GRACE AND LIBERATION: AN INTERPRETATION
OF HISTORY

[ U

pretation of Christianity as it is being proposed by the

theology of liberation. While the soundest and most
coherent and vigorous version of liberation theology stems from
Latin America, still this theological movement has touched
fundamental human drives and modern exigencies, and libera-
tion themes are being proposed on all continents. But not always
with the same success. For liberation theology interprets Chris-
tianity as intrinsically and fundamentally related to this world,
and life in it, with particular emphasis on the political and social
structures of human existence. And, as a matter of fact, either
this idea or the manner in which it is proposed has certainly not
gained a general acceptance.

Right at the outset we wish to enter a distinction between
the theology of liberation, or the many theologies of liberation
of particular authors, and the liberationist interpretation of
Christianity. Every particular understanding of Christianity is
and should be deeply incarnated or inculturated in the particu-
lar situation of the people out of which it emerges and which it
seeks to address. This is particularly true of the liberation the-
ologies which have integrated into their method of understanding
of Christianity social, economic, political and cultural analyses of
the world in which they arise. But precisely to the degree in
which a theology of liberation is bound to a situation that is
peculiar or unique, that theology is not exportable to an area
where the social and cultural conditions are different.! For this

THE OCCASION OF this essay is the liberationist inter-

* The principle of inculturation involves a tension between the universal and its
particular manifestations and requires a nuanced interpretation of what is essential
and normative in Christian faith experience as distinguishable from its explicit
expression in cultural forms. Just as Christians of former mission areas were asked
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reason we speak of the liberationist interpretation of Chris-
tianity in an effort to look for that properly Christian com-
ponent that lies beneath any particular liberation theology. The
liberationist interpretation of Christianity attempts to deal with
that which is distinctively Christian and therefore universal in
Christian faith itself in whatever part of the world and in con-
junction with whatever particular social analysis that may be
used.?

While this distinction is helpful, there is still more to be said,
and other questions to be answered. The liberationist interpre-
tation of Christianity presents Christian salvation in such a
way that it is seen as intrinsically and fundamentally, although
not exclusively, related to and having bearing upon life in this
world in all of its forms and activities. Even granting the dis-
tinction just mentioned, it is still not commonly agreed by gen-
eral Christian consciousness that Christian salvation includes
this inner worldly and historical dimension as an essential and
constitutive one® The question that is raised, therefore, is
whether or not this claim of liberation theoolgy is true, and
in what sense? Is the liberationist interpretation really a the-
ology at all, or, is it simply a movement which is more or less
a product of culture, but supporting itself extrinsically with
Christian idealism and rhetoric? Is the liberationist interpreta-
tion of Christianity really a social movement that has adapted
Christian language and slogans in order to seek its particular
goals? Or, on the contrary, is this really a theology and there-

to inculturate western Christianity into their local situations, so now it seems
western Christianity is beginning to be asked to receive back and adapt into
western traditions insights gained in the third world.

2 “ Distinction ” does not mean *separation ” ; there can be no expression of
pure Christian faith outside of culturally relative human forms.

3 “ FEssential ” and “ constitutive ” mean that if this dimension is lacking Chris-
tian faith life would be inauthentic as is implied by the famous sentence of 1971
Roman Catholic Bishops’ Synod: “Action on behalf of justice and participation
in the transformation of the world fully appear to us as a constitutive dimension
of the preaching of the Gospel, or, in other words, of the Church’s mission for
the redemption of the human race and its liberation from every oppressive situa-
tion.” 1971 Synod of Bishops, Justice in the World, Introduction.
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fore a statement of a universally normative dimension of Chris-
tian faith and life? Can one say, finally, that today the Chris-
tian symbol “salvation ” is intrinsically and essentially bound
up with “liberation ” ?

In order to make this claim convincingly one must address
history, the history of Christian faith experience. That is to
say, if this understanding is correct, it cannot be a totally new
claim, one that is alien to or lacks all continuity with the tra-
dition of Christian self-understanding. More positively, one
must be able to show how, whether implicitly or explicitly,
Christian self-understanding has included a basic dimension
aptly termed “liberation ” in its conception of salvation. The
question of this essay, therefore, is this: What exactly is the
connection between Christian salvation and liberation? And in
response we hope to demonstrate that the history of the Chris-
tian understanding of the effects of grace can quite correctly
be understood as “liberation” and in what sense this is es-
pecially true today. To do this, we shall begin with a brief dis-
cussion of the symbols “ salvation,” “ grace ” and “ liberation ”
and how they may be seen as interrelated. The second part will
offer a very brief interpretation of the history of the theology
of grace. And in the third we shall bring these data to bear on
the liberationist interpretation of Christianity in the form of
some general propositions,

I. SavvaTioN, GRACE, LIBERATION

The most basic concepts of Christianity are often the most
vague and unclear. This is certainly the case with the notions
of “salvation” and “grace.” In discussing briefly the inter-
relationships between salvation, grace and liberation we shall
define how these terms are understood in this essay and at the
same time clarify the project.

Salvation is Grace

The primary symbol or type for salvation in the religion of
the Old Testament is “ exodus.” There one has a people freed
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from bondage or captivity or slavery to a foreign master and
entering into a new relationship with God, a new life of chosen-
ness and predilection by God symbolized in a covenant, What
really happened back then?, if one might pose that irreverent
question; or, since that question cannot be answered historically,
what was believed by the ancient Hebrews to have happened?
Undoubtedly there was an historical event, an escape, and a
newly-won freedom on the part of this people. And coupled with
this Scripture testifies to the vivid realization that whatever
happened to this people transcended their own capacity for
freedom and power of self-determination; it was a gift, some-
thing received from God; it was grace.* Here one has the basis
to determine the essential characteristics of the notion of salva-
tion. Certainly the word itself includes the idea of “ being freed
from ” and “ being freed for.” Moreover, it was and is essential-
ly religious. This means that “ salvation ” refers first of all to
historical events and experiences that transcend human capacity
and which are celebrated as God acting in history.’

These qualities are epitomized in the New Testament faith
in Jesus as the Christ. For the Christian, in the advent of Jesus,
his life, death and resurrection, one has the concrete and unsur-
passable event in history manifesting the saving love of God
for the human race. He is the Christ; he is savior. In the terms
of Karl Rahner, Christ is the definitive real symbol of God’s
saving grace. And in the power of God’s freely bestowed love
or grace mediated through him we are freed from sin, from the
Law, from the power of evil itself, and from death. In him
God’s universal salvific will is revealed. God’s actual saving

4 Sce Ruben A. Alves, A Theology of Human Hope (New York: Corpus Books,
1969), pp. 87 fl. :

® This can be seen in terms of the principle of sacramentality which maintains
that human beings in this world can only encounter God through this world of
concrete symbols and events, This need not be radically contrasted to a prophetic
Word tradition of understanding grace and salvation since ultimately “word” is
also a2 human symbol and needs mediation. See Franz Leenhardt, * This is My
Body,” in Essays on the Lord’s Supper, ed. by O. Cullmann and F. Leenhardt
(Richmond: John Knox Press, 1958), p. 35.
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activity for all peoples of all time is made known; in short, the
force and power of God’s active love for all mankind and his-
tory itself is shown to us. In the words of Paul: God “has
made known to us in all wisdom and insight the mystery of
his will, according to his purpose which he set forth in Christ
as a place for the fulness of time, to unite all things to him,
things in heaven and things on earth” (Eph 1.9-10).

Grace is nothing else than God’s love for humankind. When
one addresses “salvation” in terms of the symbol “grace,”
there are two consequences that should be noted. First of all,
the primary emphasis falls on what has classically been called
subjective as opposed to objective redemption. In this way,
then, theories of objective redemption, many of which tend to-
ward anthropomorphism and mythology, will be left aside.®
When salvation is conceived of in terms of grace one focuses on
the concrete and historical manifestations of the effects of God’s
saving love within the Christian economy. This is certainly
the dominant concept of the New Testament itself, for the
primitive community of faith was constituted by the pouring
out of the Spirit and lived in the experiential enthusiasm of
its gifts and charisms. Here then salvation appears as an
economy, a working of God in a history of human events.

The other side of this approach consists in the fact that
salvation is viewed in terms of its breaking forth in this world.
Certainly the meaning of “salvation ” is eschatological. Ulti-
mately, salvation cannot but reach its climax in the end-time
and on the other side of history, both for the individual and
for the race, without risking at the same time being undermined
in its very foundation. However, it must also be said that
that salvation is begun now and is taking place within history.
Salvation, although it is the end of history, can only be con-
ceived of by human beings within history and as being worked
out now through history. Tradition has generally maintained

® This is not to deny that ultimately such theories are necessary for systematic
theology. They should, however, conform to concrete historical data and a con-
sistent anthropology and cosmology.
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that there is a continuity between the human person in his
entirety now and him who is saved; and there is a continuity be-
tween the love of God experienced now (grace) and final union
with God. Without such a continuity life in this world cannot
be conceived as having an ultimate intrinsic value or worth.
Therefore, while from one limited point of view life in this
world and history may seem minimized relative to eschatological
salvation, in fact it is maximized. For on the one hand, with-
out God’s grace (salvation), what ceases to exist in this world
passes permanently out of existence. And on the other, what
is caught up in God’s love (grace) in this world will remain.
The history of salvation in this world is strictly speaking con-
tinuous with eschatological salvation, to the same extent that
it will be transformed. ‘

Grace is Liberation

The proposition that the effect of grace in human life is
liberation and exactly what that might mean is really the point
at issue in this essay. And this will be developed on two levels,
the personal and / or the interpersonal level and the social or
public or institutional level. A brief statement here of the
method of going about that is in order. That method may be
characterized as experiential and historical.

There can be no affirmation about grace, or about God or
about anything for that matter, outside of experience. Any
and all theology of grace must lie on some bed-rock of religious
experience as its ground. The term “experience” as can be
seen is used very broadly here and this assertion is almost
tautological. But it is not for all that unimportant. Too often
assertions about grace are as utterly gratuitous as grace itself
and seem to rest on mere extrinsic authority. And yet the im-
portant question of the very possibility of experiencing God
or grace directly cannot be ignored. And this is rendered more
complex because the history of theology divides on the prob-
lem into a subjective mystical tradition that says Yes and an
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objective tradition that says No.” There are strong reasons for
affirming both sides of this question and grave dangers of mis-
conception if one affirms either side exclusively; illuminism,
for example, on the one hand, and pure extrinsicism and au-
thoritarianism on the other. Therefore we accept the position
of Rahner, namely that one can and does experience grace but
not “ as grace,” ® because this statement is strictly dialectical.
A both “Yes” and “No” answer to the question of the experience
of grace seems necessary because the movements of grace are
so embedded in human nature and personality, so united with
it, that they are indistinguishable from the self-transcending
capacities of human personality itself. The problem of grace,
then, becomes one of discernment and for the purposes of this
essay the history of the theology of grace will be the guide.

As a first definition of grace it may be said that grace is the
love of God for the human person individually and for the race.
And since the action of God cannot be adequately distinguished
from God himself, and insofar as God’s love actually reaches
and touches human beings, one may say grace is the self-
presence of God in a personal way to human beings. The ac-
tuality of this love and presence of God to the person will cer-
tainly make a difference in one’s concrete experience; but as
God’s authentic presence it cannot be explicitly affirmed out-
side of faith, that is, a religious experience which despite its
intensity always remains a form of faith. And to protect the
fact that we do not really have a totally unquestionable and
unambiguously direct perception of grace as grace in this world,
it will be better to speak of the experiential aspect of grace as
the “ effects of grace.”

Secondly, this essay is historical. The history of the theology
of grace is a history of the articulation and interpretation of
Christian religious experience. Or, it is a history of religious

7 See for example Francis Clark, “ Grace Experience in the Catholic Tradition,”
Theology Digest, XXIII (Autumn, 1975), 226-234.

8 Karl Rahner, “ Concerning the Relationship between Nature and Grace,” The-
ological Investigations, I (Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1961), 300.
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experience interpreted theologically in the light of the message
of Jesus and the reality of Christ as this is recorded in Scripture.
Christ is the norm for interpreting religious experience as grace
by Christians through the centuries. But at the same time, in
each of the great epochs of Christian history beginning with
Augustine, these interpretations have taken place in the con-
text of different cultures and special problematics and this has
resulted in a wide variety of “languages” or understandings
of Christian grace and its effects, This history, then, will pro-
vide the data for an attempt at a synthetic understanding which
will reach out for the common themes and the central con-
tinuous affirmations throughout that history.

Two further procedural questions remain to be explained.
First, the historical treatment of grace is limited to the period
beginning with Augustine and stretching to the present and
does not include the New or Old Testament records of religious
experience; this is quite deliberate. For with Augustine the un-
derstanding of grace undergoes a radical shift, one that re-
mained decisive for theology in the west. In the New Testa-
ment “ grace ” refers to God’s absolutely gratuitous favor in
regard to human beings. It describes this quality of God in all
of his dealings with humanity in the Christian digpensation.
Quite simply the whole Christian economy in all of its aspects
is grace. Cornelius Ernst too has recognized this quality and
expresses it well:

Grace becomes then an open concept capable of embracing the
whole of God’s gift of himself to man, and so capable of indefinitely
various further particularization. It is not as though we were to
itemize God’s gifts and call one of them ° grace’; it is rather that
‘grace’ qualifies the whole of God’s self-communication as a gift
beyond all telling.?

One might say that the concept of grace is adjectival, not in
reference to the syntactical usage of the word but to its func-

® Cornelius Ernst, The Theology of Grace (Notre Dame, Indiana: Fides Pub-
lishers, Inc., 1974), p. 29.



GRACE AND LIBERATION 547

tion in a system of understanding. God is gracious and all of
his loving dealings with human beings are grace.

With Augustine, however, the understanding of grace be-
comes substantive. Grace is subject matter spoken of; it is
the object of reflection. At first sight this may seem regrettable
because the language of grace is exposed to the danger of objec-
tification or even reification, a problem which becomes especial-
ly acute in scholasticism. But at the same time what occurred
in this shift is really the placing in a new and direct focus of the
problem of a Christian anthropology. Beneath and implied in
the theology of grace from Augustine onwards, despite the
many different contexts in which the question was addressed,
are the absolutely fundamental questions for Christian under-
standing: What is the nature of the human creature in relation
to God; what is the interrelation between God and the race in
Christian understanding? The theology of grace raises explicitly
for theological reflection the basic suppositions for all other
Christian understandings: How does God relate to and deal
with the human person, the race, the world? It is this basic
and narrowly focused question which interests us here.

One other methodological consideration has to do with the
symbol “liberation ” as a hermeneutical principle. The word
“liberation > is a substantive form of the verb meaning to set
free, to release from restraint or bondage. As a verbal symbol
it embodies a host of meanings that cluster around various
experiences of freedom, autonomy and human liberty. It is
chosen as a central symbol for interpreting the effects of grace
for several reasons. God’s grace and salvation have always
been conceived in terms approaching some form of “ liberation ”
as the words “ salvation ” and “ redemption ” themselves indi-
cate. And shifting to the present, the experiences of freedom
and liberation in various forms are very much part of modern
culture. The consciousness of being in history and the relative
freedom from the past that historical consciousness mediates,
the experience of human autonomy and a new ability and
responsibility to control, in some measure, both nature and
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history, the tendency to define the very nature of the human
person as freedom, all these cultural factors make the symbol
“liberation ” very germane to modern culture and at the same
time pose the question of the relation between these experiences
and the effects of grace. And finally the phenomenon of libera-
tion theology, which explicitly links action for social and political
justice with Christian salvation and therefore grace, is depen-
dent both on the themes of modern culture and Christian the-
ology and so this linkage invites testing.

The symbol “liberation” is used heuristically, that is, we
shall try to inform the term “liberation” with the content
and meaning that is given by the history of the theology of
grace. This does not make Augustine, for example, a libera-
tion theologian in the sense of that title today. Quite on the
contrary, the attempt is to discover what Augustine said in
terms of liberation, and consequently the meaning of liberating
grace in the theology of the past. Despite the twisting and
turning of this history, certain constant, continuous and com-
mon themes will stand out. Only after this process is completed
may it be asked how these understandings of how God relates
to the world in grace are to be interpreted further for today.
The method, then, is one of retrieval which both interprets the
past history of the theology of grace from a contemporary point
of view and fully allows contemporary affirmations to be in-
formed by the Christian experience of the past.

Salvation is Liberation

Salvation is grace. But grace is liberating and the effect of
grace is liberation. Therefore, salvation is liberation. If the
logic of the reasoning of this project, which has been presented
in simple syllogistic form here, is sound, the conclusion should
be that the meaning of salvation includes some form of libera-
tion. Of course the exact content of the symbol “liberation
remains to be determined. And before embarking on that in-
vestigation we shall conclude this prolegomenon by highlighting
the precise questions that are at stake in the proposition that
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“ salvation is liberation,” especially insofar as it is approached
through the theology of grace.

