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  	Foreword
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The 1992 Père Marquette Lecture in Theology is the twenty-third in a series commemorating the missions and explorations of Père Jacques Marquette, S.J. (1637-75). This series of annual lectures was begun in 1969 under the auspices of the Marquette University Department of Theology.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Joseph A. Auchter Family Endowment Fund has endowed the lecture series. Joseph Auchter (1894-1986), a native of Milwaukee, was a banking and paper industry executive and a long-time supporter of education. The fund was established by his children as a memorial to him.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Stanley L. Jaki, Distinguished Professor at Seton Hall University, delivered the 1992 lecture at Marquette University on April 5, 1992. Father Jaki is a Hungarian-born Benedictine priest with doctorates both in physics and theology. He has been one of the foremost authorities in the world on the history and philosophy of science. Among his academic honors he was appointed to the Olbers Lectureship, Bremen, 1970; he was awarded the
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  	Lecomte du Nouy Prize for 1970 for his work entitled Brain, Mind and Computers; in 1975 and 1976 he delivered the Gifford Lectures of the University of Edinburgh which were published as The Road of Science and the Ways to God; in 1977 he gave the Fremantle Lectures at Balliol College, Oxford published as The Origin of Science and the Science of its Origin; he was awarded the Hoyt Fellowship, Yale University, 1980; in 1981 he received the Macdonald Lectureship of the University of Sydney; he was awarded the Templeton Prize for Progress in Religion in 1987; he presented the Wethersfield Institute Lectures in 1987, publishing from these The Savior of Science; he was a Visiting Fellow of Corpus Christi College, Oxford and delivered the Farmington Lectures in 1988 and 1989 and published from those lectures God and the Cosmologists and The Purpose of It All; in 1989 he was awarded an honorary Doctor of Science by Marquette University. In addition to his own work, Father Jaki has translated and annotated works of Giordano Bruno, J. H. Lambert, and Immanuel Kant; edited a work on John Henry Cardinal Newman; written
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  	extensively on Pierre Duhem, Lord Gifford, and G. K. Chesterton. In all Father Jaki has published over thirty books and eighty articles.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the present lecture, Father Jaki first examines the conciliar tradition from Trent to the present with a view to comparing developments in magisterial statements to contemporaneous developments in science, particularly in cosmology. He notes in this connection the curious absence of reference in modern theological discourse to the universe which scientists explore. He then provides considerations of the place of the universe in ancient creedal statements of the Church and in the attitudes of scientists and philosophers in the modern period. Finally, he proposes to modern theology a number of issues which need to be addressed if the Church is to engage contemporary scientific cosomology in a fruitful manner.
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  	1.

Tridentine Times
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Well over three hundred years ago, in 1674 to be exact, a "blackrobe" canoed along these shores of Lake Michigan. He was Père Jacques Marquette, indifferent to the thought that he would eventually earn high praise as a great explorer. By looking for new waterways to new lands he wanted to bring some good news to their native sons and daughters. And if good men could best carry Good News writ large, Père Marquette was one. Although only thirty-eight when he died on May 18, 1675, he became one of those who accomplished much and are kept in grateful remembrance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While still alive, Père Marquette was thought of highly by precisely those who knew him at close range, a usually most difficult task to accomplish. Two years after his arrival in 1666 in "New France," the superior of all Jesuits there wrote to the Father General in Rome that Père Marquette was a man "of sound health and strong body, of excellent character and tried virtue; and, because of his
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  	wonderfully gentle ways, most acceptable to the natives."
1
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While few among his contemporaries knew more of the world than he did, Père Marquette was not touched by worldliness. He would have been the last to be puzzled by this paradox. He ventured into a faraway land at a time when the crossing of the Atlantic was a very risky business. Even greater were the risks of running afoul once one ventured outside the fortified places, let alone when one moved deep into still uncharted heart-lands. In some such faraway area lived the Algonquins, the first major missionary assignment of Père Marquette. He felt at home in a world full of dangers. The reason for his courage lay in his faith that had by then been codified for a millennium and a half in the Apostles' Creed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Marquette, who had a lifelong and intense devotion toward the Immaculate Conception, recited that Creed every day as he started saying his rosary.2 This was also the Creed he taught to the natives of the land. With the Hurons alone he could converse in six of their dialects. Those Hurons, so dear to him and he to them, must have wondered on hearing
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  	about the birth of a man, called Jesus, from a virgin called Mary. Their wonderment must have reached new heights on learning that Jesus had for his father the Lord of heaven and earth. They must have wondered about that man's resurrection from the dead, about his ascension into heaven, and about his sitting at the right hand of that heavenly Father, a place befitting a supreme and ultimate judge.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	They must have found less surprising the idea of a final judgment. Their moral consciousness would have found strange the idea that one could do to others what others were not supposed to do to them. They rallied to their self-defense only after they had found the slogan implemented that only a dead Indian was a good Indian. Precisely because of their sense of justice, their worldview included something otherworldly, a sort of new heaven and new earth.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Not that the Algonquins, the Hurons and the Illinois would not have found strange a point or two in Marquette's portrayal of the new heaven and new earth, or the place of that eternal life on which the Apostles' Creed comes to a close. Nor was their view of the
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  	world down here the same as the Hebrew worldview, let alone the Ptolemaic world, the world of Marquette. But precisely because they had a worldview, those good natives must have had the conviction that there was a world, a universe, a totality of things, or Nature writ large. Those natives were not yet touched by that sophisticated schizophrenia whose learned victims find nothing wrong in having a worldview and taking the world for a mere word.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A principal task for a missionary is to figure out what he may assume on the part of strangers he wants to bring to the blessings of the faith. If Marquette ever listed to himself those assumptions, they would not have contained one, namely, that there was a world, a Nature, or Universe. Marquette most likely never speculated about that assumption. He was raised and educated at a time, the mid-seventeenth century, when the universe was taken for granted as much as the air one breathed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It was certainly taken as a matter of fact in the Tridentine Catechism, which had been by Marquette's time the authoritative exposition of the teaching of the Church for over a
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  	century. The first tenet in that teaching is the one about God, the Father Almighty, maker of heaven and earth. The Catechism urged the pastor to make it clear to the faithful that the term ''almighty'' is the favorite scriptural reference to God. If the Catechism cited a number of phrases from the Bible with the word "almighty" in them, it was to make it clearly perceived "what is comprehended under this single world almighty. By it we understand that there neither exists nor can be conceived in thought or in imagination anything which God cannot do. For not only can He annihilate all created things, and in a moment summon from nothing into existence many other worlds, an exercise of power which, however great, comes in some degree within our comprehension; but He can do many things still greater, of which the human mind can form no conception."
3 Needless to say the Catechism added that things contradictory or unholy could not be done even by almighty God himself.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	After all this encomium of God's omnipotence, the Catechism turned to its actual manifestation, twice stating that the creation of "heaven and earth" means the creation of
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  	the entire universe. The emphasis here was both on the creative act and on its object. In fact the object of it was given so much importance as to support it from the Nicene Creed (which, as will be seen, is the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed) where, in the words of the Catechism, the words "all things visible and invisible" describe the universe insofar as it "falls under the senses" or is "an object of mental perception and intelligence.''
4
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Reference to the Nicene Creed was all the more logical since the Tridentine Creed, or the Creed issued by Pius IV on November 13, 1564, began with that Creed before it continued with specifications about the relation of Bible and Tradition, about sacraments, the sacrifice of the mass, the veneration of saints, and obedience to ecclesiastical authority, above all to the successor of Peter.5 The Creed of Pius IV, just as was the case with the deliberations and definitions of the Council of Trent, contained nothing additional on creation. It was not yet realized that the long-standing Christian understanding of God insofar as He created the world was far from being left untouched by the Reformers' views on nature and grace and ecclesiastical
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  	continuity. For the very same reason, it was still impossible to see anything noteworthy in the fact that the compilers of that Catechism did not find any prohibition in their encomiums of God's omnipotence against speaking at length of "heaven and earth," or the universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A proof of this apparently undisturbed status of the doctrine of creation was the Tridentine Catechism. There, between the two points concerning the expressions "almighty" and "heaven and earth," lay a summary of the story of creation as given in Genesis. Nowhere in that Catechism was there a warning about pantheistic notions that had appeared here and there, mostly in covert form, under the influence of Platonizing. When the Catechism was issued in 1566, Bruno's pantheistic discourses were still a generation away. His pantheism, as well as later that of Robert Fludd and of others, was too mixed up in Hermetist and cabbalistic lore to make it immediately appealing. Bruno began to come into his own only with the coming of pantheism in the guise of German idealism.
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  	On a rationally higher level than the one where Bruno's dicta on Copernicus lay,
6 one could ask which of the two world systems, geocentric or heliocentric, did mathematically better justice to the phenomena. When Marquette died in 1675, even the best informed in faraway England could only suspect what Isaac Newton was truly up to. He was working not so much on a new system of the world as on a physics to which he assigned a far less ambitious aim. Unless Newtonian physics was taken for Newtonian or mechanistic philosophy, the Newtonian physicist restricted himself to calculating the effects of gravitation, without specifying its cause and mechanism.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The enormously successful prediction of sundry phenomena in terms of the inverse square law created before long the illusion that it provided their explanation as well. Two hundred years after Newton, Ernst Mach accurately portrayed this process in saying that Newtonian gravitation turned from "an uncommon intelligibility" into "a common unintelligibility."7 The same is now happening to Einstein's theory of gravitation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	At any rate, in 1675 experimental verifications of the earth's motion were still
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  	almost two centuries away. One could therefore counter crusading heliocentrists with the fact that Galileo's condemnation did not implicate the Church as such, a point repeatedly made by Leibniz, a Lutheran.
8 He could have also said something similar in reference to the Catechism of the Council of Trent. In recalling some biblical phrases about God's command to the earth "to stand in the midst of the world, rooted in its own foundations,"9 the Catechism did not claim to endorse them formally.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	While it was possible to discuss whether the universe was geocentric or heliocentric, it made no sense to doubt whether there was a universe, a coherent totality of things. Only some high-strung divines, like John Donne, agonized (one wonders how sincerely) on a cosmic state of affairs with all coherence gone.10 The atmosphere of Marquette's years in the scholasticate was yet too healthy to allow for self-inflicted psychic torments concerning the true status of the universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Although Hobbes, a contemporary of Marquette, cast a doubt on the very reality of the world with his rather inept discussion of whether the world was finite or infinite, few
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  	of the first readers of Hobbes' Elements of Philosophy
11 took him seriously on that ground. A full century had to run its course before Hume and especially Kant succeeded, on precisely that ground, in discrediting, in a great many minds, the universe as a respectable object of rational discourse. Worse, this cosmic deconstructionism took its toll on men's minds almost unawares. Some of the best minds failed to notice that Kant had thrown them the most lethal red herring by granting to the universe the status of a regulative idea. For if that idea had but unreliable ties with reality (which was Kant's pivotal contention), it could not logically be taken for a reliable guidepost about anything real.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The first to fail to see all this was Moses Mendelssohn, the one whom Kant wanted to see as his ally more than anyone else. "There is only one Mendelssohn," ran a phrase in Kant's letter to Mendelssohn when, two years after the publication of the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant still tried to have Mendelssohn reconsider his stated inability to comprehend the Critique, and take another look at its three main contentions.12 As listed by Kant, none of those three contentions had anything
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  	to do with the universe. They all revolved around the synthetic a priori. Obviously, once bogged down in dubious and purely conceptual distinctions, the mind could hardly appreciate the overriding importance of the real, let alone its totality, the universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In coining his famous phrase about "Kant who crushes all" Mendelssohn used the word all in a sense which would have both dismayed and delighted Kant. For the phrase came in the very first paragraph of Mendelssohn's most systematic philosophical work, Morgenstunden oder Vorlesungen über das Daseyn Gottes,
13 published four years after the Critique. The work offered in a new form Mendelssohn's endorsement of the ontological argument of the existence of God, hardly a delight for Kant, together with a plea for an "enlightened" form of pantheism. Kant must have been dismayed on seeing that the entire book contained not a paragraph on the cosmological argument whose destruction was his very aim. But if Kant had been consistent, he should have taken the view that if he had really crushed the all, critical minds had best stop referring to it. This is exactly what they did. They began to celebrate Kant's destruc-
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  	tion of the rational proofs of the existence of God, without saying anything about the Kantian destruction of the universe.
14
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For Marquette, and for the entire intellectual milieu of which he was a noble product and part, the universe was a matter of direct evidence. As such, it readily lent itself to the purposes of that theology which aimed to be so faithful to its name as to be a discourse about everything as seen from God's own vantage point. Only when theology became less faithful to its name did it become replete with man's vagaries about God and world, as well as man himself. Theology, when at its best, lets God speak of Himself and of His creatures.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Such a perspective, so clear in the Summa theologiae of Aquinas, had been faithfully kept throughout the seventeenth century in all main schools of Catholic theology. There the question, whether there was a universe, arose only with limited explicitness. It was limited to the question whether the universe was one or many. It was with similar limitations that our question arose in the context of another question. Was a chaos, or a set with no intrinsic coordination, compatible with a Creator
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  	infinitely rational, purposeful, and benevolent?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Those questions were discussed in Marquette's time in the context of metaphysics and theodicy, a word soon to be made popular by Leibniz.
15 Marquette had been dead for almost half a century when there appeared the first books with the word "cosmology" in their titles.16 This is not to say that the cosmos or universe was very visible in them. By and large they contained only such questions about the universe in which the question whether there was a universe appeared but implicitly. This meant a departure from Wolff's Cosmologia, the first major book so titled, where the question was discussed over almost fifty verbose pages.17 They contained but a laborious proof of the existence of the universe from its very definition. Subsequent scholastic texts on cosmology failed, more often than not, to include a single word about the cosmos or the universe.18
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Nor was the situation different in a closely related field. The universe is usually passed over quickly in theological reflections that accompanied the formulation of the Creeds
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  	themselves. During the centuries from Nicea to Trent the existence of the universe was never called in doubt, not even by Gnostics and Manicheans. Their immediate error was about the Creator. Even at Lateran IV, which had to face the spread of Cathars, Bogomils, and other latterday Manicheans and Gnostics, the universe as such was not singled out for special attention.
19
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	2.

