THE THEOLOGICAL RELEVANCE OF THE
HISTORICAL JESUS: A DEBATE AND A THESIS

[ ]

Introduction: The Recent Past as Historical Context for the
Question

N AN EARLY STAGE of his theological investigating,
Karl Rahner surveyed the state of the then current
christology and found cause to bemoan its lack of vitality,

using a most interesting standard: “ How few really living and
passionate controversies there are in Catholic christology today
which engage the existential concern of the faithful (is there a
single one ?).”* In his judgment, one of the primary reasons
for christology’s stagnation was the lack of noteworthy influ-
ence exercised by modern biblical theology upon the former’s
traditional neo-scholastic structure and content. According to
the teaching of the Church, the Scriptures are the inexhaustible
source of truth about Christ, but “is this conviction noticeable
as an active force and holy disquiet in the ordinary practice of
christology today ? ” * Rather than incorporate the new knowl-
edge surfacing in the biblical field, dogmatic christology seemed
content simply to go on as before, quoting certain Scripture
texts which were necessary to prove theses already laid down in
advance. Nor was dogmatic christology doing justice to the
best of its own tradition as embodied in Aquinas, Suarez, and
others, for it showed little interest in Christ’s life—his baptism,
his prayer, his concrete passion and abandonment by God on
the cross, leaving these Scriptural “ mysteries” to the con-
siderations of piety. What remained of christology was a pallid
version of its former self.

1% Current Problems in Christology,” Theological Investigations I, tr. C.
Ernst (Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1961), 152.
2 Ivid., 155. .
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Rather than yield to discouragement in the face of such in-
ertia, Rahner committed himself to the hope that Scripture
studies could and would contribute renewing power to the pre-
valent neo-scholastic christology. In an eerily prescient re-
mark he prophesied:

Let no one say that nothing more is really possible in this field any
longer. Something is possible, because something must be possible,
if it is a matter of the inexhaustible riches of God’s presence with
us...?

It was not until over a decade later, when Roman Catholic
biblical scholarship was firmly validated by the Second Vati-
can Council (and when among Protestant exegetes the ‘ new
quest ’ for the historical Jesus was already well launched) , that
insights and questions from the biblical perspective began to
penetrate this quiescent christology.* The first wave of dis-
cussion, generated by recognition of the genuine differences be-
tween biblical and prevailing Catholic christology, treated the
issue under the rubric of the tension between exegesis and dog-
matic theology, the latter understood as the christology of the

3 Op. cit.

4 For a sketch of the history and for summaries of the major documents
of the Roman Catholic Church on biblical study during the last century, see
T. A. Collins and R. Brown, “ Church Pronouncements,” Jerome Biblical Com-
mentary 11 (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1968), 624-632.

The clagsic survey and assessment of the ¢ old quest’ is Albert Schweitzer,
The Quest of the Historical Jesus: A Critical Study of its Progress from
Reimarus to Wrede, tr. W. Montgomery (N.Y.: Macmillan, 1961). The ‘new
quest ’ was intiated by Ernst Késemann’s lecture, “The Problem of the His-
torical Jesus,” Essays on New Testament Themes, tr. W. Montague (Naper-
ville, T1l.: Alec. R. Allenson, Inc., 1964), 15-47, and its principles delineated
clearly by James Robinson, A New Quest for the Historical Jesus (London:
SCM Press Ltd., 1959). For an eminently readable summary and evaluation
of the ‘old quest’, see James Mackey, Jesus—the Man and the Myth (N.Y.:
Paulist Press, 1979), 10-51, For one synopsis of the life of Jesus research,
cf. Gustaf Aulen, Jesus in Contemporary Historical Research, tr. I. Hjelm
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976). For an excellent discussion of the
whole issue from Reimarus to the new questers (including annotated biblio-
graphy), see Norman Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus (NY.:
Harper and Row, 1967), 207-48, 262-66.
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manuals.® Indeed there was tension, for biblical scholarship, in
spite of its variety of approaches and plethora of disputed
issues, had enough of an operational consensus to challenge the
proof-texting, literalist mode of interpretation, and almost ex-
clusive precccupation with the Johannine image of Jesus Christ
which characterized manualist christology. For a time the
theory of the sensus plenior or fuller sense of the Scriptures was
advocated as a possible bridge between the two fields: the bibli-
cal text is capable of an increment in meaning, an increment
which could transcend the conscious intent of the biblical
author and could be grasped only in the course of the later ex-
perience and dogmatic teaching of the church.® Such a theory,
if accepted, would obviate the conflict at its root.

But while this attempt at reconciliation was being developed,
largely from the side of the exegetes, a second, more potentially
far-reaching development began on the part of different dog-
matic theologians in the Roman Catholic communion. It was
nothing less than the incorporation of the results of critical
biblical scholarship into the very re-thinking of manualist

5 The dissertation written by Henrico Petri, Ezegese und Dogmatik in der
Sicht der katholischen Theologie (Pontificia Universitas Gregoriane, Rome,
1965) laid out the issue in detail and with extensive bibliography. Particular
clarifying essays were written by many others; ef. Edward Schillebeeckx,
“ Exegesis, Dogmatics, and the Development of Dogma,” Dogmatic vs. Bibli-
cal Theology, H. Vorgrimler, ed. (London: Burns and Oates, 1964), 115-45;
Karl Rahner, “ Exegesis and Dogmatic Theology,” Theological Investigations
5, tr. K, Kruger (N.Y.: Seabury, 1975), 67-93, as well as “ The Position of
Christology in the Church between Exegesis and Dogmaties,” T.I. 11, tr. D.
Bourke (N.Y.: Seabury, 1975), 185-214; G. Thils and R. Brown, eds. Badgése
¢t Théologie, Les Saintes Heritures et leur interpretation théologique (Gem-
bloux: J. Duculot, 1968).