The issue appears differently from different points of view
but in each case it is a fundamental and comprehensive ques-
tion that is at stake. In the first place we are seeking a syn-
thetic and descriptive theology of grace, one culled from major
Christian thinkers of the past. On the one hand, in such a
theology of grace, one uncovers the dynamies of salvation in
this world because grace is the concrete or actual and therefore
objective mediation of God’s salvific will to persons and the
race. On the other hand, the theology of grace also defines a
Christian anthropology and hence provides the fundamental
groundwork for Christian spirituality or piety. One thus sees
that another dimension of the issue is that of a general theory
of the Christian life, that is, an overarching understanding of
the relationship between God and human beings rather than
an elaborated practical piety. Moreover, the question of how
grace operates in Christian life and in human lives, when gen-
eralized, becomes the question of history. In fact, then, we shall
investigate the basic data for a theology of salvation history
insofar as this is simply a more precise naming of the general
working of grace in history. And if one conceives of grace as
universally operative in the world and in history, one is also
laying the foundations for a theology of history. These, then,
are the questions we hope to respond to in the investigation of
salvation, grace, liberation.

II. GraceE oN THE PErsoNAL LEVEL

A survey of the history of the theology of grace since Augus-
tine in a few pages can really be no more than a series of gen-
eralizations. To facilitate the task we have chosen four figures
as representative of major epochs of theological understanding
in the west: Augustine, Aquinas, Luther and Karl Rahner.
These men have played a major role in determining the lan-
guage of grace both for their own period and subsequently. It
can almost be presumed that in thinkers of this stature a uni-
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versal problematic is being addressed in their thought and a
central theme is expressed in their understanding. It is pre-
sumed that most are familiar with their doctrines on which
these summary observations and interpretations are based.

Basic Problems and Constant Themes

The legacy of Augustine to the theology of grace was a con-
ception that finally came to sharp focus in his prolonged con-
troversy with Pelagius or with what he understood to be Pela-
gianism. Grace is understood in the context of and relative to
human freedom and love. In Augustine’s thought grace is close-
ly identified with the immanent working of the Spirit of God
within the human personality. For the profoundly questioning
mind of Augustine grace alone responds to the question of the
ultimate source of human goodness, to the question: Why is
there human goodness at all in the world? Ultimately, he says,
it is God’s grace that is responsible for self-transcending love
and the consequent expanding of the horizon of freedom be-
yond mere choice of objects or decisions based on self-centered
designs. This understanding has been written into the doctrine
of the Church. For his part Augustine did not extend the
working of grace universally beyond the Christian order of
things. But it follows from the Augustinian doctrine that where
there is authentic self-transcending love, there God’s saving
grace is operative,

During the course of the thirteenth century and through the
assumption of the categories of Aristotle’s philosophy of nature,
the context for understanding grace radically shifted. The cli-
max of this development is seen in Aquinas’s later treatment of
grace in his Summa Theologiae. Although the central Augus-
tianian assertions remain, Aquinas’s understanding of grace is
at bottom fundamentally different. In his thought grace is seen
relative to the human person and race as finite and limited,
as created “ nature.” In this context grace is a new power and
nature, elevating and supernatural, and also divinizing because
through this habitual gift to the soul one “ participates™ in
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God’s own life. Grace is absolutely and metaphysically neces-
sary for attaining eternal salvation because the finite created
nature is teleologically incapable of reaching the supernatural
and revealed goal of communion with God to which we are
called. Human beings, then, precisely as human beings, are
transformed and raised up by the infusion of a new quality and
level of being called grace.

Although such themes as the absolute transcendence and
sovereignty of God carry over from the via moderna into the
reformers, still the development in Luther’s theology of grace
is really a sharp break with the scholastic mode of thought.
Here the understanding of grace is set in the context of an in-
terpersonal relationship between God and the human person
with the Word as the mediator. Grace is defined relative to
human sinfulness: God’s grace is forgiving. Although this
theme is common to both Augustine and Aquinas, it is central
to Luther and explained by him in considerably different
fashion. Grace is God’s mercy, forgiveness and love for the
sinner as a person, and in and through this personal relationship,
sustained by the Word and an actual faith response, the sinner
is transformed even while concupiscence or sin remains.

Much of Rahner’s earliest theology of grace, while it retains
an absolutely fundamental position in his thought, is directed
to overcoming the problems which had become inherent in the
scholastic language of grace. Starting from scholastic premises,
he argues to the primacy of uncreated grace and thereby over-
comes the objectivism of scholastic categories by justifying
personalist categories for talk about grace.”® Secondly, arguing
against extrinsicism he establishes the unity of the natural and
supernatural orders and thus overcomes the dualism implicit
in the then current neo-scholasticism with his concept of the
“ supernatural existential.” ** The real advance in the theology

1 Karl Rahner, “ Some Implications of the Scholastic Concept of Uncreated
- Grace,” Theological Investigations, 1, pp. 819-346. _
1 Karl Rahner, “Concerning the Relationship between Nature and Grace,”
op. cit., pp. 297-317.
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of grace mediated by Rahner then occurs when he views grace
in the context of universal human history and eschatology.*?
God’s salvific will is universal, and grace is God’s personal offer
and presence of himself to all people across the whole of his-
tory. While all the major themes of the past are preserved in
Rahner’s understanding, there is a decided shift and develop-
ment here for grace is seen as operating generally and universal-
ly outside the boundaries of Christianity in a concrete ex-
istential way as well as in a public and social way in other re-
ligions.

Here then are four fundamental aspects and themes, all of
which, except the last, are in a sometimes greater, sometimes
lesser, degree common to the history of the Christian under-
standing of grace. Grace is God’s love for human beings, a love
that affects, converts and transforms human freedom and loving,
alove that is accepting and forgiving, a love that raises a person
up to become a “ new kind of existence ”’; and, it may be added,
since this love is universally offered to and operative in all hu-
man beings, it is at work transforming history.

The Effects of Grace

The effects of grace as they are manifested in religious experi-
ence can be drawn out still further from the history of the the-
ology of grace. Once again the intention here is simply to
present a synthetic overview which must consist in no more
than the briefest statements of the major themes underlying
the theologies of grace of the past. In each case these themes
may be articulated in terms of the symbol “ liberation.”

Liberation from Oneself.

Although present as well in the other authors, this effect of
grace stands out in Luther because of the experiential and per-
sonalistic manner in which he frames his understanding.
Through faith one receives forgiveness and acceptance by a

12 See Rahner’s three articles on salvation history in Theological Investigations,
V (Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1966), pp. 95-158.
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divine and cosmic power with the tenderness of a personal
God. In the experience of God’s grace, God’s favor, benevo-
lence, mercy and love, a person is accepted precisely as he is,
in spite of his unworthiness and sin. In psychological terms,
just as one gains his identity in others’ reaction or response, so
here the Christian gains an “ absolute identity,” one that is
ultimately positive even though it includes judgment, because
of God’s love. A person can accept himself, both his present
and his past, in spite of the finitude, sin and irresponsibility that
have gone to constitute the self. This is an enormously libera-
ting experience. And in places Luther’s descriptions of the effects
of grace, although he uses a vastly different language, are re-
markably close to the effects of grace as seen by Aquinas in
such terms as “elevation,” * divinization” and “ participa-
tion ” in the divine life.* By an almost mystical union with
Christ, according to Luther, and in a love relationship sym-
bolized in a bridal image, the liberation from self transforms
Christian life into life on another plane.**

Liberation from Sin.

Augustine too described grace as liberating one from sin but
in a way quite different from Luther. Here sin is seen as egoism.
By sin is meant the turning of human motive and intention
and consequent behavior back in upon itself so that value out-
side the self is not enjoyed in itself but used for the self. The

*® This correlation is made on the basis of “ experience” in its broadest sense
of a way of perceiving and responding to reality. In fact the expericnce under-
lying Luther’s theology and that underlying Aquinas’s theology are vastly different
methodologically. In contrast to Luther, Aquinas’s personal experience remains
largely hidden because of the metaphysical, objective and “ scientific ” quality
of his thought. But at the same time the Aristotelian world view and the whole
theological milieu which was in part shaped by it constitute a medium of ex-
perience. For a comparison of the theologies of Luther and Aquinas at this ele-
mentary level sec Otto Pesch, “ Existential and Sapiential Theology—the The-
ological Confrontation between Luther and Thomas Aquinas,” Catholic Scholars
Dialogue with Luther, ed. by Jared Wicks (Chicago: Loyola University Press,
1970), pp. 61-81.

14 Martin Luther, The Freedom of the Christian Man, in Dillenberger, Martin
Luther (Garden City, N. Y.: Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co., 1961), p. 61.
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person as a center of consciousness is a center of reality and
what is beyond the self is drawn into the self and exists for
the self. Sin is thus both a mode of existence and the activities
flowing from this stance of autonomy and hubris. Human free-
dom is trapped or bound within itself so that self-transcendence,
any desire for the good as such, is impossible. Grace breaks
this self-enclosed state of human existence. Grace liberates hu-
man freedom from sin by engendering in the personality, in the
human mind and will, a delight and desire transcending the self
and responding to value outside the self and for its own sake.
Augustine is most explicit about this liberating effect of grace
in the actual moment of conversion and in the life of the be-
liever who lives his life for God. But at the same time he recog-
nized experiences before his own final Christian conversion
as impulses of grace causing self-transcendence.*® Thus the
working of grace and its liberating effect is a process that need
not be limited in such a way that God is seen as the only ex-
plicit motive for acting; it need not be limited to the realm of
explicitly religious experience, although this indeed is its goal.

Freedom to Love.

In Augustine the freedom to love is simply the other side
of freedom from sin. Grace does not destroy free choice; quite
on the contrary it establishes it, expands its horizon and
guarantees it.** Quite consistently with current understanding,
Augustine saw the human personality as a mixture of free-
dom and determinism. Such was the power of habit and
custom to bind freedom itself from within, that despite the
power to choose this or that object it is not in the power of
freedom to love authentically. God alone through the power

1% For example, what may in effect be called Augustine’s first conversion to
“truth ” was a self-transcending experience which he ecredited to God’s grace.
The Confessions of St. Augustine, Bk. III, Ch. 4 (Garden City, N. Y.: Image
Books, Doubleday, 1960), pp. 81-82

18 Augustine, “ On the Spirit and the Letter,” Ch. LII in Basic Writings of Saint
Augustine, I, ed. by Whitney Oates (New York: Random House, 1948), pp. 498-
500.
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of his grace enables freedom to love. This freedom to love,
liberty, as Augustine called it, does not strictly speaking add
to or multiply the concrete opportunities or objects of free
decision. Rather grace releases freedom from its inner constrie-
tion and positively gives it a new horizon and scope, a new
motive. The power to love, to delight in good and value out-
side the self and ultimately the supreme good, God, engenders
a whole new existence in a person precisely by altering his fun-
damental orientation. Grace literally frees one from all objec-
tive law because the very ideal that the law points to becomes
internalized; the Spirit of love is the generating force of be-
havior. Quite simply, grace is the force of God working in
human existence moving it in Jove,

Liberation from Nature.

In Aquinas, the reason why human beings need grace is that
they do not have the power within themselves to achieve the
goal for which they were intended, 1. e., the utterly transcendent
goal of union with God. Human nature is a capacity for per-
sonal communion with God even while the active power to
achieve this is lacking. This new principle of activity is grace.
Grace thus liberates the human person from finitude, from the
Limited and limiting aspects of his nature. The expansive
power, both as a habit and as a motus,"” opens up human being-
in-this-world to a higher possibility, to a higher form of activity
and love that is destined for a goal that utterly transcends na-
tive possibilities, namely, personal union with God.

Liberation from the World.

This important theme of liberation from the world is found
in all theologies of grace but is most clearly expressed in Luther,
By one’s union with Christ through grace one shares in Christ’s
kingship, so that “ every Christian is by faith so exalted above

1" The action of creatures “depend upon God in two respects: in one way,
because they have the form whereby they act from him; in another, because they
are moved by him to action,” Th. Aquinas, 8. Theol., I-II, q. 109, a. 1.
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all things that, by virtue of a spiritual power, he is lord of all
things.” ** This is not a physical power, but power springing
from union with God as transcendent and absolute. As men-
tioned earlier, in very different terms but expressive of the
same theme, Aquinas speaks of being raised up or elevated by
grace in such a way that one participates in divine life; one
shares a divine kind of existence.”® The taking cognizance of
this unton with God in religious experience is at the same time
an experience relativizing everything that is finite, Grace there-
fore frees one from all fear of the world; it is a relativization
of every cultural product and a liberation from ultimate fear
of every human institution. The world and its history, as Rah-
ner puts it, is demythologized and demystified.*

Liberation from Death.

The human person, according to Augustine, desires to be.
The internal desire not to cease to exist in time as all other
things do, not to pass away but to be permanently, incorrup-
tibly, absolutely, and eternally, grounds the dynamism of life
itself. Grace responding to that desire, both by turning one to-
wards God and acting as the medium of the experience of God,
liberates from death and establishes human being as autono-
mous. “If you begin by wishing to exist, and add a desire for
fuller and fuller existence, you rise in the scale, and are fur-
nished for life that supremely is.” ** Of course death, and the
suffering in this world which is an integral part of death, must
still be undergone. And death retains its threatening and fear-

8 Luther, op. cit., p. 63.

® Grace, insofar as it is a habit and an accident, is not an entity but rather
a mode of being of the human person (his soul); and this mode of being is a par-
ticipation in divine goodness and love itself. (Summa Theologiae, I-II q. 110,
a. 2, ad 3 & ad 2.) This cannot be experienced directly according to Aquinas,
but it can be known inferentially and imperfectly in such experiences as * delight
in God.” ST, I11, q. 112, a. 5.

20 Karl Rahner, “ Christianity and the ‘ New Man,’ ” Theological Investigations,
V, pp. 140-148, 152-153.

2 Augustine, “ On Free Will,” Bk. III, vii, 21, in Augustine: Earlier Writings,
ed. by John H. S. Burleigh (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1953), p. 405,
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ful aspect, but not ultimately so. To the extent one is grasped
by God’s grace and surrenders to it, in the same measure can
death be met with peace. Grace liberates from the ultimate
terror of death and transforms it from a passion into an action.
It liberates also from the terror of time and history and re-
leases constructive energy in a context of hope.

Liberation for God (and His Designs).

Liberation from is also a liberation for. In all theologies of
grace the efect of grace is a liberation for God. In Augustine
through grace one loves God as the source and ground of all
goodness. In Aquinas one’s whole nature is recreated through
its permanent attitudes (virtues) and in its action toward
union with God. In Luther one is by grace already united with
God and thus saved; but from a good tree good fruits come.
One may add that liberation for God is a liberation that enables
God’s will to be done. Grace liberates human beings for the
designs of God.

Liberation for the Neighbor.

Although explained in different ways by different theologies
of grace, liberation for the neighbor appears in all as an essential
element and in some as the very criterion for the operation of
grace in human life. In Aquinas grace informs the whole person
and in the will it appears as charity. And charity, which is
primarily love of God, plays itself out towards salvation through
the moral life of love of neighbor. This conception has the ad-
vantage of integrating grace into the whole of life as it moves
through history. In Luther, however, the liberating effect of
grace for the neighbor is dramatically and idealistically repre-
sented. An essential component of God’s grace is a spontan-
eously and utterly gratuitous, altruistic love of neighbor.
Caritas in Luther means primarily love of neighbor, and one
does not love the neighbor in order to love God, nor does one
love God through the neighbor. Rather, having received grace
a person is internally liberated and turns to the neighbor for
his own sake. The Christian is a servant without desire for re-
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ward.”* In Rahner, finally, love of God and love of neighbor,
although they can be distinguished objectively, tend to merge
into a single transcendental reality of self-transcending experi-
ence at the very deepest level of experience.”® And here one has
rejoined the Augustinian existential tradition: Where there is
self-transcendence, there is the movement of grace,

Liberation for the World and History.

The affirmation that grace effects a liberation in human per-
sonality for the world and for history is both a climax and a
turning point in the argument presented here. The discussion
has centered up to now on the effects of grace within the human
person; indeed the history of the theology of grace is narrowly
focused on the personal reality of grace. But at the same time
the effects of grace include a liberating or opening out of per-
sonal existence to God and his designs, to the neighbor, and
consequently to the world understood as other people in history.
Salvation as it is begun in this world in a life under the in-
fluence of grace is a concrete, visible and external life lived
among other people in a public way. To say that the effects
of grace are lives lived for the world and for history, therefore,
is to shift the whole context of the discussion to that of the
public or historical effects of grace, the question of the history
of salvation, the social manifestations of grace and a theology
of history. It is to this that we now turn.

