modern science has relegated neces-
sity to the status of a marginal idea and has replaced it with the ideal
of verifiable possibility. Modern science's aim,therefore, is the intel-

ligibility not of what must be so but of what is in fact possible and

probably verified. Thus, for example, modern science views the laws of

nature as hypothetical and in need of verification; they could conceivably

{

on the Geisteswissenschaften in his later work complements the emphasis
on the Naturwissenschaften in Insight.

29See ""The Future of Thomism'' in Second Collection, pp. 47-51;
Philosophy of God, pp. 6, 29, 30, "Ongoing Genesis of Methods', pp. 3&2
352; "Review' in Gregorlanum 4y (1963), pp. 372-373; and Doctrinal Plu-
ralism, pp. 30-32. See Patrick Heelan's account of the Aristotelian
notion of gcience's emphasis on necessity with reference to the conflict
between quantam mechanics and classicist tendencies in modern physics in
Quantum Mechanics and Objectivity (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1965)
pp. 24, 89, 128-129, 151, 182-183; and Michael Foster, '"The Christian
Doctrine of Creation and the Rise of Modern Natural Science' in eds. D.
0'Connor and F. Oakley, Creation: The Impact of an ldea (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1969), pp. 3/fF.
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be other than they in fact are.30 Lonergan points out that Galileo's
shift from the category of '"'the nature of. . .'" to that of "the state
of. . ." is paradigmatic of this aspect of modern science. For Galileo

first measured and only then did he formulate the mathematical expres-

sion of free fall; and the intelligibility reached, then, was that of

31

the empirically verified, not of the necessary. %he overall effect
of this shift to the empirically verified is that the claim to neces-
sary truth and knowledge as permanent acquisitions is replaced by the
goal of ever better approximation to the truth.32
Earlier we noted the way in which the Aristotelian notion of sci-
ence informed medieval theology. Lonergan claims that the skepticism and
subsequent decline of Scholasticism in the 15th century can in part be
attributed to an over-emphasis on Aristotle's use of the idea of neces-
sity in his later works. Lonergan contends that the 'cult of neces-

sity', associated with Aristotle's demand that not only conclusions

be logically necessary but that they as well be drawn from necessary

30“Philosophy and Theology'', Second Collection, p. 201; "Reli-
gious Commitment', p. 47, insight, p. 620.

3]Insight, pp. 6, 33-38, 63, 76-78, 128; '""The Future of Thomism"
p. 51, "The Absence of God in Modern Culture'', pp. 103-104; ''Revolution
in Catholic Theology", p. 235 in Second Collection; Philosophy of God, p.
17, ""Prologommena to the Study of the Emerging Religious Consciousness
of Our Times' (Unpublished Address to the 2nd International Symposium on
Unbelief, Baden, Vienna, January 18, 1975) pp. 14-15; Foster, '"The
Christian Doctrine of Creation', pp. 37, 38, 49, n. 19; Heelan, Quantum
Mechanics, pp. 57, 62, 138, and esp. pp. 29-31 on Heisenberg's phsyics
of 'observeables' in which the factual and concrete data of individual
measurements are emphasized as opposed to the clear and distinct
abstract essences of traditional physics.

2 . . .
3 Method, p. 259. Modern philosophy has followed suit with its
assertion that analytical principles must be verified. (Method, p. 316;

Insight, pp. X1, 304-309; 363-36?, 402-408, 671, Tracy; Achievement, p.
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33

premises, is a thing of the past. Non-Euclidian geometry, quantum

theory,and Keynesian economics have discredited such demands. Modern .
science will still aspire to conclusions that follow necessarily from
premises, but instead of being absolute truths, the premises are freely

and hypotthiEil;y postulated,3h And this shift will undoubtedly affect

the method of modern theology.

-
te

From certitude to probability

Lonergan contends tha¥ modern science aims not at certain truth
about reality, as did ifs clessicist predecessor, but only at a probable
account of that reality. That is, modern science is geared only to ever
better approximations of the truth, an ideal that is to be attained

through an increasingly more adequate but never complete understanding of

35

the relevant data. In Insight Lonergan cites Darwin's use of proba-

bility as a principle of explanation as an example of the shift away

33Method, p. 311; Philosophy of God, p. 6; "Philosophy and The-
ology', in Second Collection,” p. 261. The emphasis on necessity, coupled
with an over-exaggeration of system, contributed to this decline because
it allowed philosophical problems to dominate theology. (''Theological )
Understagﬂing“, p. 23)

34

Method, pp. 280, 3165.

3SMethoH, p. 94; Philosophy of God, p. 32; Insight, pp. 405-406;
"The Future of Thomism'', p. 51; '"Belief: Today's Issue' , p. 94; "The
Absence of God in Modern Culture', p. 104; '"Theology and Man's Future', p.
141 in Second Collection. Lonergan's critique of conceptualism in favor
of Aquinas' dynamic intellectualism is buttressed by his analysis of mod-
ern science. For the conceptualist is quilty, on Lonergan's account, of
overstressing certitude at the expense of the act of understanding in its
conception of science. See Verbum, pp. 210-212 and the statement '"Just as
man does not live by bread alona, science does not live by certitude )
alone." ('"'Theological Understanding', p. 31) The first ten chapters of
Insight, which aim to awaken in the reader awareness of the act of under-
standing by drawing examples of insights from modern science, are in this
sense also a critique of conceptualism.

[

———— L, A
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from certain truths:
.the explanation presents an intelligibility immanent in
the data, grounded in the similarities and differences, in
numbers and their states of change, in distributions over the
surface of the earth and throughout the epochs of geology.3
One need only contrast Darwin's use of. probability with its use
by tﬁe classicist scientist Laplace to appreciate the difference between
the modern and classicist understanding of science's proper object.
Laplace thought Newtonian physics true because of its explanaiory powers.
Gaps in the system that prevented complete knowledge of the universe were
due only to ignorance of the universe's original conditions and the inade-
quacy of measuring instruments.- Laplace held, therefore, that the gaps
could conceivably be replaced ;9 certain knowledge. Laplace's classicist

theory of probability, worked out in The System of the Worid and A Philo-

sophical Essay on Probabilities, was designed to effect such knowledge.

On thg basis oprrobability he sought to work out a mathematical formula

by meéans of which any world situation could be deduced from information
on another situation. In his quest for the necessary Laplace.had to rule

37

out the non-systematic. The modern scientist, on the other hand, re-

gards the non-sysggﬁatic element as a pq;Jtive object of inquiry. Con-
trary to Laplace, probability theory does not make up for ignorance of
initial conditionsf rather, it is indicative of the absence of comPIete
knowledge of the whole of reality. And such absence of complete know -

ledge is due to the undeniably probable character of scient}fic knowing

36

.““insight, p. l3é; cf. Lonergan's notion of emergent probability,
- pp. ]2!-13%. " .

37Insight, pp. 39, 56, 1]2; 132, 204, 205; Heelan, Quantum Mech-
anics, pp. 19-20,'39-41. : .




101

as such.

A corollary of the shift from certitude to probability is a
change in the conception of causality. For Aristotle perfect science
was certain knowledge of things through their causes. Causality was
conceived as material, fqrmal, efficient, or final.38 The modern sci-
entist, for whom scientific knowledge is no more than probable, drops
this fourfold scheme and identifies scientific knowledge with correla-
tion. The reason for this shift to correlation is that the Aristotelian
scheme of causation violated modern science's canons of selection and

39

relevance by leading the scientist away from the data at hand. Again
Galileo's law of falling bodies provides us with an example of modern
science's emphasis on p}obability and verifiable possibility. In the
words of Lonergan{ "Galileo was uninterested in the final cause of
falling, he drew no distinction between the different materials that

fall, he made no effort to determine what agencies produce falL.“ho

From system as true and permanent to systems as ongoing

A system is defined by Lonergan as a set of basic terms and rela-

tions. A system is related to experience through _the derivation of

‘38Method, p. 315; "The Future of Thomism', in Second Collection,
p. 51; Merbum, p. 211.

39See Insight, pp. 71-74, 76-78 for a discussion of these two
canons. Compare Lonergan's account of the six canons of empirical method
(Insigh , pp. 70-102) with Whitehead's "'ontological principle!" (in Pro-
cess and Reality [New York: The Free Press, 1969], pp. 23-25, 53-57).

holnsigh , Pp. 33; Heelan, Quantum Mechanics, p. 141, where he
draws the readers' attention to Kant's discussion of substance (#212)
and causality (#218) in the Lritique of Pure Reason.
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secondary terms and relations from the basic set.ul Because of his empha-
sis on logic Aristotle conceived system statically. He saw it as a per-
manent expression of truth equally valid for all times and places. Of
chief concern for Aristotle was the perfect exactitude, rigor and univer-
sality of the system rather than its adaptability to particular instances.
Because of this, the system's definitions and implications were thought
to be perpetually the same; as Lonergan puts it, they had the ". . .eter-
nal quality of Plato's ideas. . .“.hz This notion, according to Lon-
ergan, stemmed from an overly strict adherence to the ideals of deductive
logic. Ffor Aristotle ''[s]ystems are.either true or false. True system
is the realization of the deductivist's ideal that happens to be true
and, in each department 6f human knowledge, there is only one true sys-
tem.“hS
The modern view of system stems from modern science's de-emphasis
of certain truth. |In modern science system is ongoing and changing,
adjustments being required with each advance in the understanding of
data. The breakthrough to this view of system was initiated, according

to Lonergan, by the introduction of non-Euclidean geometry and G&del's

theorem into mathematics and by the emergence of quantum theory in

klPhilosophy of God, pp. 5, 6.

4 : .

zlnsight, p. 575; Philasophy of God, pp. 6, 34; Cf, Heelan,
""Traditional physics was not just a particular view of physics which
might be subject to revision. It was classical physics." (p. 24). Hee-

lan notes that its authority stemmed chiefly from its . . .logical
splendor." (ibid.)
43

Philosophy of God, p. 49; cf. Llonergan's criticism of Aris-
totle as unaware of the exigencies of system (Philosophygﬁ_sod, ep. 7,
29; Method, p. 311 ),
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physics,hh Modern scientists were led to see that the whole of a par-
ticular field of knowledge could no longer be enclosed within one system.
No matter how many systems were formulated, and no matter how adequately
they accounted for the data, there would always be the possibility of
the discovery of further relevant data and hence of the formulation of
more and better systems. This meant that the foundation of scientific
inquiry could no longer be the coherent, logically rigorous and static
system of the classicist. Rather, the appropriate foundation , as we will
see, lies in the ". . .method that keeps generating, improving, replacing
theories and systems.”“s
The possibility of new and ongoing systems means that piuralism
cannot be avoided. Thus, as we noted earlier, in the field of theology
there is now passing the classicist understanding of theology as one uni-
versally true system neither requiring nor tolerating diversity. This
classicist view is giving way to a historically-minded one in which theo-
logy becomes reflection on the role and significance of a religion in a
culture, Pluralism becomes an essential feature of theology; for each
different cultural context will give rise to a different theology.l’6 So

ettt e et

' thhilosophx_gj God, pp. 6, 7, 47.
45
pp. 94, 225, and lnsight, p. 508.

hsPhiloggphx,of God, pp. 33, 34. This is similar to the insights
of the sociology of knowledge. (See Method, pp. 36-4l, esp. n 15, and
Insight, pp. 324, 703-718.) For example, Segundo describes his theology
as 'Latin American Liberation Theology' to indicate that it arises in and
is addressed to a particular socio-political context. (On this point see
the introduction to his series, A Theology for Artisans of a New Human-
ity, in vol. 1, The Community Called Church, trans. John Drur§_7hary-
knoll: Orbis Books, 1973), pp. vii-xii.)

"The Future of Thomism'' in Second Collection, p. 52; see Method,
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today we not only have different fields (e.g. ,biblical, patristic, medie~
yal, etc.) and subjects (e.g., Hebrew history, Semitic languages, Chris-

tian theology, etc.) in theology; we also have different types of theo-
logy, each associated with a distinct cultural context{e.g.,Latin Amer-

ica Liberation theology, North American Black theology, etc.).

From the abstract and universal to the concrete and particular

As we noted above, Aristotle held that certain and universal
knowledge was the proper end of science. The result was what Lonergan
identifies as the recurrent antinomy of Aristotelian science: all sci-
ence is of the universal, all reality is particular, therefore science>
is not of reality.l‘7 Lonergan ekplains the Aristotelian prob}em as

follows:

What is variously termed the materia in individualis, materia
designata, materia signata, the hic et nunc, cannot be an ex-
planatory factor in any science; it is irrelevant to all sci-
entific explanation; it is irrékevant apriori; time and space
as such explain nothing, for the ceason for anything, the cause
of anything, is never this instance at this place and time,but
always a nature,wwhich, if found Egre, can be found elsewhere,
if found now, can be found later.

Q7Verbum, p. 154, Aristotle met this difficulty by distinguish-
ing science in potency (universal) and science in act (determinate).
Aquinas met it by distinguishing two types of abstraction: formative
(universal apart from determinate conditions) and apprehensive (univer-
sal in determinate conditions). (Verbum, pp. 154-156, 179-180; see
Insight, pp. 38-89 on abstraction as '"enrichment''.) Aquinas traced the
problem to Plato's separate ideas: ''Since he [Aristotle] accepted the
opinion of Cratylus and Heraclitus that everything sensible was in a per-
petual flux, he had to choose between denying the objectivity of defini-
tions and of science and, on the other hand, positing universal and nec-
essary objects. He chose the latter. . .'"' (Verbum, pp. 153, 169).

uséérﬁum, p. 39; "The Fugure of Thomism', in Second Collegxion,
p. 47; Method, pp. 3-1-302.
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According to Lonergan a key to Aristotle's emphasis on the universal to
the neglect of the concrete was that Aristotle had not formulated an
adequate theory of probability. Only with a theory of probability that
can take into account the non-systematic can the concrete and contingent
be brought into the sphere of scientific knowledge.t‘9
Modern science is not involved in the Aristotelian antinomy
because it makes no pretense to universal and complete knowledge. Modern
science is concerned with the concrete, and its methods are empirical

50

and statistical. For example, Heisenberg said «of modern physics that

it . . .is concerned not with the essence and struchure of the atom but
with observable events ahd thus places emphasié on the measurement pro-

51

cess,'! The complexity and richness of concrete reality demands that
it be approached not in a single ugiform way, but asymptotically, in a
number of different ways, each of which does not pretend to capture the

52

essence of reality in its entirety.

From metaphysics to cognitional theory as basic science

The basic terms and relations of a system are supplied by a
basic science. The basic science for the clgssicist is metaphysics.

The basic terms and relations on thii/account pertain to philosophy,

h9lnsi9bt, p. 129; see pp. 86-91, 124, 130-131, 617; "Transi-

tion from a Classicist World-view to Historical-mindedness' in Second
Collection, p. 3; (Aristotle's Metaphysics VI(E)2, 102, 7a 19 f.) See
Insight, p. 129 on Aristotle's "'contingent necessity."

5Olnsight, p. 53.

51 . o
Erkenntis t1 (1931) pp. 182-183; cited in Heelan, Quantum
Mechanics, p. 138, n. 1.

52See Tracy, Achievement, p. 89.
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and the sciences are a continuation of philosophy in the sense that
they are further determinations of its basic categories.53 For example,
psychology for Aristotle was a faculty psychology that derived its
terms and relations (matter and form, potengy, habit and act, efficient
and final causality) from a prior metaphysics.sh

Modern science proceeds in a different manner. As we noted
above, it prides itself on autonomy. And because the proper object of
science is sensibie, observable data, modern science has worked out its

55

own methods independent of any higher discipline. Its terms and rela-
tions are derived not from a priori metaphysics, but rather from empiri-
cally established laws (e.g. the periodic table of elements). The basic
discipline appropriate to modern science will have to take into account
modern science's autonomy and supply basic terms and relations that will
not interfere with its critical and empirical methods. Lonergan contends
that because modern science has taken the data of sense as its exclusive
object, the basic discipline will have to go elsewhere for its basis.
Rather than the data of sense, the basic science will turn to the prior
data of consciousness. And the basic discipline will be a cognitional
theory that determines not the content of the sciences, but the operations
of their general method. Its focus is not objects, as it was in Aris-
totle, bﬁt subjects. And, the basic science's relation to the other sci-
ences will not be in terms of logic, as it was on the classicist model,

53Philos'ophy of God, pp. b4-8, 29, 32, 48-49; Method, pp. 94, 274.

ShMethod, pp. 95, 259.

55Method, pp. 94, 95, 274

——————
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but in terms of method. As we will see in the next chapter, on this
model the other sciences supply the categorial determinations of what

56

Lonergan terms transcendental method.

From theory and practice as distinct to their identity

The modern scientific ideal, as we noted above, is to attaln
approximate but never final knowledge of reality. Modern science therefore
replaces the quest for necessary truth in Aristotelian science with its
own asymptotic approach to truth. Lonergan argues that the rejection of
the ideal of scientific truth in favor of verifiable possibility has led

57

to '"'the dethronement of speculative intellect or of pure reason." And

with the dethronement of the speculative or contemplative mind has passed
the typically classicist separation of theory and practice.

According to Lonergan the separation of theory and practice
rested on the separation of the universe into necessary and contingent
spheres. The essential contrast for Aristotle was between the necessary,
thaf which always happens, and the contingent, that which may or may not
happen. Aristotle accordingly drew the parallel contrast between theory

and practice: ‘
.insofar as the universe was necessary, human operation could
not change it; it could only contemplate it by theory; but inso-
far as the universe was contingent, there was a realm in which

56

See ''Revolution in Catholic Theology', in Second Collection, pp.
235-236; Philosophy of God, pp. 32, 49; lnsight, pp. 603-604; Method,
pp. 20-25, 121-122, 274-275, 316-317. Note that Lonergan has recently
begun to substitute the term '"generalized empirical method' for the term
""transcendental method' (see, e.g., ''Natural Right and Historical- ‘
Mindedness'', p. 17).

57”Revolution in Catholic Theology' in Second Collection, p. 236;
see Method, p. 94.
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human opergtlon could be effective; and that was the sphere of
practlce

According to Lonergan, modern science has from the start intended

to be practical. Both theory and practice regard the same object, for
they both represent s;ccessive approaches to it. Because of this iden-
tity of object, the pure theory of, e.g., mathematics can go hand in
hand with an applied science looking only to the practicabie (recall

59

Bacon's dictum, '"Tantum possumus, quantum scimus''). Theory and prac-

tice are not '. . .put in separate compartments; on the contrary, our

practice is the fruit of our theory and our theory is orientated to prac-

. . 6
tical achievements." 0

58lnsigh 129; see ''Ongoing Genesis of Methods't, p. 342-343;
Method, p. 95. Lonergan s view is confirmed in N. Lobkowicz, Theory and
Practice: History of A Concept from Aristotle to Marx (Notre Dame: The
University of Notre Dame Press, 1967). For Aristotle, the first Greek
to explicitly contrast theory and practice, theory had to do with the
divine order and its eternity, and thereby transcends man's most dis-
tinctive feature, his mortality. (pp. 4-7) The objects of the three
theoretical sciences were the universal and imperishable forms of nature,
the mathematical realm and the first causes. (p. 8; see also pp. 26-57,
70-78) Practice, on the other hand, had to do with political activity,
i.e., with guiding human activity which, by definition, Is particular
and contingent and therefore does not lend itself to the precision and
certainty of theory. (p. 14) Lobkowicz stresses that this distinction
has its root in Aristotle's conception of the object of science as neces-
sity. ''What he suggests is that only those things can be known in the
strict sense of the term and thus contemplated which cannot be other than
in fact they are; all objects of knowledge and contemplation exist
of necessity and are eternal.' (p. 13) Aquinas made the same distinction.
(see Werner Post, "'Theory and Practice', in Sacramentum Mundi, vol. 6,
pp. 216-217; F. Muniz, The Way of Theology, pp. 34-35; and Summa Theolo-
gica, la 1, 7 and Appendix 6 in “the Blackfriar's edition, pp. 68-63.)

59Cited in Post, ''Theory and Practice', p. 247.

O“Dimensions of Meaning'' in Collection, p. 260; see ''Theology
and Man's Future' in Second Collection, p. 150.
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From logic to method

The shift from logic to method, which we have already had occa-
sion to mention, is for Lonergan the most fundamental aspect of the
development of modern science. The shift is essentially a move from a
static to a dynamic viewpoint. As we noted above, logic is the key to
the classicist conception of system. On the basis of logic both derived
and basic terms and relations are determined, postulates are set forth,
and ru}es for valid inference are established. The resulting clarity,
coherence and rigor provide a suitable home for eternal, immutable and
abstract truths.él Modern science, however, is dynamic; it conceives
of system as ongoing and so logic loses its priority. In Lonergan's
words,

Logic will bring to light the eternal presuppositions and the

eternal implications of an absolutely precise account of any

position. But the scientist never possesses an absolutely pre-

cise account of his present position; for his position is sys-

tem on the move. It increases in precision inasmuch as it keeps

moving from one logical position to another.
The starting point of the modern scientist, then, is method; for method
is dynamic and therefore able to establish the related and recurrent
operations guiding such activities as observing, discovering and veri-
fying. Modern scientific method is a contextual process in which dif-
ferent answers to the same questions are distinguished, in which pro-
gress is cumulative and never absolute, and in which the intelligi-

6'See ""Philosophy and Theology' in Second Collection, pp. 197-

198, 201; Philosophy of God, p. 45 and our Chapter I, pp.33-41 in refer-
ence to the neo-scholastic approach to doctrines as eternal truths,

62!nsight, p. 503.
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63

bility attained is not necessary but probable, Thus, where Aristotle

in his Posterior Analytics ''. . .placed his reliance on first prin-

ciples he considered necessary, the modern scientist places his reli-
. , . . 64

ance ultimately not on his basic laws but on his method.'' To repeat,
logic does have a function in modern scientific method, but that func-
tion is not as central as it was for the classicist. Logic's achieve-
ment, according to Lonergan, is no longer permanent; it is recurrent,

In brief, like the mortician, the logician achieves a steady

state only temporarily. The mortician prevents not the ulti-

mate but only the immediate decomposition of the corpse. In

similar fashion the logician brings about, not the clarity,

the coherence, and the rigor that will last forever, but only

the clarity, the coherence, and the rigor that will bring to

light the inadequacy of current views and thereby give rise

to the discovery of a more adequate position,
What enables one to move from one coherent position to another is not
logic but method.

It should be noted that the shift from the static viewpoint of
H

logic to the dynamic viewpoint of method does not mean the end of meta-
physics according to Lonergan. He has continually argued against the
identification of metaphysics per se with static thinking. On his view
the root of static thinking is not metaphysics, but a one-sided attention
to logic, as in the later Scholastic's application to theology of the

63”The Future of Thomism'', p. 50 and 'Philosophy and Theology'',

pp. 201-203; Philosophy of God, pp. 45-48; Method, p. 6.

6l‘“Ongoing Genesis of Methods'', p. 343

6SPhiloso‘phy of God, p. 47; see 'Theology and Praxis'', pp. 4, 5.
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ideals of clarity, coherence and rigor adopted from the Posterior Analy-

6 . . . . .
tics. 6 In the discussion of metaphysics in Insight Lonergan argues

against those who would seek the basis of metaphysics in the deductive
methods of logic.

The fascination exerted by this method lies in its apparent
promise of automatic results that are independent of the whims
and fancies of the subject. The deducing proceeds in accord
with rigorous technique; the primitive premises are guaran-
teed by a self-evidence that claims to exercise objective com-
pulsion to which the subject must submit if he is not to be

guilty of a lapse in intellectual probity. In fact, however,
it is not sO easy to leave the subject out of one's calcula-
tions. 67

Because method concerns itself with the subject, it is the basic science.

Accordingly, there corresponds to the shift from logic to method a shift

from objects to the subject and his operations.68 This shift is at the

66

"The Future of Thomism'', in Second Collection, p. 50; "Theo-
logy and Praxis', p. 15; Verbum, pp. 187ff; Philosophy of God, pp. 16,
65.

67lnsigh , p. 408; see pp. 402-408 and 390-396.

The turn to the subject is characteristic not only of modern.
science's approach to method, but, since Descartes and Kant, has proved
to be the starting point of much of modern thought. See Lonergan's
""Notes for the Introductory Lecture on the Philosophy of History,"
(Unpublished Lecture, Sept. 23, 1960, at the Thomas More Institute,
Montreal; available at the Lonergan Center, Regis College, Toronto), p.
10, on the shift from substance to subject; and Hegel, The Phenomenol-
ogy of Mind, tr. and intro., J.B. Baille (New York & Evanston: Harper
and Row Publs., 1967), pp. 80-81, See also Ehe'foldowing contemporary
works: R. Poole, Towards Deep Subjectivity (New York: Harper and Row,
1972); James Brown, Kierkegaard, Heidegger, -Buber and Barth (New York:
Collier Books, 1967), pp. 13~26 in reference to the turn to the subject
in post-Kantian theology. The turn to the subject is at the core of
existentialist thought (see William Barrett, Irrational Man: A Study
in Existentialist Philosophy [Garden City: Doubleday and Company, Inc.,
1958] and William A. Luijpen, Existential Phenomenology, Duquesne Stu-
dies: Philosophical Series, 12 [Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press,
1960]; and the key to Whitehead's metaphysics is what he terms the
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heart of Lonergan's invitation to self-appropriation in Insight and is
the basis of the understanding of theology presented in Method. We
will address this in the next chapter in our discussion of transcenden-

tal method.

2. The New Science gi Man

As there is a science of nature, so also there is a science of

man. And, as we noted above, Lonergan contends that the development of

69

a new science of nature cannot but lead to a new science of man. In

this section we will examine Lonergan's understanding of how the new
science of man has contributed to what he terms historical-mindedness

by contrasting it with its classicist predecessor on four distinct

methodological precepts. /////
l‘

“reformed subjectivist principle' (see Process and Reality [New York: The
Free Press, 1969], pp. 182-94). P. Berger and T. Luckman in The Social
Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge [Garden
City: Doubleday and Co., Inc., 1966] arque that the language of the sub-
ject, not substance is appﬁbprnate to modern sociology. Paul Ricoeur has
drawn attention to the importance of the turn to the subject for herme-
neutics; see e,g., ''"Heidegger and the Question of the Subject' and ''The
Question of the Subject: The Challenge of Semiology', in Paul Ricoeur,
The Conflict of Interpretations: Essays in Hermeneutlcs, ed. Don Inde
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1974). For an inter-discipli-
nary perspective, see Jean Piaget, Main Trends in Inter-Disciplinary
Research (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1970), pp. 63-68 and
Gordon Wright, ed., Paths to the Present: Aspects of European Thought
from Romanticism to Existential ism (New York and Toronto: Dodd, Mead

and Co., Inc., 1960), especially pp. 413-53. We will discuss below
Lonergan's reflections on the impartance of this turn to the subject in
modern thought briefly on pp. 121-24 and more fully in Ch. 11,

4

69See Insight, p. 236; '"Dimensions of Meaning', in Collection,
p. 261; "The Absence of God in Modern Culture', in Second Collection,
pp. 104 ff, See above, p. 96.

S
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From essential, necessary, and universal to accidental, contingent

and particular

According to Lonergan the classicist science of man ignores the
concrete, the particular and the contingent. Like Aristotelian natural
science, it is.

.limited to the essential, necessary, universal; it is so
phrased to hold for all men whether they are awake or asleep,
infants or adults, morons or geniuses; it makes it abundantly
plain that you can't change human nature; the multiplicity and
variety, the development and achievement, the breakdowns and
catastrophes of human living, all have to be accidental, contin-
gent, particular, and so have to lie outside the field of scien-
tific interest as classically conceived. /0

Because he holds that all change is accidental, the classicist believes
that the same principles are equally applicable in all circumstances.
Within this framework, the concrete and the changing, the accidental,

are irrelevant; and because of this, there can be no serious concern for

71

history and historical changes.
The modern sciencé of man, on the other hand, is empirical; it
sees scientific knowledge as ''. . .the result of an accumulation of

related insights and scientific insights grasp ideas that are immanent

72

not in what is imagined but in what is given." And what is given is

0”Dimensions of Meaning' in Collection, p. 262.

7|See "Theology in its New Context', pp. 47, 59 and 'The Absence
of God in Modern Culture', p. 112 in Second Collection; Method, p. 301;
Philosophy of God, p. 32. On classicist history see Allan Richardson,
History Sacred and’ Profane (London: §$.C.M. Press, 1964) pp. 277-278
and M.D. Chenu, Nature, Man and Society in the 12th Century, ed. and
trans. J. Taylor and L. Little (Chicago & London: The University of
Chicago Press, 1957) pp. 162-201.

72Insight, p. 235.

L Y
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concrete human action in its myriad forms. Thus Hume, following this
principle, held that the proper way to know human nature is the empiri-

73

cal science of man; and Dilthey, in reaction to the latent idealism
of the German Historical School, took the proper object of the Geistes-

wissenschaften to be concrete human living. According to Lonergan, the
%

modern science of man has taken over the Enlightenment's dedication to pro-
'
gress but has abandoned the Enlightenment's tendency toward abstract

thinking; the new science of man has appreciated Hegel's turn to the

7k

condretéfand world history but has repudiated his a priori methods.
Where the classicist science of man identified the end of scholarship
with the attainment of human eloquence, the modern identifies the end

of scholarship with the ideals of the early nineteenth-century Philologie:
75

EL .the/historical reconstruction of the constructions of mankind."

Dilthey operated within the same context as is evident in his statement,

76

""Whatever life may be, history shall inform us of it." The modern

73!nsight, p. 528.

: 7I*Method, 210; ""Ongoing Genesis of Methods', p. 346. Because

history as a science is empirical, it tends to collapse the distinction
of theory and praxis, for it finds the concern with universal categories
irrelevant. See above n. 63 and Lobkowicz, Theory and Practice, pp.259-
426;Karl Marx and Fpederick Engels, The German Ideology, Part One, ed.
J.C. Arthur (New York: International Publishers, 1970), especially

pp. 57-66 and 127-133. :

¥

. 75Me§hod, p. 310; see pp. 97ff, 210, 315; Philosophy of God, p.
ix; ""An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.' in Second Collection,
‘p. 226; ''Onging Genesis of Methods'', pp.. 346-348. According to Richard-
son, the word "humanist' originally meant "classicist'’, especially
"Latinist". In contemporary times it is usually prefixed by the word
"scientific', and denotes the confidence of man in making himself at
home in the world. (History- Sacred and Profane, p. 278)

76

Gesammelte Schrif ten (Stuttgért: .B.G. Teuben, 1962), Vii, p.
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science of man, therefore, endeavors to study every human phenomeron in its
unique particularity; and its proper object is not man as such, man in the
abstract and universal, but every particular man in each and every par-

77

ticular time and place.

From human nature to human historicity

The classicist study of man, because of its concern wi?% the essen-
tial and abstract, determined a priori that human nature was unchanging.

One can apprehend man abstractly through a definition that
applies omni et soli and through properties verifiable in

262; cited in H.N. Tuttie, Wilhelm Dilthey's Philosophy of Historical
Understanding: A Critical Analysis (Leiden: E..J. Brillj_¥969),p. 12;
see Wilhelm Dilthey, Selected Writings, ed. and tr. H.P. Richman (Cam-
bridge:University Press, 1976) pp. 19, 34, 93, 173.