8 Raymond Brown, who gave this theory new currency through his disserta-
tion The Sensus Plenior of Sacred Scripture (St. Mary’s University, Balti-
more, 1955), and who reviewed its progress in “ The ‘Sensus Plenior ’ in the
Last Ten Years,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 25 (1963), 262-85, has come to
the position that “Lecause of the scholastic and peculiarly Catholic origins
and formulation of this theory, I think that it cannot in its present form
meet the problems that confront it;” rather it must be reformulated and be-
come part of a wider hermeneutical movement; in “The Problems of the
“ Sensus Plenior,” Thils and Brown (n, 5), 8l



4 ELIZABETH A. JOHNSON, C.S.J.

christology itself. Throughout the decade of the 1970’s a con-
tinuous stream of works by theologians such as Kasper, Kiing,
Sobrino, Boff, Mackey, Lane, Schillebeeckx, and the later
Rahner (to mention some of the more widely-read in the Eng-
lish-speaking world) suggested new and varied theological in-
terpretations of Jesus Christ with obvious reliance on the re-
sults of critical exegesis.” Not that these “ experiments” in
christology were shaped by biblical scholarship alone; they also
drew heavily and variously from renewed scholarship of the
early Christian centuries, from analysis of the cultural situation
of the contemporary world and from the pluralism of con-
temporary philosophies.® But that the results of biblical re-
search have played an intrinsic role in the formation, content,
and conclusions of these and other recent Roman Catholic
christologies is virtually beyond dispute. As one sympathetic
observer of the Roman Catholic scene characterized the funda-
mental shift taking place, “ the traditional procedure of inter-
preting the Bible in the light of dogma is reversed; instead,
dogma is interpreted in terms of Scripture.” ®

The Historical Jesus

One particular result of biblical research which has emerged
with an influential role in recent systematic Roman Catholic

7 Walter Kasper, Jesus the Christ, tr. V. Green (N.Y.: Pauljst Press,
1976) ; Hans Kiing, On Being a Christion, tr. E. Quinn (Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday & Co., 1976); Jon Sobrino, Christology at the COrossroads, tr. J.
Drury (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 1978); Leonardo Boff, Jesus Christ
Liberator, tr. P. Hughes (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 1978); James
Mackey, Jesus—The Man and The Myth (n. 4); Dermot Lane, The Reality
of Jesus (N.Y.: Paulist Press, 1975); Edward Schillebeeckx, Jesus—An Fao-
periment in Christology, tr. H. Hoskins (N.Y.: Seabury Press, 1979), and
Christ—The Ezxperience of Jesus as Lord, tr. J. Bowden (N.Y.: Seabury,
1980) ; Karl Rahner, Foundations of Christian Faith, tr. W. Dyech (N.Y.:
Seabury Press, 1978).

8 Communio—International Catholic Review 6 (1979) presents seven dif-
ferent methedological options operative today in its issue entitled “ Ap-
proaches to the Study of Theology.”

9 George Lindbeck, The Future of Roman Catholic Theology (Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1970), 111,
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christologies and which is the focus of this essay is the image of
what is called the “historical Jesus.” This image is arrived at
through the use of historical-critical methods operating on the
limited sources of our information about Jesus of Nazareth: a
few extra-biblical writings, the apocryphal gospels, the New
Testament outside of the gospels, and primarily the canonical
gospels themselves perceived as embodying some authentic his-
torical traditions. Operating on the assumption that Jesus
of Nazareth can be recognized from his historical influence on
the circle of disciples, exegetes work methodologically back-
wards from the written text, shaped according to the theology
of the writer, through the mainly oral preaching tradition about
Jesus which existed in the post-resurrection communities and
on which the writers drew, to (with great caution) the death
and characteristic teaching and behavior of the originator of
that tradition. The © historical Jesus’, as operative in recent
christologies and as used here, refers to that image of Jesus
of Nazareth reconstructed by way of inference from our pres-
ent sources with the tools of historical criticism.*

This image needs to be distinguished in principle from three
other possible referents of the term °historical Jesus’.* It is
not, first of all, to be identified with Jesus “ as he really was ”,
the actual man who lived 2000 years ago and had quite definite
patterns of behavior and relationship. That actual Jesus who
lived is not fully recoverable by historical methods not only be-
cause of the selective character of early Christian memories
which omitted much biographical and psychological informa-
tion, and not only because of the confessional nature of the
gospels as sources, but more profoundly (as Schillebeeckx has
recently argued*?) because the “ secret ” of a concrete indi-
vidual is in principle inaccessible to a purely scientific approach
and consequently eludes detection. The image of the historical

10 For synopsis of these tools, see Perrin (n. 4), 15-53.

11 Van A. Harvey has described these referents in a clarifying way; cf.
The Historian and the Believer (N.Y.: Macmillan Co., 1966), 266-68.

12 Jesus (n. 7), 68-69.
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Jesus, then, is not equatable with and does not exhaust the total
reality of the actual Jesus who lived. This is not to say that
the reconstructed image of the historical Jesus has no relation
to that Jesus. It is produced by historical critical researching
into the sources, the aim of which is to identify, in Lonergan’s
formulation,

where (places and territories) and when (dates, periods) who (per-
sons, peoples) did what (public life, external acts) to enjoy what
successes, suffer what reverses, exert what influence . . .2

Given the near unanimity among biblical scholars on the point
that some historical tradition lies behind the gospels, the image,
when carefully reconstructed after redaction, form, and source
criticism have done their work, approximates, however asymp-
totically, the actual Jesus who lived. There 1s a true although
incomplete coherence between the two.

A second differentiation exists between the historical Jesus
and the memory impressions of Jesus held by the earliest Chris-
tian communities. The two images are arrived at in vastly
different ways, the latter being due to the testimony of original
disciples and those near to them, the former the result of his-
torical reconstruction. The memories of Jesus held by the
earliest Christian communities, furthermore, were highly se-
lective ones which preserved what was vital to the ongoing ex-
perience of particular groups and deleted what was judged from
their perspective to be unimportant. Highly dependent on these
disparate memory impressions, the reconstructed image of the
historical Jesus takes into account the total New Testament
tradition and thus presents a more comprehensive picture than
any individual tradition taken alone.

A third distinction should be made between the historical
Jesus and the biblical picture of Christ brought about by the
transformation of the early communities’ memories through
continued theological reflection. This later picture, while in

13 Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (N.Y.: Herder & Herder, 1972),
128.
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continuity with the earlier memories, contains ever deeper
insights into and more refined interpretations of Jesus of
Nazareth confessed as the Christ.** Neither Jesus as he actual-
ly lived, nor as remembered by the early Christian communi-
ties, nor as transformed by theological interpretation, the his-
torical Jesus is the fruit of contemporary biblical scholarship
which has reconstructed through historical critical methods a
picture of the one who stands at the origin of the Christian
tradition. While arrived at largely through inference, and in
that sense an abstraction, it carries the connotation that by
critical appropriation of the witness of the early communities,
we today can have some assured knowledge of the concrete con-
tours of the human historical life of Jesus of Nazareth.