IT1. Grace ixn History

The modern conception of human existence is characterized
by a historical consciousness, a consciousness of being in history.

22 “ Here faith is truly active through love, that is, it finds its expression in
works of the freest service, cheerfully and lovingly done, with which a man willingly
serves another without hope of reward; and for himself he is satisfied with the
fullness and wealth of his faith.” Luther, op. cit.,, pp. 73-74.

#% See Karl Rahner, “ Reflections on the Unity of the Love of Neighbour and
the Love of God,” Theological Investigations, VI (Baltimore: Helicon Press,
1969), pp. 281-249. The theme is developed again from a slightly different point
of view in “ Experience of Self and Experience of God,” Theological Investigations,
XII (New York: The Seabury Press, 1975), pp. 122-132,
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Moreover it is taken for granted that human beings in some
degree have responsibility for history; otherwise the many ex-
pressions either implicit or explicit of guilt for certain human
conditions would make no sense. In some degree human beings
can control history, modify its course, alter its conditions. Hu-
man history is an opening towards the future and all share the
responsibility to make it a better world and a better future
for others with us and after us. So strong is this responsibility
felt by many, and so enormous the project it entails, that it is
often accompanied by an unwillingness to be distracted from
the task, especially by religion.* Thus the other side of his-
torical consciousness and its sense of autonomy is the secu-
larized consciousness. By this is meant a feeling of being at
home in this world and in time, a loss of an interventionist God
who will solve our problems, a view of the world as the raw
material for human creativity.

These developments have in turn placed a considerable bur-
den on the self-understanding of Christianity which has in the
past been overly concerned with private life and a personal
salvation that practically speaking referred to life after death.
Many of our conceptions from the past, which we are quite
rightly slow in changing but must change nevertheless, so stress
a mythic conception of God and our absolute dependence on
his interventions that they are in almost visible conflict with
that other everyday conception of reality. Culture thus has
forced Christian theology to look again at the doctrines of es-
chatology, the doctrines of salvation and salvation history, the
doctrine of how grace is operative in the world and in human
history at large, the doctrine of the Christian life. We are less
inclined to accept cosmological theories of salvation or redemp-
tion at face value or uncritically, or to imagine God entering
history in a visible and direct way as an additional factor in a
chain of events.”® If God works in history it must be in and

" 26 Karl Rahner, “ The Mission of the Church and the Humanizing of the World,”
Doctrine and Life (April, 1971), 174-178.

%5 An objective theological theory and systematic conceptualization of God’s
nature and how he has effected Redemption objectively is the term of theological
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through the agency of the human beings who make history.
And God’s objective salvation must be seen first of all and
concretely as the effects of God’s grace first in human com-
munity in a personalist sense and then in wider “objective ”
societal structures which emerge through history. To grasp
objective salvation, that is, salvation going on outside the in-
dividual as an a priori invitation, one must begin by seeing
grace working publicly in history.

The question which will be addressed in this third section
thus concerns the public working of grace. Can saving grace
be understood in a way that furthers social responsibility? And
can this grace be seen further as a factor underlying the external
and public events of history? And, finally, is such a view totally
discontinuous with previous theologies of grace or can Christian
tradition be adapted without violence to this new historical
context which increasingly forms the matrix for our under-
standing?

Rahner on Grace in the World and in History

Much of Rahner’s early theology is an effort to mediate be-
tween the scholastic theology that preceded him and the modern
world. There are three themes, generally accepted today, from
his theology of grace which may serve as an introduction to
the further consideration of grace in the context of history.

The first point is Rahner’s conception of the unity of the
natural and graced orders of human existence. He argues this
position from the doctrine of the universal salvific will of God.
Given this teaching from Christ’s revelation, one must also
affirm that human nature or the human person is different from
what he would have been had not God willed salvation, since
human existence is totally dependent on God’s will and inten-
tion. Human “ nature,” then, as it actually exists must be under
the influence of its ““ supernatural ” end, goal and calling. Hu-

understanding and not its point of departure. Given the post-enlightenment situ-
ation of modern theology one cannot begin one’s theological understanding from
a preformed objective theory.
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man existence embodies within itself a tendency or dynamism
or positive drive for its salvific end, a dynamism which is itself
grace or gift, but which informs all human-being. In this way
Rahner breaks down every dualistic conception of the natural
sphere and that of grace, the kingdom of man and the kingdom
of God, the secular or profane and the religious. Grace is part
of the whole of human life and existence in all its aspects. One
must view the whole of the human sphere, the world, positively
because it is under the influence of grace.?® Grace is one with
human nature and inextricably interwoven with human life and
activity. In no way, except where it is a sinful rejection of
grace, can the world or life in it be viewed negatively. Its very
existence is grounded in an offer of a personal encounter with
God which is grace.*

A second contribution of Rahner is his explanation of the
unity of profane and salvation history which, in a sense, is a
mere corollary of the former thesis that emerges when it is
placed in the context of history. Given God’s universal salvific
will it must follow that every single being has an actual and
concrete opportunity or occasion to encounter saving grace;
otherwise, the universal salvifiec will of God would make no
sense. Rahner explains how this can occur through a concep-
tion of implicit revelation and implicit faith; whenever a person
transcends himself in a moral act he is implicitly responding
to God’s self-communication or offer of himself in grace. In
this way any radical dualism between secular and general salva-
tion history is broken down. There is but one history. The
history of the race we know, and the whole of this history, is
a history of salvation grounded and supported throughout its
length by the permanent, ever active and effective offer of

28 Thus the terms “world” and “sin” are not synonymous terms and need
not necessarily be correlated.

2" See Karl Rahner, “ Concerning the Relationship between Nature and Grace,”
pp. 297-317. Also relevant are his articles “ Nature and Grace,” Theological In-
vestigations, IV (Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1966), pp. 165-188, and “ The Order
of Redemption within the Order of Creation,” The Christian Commitment (New
York: Sheed and Ward, 1963), pp. 38-74.
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God’s grace. And as a Christian one must believe that this
grace ultimately triumphs over the petty evil of human beings.
In short, one cannot a priori and consistently view secular his-
tory and its human mechanisms negatively.?®

One last theme from Rahner’s theology of grace will lead
to a consideration of some formal theses for a theology of his-
tory. Rahner is insistent on the fact that one’s encounter with
salvation occurs in one’s encounter with the everyday world.
Without prejudice to organized religious or church life, “it oc-
curs always in an encounter with the world and not merely
in the confined sector of the sacred or of worship and  religion’
in the narrow sense; it occurs in encounters with one’s neighbor,
with one’s historical task, with the so-called world of everyday
life, in and with what we call the history of the individual and
of communities.” * This is so because salvation and grace are
really identical. “ Grace is really this salvation itself, for it is
God himself in his forgiving and divinizing love.” ** This con-
crete existential and historical point of view also allows Rahner
to understand God’s universal and eternal saving will and the
concrete offer of his divinizing and forgiving self-communica-
tion, 1. e., his actual self-communication in history, as materially
unified, co-extensive and mutually causative. God’s universal
saving will causes saving history, and actual salvation history
is the ground of this saving will, so that actual historical salva-
tion is in this sense the saving will of God itself.** From this
perspective it follows that a theology of history or saving his-
tory cannot really be established by a-priori reasoning. In
formulating a material theology of history, one must look

28 See Karl Rahner, “ History of the World and Salvation History,” Theological
Investigations, V, pp. 97-114. While this may seem an unduly positive view of
history, it is so only from the point of view of Christian faith in God. This same
history is also one of human irresponsibility, sin and guilt so that such a view
of history can only be one of faith.

2° Ibid., pp. 98-99.

8 Ibid., p. 98.

31 Karl Rahner, “ Salvation,” Sacramentum Mundi, V (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1970), p. 430.
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at the actual events of history, both inside the religions and
beyond them, as well as at Christianity. But at the same time,
relying on a theology of grace and viewing the effects of grace
in an experiential and quasi-empirical way, one can outline
some formal theses or themes relative to how and where this
saving history becomes manifest.

Themes for a Liberationist Theology of History

Within the context of the evaluation of the world and of his-
tory as found implied in Rahner’s theology of grace, what can
be said from the history of the theology of grace that has
bearing on an interpretation of God’s grace working in history?
In what way can grace, or God acting through his grace, be
seen as operative in society and history, and this in a liberating
way? By answering these questions we approach a liberationist
interpretation of salvation history.

Grace as a Liberation from the World and for the Neighbor.

As a first theme, clearly present in Luther’s theology of grace,
grace as a liberation from the world and for the neighbor is most
important and fundamental. The contact with God mediated
through Christian revelation or through any religious experi-
ence which in Christian understanding may be called an effect
of God’s grace, relativizes the world and history precisely in-
sofar as one is grasped by the transcendence of God. And at
the same time, one is liberated in gratitude for dedicated ser-
vice to the neighbor in Luther’s terms; one is freed for self-
transcending love in Augustine’s. Although formulated as a
personal experience here, in fact there will be no such thing as
a “liberation ” movement for others unless there are internally
liberated people who are freed from this world and fear of its
powers and institutions. There can be no authentic or altruistic
action for others that is not ultimately the result of God’s in-
ternal liberating grace. Thus what seems at first sight to be
a personal effect of grace is really in its full dimensions essential-
ly interpersonal. The effect of grace is essentially social, and
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urges human personality towards expansiveness and self-tran-
scendence.

God Acts in Loving Human Freedom.

This assertion is based on Augustine’s and, afterwards, the
Christian doctrine of the necessity of prevenient grace for any
and all self-transcending and saving acts of love. To appreciate
this insight one must ask, as Augustine did, the simple but fun-
damental question of why there is or how there could be any
authentic moral goodness or love at all in this world. Relying
on his own personal experience as well as on Scripture (for
Scripture reveals both sin and grace correlatively), Augustine
responded with his doctrine of the absolute priority of grace.
From this it follows that God and his grace are at the root of
all love in this world; wherever there is authentic love in this
world, there God is acting. This is the precise point of his argu-
ment against Pelagius. And here one has a first principle for
understanding how God acts in history without resorting to
either mythological or interventionist views of God performing
on the same level as other causes in the chain of natural events.
God’s grace, God’s effective presence, is the driving and sus-
taining force of all human goodness and love, and this is the
ultimate basis of every form of authentic, that is, self-trans-
cending human community, no matter how basic and natural
any particular communitarian form may seem.

God Acting in the World.

That it is God who is at work in the world in loving human
freedom is explained by Aquinas’s notion of cooperative
grace. Under the category “ operative grace ” Aquinas examines
the effects of grace within the human personality, namely, jus-
tification and sanctification. Cooperative grace refers to the
effects of grace as it is seen flowing through human freedom
out into the world and the public sphere in action.** There can

32 For the division (or, better, distinction, for it is the same grace) between
operative and cooperative grace, S.T., I-II, q. 111, a. 2; for the effects of operative
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be no danger of Pelagianism here when one grasps the fact that
this whole dynamism from start to finish is initiated and sus-
tained by the impulse and drawing of God’s grace.®®* In this
way, in the lives of the prophets, the saints and every self-
transcending person, grace or God’s action breaks through into
the public sphere of everyday life and makes God’s action
visible, tangible, concrete and real in the world. In the words
of William James, the saints are the authors and increasers of
goodness in this world: they mediate goodness. Empirically
they are a genuine creative force for society; they tend to make
real and actual a degree of virtue, an ideal, that would not even
be assumed as possible without them. *“They are the im-
pregnators of the world, vivifiers and animators of potentialities
of goodness that but for them would lie forever dormant.” **
The saint is “an effective ferment of goodness, a slow trans-
muter of the earthly into a more heavenly order.” *°

God’s Action for God’s Designs.

Another theme from Aquinas may be exploited for a theology
of history. Obviously one does not find a strong sense of his-
tory in St. Thomas in the contemporary sense of our historical
consciousness and sensibility of process moving toward an open
future. Quite on the contrary his whole theology of grace is
firmly structured by teleology, and teleology is quite different
from eschatology. But since they are structurally cousins, it
would not be illegitimate to transform Aquinas’s teleological
affirmations into the context of collective human history. In
Aquinas one has the basic affirmation, in TeSelle’s words, “ that
grace opens up a possibility which does not lie within the scope

grace, namely justification, q. 118; and for the effects of cooperative grace, namely
“ merit,” q. 114.

3% Substantially the same view appears in Augustine where he maintains that
grace does not destroy freedom but sustains it while at the same time loving free-
dom is a consent to the power and movement of grace. On the Spirit and the Let-~
ter, Ch. LX, Basic Writings of Saint Augustine, p. 512.

3 William James, The Varieties of Religious Experience (New York: Collier
Books, 1961), p. 284.

% Ibid., p. 285.
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of man’s natural powers and is not implied by his being a
man.” *® In an historical and eschatological context a doctrine
of cooperative grace implies that, through grace and people
animated by grace, possibilities in and through history tending
towards God’s design in history, but which are not possible by
human powers alone, are opened up and worked out by God
through graced human agency. In scriptural language, God’s
action in and through human loving is moving toward the goal
of his kingdom, the kingdom of communion, harmony, peace
and reconciliation. Certainly this is not observable in history
on the grand scale nor does it imply a notion of steady progress
since it is open to reversal. It is an object of faith. And when
it oceurs, even in a partial way, it is precisely the work of grace
since such a goal manifestly exceeds human capabilities.

It may be well here to consider for a moment Luther’s the-
ology of grace because he departs from Aquinas (and Augus-
tine) precisely on this point of teleological dynamism.** There
seem to be even fewer grounds in Luther for a theology of his-
tory than in Aquinas because for him one is saved now, already,
in an actual interpersonal relationship with God through
Christ’s word, Moreover, there is a tendency to distinguish
the graced person from his works, his faith in God from his
life in the world, the two kingdoms. In Luther, freedom and
action for the neighbor are not in themselves salvific but rather
presuppose salvation and flow from it. These strong distinctions
by Luther were felt to be necessary during his time in order
absolutely to rule out every kind of Pelagianism in the theology
of grace. After that is admitted, and assuming an existential
and historical point of view, one must affirm that there can be
no radical distinction between what a person is and what he
does; the two are mutually implied in each other. But also
in the existential order one can combine the Thomistic and

3¢ Fugene TeSelle, “ The Problem of Nature and Grace,” The Journal of Religion,
XLV (1965), pp. 234-241. \

87 Brian Gerrish, Grace and Reason: A Study of the Theology of Luther (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1962), pp. 131-133.
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Lutheran emphases in an already-not-yet tension that responds
in a salutary manner to the question of understanding the
Christian life in the broader context of history.®® “Already *:
We are saved already by God’s forgiveness and this gives the
Christian an absolute freedom sustained by grace to respond
to the neighbor. If there is no salvation experienced in faith
now, there can be no ground for hope in the future. Thus salva-
tion experienced now through grace is a precondition for free-
dom to turn to the world. “ Not yet’: At the same time we
are not yet either personally or as a group or as a race saved.
What we are now must be sustained by grace in our action and
this action is likewise constitutive of our being. Thus Lutheran
and Thomistic spiritualities can be seen as complementary and,
held in tension, they serve to correct the dangers on both sides.

A Liberationist Theology of History

Personal sin is overcome by grace because it is both God’s
personal forgiveness and the transforming power of his Spirit
turning egocentrism into love. But in order to build a theo-
logical understanding of history, one must pass from the level
of the interpersonal to the more general and objective level
of the collective, societal and public. Here one encounters the
concept of “social sin.” The notion of “social sin” is highly
paradoxical and complex and the few remarks made here will
scarcely do justice to the reality. This brief analysis is meant
simply as a general definition to engender clarity in the dis-
cussion since the concept of social sin is frequently abused.

8 This may be done because the methods and conclusions of Luther over against
either Aquinas or Trent are not corntradictory despite the language of the canons
of the Decree on Justification. Scholastic suppositions underlie this Tridentine
statement, despite its Scriptural phrasing, and as Otto Pesch has shown, the basis
or ground of understanding, the method and consequently the meaning, of Luther
and scholasticism are not contradictory but simply different because assertions are
made from different points of view. See Otto Pesch, art. ¢it. It should be added
that Calvin’s introduction of the distinction between justification and sanctification
meets this problem squarely and at the same time retains the Reformation’s
emphasis on the divine initiative with respect to justification.
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Social Sin.