]7”Nacural Right and Historical-Mindedness" , 3 ¢f. Richard-

son's discussion of the difference between the purpose of ancient and
modern historiography. The aim of classical history was to edify; in
Cicero's words, history was ''testis temporum, lux veritatis,vita memoriae,
magister vitae''. The aim of modern history is to determine what happened;
in Ranke's words, history was to ascertain 'wie js eigentlich ge-

wesen'' (p. 281; pp. 104, 173). See Lonergan's contrast of critical and
pre-critical histé:;/iZ/Method. pp. 185ff. Richardson notes the impact

of the development of fiodern science on the modern view of historiography.
"It was not until 3Tter the new science of Galileo and his fellows had

overthrown the scientific cosmology of the ancient world that literary men
dared to imagine that modern achievements in literature, drama and history

might equal or even surpass the masterpieces of the ancients. . .[it was]
.the superiority of modern science which eventually effected the
change of view." (History Sacred and Profane, p. 277). Note that Loner-

gan cites Collingwood's claim that in becoming critical and constructive
the study of history underwent something of a Copernican Revolution (ldea
of History, pp. 236, 240; see Method, p. 205). Lonergan recognized in
1964 that this new science of history was a ''datum'' that Catholic theology
could not ignore. '"Modern scriptural, conciliar, patristic, medieval stu-
dies are 'science' not in the ancient Greek but in the modern sense of the
term, and the dogmatic theologian has the task, if not of arranging for
their baptism, at least of finding himself at home with them.'" (''Review',

Gregorianum, 44 (1963), p. 373.
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every man. In this fashion one knows man as such; and man
as such, pregisely because he is an abstraction, also is
unchanging.7

The focus of this view of man is not the subject but the substance or
the soul. This is not to say that the classicist is unaware of the sub-
ject. Rather, it is to say that because the subject changes and is
therefore accidental it cannot be the object of a science that per-

tains only to the unchanging and necessary.79 However, the substance

78“The Transition from a Classicist world-view to Historical~-
mindedness'', in Second Collection, p. 5; see ''Philosophy and Theology"
in Second Collection, p. I94.

79It is interesting to note that Lonergan believes that Augus-
tine and Aquinas, although they did not discuss it explicitly and sys-
tematically, nonetheless had a grasp of what is meant by the subject.
He attributes this to their "extraordinary grasp of the facts of con-
sciousness.' ("Christ as Subject: A Reply' in Collection, p. 174,
n. 11; see Verbum, ix,ff.) 'If | may hazard a surmise, | should say
that the discovery of the subject, attributed to German idealism and
subsequent philosophies, was simply ap unbalanced effort to restore
what implicitly existed in Aristotle and St. Thomas but had been sub-
merged by the conceptualist tendency. . ." ("'Christ as Subject: A
Reply'', p. 192, n. 50) (See our discussion of how the conceptualism
in neo-scholasticism did lead to a neglect of the subject [Ch. I, pp.
37-41] ) However, Lonergan does not want to suggest that this meant
that historical-mindedness was also implicit in their thought. For
example, Lonergan says that Aquinas' work, though methodical, has a
basic defect: ''It was not informed by historical consciousness, and so
is projected, as it were, on a flat surface without the perspectives
of time and change what can properly be apprehended only as the succes-
sive strata as an ongoing process.' (''Changes in Roman Catholic The-
ology'", Boston College (1973) {Unpublished, available at the Lonergan
Center, Regis College, Toronto) p. 27).See our Introduction on this
point with reference to the deve}opment of doctrine. (p. 7, n. 6)
Lonergan's reading of the medieval period here is different from those
of Karl Rahner and P. Danielou. For instance, Rahner remarks that in
medieval thought ''. . .the 'subject' is treated as one object among
others." ("Theology', Sacrementum Mundi, vol. 6, p. 243). And Danielou
states that the categories of historicity and subject are foreign to
Scholasticism; and ''. . .since it affirms reality to be in essence more
than in subjects, it has nothing to do with the dramatic world of per-
sons, of the concrete universals. . ." ('Les orientations présentes de
la pensée religieuse', Etudes (April, 1964); cited in Anthony Lee,
"“Thomism and the Council®, The Thomist, v. 27 (April, 1963),pp. 46h-465.
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or the soul, because it remains ever the same, can be the object of
classicist science. Aristotle's purely objective psychology of the soul
and its a priori distinction between potency, habit, acts and objects
therefore proves to be an adequate account of human nature.

The approach of the modern science of man, in contrast to its
classicist predecessor, is a posteriori. It speaks with the existen-
tialists in their language of the self and theit reflection on the sub-
. . 80 . o
ject as concrete and incarnate. It follows Hegel in his recognition

. . . - 81

of the reality of the subject in addition to the substance. And,
according to Lonergan, the importance of the subject as incarnate is what
Vico meant in asserting the priority of poetry.

To proclaim with Vico the priority of poetry is to. . .open

the way to setting aside the classical definition of man as

a rational animal and, instead, defining man with the cul-

tural phenomenologists as a symbolic animal or with the per-.

sonalists as an incarnate spirit.

There follows from this turn to the subject as incarnate a stress on

understanding and meaning in the study of man. Dilthey argued that the

proper aim of the Geisteswissenschaften was understanding (verstehen)
as opposed to explanation (erkldren). Foilowing ". . .Vico's claim

that it is human affairs that men best understand, for human affairs

ll83

are the product of human understanding. . .''".7, . Dilthey stressed the

80”The Future of Thomism'', p. 45; '"The Subject', pp. 72, 79-86

in Second Collection; Method, pp. 175-180; Verbum, p. x.
81

See n. 73 above.

2”pimensions of Meaning' in Collection, p. 236; See Method, p.
73; see '"The Subject" in Second Collection, pp. 69-73 on the neglect of
the subject and a note on Kant's Copernican Revolution.

83”Ongoing Genesis of Methods', p. 347.
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subjectivity and self-understanding of the interpreter of human action.
This, in turn, meant that meaning was to be a central category in the

Geisteswissenschaften. For in emphasizing understanding over explana-

tion as the human science's distinctive object, Dilthey had shown that

the Geisteswissenschaften studied not just intelligibility, but an intel-

ligent intelligibility. What led Dilthey to this conclusion according
to Lonergan, was that he had recognized human living to be, unlike
nature, constituted by meaning.

In explaining what is meant by man's historical nature Lonergan
takes Dilthey's emphasis on meaning as his starting point. Historicity,
Lonergan states, refers to.

.a dimension of human reality that has always existed,
that has always been lived and experienced, that classicist
thought standardized yet tended to overlook, that modern
studies have brought to light, thematized, elaborated, illus-
trated, documented. That dimension is the constitutive role
of meaning in human living.

A“Theology in its New Context'',p. 161; see "The Future of
Fhomism'', p. 51, "The Subject', pp. 72-3, 79 in Second Collection.
tenz and Aggiornamento'', pp. 242-244; ''"Dimensions of Meaning', pp. 252~
255 in Collection; Method, pp. 74, 77, 78, 178, 180, 199, 211, 219, 358;
Doctrinal Pluralism, p. 69; and J. Navone ''History as the Word of God"
in Foundations of Theology, p. 133.

On "historicjty' as a translation for the German Geschicht-
lichkeit see George Kehm's Translator's Preface.to Pannenberg!s
Basic Questions in Thedtogy, .vol. l.._ Kehm . .
prefers "historiciness'’’ because 1) it best represents the contrast
between historisch and geschichtlich and 2) it refers more to the fun-
damental structure of human existence whereas "historicity', at least in
in current theology, refers more to an event verified by historical
research. On the first point see Lonergan's contrast between the his-
tory that is written and the history that is written about. As to the
second, Lonergan uses ''historicity' in a way that includes both senses,
i.e., it refers to the fundamental structure of human existence (the
constitutive role of meaning) and to the fact that the products of man's
making,e.g., cultures, have histories and are .accessible via historical
research (as opposed to the a priori approach of classicism).
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For meaning is flexible and subject to change; and so too is the being
who freely makes himself by choosing tpe meanings that are to constitute
his living. Lonergan distinguishes two aspects of man's ontology, nature
and historicity, the former invariant and the latter changing. However,
the two aspects are not separate, one not affected by the other. For,
according to Lonergan's interpretation of Aristotle, nature is not a
thing but a principle; it is the immanent principle of movement and
rest (Physics 11 1 192b, 22). VWith respect to human nature this princi-
ple is dynamic; itis, in Lonergan's words,''the quite open structure of
the human spirit' as raising (movement) and answering (rest) questions.
Human nature, then, is not static, universal and unchanging. Rather,
it is a dynamic principle, and because of this Lonergan speaks of his-
toricity as an essential part of human nature.85
History, then, is the realm in which there takes place man's
making of man; and just as the study of nature reveals natural pro-
cesses, so does the study of history reveal ''. . .man, the self-
completing animal, in the manifold variety of his concrete existing.“8
One may now speak, according to Lonergan, of the ''semantic reversal
that has occurred with reference to the word ''subject'. \here ''subject"
was once a pejorative term, thought to violate the norms of objective

truth, it has now come to be associated with the rejection of a

85 ""Natural Right and Historical-Mindedness',p. 5; Method, p.
302; "The Transition from A Classicist World-view to Historical-
Mindedness' in Second Collection, p. 6.

86”Ongoing Genesis of Methods', p. 35}; see '"Theology in Its
New Context'' in Second Collection, p. 61; Method, pp. 218, 219, 221.
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misconceived objectivity and an affirmation of the individual's auto-
nomous and authentic self-making.

Freely the subject makes himself what he is; never in this life
is the making finished; always it is still in process, always

it is a precarious achievement that can slip and fall and shat-
ter. Concern with subjectivity, then, is concern with the inti-
mate reality of man. It is concern not with the universal truths
that hold whether a man is asleep or awake, not with the' inter-
play of natural factors and determinants, but with the perpetual
novelty of self-constitution, of free choices making the chooser
what he is.

Accordingly, to accept and come to terms with the notion of historicity
entails a shift from the classicist "substance' to the modern "'subject'’,
for it is the subject and not the substance that responsibly makes

himself what he is to be. As Lonergan puts it, '"[aJutonomy decides

88

what autonomy is to be.'

87”Cognitional Structure' in Collection, p. 233; see pp. 236~
237 and "Dimensions of Meaning'" in Collection, p. 255.

88“Existenz and Aggiornamento in Collection, p. 242; see ''The
Subject'' in Second Collection, p. 79, and Blondel's remark 'La substance
de l'homme, c'est l'action: il est ce qu'il se fait." (cited in J.
Lacroix, Maurice Blondel: sa vie, son oeuvre [Paris, 1963] p. 20).
This emphasison autonomous self<constitution is clearly articulated in
Marx and Engels'German Ideology: '". . .we must begin by stating the
first premise of all human existence and, therefore, of all history,
the premise, namely, that men must be in a position to live in order to
be able to ‘make history'." (p. 48)

Leo Strauss draws out this same point in discussing the differ-
ence between the subject (for Strauss, the self) and the soul in his
Liberalism: Ancient and Modern {London and Mew York: Basic Books, Inc.
1968): '"The self is obviously a descendent of the soul, that is, it is

.-not the soul. The soul may be responsible for its being good or bad,
but it is not responsible for its being a soul; of the self, on the
other hand, it is not certain whether it is not a self by virtue of its
own effort. The soul is part of an order which does not originate in
the soul; the self is not certain whether it is part of an order which
does'not originate in the self." (p. 261). See also his Natural Right
and History (Chicago & London: The University of Chicago Press, 1953),
e.g., on Weber, for whom ''[t]he dignity of man consisted in his auto-
nomy." (p. 44); George Grant, Technology and Empire (Toronto: The

P o
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From faculty psychology to intentionality analysis

in his 1968 introduction to the Verbum articles Lonergan con-
trasts the different approaches to man of Augustine and Aristotle.
Where the latter's approach was based on a psychology of’the soul in
terms of metaphysics, the former's approach was based on Augustine's
discovery of himself as a subject and an awareness of his interior-
89

ity. This contrast is useful to keep in mind when studying Loner-

gan's lInsight and his Method in Theology, for in both works he goes

with Augustine and his turn to interiority rather than with Aristotle
and his turn to a priori metaphysics.90 Wewill discuss this turn to
interiority in the next chapter; for the present we will only note how
Lonergan sees it as basic to the modern science of man.

As we noted above, classicist psychology is essentially a
metaphysics of the soul; that is, it is a faculty psychology that
treats of the soul entirely in an objective manner. According to
Lonergan, part of the root of this approach lies in the classicist
emphasis on necessary first truths. Suéh emphasis, he suggests, leads

to a neglect of the subject in the sense that philosophy and science are

House of Anansi, 1969) pp. 23, 25, 29, 33, 35, 39; Time as History
(Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 1969), pp. 26-30.

bgVerbum, pp. x=-xii (The introduction was originally published
under the title '"Subject and Soul'.) What is lacking in Augustine's
account is the elevation of introspection to a scientific technique.
(p. xiii). See also "Religious Commitment', pp. 58-59. Cf. Austin Far-
rer on the rise of modern science in the 17th century on the basis of

its criticism of Aristotelian science, primarily with reference to the
notion of substantial form. (Reflective Faith: Essays in Philosophical
Theology (Grand Rapids: Willjam B. Eerdmans Publ. Co., 1972) pp. 93-98).

0
9 "An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.", p. 223 and
"Insight Revisited'", p. 277 in Second Collection.
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thought to be so objective that they can get along without the mind of
the philosopher or scientist. O0Objectivity on this approach is

thought of in terms of rigorous inferences, .as the fruit of

immediate experience, of self evident and necessary truth.“‘ Subjec-

tive differences may be acknowledged, but, because the basic approach

is objective, they are thought to be only accidental and therefore of

no account. Moreover, the Aristotelian faculty psychology, because it

focused on objects, gave priority to metaphysics. The priority of meta-

physics meant that the intellect assumed a priority over all other

faculties and so supported the classicist emphasis on theory over practice

pure over practical intellect.9]
The modern account éf man, on the other hand, is phenomenologi-

92

cal. It brings the operations of the concrete conscious subject into
prominence. Modern philosophy, being both critical and empirical,
eschews metaphysics and adverts to the significance of interiority,

93

taking as its proper object the data given in consciousness. As a
result, Aristotle's faculty psychology, with its alternatives of ',

voluntarism, intellectualism, sentimentalism, and sensism. . .', is

rejected; and one turns, with Husserl, to an intentionality analysis

”0ngonng Genesis of Methods', p. 351; "Mission and Spirit",in
P. Huizing and W. Basser, eds.,Experience of the Spirit. Concilium, vol.

99 (New York: The Seabury Press, 1975), p. 73; Religious Commutment“ p.52

92Philosophy of God, pp. 13, 48; "The Subject' in Second Collec-

tion, pp. 70-71; ""Theology and Praxis'', p. 18.

93Hethod, pp. 96, 212, 310, 316, 340; ""Mission and Spirit', p.
73; "“Bernard Lonergan Responds”, in Foundations of Theology, p. 226
and "'Bernard Lonergan Responds'' in Language, Truth and Meaning p. 307.

[ I SO
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", .that distinguishes and relates the manifold of human conscious

operations.”gb So, as we saw above, the basic discipline for the modern
View, method, finds its basis not in a faculty psychology but in a cog-
nitional theory grounded in cognitional fact. In so adverting to the
subject and his conscious operations, method,which presupposes no prior

metaphysical framework, becomes the foundation for the modern science

of man.

From firstprinciples to transcendental method as foundational

We have already suggested that the foundations of the science of
man are conceived different}y by the classicist than by thé historically-
minded. The former's foundations are abstract. Because classicist sci-
ence is deductivist, its proper foundations lie in the certain know-
ledge of self-evident and necessary first principles. Because deduct-
ive logic is the way to such knowledge, the foundations of one's appre-
hension of man are what is logically first in a static system. One
fills out the picture of man by operating on these first principles
and deducing the doctrines, norms, criteria, etc., that constitute
one's eternally valid knowledge of human nature, knowledge applicable
to all men everywhere.95 ’

Modern science, however, is ongoing; what is fixed is not sys-

96

tem but method. The foundations for the modern view of man, founda-

9I‘“The Response of the Jesuit' in Second Collection, p. 170;
Method, p. 340; ''Religious Commitment'', pp. 52-53.

95“The Transition from A Classicist World-view to Historical-
mindedness'', p. 3; '"Theories of lnquiry: Responses to a Symposium'', p.
39 in Second Collection.

96

"The Future of Thomism'' in Second Collection, p. 52.
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tions which reflect this dynamism, cannot lie in any one part of the
science, in its laws, principles or conclusions, for these are subject
to revision. But what is foundational, as we saw above, is the method

97

by which the scientist generates these revisions. Where classicist

philosophy adopts the static deductivist ideal of logic, modern philo-
. 98

sophy strives to recognize this primacy of ongoing methods. Accord-

ing to Lonergan this requires a shift to interiority through which the

foundational reality is located in the structural features of the con-

scious operating subject.99 What is foundational, then, ts not .

a set of verbal propositions named first principles. . .'" but the dyna-

. . ) . 100
mic reality that the concréte human subject is.

3. The New Conception of Culture

Lonergan argues that a central feature of the transition to
historical-mindedness is the breakdown of classicist culture and the
rise of a modern conception of culture. On the classicist view of cul-
ture there is but one universal culture, culture with a capital ''C'.
Because it was universal classicist culture could be imposed on all men

. . 101 , . .
in all times and places. 0 To be cultured meant, in this framework,

97”Theology in tts New Context'' in Second Collection, pp. 64-65.

98Method,, p. 270; "The Future of Thomism', in Second Collec-

tion, pp. 48-52.

99"Theology in Its New Context' in Second Collection, p. 65;
see ""Theories of Inquiry: Responses to a Symposium'', p. 39. )

loo”The Transition from a Classicist World-view to Historical-
mindedness'', p.6; see 'Philosophy and Theology', p.207 and “Theology in
iits New Context'', p. 69 in Second Collection; and Method, Ch. |

1
01”An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.'" in Second Col-

lection, p. 210; Method. pp. 124, 363.
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to meet the standards to which the learned aspired and the barbarians
did not.

It was a matter of acquiring and assimilating the tastes and
skills, the ideals, virtues, and ideas, that were pressed upon
one in 3 good home and through a curriculum in the liberal arts.
This notion. . .stemmed out of Greek paideia and Roman doctrinae
studium atque humanitatis, out of the exuberance of the Renais-
sance and its pruning in the Counter-Reformation schools of the
Jesuits. 10

The main defects of the classicist view, according to Lonergan, are 1ts
particularity and inability to change. Classictst culture could not in
principle make any provision for the possibility of a serious change of
context, much less the changes that led to its own collapse. 'it
included a built-in incapacity to grasp the need for change and to
) 103

effect the necessary adaptations.

The modern notion of culture is both empirical and historicist
It is empirical because it defines culture as the set of meanings and

. . 104 . .

values that inform a way of life. On this definition cultures are

known by studying the diverse embodiments and expressions of these mean-

ings and values in institutions, in literatures, in technologies, in

-

IOZ“The Absence of God in Modern Culture' in Second Collection,

p. 101; see '""Religious Commitment', pp. 47-43; Method, p. 301; Philoso-
phy of God, p. 13, and '"Response of the Jesuit',in Second Collection, p.
166

103“The Subject' in Second Collection, p. 82; see '""The Future of
Christianity", p. 162 and "Philosophy and Theology'', p. 206 in Second
Collection; Doctrinal Pluralism, pp. 52-53; and Method, pp. 124, 326.
Cf. Schoonenberg’s contention that ''[t]heologians who thought they
wrote for all times show, through this very fact, that they were
historically-conditioned. They belong to that stage of history in
which man was not at all or sufficiently aware of his own historicity."

(Man and Sin: A.Theological View, transl. by J. Doncéel [Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press,1965], p. 192)

104
0 Method, pp. xi, 30l; Nicea, p. 106; '"Belief: Today's lssue',

in Second ColTection, p. 91

Pu
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religions, etc. The modern notion of culture, as a result, is also
historicist. For through empirical historical studies the modern has
come to realize that cultures are man-made. Critical history has pro-

" ven that the classicist emphasis on the normative and the universal,

05

the permanent and the stable aspects of its culture are illusory.l
The modern view of culture therefore includes an appreciation of the
historicity of man. As meaning is constitutive of human living, the
world in which man lives and makes himself, culture, will change with

each new realization of meaning. Cultures, then, are not above his-

t

tory; rather they have histories in so far as they develop, .for

development is a matter of coming to understand new meanings and accept

106

higher values''. The modern therefore knows his culture as one among
many cultures, ard so no longer identifies it with what ought to be in
a universal sense. The classicist culture with its sense of the uni-
versal and normative has been replaced by a modern one with a sense

only for the historical and the diverse. ''Modernity," says Lonergan,

07

i
""Tacks roots.'

]OSSee “"The Future of Thomism'', p. 48; 'Belief: Today's lssue'’,
pp. 92-93, 96; ''The Absence of God in Modern Culture ', pp. 112, 115;
"The Response of the Jesuit", pp. 183-184; "The Origins of Christian
Realism'', p. 249 in Second Collection; Method, pp. 154, 300-302, 315,
326, Doctrinal Pluralism, p. 9. For Lonergan in an autobiographical
vein, see "An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.", pp. 209-210
and''Insight Revisited", p. 264 in Second Collection.

106“Revolution in Catholic Theology" ,in Second Collection, pp.
232-233; see '"The Future of Christianity', p. 16]. See above, pp.
115-21.

I07“Belief: Today's lIssue' in Second Collection, p. 99; see
Method, pp. 154, 226, 363. See also Leo Strauss, 'Jerusalem and Athens'!
where he points out that the modern view of culture is the object of
Nietzsche's entitling one of his Zarathustra's speeches ''l1,000 Goals and
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Lonergan argues that this shift from a classicist to a modern
conception of culture has affected the Catholic Church in a signifi-

cant way. When one 15 operating out of the classicist conception of

culture, the Cnurch is a societas perfecta and cannot change; when one

is operating out of tine modern conception, the Church is a Selbstvoll-
3

zug, a process of ongoing self-realization, and the Church must change

as it comes to realize new Christian meanings and values in new, ever

. . : 108 \
changing situations. As our analysis of Modernism suggests, this

shift from societas perfecta to Selbstvollzug had been resisted by the

Catholic Church in the nineteenth century and early part of the twenti-
eth. Tne reason for this resistance was that the Catholic Church had
become thoroughly entrenched in the classicist point of view. The neo-

scholasticism given expression in Vatican |, Aeterni Patris and Pascendi

so emphasized the a-historical and unchangeable character of the Churcn

1

One He suggests that on the modern view there is an indefinitely large
number of cultures. The posture the modern adopts in studying any one

of these n cultures is that of one beholding them as objects. Because

he must be open to all viewpoints, each incompatible with the other, no
one culture can prove normative for him. See also Natural Right and
History, pp. 9-34, and his comment that as a result of the modern's
inability to speak of a universal norm, we '"'. . .are then in the posi-
tion of beings who are sane and sober when engaged in trivial business
and who gamble like madmen when confronted with serious issues--retail
sanity and wholesale madness.'" (p. .4)

loa”Revolutfon in Catholic Theology',in Second Collection, pp.
233-234; Method, pp. 123-12h4, 363. See Avery Dulies, Models of the
Church (Garden City: Doubleday and Co., Inc. 1974), Ch. | for a discus-
sion of the societas perfecta as the prevailing image of the pre-

Vatican Il Church. For critiques of this image see Segundo, The Commu-
nity Called Church, pp. 44-45, and C. Butler, "'The Aggiornamento of
Vatical 1" in ed. John'H. Miller, Vatican 11: An Interfaith Appraisal,
pp. 7ff. Both these commentators applaud Vatican |1's adoption of such
new images of the Church as 'People of God" and "Pilgrim Church' (see
e.g. The Documents of Vatican 11, ed. Walter Abbott and J. Gallagher

(Amerlcan Press/Assocnatlon Press 1966) , “Doomatnc Constitution on the
Church'';arts. 10, 23 and''Decree on Ecumenism'',arts. 5-7.)
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that participation in the achievements of historical-mindedness was
inconceivable. As Lonergan puts it,

[flrom that enormous development the Church held off; it
could praise the ends; it could not accept the means; and
so it could not authentically participate in the process
that eliminated the standardized man of classicist thought
and ushered in the historical consciousness of today.108

Vatican |l marked a breakthrough in this respect, for the modern con-
ception of culture shabed the new self-understanding of the Church.

This turn to the modern understanding is especially evident in the
Document on the Church in the Modern World, where there is stressed the
'"'necessarily historical', '"'the changeable and social aspects' of culture.
Men are the "artisans and authors of the culture of their community'',
recognized the Document, from which fact there necessarily follows 'a
plurality of cultures'. Theologians are therefore urged to 'seek con-
tinually for more suitable ways of communidating déctrine to the men of

their times" so as to allow the meaning and values of Christian living
v
to inform the proper development of the modern world.”0 Lonergan

109”Existenz and Aggiornamento'', in Collection, p. 247 ; see
Method, pp. 273, 317. See the Introduction by E. Schillebeeckx to
Schoof's Survey of Catholic Theology, pp. 1-5; and Karl Barth who in
The Humanity of God makes a similar -point with reference to what he
perceives to be the nineteenth century Roman Catholic Church's "far
from exemplary return to Thomism'. (p. 32) .Unlike their Protestant
counterparts the nineteenth century and early twentieth century Catholic
theologians shrank from an encounter with their age. (pp. 16-18, 31-2)

IIO“Pastoral Constitution on the Church -in the Modern World', in
Abbott, ed., Documents, arts. 53-62. Note that the Second Vatican Coun-
cil had trouble defining the word culture in the modern sense because
the . Latin words cultura-ahd humanus civilisque cultus connoted classi-
cist assumptions. (See A. Dondeyne, "The Proper Development of Culture"
. in ed. Group 2000, The Church Today: Commentaries on the Pastoral
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regards this shift positively, as his definition of theology as reflec-
tion on religion in a culture indicates. However, he recognizes that
it will not unfold without difficulties. Because the Catholic Church
has only recently begun to face ''the chill winds of modernity'" it finds
itself in the unenviable position of ''coming on the scene with too
little and too late: Churchill's famous phrase.”l]] To help fill this
lacuna and so facilitate Catholic theology's transition to historical-

mindedness has been a primary aim of Lonergan's formulation of a method

in theology. To this topic we return in later chapters.

k. The New Mediation of Meaning

We have drawn attention to the distinction Lonergan makes
between the cultural and. the cultural suprastructure. The former con-
sists in reflection on and expression of the meanings and values inform-
ing human living; the latter consists in objectification and mediation
of those meanings and values in a critical, reflexive and deliberate

manner. Lonergan identifies this function of the cultural suprastruc-

Constitution of the Church in the Modern World (New York: Newman Press,
1968), pp. 133-53.

Latin Liberation theologians Segundo and Gutierrez take this
shift to the modern understanding of culture as a justification of
their theologies. The former titles his five volume study Libehation
theology after the phrase cited above from the Document on the Church
in the Modern World, “artisans of a new humanity''; and the latter
stresses the concern for Christian praxis reflected in this shift (A
Theology of Liberation: History Politics and Salvation, tr. and ed.
C. Inda and J. Eagleson (Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1973) pp. 8-9, 59,
n. 5 and 105).

I””Belief: Today's lIssue'', p> 93 and 'An interview with Fr,
Bernard Lonergan, S.J.", p. 210 in Second Collection; see lInsight, p.

.733.
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ture as the control or mediation of meaning. Lonergan feels that this

function is so crucial that he links changes in the control of meaning

(B
.

with what Jaspers terms '"'axial shifts', stating that they .mark

. . 11
off the great epochs in human history." 2
Lonergan identifies the present cultural crisis with the shift
from the classicist mediation of meaning to a modern one. He contends
that the crisis is due to the fact that the classicist mediation,
although almost entirely jettisoned, has not yet been replaced by a com-
parable modern mediation. Modern culture finds itself in the condition.
of having many highly developed tools of analysis but with very little
in the way of comprehensive synthesis. Thus, the modern endeavor has
developed a historical-mindedness that.
.interprets our dreams and our symbols, that thematizes

our wan smiles and limp gestures, that analyzes our minds and

charts our souls, that takes the whole of human history for

its kingdom to compare and relate languages and literatures,

art forms and religions, family arrangements and customary

morals, political, legal, educational, economic systems, sciences,

philosophies, theologies and histories.
The present cultural crisis stems from the fact that the development of
the horizon of historical-mindedness is incomplete. It is not yet com-
plete, according to Lonergan, because there has not yet been discerned
foundations sufficiently comprehensive and normative to synthesize and

assess the fragmentary .results of the historically-minded apprehen-

sion of man and his world.

llz”Dimensions of Meaning'",in Collection, p. 252; see "An Inter-
view with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.",in Second Collection, pp. 209,
226-227; Method, pp. 29, 95, 286-87; Nicea, p. 108.

113

"Dimensions of Meaning'',in Collection, pp. 265-266.

-
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The key to the remedy of the cultural crisis, argues Lonergan,
is to find foundations for the modern enterprise that will ground a
mediation of meaning that can both intelligently and critically direct
man in his self-understanding and self-making in history. In what will
these foundations consist? They are not to be found in the abstract
and universal propositions of the classicist apprehension of man, for
the classicist approach has been undercut by modern empirical and his-
torical studies. Nor will the foundations consist in a new set of ideas
on the level qof modern technology or politics or economics; for there
is needed a higher viewpoint in terms of which this level of man's mak-
ing of man may be judged noble or ignoble, authentic or inauthentic.
Rather, the foundations of historical-mindedness are to be found in
the '. . .structural features of the conscious, operating subject, by a
method that has come to be named transcendental.”]]h The new mediation
of meaning, then, will be grounded in a transcendental method that
unveils in the concrete existing subject the immanent norms of all human
activity. And this mediation of me;ning will be successful in so far
as modern man realizes that ''. . .these norms are equipped with sanc-
tions which man does not have to invent or impose.“”5
Lonergan contends that the foundations for the historically-

minded mediation of meaning has been the concern of such diverse think-

ers as Kant, Dilthey and Blondel. 16 For each of these thinkers has

114
"The Transition from A Classicist World-view to Historical-

Mindedness'', in Second Collection, p. 6.

llslnsight, p. 234; see pp. 233-240.

II6S

ee '"Religious Commitment', pp. 48-49 and Method, pp. 264-
265-, 316.
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sought, in varying ways, to transpose the universality and normative-
ness of classicism into the horizon of historical-mindedness. This
effort has led each of them into an investigation of the concrete sub-
ject and his operations. This means that where the classicist mediation
of meaning was rooted in the theoretical differentiation of conscious-

ness the modern one will be rooted in the differentiation of conscious-

\

Aesé Fonergan terms interiority. Just as the appropriate foundations
For'clas§icism's abstract and universalist apprehension of man and his
wor ld. were logical and necessary first principles, so the appropriate
%oundétions for historical-mindedness' dynamic and concrete apprehen-

sion of man and his world will be the concrete, operating subject.

»~
w7

Lonergan argues that the key to the thematization of these foundations

is the self—appropriatioﬁ of the subject as intellectually, rationally

and responsibly self-conscious. Lonergan gives expression to the scope
of these foundations in the Introduction to Insight:

Thoroughly understand what it is to understand and not only
will you understand the broad lines of all there is to be
understood but also you will possess a fixed base, an invari-
ant pattern, opening upon all further developments of under-
standing.]]

The mediation of modern culture's meanings and values will have to be

2

discerning and critical. In order for this to be so there must be

uncovered the invariant norms and recurrent structures that have been

. . . . . . 118 e
immanent in past and will be immanent in future human self-making.

-

‘]7Insight, p. xxviii.

]‘8See Appendix 11 for a brief discussion and chart of the out-
line of Lonergan's account of meaning. As the account of meaning is

rooted in the invariant structures of interiority, it provides one with
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These foundatiogs, which are the key to the completion of the horizon

of historical-mindedness, will be discussed in the next chapter.

Conclusion
We have discussed four aspects of Lonergan's understanding of

the shift from classicism to historical-mindedness. OQur purpose has
been to expose Lonergan's understanding of the cultural matrix in whfch
contemporary theology is to be undertaken. We have seen that
historical-mindedness refers to a horizon in which ;he science of
nature stresses verifiable possibility instead of necessity, probabil-
ity instead of certitude, systems as ongoing instead of system as true
and permanent, the concrete and particular instead of the abstract and
universal, cognitional theory instead of metaphysics as basic science,
the identity of theory and practice instead of their separation, and
method instead of logic. We have seen that historical-mindedness is a
horizon in which the science of man and the conception of culture lay
stress on the categories of meaning and history.’ For it is by changing
and appropriating new meanings that human subjects make themselves,
their cultures, and their histories. To know such changing and develop-
ing meaning one studies man and his world not abstractly and universally,
but concretely and contextually. Lonergan describes this orientation as
follows:

It is that to understand men and their institutions we have to

study their history. For it is in history that man's making

of man occurs, that it progresses and regresses, that through
such changes there may be discerned a certain unity in an

a means to understand and evaluate the making of man that has taken
place in the past and will take place in the future.

e
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otherwise disconcerting multiplicity.