What elements properly belong to this image of the historical
Jesus ? After more than a century of intense disputes there
are still many basic unsolved questions, some of which may
remain forever unresolved. There is, however, a growing con-
sensus among interpreters of the New Testament, both Roman
Catholic and those of the Reformation tradition, about what
can be known in an historically trustworthy fashion of Jesus
of Nazareth. This minimum of knowledge, while allowing no
even nearly complete biography, does yield the typical basic
features and outlines of Jesus’s teaching, behavior, and eventual
death. In bare outline, it includes knowledge that Jesus was a
member of the Jewish race, hailing from the town of Nazareth,
who in his adult life started a ministry of preaching and heal-
ing centered in Galilee. He proclaimed the nearness of the
reign of God and called for conversion of heart in the light of
the coming of that reign. He taught in parables; addressed God
as “ Abba ”; gathered a group of disciples; chose the marginal-
ized people of society as the particular recipients of his minis-

14 Several studies which meticulously but differently trace this development
are Reginald Fuller, The Foundations of New Testament Christology (N.Y.:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1965) ; Edward Schweizer, Jesus, tr. D, Green (Rich-
mond, Va: John Knox Press, 1971) ; James Dunn, Christology in the Making
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1980),
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tering activity. The freedom of his behavior and the authority
with which he taught raised at least implicitly a claim as to his
own agency in the coming of the reign of God. Although his
own perceptions were shaped by contemporary Jewish ethical
and religious thought, he came into conflict with other Jewish
teachers particularly with regard to interpretations of the Law
and its traditions. Going to Jerusalem at the time of Passover
he was arrested, tried, crucified and buried. Some time later,
his followers began to proclaim that he had been raised from
the dead.

This core of information about Jesus of Nazareth, along with
the concomitant awareness that it is critically probable and
that therefore it closely approximates in however minimal a
fashion Jesus as he actually lived, has only recently gained
entrance to Roman Catholic consciousness. That it has become
a significant factor to be grappled with is reflected in the fact
that the International Theological Commission treated the
complex of questions surrounding it as the first of its selected
questions in christology:

Jesus Christ, the object-referent of the Church’s faith, is neither
a myth nor any sort of abstract notion. He is 2 man who lived in
a concrete milieu, and who dies after having lived his own life
within the unfolding of a historical process. It follows that his-
torical research concerning Jesus Christ is demanded by the Chris-
tian faith itself . ..” 8

Noting the difficulties that such research entails, the Commis-
sion nevertheless affirms the legitimacy of the task of bringing
to light and testing the historicity of certain facts relative to
the historical existence of Jesus. Furthermore, the results of
this research should not be confined to the field of Seripture
studies alone, for within the broad framework of the living

15 International Theological Commission, Select Questions on Christology
(Washington, DC: USCC, 1980), 1. See also Brian McDermott, “ Roman
Catholie Christology: Two Recurring Themes,” Theological Studies 41 (1980),
339-67, where one of the themes is the theological significance of the earthly
Jesus,
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faith of the Christian community, “a return to the earthly
sesus is beneficial and indispensable today in the field of dog-
matic theology.” ¢

The Commission in these statements was affirming the direc-
tion already taken by various constructive christologies of the
past decade which had begun to incorporate the historical Jesus
of biblical research into their systematic reflection on Jesus
Christ’s saving significance and ultimate identity. The escha-
tological prophet announcing God’s nearness in the midst of
suffering and embodying the joy of this in his liberating life-
style (Schillebeeckx); the critical reformer proclaiming God’s
will to be human well-being in the face of institution, hierarchy
and law (Kiing); the Spirit-filled man of faith and obedience
mediating the Spirit of freedom to others (Kasper); the op-
poser of injustice in the name of God whose call to disciple-
ship involves the faithful follower in the same suffering fate
(Sobrino) ;—these and other designations cast the critically
assured minimum into particular interpretative frameworks
which serve each christology’s larger intentions. But each
theologian is in fact utilizing basically the same elements which
comprise the image of the historical Jesus reconstructed from
Christian texts. The historical Jesus is never the sole content
of these systematic christologies. There is much of essential im-
portance which cannot be got at through historical research,
in particular the understanding of the presence and initiative of
God in the whole Christ event. Even to do justice to the bibli-
cal texts themselves, the historical critical method by which
the historical Jesus is arrived at needs to be complemented by
other approaches (language analysis, social analysis, etc.), in-
terpreted through hermeneutical moves, and continually re-
fined and corrected. Yet, however much this method needs to
be contextualized, it remains the most fruitful way in which

16 I.T.C., ibid., 4. One of the most compact synopses of knowledge of the
earthly Jesus is given in question-and-answer format by Joseph Fitzmyer,
A Christological Catechism: New Testament Answers (N.Y.: Paulist Press,
1982).
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the historical content of the word “ Jesus ” can be got at, and
by commonly accepted criteria.” Although admittedly an ex-
trapolation and never totally adequate, the image of Jesus
which 1t produces inevitably brings in its wake some renewed
appreciation of the concrete contours of the human historical
life of Jesus of Nazareth. However variously related to the
Christ of the Church’s confession, and whether functioning as
norm and criterion, starting point, critical standard, or one
validating ground of christology itself and of Christian dis-
cipleship,’® the historical Jesus has become a new factor in
Roman Catholic christology, one of the clearest results of the
interfacing of systematic thought with biblical exegesis.

Critique from One Hermeneutical Perspective

In the face of the emergence of wide-spread incorporation of
the historical Jesus into contemporary Roman Catholic chris-
tology, a massive caution has recently been uttered by David
Tracy against the theological pre-eminence accorded to this
image. Since his argument is explicitly and cogently presented,
it provides an occasion for dialogue over a matter of critical
importance.*

Although Tracy agrees that it is possible through the use of
historical critical methods to gain some historically probable
knowledge of Jesus of Nazareth, and although his own synopsis
of the critically assured minimum is in broad agreement with
the consensus of exegetes outlined above, he maintains that
the acquiring of such knowledge is neither necessary nor im-

17 Leander Keck, A Future for the Historical Jesus (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1981), 270; the whole work is a coberent and vigorous argument for
this position.

18 H.g., respectively, Kasper (35) and Kiing (540-53); Sobrino (1-16);
Schillebeeckx Jesus, (41-76) ; Rahner (228-64); see n. 7.