The prime analogate for “ sin ” is personal sin, and this may
be understood objectively as a human action injurious to another
person or the self. Sin is also “ against God  as it were indirect-
ly; i.e. in so far as both the subject offending and the person
offended are God’s own creation, the injury is against his loving
will. Secondly, and much more basically, sin refers to selfish
acts and the basic egoism from which they flow. Here sin is
defined subjectively and appears both as an inner condition of
human existence and as the source out of which objective sin
flows. Self-sufficient autonomy means that one makes of him-
side the self; sin uses other persons as means for self-enhance-
self-transcendence, fails to recognize and respond to value out-
self a kind of center of all reality. Consequently one fails at
ment. Sinful behavior can be seen as an attempt to draw the
outer world into the self in a more or less conscious effort at
subjugation. Thirdly, that which makes sin strictly speaking
sini and not simply an evil is consciousness, some measure of
freedom and responsibility. The scholastic distinction between
material and formal sin is useful here. That which the concept
of morality adds to law is precisely freedom and responsibility.
One should only speak of sin properly so-called when there is
some element of knowledge, freedom, intention and responsi-
bility, for guilt which is the correlate of sin can only be a func-
tion of responsible freedom.*

What can be said of personal sin can also be said of social
sin, but only analogously. The ability to make this transition
to a concept of social sin at all rests on two primal suppositions.
The first is the phenomenon of interdependence and the fact
that human existence is essentially social. There is no such

* One could of course define sin objectively and mean human action that is
against God’s will whether the actor is aware of it or not. In this usage, however,
the concepts of “evil” and “sin” tend to merge and on the level of social sin
this causes enormous confusions. Moreover, even if one imagined a perfect society
with objectively just social structures and material wellbeing, sin in its deepest
sense would remain, for it is part of the existential human condition. Ultimately,
one must resist the temptation to objectify completely both sin and salvation.
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thing as total human independence; on every level of existence,
although on some levels more than others, there is an inter-
locking of human subjects with the result that our actions
always influence others. The second supposition is that the
systems of culture and society that govern or pattern this inter-
action are created by and sustained by human beings them-
selves. From the most general and deepest level of culture,
as a system of meanings and values, to the most particular of
institutions that regulate human interchange, social structures
have their origin in and continue to exist through the agency
of human wills. As Peter Berger puts it: “ Despite the objec-
tivity that marks the social world we experience, it does not
thereby acquire an ontological status apart from the human
creativity that produced it [and continues to sustain it].” *

To proceed with the analogy, then, because the social systems
or institutions by which human affairs are structured are not
part of nature but functions of human freedom and able to be
changed, insofar as they victimize, oppress, or are generally
harmful and damaging to persons, they are “sinful *” at least
in an objective or material sense. Secondly, the intentional
creation of and knowingly deliberate participation in institu-
tions that are harmful to and destructive of human life is sinful
in an exact sense of the term, that is, subjectively and formally.
But here it is most important to note that these institutions
depend on human wills collectively, and that groups, institu-
tions and societies do not have an internal consciousness and
center of freedom in the same way a human person does. There-
fore the kind of personal responsibility is radically different
from that involved in one’s control over the self and the degree
of personal responsibility will vary enormously according to the
level of participation and the ability to alter a situation. For
example, some social institutions, such as language, become so
instinctively internalized that they function almost like “ second
nature.”

0 Peter Berger, The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology
of Knowledge (Garden City, N. Y.: Anchor books, Doubleday, 1967), pp. 60-61.
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When one considers all these factors at once it becomes evi-
dent that “social sin” is somewhat paradoxical. For to the
extent that behavior becomes purely social, that is, routinized,
unreflective and objective, it ceases in the same measure to be
formally sinful and approaches an objective evil situation. Pre-
cisely insofar as sin is social it must be revealed or disclosed
as sin to human consciousnesses.** Moreover there are probably
very few or no social institutions that do not discriminate and
cause harm to some people. All human beings, then, are caught
in a web of social sin and all suffer implicitly or explicitly from
guilt and need deliverance, salvation and liberation. But over
and above this general condition, there are many instances of
blatantly selfish institutions that with a more or less explicit
intent oppress and destroy some to the benefit of others. But
even here one has to be careful in assigning guilt or judging
intentions. On the one hand because of interdependence one
can kill from afar with no knowledge or awareness or intention.
On the other hand, by definition, all responsibility for social
sin is shared responsibility within a wide spectrum of degree.
Because institutions and systems always appear objective rela-
tive to individual awareness or power of action, general prophe-
-tic denunciations and accusations often meet resistance where
a reasoned appeal to good will might not.

God’s Action through Grace against Sin.,

In the light of the themes gathered from the history of the
theology of grace and given the concept of social sin presented
here, we can now go on to propose some theses regarding how
God acts in history against sin in a liberating way.

First of all the saving and liberating effect of grace occurs
primarily in the individual personality.* In the inner life of

41 Personal sin, too, must be disclosed to a person, for how else could one know
he could be other or more than he is? Grace then is also revelatory, for it discloses
to humanity that the way things are is not so necessarily and can ultimately be
different.

2 This is an ontological statement. In a chronological sense grace is mediated
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the person, salvation and liberation from sin are materially
and formally identical. This first proposition prevents the con-
fusion of an immediate identification of liberating grace with
an external personal or social liberation. One must affirm that
a person who lives in prison or slavery can still be saved in a
religious sense both in this world and ultimately., And in-
versely, a person externally free and affluent may be deprived
of inner salvific freedom. Thus the transition from poverty or
oppression to wealth and political freedom should not be con-
fused tout court with the salvation of that subject in the Chris-
tian view. But this is not an affirmation denying any connection
between grace and political or social freedom as will be shown
in what follows.

Secondly, action for liberation of others on the part of any
person, or participation in liberation movements, witnesses first
of all to his or her own “ salvation * or salvific liberation. Such
social action, if it is authentie, is salvific liberation first of all
for the participants themselves. Here liberation refers to the
self-transcendence that is intrinsic to the saving faith that is
informed by and works through charity in Roman Catholic
terms, or in the freedom for self-transcending love of neighbor
that stems from being saved in Lutheran terms. At this point,
however, one must note the paradox of grace and good works.
The moment one focuses on one’s own salvation in liberation
activity, the project is rendered ambiguous from a religious
point of view. Grace generates spontaneous action for the
neighbor. The use of liberation activity for the neighbor to
gain salvation for oneself or for any other personal goal is no
witness to the inner liberating action of God’s grace. And,
needless to say, participation in liberation movements for self-

to any individual through a community so that one may wish to view the objec-
tive means of grace in a community as prior to its operation in any given person.
Such a view, however, should be seen as practical and functional. Logically, per-
sons are prior to community. And ontologically, although the individual and the
community exist in a mutually causative relation, one should avoid the tendency
that flows from this insight to reify community, to view community as a substantial
being.
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ish motives can scarcely be confused with virtue of any sort,
let alone the force of grace.*®

Thirdly, action for liberation, that is, the concrete perfor-
mance of love of neighbor, is a participation in God’s action in
the world. The assumption here is that all genuine love of
neighbor is initiated and sustained by God’s liberating grace.
All Christians are agreed that salvation is a work of God and
of his grace, and there can be no correlation of the idea of libera-
tion with that of salvation except insofar as it is a work of
God. Here, then, human freedom is seen as a kind of instru-
ment or agency of the movement of grace in the world. It
may be added that insofar as this action for liberation is
grounded solidly in the religious sphere and sustained by God’s
grace, it will have as its primary goal that other persons may
be more and not simply have more.

Fourthly, the primary objective of liberative action that is
an effect of saving grace is the person of the neighbor; this ac-
tion is a form of love of neighbor. Insofar as the neighbor is
a victim of social or institutionalized oppression or violence,
one must, in order to be of any real and permanent assistance,
strike at the roots and causes of this objective situation. But
such an action is positive; its goal is exactly the same as that
of the good Samaritan, namely, helping the neighbor in his
specific need. This point is made to offset several confusions.
One concerns the theme of conflict. Christian action for libera-
tion cannot be in its first movement and intention conflictual,
that is, simply and directly aimed against persons. It is not
an overcoming of formal sin except in the self. It attacks
social sin not in its formal or subjective aspect because the
Christian ought not accuse other persons of formal sin or make

** Here one sees that the judgment of intentions, the question of formal sin,
works both ways. For this reason the term “sin” is a highly volatile and often
counter-productive category in public rhetoric. It often confuses justice with
subjective virtue, and thereby projects a superior moral attitude. In its public
discourse (as opposed to its theology) liberation movements would be more
effective arguing towards objective justice against objective injustice rather than
against sin.



GRACE AND LIBERATION 578

them his mortal enemies. Rather liberative action in the Chris-
tian view should address structures and institutions precisely
as such, insofar as they appear objective and cause harm to
other persons. These are the effects of sin, perhaps even in a
formal sense, but they are not necessarily formal sin as such,
that is, a function of a conscious intention and responsible
freedom on the part of many who are involved. This conclusion
has many practical consequences for the attitudes and rhetoric
of the liberationist interpretation of Christianity.

Again, dll institutions are ambiguous. Precisely because insti-
tutions are based on general laws and common patterns of be-
havior, the most just society cannot be equally beneficial to all.
Therefore there is always and everywhere a constant need for
social commitment on the part of Christians in any culture and
society. “ Social disease ” will always exist and thus there will
ever be a focus for active love of neighbor that is the effect of
liberating and saving grace. One does not have to live in the
third world to understand the practical import of a liberationist
interpretation of Christianity. The social concern that is es-
sential and constitutive of authentic Christian faith life, there-
fore, will always include de facto a concern for justice,

The practical question of how best to help the neighbor, to
find a solution to his oppressive situation, is not and cannot
be decided by Christian revelation or theology. These are prac-
tical and even scientific questions which can only be solved
by expertise and practical judgment. Grace supplies only the
inner ground and source of action, its motivation, and the for-
mal criterion of the infinite value of the human person. Ethics
and practical disciplines must work out the strategies and tac-
tics of love of neighbor. In short and a priori, therefore, Chris-
tian action for liberation in itself commits one to no ideology.
One does not necessarily have to be a Marxist to love one’s
neighbor effectively, or to accept a liberationist interpretation
of Christianity.*

1t may be, of course, that in this or that historical situation a Marxist analysis

is appropriate and should provide the theoretical basis for the most effective prac-
tice of love of neighbor.
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Fifthly, the building of just social structures cannot be simply
equated with salvation since even in the most objectively just
social order the inner sinfulness of human beings would re-
main.** Human existence will not cease being affected with con-
cupiscence and its consequences despite objective circumstances
of law, justice, order and collective affluence. In fact, it seems,
the more the material affluence of a people, the greater is the
temptation to sin. Here the themes of grace as both judgment
and divine forgiveness and acceptance of a people or society
in spite of sin are most relevant and important. On the one
hand, then, the positive force and effort at fashioning just
social structures for the common good are intrinsic and consti-
tutive of Christian faith and the salvation mediated through
it, so that without this dimension and concern Christian life
would be inauthentic. But on the other hand, one cannot
identify Christian salvation with an objective social order or
structure independent of a subjective dimension because there
can be no real salvation without an inner conversion of freedom
itself.

Sixthly, actual love of neighbor displayed in action is also an
offer of grace to all who benefit from this action precisely to
the extent that it is an offer of altruistic or selfless love that
invites a similar response. Moreover it is a “ conviction of sin ”
for those guilty of or responsible for the injury of others in the
same way that the externalization of the message of Christ
confronts sin formally and is a call to repent, a call to con-
version. There is a conflictual element in the liberationist in-
terpretation of Christianity just as there is in the gospel. It
is this note that the symbol “liberation” adds to “ develop-
ment,” which connotes progressive amelioration without radical
change. “Liberation” suggests change that is more radical,
and even discontinuity, and this is certainly applicable where
grace challenges sin and appeals for conversion. On the one
hand, however, this conflict does not apply to Christian action

8 This point is made forcefully by Langdon Gilkey in his new book Reaping the
Whirlwind (New York: Seabury Press, 1977), pp. 236-237.
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against other people. On the other hand, if structures are es-
sentially injurious to people, then one should aim at radically
altering them.

It would be wrong, however, if the negative and conflictual
element of the gospel and grace became exclusive and dominant
as is the tendency in the Latin American liberationist interpre-
tation of Christianity. Because of the social situation of that
continent, whose social structures are viewed as radically or es-
sentially oppressive, the word “development” which means
growth within a system has a negative and pejorative connota-
tion, whereas “liberation,” which includes the idea of changing
a system or structure, is a positive symbol. But since a change
in any system will involve the resistance of those whom it
favors, liberation involves conflict. And this element of conflict
pervades the symbol in an almost exclusive way, even when
“liberation ” is correlated with “salvation” and the role of
the Church. This is a clear instance of the particularization of a
theological symbol. It seems clear that in a situation where
institutional structures were essentially sound but abused, “ de-
velopment ”” would be a positive symbol and “ liberation,” inso-
far as it meant radical change of a system, would be negative.
Correlatively, on the level of Christian interpretation, one must
be careful not to view grace as exclusively a force against sin;
it is also a positive force of love. And Christianity is not only
a prophetic religion of judgment; it is also a vehicle for the posi-
tive building in cooperation with others of graced structures in
the world. It should be noted that this is not a criticism of the
liberationist interpretation of Christianity insofar as it is ap-
plied to the Latin American context, but rather a critique of
one of the particularisms of that theology which is not uni-
versally applicable and which should not, therefore, be affirmed
in an exclusive or normative sense.

It thus appears that saving grace at work in the human
personality is not and cannot be a purely personal phenomenon
in any individualistic sense precisely because it liberates a per-
son by effecting spontaneous openness to the neighbor. In
this way one can see how the whole economy of grace is histori-
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cal; faith, love and hope are mediated in this world through the
agency of people. Not only the message of Christ, but even
more fundamentally and beyond the sphere of Christianity
grace itself is mediated historically. One cannot separate the
internal and personal working of grace from its visible and
outward manifestations in the lives of people insofar as they
affect other people. God works in the human personality and
in history through the agency of human beings.

Social Grace.

The grace which first of all has its effects within the per-
sonality is-also social insofar as it is a force of self-transcendence
concretized in behavior. And insofar as grace becomes real and
tangible in concrete human activity it can become institu-
tionalized as any other human activity can. As Rahner has
pointed out, the grace underlying human history does not re-
main merely secret but breaks through into the public sphere
and often takes an organized form.** From the Christian point
of view, the paradigmatic example of institutionalized or social
grace is the Christian Church, at least in its ideal state. But
other religions are also examples of social grace and in specific
concrete cases may be better historical agents of grace than
the Christian Church. And since one cannot separate the history
of grace from profane or secular history, one might expect ex-
amples of social grace in everyday historical existence as well.
It should be noted further that secular humanism itself func-
tions as a religion for many in our culture. But more particular-
ly, the family, insofar as it nurtures the members and fosters
mutual love, might be considered a graced social pattern of
existence. Other more voluntary organizations dedicated to the
welfare of others, such as a hospital or Aleoholics Anonymous,
may be institutionalized forms of love and are therefore social
grace.

“® Rahner, “ History of the World and Salvation History,” op. cit., pp. 99-100.
See also Karl Rahner, “ Christianity a,nd the Non-Christian Religions,” op. cit.,
V, pp. 125-181.
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This shift of focus from the personal to the public, historical
level of understanding, and the use of the concept of “ social
grace,” entails a double movement or dynamism to God’s ac-
tion in history. This may be seen in a simultaneous inward and
upward movement on the one hand, and on the other an ex-
ternal and downward movement, both, however, always within
history itself. The inward liberating grace experienced by peo-
ple, both by individuals and within groups, externalizes itself
and moves upward so to speak in a process of objectification.
It becomes institutionalized. At the same time, those institu-
tions influence others, especially those who are socialized into
them. Not only the ritual patterns of worship and the linguistic
world of doctrine, but also the language and social patterns of
care and concern and service of others may be regarded as ex-
ternal grace for the world. In this way, the action of God in
history through grace may be seen as “ objective,” a movement
which ultimately rests on the stuff of graced human freedom (s) ,
but which at the same time enjoys an objective social and pub-
lic visibility. It is true that an exclusive emphasis on this ob-
jective and organizational side of the dynamism of grace could
lead to repressive social action in the name of God (as in the
case of Augustine with the Donatists) . But a moment’s reflec-
tion on such policy is enough to reveal that coercive action or
repressive social and political structures are by their very na-
ture a contradiction of a grace that both externally appeals to
freedom and internally liberates it.