Vatican I
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	When one considers the doubts cast on the reality of the universe throughout the nineteenth century, Vatican I may appear in a perplexing light. But for this to happen one has to scan the lengthy schemas and their discussions concerning the definition that God is absolutely different from the world and can be recognized with certainty from the contemplation of things visible. The stated target of the first part of the definition is pantheism. The second part has in view the fideists. Although those schemas and especially their discussions stretch over almost two hundred
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  	folio columns, they contain only one reference to Spinoza and only one to Kant. In neither case is anything said about their views on the philosophical status of the universe.
20 The same is true when the names of Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel occur,21 or of Locke and Condillac,22 and in still another context, of Voltaire and Rousseau.23
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In retrospect it should be clear that a perception in depth about what Kant was truly about would have demanded more than the observation that he allowed only the knowledge of sensible things.24 Not much light was shed on the idealists with the remark that they proposed a nebulous doctrine of knowledge.25 Perplexity is waiting in the wings where the possibility of knowing God from things visible is taken for the equivalent of the cosmological argument. Not only is the question of the cosmos not confronted, almost a full hundred years after Kant, but the fear is voiced that emphasis on that argument would make it appear that the Augustinian inference from soul to God is no longer valid.26 It should be interesting to note that the schema on God's existence did not originally include the phrase, ''the Lord of heaven and earth."27
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  	The stated target of the definition of God's existence as absolutely different from the universe is pantheism, which is, of course, a logical consequence of idealism, German or other. This alone would have made appropriate a detailed reconstruction of Kant's principal aim. Even more pressing should have been this need in view of the definition of the recognizability of God from things visible, or the world or universe, in short. But almost a full hundred years after the publication of the Critique of Pure Reason, the Council Fathers and their theologians (they were yet to be considered, rightly or wrongly, periti) seemed to be blissfully unaware of an all-important point: If those definitions had a specific philosophical bearing, it was their bearing down heavily on Kant's pivotal claim. He had far more in mind than the overcoming of Wolffian verbalism, if not verbosity, and Humean scepticism.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Since nothing of this seems to have been perceived by the Council Fathers of Vatican I, one may be tempted to think that ecumenical councils are more the work of men than the work of God. Vatican I, which was meant by men to be a systematic treatment of the
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  	entire Creed, was brought to an early close by the coming of war, which, at least in legal parlance, is always an act of God. Thus the Council produced, in addition to the definitions already discussed, only one other memorable dogmatic declaration. Had it not been for the definition of papal infallibility, the deliberation initiated by Paul VI on the collegiality of bishops could have become gravely counter-productive. Only a last-minute intervention by that very infallibility saved from the ''democratic dogma"
28 that pillar of Truth which is the Church in its Pauline definition.29
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As to the prophetic character of the definition which had pantheism for its target, this should seem abundantly clear in view of the deification of the earth and of the universe which is turning into a vogue nowadays. To make matters worse, the vogue is fanned time and again by those who should know better. They would profit by studying John Henry Newman whom they often take for their theologian. He proved himself a saintly prophet when in 1838 he spoke of pantheism as "the great deceit which awaits the Age to come."30
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  	It was, however, a curious facet of the schemas and their discussions at Vatican I that in connection with that definition nothing was said about new cosmogonies. By the time of Vatican I, Laplacian cosmogenesis had become a chief vehicle of pantheism, especially through its recasting by Herbert Spencer. According to it, the universe had its origin in a supposedly homogeneous fluid, a primordial nebula. Scientists knew only one thing about it, namely, that it was nebulous, but then as now such defects in scientific parlance were readily overlooked by the public increasingly eager to be saved by science. And that cosmogony certainly seemed to assure the naively unwary that since that primordial nebula was homogeneity incarnate, it needed no explanation. The reasoning merely lulled the mind into believing that the universe with such a starting point needed no Creator.
31 For the mind is awakened only when it is confronted with specifics, the very opposite to homogeneity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It seems indeed that the periti at Vatican I may have missed a good point or two concerning Creed and Universe. At any rate, scientists at that time were not too eager to
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  	speak of the universe as such. For most of the time, Laplace's theory meant a discourse only about the evolution of the planetary system, where it failed miserably, a point amply shown by the time of Vatican I.
32 Worse, it was not from within the Neo-Thomist revival sparked after Vatican I that there came the most incisive rebuttal of a cosmogenesis with a homogeneous starting point. It was, of all people, H. G. Wells, a professed agnostic and sometime atheist, who noted, though only a generation after the death of Herbert Spencer: "He [Spencer] believed that individuality (heterogeneity) was and is an evolutionary product from an original homogeneity, begotten by folding and multiplying and dividing and twisting it, and still fundamentally it."33
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	3.