19 David Tracy, The Ancelogical Imagination—Christion Theology and the
Culture of Pluralism (N.Y.: Crossroad, 1981), hereafter cited as A.J. The
immediate context for Tracy’s critique is provided in “ A Methodological Pre-
face,” 233-47; the argument itself is mounted in a running series of foot-
notes extending through the second section of the book, making the argument
a bit disjointed but nonetheless vigorous.
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portant, for “it is not the  historical Jesus’ but the confessed,
witnessed Jesus that is theologically relevant.” > Who is this
confessed, witnessed Jesus ? It is the Jesus remembered by the
original apostles and attested to in the proclamation, narrative,
symbol and reflective thought of the New Testament texts; it
is “ the Jesus remembered by the tradition which mediates the
event in the present through word, sacrament, and action; the
Jesus remembered as the Christ, the presence among us of
God’s own self.”** Consciously aligning himself with the
Kéhler-Bultmannian position on this question,** Tracy argues
that it is this confessed Jesus Christ in the New Testament
which is important for christology and not the historical Jesus
reconstructed from New Testament texts and given -such
prominence in the recent christologies of Schillebeeckx, Kiing,
Boff, Sobrino, et al. Particularly inappropriate, in Tracy’s
view, is the recent theological use of the historical quest for
Jesus, namely the use of historically assured knowledge of Jesus
to ground, validate, adjudicate the Christian faith claim. Such
attempts to ground christology on the historical Jesus, along
with the usual concomitant claim that the historical Jesus is
the standard or norm for the christological tradition, are noth-
ing less than an “ obsession ” ** of present christologies, an ob-
session not in keeping with the internal norm of the living tradi-
tion which has mediated the event of Jesus Christ to the pres-
ent day. Christian faith is faith in Jesus with the apostolic wit-
nesses. Its ground, therefore, is not the historical Jesus but the
tradition from the earliest apostolic witness to Jesus to the
present community’s memory of Jesus. According to that tra-
dition’s own inner criterion, the norm for fidelity to the event
of Jesus Christ is the later tradition’s fidelity to the original
apostolic witness to that event.”* What is immediately assured

20 A.1., 301, n. 97.

21 4.1, 234.

22 A.I., 245, n. 233 and 301, n. 97.

23 4.1., 335, n. 17. ‘

2¢ As far as I can determine, Tracy equates the original apostolic witness
with the Jesus-kerygma of the earliest apostolic witnesses, recomstructed by
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if the original apostolic witness is given priority is a christology
‘from above’, however low, for the earliest apostles witnessed
to the event of Jesus Christ as an event from God and by God’s
power, an event happening now. More to the point here, recog-
nition of the authoritative role of the original apostolic wit-
ness for the whole tradition has the effect of shifting the chris-
tological center of gravity to the actual Jesus remembered by
the community and confessed in the narratives, leaving the his-
torical Jesus “at best a relatively external and secondary cri-
terion of appropriateness for certain necessary assumptions or
presuppositions of that witness to Jesus.”

Tracy assumes, as he is sure the original apostolic witnesses
did, that their understanding is faithful to the actual Jesus who
lived. If one should wish to test their memory against the
image of Jesus reconstructed through historical critical methods,
then a legitimate historical enterprise is going forward. It can
even yield results in terms of an image of the historical Jesus
that could actually function theologically as a continuation of
the original apostolic witness, keeping alive in the community
today the dangerous memory of Jesus and thereby being ap-
propriate to the tradition’s own internal criterion. But in no
way can the historical Jesus be claimed as the norm of the
tradition itself. Rather, the tradition’s own norm of apostolicity
renders the quest and its resultant reconstructed historical
Jesus “ not theologically necessary to the Christian affirmation
of Jesus Christ,” indeed, even “ theologically inappropriate.” *®
The quest may be of historical interest but it can never be con-
stitutive for Christian theology as such. Neither can the his-
torical Jesus which is its fruit, for “it is not the ‘historical
Jesus’ but the confessed witnessed Jesus that is theologically
relevant.” #

form critics like Marxsen from Q and early Markan narratives, Cf. 4.1,
246, n. 25, and 269-75, especially 273.

25 4.1, 238.

26 A.1., 245, n. 23; 295, n. 68.

27 A.I,, 301, n. 97.
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Admittedly a minority viewpoint, Tracy’s position is all too
easily misunderstood, and it is important to be clear about what
he is not saying. In no way is he calling into question the actual
existence of Jesus of Nazareth, or the iIntrinsic relevance of
Jesus for the Christian faith. Quite the contrary: Christianity
without Jesus is no longer Christianity; the Christ-principle
without Jesus is always in danger of falling captive to a per-
sonal or cultural mood. Every christology must affirm the ac-
tual Jesus who lived and admit the intrinsic connection of every
present experience of the Christ event to the person Jesus of
Nazareth. In no way, either, is Tracy denigrating historical
critical methodology; rather, he assigns this method at least
three distinct and contributing tasks. By historically recon-
structing the central texts of Christian self-understanding, it
provides the raw material upon which the methods of literary
criticism can play to elucidate and explain the sense, the reli-
gious-existential meanings expressed therein. It can also show
continuity between various stages of the kerygma from the
original witnesses through the Synoptics to John, Paul, and
carly Catholicism and beyond, thus providing warrants for
the interpreter’s trust of the tradition, (although it is interest-
ing to note that the task of showing continuity between the
actual Jesus who lived and the original apostolic witnesses as
a basis for trust in the tradition is not considered important).
In the context of the major constitutive realities for theology of
tradition, community and the personal venture of faith, these
methods can furthermore contribute to both the development
of the tradition and the exposure and correction of distortions
in the tradition.?

What then is at the heart of Tracy’s critique of the utiliza-
tion of the historical Jesus in contemporary christology? It

28 A.]., 237-38; 246, n. 25; 262. See also Tracy’s Blessed Rage for Order—
The New Pluralism in Theology (N.Y.: Seabury Press, 1975), 50-51 (here-
after cited as B.R.0.) ; and “ Particular Questions Within General Consensus,”
Consensus in Theology? ed. Leonard Swidler (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1980), 36-39. .
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is the practice of adjudicating the Christian faith claim by his-
torical critical inquiry into what lies behind the texts; it is the
claim of Kiing, Sobrino, Schillebeeckx and others that they are
“ grounding ” christology in the historical Jesus; it is the theo-
logical importance ‘assigned to this Jesus reconstructed by
empirical methods in lieu of the Jesus confessed by the original
apostolic witness (also reconstructed) . In Tracy’s judgment,
such practice or claim or assignation comes close to being dis-
astrous, for it reduces the classic Christian texts and symbols
to a tenuous reconstruction, and in the end is “ nothing less
than a choice of the wrong religious classic to interpret when
interpreting Christianity as a religion.” * The historical Jesus
is too fragile a base from which to make the Christian inter-
pretation; rather, the personal faith response to the event Jesus
Christ along with and within the mediating realities of tradi-
tion and community (themselves normed by the original
apostolic witness to that event) alone provide the firm and
constitutive foundation.