But just as social sin is a complex and nuanced, indeed a
paradoxical, concept, so too is social grace. Insofar as an or-
ganization becomes objectified and routinized it may lack pre-
cisely the spontaneity and self-actualized intention of self-
transcending love that is the fruit of grace. The original inten-
tion and motive and direction may be lost.*” Moreover, there
are probably no examples of pure social grace any more than

7 Moreover, dehumanizing activity might be the actual reality inside the outer
form and contrary to its primary intention. Modern hospitals are often a good
example of this.
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there are of pure social sin. And still another caution must be
introduced. No theology of grace, and consequently no Chris-
tian view of history, can fail to recognize the tragic side of the
human enterprise. The Cross of Christ is the permanent Chris-
tian symbol of the ever-present and all pervasive reality of sin.
This sin is located in the human spirit itself, collectively and in
each person; it is rooted within human freedom itself; and there-
- fore 1t is part of the very stuff of history. Thus no human struc-
ture that serves to release the human spirit in freedom can
ensure that the exercise of that freedom will not be sinful. Two
consequences flow from this, the one objective and the other
subjective. Objectively, it is impossible to affirm a progressivist
evolutionary view of the history of grace because of the constant
presence of sin within human freedom. And subjectively, a
spirituality whose inner life is animated by a desire to parti-
cipate in God’s action in history must include within itself the
possibility if not the necessity of failure if it is not to run head-
long into disillusionment.

The Goal of History.

Having said that, however, we may still ask after the goal
of history in a penultimate sense. Granted that ultimate or
final salvation is to be realized outside of history in the Chris-
tian vision, and granted the stark reality of sin, still one may
inquire as to the goal of history in this world on the supposition
that this goal cannot be considered as completely discontinuous
with the former. May we not say that the goal or purpose of
grace in this world is to build more and more institutions which
incarnate, mediate and foster in the world the effects of grace,
namely, forgiveness, self-transcending love, communities of
reconciliation and concern? And if this is the case, is not this
also an expression of the goal of history under the influence of
grace?

To say that the kingdom of God is the goal of the history
of this world is not to assert that this goal will or ‘can be
achieved, not at least by human beings. For history is not na-
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ture, but a function of human freedom, and that freedom is
marked by sin. The future is open and uncertain, except that
it will certainly not exclude sin. To say that the kingdom of
God is the goal of this our history in time, therefore, is to make
a religious statement. Like “ utopia ” it is a proposition which
both judges the contemporary situation and draws forth crea-
tive energies for the future. It is an affirmation of a hope that
is based on faith, a hope in something that manifestly exceeds
human possibility. And yet it is a conviction that generates a
desire to make one’s own life an agent of God’s possibility.

- This view is not inconsistent with certain themes in the tra-
dition of the theology of grace especially as seen in Aquinas
and Augustine. If one interprets Aquinas from within a context
of a consciousness of history, that is, by shifting his teleological
understanding of human nature into an historical and eschato-
logical context, one can say that God’s action in and through
human loving by cooperative grace is moving toward the goal
of his kingdom, the kingdom of communion, harmony, peace,
reconciliation. This goal is not totally discontinuous with our
history but realized in it and through it. Therefore the limited
but real goal of God’s grace in and for history is that grace
become more and more the substance and ground of historical
and cultural institutions. Grace is thus God’s action in history,
through human freedom, tending toward the fulfillment of his
own designs in history.

CoNcLUSION

As a conclusion to this essay, four observations may be made
concerning a liberationist theology of history as seen from the
perspective of a theology of grace. The first is that one can-
not separate the sphere of so-called secular history from the
sphere of the operation of grace. There is but one history and
the whole of it is supported by and under the influence of the
immanent working of God through his grace. Wherever there
is self-transcendence and altruism, in whatever form, there one
can find the working of grace.
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Secondly, whereas the direct saving action of God’s grace is
experienced within personal freedom, once the context is shifted
to the interpersonal and social levels, one must also attend to
the objective consequences of self-transcending action toward
others. “Love and do what you will ” attends to personal sal-
vation, but not to the effects of graced human behavior within
interpersonal or social contexts. We have only considered in
this essay a first stage of a theory of social grace, namely, the
theological grounding of such a concept. In order for it to be
operative there must be research into the kind of altruistic
behavior required in a given situation. What forms of graced
action should be institutionalized? What will be the effects of
this or that institution or social policy? These are questions
that require study by the human sciences and Christian social
ethies, and responses must be consonant with the particularities
of circumstance. Once one admits a concept of social grace, one
that is also objective and external, then one must also look
carefully at the objective consequences of social behavior.

Thirdly, this view of grace should provide the basis for a
spirituality which is both modern and genuinely Christian. It
would be a spirituality that sees the operation of grace made
manifest precisely in a “building of the earth” in history,
among people, in public institutions that shape human lives.
As such, this spirituality would be the very opposite of one
that called for a withdrawal from the “ world,” from secular
and profane activities. For this spirituality would see grace as
a call to participate in history. This Christian spirituality would
entail an immersion in the processes of history; in the publie
events and crises, large and small, that influence other lives
in this world; in the corporate institutions and structures that
shape and govern human existence in the world; in the small
or local institutions or ways of life that often oppress and de-
humanize this group or render that one powerless and passive.
In this spirituality the idea of “ saintliness ” could not consist
in a “ state of life,” but would only apply existentially and con-
cretely to some form of engaged behavior. Not only would there
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be no double standard of Christian “ perfection,” the natural
tendency to predicate “perfection” of a life of detachment,
withdrawal and contemplation over against an active life in
the world would be simply reversed. Monastic life, although it
may be justified as a particular way of life, could in no way
appear as standard or ideal.

Finally, this view of history and its consequent spirituality
may be seen as fundamentally in line with the Christian under-
standing of grace. One must not view God and the human per-
son in competition. God works within and guarantees human
autonomy and its ability to transcend itself. From a merely
human point of view, then, the goals of history laid down here
are goals which strictly transcend human capabilities. But
in Aquinas’s terms, grace is precisely needed to accomplish that
which transcends the finite and limited powers of human nature.
There can be no correlation between liberation and salvation
unless liberation is seen as the work of grace, for Christians are
all agreed that saving liberation is God’s work and not that of
human beings. But if one recalls that grace works through
human freedom and not independent of human response and
action, then there is no need to fear Pelagianism. In the words
of Rahner:

When the basic relationship between God and the world is correctly
viewed, excluding any anthropomorphic synergism,” the action
of God appears as the possibility and dynamism of the action of
the world, which moves in self-transcendence to its fulfillment. . . .
World history may well be regarded as humanity’s self-liberation
from self-alienation. History in this sense takes place in moral ac-
tion made possible by God’s action, as a moment of rightly under-
stood self-redemption of man, given to mankind as its task.‘s

Roceer Haicar, S.J.
Jesuit School of Theology
in Chicago, Hlinots

48 Karl Rahner, “ Salvation,” Sacramentum Mundi, V, p. 437.



THE MEDIEVAL QUESTION OF WOMEN
AND ORDERS

AKING ITS START from Peter Lombard’s Sentences
(c. 1148) ' the medieval discussion of the sacrament
of ordination went beyond his text to raise a ques-
tion whose answer must have seemed so obvious that Lom-
bard felt no need to mention it: whether male sex is a require-
ment for ordination. Many of the elements necessary to ask
and to answer this question had already been assembled in
Gratian’s Decretum (c. 1140).2 But it is not until the thir-
teenth century that it achieved either juridical or theological
articulation.® The elaboration of the question of women and
orders occurred in the context of the general twelfth century
movement toward systematization in canon law and theology;
its development reflects the pattern of interaction between these
two sciences.* If the medieval conclusions to this question are
to be used in the present-day discussion of women’s ordination,’
they must be understood in terms of this historical develop-
ment,

1 Libri J, Sententiarum (Quaracchi, 1916), vol. 2.

2 Ida Raming, The Exclusion of Women From the Priesthood: Divine Loaw or
Sex Discrimination?, tr. by Norman R. Adams (Metuchen, N. J.: 1976), pp. 7-39,
sets out the major texts in the Decretum that bear on the question of women and
ordination. See also the discussion below.

® Of the later literature of canon law, the glossa ordinaria of the Decretum and
several decretals and their glosses (particularly the decretal Nova Quaedam) are
important for the statement of the question and will be treated below. In the-
ological literature of the period, the question is raised explicitly for the first time,
as far as I can ascertain, by Bonaventure and, shortly afterwards, by Thomas
Aquinas (see below).

¢ For the interaction of canon law and theology, see J. de Ghellinck, Le Mouve-
ment théologique de XII° sitcle (2nd ed., Brussels, 1969), pp. 52-65, 203213,
416-510,

5 As in the Vatican “ Declaration on the Question of the Admission of Women
to the Ministerial Priesthood ” (Vatican City: Sacred Congregation for the Doc-
trine of the Faith, 1976), no. 1, pp. 5-6.
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At the heart of the theological movement of the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries was the injunction of 1 Peter 3:15—“Al-
ways be ready to make a defense to any one who calls you to
account for the hope that is in you.”® Peter Lombard and his
thirteenth century followers worked in the tension between the
extremes of inarticulate fideism and overly articulate rational-
ism. Their arguments and conclusions depended as much on
internal coherence as on the teaching of Scripture or the church.
Not until the fourteenth century was the tension broken with
the rise of a new fideism. The shift in theological perspective
and method from Peter Lombard to Duns Scotus (or William
of Ockham) is reflected in the developing discussion of women
and orders, so that, by the end of the period considered here,
Duns Scotus can attribute the exclusion of women from ordina-
tion solely to the will of Christ.

The process that led from Peter Lombard to Duns Scotus re-
quires closer examination. As the various commentators on the
Sentences expanded and refined their treatment of the sacra-
ment of orders, room was made for the eventual posing of the
question about the ordination of women. Once the question
had been raised it could be developed according to the interests
and concerns of the individual commentator. At the same time
as this theological development was taking place, the decretists
and decretalists who commented on the growing body of canon
law influenced the theologians not only in the arrangement
of their subject matter but in the nature of their conclusions.
This was especially the case in regard to the sacraments.”

What I propose to do here is to trace the development of
the question of women and orders in the Sentence commentaries
of Alexander of Hales,® Albert the Great? Bonaventure,®

¢ de Ghellinck, Mouvement, pp. 279-284.

" Ibid., pp. 449 .

8 Glossa in Quatuor Libros Sententiarum Petri Lombardi (Quaracchi, 1957),
vol. 4.

® Commentarit in 4 Sententiarum, in Opera, ed. A. Borgnet (Paris, Vives, 1894),
vol. 20.

1 Commentarium in 4 Libros Sententiarum, in Opera (Quaracchi, 1882), vol.
4. Also De Sacramentis, in Opera Omnia, ed. A. Ohlmeyer (Miinster, 1958), vol. 26.
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Thomas Aquinas,” and Duns Scotus,? and then relate this
process briefly to the most important advances in canon law
in this period as they bear on the question of women’s ordina-
tion.

TraE SENTENCES AND THE EARLY COMMENTATORS

In Book 4 of the Sentences Peter Lombard considers the
sacraments and the last things. The sacrament of order is
treated under two headings: Dist. 24 on the kinds of ecclesiasti-
cal orders and Dist. 25 on the problem of heretical ordinations.
Seven grades of orders are enumerated in Dist. 24 and their
institution is attributed to specific acts of Christ (c. 1-12) .*®
Chapters 18-19 tie together the loose ends of episcopal office,
prophet and cantor. Heretical ordinations are the nominal sub-
ject of Dist. 25 (c. 1) though major attention is given to the
matter of simony (c. 2-6), with final references to the age of
the ordinand (c. 7).

Alexander of Hales (c. 1223-1227) progresses beyond this
arrangement to divide the subject somewhat more analytically.
His commentary on Dist. 24 is straightforward, asking only
what order is and how many orders there are. But in regard
to Dist. 25 he is able to abstract from Lombard’s concerns and
pose two questions: who is incapable of receiving major or
minor orders; and what are the causes which disqualify one
for orders? This allows him to reduce the types of irregularity
to disabilities of body, mind (illiteracy, infidelity, schism) and
relationship (a. 1). The latter category is a catch-all which
encompasses “ depraved dispositions” of every sort.** Simony

11 Commentum in 4 Librum Sententiarum, in Opera Omnia, ed. S. Frette (Paris,
Vives, 1874), vol. 11.

12 In Libri 4 Sententiarum, Dist. 25, q. 2 (Paris, Vivés, 1894): Opus Oxoniense,
vol. 19; cf. Reportata Parisiensia, vol. 24.

12 See de Ghellinck, Mouvement, pp. 327-338, for a discussion of Lombard’s doc-
trine of the development of the seven grades of orders and the sources on which
he drew.

14 These are of various sorts: those dispositions not related to other persons,
e.g., epilepsy; those related to other persons, €. g., in regard to one’s carnal father
(llegitimacy), or to one’s spiritual father (heretical baptism); all other relational
transgressions, e. g., murder, simony and the like.
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becomes a special case of this last disability. It is noteworthy
that Alexander makes numerous references to the Decretum
and later decretals, though he nowhere mentions the subject of
women and orders.

Commenting on the Sentences in the years 1241-45,"* Albert
the Great includes under Dist. 24 not only the various aspects
of orders but the question of who may receive this sacrament
(a.7). The most significant insight is his distinction between
those things which are de necessitate Sacramenti and those
which are de bene esse (art.7). A further distinction between
the possession of sanctity and the conferral of priesthood (a.
32) is also important. Sanctity confers the likeness of priest-
hood, Albert argues, but not the priesthood itself. This is in
keeping with a traditional anti-Donatist position (which, in
this period would also be anti-Waldensian or Albigensian), but
it also makes possible the later opinion (Thomas, Duns Scotus)
that orders can validly, though not licitly, be conferred on a
boy who has not yet attained the use of reason—but not on a
woman.** Dist. 25 follows Alexander’s basic arrangement, so
that heretical ordination and simony fall under the heading
of the dispensation (conferral) of the sacrament of order. In
a separate treatise De sacramentis, however, the disposition of
the material about orders differs markedly from the Sentences
commentary. Although there are no notable departures in con-
tent, Albert here directs his attention to the character im-
printed by the sacrament (considered only briefly in the com-
mentary on Dist. 24, c.84) and to the power of the keys."”
Alexander had touched on the subject of binding and loosing
(Dist. 24, a. 10), though Lombard had not mentioned it. Now
Albert gives it detailed treatment. The need for theological
reflection on the power of the keys seems to have been prompted
as much by the canonists’ preoccupations with the subject as

1% James A. Weisheipl, O.P., Friar Thomas D’Aquino: His Life, Thought and
Work (New York, 1974), p. 40.

*® Thomas, In } Sent., Dist. 25, q. 2, a.l, quaestiuncula 2. Duns Scotus, In
4 Sent., Dist. 25, q.2 (p. 138).

Y De sacr., tract. 8, q. 4, 5.
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by its intrinsic relationship to the theology of orders. The
question of ordination of women does not arise in either the
Sentences commentary or De Sacramentis.

Thomas Aquinas

Credit should probably go to Bonaventure for first raising
the question explicitly in his commentary (1250-54)*® once the
work of Alexander and Albert had created the categories in
which it could be asked. But because of Thomas Aquinas’s as-
sociation with Albert, his work will be discussed here first, even
though it is slightly later than Bonaventure’s chronologically.

Thomas wrote on the Sentences between 1252-1256 in Paris.*®
His division of the material is considerably more complex than
his mentor’s. Three questions occur to him in relation to Dist.
24: whether there ought to be order in the church (q.1); what
the distinctions of order are (q.2); and other matters related
to orders—tonsure, episcopal power, and vestments (q.3).
Numerous articles and quaestiunculae accompany each ques-
tion. Similarly, three questions arise in regard to Dist. 25: on
those who ordain (q.1); on those who are ordained (q.2); and
on simony (q.8). With the creation of a category in which to
consider the recipient of ordination, Thomas opens Dist. 25 to
the question of women and orders. Article 1 of question 2 puts
the matter succinctly:  whether the feminine sex is an im-
pediment to the reception of orders.” *

For Thomas, impediments to ordination are of two sorts:
defects of nature and conditions of external fortune. Female
sex, minority (for boys) and lack of the use of reason are all
defects of the first sort (art. 1); slavery, homicide, illegitimacy,
and physical defects are of the second (art.2). Thomas’s argu-
ment about the natural defect of women’s nature is the reason
for his rejection of the possibility of women’s ordination.