Vatican II
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A similarly great opportunity would have been available to the periti at Vatican II, had its deliberations not been subject to a limitation. The latter is certainly a perplexing
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  	feature in a Council which from the start became perceived as a Council that wanted to do away with limitations typical of all previous Councils. The official texts of Vatican II deal exclusively with those tenets of the Creeds that relate to the redemption of man as mediated through the Church. Vatican II, which repeated at some length the declaration of Vatican I about papal infallibility, did not recall explicitly the declaration of Vatican I either about the absolute distinction of God from the world or about His recognizability from the visible universe of things. This is not to suggest that Vatican II did not find that declaration relevant for our times.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Vatican II is, of course, an abstraction in an important respect. It reflects the considered judgment of the Fathers of Vatican II who made that Council a reality. Should one say that those Council Fathers did not see timely importance in that declaration? Or did they remove it from the focus of attention for a reason which is a very human reason? Some such reason may have been touched upon when Paul VI, imbued with Maritain's "integral humanism" and its cultural program,
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  	said, following Vatican II, that all ecumenical councils were one-sided.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The one-sidedness of Vatican II should seem a particularly jarring notion in view of its stated aim. Unlike all previous ecumenical councils that negated particular heresies, Vatican II was meant to offer a positive presentation of all Christian teaching relevant to our very modern times. Among those teachings not even a paragraph is devoted in the official texts of Vatican II to the first tenet of the Creed about the Maker of the universe. That tenet is recalled only in a line or two in the chief document of the Council, the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church. Its second paragraph begins with the statement: "By an utterly free and mysterious decree of His own wisdom and goodness, the eternal Father created the whole world."
34 The rest of the text is all about Church and man.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A similar pattern is on hand in the Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation. The opening phrase of its third paragraph, "God, who through the Word creates all things (cf. Jn. 1:3) and keeps them in existence, gives men an enduring witness to Himself in created realities (cf. Rom. 1:19-20),"35 is
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  	immediately followed by its additional twenty-three paragraphs on the work of salvation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Not surprisingly, all references to the world in the Council documents relate to that world which is the moral universe, the arena of a perpetual confrontation between sin and grace. Unfortunately, few lines of the Council documents have been so ignored as its warning that there is on hand a "monumental struggle against the powers of darkness" which "pervades the whole history of man . . . and will continue until the last day, as the Lord has attested."
36 The Council's emphasis on the moral meaning of ''world" is certainly in line with all of our Lord's usage of that very word.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In speaking of the world, our Lord in all likelihood used the Aramaic equivalent of the Hebrew 'wlm,37 though it means, together with kosmos that renders it in the New Testament, something much more than the moral world. Only the context guarantees that one deals with the moral universe and not with the physical one, which is certainly a primary meaning of the word kosmos. Tellingly, our Lord's references to "heaven and earth," a
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  	Hebrew expression for the physical universe,
38 are carried verbatim into New Testament Greek. In view of this, the compilers of the extensive subject-index of the Council documents did not do full justice to matters by calling, with no qualification, the moral meaning of "world" its biblical meaning.39 Did they want to suggest that the meaning of the English "world" as physical universe has no biblical equivalent?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Very likely this was not their intention. But mistakes are often made unintentionally or subsconsciously or at least in virtue of some cultural preconditioning. What this latter may have been may be surmised from another part of the Council documents, the one dealing with the Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World. In its section 2 on "Faith and Culture," science is repeatedly mentioned as related to faith. Rightly, emphasis is given to their respective methods, objectives, and competence, and with a reference to Vatican I.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	A little earlier, science is praised as a means, together with the arts and other cultural factors, whereby "the human spirit grows increasingly free of its bondage to creatures
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  	and can be more easily drawn to the worship and contemplation of the Creator." Immediately preceding this is the statement that, "thus mankind can be more clearly enlightened by that marvelous Wisdom which was with God from all eternity, arranging all things with Him, playing upon the earth, delighting in the sons of men."
40
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Those who wrote this, with a distinct reference to Proverbs 8:30-31, must have been very keen on the word "play" but hardly on the words "arrange" and "all things." Preoccupation with the pleasant aspects of life, including games of all sorts, reached new heights in the late 1950s and early 1960s when the document was drafted. Then, with the entry of science, technology, and man into the space age, only the sky seemed to be the limit to man's aspirations on earth. Less than a generation had to pass before such hopes began to reveal their vacuity. We now know all too clearly that man's ability to abuse the marvelous tools provided by his science runs frighteningly deep. It may make him replay on a colossal scale the fate of mighty Samson.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Intellectuals, not excluding theologians, can be very shortsighted in reading the signs
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  	of times. Periti or experts can display a stunning lack of expertise. That they did so is proven by their references to Creator, creation, and science in the documents of Vatican II. In all those references one would look in vain for as much as one explicit statement about the universe. Is not the universe that very all which alone can be called "all things," to recall a phrase just quoted? Can indeed one speak of the arrangement of things, if that very all is not arranged? How could so many periti, many of them claiming expertise in biblical theology, speak of the arrangement of things and not refer to a far more pertinent biblical phrase? I mean the phrase of the book of Wisdom: "God arranged everything according to measure, number, and weight" (Wis. 13:20).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Their oversight should seem colossal for two reasons. One is a fact that should put those periti in a particularly poor light in view of their all too generous appreciation of writings by Protestant authors, and especially if these authors used the less lucid brand of the German idiom. Now it was a genuinely learned German scholar of medieval literature, E. R. Curtius, who wrote only a decade
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  	or so before Vatican II that the foregoing phrase from the book of Wisdom was one of the most often quoted biblical phrases throughout the Middle Ages.
41 No wonder the beginnings of modern science lie precisely in those allegedly dark times. At any rate, science then and even until today was not taken for a mere game, for a plaything. Only some misguided philosophers of science present science in such a bad light.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The second reason which attests the colossal character of that oversight relates not to theology or the Bible but to science itself. This, however, does not altogether exculpate those periti. The chief culprits were scientists themselves, the ones who spoke volubly of Einstein, following his death in 1956, a mere half dozen years before Vatican II. They failed to note, what Einstein himself did not emphasize and very likely did not even perceive, namely, that his greatest feat related to the universe itself in a more than purely scientific sense.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In the fifth or concluding installment of his memoirs on general relativity, Einstein did much more than lay the basis for modern scientific cosmology. In that memoir, pub-
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  	lished in 1917, he also restored to the universe that intellectual respectability which Kant had denied to it. If Einstein and his principal colleagues failed to see this it was only because they shared the real aim of Kant's strategy, which was to show that man was his own master, accountable to no power above him.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	4.