Underlying this difference in judgment are obviously deep
differences over questions of fundamental theology, questions
which concern the nature of revelation and faith, the nature of
history and its significance for faith, the relation of a tradition
to its originating events, the assessment of the contemporary
situation in which the Christian message needs to be set forth,
the nature of systematic theology itself. Since Tracy’s position
on the particular question of the theological relevance of the
historical Jesus is shaped by his foundational understanding
of the hermeneutical nature of the task of systematic theology,
a delineation of that understanding will serve to highlight what
is at stake in the debate. For such a hermeneutical approach,
tradition is the all-encompassing horizon and, along with the
mediating reality of community and the personal venture of
faith in Jesus Christ, the chief constitutive element of Chris-
tian theology:

29 David Tracy, “ Author’s Response,” in review symposium on 4.I. in
Horizons 8 (1981), 329-39; A.I. 301; 334, n. 15,
80 “ Author’s Response,” 338.
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If we are to know Jesus as he was and is, we must know him
through the mediation of the whole tradition as witness to him and
immediately as we have ourselves experienced him either individ-
ually or communally in our experience of the Christ event as from
God and happening now.®

Given the centrality of tradition as the major constitutive
mediating reality of the event of Jesus Christ, the central
theological task is that of interpretation, or “translation car-
ried on within the effective history of a tradition to retrieve its
sometimes strange, sometimes familiar meanings.” ** Those
meanings are more often than not present in the classic texts of
a tradition. In authentic conversation with any classic text, a
realized experience of understanding “ happens ”, in which the
interpreter’s present understanding is provoked, challenged,
transformed by the meaning mediated through the text. As
with artistic and literary classics, so too with the Christian
classic (the event and person of Jesus Christ expressed in the
New Testament texts) : theology’s authentic conversation with
it can disclose a new and transformative understanding of a
unique way of being-in-the-world, in this case, since Jesus is
the presence among us of God’s own self, the particular human
possibility of being-in-the-world, in the presence of a gracious
God. In this perspective, christological statements have pri-
marily a religious-existential character; they are affirmations
which bear the character of a response. Consistent with this,
Jesus Christ is seen not primarily as the actualization of the
possibility of authentic human existence but as the great re-
presentative sign, symbolizing with powerful existential import
the real human possibility for genuine relation to God.*

31 4.1., 236.

32 4.1., 99. Tracy’s own creative use of contemporary interpretation theory,
especially that of Gadamer and Ricoeur, can be seen as one of the most
valuable aspects of his project.

33 B.R.0O.,, Ch. 9. In response to reviewers, Tracy maintains that a con-
tinuity between this earlier work on fundamental theology and the later
A.I. does exist: “ Author’s Response,” 335-39, However, in A.I. he does con-
nect the religious mode of being-in-the-world disclosed by the text more ex-
plicitly with the memory of Jesus, e.g. 275-81; 298, n, 85.
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This approach clearly favors a “ reversal of priority from the
‘ historicity > of religious texts to their ‘logicity ’”,* not to
the exclusion of concern for historicity but to its completion in
more religiously meaningful interpretation. To cite one ex-
ample of its actual application: the meaning of a parable of
Jesus is not yet rightly understood when one has understood
the situation in Jesus’s ministry in which it was originally
spoken, nor the situation of the early community in which it
was remembered and interpreted, nor the theology of the
authors who wove it into their gospels (the three levels re-
trieved through historical critical methods). Only when the
hermeneutical move has been made, aided by the employment
of literary critical methods, is an adequate interpretation given
as the contemporary religious-existential meaning of the par-
able is disclosed in all of its disorienting claim and transforma-
tive power. It is with this understanding of the hermeneutical
task of systematic theology that Tracy himself engages in the
interpretation of the proclamation, narrative, symbol, and re-
flective thought of New Testament texts, with beautiful, at
times almost homiletic, results.®® It is also from this perspective
that he mounts his consistent critique of the theological pre-
eminence recently given to the historical Jesus in contemporary
christology.

Tracy’s total project is making undoubtedly valuable con-
tributions to significant areas of the discipline of theology; one
could cite his concern for the public character of theological
speech, his analysis of the classic and the application of that
category to theological method, and his championing of literary
critical methods in the interpretation of the Secriptures. On
this particular question, however, as his fundamental position
leads him to critique the theological relevance of the historical

3¢ B.R.O., 78.

35 A.1., 248-304; 329-32. It is, I think, one of the ironies of Tracy’s work
that in spite of the density of his own prose, his stress on and demonstration
of . the hermeneutical task has such potential for application to the ministry
of preaching, so sorely in need of attention in the Church today.
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Jesus, one can raise the question of whether there is not more
to be said in order to do justice to all aspects of the issue.
Diverse arguments could be brought to bear against his critique
from different systemic approaches, but, since the fundamental
issues are so disputed, more fruitful perhaps will be the posing
of counter-questions regarding the very values of tradition and
its hermeneutic to which Tracy assigns pre-eminence.

Question: The Nature of the Gospel Tradition Itself

The Bultmannian position on this question, with which Tracy
explicitly aligns himself (although for vastly differing rea-
sons *%), perceives the gospel tradition from the form critical
perspective, 1.e., as a tradition primarily confessional in nature
and primarily reflective of the situation-in-life of the early
Christian communities. While that insight has remained vir-
tually unassailable in subsequent scholarship, the conclusions
which Bultmann drew from it have not. He maintained that
although the actual Jesus who lived was a necessary pre-condi-
tion for the kerygma, and indeed could even be partially por-
trayed,* his figure remained a piece of pre-history continuous

36 Bultmann was strongly influenced by the Lutheran understanding of
faith, an event of believing response evoked by the proclamation of the Word
of God. The present happening of the Word of God has priority; investiga-
tion into its historically past origins is a misguided attempt to validate the
icerygma by human means. What was called for was faith in the Word of
God proclaimed in the present apart from any buttressing by reason or his-
tory. This is in effect “ a radical application of the doctrine of justification by
faith to the sphere of knowledge and thought,” Bultmann, Jesus Christ and
Mythology (N.Y.: Charles Secribner’s Sons, 1958), 84. Tracy’s stance, on
the other hand, proceeds not from the Lutheran understanding of faith but
from his overarching purpose of delineating and advocating the hermeneuti-
cal nature of the theological task.