As historicity (Geschichtlichkeit)is ah essential feature of human nature,so

history (Historie) is the key to understanding man and the world he makes.
Finally,lwe have seen that historical-mindedness is a horizon in which
there is emerging a new but not yet complete mediation of meaning that

is grounded in an apprehension of the invariant and normative structures
of human interiority.

We have discussed these four aspects of Lonergan's understanding
of the shift to historical-mindedness in order to set the context in
which Lonergan works out his method in theology and his understanding
of the development of doctrine. |In Chapter One we identified the prob-
lem of the development of doctrine as the formulation of an account of
doctrine and doctrinal development that is, on the one hand, historically-
minded, but that on the other hand does not controvert Vatican |'s teach-
ing on the permanence of doctrine. We saw with our study of Lofisy that
this is no mean task, for a horizon that emphasizes the historical and
contextual, the dynamic and the changing, the existential and the sub-
jective does not easily lend itself to the grounding of truths that are
permanént and normative. In the second part of the thesis we will see
how Lonergan undertakes such a formulation on the basis of his method
in théology. However, we have yet to complete our setting of the con-
text for Lonergan's position. We have seen that Loﬁergan argues that
the transition to historical-mindedness will not be complete until it

L J

is complemented by a grasp of critical and normative foundations. The

l‘9u . . . . " _1*~
Natural Right and Historical-Mindedness'', pp. 3-4. C f.
Strauss, Natural Right and History, pp. 12, 18, 26-27.
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same holds for theology. For it is Lonergan's position that a shift to
a historically-minded theology and understanding of the development of
doctrine will not be complete until it is complemented by a grasp of
critical and normative foundations appropriate to theology. Our discus-

sion in the next chapter will be concerned with this latter point.



CHAPTER THREE

FOUNDATIONS IN TRANSCENDENTAL METHOD

We have seen that for Lonergan the lack of critical foundations in
modern historical-mindedness is its most serious defect. Thus, in
transposing theology from a classicist to a historically-minded horizon
one of his chief concerns has been to formulate these foundations.
Such a formulation is particularly urgent for Catholic theology in that
the de@ise of classicism in general and Scholasticism in particular has

left many Catholics without a basis or Weltanschauung for_their faith.

Lonergan maintains that without such a basis the possibility of
critically assimilating the new and discerningly disengaging from the
old remains nil. He therefore proposes to formulate such a basis,
arguing that it is to be found in transcendental method. It is his
position that transcendental method is the proper foundation for a
historically-minded theology because it provides a means by which the
modern emphasis on the historical, the empirical, and the subjective
can be appropriated without theology falling prey to the modern philo-
sophies of historicism, empiricism, and subjectivism. As we saw in our
discussion of Loisy such a foundation is of paramount importance for an
account of the development of doctriné. For without a proper foundation
it will not be possible to hold together both the historicity and the

permanence of doctrine.

136
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Lonergan defines a method as ''...a normative pattern of recurrent
and related operations yielding cumulative and progressive results.”l
One may speak of transcendental method when the method in question con-
cerns the exigencies and the opportunites not of this or that particular
field or subject but of the human mind itself. The basic operations
thematized in transcendental method are experience, understanding, and
decision. Because he taézs these operations to be basic to and operative
in all human knowing and doing, Lonergan states that transcendental
method is applicable to all fields of inquiry, including theology. In
this chapter we will discuss Lonergan's formulation of transcendental
method in three steps : i) we will set the context of that formulation
through an examination of the four exigencies of meaning; ii) we will
analyze that formulation through a déicussion of intentionality analysis
and Lonergan's thematization of the subject's operations; and iii) we
will explain the basis for Lonergan's claim that transcendental method
is invariant and normative. With the conclusion of this discussion we
close the first part of the thesis; for with our discussion of tran-
scendental method we will have completed the examination of the context
in which Lonergan works out his historically-minded conception of the
development of doctrine. That conception itself will then be taken

up in Part Il of the thesis.

I. The Four Exigencies of Meaning

In his discussion of meaning in Method Lonergan introduces the notion

]Method, p. 4 ”4////
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of the exigencies of meaning. He lists four exigencies: the systematic,
the critical, the methodical, and the transcendent. Lonergan states
that each exigence gives rise to a new and distinct differentiation of
consciousness and a corresponding new and distinct realm of meaning.

A new realm or world of meaning arises when there emerges a new set

or field of objects into which one may inquire; a new differentiation of
consciousness arises when there emerges a new set of cognitional oper-
ations appropriate to these new objects. Lonergan contends that the
systematic, the critical and the methodical exigencies mark off distinct
stages in the history of western thought, and that the transcendent
exigence has been variously operative throughout each stage.2 Roughly
speaking, the systematic exigence has characterized Greek and classical
thought, the critical exigence has characterized modern thought since
the seventeenth century, and the methodical exigence characterizes
contemporary thought.3 In the discussion that follows we will examine
first the transcendent exigence, and then the systematic, critical and
methodical exigencies. We will show the genetic development that Loner-
gan finds to exist among the latter three, and focus in particular on
the methodical exigence to which Lonergan's formulation of transcendental

method is directed.

~ 2See Method, pp. 81-83, 257; "An Interview with Fr. Bernard
Lonergan'';in Second Collection, pp. 226~27; below, Ch.IV, pp.213-~15

3Note that although the stages are temporal in the sense that
one advances from one to the next, they are not chronological in that
various segments of the community may be involved in differing exigencies
at the same time. (See Method, p. 85; ''Natural Right and Historical-
Mindedness'', pp. 12 ff.

-
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1. The Transcendent Exigence

The transcendent exigence arises out of man's unrestricted tendency

to question. There is inherentin human inquiry, suggests Lonergan, an
unrestricted demand for intelligibility, in human judgement an unre-

stricted demand for the unconditioned, and in human deliberation an

unrestricted demand for the good beyond the finjte values of this world.

Man's transcendental subjectivity is mutilated or abolished,
unless he is stretching forth towards the intelligible, the
unconditioned, the good of value. The reach, not of his
attainment, but of his intending is unrestricted. There lies
within his horizon a region for the divine, a shrine for
ultimate holiness. It cannot be ignored. The atheist may
pronounce it empty. The agnostic may urge that he finds his
investigation has been inconclusive. The contemporary humanist
will refuse to allow the question to arise. But their ne-
gations presuppose the 3park in our clod, our native orien-
tation to the divine.
This unrestricted intending constitutes the transcendgnt exigence. |t
. —/ .\\ A
takes one beyond the worlds correlative to th%/SVStematlc,‘crltlcal and
methodical exigencies to a distigkg‘wogld'S? meaning. It is\in this
~— g
world, according to Lonergan, that God is encountered through love.
Lonergan holds that man reaches the fulfillment of his unrestricted
drive to question only through the gift of God's love. He defines this
gift as religious conversion, and explains that without negating or
diminishing-the importance of human endeavor conversion enriches that
endeavor by placing it within a cosmic context and purpose. The gift
of God's love alters the horizon of one's knowing and doing and "...

sets up a new horizon in which the love of God will transvalue our

values and the eye of love will transform our knowing.“5 As we will

SMethod, p. 106

———

hMethod, p. 103

BPUROUN
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see in the next part of the thesis Lonergan ascribes to religious
conversion, as the fulfillment of a dynamism inherent in the subject,
a foundational role in theology and doctrine.

Z. The Systematic Exigence

The systematic exigence moves one beyond the realm of common
sense and into the realm of theory. Within the realm of common
sense consciousness remains relatively undifferentiated. The cog-
nitional activities appropriate to it are not the highly refined
ones of science but rather those of the self-correcting process of
learning.- The world of common sense is...

...the visible universe peopled by relatives, friends,

acquaintances, fellow citizens, and the rest of humanity.

We come to know it, not by applying some scientific method,

but by a self-correcting process of learning, in which

insights gradually accumulate, coalesce, qualify and

correct one another, until a point is reached where we

are able to meet situations as they arise, size them up

by adding a few more insights to the acquired store, and
so deal with them in an appropriate fashion.’

There emerges the need for this consciousness to become differentiated
when new questions that cannot be answered by the procedures of common
sense are raised. These new questions represent the emergence of the
systematic exigence.

According to Lonergan we have an example of the systematic exigence

in Plato's dialogues and Aristotle's Nichomachean Ethics. In the former

6See Method, pp. 84, 101-3, 105-6, 111, 115-16, 242; "Existenz
and Aggiornamento'' |in Collection, p. 249, :

7Method, p.81; see pp. 93-4 and Insight, Chapters V! and VIl. On
the difference between common sense description and scientific explan-
ation see Insight, pp. 247, 291-92, 245-46, 345, 415, 436, 504-5, 538-39,
546-47 .,
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there is discerned the beginnings of the systematic exigence in Soc-
rates' constant questions concerning the nature of virtue, courage,
temperance, etc. As the Dialogues abundantly illustrate, these ques-
tions cannot be answered through the procedures of common sense. In

Aristotle's Nichomachean Ethjcs, however, we find the procedures that can

answer these questions, as is illustrated in the interrelated sets of
definitions given by Aristotle. The Ethics therefore can be said to
complete the process initiated by the Dialogues. ''The systematic exigence
not merely raises questions that common sense cannot answer but also
demands a context for its answers, a context that common sense cannot
supply or comprehend. This context is theory and the objects to which
it refers are in the realm of theory.“8 While both the man of common
sense and the man of theory are concerned with virtue, courage and
temperance, the latter apprehends these in a manner not envisaged by
the former. There is not a change on the side of the object; but there
is @ significant development on the side of the subject. To take
ancother example, no one would argue that Maxwell's equations and common
sense are not two radically different ways to view the world. And

yet the difference lies not in their objects, but in the way they
apprehend those objects: common sense describes things in terms of hot
and cold whereas the equations explain things in terms of the electro-
magnetic field. And to take an example from theology, both the man of
common sense and the man of theory seek to describe the same religious

experience. However, the former emphasizes the immediacy of feeling

Bethod, p. 82
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and has recourse to symbols where the latter emphasizes system and

has recourse tos e.g., hetaphysical categ;ries. The emphasis on

system was particularly evident in the theoretical theology initiated
in the medieval period. Lonergan sees in this shift to system; to what

Georg Simmel has described as, die Wendung zur ldee, a significant moment

in the development of Christian theology. However, as we will see in
the next chapter, the theoretical phase iﬁ:iheoloéy is giving way to

yet another distinct phase, one that is based on a new differentiation

9

of consciousness.,

3. The Critical Exigence

The-critical exigence arises in the form of questions concerning
the relationship between the two worlds of common sense and theory.

To answer these questions one is forced inte the distinct and prior

-world of interiority that is the ground of both.

Lonergan holds that prior to modern science the critical exigence

did not fully emerge. For example, in.Aristotelian philosophy

distiﬁctioné .are made between episteme and doxa, sophia and phronesis,
necessity and contingency. But these distinctions were not, properly
speaking, drawn between common sense and theory. Moreover, Aristotle
and the theoret:cally dlfferentlated conscnousness |n general tended

to see a gontlnuity between philosophy and science, the latter supplylng
the determinatlons of the basic categorles of the former. 10 w;th the

emergence of modern science this continuity broke down. As we saw in

»

9See Method, pp. 120-24 14h-45; Tracy, Achievement, p. 225;
"éﬁﬂ‘our Ch. I1,, PP 86-88. - - ‘ - .

toSee.Meyﬂoﬂyjpp. 94-6; and our Ch. 1,p.86, n.l1,

e a %ty

e o



143

the last chapter, modern science sought to derive its basic categories
and concepts not from the prio} categories of .philosophy but rather from
the data of sense. Science became an autonomous discipline. In doing
so it gave rise to a sharper and more explicit division between the
worlds of common sense and theory. This division, which Lonergan de-
scribes as. the ''troubled consciousness' of modern man, has found ex-
T .
pression in the var;ggf bifurcations of modern thought - e.g., Descartes'
mind in a:ﬁachine, Galileo's two qualities, Spinoza's two known attri-
butes.]] The troubled consciousness manifests itself within religion,
where one finds not only the distinction but the opposition between
the common sense and the theoretical apprehension of religious experience.
The former, in which symbols evoke what cannot be put into words, is
rich in feeling; the latter, in which theory is used to clarifiy religion,
is rich in definitions and theorems. ''So the God of Abraham, isaac, and
Jacob is set against the God of the philosophers and theologians.
Honoring the Trinity and feeling compunction are set égainst learned
discourse on.the Trinity and against defining compunction.“12 This
tension,. arques Lonergan, cannot be resolved within either the realm of
common sense or of theory; and so there emerges the critical exigence.

According to Lonergan Kant's Copernican Revolution in philosophy

» '

marked a breakthrough with regard to modern man's troubled consciousness.

For with Kant philosophy turns from theory and common sense inward to

']LMethod, p. 8h4; see pﬁ. 95-6,.263-64; Insight, pp. 386, 413-14;
and our Ch. II, pp. 115-24 ‘

]2Method, p. 115; see Nicea, pp. 3~

@
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the realm of interiority that is the ground of both. "For only through
the realm of interiority can differentiated consciousness understand itself
and so explain the nature and the complementary purposes of different

13

patterns of cognitional activity." Lonergan maintains that to under-

take such an explanation one must first confront the basic questions of
cognitional theory (What am | doing when | am knowing?), epistemology
(Why is doing that knowing?), and metaphysics (What do | know when | do
it?).lh These questions move one into the distinct realm of interiority
and call for '...the appropriation of one's intentionality, one's
subjectivity, one's operations, their structure, their norms, their

15

potentialities." As we will see in the next part of the thesis,

Lonergan thinks that this turn to interiority will require significant
changes in the method of theology. In particular, theology will find
its foundations not in Scripture and Tradition but in the subject's
religious experience. And these new foundations for theology will
require a fundamentally different conception of the development of

doctrine than had existed before.]6

13Method, p. 115; see ''"Religious Commitment', pp. 48-9.

]héee Method, pp. 25, 83, 261-63.

lsMethod, p. 83

6Lonergan links this turp to interiority to "...what Karl
Rahner has named die anthropologische Wende, the turn-to the study
of man as basic.' ("Religious Commitment", p. 49; see pp. 58-60) .

- See our discussion of Lonergan's Christian Philosophy in Ch. V,
‘pp. 223-32.
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k., The Methodical Exigence

Both the methodical exigence and the critical exigence pertain to
the realm of interiority. However, the turn to interiority cannot be an
end in itself; there must be a return to the world of objects and the
procedures proper to that world. |In this return the methodical exigence
takes one beyond the self-knowledge proper to the critical exigence and
leads one to gndertake a differentiation of the procedures of science,
common sense and history as well as an enucleation of their common
foundation.]7 This undertaking requires that one formulate the tran-
scendental method that Lonergan describes as ''post-Kantian'' in the sense
that it attends '"...not just to the object [systematic exigence], not
just to the subject [critical exigence], but to each in itself and in
its dependence on the other [methodical exigence].”]8

Lonergan links the methodical exigence, like the criti¢al exigence,
to the rise of modern science. As we have seen,' Lonergan believes thag
modern science, in its drive for autonomy, d}sengaged itself from
philosophy and began to derive its categories and concepts solely from
the data of sense. Since the sciences took the data of sense as their
proper object modern philosophy had to turn to the data of consciousness
for its proper object. Lonergan holds that this led philosophy to cease
in a concern with the objects of the sciences, as in Aristotle, and to

19

begin in a concern with their methods. As a result there has emerged

1 : o _
7563 Method, pp. 83,77; ''Natural Right and Historical-Mindedness's
pp.15-6
l8|l . n
Christology Today', p. 14
19

See Method, pp. 83, 85, 94-6, 259-62, 274-76, 316; Insight,p.h26.
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a methodically differentiated consciousness the aim of which is a
formulation of a transcendental method. Transcendental method, argues
Lonergan, supplies philosophy with the tools to investigate and to
discern the unity of the methods of the sciences. |t does so by pro-
viding a basic cognitional theory, epistemology and metaphysics of pro-
portionate being.20 The basic tools supplied by transcendental method
enable one to unveil and critically formulate the normative foundations
of scientific methods and therefore becomes a significant means by which
the modern problem of the unification of the sciences can be met.

It is in the measure that special methods acknowledge their

common core in transcendental method, that norms common to

all the sciences will be acknowledged,. that a secure basis

will be attained for attacking interdisciplinary problems,

and that the sciences will be mobilized within a higher unity

of vocabulary, thought, and orientation, in which they will

be able to make their quite significant contribution to the

solution of fundamental problems.2]

Lonergan cites the work of Dilthey as particularly illustrative of

the methodical exigence. Dilthey sought to work out the foundations for

the Geisteswissenschaften. He saw this task as complementing Kant's

Critique of Pure Reason for it included a critique of the historical

sciences that would parallel Kant's critique of the natural sciences.
According to Lonergan, ''[jlust as Kant had asked how a priori universal
principles were possible, Dilthey set himself the question of the possi-

bility of historical knowledge and, more generally, of the human sciences

20See ""Natural Right and Historical-Mindedness', p. 13; Method,
p. 84; and our Ch.1l, p. 109, n. 61.

2[Method, p. 23

et e e
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conceived as Geisteswissenschaften.”22 The methodological issue of the

Geisteswissenschaften, according to Dilthey, was the formulation of

foundations sufficiently comprehensive and normative so as to make
possible a critique and synthesis of the fragmentary results of their
historical apprehension of man. Dilthey undertook this task by dis-
tinguishing the natural and the human sciences. He maintained that the
latter's concern was not simply external data but, beyond that, the
meaning that is constitutive of human living and the source

of human historicity. He went on to argue that the condition of the
possibility of historical knowledge lay in the uniqueness of the his-
torical sciences' concern. For both the interpreter and the object of
his inquiry, the dynamic whole of human history, are engéged in the

use of the human mind to interpret and express meanings. In Dilthey's
words: '"[t]he human studies differ fromthe sciences because the latter
deal with facts which present themselves to consciousness as external
and separate phenomena, while the former deal with the living connections

23

of reality experienced in the mind." The foundations for the

22Method, p. 210; see p. 225, and the following sources on Dilthey:
H.P. Rickman, ed., Wilhelm Dilthey, Selected Writings ( Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1972), pp. 207-45 and the editor's Intro-
duction, pp. 15-6; S. Hughes, Consciousness and Society: The Re-Orien-
tation of European Social- Thought 1890-1930 (New York: Vintage Books,
1958), pp. 192-200; M. Lamb, '"Wilhelm Dilthey's Critique of Historical -
Reason and Bernard Lonergan's Meta-Methodology'' in Language, pp. 115-
23, 130-31; and Lamb's Ph.D. thesis, History, Method and Theology, pp.
vii, 61, 100-02, 151, 342, 373.

23“Ideas About a Descriptive and Analytical Psychology' (1894);
in Rickman, Wilhelm Dilthey, p. 89; see p. 171 and Lamb,"Wilhelm Dilthey's
Critique" in Language, pp. 131, 138-39,

R T
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Geisteswissenschaften, then, lie in the very being of the interpreter.

"The first condition of possibility of a science of history is that |
myself am an-historical being, that the man who is studying history

A
is the man whg is making history.”2 In the self-presence of the

-

interpreter to himself, argued Dilthey, there could be discerned
\
what he took EQ\be the recurrent structures of self-interpretaion and

expression common ;@ and the basis of all historical experience, past,
~
AL
present, and future. ™

Lonergan maintains ;ijzey, although his work does reflect an
awareness of the methgdical exigence, was unable to meet that exigence
adequately. Loner én attributes this inability to a faulty view of
knowing, the view \that Lonergan has termed ''naive realism''. The naive
realist places the criteria for knowledge of the real in experience; and

reality is defined by him as the "already out there now'' or the '‘already

25

in here now' to be known by some form of intuition. Lonergan states

hGesammelte Schriften vii, p. 278; cited in Hans Georg Gadamer,
Truth and Method, tr. and ed. by Garret Barden and John Cumming (New
York: The Seabury Press, 1975),p. 196; see pp. 51-61, 192-217. See
Method, pp. 210-12; "The Absence of God in Modern Culture',in Second
Collection, pp. 105-7; Insight, p. 236; Lamb, "Wilhelm Dilthey's
Critique',in Language, pp. 119,133, 138-39, 147; H.N. Tuttle, Wilhelm
Dilthey's Philosophy of Historical Understanding: A Critical Analysis

(Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1968), pp. 7-12; Rickman, Wilhelm Dilthey, p.

208; and W. Pannenberg, ''Hermeneutic and Universal History", in Basic
Questions in Theology, vol. |, tr. George Kehm (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1970), pp. 93-136 (on Dilthey in reference to Schleiermacher and
Bultmann, and Gadamer's emphasis on the “liguisticality of understanding');

and “'On Historical and Theological Hermeneutic'', Part 11, pp. 162-81
in the same volume ( on Dilthey with reference to Hegel, Heidegger, and
the problem of relativism).

2SSee “Cognitional Structure'' in Collection, pp. 229, f.; Method,
pp. 213-14; and Insight, pp. 154, 157, 160, 235,251-52,384, 388-89, h12-
15, h24-25, 499-500, 505. :
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that Dilthey's naive realism and emphasis on intuition led him to view
theoretical or conceptual accounts of the foundational reality of the
interpreter's self-presence as at best inadequate representations. For
if the real is the already in here now to be known by an intuition, or

by taking an inner look, then it cannot be present in theoretica! con-
structions. This meant that this foundational reality could only be
immediately experienced; it could not be mediated in knowledge. Dilthey's
account of the basic structures of interiority, therefore, could not

be normative; for on his position the basic structures of interiority
remained psychological events bearing no relation to the objects of the
world mediated by meaning.26 As we will see in the remaining sections

of this chapter Lonergan is able to meet the methodical exigence and
formulate normative foundations because he holds that the structures

of interiority given in the immediacy of consciousness can be success-
fully mediated. For on Lonergan's account of knowing,those structures
given in the data of consciousness can be mediated through the cog-
nitional operations of understanding, judgement and decision. Lonergan's
formulation of transcendental method is just such a mediation.

I, Transcendental Method

Lonergan describes his account of the structural features of
interiority as transcendental method. The structural features, as we
noted above, aye the cognitional operations of experience, understanding,

judgement and de

ision. Lonergan claims that the thematization of these

. 26See Methgd, pp. 211,219; ''The Absence of God in Modern Culture'l,
in Second Collection, p. 105.
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features in transcendental method follows the "empirical principle'

of modern science. By this he means that just as the natural scientist
verifies his terms and relations in the data of sense so too does the
individual engaged in transcendental method verify his terms and re-
lations in the data of consciousness.27 In this section of the chapter
we will explain Lonergan's notion of transcendental method in two stages:
(i) by discussing the manner in which that method is derived from
consciousness; and (ii) by discussing in detail the features and impli-
cations of that method. In the third and final section of this chapter
we will show on the basis of this twofold explanation why Lonergan finds
his formulation of transcendental method to be normative and compre-
hensive.

1. intentionality analysis: the subject as subject

In the last chapter we noted that the transition from a classicist
to a historically-minded science of man included a shift from the soul
to the subject and a shift from a faculty psychology to intentionality
analysis. éecall that according to Conergan a faculty psychology de-
rives its terms and relations from a prior metaphysics whereas intention-
ality analysis derives.its terms from the data given in consciousness.
Where the former starts from the abstractions and objects of metaphysics
in its apprehension of man, the latter starts from the concrete and

prior reality.of the subject as subject.z8 Lonergan argues that a

27

_ 28See‘“Lectures on Existentiélism“, pp. 25-8; and ''Mission and
Spirit", pp. 73, 75-9, . o '

"Ongoing Genesis of Methods'', pp. 6,18
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significant result of this shift is that metaphysics can no longer be
the basic science or horizon for all other disciplines. The reason for
this is that the method of metaphysics presupposes the prior activities
of the subject who is fnquiring into the nature of reality. He there-
fore takes issue, e.g., withEmerichloreth!'s conception of metaphysics

as the Grundwissenschaft, the basic horizon, and argues that...

[m]etaphysics, as about being, equates with the objective
pole of that horizon; but metaphysics, as science, does not

equate with the subjective pole. In my opinion Fr. Coreth's

subjective pole is under a measure of abstraction that...is

to be removed when one is concerned with the total and basic

horizon....For latent in the performance of the incarnate

inquirer not only is there a metaphysics that reveals the

objective pole of the total horizon but also there is the

method of performing which, thematized and made explicit,

reveals the subjective polein its full and proper stature.29

Lonergan's position is that metaphysics is a valid and necessary
endeavor. However, he argues that if it is to be properly formulated it
must be critically grounded in a cognitional theory that is concerned
with the concrete subject's operations. For the terms and relations of
the cognitional theory are found in the operations of each and every
subject; and they are operations of which each and every subject is

. ‘e s . . 0 .

conscious and is able to verify in his or her experlence} For instance,
the metaphysics worked out in Insight is said to be critical because it
is based qn the s If-affirmation of the knower. [n Insight's account
of metaphysics Lonergan starts from the fact that one is a knower; for
the self-affirmation of oneself as as a knower is an event that is

2
9”Metaphysics as Horizon'",in Collection, pp. 219-20

30See Philosophy of God, p: 60
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inescapable and verifiable in one's own consciousness. Such a meta-
physics is critical because its basic terms and relations are derived
from the operations of one's cognitional process; for, according to

Lonergan, '...this affirmation of oneself as a knower also is an

affirmation of the general structure of any proportionate object of

31

knowledge...". The reason for this identification is that, on Loner-

gan's analysis, there exists an '"'isomorphism'' between the subject's

cognitional operations and the reality proportionate to those operations.

And this means that the validity of a metaphysical term or relation can
be judged by an appeal to one's consciousness of the cognitional oper-
ation from which it is derived.32
Intentionality analysis provides the basic science in that it
studies the basic reality of the subject as conscious of himself. How-
ever, transcendental method is not simply consciousness; rather it is
a knowledge and thematization of consciousness. We must therefore
investigate how Lonergan's notion of consciousngss allows for a thema-

tization of its features that is both critical and normative.

The notion of consciousness

According to Lonergan our cognitional operations of experience,
understanding, judgement and decision have two distinct characteristics:
they are both conscious and intentional. As intentional our cognitional
operations make objects present to the subject; as conscious our cog-

nitional operations make the subject present to himself. In the former

3Ilnsight, p. 523

3ZSee Method, pp. 21,343; Insight, pp. 390-401, 483-87, 488-509.
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instance the word '"'present' refers to the presence of a spectacle to a
spectator; in the latter instance the word 'present’ refers to the
presence of the spectator to himself, not as a part of the spectacle,

33

as an object, but as the spectating subject. We need to explore
further the sense in which the subject is present to himself in conscious-
ness, for it is a key to Lonergan's analysis of self-knowledge.

In his discussion of consciousness in '"Christ as Subject: A Reply"

Lonergan distinguished conscientia experientia from conscientia per-

34

ceptio. The distinction is important, he argued, because the former
conception of consciousness yields an account of the subject as an 1"
to be perceived as a percept. |If consciousness is so conceived, explained
Lonergan, then it has no constitutive effect on either the subject or
the object; consciousnesness merely makes manifest objects as they
existed prior to the cognitional act named awareness. On this model
one is conscious of oneself only as an object to be perceived. How-
ever, if consciousness is conceived as experience there is revealed
the psychological subject, a subject on whom consciousness has not only
a cognitive but also a constitutive effect.

One can appreciate the significance of the constitutive effect of

consciousness if one simplycontrasts experience asleep with experience

awake. When one is asleep consciousness exercises little or no constitu~

33

3‘*in Collection, pp. 164-97. This article was a response to a
criticism of Lonergan's De Constitutione Christi ontologica et psycho-
logica (Rome: P.U.G., 1956, 19587). Fr. Timothy Fallon, S.J., has
translated De Constitutione into English, and the text of the transiation
is available at the Lonergan Center, Regis College, Toronto.

e

See Method, p. 8;and'Christology Today", p. 12.
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tive effect on one's subjectivity. One dreams: as it were, un-
consciously. However, when one awakens and begins to participate in
his world consciousness constitutes his or her subjectivity in the
sense that consciousness makes possible the activities of asking
questions, formulating hypotheses, etc. The point is that conscious-
ness is not experience of a known object but rather is experience of
a knowing subject and his cognitive operations.

The alternative [ to conscientia-perceptio ], 1 suggest, is to
deny that consciousness is a matter of knowing an object; the
alternative is to deny that only objects are known; the al-
ternative is to reject the tacit assumption that unumguodque
cognoscitur secundum quod est obiectum (everything that is
known, is known insofar as it is an object), and to put in

its place the familiar axiom that unumquodque cognoscitur
secundum quod est actu (everything that is known, is known
insofar as it is in act).35

One encounters oneself in consciousness, then, not as an object present
to be perceived but as the subject present in act. Lonergan therefore
holds that knowledge of the. subject can occur concomitantly with know-

ledge of objects.

...[0]n this view the object is known as id quod intenditur
(what is intended), the subject is known as iS qui intendit
(he who iptends), and the act is known both as the intendere

(intending) of the subject and the intendi( being intended)
that regards the object.36

The self-presence of consciousness is therefore not ro be confused with

introspection. One heightens one's presence to oneself not by taking a

35"Christ as Subject' in Collection, p. 177) C f. Insight, p. 320,

"To affirm consciousness is to affirm that cognitional process is not
merely a procession of contents but also a succession of acts.' See also
pp. xvii, xxv-xxvii, 73, 81, 320-21, 324-25, 349, 432, 486, 515, 64k,

36”Christ as Subject'»in Collection, p. 177
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harder "look! at one's activities; rather one raises the level of

37

one 's activity. This means that one can be conscious of one's cog-
nitional operations only to the degree to which they are brought to
act.
[S]ince consciousness is of the acting subject qua acting,
, the experience of one's rationality is identical with one's
irationality bringing itself to act; the experience of one's
intelligence is identical with one's bringing one's intelli-
gence to act; and the experiencing one one’s seggitivity is
identical with one's sensitivity coming to act.
However, consciousness of itself is not knowledge; rather it is one's
experience of one's intentional operations. We therefore need to

explore further the way in which consciousness can be known.

Consciousness as known

Because consciousness is constitutive of subjectivity, Lonergan
holds that knowledge of consciousness should yield an account of the
nature and implications of the structural features of human subjectivity.
Such an account is of importance for the question of method for it
i) could be verified in the data of each and every subject's conscious-
ness and ii) could illuminate and guide all activities that employ
the structural features of human subjectivity. It is therefore of ) s
central importance to establish the manner in which consciousness can be
known according to Lonergan.

Transcendental method is not simply consciousness of the dynamic

structures of our conscioE:)intentionality; it is knowledge of those

37“Cognitional Structure',in Collection, p. 227; see Insight,
p. 320; Method, p. 1k

38

‘”Cognitionél Structure'',in Collection, p. 226
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structures. Central to transcendental method, therefore, is the notion
2

of the intelligibility of consciousness: "...the one who is conscious

of himself and his acts is not conscious of something unintelligible

but of something 'intelligible...”.39 The reason for this is that -

'

éonsciopsnesslcontains within itself an exigence for self—knowledge.ﬂ
For consciousness is experience of our operations of experience,
understanding, judgement and decision. And the relationship between
those operations is that of a sélf-transcending dynémi§m: experience
gives rise to intelligent inquiry, understanding gives rise to rational
reflection, and judgement gives rise to the deliberation that terminates
in decisiqn. Therefore, In experiencing one's cogn}tional operations

in consciousness one is compelled to move to %nquiry into their natuce,
to reflection on the results of that inquiry, and to deliberation

’ ¢
about the results of that reflecgion - in short, to know them..

Lonergan maintains.thai.self—knowlédge is twofold: there is the
subject as directly gnown in the data of consciousness and there is the
subject as reflexively known in the process Lonergan terms “objectifi-»
cation': ", ..in direct activity the subject is known onée, as squective;
but in }eflexive activity the subject is known twice, as subjectibe by*l
consciousness'and a; objectibe by the reflexive activity.“l"Ci The

reflexive knowledge, or objectification, consists in the application of .