Groundless Transcendentals
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As is well-known, Kant was a darling of not a few periti. Known as transcendental Thomists, they claimed to themselves a leading role on the ground that they were the first in the Church to take Kant seriously. Seriousness was rarely more farcical. They proved this all too clearly, though this is a point still to be perceived, by the scant attention they paid to the universe. For Kant the universe was the kingpin in a dubious philosophical game. For transcendental Thomists the universe had to become in their philosophy the kind of stepchild who is not to be in the focus of attention. Its presence there would have served as a painful reminder. Their
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  	world or universe was and still is the world of their ideas about many things, but never about the everything which is the universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Monumental examples are a dime a dozen. One of them is Karl Rahner's Spirit in the World, his chief justification of the transcendental version of Thomas's epistemology. Apart from the title page, the word ''world" becomes visible in that book only in its last three pages. There one can read Rahner's sole thematic declaration about the world over almost four hundred pages: "The world as known is always the world of man, is essentially a concept complementary to man."
42 The ill-concealed conceptualism of such a phrase keeps under cover that "universe" which existed long before man appeared to form a concept about the world and will be around long after homo sapiens has gone the way of all other species. For all we know from evolutionary biology, the chief certainty about species is that they eventually yield to other species. Only revelation can assure us that homo sapiens will be around at the onset of a new heaven and new earth.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Kant would, of course, have been delighted by that Rahnerian phrase in which
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  	the world is reduced, however unintentionally, to the level of a mere concept. Though Kant, to recall the words of Bertrand Russell, was a "mere muddle in the history of Western thought,"
43 he was a first-rate ideological strategist and as such he knew what other strategies would be so much grist to his gruesome mills.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In heaven alone will it appear indisputable what Thomas Aquinas might have thought of Rahner's rendering of article 7 of question 84 of Part I of the Summa theologiae, the chief subject of Spirit in the World. The heated and endless debates about that interpretation demonstrate, however, the truth of Newman's observation about the "wild living intellect of man," his priceless reference to a primary consequence of original sin.44 There can be no doubt on at least one point which shows a vast disagreement between the respective places which the universe held in the thought of Thomas Aquinas and in the thought of Rahner and of other transcendental Thomists, his admirers in particular. In the writings of Thomas Aquinas there are over three thousand references to the universe in addition to not a few thematic encomiums on that entity
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  	greater than which, in Thomas's very words, even Almighty God could not have created.
45 In none of those places does Aquinas come even remotely close to the dangerous shallows that lurk beneath Rahner's unwitting presentation of the universe as a mere concept. The shallows are of those transcendental efforts that can never get off the ground where man is caught in his own ideas. Scientific cosmologists of this century have run aground on those shallows time and again, shallows all too often of their own making. Worse, they could boast of getting shipwrecked. Eddington saw a chief advantage of his idealist epistemology in that "the question of attributing a mysterious property called 'existence' to the physical universe never arises."46 Should theologians vie for the glory of being associated with epistemologically shipwrecked Nobel laureates in physics? Some of them may seem to be driven by an urge which, regardless of its being suicidal or not, leaves a wreck in place of the universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The universe appears to be reduced to the status of such a wreck in the flagship of new theology. Worse, the very universe is part of its name. I mean the Sacramentum mundi,
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 31

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	edited by Rahner, a work to which many of his former students contributed and which prides itself on being a theological encyclopedia or a work which encircles everything. Its editor and contributors did not attempt to make as much as one circle around the solar system, not one around our galaxy, let alone around the world.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This is shown by the articles "creation" and "world".
47 The former, written in part by P. Smulders, begins with the statement that "creation," when taken actively, means the creative act of God, and ''the totality of the world" when taken passively. The only other appearance of the world in that sense is at the very conclusion of the article where the world's principal feature is given as God's gift to man. No trace there of the age-old theological tenet that the universe principally serves the glory of God. Nor is there any realization of the fact that nothing can be a gift unless it exists in the first place. The lop-sided emphasis throughout the article on God's creative act with an almost total disregard of its result, calls, of course, for a downplay of God's power whereby he keeps in existence the world already created: "Creation is an act
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  	of the present instant, and remains true to itself till the hour of eschatological salvation.''
48
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This sidelining of the world, or universe, lies beneath the claim that "the doctrine of creation is not a proof of the existence of God nor a theodicy." Undoubtedly, creation as meant principally in that article, cannot be such a proof. But it is a very different matter whether there is genuine merit to the subsequent claim: "It is true that one can argue from the contingence of the world to its origin from an absolute being, but it is questionable whether this origin can be recognized as creation."49 One is impelled to deny that merit for two reasons. One relates to what is meant by absolute being. The other reason has to do with the fact that the claim is followed with a reference to Vatican I, DS 3026. As was already seen, there it is emphatically stated that human reason can with certainty recognize not merely an absolute being, but the Creator himself from the consideration of things visible.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Beyond the very dubious merits of that article on creation one can gain a glimpse of its Kantian motivations by finding in its sequel
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  	(by A. Darlap) the declaration: "There is no such thing as a material world qua purely material, which could be interrogated in the concrete as to its intrinsic destiny."
50 Such dribbles with words are well-known peculiarities of transcendental philosophers, Kantian or other. The truth of the matter is that there is no world even in the article "world" in what claimed itself to be the "sacrament of the world." A strange ''sacrament" indeed in which there is only form, amounting to mere words, but no matter.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The most revealing in this strange talk about the world, that had at least the tacit approval of the editor, Father Rahner, was the talk about Kant himself. The author (G. Haeffner) of the article "world" fell fully for the hallowed bait that Kant meant to save Newtonian physics as a free creation of the intellect from the teeth of mechanistic philosophy. The saving of Newton by Kant is hardly better than picking for the perpetual secretary of an Academy of Sciences one of its janitors. At any rate, was Kant really interested in human freedom? In that case he could have disposed of doubts about freedom with a thumping remark, similar to Poin-
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  	caré's, "c'est librement qu'on est déterministe,"
51 and that would have been the end of the problem of Kant and of any Kantian, for that matter. For unless one doubts freely, any doubt about free will is meaningless.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	To save the freedom of spirit did not demand the pathetic construction of the Kantian antinomies. Its laboriousness could only indicate that Kant's real aims were very different. He wanted the kind of freedom for man which was freedom from all truly transcendental constraint. In order to achieve this he had to turn the universe into a mere idea, however regulative. The author of the article on "world" admits at most that "Kant saw correctly that the world as he had conceived it was on an entirely different plane, in cognition, from a phenomenon in nature, that it could not therefore be grasped like the latter in terms of categories but could only be envisaged as an 'Idea'. The totality was not a matter of objective knowledge but only of methodical reflection."52
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The fact was that the totality Kant talked about was not matter at all. To say, as the author of that article did, that "for Kant the world in itself only means the objectivated
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  	counterpart and source of sensible impressions in our knowledge,"
53 is double-talk. It is such because the world in itself, like any Kantian noumenon, could not be known; it could not even be talked about, as objected to Kant by some of his perceptive students. Also, even allowing some words about noumena, it was precisely Kant's chief contention that the three principal noumena of traditional metaphysicssoul, universe, and Godwere to be ruled out of the court of rational discourse for being the chief illegitimate products of the metaphysical cravings of the intellect.54 If one cannot believe Kant even on that score, then the effort to shore up faith with a recourse to his straightening out the faculty of reason becomes an obviously crooked enterprise.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In view of this, one can indeed be grateful for a curiously overlooked feature of the two vast volumes of Gott in Welt, filled, respectively with twenty-six and forty-four learned essays, so many homages to Rahner. Although the last ten essays deal with the philosophico-theological problems relating to the natural sciences, the science of cosmology is nowhere touched upon.55 That this
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  	happened during the 1960s that witnessed the discovery of the 2.7°K cosmic background radiation, which turned the science of cosmology into the most avidly investigated branch of modern physics, should seem curious indeed.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	How could it happen, one may ask? One explanation may be that Rahner's writings inspired no interest in the universe and in cosmology. A book called Cosmos, explicitly dedicated by its author "to Karl Rahner and Pierre Teilhard de Chardin as masters and older brothers in Christ," is a case in point. While its first chapter is about the system of the world, the cosmological universe is used, over a page or two, only to support "systems theory" and beyond it the rather doubtful science of holism. Apart from this the entire book is on man,
56 including a special chapter on personal knowledge.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Another explanation may relate to the failure of Rahner and of transcendental Thomists to discuss the cosmological antinomies of Kant to any serious extent, either analytically or in their historical context, that is, in the context of the history of science as it stood in Kant's time. Of course,
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  	the analytical study could hardly appear appealing since that great admirer and student of Kant, Norman Kemp Smith, handed down a devastating indictment of the logic, or rather the lack of it, in Kant's handling of the antinomies, including their cosmological kind.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The study of the cosmological antinomies in the historical context would have demanded the effort to delve deeply in the history of science during the eighteenth century. The task should have seemed paramount for two reasons, one relating to Kant himself, the other being a most emphatic injunction of his. He looked upon himself as a scientific mind on a par with Newton: a curious self-appraisal on the part of the one whose scientific knowledge did not exceed that of a sophomore in our high-schools.
57 And this is not much by any stretch of the imagination. The injunction was his animated warning that the only questions which a follower of transcendental philosophy cannot excuse himself from answering, "on the plea of their impenetrable obscurity, are the cosmological."58 But if Kant's question of how knowledge is possible is to retain any apparent merit, then the true
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  	merits of his antinomies must be kept under cover.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The least justification for this studied oversight of the universe by transcendental Thomists is that it parallels the fate of the universe in the documents of Vatican II. But since they had so great a part in the drafting of those texts, the justification would be tantamount to reversing the logical order of cause and effect. Of course, a Council is entitled to set limits to its deliberations in whatever way this is deemed appropriate by those in authority. In philosophy, however, consideration of the consequences of one's chosen starting point cannot be cut off. By not looking as far as the universe, transcendental Thomists have indeed deprived themselves of the only ground which is worth transcending and which it was their stated aim to transcend.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These claims about the mistreatment of the universe in the hands of transcendental Thomists may seem to be contradicted by a mere look at two major products by transcendental Thomists. One is E. Coreth's Metaphysics with its special chapter on "Being in the World."
59 But the very fact that there the
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  	section of "material world" is immediately followed by one on "personal world" should indicate the fly in the ointment. Indeed there one reads, in a genuinely crypto-Kantian manner, of materiality, but not of a universe of matter.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Similar disappointment is in store if one looks at Lonergan's Insight. To be sure, the many entries in its subject-index to "universe" should seem very promising. But if one looks up the entries listed there, the situation will look very different. Take, for instance, the entry, "the world of sense is a mystery of God," indicating two pages. Both pages are conspicuous by the absence of "world" there.
60 Or take the two entries concerning the "intelligibility of the universe.'' In both cases, one is treated to a fleeting reference to world-process and to "an incomplete'' universe, respectively.61 Along the almost eight-hundred pages of that book, its author never pauses to assure the reader that there has to be a world if it can undergo a process at all. Bergson, Samuel Alexander, Whitehead, and Karl Popper are casting indeed a long shadow with their celebration of a universe that takes on, through eternity, all possible forms, and
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  	especially by their reluctance to disclose their ways of knowing that there is a universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	For all of them the universe is an ultimate entity, so ultimate indeed as to prompt one of the most striking phrases of Bergson, that consummate phrasemaker: "The universe is a machine for the making of gods."
62 It took some more, and very painful, years for Bergson to see the relation of universe and God in that light which is shed by the very first phrase of the prayer taught by Jesus himself. The Father in heaven is, of course, that very Father whom Jesus once memorably thanked as the Father of heaven and earth.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	5.