37 “ Hence with a bit of caution we can say the following concerning Jesus’s
activity: Characteristic for him are exorcisms, the breach of the Sabbath com-
mandment, the abandonment of ritual purifications, polemic against Jewish
legalism, fellowship with outcasts such as publicans and harlots, sympathy
for women and children: it can also be seen that Jesus was not an ascetic
like the John the Baptist, but gladly ate and drank a glass of wine, Perhaps
we may add that he called disciples and assembled about himself a small com-
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with the kerygma in a ° historical > but not a ‘ material > way.
The kerygma itself was not interested in the knowledge of the
Jesus of history whe remains in the past, but in the proclama-
tion of the crucified and risen Lord as the genesis of faith here
and now.

Reaction to this radical separation between the actual Jesus
who lived and the confessed, witnessed Christ, between history
and the kerygma, has led after three decades of post-Bultman-
nian scholarship to a substantially new perception of the na-
ture of the gospel tradition’s relation to the actual Jesus who
lived, one more positive in its correlation of the two.*® It is
seen in the new suggestion that although Easter faith is founda-
tional to the Christian kerygma, it is not the only source of
its content. The apostolic witnesses realized that God had acted
in a revelatory way in Jesus of Nazareth, and testified to this
by incapsulating the earthly history of Jesus, however mini-
mally, into their proclamation. As the witnessing, proclaim-
ing gospel tradition developed, it stayed in close relationship
with authentic historical tradition about Jesus, preserving some
characteristic features of Jesus’s message and ministry and per-
force even assimilating its proclamation to them. The very

pany of followers, men and women.” Bultmann, “The Primitive Christian
Kerygma and the Historical Jesus,” The Historical Jesus and the Kerygmatic
Christ, eds. C. Braaten and R. Harrisville (N.Y.: Abingdon Press, 1964), 22-
23.

38 Ag indicated in n, 4, the shift to the ‘new quest’ was triggered by Ernst
Kisemann’s lecture on the problem of the historical Jesus, called by Stephen
Neill “one of the turning points in theological thinking in this century,”
[Jesus Through Many FEyes (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976), 167].
Peter Stuhlmacher provides an overview of the rise and fall of the Bultman-
nian program in Historical Criticism and Theological Interpretation, tr. R.
Harrisville (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1977), 51-91. Roman Catholic in-
terpretation joined the discussion at the time of the new quest; while dif-
fering from the new questers in significant fundamental ways, it has largely
been in accord with the search for continuity between history and the faith
confession. Cf. Raymond Brown, “ After Bultmann, What? An Introduction
to the Post-Bultmannians,” Catholic Biblical Quarterly 26 (1964), 1-30;
Joseph Cahill, “ Rudolf Bultmann and Post-Bultmannian Tendencies,” ibid.,
153-78; Heinrich IFries, Bultmann-Barth and Oatholic Theology, tr. L.
Swidler (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1967).
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existence of the gospel genre, coming chronologically as it did
after kerygmatizing and mythologizing tendencies had taken
root in Christian consciousness, points to the Christian com-
munities’ concern not only for the presence of the glorified
Lord but also with the actual history of Jesus of Nazareth, in
whom God was believed to have acted, and acted before there
ever were believers. In the gospel genre, an historical account
of a past event is precisely the form that the Church’s word
takes. The very existence of the gospels shows the abiding in-
terest of the Christian community in what happened “once
upon a time ”, interest which perdured because of the identifica-
tion made in their experience and insight between the Jesus
who actually lived and the Christ of faith. So mutually cor-
relative are the historical actual Jesus who lived and the Chris-
tian kerygma that the question as to whether the New Testa-
ment includes the actual Jesus who lived among the criteria
of its own validity can be answered in the affirmative.® Pre-
cisely as thoroughly imbued with faith conviction, the gospel
tradition is interested in the history of Jesus and points back
behind itself to that history. Fidelity to that tradition, then,
requires theological inquiry to do likewise. Theology is inter-
ested in historical information about Jesus of Nazareth be-
cause the gospel tradition itself considers this important.

That these post-Bultmannian insights can be made fruitful
for christology in a way that does not necessarily result in a
simplistic “ grounding ” of christology in the Jesus of history
has been recently demonstrated by (among others) Edward
Schillebeeckx, who among Roman Catholic systematicians has
given most careful attention to the relation between the history
of Jesus and the gospel tradition.** In his judgment there is an
aspect of the truth in Bultmann’s refusal to attach any theo-
logical significance to the historical Jesus, for no reconstruction
can show that he is the Christ. But the difficulty lies in Bult-

39 Ernst Késemann, “ Blind Alleys in the ¢ Jesus of History’ Controversy,”
New Testament Questions of Today (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1969), 48.

40 Jesus, Part One, 41-104; see also his Interim Report on the Books ‘ Jesus ®
and ¢ Christ’, tr. J. Bowden (N.Y.: Crossroad, 1981).
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mann’s equating a theological interest in the historical Jesus
with the attempt to validate or prove the truth of the kerygma,
and his consequent option for the centrality of the Christian
witness alone. Such an option ignores the fact that Jesus and
his first believing disciples were a single phenomenon: ““ Neither
Jesus nor the earliest * church community ’ constitutes the font
and origin of Christianity, but both together as offer and re-
sponse.” ** Jesus of Nazareth in his whole historical reality—
his actual person, message, way of life—was experienced as
constituting an ° offer ’ to which Christian faith and its expres-
sion in titles and other categories taken from the socio-cultural
context were a ‘response’. The response is not purely projec-
tive on the part of the Christian witnesses, but is evoked and
partly determined by the reality that was offered in Jesus.
However varied the credal trends, they are related to particular
aspects of the actual Jesus who lived (as teacher, wonder-
worker, crucified and risen one, etc.) ; however culturally con-
ditioned the titles, their meaning is modified by the history of
Jesus to whom they are attributed; however creative the re-
sponses, they are intrinsically limited by the historical offer it-
self. Thus the ‘ objective’, evocative element and the ‘ subjec-
tive’, projective element, while not totally distinguishable,
exist as intrinsically related correlatives at the origin of the
tradition. The original apostolic witness does not exclude his-
torical concern for Jesus, but rather includes it as part of the
matrix out of which Christian faith is born. Consequently, the
Bultmannian position which negates the idea that the primi-
tive Christian tradition enshrined an interest in the history of
Jesus has been widely abandoned by modern exegesis. Rather,
the “ confession of the crucified-and-risen One manifestly em-
braces the recollected substance of his earthly life: the kerygma
is itself meant, on the ground of its own self-understanding, to
refer back to the past events involving Jesus.” *2

41 Jesus, 58. Hence, Schillebeeckx is more nuanced on the question of the
historical Jesus as ground of faith than Tracy would allow (cf. 4.1., 334, n.
15).