X 'k,
'

39Bernard Lonergan, The 0ntolog1cal'and Psychological Constitution

of Christ, tr. T. Fatlonm, pp.}Zh

hoBernard Lonergan, '"Prolegomena to the Study of the Emerging
Religious Consciousness-of Our Time", p. §;.see Method, pp. 14,77 and
"0ngoing Genesis of Methods', 'p. 345. :

-~
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our operations as intentioggl to our operations as conscious, for
"...what is conscious, can be intended.”h] Self-knowledge in objectifi-
cation, theﬁ, consists in a duplication of the structure of our knowing.
For once an individual has heightened the level of his conscious activity
he can move through the data of consciousness in the same way he moves
through the data of sense. 'Just as we move from the data of sense
through inquiry, insight, reflection, judgement to statements about
sensible things, so too we move from the data of consciousness through
inquiry, understanding, reflection, judgement to statements about
conscious subjects and their operat:ion'_s."l}2 Such self-knowledge requires
the deliberate act of self-appropriation. For weyare conscious of our
operations of experience, understanding, judgement and decision whenever
we are knowing; put .. .our atéention is apt to be focused on the

object, while our cohsc/ous operating remains peripheral.“l*3

The
self-appropriation in question takes place when the subject applies
the operations as intentional not only to objects but to himself as a
conscious subject knéw{ng objects. This Involves, then, experience of

,one's experience, understanding, judgement and decision; understanding
of one's experience, understanding, judgement and deliberation; judge-

ment of one's experience, understanding, judgement and deliberation; and

deliberation on one's experience, understanding, judgement and deliber-

h]Method, p. 14

uzMethod, p. 9'

eana——————:
.

Byethod, p. 15
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ation,

There is, then, a difference between consciousness of one's cog-
nitional operations and knowledge of one's cognitional operations.
Transcendental method is based on the former but only emerges with the
latter., It is helpful to note in this respect the distinction that
Lonergan draws between the infrastructure and the suprastructure of
our knowing. The infrastructure refers ta the latent or potential
transcendental method immanent in every subject; the suprastructure
refers to the transcendental method that is the explicit thematization
and elucidation of that infrastructure. |In terms of our discussion of
consciousness, the infrastructure is...

...conscioushess as distinct from self-knowledge, conscious-

ness as distinct from any introspective process in which one

" inquires about inquiry, and seeks to understand what happens

when one understands, and endeavors to formulate what happens

when one understands, and endeavors to formulate what goes

on when one is formulating, and so on for all the inner activities

of which all of us are conscious and so few of us have any

exact knowledge..

While transcendental method is a difficult and long process, it is never-
theless a possibility for every individual. For it is the conscious and
intending subject that is the ground of transcendental method. And

. *
it is to this ground that every individual will be able to appeal inﬁ

judging the adequacy of any thematization of the structures of our

interiority, including the one that Lonergan proposes.

'khSee Method, pp. 14, 106, 263-65; Insight, pp. 333-35, 396-98.
b5 '

"Prolegomena to the Emerging Religioys Consciousness', p. b;
see '"Religous Experience, pp. 4-8
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2 . Transcendental Method: The Thematization of the Subject as Subject

In the previous section we discussed Lonergan's emphasis on
intentionality analysis and the subject's presence to himself in cors
sciousness. This emphasis is central to Lonergan's transcendental method
for it reveals the ground of that method, the concrete performance of
the subject as subjecé. The importance of this turn to the concrete
subject is reflected in the following from Insight's Introduction:

Besides the noéma or intentio intenta or pensée pensee...,
there also is the noésis or intentio intendens or pensée
pensante that is constituted by the very activity of in-
quiring and reflecting, understanding and affirming, asking
further questions and reaching for further answers. Let us
say that this noetic activity is engaged in a lower context
when it is doing mathematics or following scientific method
or exercising common sense. Then it will be moving towards
an upper context when it scrutinizes mathematics or science
or common sense in order to grasp the nature of noetic
activity. And if it comes to understand and affirm what
understanding is and what affirming is, then it has reached
an upper context that logically is independent of the scaf-
folding of mathematics, science, and common sense. Moreover,
if it can be shown that the upper context is-invariant,

that any attempt to revise it can be legitimate only if the
hypothetical reviser refutes his own attempt by invoking
experience, understanding and reflection in an already pre-
scribed manner, then it wrll appear that, while the noéma

or intentio intenta or pensee pensee may always be expressed
with greater accuracy and completeness, -still the immanent
and recurrently operatlve structure of the noésis or in-
tentio intendens or pensee pensante must a]ways be one and
the same.%40

Lonergan's transcendental method is an attempt'to thematize the structure
of the upper context he finds to be immanent in consciousness. After
a brief clarification of Lonergan's use of the term transcendental, we

willexamine his formulation of transcendental method. In the final

nsxg t, pp. Xxv-xxvi; see Philosophy of God, pp. 38, 60;
“Met;physucs as Hornzon“,ln Collectnon, pp. 218-19; and our Ch. |1,
. v 130-31
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section of this chapter we will take up Lonergan's claim to the invariant
nature of that formulation.

The term "transcendental"

Lonergan's transcendental method is the fruit of '...a reflective

grasp and specialized application of...the dynamic structure immanent

Lo - . 4
and recurrently operative in human cognitional activity." 7 The method
is transcendental in two related senses. It is transcendental in the
Scholastic sense of the term, for the method is all-inclusive and uni-~

versal. Lonergan contrasts it with categorial or determinate methods
because these methods change in description and formulation with changes
in circumstances, data, etc. Transcendental method, on the other hand,
admits of no change, for it applies in all circumstances, to all data,
etc. And although Lonergan does not identify himself with the tran-
scendental turn of contemporary Thomism {(Marechal, Coreth, et _L), he
does hold that his method is transcendental in the Kantian sense of the
term, for the method "...brings to light the conditions of the possi-
bility of knowing an object in so far as that knowledge is g‘griori.“h8
The two senses of the term transcendental are related in that
transcendental method's universality stems from the fact that its
nsugh Pp. xxi-xxii; see Method, p. 274

4

8Method, p. 14,n.4; see '"Philosophy and Theology“,nn Second
Collection, p. 207; ”Metaphysncs as Horizon'" in Collection, pp. 206-7,
218-19. C.f. Kant's statement,'| call that knowledge transcendental
which concerns itself -in general not so much with objects as with our
manner of knowing objects in so far as this must be a priori possible.'
(Kritik der reinen Vernunft, ed. R, Schmidt [Hamburg, 1952], B. 25;

cited in W, Richardson, '"Being for Lonergan: A Heideggerian View', in
Language, p. 341, n. 34.)

Lmm e -
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scope is correlative to the exigencies and the opportunities of the
structures of the human mind.
in order to discuss Lonergan's formulation of transcendental method

we will divide that formulation into four parts or stages: operations,

levels of conscious intentionality and ‘subjects, transcendental notions,and

transcendental precepts. These five stages are directly related to one

another, as the following chart indicates.

LEVELS OF
CONSCI0US TRANSCENDENTAL
QPERATION INTENTIONALITY SUBJECT TRANSCENDENTALS PRECEPTS
Experience Empirical - Incarnate Be Attentive
Attentiveness
Understahding Iintelligent Incarnate intelligible Be intelligent
Inteiligence
Judgement Rational Incarnate True and Real Be Reasonable
Reasonablieness
Decision Responsibie Originator Good or Value Be Responsible
of Values

In the discussion to follow we will comment on each of the four stages.

o

Operations and the question as operator

Transcendental method begins from the data of cofSciousness. Ac-
cording to Lonergan, these data include the operations of experience,
understanding, judgement, and decision. As transcendental method is
developed, one starts with each of these operations and moves to thema-
tize its nature, implications, norms, etc. However, besides these

operations there is the operator that is the dynamism linking the oper-

* ations one to the other. In both Insight and Method Lonergan describes

this dynamism as the force of the questions that move the subject from

one level of conscious intentionality fo another. In Insight the ques-

tions pertain primarily to the first three levels of conscious intention-

ality and are an expression af the pu}e desire to know. In Methed there

! W,
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L
is added the fourth level of conscious intentionality. For with the

later Lonergan's emphasis on value and the existential subject the

questions for deliberation that pertain to the fourth level come into

kg

prominence.
The operators that are the dynamism that link one's conscious and

intentional operations together are a priori. They may be described

as follows: i) questions for intelligence that ask, What is it? , Why?,
etc. with respect to data;mquestions for reflection that ask, Is it so?
with respect to insights, surmises, guesses, etc.; and iii) questions

for deliberation that ask, Is it worthwhile and truly good? with re-

51

spect to what is understood and judged to be so. The subject who

moves through these questions is described by Lonergan as ''self-tran-

scending''.

By experience we attend to the other; by understanding we
gradually construct our world; by judgement we discern its
independence of ourselves; by deliberation and responsible
freedom we move beyond merely self-regarding norms and make
ourselves moral beings.52

AgThis point is discussed By F.E. Crowe in '"An Exploration of
Lonergan's New Notion of Value', Science et Esprit, v. xxix (Mai-Septembre,
1977), fasc. 2, p. 129. See insight, pp. 465-69, 532, 546, 609, 636; and

Method, pp. 7-8. On the distinction between the early and later Lonergan
see our Introduction, pp. 15-17.

0upission and Spirit", pp. 73-4

5]Method, pp. 73-4; "Natural Right and Historical-Mindedness',
pp. 6-7 :

52”Mission and Spirit', p. 74

e 5
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Because the subject is self-transcending, there must be more than one
level to his conscious intentionality. And because each level is
distinct from the others, there must be more than one made in which
one can be a conscious subject.

Levels of conscious intentionality and subjects

§ (N ——

The three types of operator yield four levels of conscious intention-
ality. Experience supplies the substratum from which there unfolds with
the rise of each question as operator the additional levels of under-
standing, judgemggt and decision. Lonergan holds that each level yields
a qualitatively different mode of being a conscious subject. For as
experience is different from attentive inquiry, inquiry from reasonable
judgement, ;nd judgement from responsible decision, so too are the sub-
jects performing these activities distinct from one another. This means
that one can be a subject by degrees.53 However, the difference is
qualitative and not quantitative; that is, there are not four separate
subjects, unrelated to one another. Rather, there is the one conscious,
psychological subject whose levels of conscious intentionality are
dynamically related to one another. Lonergan describes this relation as
'vertical finality" or "sublation'.

Vertical finality is a process or hierarchy of distinct entities
whereby the ends of the lower are subordinated to the ends of the higher.
Lonergan maintains. that each level of conscious inteﬁtionality is an

instance of vertical finality in the sense that it prepares for and is

53See Method, pp. 7-11, 15-16; and "The Subject",in Second
Coljection, p. 80

e L O,
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the substratum of the next Ievel.su However, Lonergan does not mean to
suggest that the activities of each successive higher level diminishes
the achievement of the lower levels. He therefore states that the
higher sublates the lower. Lonergan uses the term ''sublation'' in
Rahner's sense of the term rather than Hegel's to mean that...
..what sublates goes beyond what is sublated, introduces

something new and distinct, puts everything on a new basis,

yet so far from interfering with the sublated or destroying

it, on the contrary needs it, includes it, preserves all

its proper features and properties, and carries them for-

ward to a fuller realization within a richer context.55
On this account the subject reflects the self-transcending dynamism that
unfolds through the structure of our conscious and intentional operations.
This dynamism, while not violating the integrity of the level of
experience, propels the subject on to the distinct and successively
richer ends of understanding, judgement, and decision. As we will see
in Part |1-of the thesis, this notion of self-transcendence is central
to Lonergan's account of doctrine, for it is the basis by which he can
hold together the immediacy of religious experience and the mediation

of that experience through doctrinal formulations.

Transcendental notions

The notion of sublation means that our levels of conscious intentionality

Sl‘“Mossaon and Spirit", p. 70; see 'Find1lity, Love and Marrige",
pp. 16~ 53 and,''The Natural Desire to See God”, pp. 84-95 in Collect:on,
and Method, pp. 40, 122. '

Method, p. 241; see pp. 10, 35, 76, 103-05, 120, 239, 242, 316~
17, 340-415 TCog Cognitional Structure' in Coltection, pp. 230-31; and “The
-SubJect“,ln Second Collection, p. 80.
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are a unified whole. They a}e unified because they are functionally
interdependent in the sense of the higher presupposing and completing
the lower. However, in addition to being united by function they are
also united by a common origin, this being the "...unfolding of a single
thrust, the eros of the human spirit.“56 The eros of the human spirit
is constituted by a transcendental intention of plural and inter-
changeable objectives. These objectives are what Lonergan terms the
transcendental notions. The transcendental notions correspond to the
Scholastic transcendentals of ens, verum and bonum. The transcendental
notions are obtained by objectifying the subject's conscious and in-
tentional operations in the following manner: from intelligent in-
tending one derives the notion of the intelligible; from reasonable
intending one derives the notions of the true and the real; and from
responsible intending one derives the notion of the truly good or of
value.

The transcen@ental notions, though plural, are unified. The reason
for this unity is that each level of conscious intending contains an
exigence for the next level. The unity, then, is dynamic, each objective
representing a further unfolding of the intention of the previous level.
Thus, the intention of the intelligible that promotes us from experience
to understandin§ unfolds in the intention of the true and the real, for
'""...the desire to understand, once understanding is reached, becomes

57

the desire to understand correctly...'. And the intention of the

56

Method, p: 13; see "The Sﬁbject“.in Second Collection, p. 81

?7”The Subject'" in Second Collection, p. 81

il
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intelligible, the true and the real becomes the intention of the truly
good ''...when the already acting subject confronts his world and adverts
to his own acting in it.“58
The transcendental notions as the objectives of the operations of
our conscious intentionality are central to Lonergan's analysis of the
knowing process. For it is his position that the knowing subject and
the known object are related immediately only through the transcendental
notions.59 Lonergan holds that this position is theﬁcontrary of that of
the idealist, who places this immediate relation in intuition or
Anschauung§0 In Lonergan's rejection of the idealist Anschauung we
again find his emphasis on the concrete operations of the conscious
subject. He argues that the knower is related to the knowﬁ only through
the concrete performance of asking and answering questions.6] He
defines all that there is to be known through asking and answering
questions, being, as the objective of the pure desire to know that un-

folds through the successive levels of our conscious intentionality.62

58“The Subject', in Second Collection, p. 81

59See Method, pp. 12-3, 24, 33, 36, 73-4, 105, 282; “'Cognitional
Structure", in Collection, pp. 228, 249; and Insight, p. 566

0See ""Metaphysics as Horizon' pp. 207, 219 and '"Cognitional
Structure' p. 236 "in Collection.

61Method, p. 85; “Théorigins of Christian Realism' in Second
Collection, p. 2&9;'”Cognitional.Structure“,in Collection, pp. 228-29,

235-36 AR
GZMD PP- 348'75’ 6737 676
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.

The transcendental notions are the condition of the possibility of

asking questions and formulating answers and as such are as unrestricted

as all that there is to be known. And again, like being, the tran-
scendental notions as comprehensive and all-inclusive are not abstract;
rather they are utterly concrete, and '...the concrete is the real

not under this or that aspect but under its every aspect in every
. 6
instance." 3

Lonergan makes a basic distinction is assigning a universal and
comprehensive function to the transcendental notions. He distinguishes
the notions as objectifications and as questions. As objectifications
they admit of further clarification, refinement, etc. and are therefore
subject to revision. However, as questions the transcendental notions
are rooted in the basic structures of our conscious intentionality and
are not subject to change. For as questions the transcendental
notions...

...constitute the very dynamism of our conscious intending,

promoting us from mere experience towards understanding,

from mere understanding towards truth and reality, from

factual knowledge to responsible action. That dynamism,

so far from being a product of cultural advance, is the

condition of its possibility; and any ignorance or error,

any negligence or malice, that misrepresents or blocks 5

that dynamism is obscurantism in its most radical form.6
We will return to the issue of the unrevisability of the various aspects

of Lonergan's formulation of transcendental method in the next section

of ‘the chapter.

63Method, p. 36; see '"Natural Knowledge of God'", in Second

Collection, p. 128

6I.Met’.hod, p. 12
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Transcendental precepts

The Final stage in Lonergan's formulation of transcendental method
is. the transcendental precepts. These precepts are obtained by

¥
making explicit and thematic ''the built-in-normative' of one's cons-

65 o«

cious intentionality. According to Lonergan this normative is
inherent in the transcendental notions. The transcendental precepts,
therefore, are derived from the notions and are as follow: Be atten-
X
tive, Be intelligent, Be reasonable, and Be responsible.66 Because
they are rooted in the trapscendental notions the precepts are perma-
nent and unrestricted; they apply not just to this or that situation,
but to any situation whatsoever. And, just as the transcendental
notions are the condition of the possibility of the human activity
that constitutes culture, so too is adherance to the precepts the
condition of the possibility of cultural progress. The precept;, it
must be noted, are not eternally valid propositions or truths; rather
they are concrete and they can be discerned whenever there are concrete
subjects being true to the demands immanent in the structures of their

67

conscious intentionality. '+ And because they are immanent in the a
priori structure of our conscious intentionality, they are normative

for every instance in which the mind is operating. As we will see in

65F.E.Crowg, "'"Bernard Lbnergan“,in Modern Theologians, pP. 132;

see Insight, p..395

66See Method, pp. 20, 35, 53, 55, 231, 302; "Existenz and
Aggiornamento'’, in Collection, p. 249; Philosophy of God, p. B8; and
Doctrinal Pluralism, p. 8.

67Method, pp. 53, 103; “Mission and Spirit'", p. 74

a————
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the next part of the thesis, the norm of the transcendental precepts

is central to Lonergan's account of the foundations of theology and
. g

doctrine.

3. Transcendental Method as Invariant

As we noted in the previous chapter, Lonergan finds that his-
torical-mindedness is in need of foundations that are both normative
and invariant. The formulation of these foundations is no easy task
given that historical-mindedness seems to reveal nothing but the
relative and constantly changing. The problem then is to discern
amidst the dynamic and ever-revisable products of human activity a
guide, a norm that is itself unreévisable. As our discussion in this

. -
chapter has revealed, Lonergan does not hold that such an unrevisable
norm can be found in the abstract and universal first principles of
the classicist. Rather, he holds that it can be found in the structural
features of the subject's conscious intentionality that he thematized
in transcendental method. The structural features are given in the
data of our consciousness; and the normative pattern relating these
operations one to the other is...
...the conscious dynamism of sensitive spontaneity, of in-
telligence raising questions and demanding satisfactory an-
swers, of reasonableness insisting on sufficient eyidence
before it can assent yet compelled to assent when sufficient
evidence is forthcoming, of conscience presiding over all
and revealing to the subject his authenticity or his un-
authenticity as he observe$ or viglates the immanent norms

of his own sensitivity, his own inteLligence,6gis own reason=
ableness, his own freedom and responsibility,

{

68”Ongoing Genesis of Methods", p. 344; see "The Future of
Thomism'', pp. 51-2, "Theology .in its New Context', pp._64, 67, '"Philo-
sophy and Theology', p. 194 in Second Collection; '"Metaphysics as
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Transcendental method does not consist.in a set of theories, laws or
doctrings that ought to be foundational . for all human inquiry and
activity;.rather it consists in a thematization of the rea}ity that
makes all theories, laws drggoctrfngs and is in fact operative in all
h;man inquiry and aétivity. It is the appeal to the concrete de facto

operations given in consciousness - to what Lonergan terms conscious-:

ness' '"natural infallibilify“ - and not to an abstract and eternal set

.of propositions that grounds the normative character of transcendental

6 . i
method. ? And this means that humans come to realize,the normative
character of transcendental method to the extent that they discover

in themselves and appropriate!... the dynamic structure of their own

cognitional and morai beingf"7o

Transcendental method Is °~ a matter of performance. 1t consists
in both the performance of the operations of experience, understanding,

judgement and decision and the performance of appropriating these oper-

ations. Lonergan therefore describes transcendental method as’“..lboth

concfete and practical...", and states that its source is "... the

Wi

difficult domain of matters of fact. Lonergan is indebted to Newman

In this emphasis on the facts of our cognitional activity. He repeatedly

.
kY

-a-—-___....'_.‘_. ' R

Hbrizon“ in COIIectIon, p. 220; fnsi ht p. 230; ”Theo}ogy and Praxis'’,
p. '15; "Phiiosophy of. Hisgory", P g, and tamb, Hjstory, Method and
The:ologx pp. 342, tzko, 2 . ‘

69"Chrtst as Subjcct* A Reply“ in<£ollection, ppN 180~ =81, n.18; see
"Thaology in its New Context" In Second Cdllection, pp. 6 h 5 .

ﬁg d, P+ xfi N _
ns?ght, p. xvil ) - :‘;‘ '
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(4

refers to the importance of following Newman's method of credulity
rather than Descaroes' method of doubt in matters of knowlege. ''For
universal doubt leaves one with no basis for advance, while universal
belief may obtain some truth that in time may gradually drive oyt the
errors.“72 The point of adverting to and accepting the facts of cog-
nitional activity can be best appreciated by quoting the following

concerning Newman's account of knowledge in his Grammar of Assent:

My object in the foregoing pages has been, not to form a
theory which may account. for those phenomena of the intel-
lect which they treat, viz., those which characterize in-
ference and assent, but to ascertain what is the matter
of fact as regards them, that is, when it is that assent
is given to propositions which are inferred, and under
what circumstances....There are those who are arguing a

e Eriorn, malnxalnlng, that since experience leads by syllo-
gism only tg probabilities, certitude is ever a mistake.
There are others, who whilte they deny this confusion,
grant the a priori principle assumed in the argument,
and in the . consequence are obliged, in order to vindicate
the certalnty of our knowledge, to have recourse to the
hypothesis of intuitions, |ntellectual forms, and the
like, which belong to us by nature and may be considered
to elevate our experience into something more than it is
In itself, 'Earnestly maintaining as 1 would, with the
latter ‘school of philosophers, the certainty of knowledge, '
I think it enough to appeal to the commori voice of man:
kind in proof of it....How it comes about that we can is
not my business to determine; for me it is sufficient
that certttude is felt.73 : '

72Method p..223; seewp-338 and F.E. Crowe, ''Dogma versus the

" Self-Correcting Process of Learning", in Foundatnons, pp. 28-9.

' 73J H. Newman, The Grammar of Assent (London. Longmans, Green
and Co., 1903). .p. 343; cited in-G. Worgul, ''The Ghost of Newmar in the
Loniergan Corpus™, The Moders Schooliman, LIV, n.h (May,.1977) pp. 319-
320. in this study Worgul has documented the similarity of procedure
tn Newman and Lonergan with reference to their emphasis on the facts

-of our knowing. '
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For Lonergan, too, cognitional theory starts not from a priori de-
ductions and unverifiable hypotheses, but from the actual performance
of knowing. He writes in Insight:

The ultimate basis of our knowing is not necessity but con-

tingent fact and that fact is established, not prior to-our

engagement in knowing, but simultaneocusly with it. The

skeptic, then, is not involved in a conflict with absolute

necessity. He might not be; he might not be a knower.

»Contradiction arises when he utilizes cognitional process

to deny it.7g
The importance of this emphasis on the fact of our knowing is that Lon-
ergan makes his appeal to it in claiming that transcendental method is
invariant and unrevisable. In order to investigate this claim we will
clarify the exact sense in which Lonergan's thematization of the sub-
ject's: cognitional operations may not be revised.

_Lonergan maintains that even though knowledge of the subject and
his operations will constantly be developing, the pattern of operations
that is thematized in transcendental method will not. It is useful to
recall here Lonergan's distinction bétween the infrastructure and the
suprastructure of our knowing. The infrastructure refers to our in-
tentional operations as given in consciousness; the suprastructure

refers to the knowledge and thematizatlon of .those operations. When

Lonergan claims that transcendental method is unrevisable he is referring

7hlnsight, p. 332; see pp. 329-32, 387;'391-931 .Cf. E Husseél,

The ldea o Phenomenolo' , tr. W.P. Alston and G. Nakhnikian ( The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, Lecture 1l, pp. 22-32 ;-where, in his presen-
tation of the conditions of the possibalnty of a critique of tognition,
Husser! insists on an ‘appeal to.the data of cons¢iousness as absolutely
given. E.g., he states that consciousness ''...is given as something
that is, that Is here and now; and whose being cannot be senslbly
doubted.!” (p 24)
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to transcendental method as infrastructure and not as suprastructure,
Thus, in the passage from Insight quoted above the contradiction from
which the skeptic suffers has to do not with Lonergan's thematization
or objectification of our cognitional operations, but wiith those oper-
ations themselves. Change or revision of transcendental method, then,
"...can affect nothing but objectifications. |t cannot change the
dynamic structure of human)consciousness. All it can do is bring

75

about a more adequate account of that structure.' However, this is
not to suggest that Lonergan's actual thematization of those structures,
or transcendental method as suprastructqre, is open to radical revision.
lndegd, Lonergan argues to the contrary.

Lonergah explains that a system will have to be revised whenever
there emerges the possibilitf of more adequate and complete explanations
of the data at hand. Ihe revised system‘would consist in a higher or
broader explanatory viewpoint that would require a revision of_the terms
and rela;ibng of the prior system. To speak of a revision.of tran-
séendental'method, thgn, is to posit a rgvision of .its basic terms and
relations. . Hb@ever, the basic terms and relations in question are the
subject's own cognitional operafions and the dynamism liﬁking them
;ogether." And this is wber; the crux of the issue lies for Lonergan,

He argues’ that the potential reviser would be involved in the quite

impossible position of going beyond the conditions of the possibility

of the act of re;ising,xié. his own conscious and inteﬁtioﬁal operations.

For such a revision @oula include attending to the data of consciousness
.

Byethod, p. 19

o e ———
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more closely, understanding that data more thoroughly, judging the

adequacy of that understanding more critically, and deciding what to do
on the basis of that judgement mére responsibly.76 The point of Loner-
gan's argument is that the unrevisabitity of transcendental method lies
in the potential reviser himself, in his own inability to avoid using
the operations of experience, understanding, judgement and decision.77
"In brief, conscious and intentional operations exist and anyone that
cares to deny their existence is merely disqualifying himself as a
non-responsible, non-reasonable, non-intelligent somnabulist.“78
Transcendental method's normative and invariant character stems

not from its claim to authority, nor from its probable success, but?®

from the ''native spontaneities and inevitabilities'" of one's conscious

and intentional Qperatidns.79 Because one's operatians are indisputably

given in one's consciousness, there can be no ''deeper foundation'' than
the transcendental method achieved through the self-appropriation of
these operations.80 Lonergan therefore describes transcendental method

as "'...a rock on which one can build.“8t There is the possibility of

¢

76
77Meth6d, pp. 19, 343-44; "Bernard Lonergan Responds' in Lan-
guage; p. 307; and Insight, pp. 329-32, 429, 568

" Thethod, p. 17
79

Method, p. 18; seé Metaphysics as Horizon's in-Collection,

L]

See Insight, p;. 336, 393-94; Method, p. 18

p. 220.

8?insigh . Do 332
8 e thod, . 19
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of further clarifying and extending the objectifications of our
conscious and intentional operations; however, all such clarifications
and extensions...

...are to be derived from the conscious and intentional

operations themselves. They as given in consciousness are

the rock; they confirm every exact account; they refute

every inexact or incomplete account, The rock, then, is

the subject in his conscious, unobjectified attentiveness,

intelligence, reasonableness, responsibility. The point

to the labor of objectifying the subject and his cons-

cious operations is that thereby one begins to learn what

these are and that they are. 2
And because unrevisable and universal this ''rock' provides the appropri-
ate foundations for the diverse and fertile historically-minded
apprehension of man. Transcendental method is appropriate, for like
historical-mindedness it too turns on the concrete, the dynamic, the
personal. And transcendental method is foundational because it is the
basic horizon that is not open to radical change and variation. It
therefore provides the permanent and normative standard in terms of
which the changing and. varying realizatiéns of human horizons and
purposes can be defined and judged.

Conclusion ‘

In this chapter we have.explicated Lonerga@‘s formulation of tran-
scendental method. We have shown that he believes such a formulation is
necessary in order to provide the thematization of the structures of
‘human interiority required by the methodical exigence. We went on to
argue that the distinctiveness of-Lonergan's thematization lay in his
use of intentfonality analysis and his notion of conscipusness. We

e p——————————

82Method, p.20
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then analyzed four stages of transcendental method, showing that each
stage was rooted in the structural features of human consciousness. And
finally, we explained Lonergan's claim that this rootedness in conscious-
ness is the key to the invariant and normative character of transcendental
method.

With this explication of transcendental method we close our dis-
cussion of the context of Lone;gan's position on the development of
doctr}ne. This context consists in both Lonergan's appropriation of
the horizon of historical-mindedness and his formulation of the found-
ations of that horizon. In the next part of the thesis we will undertake
a detailed examination of Lonergan's posit$on on the development of doc-
trine. Our concern will be to e3tablish whether or not Lonergan is able
to meet what we explained in Chapter | to be the modern problem of the
development of doctrine,'xli., the need to critically hold together
the permanent and the historical, the normative and the relative aspects
of doctrine. - We w{ll argue that Lonergan is able to meet this problem
to the.exient that his position is truly'informed by his ana]ysis and
appropriation of,historical-mfndedness presented in Chapter | and his

formulation of transcendental method presented in this chapter.

"

s
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PART TWO

LONERGAN''S POSITION

ON DOCTRINAL DEVELOPMENT
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CHAPTER FOUR
LONERGAN;S METHOD IN THEOLOGY

AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF DOCTRINE
In Part | of the thesis we set the context for the detailed study of
Lonergan's position on the devqloément of doctrine that is to follow.
Ve did so in three steps: i) in our discussion of Loisy we showed that
a key to the modern problem of development has been to formulate a
historical ly-minded account of doctrine; ii) we presented Loneréan's
analysis of both the advances and shortcomings of historical-mindedness;
and iii) we presented the basis fér Lgnergan's appropriation of histori-
cal-mindedness in theology, transcendental method. The second part of
our study will be mo?e detailed. We will examine Lonergan's explicit

discussion of the development of doctrine, particularly within the

framewqu of Method in Theology's eight functional specialties. Our
geal will be to ;stablish the extent to which Lonergan's position on the
development of doctrfne.is underpinned by his analysis of histofical-
mindedness and his fbrmulatiqﬁ-of transcendental methb&.

Part 11 ofAthe thesis contains three chapters. IH Chapter IV we
will trace the developments in Lonergan's reflections on the impact of
histgrica1 stud}gs on theo]oéy ;nd the development of doctrine. We
will éth that Soth fhe'early and later anergan affirm the permanence
of doétrine, buf tﬁat the conte*g for this affirmation, viz. a fu}ly~
hisForically-miﬁded théology? Is substantially different in the later

%
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Lonergan. In Chapter V we will examine what may be termed Lonergan's
Christian philosophy in order to determine one way in which transcen-
dental method provides the foundations for a historically-minded
account of the permanence of doctrine. And in Chapter VI we will

address the critical question of Part Il of the thesis within the

framework of Method in Theology's eight functional specialties. We will

do so by examining whether or not Lonergan's affirmation of doctrine's

‘permanence is grounded in the historically-minded foundations of

transcendental’ method and religious conversion. This is the critical
question of our study, for we have suggested that it is precisely
this foundational aspect of Lonergan's theology that enables him

to .avoid the denial of the permanence of doctrine that flawed Loisy's

account of doctrinal development.

|. Restatement of the Problem of Doctrinal Development

In our discussion of Loisy's modernist'program we showed that
a key to the modern problem of the development of doctrine has been
the integration of historical studies and an affirmation of the
permanence of doctrjne. We saw that in his concern. to guarantee

historical exegesis's autonomy Loisy separated the ''theological' from

the "historical' study of Scripture. Each study has a different end: the

end of the historical is an examination of the changing and contextual word

r
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of man; the end of the theological '1s an examination of the permanent
and revealed word of God. These two ends proved to be irreconcilable
in Loisy's conception of the development of doctrine. He was therefore
led to conclude that the historicity of the Christian Tradition and
Scriptures revealed by critical history had rendered Vatican I's claim
to the permanence of doctrine untenable. Historical-mindedness, at
least in Losiy's work, did not prove to be a fertile ground for perma-
nent truths.