The Creeds and the Universe
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The expression, "heaven and earth," is one of the three references to the universe in the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, the Creed which is recited every Sunday in the mass and remains the bedrock of all sane ecumenical efforts. The first reference is hidden in the expression "Father Almighty." The English "almighty'' is hardly a mighty word. Taken by
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  	itself it brings into mind the idea of one who can literally do all sorts of things. Far less directly does the same word convey the idea that the principal characteristic of the one who is almighty is that he has the might to produce the all or the absolute totality of things which is the universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Quite different is the case with the Greek pantokrator. For to pan denotes not only a mere sum of aggregates but also that totality which is the universe. Next to kosmos, to pan was the chief Greek way, classical as well as Hellenistic, of denoting the universe. The cosmic meaning of to pan survived with particular effectiveness in the word "pantheism," or the idea that the world or universe is the ultimate or divine entity.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Two other references to the universe appear right at the outset in that Creed. One of them is the expression, "of all things visible and invisible." Most likely, the expression means the physical (or visible) and the purely spiritual (and by definition invisible) parts of God's creative work. There is no need to assume that the expression might have originated in speculations about still unseen parts of the physical world. Not until the coming of
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  	the telescope and its subsequent improvements has it been realized that the physical universe has parts not yet observed. Even later came the realization that those parts still "unseen" may be much larger than suspected at a particular state of man's penetration into the apparently farthest reaches of the universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The third reference in the Niceno-Constantinopolitan creed to the universe is the expression "heaven and earth." This Hebrew idiom stems from the Hebrew world view where the two main parts of the universe are its heavenly roof and the dry land fixed on the waters. This picture may look very primitive in comparison with the Ptolemaic worldview, but is not essentially different from it. In both cases the essence is that the visible sky sets the very confines of material things and makes them thereby a true totality or universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It is this semantic essence which is carried by the first phrase of Genesis 1, the most hallowed use of the expression "heaven and earth" in the Old Testament. It is that essence which our Lord meant to convey as he thanked his Father, "the Lord of heaven and
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  	earth." The same is true of his warning that "heaven and earth" are ephemeral in comparison with the lasting value of his words. He gave emphasis to the all-inclusive significance of the expression "heaven and earth" when he described the power given to him in reference to that totality.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Although He was the one in whom the Father created all, our Lord in speaking about "heaven and earth" did not ask his listeners to part with their physical world-view. Nor did he have to strengthen their conviction that there was such a totality. In that respect there was no difference between Jews and Gentiles. Nobody in classical Greece took seriously Democritus' flights of fancy about innumerable worlds. Anyone with elementary attention to logic could see the inanity of the idea of atoms of all possible sizes, that, in order to complete the Democritean farce of logic, included atoms of infinite size. Compared with that the Hebrew world view, which F. Hoyle dismissed as "the merest daub,"
63 must appear rationality incarnate.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The conviction of the Old and New Testaments that there is a strict totality of things has two sources. On numerous occasions the
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  	Scriptures report the elemental conviction that external nature clearly points to a Creator of all. No room for Kant and Kantians, let alone for Humeans, in the Bible. It is a document epistemologically realist to the core and to that farthest limit which is the universe. The other source is supernatural. What nature itself showed could only be enhanced by the "magnalia Dei" which invariably aimed at strengthening belief in the Covenant of God with man. None of those miracles meant to prove that there was a nature or universe, let alone that there was an external reality, immediately known by man. Biblical realism is too sane to hint about a need for such a proof.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In that biblical interplay of natural and supernatural the universe as God's work stood out ever more sharply against a most illuminating background. The metaphor has its shortcomings. The background in question was the very ground of existence, the HE WHO IS, a most unique ground. The illuminating factor is the One who lives in inaccessible light or the One who most accessibly stated that he was the Light of the world. Viewed against such a background, which is
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  	existential or ontological to the highest degree, the universe appears ever more strongly a totality outlined against the ontological sky.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	That sky is very different from the sky or starry sphere which was taken by the Greeks and all pagans of old for the ultimate ontological entity. The ontological sky against which the universe stands out is that entity which, unlike the universe (limited in every aspect), is perfection unlimited in the deepest ontological sense. This is why that perfection contains the very power over existence. It is the Creator himself. Consequently, creatures, precisely because they are such, must form a totality. The Scriptures call that totality "heaven and earth" and in doing so they mean something much more than the visibility of both.
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  	6.