18 F. Stegmiiller, Repertorium Commentariorum in Sententins Petri Lombardi
(Wurzburg, 1947), vol. 1, p. 56,

*® Weisheipl, - Thomas, pp. 358-359; but cf. Stegmiiller, Repertorium, p. 393, who
dates this work to 1254-1256,

3 Utrum sexus femineus impediat ordinis susceptionem.
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Thomas adduces three strong arguments on behalf of the
opinion that female sex is not an impediment to ordination:
(1) prophecy is greater than priesthood, and women have been
prophets; (2) order pertains to some perfection or preeminence,
and women have possessed such praelatio under both the old
covenant (Deborah judging Israel) and the new (the case of
abbesses) , demonstrating it particularly in martyrdom and re-
ligious life; (8) the power of order pertains to the soul, and the
soul is without sex. In opposition he places two arguments. The
first is directly scriptural—women may not teach in the church
(I Tim. 2:12ff.). The second rests only indirectly on Scrip-
ture: the tonsure is required for ordination, even though it is
not of the necessity of the sacrament; but Scripture forbids
women to cut their hair (I Cor. 11). In his solution Thomas
refines Albert’s distinction of those things which belong to or-
ders de necessitate and de bene esse. He discriminates instead
between that which is de necessitate sacramenti and that which
is de necessitate praecepti propter congruitatem ad sacramen-
tum.® I the former is lacking, there is neither sacramentum
nor res sacramentt; if the latter is missing, it is possible to re-
ceive the sacramentum but not the res sacramenti. On the
basis of this distinction, Thomas concludes that the male sex is
the object of both kinds of necessity in regard to ordination.
Even if a woman should undergo the entire rite of ordination,
Thomas argues, she would not receive the sacrament of orders.

The fundamental defect of woman’s nature which makes her
incapable of ordination is her natural state of subjection (quia
maulier statum subjectionis habet) . Thomas’s interpretation of
references in the Decretum ** to diaconissae and presbyterae
was determined by his view that women were by nature in-
capable of ordination (hence could not have been “ ordained ”
in the early church). For him, as for the decretists, diaconissa
could only mean a woman who shares in some act of a deacon
(i. e., reading the homily in church—which an abbess could do),

1 Solutio 1 (pp. 52-53).
2. 28, q. 1, c. 23; Dist. 32, c. 19.
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while presbytera signified an older woman, specifically a widow.
Thus possible historical evidence for some sort of ecclesiastical
ordination of women was ruled out of court de facto by Thomas.

Bonaventure

Bonaventure follows much the same organizational scheme
as Thomas and reaches similar conclusions, Dist. 24 is divided
into two parts of two articles each. Part I is concerned with
the sacrament of orders in relation to those things which deter-
mine it: the sign of orders and orders in general. Part II deals
with the grades and dignities of orders, first in regard to the
character imprinted and then in regard to number. In Dist. 25
Bonaventure divides his material into articles on the power of
ordaining (a.1) and on those who are able to receive orders
(a.2). Simony is subsumed under the latter topic, rather than
being treated separately. The question of women’s ordination
seems to fall naturally into place under the topic of the require-
ments for receiving orders. Art. 2, q. 1 asks whether the male
sex is required for the reception of orders; subsequent questions
deal with the use of reason, single marriage (indivisio carnis—
i.e., bigamy), and the condition of freedom. :

The requirement of sex is established by Bonaventure’s con-
clusion that neither de ture nor de facto are women able to re-
ceive orders. The conclusion is in agreement with Thomas,
though the reasoning process differs in important respects. Un-
like Thomas, Bonaventure begins from the “ common opinion ”
that women ought not to be admitted to holy orders, and he
cites several important texts from the Decretum in support of
this view. In addition to the references to diaconissae and
presbyterae, Bonaventure quotes the prohibition of consecrated
women (nuns) from handling sacred vessels and linen or
censing the altar.*®* He admits that there is some question as
to whether women are even capable of being ordained, but he
resolves his doubts about this by appealing to the “sounder
and more prudent opinion of the doctors  (saniorem opintonem

22 Dist. 28, c. 25.
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et prudentiorem doctorum)** that women’s incapacity for or-
dination is de facto as well as de iure. Only the conclusion to
this argument is quoted by the Vatican Declaration, and that
without any indication of the “ probable ” status that Bonaven-
ture had attached to it: that women cannot be ordained is, ac-
cording to Bonaventure, not so much the church’s doing as
the result of a natural incapacity which prevents them from
receiving orders,

The process by which Bonaventure arrived at this conclusion
is determined by the problematic laid out at the beginning of
the question. The opinions cited against the necessity of male
sex for the reception of orders closely parallel Thomas’s list:
Deborah judged Israel; abbesses have exercised authority; or-
ders are relevant to the soul, not the flesh; and women have ex-
hibited preelatio in martyrdom and religious life. But the
reasons advanced for the necessity of maleness for ordination
depart significantly from Thomas’s arguments. (1) There must
be a natural possibility or aptitude for any order—but tonsure
is not possible for women (cf. I Cor. 11). (2) It is necessary
that the person being ordained bear the image of God, “ because
in this sacrament the person [homo] in some way becomes God
or divine, since he participates in the divine power ”—but it is
the male (vir) who is the image of God by reason of sex (cf. 1
Cor. 11:7) 2 (8) Spiritual power is conferred in ordination—
but women are not able to receive or exercise such power (cf.
ITim.2:12). (4) All orders are preparatory for the episcopacy,
and the bishop is the spouse of the church—but women cannot
be husbands, hence neither can they be bishops, so access to
orders is only for men (virorum). The second and fourth opin-
ions cited for the necessity of male sex for ordination turn the
argument in a different direction from Thomas’s presentation.
The inclusion of these arguments among the affirmative opin-

3 Doctorum most likely refers to the canonists.

2 . . quia in hoec Sacramento homo quodam modo fit Deus sive divinus, dum
potestatis divinae fit particeps; sed vir ratione sexus est imago Dei, sicut dicitur
primae ad Corinthios undecimo. . . .



590 FRANCINE CARDMAN

ions leads Bonaventure to a more complex position than
Thomas’s assertion of women’s inferiority due to their state
of subjection. His reasoning is strikingly familiar to the modern
reader: ““In this sacrament the person who is ordained signifies
Christ the mediator; both because the mediator was only in the
male sex and because he can be signified by the male sex, the
possibility of receiving orders belongs only to men, who alone
can naturally represent and, in accordance with the reception
of the character, actually bear the sign of him.” ** Bonaventure
argues forcefully, but nevertheless concedes that his conclusion
is only the “ more probable ” (probabilior) position, though it
can, he claims, be proved by many authorities,

In the commentaries of Thomas and Bonaventure, the dis-
cussion of holy orders unfolded at nearly the same time to reveal
a question as to why women could not receive this sacrament.
Within their responses to this question there are differences in
emphasis and treatment of the major negative and affirmative
opinions and in the way objections are resolved. But the funda-
mental structure of the question of orders is set by them, as
is the answer to the question of women and orders.

John Duns Scotus

In the commentary of John Duns Scotus on the Sentences
(Oxford, c. 1298-1300) ,** there is little that is new. In fact, the
question of women’s ordination seems to have become so com-
monplace that it is simply combined with the question of the
age necessary for ordination (aetas puerilis) in Dist. 25, q. 2.
The authorities cited, however, all refer to the impediment of
sex. Although the opinions presented are predictable, the in-
clusion of canonical arguments at the beginning of the question
rather than in the resolution is somewhat novel. The position

*¢In hec enim Sacramento persona, quae ordinatur, significat Christum media-
torem; et quoniam mediator solum in virili sexu fuit et per virilem sexum potest
significari: ideo possibilitas suscipiendi ordines solum viris competit, qui soli possunt
naturaliter repraesentare et secundum characteris susceptionem actu signum huius
ferre.

7 Stegmiiller, Repertorium, p. 203,
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that sex would not be an impediment to ordination is supported
by Gal. 8 (:27 ff) —since there is no difference between male
and female in Christ, neither is there any difference between
them in the sacraments of the evangelical law. The Decretum is
also cited as evidence of women who have had ordination: pres-
byterae (Dist. 32., c. 19) and diaconissae (Dist. 27, q.1, ¢.28).
On the opposing side, however, is Dist. 23, ¢. 25 of the Decretum,
which forbids women to handle the consecrated vessels and
linens. Scriptural support for the negative opinion is offered
by I Cor. 11, in which women are forbidden to cut their hair,
thus making them unable to receive tonsure. Scotus’s resolution
of the problem is a refinement on the solutions of Thomas and
Bonaventure. He distinguishes three ways in which a person
can be excluded from orders: on the basis of not being able
to receive it reverently and properly; not being able to receive
it licitly (in accord with the law, praeceptum) ; and not being
able to receive it de facto. Women are a case of this third mode
of exclusion.

The de facto inability of women to receive orders is not deter-
mined by the church, Scotus argues, but by Christ. It depends
solely on his will, since “ the church would not have presumed
to deprive the entire sex of women, without any fault of their
own, of an act which would licitly have been theirs, and which
might have been ordained for the salvation of woman and
others in the church through her. . . .”?*® It should be noted
that unlike Thomas, Scotus does not locate the incapacity in
woman’s nature (neither as it was created nor as it came to be
after the Fall) ; nor does he place it, as Bonaventure does, in a
natural or physical inability to represent the male Christ.
Rather this incapacity is due solely to the will of Christ, upon
which the church bases its practice. In citing this opinion of
Duns Scotus, the Vatican Declaration omits the last clause
quoted above, as well as the remainder of the sentence; com-

28 Non enim Eeclesia praesumpsisset totura sexum muliebrem privasse sine
culpa sua, actu, qui posset sibi licite competere, qui esset ordinatus ad salutem
mulieris et aliorum in Eecclesia per eam, . . .
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pletion of the sentence makes a substantive difference in in-
terpreting the force and intention of Scotus’s argument. For
he goes on to say that apart from the will of Christ, the ex-
clusion of women from orders “ would seem to be a very great
injustice, not only to the entire sex, but also to a few specific
persons [paucis personis]; but now, if by divine law ecclesiastical
order could licitly belong to woman, this would be for their
salvation and the salvation of others through them.” * Under-
lying Scotus’s argument, therefore, is the presumption that the
ordination of women would have considerable pastoral benefits
which could not rightly be ignored by the church except on the
instruction of Christ. This means that for Duns Scotus the
prohibition of women teaching or holding authority (I Tim.
2) is not just an apostolic opinion but the will of Christ.

On this voluntaristic base Scotus constructs his response to
those arguments that do not find sex an impediment to ordina-
tion. His refutation makes use of a number of arguments em-
ployed by earlier commentators. He argues that Jesus did not
install his mother in any grade of order in the church, hence
no other woman could receive orders; that natural reason is
in accord with this position, since after the Fall women can have
no degree of eminence in the human race; and that Christ’s law
makes no distinction between male and female in the realm of
grace and glory, but quite properly does make such distinctions
in regard to the degrees of excellence held in the church.* The
treatment of legal sources accords with the interpretations
offered by Thomas and Bonaventure: presbytera refers to the
wife of a priest among the Greeks, or among the Latins, a
widow, and may also indicate the position of authority exer-
cised by an abbess among her nuns; diaconissa may also refer
to an abbess or to anyone who reads the homily during matins.*

2%, . . quia hoc esse videretur maxima injustitia, non solum in toto sexu, sed

etiam in paucis personis; nunc autem si de lege divina licite posset competere
mulieri ordo Ecclesiasticus, posset esse ad salutem et carum et aliorum per ess,
2 In } Sent., p. 140.
3 Ibid., p. 141.



WOMEN AND ORDERS 593

No question of orders is involved in the case of either the pres-
bytera or diaconissa.

Theology and Canon Law

The development of medieval theological consideration of
the question of women and orders was the result of a three-fold
process. The process began by an opening out of the discus-
sion of holy orders so that room was made for the question of
women’s ordination to arise. Once the question was asked ex-
plicitly, it underwent a development and shift in emphasis,
though several constants remained throughout the various
treatments of the question. The third and as yet unaccounted-
for aspect of this process was the influence of developments in
canon law. These are of considerable importance in under-
standing the evolution of medieval thought on the subject of
women and orders. For aside from the internal logic of the com-
mentaries themselves, there were other forces which worked to
move Bonaventure to raise a previously unasked theological
question: what was the reason for the church’s practice of
ordaining only men?

Not the least among the external forces that led to the asking
of this question was the continued development of canon law
after the widespread acceptance of Gratian’s Decretum. Already
within that collection were numerous texts with definite, though
not always articulated, implications for the status of women
in the church and the possibility of their ordination. Some
of these have been touched on in the examination of the Sen-
tences commentaries; here I list only the most important docu-
ments.** Dist. 23, c¢. 25 prohibits women from touching con-
secrated vessels and linens and from censing the altar; c. 29
of the same distinction prohibits women, however learned and
holy, from teaching men? Dist. 82, ¢. 19 mentions women

32 See Raming, Exclusion, pp. 7-89, for analysis of these materials.

3% Mulier, quamvis docta et sancta, viros in conventu docere non presumat,
Laicus autem presentibus clericis (nisi ipsis rogantibus) docere non audeat, Corpus
Turis Canonici, ed. A. Friedberg (Graz, 1959), vol. 1, col. 86.
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who were called presbyterae among the Greeks® Similarly,
C. 27, q. 1, ¢. 28 contains a reference to diaconissae, anathema-
tizing those who marry after receiving ordination.*® The exclu-
sion of women from the sacred sphere of liturgical objects and
practices is the subject of several chapters in the book De
consecratione. Dist.1, de cons., c. 41-42 permits only consecrated
(i.e., ordained) men to handle consecrated vessels and vest-
ments.*® Dist. 2, de cons., c. 29 forbids the practice of women
taking communion to the sick.*” And Dist. 4, de cons., c. 20
prohibits women from teaching or baptizing.*®

As the influence of the Decretum spread, these points of
canon law gained a certain amount of familiarity among edu-
cated churchmen, theologians and canonists alike. Raming

# Mulieres que apud Graecos presbiterae appellantur, apud nos autem viduae,
seniores, univirae et matricuriae appellantur, in ecclesia tanquam ordinatas constitui
non debere. Friedberg, Corpus, vol. 1, col. 122.

¢ Diaconissam non debere ante annos quadraginta ordinari statuimus, et hoc
cum diligenti probatione. Si vero susceperit ordinationem, et quantocumque tempore
observaverit ministerium, et postea se nuptiis tradiderit, iniuriam faciens gratiae
Dei, hec anathema sit cum eo, qui in illius nuptiis convenerit. Friedberg, Corpus,
vol 1, col. 1055,

88 C. 41: In sancta apostolica sede statutum est, ut sacra vasa pon ab aliis, quam
a sacratis Dominoque dicatis contrectentur hominibus. Ne pro talibus presump-
tionibus iratus Dominus plagam inponat populo suo, et hi etiam, qui non pec-
caverunt, pereant, quia perit iustus sepissime pro inpio.

C. 42: Vestimenta ecclesiae, quibus Domino ministratur, et sacrata debent esse
et honesta, quibus in aliis usibus non debent frui, quam ecclesiasticis et Deo
dignis offitiis; que nec ab aliis debent contingi aut offerri, nisi a sacratis hominibus,
ne ultio, que Baltasar regem percussit, super hoc transgredientes veniat, et corruere
eos faciat ad ima,

Both in Friedberg, Corpus, vol. 1, cols. 1304-1305.

7 Pervenit ad notitiam nostram, quod quidam presbiteri in tantum parvipendant
divina misteria, ut laico aut feminae sacrum corpus Domini tradant ad deferendum
infirmis, et quibus prohibetur, ne sacrarium ingrediantur, nec ad altare ap-
propinquent, illis sancta sanctorum committuntur. Quod quam sit horribile
quamque detestabile, omnium religiosorum animadvertit prudentia. Igitur interdicit
per omnia sinodus, ne talis temeraria presumptio ulterius fiat; sed omnimodis
presbiter per semetipsum infirmum communicet. Quod si aliter fecerit, gradus sui
periculo subiacebit. Friedberg, Corpus, vol. 1, cols. 1323-1824.,

38 Mulier, quamvis docta et sancta, baptizare aliquos vel vires docere in conventu,
non presumat. [Ex Concilio Cartagiensi V.] Gratian: Nisl necessitate cogente.
Friedberg, Corpus, vol. 1, col. 1367.
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gives a detailed analysis of the relevant texts and the history
of their interpretation.® Rather than repeat her discussion of
this material on the work of the decretists and later the
decretalists, I want simply to single out the most crucial ad-
vances in each of these areas.