The present chapter deals with the way in which Lonergan has met

this problem. We will show that both the early and later Lonergan con-

ceived the development of doctrine as a problem of the method in theology.

For the question of development involves the place of historical studies
in theology in general, and in the theological apprehension of doctrine
in particular. Lonergan's thought on this problem has developed from a

method that distinguished two ways in theology, the via inventionis and

the via doctrinae, to a method that distinguishes eight functionally

interdependent specialties in theology. We will see that this develop-
ment has been accompanied by a shift in his understanding of the
foundations for theology that has significantly altered the framework

in which Lonergan approaches the development of doctrine. The shift has
been frgm a dogmatic theology in whfch Scripture and TraditionAare truths
to a historically-minded doctrinal theology in which Séripture and
Tradition are data..- In our discussion of the early and later gonergan

we will pay particular attention to the ways in which the difference
between.these two frameworks entails a change in his conceptioé of the

development of doctrine and his account of the permanence of doctrine.




181

11. Early Lonergan on History and Doctrine

David Tracy has argued that the eight functional specialties

in Method in Theology are the fruition of over thirty years of struggling

with the problem of the method of theology. A significant aspect of
this struggle has been Lonergan's growing awareness of the historicity
of doctrine and the implications of this historicity for theology.l In
this section we will study part of this development of Lonergan's
thought by tracing his early reflections on the method of theology and

the problem of a historically-minded approach to doctrine.

~

1. The Two Ways of Theology

Central to Lonergan's early reflections on the method of theology
was his use of Aquinas' "rough but serviceable distinction' between
the two ways of theology: the via inventionis ,and the via dogtrinae.

i

The end of the former is a limited but fruitful understanding of re-

vealed mysteries and truths; the end of the latter is the certitude that

is proper to faith.3 From this distinction it follows that revealed

lSee Tracy, Achievement, pp. 183, 203-05; F.E. Crowe, ''Bernard
Lonergan'', p. 127; Editor's "Introduction',in Collection, pp. xive-xvi,
xxv; "The Exigent Mind", p. 18; and Conn 0'Donovan, “Translator s Intro-
duction', in Nicea, pp. xvi=-xviii.

Fol]owung Lonergan's suggestion in ''Theology and Understanding” (in

“Collection, p. 138) Tracy calis this development in Lonergan!s thought

a transposition of the medieval reason illumined by faith to a modern

method illumined by faith.(Achievement, p.204) See the four brief
reviews in Gregorlanum 44 (T963) pp. 369-373 for indications of the
early Lonergan's awareness of the need for this transposition.

2See "Theology and Understanding',in Collectlon, pp 129-30,.
124-35, 137-38 and Verbum, pp. 206-15.

3See "The Assumption and Theologi“,in Collection, pp. 70,
75-6,n. 17. . )

¥
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truths and mysteries can be considered under two different formalities:
as true and as intelligible. When one considers such truth formally as
true the proper operation of the intellect is to inquire An sit? When
one considers such truth formally as intelligible the proper operation
of the intellect is to inquire, Quid sit? The aim of the former is

certitude in matters of faith and it pertains to the via doctrinae; the

aim of the latter is understanding through reason and it pertains to the

via inventionis.

Lonergan argued in ''Theological Understanding' (1957) that the two
ways of theology were intrinsically related. This followed from
Aquinas' definition of theology as a subalternated science, i.e., as a
science that derived its basic principles from the truth of revelation.
Because of the priority of the truth of revelation the relationship
between the two ways was one of subordination. It must be remembered,
argued Lonergan, that theology in the via inventionis, the end of which

/

ﬂs understanding, begins not from a probable truth but from a certain

-/

ASee Bernard Lonergan, ''Theological Understanding'' (English
translation by Francis P. Geany of Divinarum personarum conceptio
analogica, 1957, caput. lum. Weston College, 1961) pp. 59, 68, 85. See
P. McShane, Music that is Soundless: An Introduction to God for the
Graduate ( Washingtom: University Press of America, 1977) pp. 83-92
where this distinction is applied to the ''curient dispute between dog-
matic theology and exegesis.'(p. 83); F.E. Crowe, '"Pull of the Future

and Link with the Past: on the Need for a Theological Method'', Continuum

7 (1969). pp. 30-49; and Method, pp. 335-40, 348-51.

The 1957 Divinarum... later was revised and included in Part |1 of
Lonergan's De Deo Trino (Rome: Gregorian University, .1964). On the
history of the publication of De Deo Trino see 0'Donovan, "'Translator's
Introduction', pp. xvi-xvii and F.E. Crowe, "Early Jottings on Bernard
Lonergan's Method in Theology', Science et Esprit, vol. xxv, (January-
April, 1973) pp. 123-25.

!&,
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truth. Furthermore, the understanding proper to the via inventionis
grows ''...in such a way that it consistently adheres to the same truths,
and this adhesion i; so necessary for theology that if it attempted to
understand a truth other than revealed, that understanding would not be

I IIS

theolégica . Thus, it will always be the case that the theologian
will regard the end of understanding as subordinate to the end of
certitude that is the proper object of the Church's teachjng authority.6
We must now inquire to what extent Lonergan held that this account of the
relationship between the two ways of theology provided adequate means

for the synthesis of historical inquiry and the permanent truths called

doctrines.

2. A Synthesis_of History and Déctrine?

Ideally, the question of history and doctrine could be resolved on

the basis of the distinction between the via inveqtionis and the vi

——
.

doctrinae. For one need only include historical studies under the via
inventionis and its end of understanding, and so make the aim of the

historian subordinate to the certitude of tbe via doctrinae. However,

Lonergan recognized that the synthesis of history and doctrine could

not be so easily obtained. Why did he think that this was the case?
) According to Lonergan a key to the problem of synthesizing doctrine

v
. R L

i ———r———————.

5"Theological Understanding'’, pp. 65-6; see pp. 64, 85-6; ''The

. Assumption and Theology', in Collection, p. 176; Henri Niel, "The 0Old and

the New In‘Thteogy“,in Spirit as @nquiry, p. 85

6See "Theology and Understandlng”,ln Collection, pp. 134~ 35.
Lonergan here relate’s this subordination in theology to the natural -
subordination of understandlng to judgement in the human knownng process.

ottty Al Bins e
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and history was the critical historian's claim to autonomy. This

claim meant, as we' saw with Loisy in Chapter !, that if the historian
was to perform his task properly he could not subordinate his inquiries
to a limited but fruitful understanding of the certain truths of the

via doctrinae.7 Iindeed, the modern historian has little or no drive for

the synthetic understanding of such truths that was characteristic of

Aquinas' use of the via inventionis; ratheshthe modern historian is
concerned only with an ever better understanding of all the relevant
data. While Lonergan recognized this aspect of modern history as p;r-
“haps a positive development for theology, he had certain misgivings . about
it. In “Theologica] Understanding' he wrote:

This new step in comprehension has been in preparation for

a lon¢ time, thanks to so much biblical, conciliar, patristic,
medieval, liturgical, ascetical and other research; but its
synthetic character has not yet clearly appeared because of
the fact that today's scholars resemble L2th century compilers
rather than 13th century theologians, so too those today who
with solid scholarship investigate biblical, patristic and
other areas can certainly look forward to a future theology
which will be more concrete and comprehensive., However, the
legitimate expectation of'a future event is one thing; the
bold and premature assertiion that it has arrived is quite
another.8 '

The modern historian -does not find a continuous unfolding of the truths
of Scripture and Tradtion throughodt history; rather he finds varying
‘expressions of the Christian community through multiple developments and
.7 .
See Ch. |, pp. 45-57.
8?Theélogicaf Understandind“: p. 67; see pp. 70; 87; '"Theology
and Understanding', in Collection, p. 137; '""The Absence of God in Modern

Culture', in Second Collection, p. 108 and the review argic?é in Greg-
orianum 44 (1963) p. 373.
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and contexts. The results of such study are not synthesized because i)
the historian himself does not aim at a synthesis of his results; {i) the
attempt by non-specialists to synthesize the results is unwelcome; and
iii) even if a synthesis were to be effected, it could only be a tempo-
rary one as the results of historical scholarship are perpetually sub-
ject to revision.9 And without a drive toward synthesis historical
studies do not readily serve the end of a fruitful understanding of
certain and revealed truth.

This is the framework within which history and doctrine must be
synthesized; and the distingtion between the two ways of theology cannot
provide a means, for synthesis because it does not properly allow for the
critical historian's autonomy. To answer the question of whether or not
the ongoing methods of history are fruitful means to understand revealed
and certain truths lonergan would have to move beyond thisdistinction. Parts
of Lonergan's "Theological Understanding' and his later and more exten-
sive De Deo Trino contain reflections on the role of history in theology
that represent significant advances along this line.

3. The Transcultural Problem

-

In addressing the question of history and doctrine in his early
writing Lonergan consistently emphasized the priority of certain truth
over historical understanding. However, there can be detected in the
development of his early work a growing appreciation of the role of

history in thedlogical reflection. Lonergan's De Deo Trino, the first

9”Theology and Understanding'' in Collection, pp. 135, 137-38;
see F.E. Crowe, ''Dogma versus the Self-Correcting Process of Learning',
in Foundations, pp. 25-6.
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part of which was written in 1957 and was published in two parts in
1964, reflects this appreciation; so much so that the discussion of
history and doctrine in De Deo Trino forshadows Method's notion of
functional specialization.]o 0f significance for our present discussion
are the ways in which Lonergan treated what he termed the ''transcultural
problem'. ‘

Lonergan's 1957 '""Theological Understanding'', which was later included

in De Deo Trino as the Pars Systematica, did contain a section on the

importance of the historical dimension for theology. However, in that
wark Lonergan was careful to point out that this emphasis on history
should not detract from the certain and permanent character of doctrine.
He stated that the theological understanding achieved through historical
studies should in no way contradict Vatican |'s assertion of the perma-
nence of doctrine: that ''...the sense of revealed truth remains the same,
. . . . 1

dogma remains the same, and the meaning of faith remains the same.“]
Theology still remains a subalternated science, and its starting point
is not inquiry advancing into a hitherto unknown truth, but a truth
already known to be so.

Natural sciences, since they begin from sensible objects and

grow in understanding through the discovery of increasingly

probable and useful theories, cannot arrive at truth until

they understand everything perfectly. With such sciences '

theology can in no way be equated, because it begins from a

a believed truth and grows in such a way that it constantly

adheres to the same truth; and this adhesion is so necessary
for theology that if it attempted to understand a truth

]
oSee F.E. Crowe, "Early Jottings on Bernard Lonergan's Method
in Theology' for a brief discussion of this point.

]l“TheoIogical Understanding'', p. 65; c.f. Method, pp. 320 ff.
and Insight, p. 739
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other than revealed, that understanding would not be
theological.‘

However, in stressing doctrine's permanence in '"Theological Under-
standing'' Lonergan did not want to adopt doctrinal immobilism. He there-
fore recognized what he called the transcultural problem. The progAem
stems from the nature of Christian revelation: a revelation that is on
the one hand universal in the sense of normative for all times and
places and is on the other hand particular in the sense of being given
to a particular people at a particular place and time, To meet this
problem there is needed an account of how this universality and norma--‘
tiveness of revelation has been mediated through the diversity of human
cultures in‘which Christianity has found itself. Lonergan attempted to
work out such an account by distinguishing three moments in doctrinal

development: the cultural, the theological and the dogmatic.

Lonergan based this threefold distinction on the difference between

the prius quoad nos- what is prior to us, or the priority of the level

of experience - and the E;iora quoad se -what is prior in itself, or

the priority of the level of understanding. The three moments of
doctrinal development are then explained as follows. In the first moment
there is a shift from one relative cultural context to another on the
level of the quoad nos (e.g. the developments in<ChristoTogy from the
Judaic to the Hellenic context in early Christianity). 1n the second
moment there is a shift from the level of the qwad nos to the level of

the quoad sethrough systematic theological understanding (e.g. Atbanasius'

lz”Theological Understanding'', pp. 65-6; see pp. 59, 60, 63, 67.
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use of the term homoousion in his Christology). In the third move-
ment there i§ a shift from the systematic to the dogmatic level through
a definition of a revealed truth by the Church (e.g. the Christélogical
doctrines of Nicea and its use of the term homoousion).]B Lonergan
argued that the same truth is being given different expression in each
moment. And the term of the development, the doctrinal definition,
because it is on the level of the quoad se,is not bound to a particular
cultural context; it is catholic and universal and can remain unchanged
throughout the centur{es.]u Such is the solution to the transcultural
problem presented in '"Theological Understanding''.

»

L. Positive and Dogmatic Theology

The position of De Deo Trino, published with revisions seven years
after "'"Theological Understanding'', reflects a deeper appreciation of the

historical moment in theology. In the latter publication Lonergan had

13”Theological Understanding'', p. 75, 77-80; see Insight, pp.
739-40 (Note, in reference to this passage, the importance of the em-
pirical notion of culture for the later Lonergan's reflections on the
method of theology and the development of doctrine.); 'Theology and
Understanding',in Collection, p. 134; ""A New Dogma'', Canadian Messenger
of the Sacred Heart, 61 (January, 1951) pp. 11-15; and R. Richard,. Con-

tribution to a Theory of Doctrinal Development',in Spirit as lInquiry ,
pp. 211-20.

14 . . :
.In De Deo Trino Lonergan stresses the systematic character of
dogma. For example, he compares their systematic character to that of .
Euclid's Elements: ""Yet to mathematicians the meaning of Euclid's

Elements is so clear and precise that they present almost no problems of

interpretation and therefore little ground for dispute among commen-
tators or the never-ending labor of exegetes. And as the mathematician
views Euclid, so the theologian views the dogmas of the Church."” (Nicea,
pp. 4-5)
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recognized that theological understanding could be achieved through more
than one means: ''...itisunreasonable to judge theological works as if
there were but one end, one formal object, one type of operations, one
order of questions, one class of formal concepts, one way of considering

15

errors." In De Deo Trino Lonergan applies this notion by outlining
not two but three parts to theological reflection, adding historical or
positive theology to the systematic and dogmatic theology reflected in

.. . . . 16 ) )
the via inventionjsand via doctrinae. In doind so he was again care-

ful to maintain the permanence of doctrine. He contrasted dogmatic
and positive tHeology, again maintaining that the former took the certain
truths of faith as its given starting point. Dogmatic theology's end

was to understand the dogmas of the Church by showing that "...the

o

doctrine defined by the Church is contained in the sources in that same

17

sense in which it was defined." Positive theology, on the other hand,

lS“Theological Understanding', pp. 73-4; see pp. 68 ff. The
early Lonergan's growing recognition of the need for functional special-
ties in theology is aevident in this passage. € f. his remark in a 1970
interview, '""For example, Lyonnet does a new exegesis of Romans 5:12 and
people say 'Oh, you're just a heretic', well it's too fast. That's true
if theology is just one plain deductive system. But with an ongoing
process that is interdependent, once there is a new exegesis of Romans
5:12, then you can no longer argue for original sin from that text the
way you could before that interpretation. You have a new situation. You
haven't got a.new heretic."("An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan,
§.J.", in Second Collection, p, 211

16 . . . s . . . .
On this distinction see De Deo Trino, |, p.3; "An interview

with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.",in Second Collection, p. 213; Donn
0'Donovan, ''Translator's Introduction' in Nicea, p. xvii; Nicea, pp.
16-17; and Tracy, Achievement, pp. 199-203.

17

De Deo Trino |, p. 13; cited and translated in Quesnell,
"Theological Method on Scripture as Source', in Foundations, p. 248, n.4S.
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did not take the certitudes of faith as its starting point. Positive
theology's end was to understand the context within which the truth was
defined, the questions to which it was addressed, the peculiarities of
the individuals involved, their time and place, etc.

Positive [theology]...places only the questions which arise
from the evidence, wants only the intelligibility which can
be seen in the evidence, and corrects and increases its un-
derstanding only by means of new evidence or by more care-
ful examination of the evidence it has...It does not pass
over the uncertain, the obscure, the exceptional in order
to concentrate on the certain, the clear and the ordinary.
Rather it gives greater attention to those points which
show need of clarification. Its end is that the sense,

the mind, the teaching of any author being studied should
some day be brought to light in all its parts, according

to all its:aspects--some day, not right now. And if, as .
the skill of investigators grows and enough time passes by
and if almost innumerable studies should be made so that
finally all the authors of some one past age would come

to be known thoroughly, then indeed the particular spirit .
and almost the living image of that culture would seem

to be reconstituted before our very eyes. But the

positive theologian wants that kind of overall view

of the whole thing only if it arises frgm intimate
knowledge of all the individual facts.! ,

Rather ‘than placing the two methods and their appareétly conflicting
ends in separate and water-tight compartments Lonergan attempted
to integrate the two. In doing so he moved to an acknowledgement of
doctrine's historicity. Lonergan argued for the importahce of historical
studies in the realization of the end of dogmatic: theology. However,
he did not subordinate historical to dogmatic_theology; on the contrary,

he stated that te understand the certain truths called dogmas one must’

De Deo Trino, I, pp. 8-9; cited and translated in Quesnell, -
“Theological Method on Scripture as Source', in Foundations, p. 248,
n. 45; see De Deo Trino, |, p. 10 (cited and translated in 0'Donovan,
'"Tranlator's Introduction', in Nicea, p. x. )
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AN
study them historically in the context in which they-were defined.

Too many students have been misled into believing that, by

some kind of mysterfPous intuition, they can see at once in
scripture something which emerged originally only with the
passage of time and with great labor; something which many
resisted and many denied; something which it took great minds

to grasp, and which only gradually received acceptance in

the Church.!9

The reason for this emphasis on history lies in what Lonergan termed
""differentiation of consciousness''.

In De Deo Trino explains how the differentiation of consciousness
became a factor in the development of doctrine by asking what the
difference is between the statements of Scripture and the Fathers on
the one hand and the dogmatic definitions of the later Councils on the
other hand. To answer this question he first identifies an objective
aspect of a change in the literary genre: the Gospels appeal to the
whole man, to his imagination, affections, heart and will; the Councils,
however, bypass these aspects and appeal to the intellect in a
quest for a clear declaration of what is true.20 Hext Lonergan contends
that such objective change in literary genre involves a subjective
change in man himself.ZI In the case of the garly Councils the corres-
ponding change in man consisted in a shift fr;>”é relatively undifferen-

tiated consciousness to a differentiated consciousness. Lonergan ex-

plains that such a shift occurs whenever an individual ceases to

1 .
90e Deo Trino, !, pp. 8-9; cited and translated in O'Donovan,
* * * »
“Translator's Introduction',in Nicea, p. xi

0Nicea, pp. 1-2 -

]Nicea, p. 2
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operate indiscriminately and equally on all levels of consciousness and
begins to concentrate on and subordinate the other levels to the achieve-
ment of the end of a single level. Thus, in the early development of
doctrine there is to be discerned a shift from the undifferentiated
consciousness of the Gospels and their multi-faceted expression of

the truth of Christianity to the differentiated consciousness of the
Councils and their theoretical expressions of that trut;h.22 This is not
to suggest that there are two different truths in the Gospels and the
Councils. Rather, the one truth is apprehended and expressed differently
in different contexts. For this reason Lonergan did not feel that the
Councils represent a '""hellenization' and therefore distortion of the
Gospel messagé. The development that occurred was necessary because the
early Christian community was beginning to participate in the theoreticai
differentiation of consciousness. Because religion functions with

regard to the whole of one's person, mind as well as heart, as conscious-
ness develops and expands its functions so too must religion develop and
expand its functions. Such is what took place at the Council of Nicea.
When the non-scriptural term Homoousign was introduced at Nicea the
religious doctrine of the New Testament was not abandoned in favor of

a foreign hellenism. Rather, different categories, theoretical ones,
were used to explain and affirm the same truth expressed in the Gospels,

that Christ was Sﬁe Son of d.23

. <
22Nicea, pp. 2-3 —
Nicea, pp. 6-7; 128-30. See Lonergan's critique of Lelsie

Dewart's ''de-hellenization' proposal in The Future of Belief in Lonergan's
""Thé De-Hellenization of Dogma", in Second Collection, pp. 11-33.

1
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The importance of Lonergan's use of the notion of the differentiation
of consciousness in De Deo Trino's analysis of development is that it
represents a significant change in his position.;B the relationship
between history and doctrine. Although the claim to the status of
doctrine as a permanent truth is not denied, the use of this notion does
reflect a deepér appreciation of the historical dimension of doctrine.
This appreciation of the historical dimension led Lonergan to shift
from an approach to doctrine in terms of Aquinas' two viae to an
approach to doctrine in terms of the threefold division of dogmatic,
systematic and historical theology, the latter division playing a key
role. This means that in De Deo Trino Lonergan had begun to recognize
that because doctrines are formulated and expressed in differing cul-
tural contexts in order to reach an understanding of their meaning the
theologian must have recourse to the techniques of the critical historian.

We now turn to a discussion of Lonergan's later reflections on
history and doctrine. In our disﬁdssion we will show the ways in
which Lonergan's appreciation of the importance of history in theology
comes to full term in Method's functional specialties in theology. In
doing so we will be concerned to establish tbe framework in which Loner-

gan must consciously wor® out a more historically-minded account of the

permanence of doctrine.

F1i. Later Lonergan on History and Doctrine ~—

We have sketched Lonergan's early reflections on the place of
history in theology in order to show the genesis of his later position

on history and doctrine. We have seen that in his earlier discussions
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of theological understanding Lonergan was concerned to adhere to
Vatican I's affirmation of the permanence of doctrine. He recognized,
however, that the more seriously the role of history in theology is
taken, the more difficult it becomes to adhere to this affirmation.

We found, therefore, that changes in Lonergan's understanding of the
task and structure of theology led to changes in his understanding of
the development of doctrine. |In reference to the former , we traced
Lonergan's early concern to integrate the ongoing procedures of history
with the synthetic procedures of systematic and dogmatic theology. We
saw that in order to effect this integration that Lonergan began to
move beyond Aquinas' model of theology as a subalternated science and

the two ways, the via inventionis and the via doctrinae. For it became

evident that in so far as the historian does not take Scripture and
Tradition as truths foundational for all theological understanding it
would not be possible to subordinate the results of his work to the ends
of the th viae. The threefold division of theology into dogmatic,
sytematic and historical in De Deo Trino represents a significant phase
in Lonergan's attempt to meet this issue. In reference to Lonergan's
early position on the development of doctrine, we traced his appreciation
of the historical dimension of doctrine. We noted that his awareness

of the problem of history in theology was coupled with a growing récog-
nition of and emphasis on the historicity of doctrine. This emphasis
was reflected in Lonergan's explanation of doctrinal development in De

Deo Trino, where he employed the notion of the differentiation of

consciousness. For this notion implies that the same truth can be
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expressed in differing historical and cultural contexts, and that in
order to apprehend the meaning of this truth one must engage in concrete
historical studies.

Lonergan's sFand on the issue of history and doctrine, and par-
ticularly how that stand informs his position on the development of doc-
trine, is the concern of the remainder of this‘chapter. Our focus is
the historically-minded theology and approach to doctrine that is pre-

sented in Method in Theology. We will discuss first Lonergan's notion

of functional specialties in theology and his shift from a dogmatic

to a doctrinal theology. We will then discuss three features of his
understanding of the development of doctrine within the framework of the
doctrinal theology presented in Method.

l. Function%l Specialties in Theology: From Dogmatic to Doctrinal

Theologx

One reason Lonergan wrote Method in Theology was to formulate a

theology reflecting the transition from classicism to historical-
mindedness. He felt that the rise of historical critical studies in the
nineteenth century were so significant as to have rendered the methods
and conclusions of classical theology inoperative. Lonergan describes
this situation as follows:

It is the development of modern hermenéutics and history that
has forced Catholic theology out of the manualist tradition.
The old style dogmatic theologian was expected to establish
a series of propositions, theses, from the 01d Testament and
the New, from patristic writings and the consensus of theo-
logians, and from the ratio theologica. But modern scholar-
ship set up an endless array of specialists between the
dogmatic thealogian and his sources. With the specialists
the dogmatic theologian just could not compete. Without an
appeal to his sources the dogmatic theologian had nothing to
say. Such has been a basic and, as well, a most palpable




196

element in the crisis of contemporary Roman Catholic theology.
Along with the changes in the notion of science and the notion
of philosophy, it has been my motive in devoting years to
working out a Method in Theolqu.zu

Lonergan has identified a key problem of theology within this new frame-
work as the pigce of history in theology. His concern in Method is to
so structure theology that ''...we have neither history without theology

25

nor theology mi}hout historyﬁibut both." To achieve this end there

is required mor;\?hhn,a re-afrangement of the parts of the classical
theology found in Aﬁuinas; there is needed an entirely new method 399
foundation for theology. This n%r theology is given expression in
Method's eight functional specialties We will explain the significance
of these specia}ties for the problem of history and doctrine by
examining i) what Lonergan takes to be the shortcomings of classicist
dogmatic theology; ii) how Lonergan arrives at the eightfold structure

of Method's functional specialties and iii) the place of doctrines in

functional specialties.

Dogmatic theology and Melchior Cano's De Locis Theologicis

.Lonergan states that the dogmatic theology found in Cano's De Locis
Theologicis is rooted in the presuppositions of classicism. For Cano
theology was neither historical por empirical; it was logical. Scrip:
ture and tradition were not data to be understood in their historical

contexts; rather they were premises from which theological conclusions

2I‘Philosophy of God, p. 32; ¢ f. "An Interview with Fr. Bernard
Lonergan'', pp. 211-12 and "Revolution in Catholic Theology', pp. 231-38
in Second Collection.

25

"Theology and Man's Future',in Second Collection, p. 136
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were deduced. The classicist method of theology, as we saw in our dis-
cussion of neo-Scholasticism in Chapter |, proved to be incompatible
with the presuppositions of historical-mindedness. The classicist
theologian '"...thought not in terms of evolution and development, but

of universality and permanence. Vincent of Lérins had proclaimed God's

truth to be quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus...", and it was

26

theology's proper task to ensure that it remained so.

When Melchior Cano wrote his De Locis Theologicis in 1563 two con-

cerns relating to the Reformation were on his mind, These were first,
that Catholic theologians should be able to defend the certainties and

necessities of their theological conclusions; and, secondly, that in
“t

doing so Scripture and Tradition be taken as the scientific basis of
theology. Cano therefore structured theology with an eye to proof, and
worked out ten loci which were to provide the principles or sources from

which the theologian could deduce the certain conclusions of theology.

] 26“Theology in its New Context't,in Second Collection, p. 59.
See our Chapter |, pp. 35 - 40 and our argument that Vatican | and the
neo-Scholasticism that ensued was caught up in classicism to such an
extent that it could not but see modern culture as hostile to its
purpose and foundations.
One finds Vincent's teaching in the conception of doctrine classi-
cally expressed by Bosslet, the great counter-Reformation polemicist:

“"{n the course of succession, doctrine is always the same....So then, if
at any time someone says that the faith includes something that yester-
day was not said to be of the faith, it is always heterodoxy, i.e.,

another doctrine which one opposes to orthodoxy; and all false doctrine
will betray itself at once, beyond doubt and discussion, whenever it
appears, by its novelty, inasmuch as it always will be something not
perpetually known.' ('Premiéreinstruction pastorale sur les promesses
de T'Eglise', Qeuvres completes, 17: pp. 111-12; cited in Walgrave,
Unfolding Revelation, p. 132) See E.L. Macall for his comments on this
in reference to %gnergan‘s thoughts on the transition to historical-
mindedness in Nature and Supernature pp. 14-19; and.our Introduction,
pp. 8-11 in reference to Vincent of Lérins and Vatican I.

. »

-
[
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The ten loci outlined by Cano were: (i) Scripture, (ii) Tradition,
(iii) Dogma, (iv) Councils, (v) Roman Church, (vi) The Fathers, (vii)
Theologians (Scholasticism), (viii) Natural Reason, gix)‘Philosophers,
and {x) Historical Proof. Of the ten Scripture and Tradition were fun-
damental because théy contained the entire truth of revelation and so
provided theology with an undisputable and certain source.27
Lonergan criticizes the dogmatic theology of Cano's De Locis on
three counts. First, he states that the emphasis on certitude over
understanding in theology was symptomatic of the decline of Scholasticism

in the 15th and 16th centuries. Proof and logic, not understanding,

dominated Cano's concerns in De Locis. The traditional fides quaerens

intellectum had been reduced to '"...a set of arguments proving Christian

truth and refuting contrary error.”28 The task of theology became the
propagation of what had been said in Church documents - a model of

theology Rahner labels ''Denzinger theology'', P. Charles "Christian

27See-Lonergan, "Review',in Gregorianum, 44 (1963), pp. 370-71

and Philosophy of God, p. 31. See also B.L. Marthaler, ''Henri de Lubac',
in eds. Wm. J. Boney and L.E. Molumby, The New Day: Catholic Theologians
of Renewal (Richmond: John Knox Press, 1968),pp. 9-10; W. Pannenberg,

Theology and the Philosophy of Science, pp. 243-345; P. Mandonnet, '‘Cano,

Melchior', in Dictiomaire de theologne catholique, V..2, | Partie (Paris:
Libraire Letouzey et Ané, 1932), pp. 1537-154Q; F. Courtney, ""Cano,
Melchior'! in New Catholic Encyclopedia, v. 2 (New York: McGraw Hill

Book Co., no date), pp. 28-9; and Walter Burghardt, 'The Catholic Concept
of Tradition in the Light of Modern Theological Thought', The Catholic
Theological Society of America, Proceedings of the 6th Annual Convention

(Detroit, January 25-7, 1951) pp. 44-51

28Bernard Lonergan,“Revnew” in Gregoraanum Ly (1963), p. 370;
see Philosophy of God, p. 31 and ”Theology in its New Context'',in
Second Collection, p. 57.
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positivism”.29 The second reason Lonergan criticizes Cano's theology

has to do with the classicist notion of science presupposed in the De

Locis. Although Cano was exceptional among sixteenth century Scholastic

theologians in his effort to include a study of the sources within
theology, he was still unable to sufficiently integrate a properly
positive with dogmatic and speculative theology. The reason for this
was that Cano's De Locis synthesized positive and dogmatic theology in
terms of the deductivist science derived from Aristotle. The De Locis
presupposes that truths and principles are immutable, that change is
accidental, and that on each issue there is only one true position.30
Accordingly, when a new notion of science emerged in the seventeenth
century this synthesis gave way. In particuiar, there is the problem
of a historically-minded apprehension of Scripture and Tradition. In
keeping with the empirical bent of modérn science critical history
treats Scripture and Tradition as historical data rather than as sources
for timeless theological premises and conclusions. The results of
critical history's study of the data will at best be probable, and most
assuredly not certain demonstrations. The new critical and historical
exegesis with its drive to autonomy has removed Scripture and Tradition
from the province of the dogmatic theologian and has returned
them to the pre-dogmatic context of the hiistory of religions. As a

result, the dogmatic theology of the De Locis has been cut off from its

29Method, pp. 270, 330-3I

30Method, p. 333 and "'The Absence of God in Modern Culture',in
Second Collection, p. 109

-~
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sources.3' The third reason Lonergan criticizes Cano's theology has to
do with Cano's notion that one theologian could master what he toock to

be the ten loci of theology. Lonergan contends that this may have been

a possibility in the a-historical viewpoint of classicism, but that it is
not a possibility in the viewpoint of historical-mindedness and the
highly specialized methods of modern historical study. In this respect
Lonergan refers to ghe period in which he taught at the Gregorian Uni-
versity in Rome (1953-64), where to be a professor in dogmatic theology
was to be a specialist in such diverse fields as 0ld and New Testament,
Apostolic Fathers, Scholastics, etc. He describes this situation as one
that was '"'...hopelessly antiquated, but that had not yet been demolished.”32
The infiux of scholarly studies and the emergence of myriad specialties
that came along with historical-mindedness meant that a theologian
could no longer be expected to single-handedly master all the relevant
specialties: Theology had to become a collaborative effort. This last
point brings us to our next topic, Lonergan's notion of functional
specialties- in theology. |

Method's eight functional specialties

As we saw in Chapter Il Lonergan believes that the rise of historical-

-

mindedness entails a new understanding of theology, and consequently a

3]Method, p. 155; "Philosophy and Theology'';in Second Collection,
p. 198; and Bernard Lonergan, '‘Dogma and Exegesis'', Tape Recording of a
Lecture delivered at Regis College, September 3, 1963 (availahle at the
Lonergan Center, Regis College, Toronto) side two.