42 Jesus, 72,
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The post-Bultmannian understanding of the nature of the
gospel tradition seems to have in principle undercut the Bult-
mannian division between the history of Jesus and Christian
faith at its root. It furthermore makes an option for one to
the exclusion of the other appear inadequate to the sources
themselves. Certainly, as Tracy mentions, the original apostolic
witness is normative for the faith tradition. Yet this original
apostolic witness, far from making inquiry into the history of
Jesus “inappropriate ”, has as part of its own content specific
and concrete references to the actual historical life and death
of Jesus of Nazareth, distinct from although mediated through
this witness, a reference furthermore which entails not only
historical continuity but also material continuity between them
both.

This then remains a question to the position which would
undervalue the importance of interest in the history of Jesus
and the reconstruction of that history in lieu of the normativity
of the original apostolic witness: whether the valuable move
into hermeneutical concerns does not lead to less than justice
being done to the full nature of the classic Christian texts and
the tradition which produced them, and this according to the
totality of their own inner criteria.

Question: The Referent of New Testament Texts

A second area of concern regarding a completely hermeneu-
tical approach has to do with the adequacy of an exclusively
existential hermeneutic of New Testament texts carried out on
the supposition that all of those texts, even explicitly christo-
logical utterances, refer primarily to Christian self-understand-
ing. Again, Bultmann’s perception of the hermeneutical circle
required this supposition in order that the result of theological
interpretation of the texts be the disclosing of possibilities of
authentic existence for human beings in the present. Tracy
too hews closely, though with significant nuancing, to this line
of thought, invoking Bultmann’s understanding at several key
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points.** The christological sections of both his major works
focus on the existential religious significance of christological
utterances; in the first, the fact of Jesus Christ is envisioned not
as the actualization of a possibility but as the re-presentative
Christian fact re-presenting the possibility of human existence
in genuine relation to God; in the second, literary critical anal-
ysis of the proclamation, narrative, symbol, and reflective
thought of the New Testament serves primarily to disclose the
existential meaning carried in these texts. What is of first im-
portance is to know the “ existential meaning and truths re-
presented for our present human experience by the christologi-
cal affirmations.” * It is logically coherent, if theology’s pri-
mary task is seen as the hermeneutical one of explicating the
religtous mode of being-in-the-world which the New Testament .
texts express, to maintain that questions about the internal
relation of that understanding of human existence to the con-
crete history of the actual Jesus who lived insofar as we can
reconstruct it are relatively unimportant.

Although the value and importance of the concern for the
existential meaningfulness of the Christian witness can in no
way be denied, an existential hermeneutic taken alone is open
to the critique that it cannot adequately encompass the entire
theological task, and that judgment is made on the basis of the
classic Christian texts themselves. Those texts do indeed make
explicit statements about self-understanding, especially in the
Pauline and in a more limited way in the Johannine writings,
but such statements do not appear in every New Testament
author’s work. More to the point, the diverse self-understand-
ings which are implicit in various texts (the early apocalyptic,
Hellenistic enthusiastic, community of the Epistle of James,
etc.) can hardly be synthesized to one understanding of human
existence. To Braun’s classic formulation, endorsed by Tracy,
that “ the constant is the self-understanding of the believer;

43 4.1, 256, 260-61, 269-70,
4 B.R.0., 218.
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christology is the variable,” * Késemann has responded, “I
hold this judgment to be, quite simply, false . . . the range of
variations (in Christian self-understanding) could hardly be
wider.” *

Not only is there no unified implicit or explicit understanding
of human existence expressed in the texts, but these texts on
the face of it deal with many matters other than the under-
standing of human existence, although all things dealt with do
indeed reflect the author’s self-understanding. Statements are
made which refer directly to God and God‘s work in the events
of the world, to Jesus and the events of his life, statements
whose obvious intention is to refer to realities not reducible to
though not unrelated to the possibilities of human existence.
In debate with the Bultmannian position, a substantial body of
thought now argues that theological interpretation cannot focus
exclusively on a text’s existential meaning and ignore other
aspects of its reality. Insistence on the understanding of exist-
ence as the ultimate hermeneutical principle unduly restricts
actual New Testament speech; by means of it, speech about the
history of Jesus Christ “ is changed into a network of significant
ideas; it is dissolved into a mere °significat > and has lost the
force of the ‘est’.”*” In the face of such existentialist constric-
tion, it is no longer apparent why any reference to the person
of Jesus is essentially necessary, although Bultmann is con-
vinced that it is. A more adequate position would be to main-
tain that if the Christian texts are a response to the fullness of
the event of the man Jesus Christ in his living, dying and ris-
ing, then along with existential concerns (and not without
them) interpretation of christological texts has to maintain
emphasis on Jesus Christ’s person and the history narrated in
connection with him.

45 Herbert Braun, “ The Meaning of New Testament Christology,” God and
Ohrist: Hwistence and Providence, Robert Funk ed. (N.Y.: Harper and Row,
1968), 115.

46 “ Blind Alleys,” 37-38.

47 Giinther Bornkamm, “Myth and Gospel: A Discussion of the Problem
of Demythologizing the New Testament Message,” Kerygme and History, eds.
C. Braaten and R. Harrisville (N.Y.: Abingdon Press, 1962}, 187.
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Tracy’s widening the horizon of human existence to include
the social dimensions of the individual, the reality of commun-
ity experience, and the need for orthopraxis immeasurably en-
riches this position, but does not in the end counter the basic
critique of the Bultmannian way of proceeding.*® Valuable as
it is as a hermeneutic for the gospel, the possibility of human
existence disclosed in the Christian texts does not exhaust the
totality of the referent of these texts. This then remains a sec-
ond question to the position which would focus on the existen-
tial significance of the Christian texts to the diminishment of
the importance of other referents of the texts: whether the
valuable and much-needed concentration on the existential
religious significance of christological texts does not lead to less
than justice being done to the full nature of the classic Chris-
tian texts and the hermeneutical methods needed to mediate
their meaning, and this according to the totality of their own
referent.