Commentators on the Decretum appeared in rapid succession
and glossed most of the loci that bear on the question of women
and ordination. Among the glossators, Johannes Teutonicus
exercised considerable influence. Writing between 1212-1215,
he assimilated into his commentary the work of earlier glossa-
tors as well as the decretals of Innocent ITI. Published after
the IV Lateran council and finally revised by Bartholomew
of Brescia in 1240-45, the commentary of Johannes Teutonicus
quickly became the glossa ordinaria to the Decretum.*® The
discussion of C. 27, q. 1, ¢. 23 (on deaconesses) therefore achieved
a currency far beyond mere individual opinion. Johannes
Teutonicus used the earlier gloss of Huguecio almost verbatim
in explaining why women were incapable of ordination: “I
respond that women do not receive the character (of order)
because of the impediment of their sex and the constitution of
the church.” ** This opinion is new to decretist literature with
Huguccio and Teutonicus.*? Its influence can be felt in the
developing theological opinion of the Sentences commentaries.

The Decretum had legitimated papal legislative authority
and in its aftermath came a multiplication of papal decretals.
Gregory IX commissioned Raymond of Pefiaforte, O.P., a
canonist and his personal chaplain, to make a systematic com-
pilation of these decretals, which was published in 1284 as the
Compilatio Nova (or Liber Extra). The two most important

3 Raming, Ezclusion, pp. 44-69 (on the Decretum) and pp. 78-93 (on the
decretalists) .

4 3, F. von Schulte, Die Geschichte der Quellen und Literatur des Canonischen
Rechts (Stuttgart, 1875), vol. 1, pp. 172-174. Also Raming, Exzclusion, p. 65.

4 Respondeo, quod mulieres non recipiunt characterem impedimente sexu, et
constitutione ecclesiae. Glossa Ordinaric as found in the edition Decretales D.
Gregorit Papae 1X suae Integritati: una cum glossis restitutae (Rome, 1552).

42 Raming, Exclusion, p. 62.
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decretals are Nova Quaedam (Innocent III, 1210), which pro-
hibits abbesses from giving a blessing to their nuns, hearing
confessions, reading the Gospel, or preaching in public,*® and
Dilecta (Honorius ITI, 1222), which deals with the kind of
jurisdiction exercised by abbesses.** The inevitable glosses fol-
lowed on these and other decretals in the collection, until
Bernard of Parma’s commentary (c. 1245) became the glossa
ordinaria on Gregory IX’s collection. Bernard’s gloss on Nova
Quaedam extends the range of liturgical functions prohibited
to women: once, perhaps, women could read the gospel at
matins, and for this reason were called diaconissa; but not only
can they not teach or preach, they cannot touch sacred vessels;
neither can they veil their nuns or absolve them; and they can-
not exercise judgment, except perhaps, according to custom,
those among them who were of the nobility. Bernard con-
cludes: “in general, the office of a man is forbidden to
women.” **

An independent but nevertheless influential commentator,
Henricus Segusia (Hostiensis) offered a similar explanation in
his Summa Super Tituli Decretalium (Summa Aurea) c. 1250-
1253.* “ But in addition to the above mentioned regulations,”

43 Nova quaedam nuper, de quibus miramur non modicum, nostris sunt auribus
intimata, quod abatissae videlicet in Burgensi et in Palentinensi diocesibus consti-
tutae, moniales proprias benedicunt, ipsarum quoque confessiones in criminibus
audiunt, et legentes evangelium praesumunt publice praedicare. . . . Decretals
of Gregory IX, in Friedberg, Corpus, vol. 2, Lib. 5, tit. 88, De Poenitent. c. 10, cols.
886-887 See also Raming, Ezclusion, pp 70-74.

“ Dilecta in Christo filia abbatissa de Bubrigen, transmissa nobis petitione
monstravit, quod, quum ipsa plerumque canonicas suas et clericos suae iurisdictioni
subiectos propter inocbedientias et culpas eorum officio beneficioque suspendat ii-
dem confisi ex eo, quod eadem abbatissa excommunicare eos non potest, suspen-
sionem huiusmodi non observant, propter quod ipsorum excessus remanent incor-
recti. Quocirca discretioni tuae mandamus, quatenus dictas canonicas et clericos,
ut abbatissae praefatae obedientiam et reverentiam debitam impendentes, eius
salubria monita et mandata observent, monitione praemissa ecclesiastica censura
appellatione remota compellas, Friedberg, Corpus, vol. 2, col. 201. See Raming,
Exclusion, pp. 75-78; and for the commentators on both texts, pp. 78-93.

45 . . et generaliter viri officium mulieribus est interdictum. Decretales, col.
1870. Raming, Exclusion, pp 81-82.

¢ Schulte, Geschichte, pp. 128 ff. Raming, Exclusion, p. 88.
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he writes, “sex is also a requirement (for ordination): for
orders are not conferred on a woman (muliers) but on a man
(homint) , as Ambrose [Ambrosiaster] commented on Timothy
(I Tim. 8:11) ... for they ought not to be tonsured, nor may
the hair of a woman be cut . . . nor can they exercise the power
of the keys . . . nor even ought they serve at the altar . .. al-
though they may read the Gospel at matins” ** The gloss of
Hostiensis is a further instance of the interaction between canon
law and theology in regard to women and orders.

Although direct contacts cannot be demonstrated between
the canonists and theologians of the thirteenth century as the
question of ordination of women developed, the similarity of
arguments, the reliance on specific canonical texts, and the im-
portance of the friars in the schools of both canon law and
theology all argue for a common universe of discourse in which
this question was considered. To judge from the general in-
terpenetration of theology and canon law in the systematiza-
tion of each discipline, it is reasonable to expect that the dia-
logue between the two would easily extend to a subject that
was relevant to both.*®

Conclusion

Medieval reflection on the question of women and ordination
did not develop in a straightforward manner, and, while there
was general agreement that women were incapable of ordina-
tion, the theological justifications of this opinion varied greatly.
The Sentences commentators were far from being of one mind
on the subject. When the question was first raised in theological
discussion, Bonaventure clearly acknowledged the uncertainty

¢"Sed et praeter regulas supradictas requiritur sexus: nec enim mulieri, sed

homini sunt ordines conferendi, sicut dicit Ambrosius ad Timotheum . . . quia nec
tonsurari debent . . . nec mulieris coma amputanda est . . . nec potest potestatem
clavium exercere . . . nec etiam ad altare servire debet . . . potest tamen evangelium

dicere ad matutinam, Summa Aurea, col. 188, as quoted in Raming, Exclusion, pp.
211212 (note 90 to p. 83).

% For a similar process in an carlier period, see de Ghellinck, Mouvement, pp.
537-547 (on Hugh of St. Victor and the “ species quadriformis sacramentorum ”
in the canonists and theologians).
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of his conclusion that neither de facto nor de iure were women
able to be ordained. He did, however, attempt to bolster his
opinion by labeling it the “more prudent” view, one which
enjoyed the support of many saintly authorities. When Thomas
Aquinas addressed himself to the topic a few years later, he
did not doubt the certainty of his conclusions, but he based
them on arguments that differed greatly from Bonaventure’s—
namely, the incongruity between woman’s natural state of sub-
jection and the degree of eminence signified by the sacrament
of orders. Finally, when Duns Scotus came to consider the
question of sex as an impediment to ordination, he removed
the discussion almost entirely from the realm of reasoned dis-
course by appealing solely to the will of Christ as the basis of
women’s exclusion from ordination.

In its appeal to the conclusions of medieval treatments of
the question of women and orders, the Vatican “ Declaration
on the Question of the Admission of Women to the Ministerial
Priesthood ” ignores both the historical development and the
textual and theological context of the opinions which it cites.
In so doing, the Declaration makes the medieval discussion ap-
pear far more uniform than it in fact was, and gives to medi-
eval opinion a degree of authority which, for the most part,
it did not claim for itself. The views of Thomas Aquinas are
passed over in silence by the Declaration, presumably because
his arguments are among those medieval opinions which
“ modern thought would . . . rightly reject.” * By rejecting the
most forcefuly articulated medieval position against the ordina-
tion of women, the Declaration is compelled to fall back on
the opinions of Bonaventure and Duns Scotus. It is therefore
crucial in evaluating the weight of the medieval evidence to
know that Bonaventure regarded his conclusion as probabilior,
sanior, and prudentior. Yet the Declaration gives no indication
of Bonaventure’s own reservations. Further, the Declaration
quotes but a fragment of a long and complex sentence from
Duns Scotus, citing only his appeal to the will of Christ as the

#° Declaration, no. 1 (p. 6).
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reason why women cannot be ordained, and ignoring com-
pletely Scotus’s stress on the pastoral good that could have
come to the church from the ordination of women. By wrench-
ing his conclusion out of context, the Declaration misrepresents
the nature of Duns Scotus’s opposition to the ordination of
women.

Finally, in failing to take account of the influence of estab-
lished liturgical practice on the development of canon law, and
neglecting as well the interaction of medieval canon law and
theology (especially as represented in the Sentences commen-
taries), the Declaration regards theological opinion and doc-
trinal development in a vacuum. Taken in isolation from the
disciplinary developments which occasion them and which they
in turn legitimate and reinforce, such theological opinions are
given a certain timeless status in the Declaration and a degree
of authority that is warranted neither by the intention of their
authors nor by the logic of historical argument.

Francing CARDMAN
Wesley Theological Seminary
Washington, D. C.



POSSIBILITIES OF RELIGIOUS SKEPTICISM

ERTAIN PHILOSOPHERS OF religion would de-

cribe themselves as religious skeptics. A number be-

lieve, indeed, that their orientation should be shared
by all. Other philosophers of religion think that religious skep-
ticism is impossible; or at any rate that it is, and should be
seen by all to be, an inappropriate stance to adopt. In this
paper I wish to set out an approach of my own to the possi-
bilities of religious skepticism. My discussion will focus on
states of doubt that arise in relation to the Biblical tradition.?
And I will say at the outset that I have come to regard the mat-
ter as more complex than either of the aforementioned groups
would suggest.

1. PrELiminaAry DiscussioN

Opposing Viewpoints on Religious Skepticism. Let us begin by
considering a sampling of remarks made by representatives of
the two opposing viewpoints. A leading representative of the
former is Kai Nielsen. Nielsen suggests that even “ believers
characteristically have doubts; even the man in ‘the circle of
faith ’ is threatened with disbelief.” > And the difficulties which

1This study arises from a background in Christianity, and from reflection on
states of doubt in relation to it. I would emphasize, accordingly, that the account
I shall offer is thus restricted in its intended scope.

The present paper might usefully be read in conjunction with a companion
piece, “ Understanding and Agreement in Religion,” The Modern Schoolman, 55
(1978). That study includes, in particular, a fuller discussion of the notion of
“ faith awareness,” introduced in section IT below. I would hope, however, that
my suggestions about religious skepticism will be found to be well supported by

_the present analyses, together with the further research herein envisioned.

? Kai Nielsen, “In Defense of Atheism,” reprinted in Norbert O. Schedler, ed.,

Philosophy of Religion (New York: Macmillan, 1974), p. 253.
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arise in this context are by no means idle ones: “some come
to reject a religious orientation altogether because of such con-
siderations.”® The considerations in question, whether they
originate within or without the circle of faith, take a number of
different forms. Thus there can be said to be “ varieties of re-
ligious scepticism.”* But it can in general be remarked con-
cerning the orientation of skeptics that it involves “ a rejection
of religion ‘because they find Christianity unpersuasive, in-
credible.’ ”® And well they might, according to Nielsen. For
when fully elaborated the difficulties which even many believers
feel become general and powerful critiques of religious faith. In
relation to the major Western traditions, at any rate, it must
be said that “ religious belief or commitment is not even rea-
sonable, let alone justified.”® Again, it is possible to produce
certain arguments—arguments of relevance to all—which “ show
why we should be sceptics.” ’

On the other side of the picture we find philosophers who
question the viability of a skeptical orientation. A leading
spokesman for this group is D. Z. Phillips. Phillips recognizes
the possibility of religious rebellion, in which one comes to “ re-
ject and defy > one’s tradition and its God.®? He also notes that
it happens that “ a person cannot bring himself to react in a
certain way; he has no use for a certain [religious] picture of the
situation.” * Beyond cases of these sorts, however, the doubts

® Kai Nielsen, Scepticism (London: Macmillan, 1973), p. 8.

4 Ibid., p. 4.

5 Ibid., p. 5. The contained quotation is from Ninian Smart, Philosophers and
Religious Truth (New York: Macmillan, 1970), p. 9.

® Kai Nielsen, Contemporary Critiques of Religion (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1971), p. 136.

7 Nielsen, Scepticism, p. 9. Among various other philosophers who express some
form of religious skepticism the following might in particular be mentioned:
Antony Flew, Ronald Hepburn, and Alasdair MacIntyre. See, for example, Flew’s
God and Philosophy (London: Hutchinson, 1966); Hepburn’s Christianity and
Paradox (New York: Pegasus, 1968); and Maclntyre’s portion of The Religious
Significance of Atheism (New York: Columbia, 1969).

¢ D. Z. Phillips, Faith and Philosophical Enquiry (New York: Schocken, 1971),
p. 81.

® Ibid., p. 100,
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which people—and especially philosophers—express are more
questionable in nature and origin. A proper analysis of these
doubts results in negative light being cast on certain features
of the people’s own thinking. Very often, for example, an in-
dividual’s difficulty with religious proposals stems from some
“craving for generality “-—some tendency to assimilate in an
illegitimate way these proposals with certain others.** In any
event, according to Phillips, it is possible to “ refute scepticism
about .. . religion.” ** Alternatively it can be said that if a per-
son has a correct grasp of relevant matters “ his understanding
of religion is incompatible with scepticism.” *2

General Characterizations and Distinctions. The general views
here sketched are developed at length by the writers we have
referred to, among others. And we might, I think, feel some
initial attraction to points which are expressed by them both.
But we might also feel a certain unclarity about the issue, at
least as it emerges from the above remarks. For the notions
employed—doubt, personal inability, rejection of an orientation,
skepticism—tend to be somewhat hazy in general, let alone in
application to religious phenomena. We might do well, ac-
cordingly, to approach our investigation by making some initial
characterizations and distinctions,

Taking up the concept of doubting, first of all, I would offer

10 Ibid., p. 63. See also, for example, p. 72.

¥ Ibid., p. 201.

*2 Ibid., p. 83. See also Phillips’s books The Concept of Prayer (London: Rout-
ledge and Kegan Paul, 1965) and Religion Without Explanation (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1976). Three other writers whose essays indicate that they might
properly be grouped with Phillips on this matter are Paul L. Holmer, Norman
Malcolm, and Harry A. Nielsen. See, for example, Holmer’s “Atheism and Theism:
A Comment on an Academic Prejudice,” Lutheran World, 13 (1966); Malcolm’s
“Is it a Religious Belief that ‘ God Exists’?” in John Hick, ed., Faith and the
Philosophers (London: Macmillan, 1964); and Nielsen’s “ Kierkegaard’s Meta-
physical Crotchet,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association,
46 (1972). I wish to make clear that I am not suggesting, in relation to either
of the two groups of philosophers, that there would be internal agreement on all
points of significance.
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the following general characterization. An individual will be
said to be in a state of doubt with regard to a set of proposals
if he finds that in relating himself to those proposals his thinking
is dominated by a difficulty or difficulties—difficulties of a sort
that could be expressed in terms of considerations going against
them. I would point out that what is being offered here is an
account of our concept of a particular state. In connection with
this account we can come to mark a number of important dis-
tinctions. Thus a state of doubt, as I shall speak of it, is dif-
ferent from one in which the person involved simply fails to ar-
rive at any orientation, and also from one in which the person
involved simply rejects the proposals at hand. (However, both
a state of uncertainty because of considerations against and a
state of rejection or denial because of considerations against can,
for purposes of the present discussion, be regarded as types of
states of doubt. We might think of them as minimal and maximal
types of such states in terms of their degree of intensity.) We
should also distinguish between being in a state of doubt and
being merely to some degree troubled by doubt—an experience
that can befall even those who embrace a set of proposals. It
must be added, however, that while we can draw these various
lines in the abstract, it is not always clear, at the level of the
concrete, how a particular case is to be described.

Sometimes it can be said that the occurrence of a state of
doubt reflects negatively on the individual’s own thinking. For
sometimes the process of communicating a set of proposals is
direct and public in character, involving on the part of everyone
concerned only procedures which are straightforward and open
to general assessment. In cases of this sort the process can be
said to be certain in its proper results. And in some cases of
this sort the results are such as to preclude a person’s thinking
being dominated by a particular difficulty. To the extent that
this is found to hold, but only to the extent that this is found
to hold, a judgment will be in order that in principle no one
should be in the state of doubt in question. A judgment will be
in order, that is, that if anyone possesses the required human
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capacity, and receives a full exposure to the proposals, he can
and should avoid the state®

Sometimes too, however, reflection on one person’s state of
doubt gives rise to a strong judgment concerning others. To
the extent that the consideration a doubter expresses is of gen-
eral and public relevance there arises, as we might put it, a
prima facie argument that others should share his state. Of
course, in a case of this sort another possibility also arises—the
possibility that whatever the consideration’s perceived force
for the individual, it can by others be seen to reveal a misap-
prehension or mistake, rather than to indicate a genuine prob-
lem with the proposals. On the other hand, to the extent that
the consideration a doubter expresses is individual and private
in its significance the possibility just mentioned will not arise;
but then the occurrence of his state will not have a tendency
to argue that others should come to share it. The implication
that others should come to share a state of doubt will emerge
to the extent that, but only to the extent that, two conditions
are jointly fulfilled: first, that the consideration expressed is of
general and public relevance; and second, that the consideration
indicates a genuine problem with the proposals.