32“An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan', in Second Collection,
p. 212; see pp. 211-13, "Revolution in Catholic Theology', in Second
Collection, p. 23] and F.E, Crowe, "'Introduction', in Collection, pp. X,xi.
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new structure of theology. Lonergan defines theology as the mediation

between a cultural matrix and the significance of religion in that

matrix.33 He holds that in order to effect this mediation theology must
be divided into two phases. '"If one is to harken to the word, one

must also bear witness to it....If one assimilates tradition, one learns
that one should pass it on. |If one encounters the past, one also has

34

to take one's stand toward the future." Lonergan therefore speaks

of a mediating phase of theology, theology in oratione obliqua, wherein

the past is assimilated; and a mediated phase of theology, Qheology in

oratione recta, wherein the present is confronted.

Lonergan holds that this twofold division alone is not sufficient.
The data with which theology is concerned is complicated, massive and
too much for one or two theologians to master; and the techniques of
theologians in studying the data are diverse and complex. There is,
then, a problem of ordering and integrating various tasks, approaches
and stages in the theological endeavor. Lonergan maintains that this
problem is a problem of method. He therefore proposes that the intro-
duction of transcendental method can offer much in the way of meeting
this problem. As we saw in Chapter 1{!, Lonergan contends that all
disciplines find their foundations in transcendental method as the
thematization of the recurrent patterns operative in all cognitional

activity. In the case of theology, then, transcendental method is

P ]

-333ee our Ch. I, pp.88-93. \

3I*Method, p. 133 .
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foundational in so far as it provides the anthropological component of the
basis for the theological enterprise. Lonergan argues that the intro-
duction of transcendental method in this sense is not a new theology,

nor a new source for theology; rather, it is simply a means to illuminate
the method peculiar to theology. His point is that if the problems of
the structure of theology are to be met, theologians will have to‘

", ,.advert to the fact that theologies are produced by theologians; that
theologians have minds and use them, that their doing so should not be
ignored or passed over but explicitly acknowledged in itself and in its

35

implications." In Method Lonergan attempts to draw out these implica-
tions through the formulation of eight functional specialties in
theology.

Lonergan's formulation of functional specialties in theology follows
from his fourfold analysis of human cognitional operations (experience,
understanding, judgement and decision). There follows from the very

structure of human inquiry four distinct operations, and since in

theology there are two phases, one is led to eight functional specialties

in theology. In the first phase, theology in oratione obliqua, there
are Research, Interpretation, History and Dialectiﬁ..‘ln the second

.
phase, theology in oratione recta, there are  Foundations, Doctrines,

Systematics, and Communications. These specﬁalties can be placed in

3SMethod, pp. 24-5

st ;
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the following scheme:

N

in oratione obliqua in oratiome recta
Experience (1) Research (8) Communications
Understanding (2) interpretation 7 (7) Systematics
Judgement (3) History (6) Doctrines
Decision (4) Dialectic (5) Foundations

Each of the functional specialties operates on all four levels of cog-
nitional activity to attain the end proper to one particular level. The
eight distinct specialties are said to be "functionally" interdepen-
dent; they are unified in the sense that they constitute a collaborative
effort to achieve the mediation of a religion within a cultural context.36
Transcendental method is foundational for the collaborative effort
of theology in the sense that it provides a means by which such collab-
oration may be thematized, structured and ordered. However, as we noted
above, transcendental method supplies only the anthropological com-
ponent of the foundations proper to theology. For there is needed to
complete these foundations a specifically theological component. This
Lonergan places not in Scripture and Tradition, as did Cano in his De
Locis, because these are not appropriate foundations for a theology that
is ongoing, historical'and empirical. Rather he places this specifically
theological component in reflection on and'objectification of religious
conversion. For theology is reflection on religion; and fundamental to

religion according to Lonerganis conversion;and so in religious conver-

sion theology finds the appropriate ''...foundation that is concrete,

36Method, p. 126
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dynamic, personal, communal and historical." We shall return to
Lonergan's understanding of conversion as foundational in the next
section of this chapter; and we will analyze it more thoroughly in

Chapter Vi,

functional specialities and doctrine

Lonergan outlines what he calls doctrinal theology within the frame-
work of the eight functional specialties. Doctrinal theology differs
from its classicist predecessor, dogmatic theology, in several ways.
Doctrinal theology begins from and builds on what dogmatic theology

had regarded as auxiliary disciplines - Research, Interpretation, History;

what had formerly been considered the foundations for theology - Doctrines -

is not reached until all doctrinal formulations have been placed under
the critical scrutinyof the five previous specialties, the new found-
ations for theology being placed in the reflection on conversion under-

taken in Dialectic and Foundations; and what formerly served to prove

the truths of faith and confirm Christians in their faith - Systematics -

now offers an understanding of the doctrines of the sixth functional

specialty and so guides the Communications of the religion in varying

38

cultural contexts.
What is the status of doctrines within this new doctrinal theology?
In answering this question it must be again stressed that the notion of

functiona! specialization represents a significant development in

D —————

37”Theology in its New Context', p. 67; see pp. 63-67 in Second
Collection; and Method, pp. xi, 130-32.

38

Philosophy of God, pp. 34-5; Method, pp. 127-33
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Lonergan's thought on the place of history in theology and its relation
to doctrine. On the one hand there can be seen a continuity in this
development from the early to the later Lonergan on this issue. For
there is a steady line of concern for and thought on the place of history
in theology: from the ‘'rough but serviceable distinction'' between the

via analytica and the via synthetica in his 1954 "Theology and Under-

standing''; to its more precise exposition and the inclusion of the his-
torical dimension in the 1957 '"Theological Understanding'; to the
further distinctions between positive, dogmatic ard systematic theology
and the stress on the.concrete and dialectical method in the 1964 De
Deo Trino; and finally, to the eight functional specialties of Method
in Theology in 1972. Indeed, this line unfolds so steadily that David
Tracy was led to conclude that Lonergan's functional specialties in
Method represent ''...the breakthrough towards which all his prior’work
had been aiming and in the light of which his former work seems rela-
tively unintegrated.”39
On the other hand the development of functional specialties repre-
sents a marked change in Lonergan's view of the relation of history to
theology and doctrine. In his discussion of the definability of the
Assumption in his 1948 "The Assumption and Theology'' Lonergan argued
that the development in understanding proper to theology is of a dif-
ferent order than that of the empirical sciences: ''...the reason for

»

39David Tracy, Achievement, p. 266; see 0'Donovan, ‘'Translator's
Introduction' in Nicea, pp. xxiii-xxiv; and "An Interview with Fr. Bernard
Lorergan', in Second Collection, p. 213.
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this is ultimately that the development in science regards sensible
data while the developnent of understanding in Christian doctrine
regards, not sensible presentations which intellect has to raise to
the order of truths, but a divine revelation which already is in the
/prder of truth.”ho "Theological Understanding’ (1957) also emphasized
the given starting point of theology to be truth: Scripture and Tradi-
tion were said to contain certain truths about God and all things in
relation to God; these truths were to be taken as premises for further
theological propositions; and the meaning of these truths was to be
determined finally by the Church and not imperfect human intelligence.“]
In his 1964 De Deo Trino Lonergan still conceived theological under-
standing on this model: doctrines were conceived as truths implicit
in Scripture, and theology was said to rest not on data but on truth.
However, in Method theology, as we noted above, is said to begin with
data viewed in its historical context. With this emphasis on data there
comes the recognition that doctrines are expressed in differing his-
torically conditioned contexts, and that these contexts are subject
to change throughout time. The ongoing and empirical methods of history
are emphasized in grasping the meaning of doctrines, for the inteili-

gibility of doctrines is''the intelligibility immanent in historical process.“h3

ho“The Assumption and Theology',in Collection, p.76

h‘“TheoIogical Understanding', p. 57; cf. Philosophy of God,
pp. 32-5 and Method, pp. 138-39, 150, 161-62, 168, 296-97, 302.

2See De Deo Trino, I, p. 20: "...non a datis sed a veris
incipit." (cited in F.E. Crowe, ''Dogma versus the Self-Correcting Process
of Learning'y in Foundations, p.24).

43

Method, p. 319
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in turn, the truth of doctrine is not given at the start of theological

reflection, but is something that is reached only through the unfolding

and interaction of the successive stages of the theological process.
The above outlined development reflects the character of Lonergan's

notion of doctrinal theology. For doctrinal theology is historical and

empirical, its end being an understanding and communication of doctrine
via the eight interdependent functional specialties. In such a theo-

logy Scripture and Tradition are not the foundations for theology;
rather, religious conversion is. Lonergan does not mean to say that
Scripture and Tradition are not sources for theology, however.

They remain sources, but they are considered in a series of
different manners. 1In the first instance, they are data for
general and special research. In the second instance, each
item is acknowledged to possess a meaning, and this meaning
is determined by the exegete. In the third instance, the
many items come together in an ongoing process, history.

In the fourth instance, the history is acknowledged to
manifest the values and disvalues brought about by persons,
and the conflicts brought to light are catalogued and
compared. |In the fifth instance, a decision is taken with
respect to the conflicts. Only in the sixth instance, do
we come to the truths ¢ontained in the sources.

Lonergan's position is that the truth of doctrine is not a given for
theology that is to be found implicit in Scripture; nor is it that the
truth of doctrine is to be found in the abstract theorizing so charac-
teristic of Scholasticism. Rather he holds that its truth is to be
ascertained through a critical and historical study of the sources.
Given this position on the truth of doctrine, one may ask whether or

not the claim that the truth of doctrine is ascertained through the

'""Bernard Lonergan Responds'', in Foundations, p. 229; see
Method, p. 326
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ongoing methods of history is compatible with Vatican 1's assertion of
the permanent and normative character of doctrine. More preciselv, one
may ask how the truth of a doctrine emerges from its status as data?
Lonergan is not unaware that such a question could be put tc hisx pos:-
tion. He recognizes that the introduction of a historically-minded
theology in place of Scholastic theology can and often does lead to

. . ks
a softening of the dogmatic component of Catholicism.
while traditional theology had felt it could proceed deductively
from Scripture to the councils, modern scholarship has re-
vealed a sea of change. Where traditional theology retained
an ideal of necessary and self-evident truths, modern reflection
scrutinized a field of contingent developments, developments
that were contingent both in proximate objects investigated

and in the merely probable conclusions reached by investi-
gators.

Lonergan argues that in spjte of this development that a historically-
minded theology can allow for the permanent and normative character of
doctrine. The key to his argument is the notion that the proper foundations
for this new type of theology lie in transcendental method and religious
conversion. We will deal with why Lonergan believes this to be the

case in Chapters V and VI. For now we continue with our discussion of

the understanding of the development of doctrine that is found in

Method's doctrinal theology.

b5

See '"The Absence of God in Modern Culture', in Second Collec-
tion, p. 110; Philosophy of God,p. 57. Cf. Austin Farrer's remarks in
reference to the breakdown of Scholasticism in "The Prior Actuality of
God', in Reflective Fait h: Essays in Philosophical Theology, ed. Charles

C. Conti (Grand Rapids: William B.Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1972), pp.
181, 191,

Bernard Lonergan, "A New Pastoral Theology'', p. 21
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2. Development of Doctrine in Method

In the remainder of this chapter we will clarify the approach
to the development of doctrine that Lonergan works out within the
framework of functional specialties in theology. We will do so by
discussing three points: the historicity of doctrine, doctrine and the
differentiation of consciousness, and the permanence of doctrine.

The historicity of doctrine

In Method Lonergan states that the historicity of doctrine follows
from the historicity of human thought and action. The latter, Lonergan
explains, can be expressed in the following four premises:

(1) that human concepts, theories, affirmations, courses of

action are expressions of human understanding, {(2) that human

understanding develops Over time and, as it develops, human

concepts, theories, firmations, courses of action change,

(3) that such change’is cummulative, (4) that the cummulative

changes in one place or time are not to be expected to

coincide with those in another.

Given that doctrines are in part products of human understanding, and
that human understanding necessarily changes in history, there follows
the historicity of doctrine.

Lonergan states that the recognition of the historicity of doctrine
requires a shift from the perspective of eternal truths to the perspec-
tive of developing doctrines. This shift reflects, as we noted above,

theology's assimilation of the concrete and empirical methods of
~

history in its apprehension of doctrines in the place of the togical

M7Method, p. 325
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approach of classicism.l‘8 Lonergan explains this as follows. One
may speak of eternal truths that are not subject to the vicissitudes
of history only if they exist in an eternally unchanging mind. And
one may speak of the human mind as eternally unchanging only if two
provisos hold: that human nature is unchanging and that the contexts

of human statements remain the same. However, critical history has

} i
revealed that as a matter of fact neither proviso holds true, E As a

result, one must acknowledge the incarnational aspect of all human

8“Theology and Man's Future',in Second Collection, p. 136.
Cf. leslie Dewart's statement that '...that fact of which we have
recently become aware is not that Christian doctrine has begun to
develop in recent times, but that it has always existed in a process
of development. It is only the awareness of this fact that is new....
It can be no coincidence that Christianity reached this awareness
concerning itself at the same time that mankind reached the same
awareness of its own historicity and its evolutionary nature in every
other respect. It is because human experience in general has become
aware of its historical character that Christianity has become aware
of its own.'" (The Future of Belief: Theism in a World Come of Age
[New York: Herder and Heraer, 1966] pp. 756-73). C George Lindbeck,
The Future of Roman Catholic Theology (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1970) pp. 98-99 and Langdon Gilkey, ''The Spirit and the Discovery of
the Truth Through Rialoque' in ed. P. Huizing and W. Basset, Experience
of the Spirit, Concilium, v.9, n. 10 (New York: The Seabury Press,

1975(6]) pp. 61-62.

“9See Verbum, p. 63; Bernard Lonergan, '"'Introductory Lecture in
the Philosophy of History' (Lecture delivered at the Thomas More Insti-
tute, Montreal, Sept. 23, 1960; available at the Lonergan Center, Regis
College, Toronto), p. 14;"Dimensions of Meaning', in Collection, p. 265;
"Philosophy and Theology', in Second Collection, pp. 193-93, 206, Cf.

A. Mauer, "St., Thomas and Eternal Truths', Medieval Studies, 32 (1970)
pp. 91-107. According to Mauer there is in Aquinas' thought no place
"...for created eternal truths, for this would imply that God could -

give truths eternal being, which is reserved to Him alone..." (p. 105)
and that '"'...the discovery itself of truth has a temporaljgnd histori-

cal dimension." (p. 106) ( cited in W. Principe, "The Hernfeneutics of
Roman Catholic Dogmatic Statements', Sciences Religieuses/Studies in

Religion, vol. 2, n. 2 (Fall, 1972) p. 17,n. 7).

¥
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statements, including doctrines, and accept that their meaning is

. \ . 0
expressed and therefore must be understood in historical contexts.5

The historicity of doctrine, then, stems from the fact that as contexts

change so too must. the doctrines originaliy expressed within the con-

51

‘texts change.

The emphasis on doctrine's historicity is related to Lonergan's
I

definition of theology as the mediation of a religion within a cultural
matrix. For on this definition theology and doctrine will undeniably
be tied to the flux and changes of the historical process: '"...theology

as a whole functiond within the larger context of Christian living, and

Christian living within the still larger process of human history."52

As we noted in Chapter |l Lonergan links the notion of historicity to

the recognition of the constitutive role of meaning in human living.
—

d
Because man's existence is a hermeneutical one, e., it is affected
by the individual's self-understanding, man can transform himself and .his
world through the realization of new meanings. Cultures, then, are not

Y“fixed and immutable entities'; rather, they are products of changing

53

“And if doctrines are to

50See N. Lash, '"Continuity and Discontinuity in the Christian
Understanding of God', The Irish Theological Quarterly, vol. XLIV, n.,h
(1977) p. 297.

5]Phllosc»phy' of God, pp. 57-8; Method, p. 302. See G. Berkouwer,
The Second Vatican Council and the New Catholicism, tr. Lewis B. Smedes
(Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans Publ. Co., 1965) for a discussion of the
pgntrali;y of the notion of the historicity of doctrine at Vatican I1.

SzMethod, p. 144

53Method, p. 78

v
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relate and introduce Christian values and meaning into such changing
cultures, they too must be subject to transformation. Thus, Lonergan
states that doctrines are expressed '"...not in some vacuum of pure
- . . - . 5
spirit but under concrete historical conditions and circumstances.'
Such expressions must undergo change if '"...religion is to retain its
. . . . . .
identity and yet at the same time find access into the minds and

||55

hearts of men of all cultures and classes. Thus, Lonergan holds that
there has been significant development of doctrine throughout the
history of the Christian tradition. One of the more significant

causes of thig development lies in what Lonergan terms the differentia-

tion of consciousness. To a discussion of this notion we now turn.

Doctring -and. the differentiation of consciousness

According to Lonergan the question of the development of doctrine
is notwhether developments have occurred; for doctrinal development is

a fact. Rather, the question is how such development is possible: 'How

is it that mortal man can develop what he would not know unless God had

5l‘Met:hod, p. 319; see pp. 112-13, 298
55Method, pp. 132-33. This emphasis on doctrines as constitu-
tive meaning is related to the distinction between human nature and

human historicity. Cf.E. Cassirer's statement that ‘[i]n order to
endure the works of man must be.constantly renewed and restored. A
physical thing remains in its present state of existence through its
physical inertia. It retains its same nature so long as it is not °
altered or destroyed by external forces. But human works are vulner-
able from a quite different angle. They are subject to change and
decay not only in a material but also in a mental sense. Even if their
existence continues they are in constant danger of losing their meaning.
Their reality is symbolic, not physical; and such reality never ceases
to require interpretation and reinterpretation.' ( Essay on Man: An
Introduction to a Philosophy of Human Culture (New Haven: Yale Uni-
versity Press, 1944) pp. 184-85
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revealed it?" Longrgan holds that this question can no longer be
answered adequately with the Scholastic explanation of doctrine as the
development of what is implicitly revealed in Scripture. For the
Scholastic view presupposes that Scripture is a body of true premises,
not data. Moreover, the Scholastic view depends on the abstract view-
point of logic, not on today's dynamic and concrete viewpoint of method.
According to Lonergan an answer that is adequate to a historically-
minded approach to theology is what he calls the differentiation of
consciousness. ''The possibility of the development of doctrine arises
whenever there occurs a new differentiation of consciousness, for with
every differentiation of consciousness the same object becomes appre-
hended in a different and more adequate fashion.”57
We introduced Lonergan's notion of the differentation of conscious-
ness in Chapter 111. There we explained that on Lonergan's view
consciousness becomes differentiated as it meets different exigences
begins to operate in different realms of meaning, and develops the oper-
ations appropriate to each realm. Lonergan distinguishes four exigences:
the theoretical, the critical, the methodical, and the transcendental;
and corresponding to these exigencies he distinguishes four realms of
meaning: common sense, theory! interiority and transcendence.58 We saw
that in De Deo frino Lonergan applied the notion of the differentiation

56Method, p. 302

57Philosophy of God, .pp. 57-8; see '"Theology and Praxis", p. 20

585ee our Ch. I1t,pp. 137-49. .
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of consciousness to the development from the Gospels to the Councils,
the latter representing the emergence of theoretically differentiated
consciousness in the Christian community. In Method he includes the
other two possible differentiations and extends its application to the
entire history of Western Christianity. He suggests that the tran-
scendent exigence has been operative throughout western thought, and
that the other three exigencies have characterized successive stages
of its development. Following Bruno Snell he labels the entire develop-
ment of western thought''the ongoing discovery of mind’. To this there
has corresponded a development of Christian doctrine, for the ongoing
discovery of mind results in a series of different cultural contexts,
each successive one necessitating a development in doctrine. For if the
consciousness of the culture in which religion exists becomes different-
jated, then‘“...a corresponding development in the expression and
presentation of religion becomes necessary.“59
In Method Lonergan links what he sees as key developments in
Christian doctrine to the successive cultural changes that result from
the ongoing discovery of mind. In the first instance, where conscious-
ness constructs its world symbolically, there is the reinterpretation
of a religious tradition through symbols in order to give expression to
new insights. An example of this is the 0ld and New Testaments' authors'
purification of myths and motifs drawn from their cultural contexts to
express their understanding of God. In the second instance, where

59Method, p. 139; see pp. 85-99, 112-14, 118, 150, 305-6, 327,

- 34h; ""Philosophy and Theology', in Second Collection, pp. 206-8; and

“Theology and Praxis", pp. 3, 4, 20.
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consciousness leans towards philgsophical reflection, thereM}S the
purification of anthropomorphism in speech about God, as in Clement

of Alexandria advancing beyond the symbolic apprehension of the biblical
authors. In the third instance, when consciousness begins to make use
of theoretical terms and techniques, there is the beginning of the
employment of systematic meaning in Church doctrine. Lonergan identifies
this stage with the various definitions given by the early councils with
respect to the Christological question. He points out that at Chalcedon
and Nicea the context was logical and not theoretical.60 The latter
emerges more fully only in the fourth instance, the syst;matic theo-
logical doctrine that is found in late Scholasticism and its reliance

on Aristotle. |In the fifth instance, there is the interaction of theo-
logical and Church doctrine in which the Church derived a clarity and
precision from Scholastic theology. This interaction, which Lonergan
terms a ''‘post-systematic'' phase, lasted right up to Vatican 1i. How-
ever, with Vatican |l there is the emergence of a new phase which
Lonergan associates with the methodically-differentiated consciousness
of modern science, scholarship and philosophy. This phase represents
the historical-mindedness that we discussed in Chapter 11, and it js this
differentiation of consciousness that Lonergan believes is the new
context for modern theology and doctrine.

Lonergan's notion of the differentiation of consciousness means that

60
Method, pp. 307-8

6]See Method, pp. 305-19, 344-45 and Doctrinal Pluralism, pp.
22-33, 66-71.

N\
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the history of the Christian tradition and doctrine is an ongoing
process. '"'As the process advances, the context within which events are

to be understood keeps enlarging. As the context enlarges, perspec-

tives shift.”62

And this means that when contexts are open or could be
re-opened, later events shed light on earlier events, thereby placing
them in a new perspective. Applied to the development of doctrine

this means that the context in which a question was originally answered
and a doctrine defined remains open in that it can be re-understood in
light of subsequent developments. Indeed, as Lonergan's survey of the
role of the ongoing discovery of mind in the Christian tradition shows,
the same doctrine can be revealed in one context, defined by the Church
in another and understood by theologians ié a third context.63 For
example, the context in which the Council of Nicea made its Christo-
togical definition remained open in the sense that Nicea's questions and
definition were understood and expressed anew in the subsequent coun-
cils of Constantinople, Epheseus and so on through the middle ages up

to the present. The present context of historical-mindedness has
presented Catholic theology with a new context and with "...the dilemma
of reverting to an antinicene Christology or of advancing to a thoroughly

modern position.”6k There remains, then, the inevitability of pluralism

and development of doctrine. Because doctrine is essentially historical

62Method, p. 192

63Method, p. 325

'6hMethod, p. 319; see pp. 313-14, 347; Doctrinal Pluralism, pp.
48-50; Nicea, pp. 1, 4; and "Theology and Praxis'', pp. 20-21.
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its development and meaning are to be understood only through concrete
and historical inquiry into the questions asked and the answers given

. 65

in each different context. Whether or not this squares with the perma-
nence of doctrine we will begin to discuss in the next and final portion

of this chapter.

Permanence of doctrine

We have outlined some elements of doctrinal development when it
it is approached within the framework of Lonergan's functional special-
ties. in theology. We have emphasized the historicity of doctrine that
stems from the historicity of man; and we have seen that successive
differentiations of consciousness require correlative developments in
doctrinal expression. The question now to be asked is the fo]low{ng:
Is this historicity compatible with the permanence of doctrine?
Lonergan's answer is affirmative. In Method Lonergan addresses this
issue through an interpretation of Vatican |'s definition of the perma-
nence of doctrine in the constitution Dei Filius.

Lonergan explains that the intention of Dei Filius was to clarify
the relationship between dogma on the one hand and faith and revelation,
the natural light of reason, reason illumined by faith, and'reason
stepping beyond its competence on -the other hand. Within this context
the permanence of doctrine was defined:

...the doctrine of faith, which God has revealed, has not

been proposed as some sort of philosophic discovery to be

perfected by human talent. |t is a divine deposit given to
the spouse of Christ, to be guarded faithfully and declared

6SSee "Philosophy and Theology'!, in Second Collection, p. 200,
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infallibly. Hence there is ever to be retained that meaning

of the sacred dogmas that once was declared by the Church.

From that meaning there is to be no departure under the

pretext of some profounder understanding (DS 3020) .6

In his discussion of the position of Dei Filius Lonergan introduces
three qualifications that he believes help one to see how Vatican 1's
declaration of the permanence of doctrine is compatible with the his-
toricity of doctrine. First, he distinguishes revealed mysteries and
revealed truths. Both are revealed by God and taught by the Church;
but the former lie beyond the competency of reason and the latter do
not. Lonergan asserts that in teaching the permanence of doctrine Dei
Filius intends only those doctrines that are revealed mysteries and
therefore only these ''...stand beyond the stakus of the products of
human history.'' 67 Doctrines that are revealed truths, then, are
subject to development in history through increases in human under-
standing. Secondly, Lonergan distinguishes the meaning and the expres-
sion or formulation of doctrine. It is only the meaning, not the
expression of revealed mysteries that lies beyond the competency of
human understanding and is permanent. Changes in expression, then, do
not necessarily mean a change in the meaning of a doctrine, be it a

68

revealed mystery or truth. Finally, Lonergan suggests that it is

66Method, p. 322

67Method, p. 323; see p. 326.

68Method, p. 323. Lonergan's position here reflects the offi-
cial stance of the Catholic Church; see, e.g., the following from Vati-
can Il's Gaudium et Spes: ''...the depositgof faith or revealed truths are
one thing, the manner in which they are formulated without violence to
their meaning and significance is another.! (in Documents of Vatican 1|,
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more appropriate to speak of the ''‘permanence' of dogma rather than the

"immutability" of dogma. For permanence better reflects the meaning of

the Latin '...perpetuo retinendus...numquam recedendum...(ne) sensus

tribuendus sit alius...'". Moreover, the word permanence is in accord

with the Council's assertion of an ever better understanding of the
same doctrine.69
Such is the permanence of doctrine that Lonergan says is com-
patible with the historicity of doctrine. His discussion of Dei Filius
in Method provides an indication of how such permanence is compatible
with historicity by distinguishing revealed mysteries and truths, meaning
and expression, and permanence and immutability. However, we need to
raise a further question, one which will be addressed in the final two
chapters of this thesis. For we have suggested that the adequacy of
Lonergan's position on the development of doctrine stems from the new
foundations for theology that he has developed. And yet the discussion
of the permanence of doctrine in Method makes no explicit reference to
these foundations. The reason for this appears to be that in his dis-
cussion of the functional specialty Doctrines in Method Lonergan is
simply explaining how one who ascribes to Vatican I's doctrine on the
permanence of doctrine may go about reconciling it with the historicity

of doctrine., He is not, however, attempting to ground critically the

art. 62; see also the decree Unitatis Redintegratio, art. !4, 17 and 18.)
Indeed, Pope John makes use of this distinction in his explanation of
Aggiornamento in his opening speech to the Council in 1962. (see Documents
of Vatican I, p. 715)

69Method, pp. 323, 347, 353; Doctrinal Pluralism, pp. 45-6

—————
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the permanence of doctrine.70 There remains to be discussed, therefore,
the critical question regarding the permanence of doctrine: On what
grounds can it be held that doctrines, involved as they are in the
vicissitudes of the historical process, are nonetheless permanent? As
our discussion in the next two chapters will show, the logic of Loner-
gan's historically-minded theology requires that these grounds lie ia
the new‘f0undations of theology in transcendental method and religious
conversion.
Conclusion

In this chapter we traced the ways that developments in Lonergan's
reflections on the method of theology have altered his position on the
development of doctrine. We have seen that the move from the two
viae in theology to Method's eight functional specialties gave rise to
a move from doctrines as truth to doctrines as data. These comple-
mentary movements have reflected a growing appreciation of historical-
mindedness and the historicity of doctrine. However, we have seen
that throughout this movement in Lonergan's thought the affirmation of
the permanence of¢doctri3; has remained a constant. And this has raised
a question for us. For if the later Lonergan advocates a historically-
minded theology and view(of doctrine, then one would expect that the
grounds for the permanence of doctrine would be elaborated with reference
to the foundations of a historically-minded theology. But in the chap-
ter on Doctrines in Method this appears not to be the case. For in

that crucial chapter we are presented only with a concise interpretation

70563 Method, pp. 332-33.
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of Vatican {'s Dei Filius and the meaning of its declaration that doc-

trines are permanent; there is no explicit reference to the foundations

of theology. Our question now is the following: In arguing for the
compatibility of doctrine's historicity with its permanence does Loner-
gan critically ground the permanence of doctrine in the new foundations
of transcendental method and religious conversion;or does he simply
appeal to a particular Church doctrine, Vatican |'s doctrine on the
permanence of doctrine, to justify his position? If the latter is the
case then Lonergan's account of the development of doctrine has failed
to provide a historically-minded basis for the affirmation of the per-

manence of doctrine. Our next two chapters will address this question,



CHAPTER FIVE

FOUNDAT IONS AND THE PERMANENCE OF DOCTRINE

Our question in this and the next chapter is as follows: In what .ay
does Lonergan's account of theology's foundations as transcendental
method and religious conversion inform his conception of the develop-
ment of doctrine? In both chapters we concentrate on the problem of

the permanence of doctrine and explore the ways in which Lonergan relates
this problem to his account of the foundations of theology. In the

next chapter we address this issue in terms of Lonergan's functional

specialties, particularly the specialties of Foundations and Doc-

trines. In this chapter we discuss this issue within the framework of
Lonergan's Christian Philosophy. OQur concern here is to explain Loner-
gan's position that transcendental method is the anthropological key to
the conditions of the possibility of there being doctrines that are
permanently tr;e.

This chapter consists of three sections: i) a brief explanation of
Lonergan's transcendental method as a contemporary Christian Philosophy;
ii) a discussion of the way in which transcendental method grounds an
account of doctrines as true; and iii) a discussion of the way in which
transcendental method grounds a truly historical approach to doctrines

that are permanent.

222
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1. Lonergan's Christian Philosophy

According to Lonergan the end of Christian philosophy is not a
certain proof that Christianity is true; rather, its end is an under-
standing of how Christianity may be true. In this respect Lonergan
accepts the basic principle of Aquinas' distinction between the two
ends of theological discourse, certitude and understanding. According
to Aquinas...

...every activity is to be carried on in a manner consonant
with its end. Theological discussion, however, can be ordered
to a double end. Some discussions aim at resolving doubts

as to whether a thing is so; and in this type of theological
discussion, those authoritie$ should be used who are accepted
by those with whom one is discussing...But there is another
type of discussion used by the masters in the schools, which
aims not at the removal of error but at the instruction of
the listeners, that they may be led to an understanding of
the truth in question; and in this type, one ought to employ
reasons which penetrate to the roots of the truth and make
known how the proposition is true; otherwise, if the master
answers the question merely by appealing to authorities, the
listener will be certain that the thing is so, but he will
not have gained any knowledge of understanding, and will go
away with nothing in his head. !