Some Experts on the Creeds
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The entry of that phrase into the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed is a puzzle for scholars plagued with pedantry. An illustration of this is in Early Christian Creeds by J. N. D. Kelly, perhaps the most often used modern account of the historical development of the Creeds of patristic times. About the ten phrases which, in respect to the Nicene Creed, are additional in the Constantinopolitan Creed, Kelly states that "some of them [are] of little or no significance."
64 The first of those is, of course, the "maker of heaven and earth." Kelly finds it, in fact, so insignificant as not to dignify it with any comment, however brief.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The phrase was, however, very important to St. Irenaeus. It is present in almost all of his renderings of the Creed.65 Historical pedantry or not, the phrase is in the version of the Creed that unites most Christians. That Creed is especially hallowed by its use, for now over a millennium and a half, in the official Catholic worship which is the reenactment on every Sunday and Holy Day of
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  	obligation of the sacrifice of Christ in the mass. Clearly, if even the demise of a mere sparrow is not insignificant in the eyes of the Heavenly Father, it should be blasphemous to think that any phrase, however small, of the Creeds could be of little or no significance.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The phrase, "heaven and earth," plays indeed a very significant role in the Creeds. This may be gathered, in a roundabout way, from commentaries on the old Roman Creed, or the original form of the Apostles' Creed. There the sole reference to the universe is contained in the phrase "Father Almighty." Did it ever alert the learned commentators of that Creed to the reality of the universe? Not at all.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Let attention here be confined to twentieth-century monographs. One should start with Ferdinand Kattenbusch's two vast volumes, whose contents amount almost to a small library.
66 He insists that the chief meaning of pantokrator is dominion insofar as it resides in the one who possesses it. In support of this claim he refers, among others (all Protestant authors) to Westcott who took pantokrator for "moral dominion." But Kattenbusch seems to have been haunted by the
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  	specter of the universe and through it by that natural theology which has always troubled Protestant divines. He in fact introduced his semantic presentation of "almighty" with the remark that although the word in the old Roman Creed is less personal than in Jesus' references to the Father, "it is not there yet so frostily universalistic as it has become where the abstract cosmological speculation codified the 'almighty Father' as simply and specifically 'the Maker of All'."
67
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Kattenbusch did not offer clues as to the first or major historical appearance of that "speculation." That it may be much earlier than he implied, and genuinely Christian at that, was suggested shortly after his book appeared and by one who had high praises for his scholarship, Arthur C. McGiffert of the Union Theological Seminary in New York. He took the Christian reaction to Marcion for the origin of the old Roman Creed. According to him, it was against the error of Marcion, that the God of Christians had nothing "to do with making and governing the material universe, . . . that the first article in the old Roman symbol seems to have been framed."68 Clearly, even if pantokrator had originally
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  	meant only ''all-controlling" or "all-governing," its meaning in the old Roman Creed, and subsequently in all other Creeds, had to imply that very all which is the very object of God's creative power.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	That the word "almighty" is not by itself strong enough to confront one with the reality of "all" or universe can be seen in O. Cullmann's The Earliest Christian Confessions.
69 There the word pantokrator appears but passingly and only in the vernacular.70 His essay is an effort to show the Christocentric character of the old Roman Creed and, by inference, of other credal formulas. But one is not mistaken in suspecting that there is more than meets the eye in Cullmann's declaration: "Proclamation of Christ is the starting-point of every Christian confession. The first place in the two and three-membered formulas belongs indeed to God; but this should not mislead us into supposing that the essential element of Christian confession was not faith in Christ."71 Did Cullmann mean to suggest that faith in Christ contains fewer rational components, and is therefore more "Christian" than faith in God, especially in that God
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  	who is known, in Saint Paul's very words, through the contemplation of the universe?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Cullmann was not untouched by such questions. His brief note referring to ''the difference between Karl Barth and Emil Brunner over natural revelation"
72 aims at deflecting possible objections about his trying to dodge the issue. Such a tactic would not work, however, when the Apostles' Creed itself formed the subject of study. There the principal addition to the old Roman Creed is the phrase, "Maker of heaven and earth." As one would expect, Karl Barth met the challenge head-on in his "Presentation of the Chief Problems of Dogmatics," the subtitle of his Credo, and the text of his sixteen lectures delivered at the University of Utrecht in February and March, 1935.73
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Barth, of course, had to cope first with the expression, "patrem omnipotentem." Barth rang true as he stated, "God's omnipotence is not some power that we might be inclined to regard as omnipotence. It is the power of the Father that does not make itself known to us as omnipotence in abstracto but only as the omnipotence of the Father, and that means the Father revealing Himself to us. This first
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  	article of the Creed and, in particular, these initial constituents are in no respect a playground for Natural Theology."
74
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Karl Barth had, however, an even bigger challenge in front of him as he came to grips with the "creatorem coeli et terrae," which entered the Old Roman Creed under the influence of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed in Carolingian times.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Barth's task was to make the universe theologically invisible. He went about it in two ways. First, he sublimated the created realm into the Creator. The price he had to pay was to reject not only plain natural theology, but also the possibility that the Creed in that phrase offered a "specifically Christian world view." For, he continued: "It [the Creed] does not speak . . . of a creatio coeli et terrae and therefore of a mundus a Deo creatus, butand that is something differentof the creator coeli et terrae."75 The other way was to present God's omnipotence in the supernatural overcoming of death in the life of grace and resurrection.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Supernatural as the object of this second way may be, it contradicts the first way by letting the object of God's omnipotence appear
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  	in its own right. Apart from that, Barth's identification, without any further ado, of creatio and mundus, should seem suspect in itself. Most importantly, long before Barth, and long before the Scholastics and the Reformation, the connection between almighty God and the all He produced had been considered and resolved in a distinctly non-Barthian sense: "Now as one cannot be a father apart from having a son, nor a lord apart from holding a possession or a slave, so we cannot even call God almighty if there are none over whom he can exercise his power. Accordingly, to prove that God is almighty we must assume the existence of the universe."
76 So wrote Origen around 230, or just about the time the Church of Rome formulated its Creed against Marcion and others, especially the gnostic enemies of the universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	7.

Scientific Likes and Dislikes
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	There is, incidentally, one feature in common between that Church and the universe. Both are stable and continuous on their
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  	respective levels. The coherence and continuity of the laws of nature has for its parallel the continuity of hierarchy in the Church. The Church is continuous in that fundamental sense which is provided by its being founded on the Rock which is Peter whose faith will not fail. The Church is permanent. Therefore the Church cannot be re-invented, not even by reformations and covenantings. The reason for this is that the Church did not invent itself in the first place. So warned John Paul II during his pastoral visit in the Netherlands
77 where uncounted Catholics (clergy and laity) had gone Dutch through an intentionally Dutch and therefore distinctly un-Roman catechism and Creed. But, to complete the parallel, no more can the universe invent itself, some misguided modern scientific cosmologists notwithstanding.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The universe simply exists though not in a simplistically sophisticated sense. One such sense blares forth in Bertrand Russell's remark that the "universe is a brute fact,"78 and that is all that can be said on that score. Still another is the gist of Hermann Weyl's claim that "the universe is, it does not happen."79 The universe reveals its existence by
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  	precisely that feature, specificity, which is the pointer to the existence of any particular thing. No wonder that it is the overall specificity of the universe that bothers all those modern scientific cosmologists who try to play God in the name of their science, or at least try to find in it an excuse for their agnosticism.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Whether this specificity is called an anomaly is merely a matter of semantics as long as one does not take semantics for prophylaxis against philosophy. Unfortunately, nowadays it is almost impossible to expect good philosophizing even from physicists who, in spite of their prominence in the field, have kept some philosophical sensitivity. I mean the Nobel Laureate Arno A. Penzias, who in a recent interview in The New York Times gave the following very accurate account of his fellow physicists who are visibly disturbed by those cosmic anomalies: "The anomaly of the existence of the universe is abhorrent to physicists, and I can understand why: the universe should not have happened. But it did."
80
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The explanation for that happening given by Penzias, an orthodox Jew, is creation out of nothing, though he mixes up this pure
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  	metaphysics with plain observational physics: "The best observations we have indicate that the universe was presumably created out of nothing in a single event about 18 billion years ago. As a result of that event, the universe is expanding and will expand forever. Galaxies and everything else in the universe are the result of that event."
81 The only good physics of this statement is its second half. Its first half is a howler as far as physics goes. No observation can ever suggest creation out of nothing. All observations and experiments in physics have only one aim: to trace the observed physical state to an earlier state, however mysterious it may be for the moment.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But this is not the main reason for quoting Penzias, whose discovery, made with D. A. Wilson in 1965, of the 2.7°K background radiation added enormously to our knowledge of cosmic specificities not only in space but also in time. The most revealing part of his interview relates to his fellow physicists' desperate efforts to explain away metaphysically the universe whose physical reality towers high over their horizon: "We have the answers, but physicists don't like the answers. Therefore,
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  	they reformulate the questions to get other answers. The problem is not that there are no answers. There are more answers than questions. It is a question of which answer you like."
82
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	It is a well known story, the entire history of philosophy as well as of science is a witness, that "likes" and "dislikes" powerfully determine choices that are, or should be, purely intellectual. The relatively brief history, not yet a full hundred years old, of truly scientific cosmology has seen stunning, if not dispiriting, examples of this. Only on occasion did scientists frankly admit the decisive role which distinctly non-scientific motivations played in their formulation of scientific theories, to say nothing of their philosophical interpretation.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	One of those rare cases is Fred Hoyle's disclosure that his atheism demanded a steady-state theory of the universe. He saw in it an antidote against an expanding, that is, aging universe which evoked all too clearly a beginning. Only such powerful motivations would explain two things: One is the patently non-scientific postulate in the steady-state theory that hydrogen atoms arise out of
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  	nothing in cosmic spaces at a rate at which distances among galaxies become larger and larger. Such a process, insofar as it is strictly an emergence out of nothing, is unobservable and undemonstrable by science. The other is the feverish applause which greeted that theory on the part of a considerable segment of the scientific community. No willingness there to admit that an eternal uncreated universe was most welcome news to anyone who wanted no accountability to any higher power ever.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Concerning the philosophical interpretation of a major finding of science, the classic case is the pragmatist ideology grafted on Heisenberg's uncertainty principle. For if it is true, as Heisenberg claimed already in 1927, that the uncertainty relationship "definitively disproves the principle of causality,"
83 then the laws of physics are at best statistical conveniences but not laws that nature strictly obeys. If such is the case, it makes no sense to talk of natural laws in the moral sense, that is, of laws that have unconditional validity. Morality, unless one deals with angels, relates to the behavior of flesh and blood beings and their materiality makes possible even the
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  	most trivial talk about morality itself. Science, and certainly the extrapolations which the science of cosmology has to make across enormous orders of magnitude, is at stake, if the laws of nature are mere probabilities with no ontological content. In that case it makes no sense to claim with Penzias that "galaxies and everything else are the result of that [primordial] event." Yet, if that claim cannot be made, a scientist's claims about the existence of a universe will sound most unconvincing.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Some scientific cosmologists can indeed sound rather unconvincing as they talk about the universe. Here, again, nothing is new under the sun. A century ago their talk about the universe bordered on schizophrenia. Then it was generally believed that the universe consisted of two parts: one finite and visible or observable, the other infinite and perhaps forever unobservable. The visible part corresponded to the Milky Way which at that time was believed to be far greater than the other galaxies. Beyond that observable universe lay those infinite expanses, presumably filled uniformly with matter. About that infinite quantity of matter it was stated in terms of apparently impeccable formulas that
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  	its gravitational and optical effect on the comparatively puny part was negligibly small.
84
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In modern scientific cosmology such a schizophrenic view of the universe is implied in various speculations. One of them, and the least scientific, that is, not subject to observational testing, is a consequence of the so-called inflationary theory. When its assumptions are taken consistently, our universe becomes just one of a very large number of universes, all with different sets of laws. Needless to say, no spokesman of that view, if it implies even as much rationality as a mere view, tried to specify any of those other sets of laws. Schizophrenic thinking about the world reached its very height in the so-called multiworld theory, according to which there are as many worlds as there are observers. Again, no effort was made to show why the many observers would think in terms of the same quantum theory.85
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	These speculations are so many ephemeral though splashy vagaries on the surface of a very different conviction. The conviction that there is a universe runs deep throughout much of that relatively new branch of science which is scientific cosmology. In fact, it is
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  	easily the most robust and most encompassing branch of modern science. This is not to suggest that scientific cosmologists are eager to raise, let alone to answer the question how they know that there is a universe. If on occasion this question is posed to them, they are apt to answer that the existence of the universe is self-evident. Once more, as so often in the past, scientists give away their philosophical naiveté.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	8.