In connection with these points we might distinguish two
senses of the term “ skepticism.” These I shall call the * weak
sense ” and the “ strong sense,” respectively. “ Skepticism ” in
the weak sense will apply to any state of doubt, regardless of
the individual’s views about implications concerning others.
“ Skepticism ” in the strong sense will apply only to a state of
doubt in which the individual thinks that a strong implication
emerges—a strong implication, that is, that others should share

11 would emphasize that while I shall sometimes speak, as I have just above,
of states of doubt “ reflect(ing) negatively ” on people’s thinking, there is not
here any question of a negative reflection on the people themselves. For an in-
dividual may, for example, fail to possess the required human capacity; or—more
likely in the present context—fail to receive a full exposure to the proposals,
Similarly, when I come to speak of certain skeptical orientations as being * inap-
propriate,” I shall be using the term absolutely, rather than as implying any
judgment concerning individuals.
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his state. Orientations of the former sort might be appropriate
to the extent that judgments are not in order that in principle
no one should be in the states in question, and accordingly to the -
extent that the related processes of communication do not yield
results of certainty which would preclude a person’s thinking
being dominated by the difficulties. Orientations of the latter
sort will be appropriate to the extent that the implications
mentioned above do in fact emerge, and accordingly to the ex-
tent that the two associated conditions are jointly and strongly
fulfilled.

Let us now seek to apply these general points to difficulties
which arise vis-a-vis Christianity.

II. StaTes or Dousnt 1x RELATION TO CHRISTIAN TEACHINGS:
AN INVESTIGATION OF CAsEs FroM Five CATEGORIES

Clearly a great many difficulties are expressed concerning
Biblical religion. They are not, however, entirely without com-
mon features, Rather they might—at least for purposes of our
inquiry—be grouped into certain general categories. Thus,
while we could not consider every type of case which would be
relevant to our concerns, we might, by investigating an example
from each category, achieve the broad outlines of a “ perspicuous
representation.” ** I shall begin the present section by ex-
pressing a perspective on the grouping of religious doubts. Then
I shall undertake an examination of cases from the various
categories that might be marked off. Finally I shall note some
complexities to be encountered at the level of the concrete and
particular.

General Perspective. My approach to the grouping of doubts
in this area involves relating them to the state enjoyed by be-
lievers—or, more accurately, to the state those seeking to com-
municate the Scriptural mesage hope will come about. I call

34 The term “ perspicucus representation ” is from Wittgenstein. I hope he would
approve of the use I make of it in this paper. See Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophi-
cal Investigations, tr. by G. E. M. Anscombe, 3rd ed. (New York: Macmillan,
1968) Part I, sec. 122.
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the state in question the state of “ awareness adequate to faith,”
or “faith awareness ” for short. By way of characterizing this
state we might say that an individual will be said to enjoy it
when, and insofar as, he perceives what is proposed to him as
a life of faith—a particular complex of affirmation and rela-
tionship and activity—in such a manner as to feel called to
make the deepest and most definite personal response. (Such
an individual will, accordingly, view his actual faith or non-faith
in terms of his response to the life-possibility thus perceived.)
Although a characterization of this sort is very general, it seems
clear that many persons who have encountered the Seriptural
message fail to enjoy a state of faith awareness. It also seems
clear that insofar as a person’s state departs from the one in
question, he may find that his thinking in relation to the re-
ligious proposals is dominated by a difficulty or difficulties—
difficulties of a sort that could be expressed in terms of con-
siderations going against them. He may, that is, be in a state
of doubt. Reflection on this and other points can give rise to
the following suggestion: that the categories of doubt that
might be marked off vis-4-vis Biblical religion correspond to
an internal complexity in the state of awareness adequate to
faith; and that each category might thus be characterized as
representing a departure from this state along a certain deter-
minate line. In light of research to date I believe that this sug-
gestion is borne out through a consideration of the relevant
phenomena.

Investigation of Cases. The specific view I have come to adopt
is that we might appropriately mark off five categories of reli-
gious doubt, with each category corresponding in the way
indicated above to what we might call an aspect of faith aware-
ness.’* We proceed, accordingly, to an investigation of five

38 For fuller discussions of the aspects of faith awareness see “ Understanding
and Agreement in Religion.” I would mention at this point that my five-fold
scheme for categorizing religious doubts, and my distinguishing of five aspects of
faith awareness, have arisen from a common body of research; and that reflection
on each topic has helped to clarify my thinking in relation to the other, I would
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selected cases. In light of the concerns of our study let us
pursue in each instance the following two lines of inquiry: (a)
Would a judgment be in order that in principle no one should
be dominated by the present difficulty? (b) Does a strong
implication emerge that others should come to share a difficulty
of this sort? If we can achieve satisfactory answers to questions
such as these in connection with the range of doubts we take
up, we will be in position to resolve—at least tentatively—the
general issue of the possibilities of religious skepticism.

*

Case (1)
“People speak about the ‘ Christian message.” But in fact
this tradition’s ideas seem to have become altogether amor-
phous in our day. I find nothing proclaimed any longer
yvhich is sufficiently defined or articulated to make a genuine
impression.”

(a) The present difficulty relates to features of the religious
proclamation. However, the proclamation’s actual features are
other than they are here taken to be. For there is in fact avail-
able in our day, as in the Biblical period itself, an articulated
religious message: a message, in brief, of the threefold presence
of God to the world—as Father, Son, and Spirit—and of the
risks and opportunities which arise for mankind in connection
with the threefold divine presence. It is true, of course, that
there have been various efforts, during the long history of this
tradition, to produce developments in the formulation of its
message; but the primary aim of such efforts, at least among
the orthodox, has been to bring into full prominence and availa-
bility the message’s essential elements. And the community of
believers, albeit sometimes only with time and effort, maintains
a sense of what elements are essential. Any person of faith
awareness has, according to one formulation or another, a grasp

add that while I indeed find my approach a natural one, and one which serves
well our inquiry’s purposes, I would not wish to claim that no alternative schemes
of categorization could be appropriate. For other cases which I would group with
those to be examined in the present study see note 19 below.
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of the elements in question. The person at (1) manifests by
his remarks that he does not. Thus his state of doubt, and
others which can be grouped with it, might be said to belong
to the following category: ones which represent an inadequate
familiarity with the essential elements of the Christian procla-
mation.

In leading people to an adequate familiarity along this line
religious teachers need only undertake a suitable form of written
or oral exposition. And those being instructed need only exer-
cise in an appropriate way an ability to read or listen. The
present communication process is clearly quite direct and public
in character. Accordingly it can be said to be quite certain in
its proper results. Further, these results are such as to preclude
a person’s thinking being dominated by the present difficulty.
Accordingly the judgment would very strongly be in order that
in principle no one should be dominated by it.

(b) Turning to the question of implications concerning
others, we might note that the consideration at (1) is highly
general and public in its relevance. The Christian tradition in-
deed presents itself as offering a message of salvation, something
it could hardly do if its ideas were altogether amorphous. Fur-
ther, if its ideas were of this character they would be of this
character for all; and all would be able to come to see that
they were deficient in this respect. Clearly, however, while
the present consideration has great force for the individual it
does not indicate a genuine problem with the religious proposals.
Even with efforts at producing new formulations of the tra-
ditional message, this message is not lacking in definition.
Therefore reflection on this state of doubt fails to give rise to
a strong judgment that others should come to share it.

Case (2)
“T'm acquainted with Biblical teachings. But there seems
to be nothing like proper evidence in support of them. Most
believers are rather unconcerned about matters of fact in
relation to their religious ideas; and those who are thus con-
cerned point to things which are totally inadequate to the
purpose. In light of this must it not seem a rather inco-
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herent proposal to speak of seriously entertaining the
teachings in question? ”

(a) This difficulty pertains to a point of “ logic” or * gram-
mar.” However, one who expresses it does not have a correct
view as to the type of point that is here relevant. Questions
of evidence properly arise in connection with ideas rooted in
an interest in how things are, or have been, or are likely to
be. But the primary roots of the present religious ideas are
rather different. These ideas, as expressions of momentous
themes and promises, arise from and relate to concerns about
how things might ultimately be regarded; and also about how
things, in the first instance oneself, might ultimately come to
fulfillment. And while matters of fact are indeed relevant in
the embracing of this tradition—Christianity could not be what
it claims to be if, for example, certain beliefs about the life and
preaching of Jesus should turn out to be false—the function
of an interest in the relevant facts is simply to provide an ade-
quate context in which the religious teachings might, in their
own proper way, be entertained. An understanding, at least
tacit, of these and related points forms a second aspect of an
awareness adequate to faith. The state of doubt expressed at
(2) reveals a falling short along this line. Thus this and associ-
ated states of doubt might be characterized as follows: they
involve an incorrect grasp of Biblical ideas’ roots and connec-
tions in life and thought, and thus of their logic or grammar.

In helping an individual come to achieve a correct grasp of
these matters, there is required of the instructor only appro-
priate types of explanation and correction. And there is re-
quired of the individual himself only an adequate exercise of
insight into the various points that are made. The procedures
here involved are at least rather straightforward, and also open
to general assessment. The process of communication can thus
be termed rather certain in its proper results. And the results
in question would be such as to keep a person from being
dominated by a difficulty in this category. Thus it could rather
strongly be said that the occurrence of such a difficulty reflects
negatively on the individual’s own thinking.
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(b) With regard to our other line of inquiry, it should be
said that the first condition for an implication concerning others
is at least rather strongly fulfilled. Biblical religion proposes
to go beyond and complete, not to conflict with, natural human
structures of thought. But presumably anyone would find it
a “rather incoherent proposal” to speak of seriously enter-
taining a set of teachings in the absence of proper supporting
evidence—if the teachings are such that demands for supporting
evidence are appropriate. And presumably anyone would re-
gard efforts at establishing certain facts, for example, about
the life and preaching of Jesus, as “ totally inadequate to the
purpose ”—if the purpose is to provide an evidential basis for
the affirmation of religious themes and promises. Here, there-
fore, there is a considerable tendency toward arguing that
others should share the difficulty. On the other hand it must
be said that the second condition is at best fulfilled only rather
weakly. As the above discussion brings out, the present con-
sideration suggests a fundamental misapprehension or mistake.
The difficulty here expressed would indeed have great force in
connection with certain proposals, but not in connection with
the central proposals of this religious tradition. Thus we find
again at (2) that there emerges no strong implication con-
cerning others.

Case (3)
“To me the very notion of a sphere beyond the natural
has an aura of unreality about it. What status does such
a notion have within a contemporary framework of thought?
I sometimes have the feeling in listening to Christians that
I'm listening to people from a totally different culture. And
in this Pm surely not alone.”

(a) To approach a characterization of the present difficulty,
let us focus on the expression “a contemporary framework of
thought.” This phrase might be taken to include a reference
to concepts, suppositions, beliefs, theories, practical principles,
and the like. Now adherents of the present tradition are not
unwilling to discuss the status of their message for contemporary
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thought. Nor are they insensitive to the various difficulties
which arise along this line. Still they maintain a perception, or
a supposition, that the essential teachings of their religion can
be at home with any proper framework that is developed.'®
Statement (8) clearly indicates, with reference to the concept
of transcendence, a failure to share this aspect of faith aware-
ness. Thus the present state of doubt, and others which can
be related to it, might be said to belong to the following cate-
gory: doubts which manifest a lack of supposing that the es-
sential teachings of Christianity can fit in with a viable frame-
work of thought.

In reflecting on the question of whether a judgment would
be in order that in principle no one should be dominated by
such difficulties we should notice that a framework of thought,
as explicated above, comprises a variety of elements. According-
ly we find that a variety of processes may be involved in a
person’s coming to enjoy the type of awareness believers intend.
In connection with certain elements—for example, a common
supposition about the sort of message preached by Jesus—the
procedures can be fairly straightforward, and also open to gen-
eral assessment. For here there is required only a presenting
and acknowledging of recent scholarship, educated opinion, and
so on. In connection with other elements—for example, the
supposition that there might be a single highest path to human
fulfillment—the procedures will be relatively less straightfor-
ward, and also less open to general assessment. For here there
may be required the suggesting and concurring with various
types of dialectical or more personal consideration. Still other
elements will fall in between. The element at issue in case (3)
itself can perhaps be viewed in this way. Sometimes a per-
ception of the viability of the concept of transcendence seems
to arise or take hold rather naturally. But sometimes again

*% This point should not be taken to deny that believers may come to feel the
need—sometimes as a result of encountering difficulties raised by others—for
a certain refinement of their teachings; or even for a certain reorganization of per-
ception with regard to the essential and the inessential.
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it does not. When it does not those seeking to communicate
the religious teachings might undertake more explicit efforts—
for example, some species, formal or informal, of metaphysical
analysis and argumentation. The process thus initiated would
seem to have some claim to being direct and public in character,
due to the fact that broad criteria of rationality and empirical
adequacy can be employed in metaphysical discussions. There
seems, however, to enter into the acceptance of any ultimate
account a personal dimension of at least some significance. Thus
the claim in question would not here be as strong as in con-
nection with certain other elements.*”

In connection with each element of the present aspect the
results intended by believers would indeed preclude a cor-
responding difficulty. We find, however, some diversity in the
extent to which these results can be termed certain. According-
ly in certain cases the statement could somewhat strongly be
made that if a person possesses the relevant capacity, and
receives a full exposure to Christian teachings, he can and
should avoid the state of doubt. In other cases, however, any
statement along this line would appear to be somewhat weak.
On this matter the third category exhibits a considerable range.

(b) Let us turn now to the question of implications con-
cerning others. The consideration at (3) might seem to give
rise to a prima facie argument of at least some force that others
should share the state. Adherents of the Scriptural tradition
do suppose, in every age, that the notion of a sphere beyond
the natural is genuinely viable. And it is quite true that this
individual is not alone in his difficulty with it, Still it might
be suggested that the condition in question is not here fulfilled
as strongly as in prior cases. For what one group finds genuinely
viable—at least with regard to a matter such as the present—

17 Support for the present point can be found in discussions offered by Diogenes
Allen and Basil Mitchell. Seec Allen’s The Reasonableness of Faith (Washington-
Cleveland: Corpus Books, 1968); and Mitchell’s The Justification of Religious
Belief (New York: Seabury, 1974). See also Norbert O. Schedler, editor’s intro-
duction to Chapter Six, “ Process Thought: Toward a New Theism? ” in Schedler,
ed., op. cit. (note 2).
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is not necessarily what another does or should. We might in
this context view with favor a form of expression offered by the
doubter himself: that we are here faced with two different
“cultures,” cultures separated by a fundamental difference of
concept. Only this remark would not carry any suggestion
that the thinking of Christians is somehow essentially inferior.
Of course, the point about two cultures cuts both ways. Thus
it might seem somewhat plausible to hold that the present
consideration manifests a genuine problem, rather than a mis-
apprehension or mistake. It might be thought, however, that
there is at least some question about the fulfillment of this
latter condition as well, in light, for example, of the genuine if
limited possibilities of theistic analysis and argumentation. In
light of all this it should perhaps be said concerning the present
case that both the required conditions are fulfilled to some de-
gree, but neither is fulfilled to a high degree.

We might recall at this point the other cases in this range
to which we have alluded. Once again they would appear to
fall on either side of our main example. In the one case—in
which doubt is focused on a common supposition about the
sort of message preached by Jesus—the consideration’s rele-
vance would be more general and public; but at the same time
it could more strongly be said that there is revealed a misappre-
hension or mistake. And in the other case—in which doubt
is focused on the supposition that there might be a single
highest path to human fulfillment—it could more strongly be
urged that there is indicated a genuine problem with the reli-
gious proposals; but at the same time the significance of the
consideration expressed would be more individual and private.

Here too, then, we find some diversity. But the upshot for
our study can be simply stated: in connection with none of
the present cases does there arise a strong judgment that others
should share the state of doubt.*®

18 Tt might be wondered, of course—both here and in relation to other categories—
whether our examples are truly representative, This indeed is a matter for further
investigation. An additional factor which. might be treated in such investigation















































































































































































































































































