Lonergan explains that the end of understanding that is appropriate
to Christian philosophy should be undertaken within the framework of
reflection on man's total situation. |In a very fundamental way such

Christian philosophy will endeavor to show that constitutive of man's

IOuodl., IV, a. 18 as cited in Bernard Lonergan, 'Theological
Understanding", p. 59. See F.E. Crowe's comment that this passage
"...has been directive for Lonergan during his whole career.'" ("Editor's
Introduction' in Collection, p. xxv) Note that we are suggesting that
Lonergan accepts the basic principle of the distinction between the ends
of understanding and certitude; as we saw in the last chapter, Lonergan
has found this distinction wanting as 8 basis for the method of theology.
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very being there is...

...a region for the divine, a shrine for ultimate holiness.

It cannot be ignored. The atheist may pronounce it empty. L
The agnostic may urge that he finds his investigation has
been inconclusive. The contemporary humanist will refuse to

allow the question to arise. But their negations presuppose
the spark 1n our clod, our native orientation to the divine.2

To the degree that this openness to the divine is unveiled there will be
provided the anthropological basis of the Christian faith in general.
And to the degree that this openness ¢an berelated to the possibility
of a self-identical revelation of God through history there is provided
the anthropological basis of thristian doctrine in particular. According
to Lonergan both these facets of Christian philosophy can best be
realized in transcendental methoa.

] am led to believe that the issue, which goes by the name of

Christian philosophy, is basically a question on the deepest

level of methodology, the one that investigates the operative

ideals not only of scientists and philosophers but also,

since Catholic truth is involved, theologians,3

With respect to the permanence of doctrine the problem that Lonergan
as a Christian philosopher must address is how transcendental method pro-
vides the basig\Tor the claim that doctrines are permanently true. This °
involves, it seems, the effort to relate the nature and structure of doc-
trine to Lonergan's analysis of the invariant features of the subject as
contained in transcendental method. In order to‘clarify Lonergan's stance

on this issue we will relate his position to those of two theologians

who have undertaken similar endeavors, Maurice Blondel and Karl Rahner.

ZMethod, p. 103

3Bernard Lonergan, ""Review af M. Nédoncelle,Existe-t-il une
Philosophie Chrétienne?'’ in Gregorianum, XL (1959), pp. 162-83
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l. Blondel: the Exigence for the Supernatural

In Chapter | we cited Blondel's critique of Loisy's account of doc-
trine. Blondel recognized that Loisy's attempt to work out a histori-
cally-minded theology had a major weakness in its failure to provide
normative foundations. Blondel argued that because such foundations were
lacking in his work Loisy $ historical-mindedness could not but lead to a
historicist exclusion of the permahent and revealed element of Catholic
doctrine; Blondel went on to suggest, however, that the permanence of
Catholic doctrine can be reconciled with the historical approach provided
that approach was grounded in the foundations of what he termed the
"method of immanence''.

Blondel saw the method of immanence as a way to avoid the half-truths

of extrincisismand histogi;ism. Extrincisism, according to Blondel, was
rooted in a neglect of the inner act of faith. This neglect was mani-
fest in the divorce between thought and feeling, Catholic doctrine and
living Fhought in what %londel'éaw as the impotent rationalism of
nineteenth century Scholasticism, The divorce between doctrine and the
inner act of faith led to a one-sided view of the relation between doc-
trigé and history whereby doctines were claimed to be absolute, static

truths extrinsic to the relative movements of time. Historicism, on the

‘other hand, so rooted doctrine in history that one could find no doctrinal

formulation to be of a divine and lasting significance. The historicist

claimed that historical science was the only reliable means to approach

"doctrine. ‘As a result the historicist interpreted everything "'sub
\ . -

specie " motus humani'', and was easily led to persuade himself that

S .
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“...religion can be reduced to the facts of history.”h The weakness

of both hiétoricism and extrincisism was that neither could supply a

basis for discerning the relation between history and permanent doctrines,
and how one could pass from the former to the latter.

In criticizing both extrincisism and historicism as half-truths
Blondel sought to synthesize history and doctrine; indeed, he felt that
the two continually verified and vivified one another. Blondel therefore
argued against the postulate he thought both half-truths had in common,

", ..the thesis of the watertight compartment between history and dogma,
and of the incommensurability of assertions of faith and truths of

5

fact...'. In order for there to be a synthesis of history and doctrine,
he argued, Tradition cannot be statically conceived as the conservation

of an objective depositum fidei. On the static model of tradition the

whole emphasis was placed on ﬁﬁg& was handed down, with little or no
though£ as to how it was ha;ded down. However, to see how doctrine and
history vivified one another, one first had to realize that the deposit
of faith, while divinely fixed for all time, nevertheless becomes a
truth only in the iubjective gssimilation, personal, historical and
communal, of that deposit.

The key to Blondel's emphasis on subjective assimilation in his con-

cept of Tradition stemmed from his method of immanence, the cornerstone

of his Christian philosophy. This méthod consisted'in the effort

hBlondel, History and Dogma, p. 256

5Blondel, History and Dogma, pp. 258-59, n. 1; see p. 224

6See the '"Prefatory Note', in History and Dogma, pp. 214-17.
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to establish an exigence for the supernatural in man through an analysis
of the subject's inner experience. Blondel regarded the method of imma-
nence as a key to a historically-minded apologetic because he saw it as
the means by which modern man's emphasis on autonomy and subjectivity
could be reconciled with the Christian and Catholic claim to permanent
and normative truths. Blonde! described the tension of this reconcilia-
tion and hence the logic of the method of immanence as follows:

Modern thought with jealous sensitivity regards the notion

of immanence as the very condition of philosophy. This means
that if among current ideas there is one achievement which

it clings to as representing progress, it is the idea, which
is fundamentally correct, that nothing can enter into man which
does not come out of him and which does not correspond in some
way to a need for expression, and that not historical fact,
traditional teaching, or obligation added from without can be
accepted as true or admitted as precept unless it is in some
way autonomous and autochthonous. " 0On the other hand, there

is nothing Christian or Catholic that is not...strictly
supernatural; which means that it is impossible for man to
draw out of himself what is, nevertheless, imposed on his
thought and will.7

If doctrine and history are to be reconciled, and the abiding relevance
of doctrine to man's ever-changing self-experience and self-understanding
established, then there must be discerned in human subjectivity a per-
petual need for transcendent truth. Blondel's aim was therefore to
establish a correlation between the subject on the'one hand and the
normgﬁive truths of the Christian tradition on the other. For if the

SO, .
former were to be correctly and honestly analyzed, there would be dis-

7Lettre sur les exigences de la pensée contemporaine en matiere
d'apologétique et sur le méthode de 1a philosophie dans 1 'étude du
probleme religieux, p. 34; cited in H. Bouijtlard, Blondel and Christian-
ity, tr. James So merville (Washington and Cleviand: Corpus Books, 1969],
p. 51 .

~
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covered ''an imperious appetite'' for the supernatural that is fulfilled
in the revealed and permanent truths proclaimed by the Christian tradi-
tion.

2. Rahner: Dogmatic Theology as Theological Anthropology

Kar! Rahner follows Blondel in the effort to correlate the doctrines
of the Christian tradition to man's inner experience and capacity for the
supernatural. Rahner undertakes this task within the framework of the
contemporary transcendental turn in theology. Rahner's position is, in
the words of Lonergan, that "...all theological questions and answers
have to be matched by the transcendental questions and answers that re-
veal in the human subject the conditions of the possibility of theologi-
cal answers.”9 This means that Christian philosophy will involve a
philosophical or theological anthropology not unlike Lonergan's tran-
scendental method. Applied to the question of doctrine, this anthro-
pology will seek to establish that '...there is a transcendental necessity
for man as mind and spirit (and consequently for every human society) to
affirm certain truths absolutely.”IO Rahner's contention is that this
analysis of the subject will $how that doctrine, far from alienating man
from his true nature and autonomy, in fact is correlative to man's &

— - 3 11
priori and natural openess to divine revelation.

8Lettre, p. 15; cited in Bouillard, Blondel and Christianity, p. 5k

9”Theology and Man's Future',in Second Collection, pp. 147-48
]
0Karl Rahner, "Dogma: |. Theological Meaning', in Sacramentum

Mundi, Il, p. 95; see also his entry '"Church and World'" in vol. 11,
pp. 346-57

} . . AT
See Rahner's "Experience of the Spirit and Existential Decision'

[e——
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Rahner feels that one implication of the transcendental approach to
doctrine is that dogmatic theology will have to become theological anthro-
pology. In his "Theology and Anthropology' Rahner cites two reasons by
way of explanation of this position. First, he argues that contemporary
theology cannot ignore the richness of the subjectivist orientation of

modern philosophy; ''...Bultmann has really won the day over Barth in
European theology.”12 Rahner is aware, however, that this subjectivist
orientation in and of itself does not easily ground absolute truths, and

that the relation of modern philosophy to theology may have to be that of

simul justus et peccator. Rahner's second reason for his position that

dogmatic theology must become theological anthropology stems from what
he sees as the nature of theological Inquiry itself. Inquiry about an
object, explains Rahner, is necessarily inquiry about the knowing subject
insofar as the subject is the a priori horizon for the possibility of
knowledge. This, he states, is the significance of Kant's transcendental-
ism: "Transcendental questioning asks about a thing from the point of

view of the necessary conditions in the subject itself that makes it

possible for that thing to be known or done by the subject concerned.“13

in the case of theology all facets of theological inquiry, including

in eds. P. Huizing and W. Bassett, Experience of the Spirit, Concilium,
vol. 99 (New York: The Seabury Press, 1974/6), pp. 38-47.

‘zKarl Rahner, ''Theology and Anthropology', in ed. T. Patrick
Burke, The WORD in History (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1966) The St.
Xavier Symposium: '"The Theological Task Confronting the Church Today"
(March 31- April 3, 1966), p. 16

]3“Theology and Anthropology'', p. 2; see our Ch. 111, pp.160-6]
and n. 18 on the way in which Lonergan uses the term ''transcendental'’.
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dogmatic theology, will presuppose the question of man as essentially
open to revelation. Given this, Rahner suggests that ''...anthropo-
centricity and theocentricity are not contradictions but are strictly
one and the same thing from two different aspects, and each aspect, is
unintelligible without the other.”lh Rahner's approach means that any
doctrine, including the doctrine of the permanence of doctrine, will
have to be shown to correspond to man's inner e}perience and self-under-
standing for it to be properly understood and appropriated.

3. Christian Philosophy as Foundational

Blondel, Rahner, and Lonergan have each tried to relate doctrinal
15

formulations to thé foundational reality in man as answer to question.

However, it must be emphasized that for each this does not amount to the

deduction of a doctrine's truth from human experience, but rather to the

correlation of a doctrine and human experience. Thus Blondel saw as the

goal o% his method of immanence the unveiling in the human condition of
the need for and therefore the possibility of revealed trughs. "To
establ ish that it is impossible to vajidate a negative solution in this
matter is not to maintain that 'it is' (faith being, by hypothesis, a

gratuitous gift), but that 'it is possible', since it is not possible

14, P
"Theology and Anthropology', p. I. Cf. C. Geffré, A New Age

in Theology, tr. R. Schillenn with F. McDonagh and T. L. Westow (New

York, Paramus and Toronto: Paulist Press, 1974) for-a discussion of
Rahner's view on the transcendental character of all theology and the
related suggestion that fundamental and dogamtlc theology should inter-
penetrate. (pp. 22-3; 46 ff.)

]SSee Bernard Lonergan, '"Theology and Praxis'', pp. 7-13, 17-19.
In these passages Lonergan is discussing Eric Voegelin's ''The Gospel and
Culture',in eds. D.G. Miller and D.Y. Hadidian, Jesus and Man's Hope, vol.
2 (Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh Theological Seminary, 1971), pp. 39-102.
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. . ey 16
to prove its impossibility." Rahner, too, argues that to relate doc-
trines to human experience is not to claim that they can be deduced from
the subject. ''Transcendental inquiry does not presume that the total

reality of the object examined can be deduced from the transcendental

conditions in the subject for knowledge of it...'; it would pe '‘heretical
modernism' to insist that one must '...deduce all theological propo-
{
17

sitions from this experience which man has of himself.,"
The approach to doctrine in Lonergan's Christian philosophy is based
on the same point, that Christian philosophy aims at the elucidation of
the correlation between human experience and doctrinal formulations.
As we saw in Chapter IV, the use of transcendental method in theology
does not mean a new theology, nor a new source for theology; rather it
means a new method for theology. Lonergan has developed his Christian
philosophy with full éoganance of the need not to compromise the dis-
tinction between the natural and supernatural orders.‘8 It is his posi-
tion that there can be formulated an account of human interiority that

is in harmony with the acceptance of Christian doctrine; but he does not

]6M. Blondel, L'Action (Paris, 1893) (Reprinted as vol. | of Les
premiers &crits de Maurice Blondel (Paris, 1950), p. 350; cited in James
Somerville, Total Commitment: Blondel's L'Action (Washington and Clev-
land: Corpus Books, 1968), p. 253

17

‘SSee Tyrrell, Bernard Lonergan!s Philosophy of God, p. 17; the

m.s. The Early Latin Works of Bernard J.F. Lonergan (Regis College, 1973),
"“"Editor's Introduction' to. Lonergan's 1964 De Ente Supernaturali;

'"Natural Desire to See God", in Collection, pp. 84-9& (this article is in
part direcged to the controversy surrounding Henri de Lubac's Sur-
naturel) and Lonergan's later “Natural Knowledge of God in Second Col-
-lection, pp. 117-134.

'""Theology and Anthropology'', p. 29
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argue that such an account should replace or nullify the necessarily
supernatural character of doctrine. There is a philosophy, he states,
""...that is open to the acceptance of Christian doctrine, that stands

in harmony with it and that, if rejected, leads to a rejection of Christ-

II]9

ian doctrine. But the use of such a philosophy in approaching the
doctrine of the permanence of doctrine in no way replaces the revealed
character of that doctrine.

In the case of the development of doctrine, transcendental method
does not prove the truth of the assertion that doctrines are permanent;
it does, however, unveil the conditions of the possibility of accepting
such an assertion as true. And insofar as it unveils these conditions
transcendental method grounds a genuinely historically-minded approach to
doctrine that does not lead to the subjectivism and relativism that was
characteristic of Loisy's position.zo We now turn to a discussion of
why Lonergan holds this to be the case. We will discuss first how Loner-
gan's transcendental method grounds an account of doctrine as permanently

true, and secondly how Lonergan's transcendental method grounds an

account of doctrines as permanently relevant.

Il. Doctrines as True

The assimilation of historical-mindedness in theology is not without

its difficulties in regard to doctrine, as the following quotation from

Y

19

'""Bernard Lonergan Responds'!, in Language, Truth and Meaning, p.

309

20See '"Theology and Man's Future' in Second Collection, p. 138;

Method, p. 155; Doctrimal Pluralism, p. 39; and our Ch. I, pp.
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Langdon Gilkey indicates.

Where are the ultimate events of revelation when all in his-

tory swims in the relativity of time; what is the Word of God

amidst the welter and variety of historical words in Scrip-

ture; what is the mind of the Church in the manifold of

changing historical minds, each rooted in and so directly

relevant to its own epoch? The divine bases for authority

in theology seem to have fled with this historicizing of

everything historical, leaving us with only the tatters of

merely human authorities...

The "historicizing of everything historical" poses problems for those
who would affirm doctrines to be permanently true statements of what is
so, for the relativism and subjectivism that can accompany such an
emphasis on the historical seems to make it impossible to ground ob-
jectively true statements about anything, including the Word of God.

In his efforts to appropriate historical-mindedness Lonergan has
attempted to come to grips with this problem. As we saw in the last
chapter, one of his concerns in introducing transcendental method into
theology was to overcome the softening of the dogmatic component that has
been characteristic of- some recent Catholic theologians. It is his
position that the acceptance of historical and empirical methods does
not necessarily imply the acceptance of a historicist and empiricist
philosophy. However, he recognizes that this may be, and in fact
has been the case in modern Catholic theology. Because of this he argues

that theology should not assimilate historical-mindedness without a

sound cognitional analysis and epistemological critique of the procedures

VAN

2]Naming the Whirlwind: The Renewal of God-Language (New York:The

Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1969), p. 51
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of critical history and hermeneutics.22 This means that Lonergan's
historicalty-minded approach to doctrine will be based on what he takes
to be the only valid epistemological stance, that of critical realism.
For it is only the critical realist, he argues, that can provide an

account of doctrines as true judgements of what is so.

}. De Deo Trino's Three Realisms

In De Deo Trino Lonergan distinguished three types of realism: naive,
dogmatic,and critical. Each assigns different grounds for why what is
known is the real. The naive realist holds that knowledge is obtained
through sense experience. For example, the naive realist knows that
this mountain is real because he has seen, touched, felt and
walked on it; to search for any other grounds for his conviction is
either perverse or silly. The critiggl realist, on the other hand, goes
beyond sense experience, holding that knowledge of the real is attained
only in a correct judgement. That the mountain is sensible is undeniably
correct; but the matter is more complex. Sensation alone does not con-
stitute knowledge, and so the critical realist investigates the matter
more thoroughly seeking to establish grounds for a true judgement. The
dogmatic realist, whether through a strong increment of natural reasonable-
ness or through being indirectly influenced by the revealed word of God,
agrees with the critical realist about the criteria for knowledge of the

22See "Philosophy and Theology' in Second Collection, p. 207;

Method, p. 208; Insight, p. 236; Discussion of Lonergan's ''Theology in

its New Context'' at the Congress on the Renewal of the Church (August
20-25, 1967) at the Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, Toronto,
pp. 5-8; and his remark in Nicea that ''...not without reason are philo-
sophical studies placed before the study of theology.' (p.8)

o | *
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real without being able to explain why he does.23 Lonergan's notion of
dogmatic realism is central to the analysis of the Nicene development
in De Deo Trino, and we will therefore discuss it in more detail.
Dogmatic realism is dogmatic both in the sense of pertaining to the
very nature of dogma and in the sense that it is posited without philo-
sophical reflection. The former sense is stressed by Lonergan in De
Deo Trino. He explains that there is a realism implicit in the Word of
God on two accounts: i) that the Word of God is not to be contradicted
(the Yes, Yes and No, No of Matthew, 5: 37) and ii) that the Word of
God claims to correspond to reality as it actually is. Athanasius’
rule - what is said of the Father is to be said of the Son, except that
the Son is not the Father - best exemplifies this implicit realism. For
without being conscious of it, in accepting Athanasius' rule the Nicene
Fathers were implicitly affirmingAthe critical realist's view that truth
is attained neither in experiencenor in conception, but only through true
judgements. This is realism, argues Lonergan, for realism quite simply
"...consists in this, that the truth that is acknowledged in the mind.-
corresponds to reality.”zh
Lonergan claims that the dialectical development of the early
Church's doctrine is rooted in the Church's inevitable effort to tran-
scend all traces of naive realism. For the Word of God is intelligible

and is addressed not merely to the individual's experience, but to all

23Nicea, pp: 131-32

hNicea, p. 128; see "Orgins of Christian Realism", in Second
Collection, pp. 239-261.
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levels of his consciousness; and to be faithful to that word therefore
requires an individual to go beyond experience to understanding, judge-
ment and decision. Thus in De Deo Trino Lonergan arques that it is of
the very essence of doctrine that it be a true affirmation of what is so,
and not merely a description of religious experience.

For there is no doubt that the categories derived from reli-

gious experience will contain a reference to the subject who

has the experience, but ''the word of God is not tied', re-

stricted to speaking of things as related to us and unable

to speak of things as they are in themselves.Z5
The Nicene development, then, consisted in the transition from religious
beliefs in relation to experience to religious beliefs as they are in
themselves; and correspondingly, from the Word of God as tied to a par-
ticular place and time to the Word of God as addressed to all places and

. 26 . . . . .

all times. If this view of doctrine as permanently true affirmations
is to hold within historical-mindedness, then it must be shown that the
notion of objective statements about what is so is not incompatible with

the stress on the subject that is so essential to historical-mindedness.

2. Subjectivity and Doctrine

A significant implication of the shift from eternal truths to de-
veloping doctrines that we discussed in Chapter IV is that truth and
therefore doctrine is recognized to be historically-conditioned. The
reason for this is that doctrines as truths are products of human under-

standing, and because human understanding is dynamic and ever-changing

25Nicea, p. 130

26Nicea, pp. 136-37
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so too must be the doctrines that are the products of understanding.
In emphasizing this point Lonergan, like Blondel, is suggesting that the
development of doctrine should not be studied only with an eye to what
was handed down; one must also study development with an eye to how it
was handed down. This means that Lonergan has chosen to focus on the
subjective element in doctrine. Indeed, he takes this to be especially
important, for '\...if at the present time among Catholics there is éis-
cerned a widespread alienation from the dogmas of faith, this is not
unconnected with a previous one-sidedness that so insisted on the ob-
jectivity of truth as to leave subjects and their needs out of account.'
Lonergdn identifies the emphasis on truth's objectivity at the ex-
pense of awareness of its subjectivity with what he terms "conceptual-
ism'. The conceptualist limits his attention to concepts, and not their
source, understanding. Because concepts a;e abstract, immobile, and,
unlike understanding, ever the same, the conceptualist falls easily into
a deductivist and a-historical immobilism. A case in point is the
Scholasticism of Suarez, De Lugo, et al. Because they neglected the

rootedness of concepts in understanding, they found themselves in the

emberrassing position of syllogistically demonstrating the mysteries of

faith.

What God reveals is a truth in the mind of God and in the minds

of believers, but it is not a truth in the minds of non-believers;
and to conclude that the mysteries of faith are truths in the

mind of God or in the minds of believers in no way suggests that
the mysteries are demonstrable. But this simple way out seems

to have been missed by the theologians. They seem to have thought

27“The Subject',in Second Collection, p. 71

27
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of truth as so objective as to get along without minds.2
The key to Lonergan's position here is the central role critical realism
assigns judgement in the knowing process,

On Lonergan's critical realist account of knowledge knowing is a
compound of operations: experience, understanding and judgement. It
follows that objectivity is not a single property but is rather a com-
poﬁﬁg‘;f distinct properties found in distinct types of operation. One
may distinguish, then, the experiential objectivity of attention to the
given data of sense and consciousness, the intelligent objectivity of
adherence to the exigence of intelligence, and, finally, "...a third
terminal, or absolute type of objectivity, that comes to the fore when
we judge, when we distinguish sharply between what we feel, what we
imagine, what we think, what seems to be so and, on the other hand,
what is so.“29

It follows from Lonergan's account of knowledge that truth, contrary

to the conceptualist, is grounded in the mind of the kpower, in the

self-transcendence of correct judgement: veritas formaliter est in solo

iudicio

Intentionally [truth] goes completely beyond the subject, yet
it does so only because ontologically the subject is capable
of an intentional self-transcendence, of going beyond what he
feels, what he imagines, what he thinks, what seems to him, to
something utterly different, to what is so. Moreover, before
the subject can attain the self-transcendence of truth, there
is the slow and laborious process of conception, gestation,
parturition. But teaching and learning, investigating, coming

28

"The Subject’ in Second Collection, pp. 71-2; see Schoof,
Surve . 202 Chadwlcﬁ,From Bossuet to Newman,pp.21-48 ; and our
Survey, p . p
Ch. 1, pp. 35-40. :

29”The Subject'', in Second Collection, p. 70
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to understand, marshalling and weighing the evidence, these
are not independent of 'the subject, of times and places, of
psychological, social, historical conditions. The fruit of
truth must grow and mature on the tree of the subject, before
it can be plucked and placed in its absolute realm. 30

The objectivity of the truth of doctrine, then, is not reached by what
is independent of the concrete, historical subject. Rather, objectivity
is the fruit of the concrete subject's self-transcendence, and doctrines

31

are true in so far as they reflect sucg\kelf-transcendence.
o

As our present discusssion illustrates, Lonergan would appreciate

the subjectivist approach to doctrine that is found in the historically-

"minded thought of Loisy. However, in doing so Lonergan would not adopt

the position that doctrines are merely subjective, as did Loisy. As we
saw in Chapter | Loisy emphasized the anthropoiogical component of
revelation, viewing doctrine as imperfect and symbolic representations

of the believer's experience of the divine. Doctrines were therefore

not normative for Christian self-understanding, their importance paling
in comparison to the immediate experience of the divine. On the critical’
realist:ipproach to doctrine, Loisy's mistake was to place the criteria
for knowledge of the real in exaerience, and not in judgement. For the

real is not what is immediately experienced; rather the real is what is

[N

understood and affirmed to be what is so through the mediation of- the
operations of understanding and judgement. When Lonergan approaches

doctrine he does find that it is rooted in religious experience. However,

30
PP. 61-3.

3‘See Method, pp. 37, 45, 333; nsight pp. 377-80; and our dis-
cussion below -in Ch. VI, pp. 258-72.

"The Subject", in Second Collection, pp. 70-1; see Verbum,
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Lonergan holds that the subject's cognitive operations are self-

\transcending, and that each level of operation contains an exigence
~

propelling one to the next level. For the subject intends multiple
objects; what promotes him from experience to understanding is the
intention of intelligibility, and what promotes him from understanding
to judgement is the intention of correct intelligibility, or truth.
This means that doctrines, although rooted in religious experience, are
the product of a movement beyond experience through understanding to
judgement. It is because of this critical realist account of knowing
that Lonergan is able to assert the subjective element of doctrine without
denying, as did Loisy, the truth status of doctrine. Indeed, a full

L)
appreciation of how doctrines can be permanently true is to be had more
on Lonergan's emphasis on doctrine's subjective element than on the con-
ceptualist's one-sided emphasis on their objective element.

ti1. Doctrine as Permanent

Today, with the breakdown of classicism and the loss of the sense
of permanence and normativeness that accompanied it, many are confronted
with what segﬁs to be an endless relagivism. Catholics especially face
thil difficulty‘when they try to discern the permanence that the Catholic
Church claims to abide through‘the changes in docfr{ne that critical

history has brought to light.>2

As we saw in the previous chapter Loner-
gan's functional specialties contribute to the solution of this prob-

lem. For through the cumulative interaction of the eight functional

. specialties the meaning of doctrines can be transposed from the contexts

32Doctrinal Pluralism, p. 56; &The Origins of Christian Realism',
in Second Coliection, p. -258




241

of yesterday to the contexts of today. In the next chapter we will
discuss this notion of transposition with reference to the problem of
permanence, focusing on the key juncture 'in the process, the move from
Foundations to Doctrines. In the remainder of this chapter we will
pursue the more fundamental issue of the conditions of the possibility
of such a transposition, conditions which Lonergan places in the invar-
iant nature of transcendental method.

1. The Transposition of Truth

In the previous section we argued that Lonergan affirms the histor-
icity of -doctrine only on the basis of an epistemological critique. He
emphasizes doctrine's historical and subjective aspects; but, on the basis
of the critical realist account of knowing, he is able to do so without
compromising doctrine's status as objective truth. Lonergan's position
is that although the meaning of a doctrine is inescapably tied to its
historical context, this does not mean that a doctrine's meaning is destined
to fade when the context to which it is tied fades. He argues that...

...truths that are not eternal are relative, not to a place and

time, but to the context of a place and time; but such con-

texts are related to one another; history includes the study

of such relations; in the light of history it becomes possible

to transpose from one context to another; by such trans-

positions one reaches a truth that extends over places and

times.33
The grounds for the assertion that different contexts are related and
that a truth can be transposed from one context to another lie in Loner-

gah's account of transcendental method. For what endures throth

chanéing contexts is not an unchanging tradition or a set of timeless

3

S ctat—————r

33

\

""Philosophy and Theology", in Second Collection, pp. 207-8
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concepts, but rather the invariant and normative structure of the human
subjects involved in the changing contexts; in Lonergan's words,
...we are not relativists, and so we acknowledge something
substantial and common to human nature and human activity;
but that we place not in eternally valid propositions but
in the quite open structure of the human spirit - in the ever
immanent and operative though unexpressed transcendental
precepts: Be attentive, Be intelligent, Be reasonable, Be
responsible.3
A key element in how transcendental method, as the thematization of this
structure of the human spirit, provides the basis for the transposition
of a doctrine from one context to another lies in what Lonergan terms

the universal viewpoint.

2. The Universal Viewpoint

The problem of positing a truth lasting through changing contexts
stems from the critical historian's failure to synthesize his findings.
In a lecture delivered in 1960 on the philosophy of history Lonergan

posed this problem in the form of a question:
Can the weakness of technical history, the problem of going
beyond the sure points where the data intérlock, of having
a systematic type of bridge work between the strong points,
those (as it were) piers, be achieved by the introduction
of an upper blade into.historical method?35 .

What does Lonergan mean by the term ''upper blade'" in this passage?

The best way to explain the notion of the upper blade is to recall

3“Method, p. 302; '"Natural Right and Historical-Mindedness'',

PP. 8-9’ ]5-]6

35”Philosophy of History', p. 5; see the unpublished Introduction
‘to Lonergan®s Ph.D. thesis, ""A Study in the Specilative Development in the
- Writings of St. Thomas of Aquir!' (Rome: Gregorian University, 1940)
(available at the Lonergan Center, Regis College, Toronto), pp. 4 ff.
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the distinction we drew in Chapter 11l between basic and relative con-
texts. Basic context refers to the pure desire to know unfolding through
experience, understanding, judgement and decision. Relative context
refers to the products of such unfolding in, for example, an interpre-
ter's understanding of the statements and actions of particular indi-
vidual;. The basic context, explains Lonergan, is related to the rela-
tive context as the upper blade is related to the lower blade in what he
takes to be the scissors-like structure of empirical scientific method.
In the latter instance the upper blade consists in a set of generalities
demanding specific determination, and the lower blade consists in the
actual determinations of the data provided by the concrete measurements,
correlations, working hypotheses, etc. (E.g., the laws and principles
of physics are the product of the interaction between the upper blade

of differential and operator equations and the lower blade of increasingly
organized data.36) In the caseof basic and relative horizons, the upper blade
consists in the thematization of the structure of the subject's in-
tentional consciousness, and the lower blade consists in, e.g., the data
and views supplied by phe a posteriori research of critical historiané

37

and scholars. Through the scissors-like interaction of the two blades

%6See.lnsight, pp. 38-43, 312-13, 461, 532-33, 577-78, 580-81,

586-87; and Method, p. 293.
37

See Method, 'p. 150; "An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan',

p. 212 and '""Philosophy and Theology", pp. 205-6 in Second Collection;

Tracy, Achievement, p. 42; and especially Lonergan's '"Hermeneutics'
(Notes for Lectures During the Theology Institute, Regis College, Toron-
to, July 20, 1962) pp. 14-16. In these lecturés Lonergan cites an
example from his study of the development of doctrine, that of placing a
variety of authors within a geneticé-dialectt;al unity. In doing so ,

\
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there is effected a synthetic viewpoint within which the interpreter
may link together various and diverse expressions of human meanings and
values.

In the discussion of interpretation in Insight Lonergan presents an
approximation of the upper blade appropriate to critical history as the
universal viewpoint. He defines the universal viewpoint as '...a po-
tential totality of genetically and dialectically ordered viewpoints..."

which function as ''...a heuristic structure that contains virtually the

138

various ranges of possible alternatives of interpretations... This

means that the universal viewpoint provides the interpreter with a

framework in terms of which there can be envisaged the totality of
39

possible contents and contexts of all human meanings. The reason for

this universality is that the universal viewpoint rests on a grasp of
the immanent source of all human meaning, the structure of the sub-

ject's conscious and intentional operations. As we saw in Chapter Hil,

he explained, one goes beyond the intentions of each individual author,
and attempts to understand what was going forward in the development.
This means that one explains not only 'what the authors explicitly in-
tended but also what they implicitly did or failed to do. Thus, in
linking Tertullidn, Origen, and Athanasius in a single context, the
historian goes beyond the intentions of each of these authors who had
themselves intended no such linking. The discussion of this interpre-
tive technique in De Deo Trino can be found in Nicea, pp. 13-17.
Finally, cf. Kant's remark that "...it is by no means unusual, upon
comparing the thoughts which an author has expressed in regard to his
subject,...to find that we understand him better than he has under-
stood himself." (E:jtique of Pure Reason, tr. Normah Kemp Smith [Lon-
don:.MacMillan and Co., 1929}, p. 310 B 370). ’

38!nsight, pp. 564 and 738-39
39

See Insight, p. 507; and pp. 384-85, 567-68, 581, 585; -and Q.
Quesnell, ""Theological Method on the Scripture as Source'' in Foundations,

pp. 183-87.