Philosophical Sleights of Hand
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Of course, a mere recall of the status of twentieth-century philosophy should disclose two points very relevant to our discussion. One is that none of the major branches of that philosophy has room for the question whether there is a universe. The question cannot be raised within the pragmatism of William James who, typically enough, championed the idea of a pluralistic universe. He never cared to prove first the existence of a universe before talking volubly about its pluralism or pluralistic aspects.
	

	

	















 

  	
  	
  	
  



	




	Page 61

	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The question cannot be raised within logical posivitism and indeed was never raised. R. Carnap set the pattern with his first major work, Der logische Aufbau der Welt. There none of the logical constructs, if not mental acrobatics, conjure up what is primarily meant by the word Welt or ''universe.'' To crown the irony, the book was written in 1929, a full dozen years after Einstein published his epoch-making memoir on the cosmological consequences of general relativity. And yet, Carnap and other members of the Vienna Circle claimed to make philosophy scientific in terms of logical posivitism.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The existence of the universe cannot be logically confronted within phenomenology. Most phenomenologists remained indeed tightlipped on the subject of the universe, an attitude for which they deserve credit. Clearly, if only what is a phenomenon is a legitimate topic in philosophy, the phenomenologist philosopher had best avoid the topic of the universe. The universe cannot be observed for the simple reason that man, being part of the physical universe, cannot put himself physically outside it.
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  	Existentialists, Sartre in particular, deserve credit at least for taking up the question whether there was a universe and answering in the negative. Tellingly, Sartre did this in his major attack on the claim that there can be an ontology on a phenomenological basis. In attacking phenomenology Sartre tried to defend his existentialism on the ground that attack was the best defense. Still he had to defend himself against the charge that he did not offer plain solipsism in return. His solution was no less dialectic than the dialectic on the basis of which Kant tried to steer clear of the reefs of solipsism and ended up doing away with the universe. Only Sartre denied that the dialectic had any meaning when pushed to its very limits where it touched upon the universe as the ultimate totality.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	His question, "Is this to say that the antinomic character of the totality is itself an irreducible?" was prompted by his declaration: "The multiplicity of consciousness appears to us as a synthesis and not a collection, but it is a synthesis whose totality is inconceivable." Clearly then he had to say, "The question has no meaning. It is supposing that it is possible for us to take a point of view
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  	on the totality, that is, to consider it from outside. But this is impossible, precisely because I exist as myself on the foundation of this totality and to the extent that I am engaged in it." To his credit, he added the apodictic statement: "No consciousness, not even God's, can 'see the underside', that is, apprehend totality as such. . . . Thus no point of view on the totality is conceivable; the totality has no 'outside,' and the very question of the meaning of the 'underside' is stripped of meaning. We can go no further."
86
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Incidentally, had Sartre been writing in English, his dismissal of the "underside" as comprehensible would have brought him up against the implied futility of using the word "understanding." How many English philosophers have paid attention to the profound epistemological message of that over-used, much-abused, and little-appreciated word?87 Does it not convey the elementary lesson that to understand or to grasp the meaning of anything is to get 'outside' it? For how can one take up a stand under something if that place is not outside the thing physical? In view of this, the word metaphysics (meta to physika or beyond the things physical) should seem a
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  	marvelous designation for the art of establishing meaning, which in post-metaphysical philosophy is referred to as epistemology.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The essence of that post-metaphysical philosophy is summed up in that phrase of Sartre: "We can go no further." What he meant to say was that philosophy cannot go as far as the universe. This was exactly Kant's major contention. But this is exactly what many scientific cosmologists, and scientists in general, find difficult to accept since Einstein published that great memoir of his in 1917. This is not to say that prior to that scientists in general doubted the existence of the universe. They always felt it in their bones that scientific findings, insofar as they helped establish scientific laws, had universal significance or a signification relating to the universe itself. They knew this long before Popper testified to an old truth with a new phrase, namely, that all science is cosmology. But since that memoir of Einstein no one can repeat Kant's cosmological antinomies and still appear scientific, a trick by which Kant had set so great a store.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Those philosophers who try to dissipate the great shadow which Einstein is casting on
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  	them can do no better than be very brief about Einstein's science. And lest they should thereby appear either incompetent or contemptuous, they should follow Sartre's art of throwing a red herring in the form of a pleasing but brief metaphor. "Life is limited by life: it becomes like the world of Einstein, finite but unlimited,"
88 was Sartre's sole reference to Einstein's cosmology in a context that dealt with being as very distinct from nothingness.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Indeed, for Einstein the world was a being, and the most encompassing being at that. For him the universe was not his world, the world of his ideas, but a reality best revealed by the best in science. He was most conscious on this point. A decade before Sartre was to reject the Nobel Prize in literature in 1965, there appeared in Paris the correspondence between Einstein and M. Solovine, his friend from student days. To Solovine's query whether Einstein had become a believer, nay a Catholic, on the basis of his cosmology, Einstein replied, of course, in the negative. But he also stated that only the step from the universe to God was il-
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  	legitimate but not the march to the universe itself.
89
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Einstein, of course, thought that science took him as far as the universe. It did not. Science does not take the scientist even as far as the reality of his most trivial scientific instruments. The scientist assumes the reality of things before he can engage in his only legitimate business which is to establish the quantitative properties of things existing. Reasoned discourse about the existence of things is the very business of that ontology for which modern philosophy has no use. Ontology is subtly reduced to the art of aping what science does when one reads with approval W. Quine's declaration: "To be, I have persistently held, is to be the value of a variable."90 Obviously, Quine did not mean Aristotle's or Thomas's analogy of being. Although they both admitted the various realizations of being, they did so only because they held, in their own ways, that there was an ultimate being which was not variable.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But this is another matter. The point is that apart from some holdovers from the heady days of Dewey's empiricism and of the Vienna Circle, scientists refer to the universe
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  	as something very much of a being, and in fact, the totality of beings. For many of them it is the supreme being, if they care to think at all about the ultimate. Scientists cannot hope to obtain a reasoned assurance of their gut-feelings about the universe from philosophers. These, in their vast majority, glory in being silent about the universe or in dissolving it in their bottomless test-tubes. And if they ponder the question where to go in order to secure the universe for themselves, they do not have that faith which made Peter exclaim: "Lord, where shall we go? You have the words of eternal life."
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	9.

Challenge to Theologians
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	About that faith it is the business of theologians to elaborate. Unfortunately, they have, for some time, been far more eager to consider the act of faith, especially as a psychological act, than the objects of faith. And if there is such an object to which they have not been particularly attracted, it is the creation of the universe. In full conformity
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  	with this situation is Cardinal Ratzinger's remark that what is needed most in Catholic theology today is a theology of creation.
91 Very little and nothing particularly novel has been offered on that score in the official documents of Vatican II. The parallel between this and the disinterest which transcendental periti very visible at that Council showed in the universe has been pointed out above.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The parallel would seem less than rigorous only if it were possible to theologize on creation without philosophizing first on the universe. Creation and universe are two sides of the same coin. But then it would be objected that the coin of theology would become a false coin if its two sides were of two different natures: one theological, the other philosophical. This is the objection of an at times not even subtle fideism, rampant in the new theology. If, however, one wants a theology of the universe without first securing the universe through philosophy, then one runs the risk of turning the universe into an object of faith, into a topic of revelation. This is the first challenge to theologians, unless theology is lowered to the very low level of
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  	religious studies where half-believing divines regurgitate each other's disbelief.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In other words, the challenge is to show that in the Creeds and in all normative dogmatic statements of the Magisterium the existence of the universe has ever been proposed as an objective reality whose existence can only be known through revelation. Had this been the case in any of the statements of the Magisterium, it would have made itself very visible in standard collections of dogmatic definitions.
92 As to the Creeds, it would be necessary to show that at least a few of their major interpreters had ever said that the reality for which the expressions "heaven and earth" and "all things visible and invisible" stand is to be taken on faith. Even such a fideist as Karl Barth went only so far as to say as little of the universe as possible.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Those interpreters of the Creeds did not even care to say what is far less and very different, namely, that there are propositions that can be known by reason and at the same time are to be taken on faith. Such is God's existence. But not even in that sense was it ever said that the universe is to be taken on faith. Clearly, in speaking of belief in God,
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  	the Father "almighty," "Maker of heaven and earth," "of all things visible and invisible," the Creeds do not propose as an object of faith either the ''all" or "heaven and earth" or ''all things visible." This is the only conclusion that one can draw either from the interpreters' neglect of the universe, or from their animated efforts to keep the universe out of focus, and with it natural theology.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	This last remark should suggest that the proper relation of faith and reason depends on doing philosophical justice to the reality of the universe. Long gone are the centuries when this task or challenge could be laid aside on the grounds that the universe was obvious to the naked eyes. The universe, in the guise of those three expressions, entered into the Creeds during centuries when the sphere of the fixed stars could be taken for the visible confines of the universe. Why then should one have felt the need to elaborate on the manner of knowing a universe obvious to the naked eye?
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	In fact, up to the times of Herschel, or the late 1700s and early 1800s, the starry sky was still looked upon as confining enough, the telescopes of Galileo and Newton notwith-
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  	standing. It took Herschel's extraordinary skill at making giant telescopes do what is summed up on his tombstone: "Coelorum perrupit claustra." He spent his lifetime searching in vain for the limits of the universe of galaxies. The universe of stars seemed to show no confines. Philosophers, already bewitched by Kant, readily took this for a proof that nothing can be known with certainty about the universe. On the scientific level, the result was a state of schizophrenia, already described.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	On the philosophical level, the universe has become the object of scorn, of neglect, of clever deconstructionism. Theologians, and philosophers who had proper theology, stood by with arms folded. As to such philosophers, they included those many who busily wrote textbooks on cosmology. They often said not a word about the cosmos. At most they discussed whether the universe was a unity. This is not, however, the same as to ask whether there is a universe. In fact, discussions of the unity of the universe often turned into a purely logical analysis of the term itself.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	As to theologians, their so-called progressive kind has a particular responsibility to
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  	bear, precisely because they put the word 'progress' on their banner. As this twentieth century is exiting under our very eyes, they are still to enter it with respect to the greatest object, the universe. Talk about its development, about its trend towards the Omega point, makes little sense unless one has demonstrated in the first place that there is something capable of undergoing that universal trend. Nothing can develop unless it is already there.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Much of that talk is so vague, so conjectural, so cloyingly metaphorical as to be best left aside. The justice to be done to the universe is still unaccomplished when one shows, as the late Fr. de Lubac did with vast documentation and in his customarily appealing style, that Christian tradition has always assigned the work of creation to the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit and not simply to a nondescript God.
93 Nothing is indeed so true and so important as to emphasize that the Christian faith is a trinitarian faith.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But for all its intimate roots in that greatest of all supernatural mysteries which is the Triune God, Christian faith must remain a logike latreia, to recall Paul's words (Rom.
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  	12:1), or a faith that answers to all reasonable demands of reason. The principal of those demands relates to the existence of a universe. For if that totality, which is the universe, cannot be demonstrated by reason, none of reason's grasps of smaller totalities will be safe from doubts. That every word is a universal and that this very word is so close to the word universe, reveals epistemological vistas still to be explored in full.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Beyond this lies the supernatural perspective, first perceived by Athanasius as he argued the strict divinity of the Word against the Arians. The work of such a Word or the Logos, in whom the Father created all, had to be fully logical or rational or ordered or else the Logos would not be divine.
94 Of course, Athanasius meant the material universe, the universe under consideration here. The emphatic assertion that the entire material universe, that greatest object of science, is rational not only in its heavenly parts but in its totality, has its origin in that chief of all Christian dogmas which is about the divinity of Christ.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Here too revelation helped man grasp a point firmly and fully about the universe,
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  	although in principle he could have succeeded even without the aid of revelation. There is nothing supernaturally mysterious about the full rationality, that is, consistency of material processes. Still, the recognition that the universe is fully rational is not entirely the same proposition as that there is a universe. Nor is it likely that in this unphilosophical age much appeal would be enjoyed by a genuinely philosophical argument on behalf of the existence of a totality of things or universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Yet the argument is needed because one can argue only from a really existing universe to the reality of its Maker. There can be no cosmological argument without a cosmos. Of course, it is possible to take the contingency of anything, and go from there to the non-contingent Being which is Existence itself. Any telephone pole, to paraphrase a remark of Chesterton, cries out in its ontological limitedness after that perfect existence which is God. But in this age, when headlines follow headlines about the latest discoveries concerning the origin of the cosmos, the cosmological argument should seem to have a special appeal.
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  	A mere look at the morass of moral relativism which eats at the fabric of contemporary society should be an awesome reminder. It is doubtful that on seeing the rampage of moral decay, supported by situation ethics, Newman would hold high today the psychological advantage of proving God's existence from an analysis of moral consciousness. He might indeed pay much attention to the cosmological argument whose validity he firmly upheld. And in fact, he might develop in detail his claim that "to know one part of it [the universe] is necessarily to know much more than that one part"
95 and do this on behalf of his ringing declaration: "We are sure beyond all hazard of a mistake, that our own self is not the only being existing; that there is an external world; that it is a system with parts and a whole, a universe carried on by laws; and that the future is affected by the past."96
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Being a material cosmos, of its totality should be true what is true of every chunk of matter. Matter has countable properties. The starting point in an argument97 on behalf of the existence of the universe is not the idea of counting or the idea of countable properties
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  	or the idea of numbers. The starting point is real matter. Whether one proves the existence of real matter by kicking a goodly chunk of it, or along a way more refined, is immaterial. But if numbering or counting is so inseparable from matter, then matter must be subject to that limitation of counting which is included in the impossibility of an actually realized infinite quantity. In other words, if there is matter and if it is countable in a consistent way, it must form a strict totality or a universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Reason can indeed reach the universe or that totality which the Creeds call "heaven and earth." The expression may sound quaint or antiquated but the reality which it stands for should seem very timely when the most avidly pursued subject in physics is the universe itself. Being a human pursuit, it cannot guarantee its integrity and sanity. The whole history of physics is in fact a series of misguided philosophies grafted on most valuable quantitative data. Modern scientific cosmology is no exception to this disheartening pattern. Time and again, leading scientific cosmologists talk as if they could swallow the universe like a pill and even regurgitate it at
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  	will. Their manner of speech all too often evokes what prompted the Psalmist to cry out: "They have set their mouths in heaven and their tongues dictate to the earth" (Ps. 72:9).
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The perspective which is inseparably connected with phrases like "heaven and earth" is needed more than ever to secure sanity for scientific thought about the universe. Otherwise the science of cosmology may turn into a destructive means far more treacherous than the abuses of the technical means provided by science. The latter can issue in explosions too violent to be ignored easily. Trickeries with thought creep on us unawares. The world does in fact stand in need of redemption even with respect to the universe. The world needs to be overcome also by a steady adherence to the idea and reality of the cosmos or universe.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	Intellectual history shows all too clearly that the Creeds, with their reference to "heaven and earth," are an unparalleled source of steadiness in holding fast to the reality of the universe. A chief task of intellectual evangelization is to bring to that source a world which is frighteningly unsteady both intellectually and morally.
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  	It should seem symbolic that the universe stands at the very start of each of the Creeds known in most Romance languages as Symbols. In its original meaning a symbol is a seal, a mark of identification, a sort of password that enables one to be recognized by those of like mind. Awareness is still not what it should be among Christians that in no small measure they are what they are in virtue of an attitude toward the universe which is imposed on them by their recital of the Creeds.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	The Creeds do not ask Christians to believe in the universe as if they could not know it otherwise. The Creeds merely remind them that they must hold fast to the universe. Otherwise they run the risk of losing their hold on that faith which it is the purpose of the Creeds to nurture and safeguard. The whole history of modernism and neo-modernism, which take the ego and not the universe outside it for the starting point, is a proof.
	

	

	


	
  	
  	

	

	
  	But it has always been proven that faith can make robust the intellectual grasp of Christians on the universe. Only with that firm grasp can they act as leaven in a world more scientific with every passing year and
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  	scientific in that most encompassing sense which is given in scientific cosmology. Once more we stand in the presence of a truth concisely put by Pascal: "All good maxims are in the world. We only need to apply them."
98 The world Pascal had in mind was the world of man's intellect. Man's mind cannot indeed formulate a maxim of wider reach than the one which touches upon the universe itself. By taking to heart that maxim we may come into an intellectually respectable possession of the greatest sum of goods signified by the words, Universe and Creed.
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