———
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this structure is an immanent law of human consciousness that cannot be
. . Lo . .
contradicted under any circumstance whatsoever. This structure is

ive wherever there is an instance of human knowing and doing, for

ing to Lonergan this structure regards "...every inquiry, every
. - . 4 . .
judgeqent, every decision and choice." The thematization of this

structu

/thin, provides a transcultural principle that refers to
realities that. ar the product of any culture but, on the

contrary, [are] th in les that produce cultures, preserve them,

develop them.”hz And a grasp of this'principle provides the inter-
preter or growp of interpreters, with a means by which to link together
all human.expressions of meaning and thus with the conditions of the
possibility of \transposing a truth from one particular context to
another.

Lonergan holds that relative contexts can be known and related to
one another and that a truth can be transposed from a past context to
the present context. One may ask, however, whether or not the univer sal
viewpoint enables one to know a future context. For it seems that unless
the nature of a future context has been ascertained, then the doctrine
that isto be transposed }nto the present could be involved in a‘position

that is subject to radical change. ’ :

Lonergan's position in response to this question is that future

qOSee Insight, pp. 56h;67, 577-76, 582, 584, 738-39; Chapter It,
pp.129-33 and Ch. 111, pp. 169-75. ' ' :

l“Dimensions of Meaning' in Collection, p. 249; see "Philosophy
and Theology', in Second Collection, p. 203.

thethod, p. 282
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contexts cannot be known in detail. However, he contends that the out-
lines of the future context can be known. The reason for this is the
heuristic function he assigns to the universal viewpoint. The universal
viewpoint functions heuristically in so far as it enables an interpreter
to designate and name an intended unknown through a grasp of the acts by
which the intended will eventually become known. The applicabjlity of
a particular doctrine to a future unknown context, then, can be dis-
cerned because the acts by which it will be accepgéd can already be
known:

...for while the content of a future cognitional act is un-

known tbe general characteristics of the act itself not only

can be knpwn but also can supply a premise that leads to the

act. A heuristic notion, then, is the notion of an unknown

content and it is determined by anticipating the type of act

through which the unknown would become known. 43
The principle and intelligibility of all human understanding and action
is the dynamism of our conscious intelligibility. The thematization of
this dyném{gm is the basis for discerning the unity of past, present,
and future contexts, for this thematization is of ghe basic horizon
of which all determinate horizons are relative expressions. It follows,
then, ghat the basic horizon provides theology witha ground on which not
only to understand past truths, butwas well to transpose those truths in
such a way that they will not be open to radical change in the future.

For the basic horizon, far from being open to revision, is itself the

principle of all revision.

u3|nsigh , p. 382; see pp. 304-342, 484-85, 596, 617; Doctrinal

Pluralism, pp. 11-12; Method, p. 141.
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Conclusion

In this chapter we have shown one aspect of the way in which
Lonergan's formulation of transcendental method informs his conception
of the development of doctrine. We have seen that the aim of Lonergan's
Christian philosophy, like that of Blondel and Rahner, has been to pro-
vide an anthropological basis for the Christian faith. With reference
to the permanence of doctrine this aim is achieved through a turn to the
subject in order to establish the conditions of the possibility of there
being doctrines that are permanently true. We have seen that tran-
scendental method provides an epistemological stance thatallows for a
recognition of the historical and subjective elements of doctrine that
does not contradict the objective truth of doctrine. And we have seen
that transcendental method provides a basis by means of which the per-
manence of doctrine can be maintained through a transposition of a
doctrine from one relative context to another. Throughout we have
emphésized that Lonergan proposes to locate the grounds for the perma-
nence of doctrine not in the ho&ogeneity of undifferentiated conscious-
ness, nor in the abstractions of the theoretically differentiated con-
sciousness of classicism, but rather in the thematization of the con-
scious and intentional operations of the interiorly differentiated con-
sciousness. |n this regard it can be said that Lonergan's transcendental
method does provide a basis for the affirmation of the permanence of doc-
trine that is found in Method. However, there still remains the question
of whether or not such is the case within the framework of Lonergan's
functional specialties, and especially in the reiatioﬁ between Founda-

tions and Doctrines. To a discussion of this question we now turn.
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CHAPTER S1X

METHOD'S FUNCTIONAL SPECIALTIES IN THEOLOGY

AND THE PERMANENCE OF DOCTRINE

A concern of these final two chapters is to ascertain whether or not
Lonergan's affirmation of the permanence of doctrine is grounded in the
foundations he maintains are proper to 3 historically-minded theology,
viz., transcendental method and religious conversion. In Chapter V we
argued that this is in fact the case within the context of Lonergan's
Christian philosophy. For Lonergan's transcendental method does estab-
lish the conditions of the possibility of a permanently true doctrine.
In this present chapter we will address our gquestion within the con-
text of Lonergan's functional specialties in theology. We will examine
the specialties of Foundations and Doctrines, and in doing so we will
explain the ways in which the foundations in transcendental method and
religious conversion are operative within the eight functional special~
ties. On the basis of this examination we will judge whether or not
Lonergan's affirmation of the permanence of doctrine in Method is
critically grounded within thé ongoing process of the functional
specialties.

Our discussion is divided into three main parts: i) the nature
of the functional specialt9 Foundations; ii) the nature of the func-

tional specialty’ Doctrines; and iii) Lonergan's critical approach to

248
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doctrine.

. The Functional Specialty ''Foundations'

As we saw in Chapter 1V Lonergan's functional specialties con-
Stitute what he takes to be the proper structure of a historically-
minded and methodical theology. Within the eightfold scheme of special-
ties the fifth, Foundations, occupies a pivotal place. Foundations is
rooted in the first, mediating phase of theology in as much as its end
is to resolve the conflicts revealed by the preceding specialty Dia-
lectic. And Foundations is rooted in the second, mediated phase of
theology in an much as its end is to direct the specialties Doctrines,
Systematics, and Communications.l According to Lonergan this twofold
end can be achieved only if the basis of Foundations is the individual
theologian in his attentiveness, inteiligence, reasonableness and
responsibility. Such a conception of Foundations constrasts markedly
with its classicist predecessor.

Lonergan!explains that the classicist conceived theology's foundations
as '"...logically ordered operations on propositions within the context
of a medieval distinction betweek nature and grace and a Cartesian sepa-
ration of philosophy and theology.“2 On this conception foundations
involved five steps: i) natural theology and proofs for God's existence;
ii) e;hical justification of man's duty to worship; iii) arguments for '

Christianity as the true religion; iv) arguments faor the Catholic Church

IMethod% pp. 131-42

2”Variations in Fundamental Theology' (1973), p. 18

. e H
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as the true Christian Church; and v) the solution to all theological dis-
putes through obedience to the Church's teaching authority. Lonergan
states that this model is being replaced by one that takes seriously die

anthropologische Wende, the turn to the subject. Within this new frame-

work the foundations for theology will not be the acceptance of a set of
doctrines. Rather, the foundations will emphasize the religious experi-
ence of the believer prior to the acceptance of doctrine. 'The gift of

God's revelation is also a revelation of man to himself, so that, as
Ricoeur has it, revelation as such is an opening experience of existence,
a possibility of existing, or as Schillebeeckx put it, understanding

3 The end of

the faith and self-interpretation cannot be separated."
Foundations, then, is to thematize the prior basis in the subject, what
the Thomists have called the lumen fidei, for believing in doctrine.

For Lonergan this basis is tA; presence and thematization of religious

conversion.

1. Religious Conversion and Foundations

Lonergan's position is that because conversion is basic to religious

living, the objectification of conversion provides theology with the

3

“Wariations in Fundamental Theology', p. 14

uSee Method, pp. 123-24. On the Thomist notion of lumen fidei, or
light of faith, and doctrine see E. Schillebeeckx, God the Future of Man,
pp. 1-19, 24-5, 36, and Revelation and Theology, vol. 1, pp. 77-83.
For a general discussion of the turn to the subject in theology see C.
Geffré, A New Age in Theology, pp. 11-62. Eric Voegelin, in his "The
Gospel and Culture'', emphasizes the foundational reality of the '"'in-
between'': "". . .the presence of the unknown God in man's existence to his
death and life." (p. 99) tLonergan has addressed Voegelin's position on
foundations in his "Theology and Praxis'', pp. 7-13, 16-19.
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appropriate foundations for its reflection on religion. Conversion

effects the personal stance of the individual theologian. ''Conversion is

5

existential, intensely personal, utterly intimate." It is because of

this  Lonergan stresses that the foundational reality of theology is
the theologian himself as undergoing conversion.

The threefold conversion is, not a set of propositions
that a theologian utters, but a fundamental and momentous
change in the human reality that the theologian is. It oper-
ates, not by the simple process of drawing inferences from
premisses, but by changing the reality (his own) that the
interpreter has to understand if he is going to understand
others, by changing the horizon within which the historian
attempts to make the past intelligible, by changing the
basic judgements of fact and of value that are found to be
not positions but counter-positions.6

As defined religious conversion is the criterion by which all else is to
be judged.7 Its objectification, therefore, is the basis on which
theology is to move from the indirect discourse of theology in oratione

obliqua to the direct discourse of theology in oratione recta. Central

to this movement, as we will see, is thé moment in Foundations when a
decision is reached as to '"...which doctrines were true, how they could
be reconciled with one another and with the conclusions of science,
philosophy, history and how they could be communicated appropriately to
the members of each class iﬁ every culture.“8
Foundations, as reflection on conversion, provides the horizon

5Method, p. 130

6Method, pp. 270-71; see also ''Ongoing Genesis of Methods', pp.
351-52; M. Lamb, '"Theology as Praxis: A Response to Bernard Lonergan'',

Proceedings of the 32nd Annual Convention of the CTSA (Toronto, 1977),
v. 32, pp. 26-30

7Method, pp. 283-84

8Method, p. 267
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within which the meaning of doctrines can be apprehended. The reason
for this is as follows:

Just as in religious living 'a man who is unspirituél re-

fuges what belongs to the Spirit of God; it is folly to him;

he cannot grasp it' (1 Cor. 2, 14), so in theological re-

flection on religious living there have to be distinguished

the horizons within which religious doctrines can or cannot

be apprehended; and this distinction is foundational.d
This distinction involves pérsonal reflection and self-appropriation on
the part of the theologian; it is foundational in that it is rooted in
the unquestionably basic reality of conversion. Because of this we can
say that Foundations serves a critical function with respect to doc-
trines. By the word ''critical' we do not mean that past doctrinal
formulations are necessarily false or incorrect and in need of criticism.
And in the framework of functional specialties: the word critical does
not denote only the transcendental reflection on the conditions of the
possibility of doctrine that is an aim of Lonergan's Christian philo-
sophy. Rather, the word critical means that past, present, and future

doctrines must be related to and grounded in the religious experience

which they objectify. Joseph Powers has described this critical function

‘of Foundations as a ''...pretheological phenomenological reflection on a

™
Far

contemporary human experience, discerning there 'religious interests'
to which the faith of Christianity could address itself...”!o Powers

suggests that because of this critical emphasis the shift from the

p& : , -
9Metho_d, p. 131; see '""Bernard Lonergan Responds'), in Foundations,
pp. 228-29.

loJoseph Powers, ''Faith, Morality, Creativity: Toward the Art of

Believing', Theological Studies, vol. 39, n.4 (Dec., 1978), p. 656

-



kb e eem s

[

253

mediating phase of theology to the mediated phase consists in the...

...attempt to discover the experience which gave rise to

these articulations in the past and remain faithful to

that experience by bringing that experience to expression

in terms which are effective for the handing on of that

experience in varying historical and cultural settings.!!
A key moment in the attempt in Foundations to relate doctrines to their
basis in religious experience is the formulation of the theological cate-
gories. As we will see, the categories are critically grounded in the
sense that they involve both transcendental method and reflection on

religious conversion.

2, Theological Categories

In general theology makes use of categories in order to clarify and
make coherent its procedure and thought about its object. In Method's
account of the functional specialty Foundations Lonergan discusses the
categdries that are appropriate to a methodical theology. He’distin-
guishes geﬁerar from sﬁeéial theological categories. General theo-

loglcal categories érg derived from the'rea?m of interiority and are
rﬁoted in transéendentalﬁmethod. They pertain to objects that come
'Qnder the scope of both theological and non-theological discourse.
Special theological categories are derived from the realm of transcendence
and are rooted in rellgious c@nvers}on. They pertaiﬁ mére strictly to

the activity of theology. - . £

e General theological categories are necessary because theological

reflection requires a transcultural base. The reason for this is that

Christian theolégy reflects on a religién that has developed through many

‘IPowers,'”Fatth, Morality, Creativity', p. 656

J
- oF
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and diverse cultures and ié& to be preached to all people in all places
and times. As we saw in our discussion of the universal viewpoint, the
appropriate transcultural base is not a set of eternal truths, but
rather the source and principle of all truth and expression, the in-
variant structure of the subject's conscious and intentional operations.
This means that the theologian who is to derive the categories will
himself have to undertake the self—appropriat}on integral to tran-
scendental method. For he will be able to understand and link together
the diverse religious expressions of his tradition only if he himself
has discovered and appropriated the foundations of such expression that
lie in the realm of interiority.]2

Special theological catgéories,are necessary becausq‘the functional
spécialutés< require a properly theological principle. :Eis principle,
as we have already n4ted, Lonergan takes to be religious conversion.
However, religious conversion is integral to Foundations not only
because it is the key to theological reflection on religious living.'
Religious conversiop also supplies theology with an additional trans-

13

cultural base. ' For on Lonergan's analysis God's gift of his love in

religious conversjon M. ..is not restricted to any stage or section of

[y

human culture but rather is the principle that .introduces a dimension of

14

otherworldliness into any culture."

IZSee Method, PP 114 ~-15, 282, 286; and above Ch. 1V, pp. 203-4;
and Ch. 111, pp.T169-75 on. the invarlant nature of transcendental method.

13See ”Theology in fts New Context', p.67 and "The Future of
Christianity", p. 162 in Second Collection ,

* Wyethod, p. 283; see pp. 267, 27172, 282, 327, 352, 360, 367;
Doctrihal Pluralism, p- 58

»
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We can therefore speak of the categories appropriate to a methodical
"theology as both general and special, their base being the transcultural
realms of interiority and transcendence. Because of this Lonergan
stresses that the categories pertain not to Scripture and Tradition but
to the prior reality of the subject who is doing theology.

The derivation of the categories is a matter of the human

and ‘the Christian subject effecting self-appropriation and

employing this heightened consciousness both as a basis

for methodical control in doing theology and, as well, as

an a priori whence he can understand other men, their

social relations, their history, their religion, their

rituals, their destiny.lS ‘
Lonergan notes that although the derivation of the theological categories
may have a model in medieval theology, there is an important difference.
Medieval theology operated in a theoretical framework whereas today's
theology, according to Lonergan, will have to-operate in a methodical
framework. This means that the basic terms and'}elations appropriate to

<4

theology will not be metaphysical, as in medieval theology, but psycho-
logical. For to speak of God's gift of his love as foundational is to
move from the realm of theory to the realm of interiority,

To speak of being in love with God pertains to the stage of

meadning when-the world of interiority has been nade the

explicit ground of the worlds of theory and of commos sense.

It follows that in this stage of meaning the gift of God's =

love is first described as an experience and only con-
quently is objectified in theoretical categories.]

lSMethod, p. 292; see p. 267; '"Theology and Praxis', pp. 14-15;
"An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan'' in.Second Collection, pp. 214-

15. ’
‘6Method, p. 107; see pp. 283-89, 343; '"Bernard Lonergan Re-

sponds', in Foundations, pp. 225-26; Ch. 111 above, pp.
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The derivation of the categories, following Method's. sketch,
would begin with an appeal to the subject's interiority and God's gift
of his love as manifest in conversion. The next step would be to move
from the individual subject to subjects in community and history in
order to listen to the outer word of Tradition that is rooted in God's
gift of his love. This turn to the communal and historical would be
coupled with an effort to discern the ways in which the Christian-
tradition makes explicit the intention of God that is implicit in the
subject's conscious intentionality. Finally,there would be the attempt
to differentiate authentic and inauthentic realizations of Christianity
and the progress and decline that stems from these realizations.]7
The categories that are derived in this manner, because they are
rooted in a transcultural base, provide theology with a means by which
to link together religious expression tied to diverse histories, cultures,
differentiations of consciousness. The categories thus prove to be a

central moment in theology's move from the past to the present, from

theology in oratione obliqua to theology in oratione recta. Indeed,

they help to constitute the horizon in which doctrines can be appre-
hended. Fér the categories are rooted in an objectification of religious
conversion that establishes '"...the existential stance opening on the"
horizan in which Christian doctrines are intelligible, powerful, meaning-
ful, in which, as the Epistle to the Hebrews puts it:'...the word of God

18

is alive and active.'."

"7See Metﬁod, pp. 290-91, 327-28; Doctrinal Pluralism, pp. 58-607

18

"The Future of Chriséianity“,in Second Collection, p. 162
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According to Lonergan the categories can be used as models, that
is, as sets of interlocking terms and relations.19 Such sets of inter-
locking terms and relations function with respect to the mediating
phase of theology in much the same way as the upper and lower blades of
the scissors analogy we discussed in Chapter V. The theological cate-
gories supply the upper blade of the theclogical method. Because
theology is an ongoing process, this upper blade is integrated with the
lower blade of the data supplied by Research, Interpretation, History and
Dialectic on the origin and development of Christian self-understanding.
The interaction between the two blades supplies categories that will be
used in any of the eight functional specialties. However, in Found-
ations the categories serve only as models; their acceptance as state-
ments about reality, about what is so occurs in the remaining special-

20

ties of Doctrines, Systematics, and Communications. To a discussion

of this task of the functional specialty Doctrines we now turn.-

11. The Functional Specialty ''Doctrines'

The end of the functional‘specialty Doctrines relates to the
third level of intentional consciousness, judgement. For this speci~
alty 1is concerned with judgements of fact and judgements of value in
regard to the Christian tradition. On the one hand, Doctrines is the
basis for the functional specialties Systematics-and Communications; for

Doctrines supplies the materials which these latter two specialties seek

¢ ’
r9Method, pp. 284-85, 292; '"Bernard Lonergan Responds', in Found-
ations, p. 232 :

204 thod, pp. 292-93
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to understand and to relate to.the individuals of a given culture. On
the other hand, Doctrines receives its basis from the first mediating
phase of tHeology; for Doctrines ''...have their precise definition from
dialectic, theif positive wealth of clarification and development from
history, their grounds in the interpretation of the data proper to
theology.“ZI And most importantly, Doctrines is rooted in Foundations

in so far as the latter supplies the horizon within which doctrines are
to be understood. In the remainder of this chapter we will bring out the
implications of this relation to Foundations for the question of the
development of doctrine.

1. The Term '"Doctrinet!

In the chapter on the functional specialty Doctrines Lonergan ex-
plains that there are a variety of doctrines. He lists five possibili-

ties. First, there is the doctrine of the original message that is

distinct from the further proclamations yielding doctrines about this
original doctrine. ‘References to this original message are found, e.g.,
in | Corinthians, 15: 3 ff. and Galatians, I: & ff, Secondly, there

is the Church doctrine that emerges as the community meets new questions

and has to formulate new answers. Lonergan describes this process as a
series of identity crises wherein new answers are formulated according
to the differentiations of consciousness present in ; particular time
and place. Examples of éhis second type of doctrine are the Chéisto-

logical definitions of the early coun;:ils.22 Thirdly, there Is the

S ———————

2]Method, p. 132

22See Ch. 1V, pp.213-7 for Lonergan's analysis of the history of
the Christian tradition in terms of the ongoing discovery of mind; and
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theological doctrine that is the object of theological reflection on

the revelation of Scripture and Tradition. Examples of this third type
of doctrine are the medieval summae As we noted in Chapter IV, theo-
logical\doctrines often provide the content for subsequent Church dpc-

t:rinesf23 Fourthly, there is the methodological doctrine that is the

fruit of reflection on '...what one is doing when one is doing theo-
Iogy...“.zu On the basis of a sound cognitional theory, epistemology and
metaphysics such doctrines are to determine how theologians do and should
carry out their task, Today, methodological doctrines will be concerned
especially with the problems of the historicity of Christian witness, of
the diversity of cultures, and of the varying differentiations of cons-
ciousness. Lonergan's functional specialization is an ‘example of a
methodological doctrine. Finally, there is the doctrine that is meant by
the title of the sixth functional specialty, Doctrines:

These are theological doctrines reached by the application

of a method that distinguishes functional specialties and

uses the functlonal speCtalty , Foundations, to select doc-

trines from among the multiple choices presented by the-

functional specialty, Dialectic.25

We now have'to ask, Which of these five varieties of doctrine make
use of the general and special theological categories formulated in the

functional specialty Foundations? For an answer to this question will

provide us with a means to determine the extent to which Lonergan intends

¢
B

Lonergan's Nicea for his detailed study of the genesis of the early
Christological dpctrines.

23
24

See Method, pp. 311, 314, 331.

Method , p. 297
25

v

Method, p. 298; see.b. 131.
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to ground the normative and permanent character of doctrine in the basis
of the theological categories, religious conversion and transcendental
method. We will begin our discussion of this question with a prelimi-
nary clarification of the ways in which Lonergan'uses the term normative
with respect to doctrines.

2. Doctrines as Normative

Lonergan defines doctrines in general as expressions and judgements
of meanings and values. According to him they function according to all
four functions of meaning: effective, cognitive, constitutive, and commun-

26

icative. In addit{on to these functions of meaning there is also the
normative function of doctrine. Doctrines, explains Lonergan, are
expressions and ' judgements of meanings and values that are to
guide and direct individual and communal Christian living. What is the
source of the normative character of this or that particular doctrine?
Lonergan outlines two sources of doctrine's normative character.
First, there is the norm that is rooted in Scripture and Tradition as the
Reve]atlon of God. 27 Vatlcan I's doctrlne on the permanence of doctr:ne
is presented in Method as normatxve in this sense. Indeed, in his chap-
ter on Doctrines, Vatican |'s declaration is the only doctrine that Lon-
ergan accepts as given.28 There is, however, a norm that is "...distinct
frém and dependent on the normativeness attributed to divine revelation,

n29

inspired Scripture and Church doctrine. This is the norm that is

v
e ——————t g ———

26Method “pp. 244, 269, 297, 311; Doctrinal Pluralism, pp. 59-60.
On the functions of meanlng see Method pp. 76 -81 and’ Appendnx 1 below.

7Method p. 119; "Theology in its New Context', pp. 61-2 and
""The Origins of C hristlan Reallsm”, pp. 260-61 in Second Collection.

28Method, p. 332 . 29Method, p. 299
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rooted in the foundational reality of religious conversion and tran-
scendental methéd. The fifth type of doctrine mentioned above, the
doctrines that are the aim of the functional specialty Doctrines, is
normative in this sense. There needs to be clarified, then, both the
way in which Doctrines' doctrines are normative as well as the way in
which they relate to the doctrines that derive their normativeness from
Scripture and Tradition. Lonergan's notion of the purification of
tradition provides us with a good place to begin to answer this question.

3. The Purification of Tradition

According to Lonergan a tradition is in need of purification when
either its members or the tradition itself become inauthentic. The root
of inauthenticity is, on Lonergan's analysis, lack of conversion. The
lack of conversion in individuals inevitably leads to their inauthentic
appropriation and therefore distortion and devaluation of traditional
language and the expressions of doctrine.

There follows an inflation, or devaluation, of this language

and so of the doctrine it conveys.. Terms that denote what

the unconverted is not, will be stretched to denote what he

is. Doctrines that are embarassing will not be mentioned in

polite company. Conclusions that are unacceptable will not

be drawn. Such unauthenticity can spread. |t can become a

tradition.30
Lonergan maintains that to root out suchdecay in a tradition its members

must purify it by becoming authentic human beings and Christians. This

requires that they undergo and give expression to conversion.

30Method, p. 299; see Method, pp. 80-1, 162, 234-44; '"Natural )
Right and Historical-Mindednesé!, pp. 11 ff.; A. Grillmeier, ""The Reception
of Church Councils",in Foundations, pp. 113-14; and R. Richard, '"Rahner's
Theory of Doctrinal Development'™, Proceedings of the 18th Annual Con-
vention of the CTSA (St. Louis, 1963), pp. 157-80.
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Lonergan's eight functional specialties are a way in which a
tradition may be purified. The first, mediating phase of theology begins
in Research, moves through History and Interpretation and terminates in
Dialectic. |In Dialectic evaluative hermeneutics and history are em-
ployed to the end of detecting the presence or absence of conversion in
the past tradition and laying bare the past tradition's truths and errors.Bl
The second mediated phase of theology begins in Foundations. In Found-
ations there is an appeal to the foundational reality of conversion in
order to make a choice among the many options made available in Dialectic.
Foundations functions as a ''selective principle" guiding the remaining
specialties of Doctrines, Systematics and Communhications. The purifi-
cation of tradition takes place when there emerges doctrines that,
""...based on conversion, are 6pposed to the aberrations that result from

n.”32

the lack of conversio These doctrines have a normative function

- because they stand to counteract the waywardness of inauthenticity that

can plague a tradition. It must be emphasized that this normativeness

is the result of a determinate method, and that it is rooted in Dialectic
and Foundations. Such doctrines are not merely repetitions of the past
tradition, nor are they simply logical developments of the past; rather
sthey are purified, i.e., authentié expressions of the past tradition.

The process of purification is ongoing and dialectical because traditions
are historical and so always subject to decline as well as development.

3]Method,.pp. 245-46, 302, 312, 320

32Méthod, p. 299; see '"Ongoing Genesis of Methods', pp. 349, 353.
———— a
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We will now focus more djrectly on how the foundational reality of
transcendental method and religious conversion guides this process of
purification.

4, The Inner and Outer Word

In the chapter on Religion in Method Lonergan distinguishes the
inner word and the outer word of religion. The best way to describe the
two words and their relationship ié to iranspose the-distinction we em-
ployed in our discussion of transcendental method, that between\the
infrastructure and the suprastructure. The inner wofd is the infra-
structure of religion that is prior to and foundational for the outer

33

word that is the suprastructure of religion. The infrastructure per-
tains to the world of immediacy; the suprastructure to the world mediated
by meaning. As religious experience the infrastructure is '"...the
dynamic state of being in love in an unrestricted fashion, a conscious
content without an apprehended object.“3‘+ This experience of God's gift
of his love, acco;ding to Lonergan, "...withdraws man from the diversity
of history by moving from the world mediated by meéning and towards a
world of immediacy in thch image and symbol, thought and word, lose

35

their relevance and even disappear." This religious experience may be

objectified in the world of immediacy; in rituals, sacred ﬁlaces and

33See "Sacralization and Secularization" (1974), p. 19 where
Lonergan cites Toynbee's remark that the '"...pith of primitive religion
is not belief but action, and the test of conformity is not assent to a
creed but participation in ritual performances." (A Study of History
(1957), p. 95)

34“Prolegomena to a Study", p. 26; see Method, pp. 240-46.

3SMethod, p. 112; see pp. 240, 241, 242, 342; and 'Origins of
Christian Reallsm', in Second Collection, p. 260.
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times, etc. In such immediate objectification creeds are mere words and
insistence on assent to creeds is regarded as an alien intrusion. How-
ever, the religious experience may be objectified in the world mediated
by meaning. (The classic Christian objectificatfon of religious exper-
ience according to Lonergan is to be found in Romans 5:5.) There occurs
in such objectification a move beyond immediacy into the suprastructure
in the world mediated by meaning where words and creeds take on sig-
nificance.

Lonergan states that this process of moving from infrastructure to
siprastructure, from the immediacy of religious experience to its object-

36

ification in tradition, is at the heart of a religion. in stressing the
prior and foundational nature of the inner word Lonergan is not, therefore,
devaluing the doctrinal language of a religious tradition as did Loisy
with respect to Catholicism. Religious experience is personal, but it
invites community; and a community can develop expressions of their
common experience. As the community develops through history it can be-
come a tradition, and its expressions will be adapted to varying social
and cultural conditions. The Christian tradition is historical in this
respect, for it functions in the world mediated by meaning and will
change as such meaning is mediated in different contexts. Being in love
with God...

...is not tied down to place or time, culture or epoch. It

is catholic with the catholicity of the Spirit of the Lord.

Neither is It an abstraction that dwells apart from every

place and time, every culture and epoch. It is identical with
personal living, and personal living is always here and now,

36”Sacralizatlon and Secularizatlon“, pp. 19- 20; see our Ch. V,
pp.236-40 where we discuss the exigence that drives one beyond experience
to its objectification in the world mediated by meaning.
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in a contemporary world of immediacy, a contemporary world

mediated by meéning, a contewpor§$y world not only mediated

but also constituted by meaning.
Moreover, the Christian tradition does not consist merely in the object-
ification of God's gift of his love to individual believers. For
religious conversion, on Lonergan's analysis, is a response to a divine
initiative. And that inititative '...is not just God's gift of his
love. There is the personal entrance of God h?mself into history, a
communication of God to his people, the advent of God's word into the

38

world of re%igious expression.' This means that both the inner and
outer words have their source in God; and as a result the outer word
that is contained iR Scripture and Tradition, far from being superseded
by, complements, ill;mines and enriches the inner word that is religious
conversion,

There is,then, the necessarily historical character of doctrine to which we
referred in Chapter 1V. Doctrinal language is a mix of the infra- and
" the suprastructure, of the inner and outer words. To the former element
attaches the unifying basis and permanence of doctrine; to the latter
element attatches the plurality and changeability of expres;ion in doc~
trine. The developments that occur in the purification of tradition are
rooted in a grasp of the orfginal and foundational infrastructure and

the formulation of a new and more appropriate suprastructure. Such

developments presuppose a discernment of the inner word that lies within

3gxistenz and Aggiornamento', in Collection, p. 250; see ''The
Response of a Jesuit', in Second Collection, p. 175

38

Method, p. 119; see pp. 113,123,
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all doctrinal formulations. For without such discernment of the perma-
nently abiding element, the mediation of the meaning of God's word into
human history and the related purification ‘of tradition would not be

39

possible.

5. The Source of the Inner Word's Discernment

>

Lonergan places the discernment of the permanently abiding inner
word of doctrine in what he cadlls the “eye of religious love." He states
that the eye of religious love pertains to a realm in which love pre~
cedes knowledge. For he holds that in addition to the factual knowledge

reached through experience, understanding and judgement there is the

-

39§f. the decrees from Vatican Ii, Gaudium et Spes, arts.

53-63 and Unitatis Redintegratio, arts. 5, 11, 14, 17. In the latter
there is recognized the need to distinguish between the expression of
doctrine and its foundation, and there is reference made to the possib-
ility of deficiency in past doctrinal expressions (art. 5). Later on
reference is made to the ''., 'hierarchy' of truths, since ‘they vary in
their relationship to the foundation of Christian faith." (art. 11) (in
W. Abbott, The Documents of Vatican ll). It is useful to keep in mind
here that while this distinction is helpful in understanding the develop-
ment of doctrine, it may raise as many problems, although of a different
type, as those it serves to solve.. The distinction is®not, in the words
of L. Vischer, a "magic wand' to be waved at the difficulties arising
from doctrinal development until they cease to exist: '"ls the matter
really so simple? Are not substance and expression much more intimately
related? Would not a new formula involve far more radical surgery than
is commonly thought?'' (Bericht Uber das zweite Vatik. Konzil, Document
Centrum Conciti; cited in G. C. Berkouwer, The Second Vatican Council and
the New Catholicism, tr. Lewis B. Smedes [Grand Rapids: William B,
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1965], p. 84, n. 55). Rahner has addressed this
issue ip a recent article, "'Basic Observations on the Subject of Un-
changeable and Changeable Factors in the Church' (in Theological Investi-
gations, vol. 14, pp. 3-24). He reaches a conclusion similar to that of
Lonergan, viz., that such a distinction must be drawn and in a sense

is the goal of theology; but that one cannot suppose that in doing so the
essential historicity of all doctrinal formulation can be surm