The Historical Jesus or the Memory of the Tradition:
A False Dilemma

The problem of the historical Jesus is a genuinely disputed
issue in contemporary theology, one which is far from being re-
solved. Surfacing some arguable insufficiencies of any par-
ticular approach still leaves the positive theological relevance
of this image unexplored. To that end, the following thesis re-
garding the nature of the reconstructed image of the historical
Jesus in the faith of the Church today is proposed:

48 Langdon Gilkey brings the same critique to bear against Tracy on this
point as Bornkamm et al. bring against Bultmann; Reaping the Whirlwind
(N.Y.: Seabury Press, 1976), 377, n. 23. With regard to both this question
and the previous one it can be pointed out that Tracy, in his alliance with
Bultmann, does not deal with serious readjustments which have been made
in the Bultmannian position by subsequent thought. There is nothing wrong
in itself, of course, with disagreeing with a solidifying and substantiated body
of opinion, this being the way scholarship moves forward; but if one does so,
the option should be backed by warrants which are clear or convincing enough
to engage and overcome the developing position. Tracy leaves many questions
unanswered in this respect.
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Thesis: The reconstructed image of the historical Jesus not only
functions today as the equivalent of the memory impression of
Jesus in the early Church, but actually is the equivalent of it, i.e.
is the means by which significant segments of the present genera-
tion of believers remember Jesus who is confessed as the Christ.

As such, it is an element of the living tradition of the present
Church.

The community of believers has always, from the beginning
until now, had its memory image of Jesus.® As a memory
image of a concrete historical person held by a community of
faith, it has carried that community’s consciousness of the
brandnewness which came into the world with Jesus, the draw-
ing near of the transcendent in him, and the specialness attach-
ing to his person as a result. Although the contours of that
memory image have changed over the centuries, the image
itself has continuously served as a symbol mediating the reality
and mystery of what is at the heart of Christian belief, name-
ly, (in broad terms) that at a certain point in time God’s
graciousness was shown in the coming to be of this member of
our race, whose life, death and resurrection redound to our
benefit, and in whom we have to do with the one God who
is really and truly God.”® In so doing, the memory image has
been essential to the identity of the community, for it has al-
ways referred the living reality of the community and its tradi-
tion beyond itself to the one who lived and operated before
there ever was a Christian tradition, the one without whom
there would be no tradition (which is not to say that this one
would be known today without the Christian tradition). The
memory image of Jesus in the community has contributed to
the formation and content of the Church’s confession, liturgi-

49 Cf. Harvey, 246-91, for discussion of the memory image in a faith con-
text; also David Schindler, “Theology and the historical-critical claims of
modernity: on the need for metaphysics,” Communio 6 (1979), 73-94, for
critique of Harvey’s own proposal in this regard.

50 We are prescinding here from the recent debates about the meaning of
Incarnation (Hick et al.) and the uniqueness of Christ (Knitter et al.),
focusing for the moment on what can be identified as mainline Catholic posi-
tion.
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cal practice, preaching, ethical stance, and choice of life values
and, as symbol, gives rise to thought, to teaching and doctrine.
In a circle of mutual influence, it has also been shaped by the
confession and practice of the Church as well as the culture in
which the Church exists. As the Church “hands on to all
generations all that she herself is, all that she believes ” ** the
memory image of Jesus is also handed on, an irreplaceable ele-
ment in the living tradition.

For the earliest communities, the memory of Jesus was
shaped by the original disciples’ first-hand experience of the
actual Jesus who lived. These women and men had followed
Jesus during his ministry, listened to his preaching, observed
his behavior, been attracted to his manner of life. Their wit-
ness to his resurrection after the desolation of his crucifixion
was informed by their personal memories communally shared.”
Whether one follows the Pesch/Schillebeeckx understanding of
original multiple communities with various and distinct memo-
ries issuing in confessions coherent with those memories, or sees
the tradition originating solely with witness to the resurrection,
the same phenomenon is at hand: the calling upon the disciples’
memories of Jesus’s ministry and death in the fashioning of the
Christian proclamation.

Even before the end of the first century, the earliest images
of Jesus had changed under the impact of the community’s on-
going experience of the gifts of the Spirit and confrontation
with new cultural settings. - Newer images, including the theo-
logical idea of pre-existence, transformed and altered the earlier
memories into what we call now the biblical picture of Christ.

51 Dei Verbum #8, Documents of Vatican II, W, Abbott, ed. (N.Y.: America
Press, 1966).

52 For recent argumentation that women functioned as original disciples,
ef. Rosemary R. Ruether and Eleanor McLaughlin, eds., Women of Spirit:
Female Leadership in the Jewish and Christian Traditions (N.Y.: Simon and
Schuster, 1979); and Elisabeth Schiissler, Fiorenza, Women in the Early
Christian Movement,” Womanspirit Rising, C. Christ and J, Plaskow eds.
(San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1979), 84-92, as well as In Memory of Her
(N.Y.: Crossroad, 1983), by the same author.
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Through the long march of centuries the memory image of °
Jesus, now developed with reference to the total picture of
Christ in the New Testament, continued to be intrinsic to the
Church’s consciousness, interacting with the whole of the
Church’s life. Contrasting memory images lay behind the clash
between the Alexandrian and Antiochene schools, one focusing
on Christ’s identity as Logos, the other remembering his fuily
functioning humanity, while both were influenced by the
ascendency of the Church under Christian civil power. The
medieval image was shaped by insight into Jesus Christ’s per-
sonal identity in dialogue with the newly re-discovered ideal
of Greek anthropology; elements of superior knowledge and
power were incorporated into the image and held in tension
with the memory of his suffering. Post-Reformation and post-
Enlightenment efforts to defend the faith resulted in a restric-
tion of the rich memory image of Jesus in official theory, a
restriction which was compensated for in the flourishing of cer-
tain types of spirituality (School of Bérulle, Exercises of Igna-
tius, devotion to the Sacred Heart, etc.) . The complex memory
image which resulted in this later period continued to mediate
to those generations under the suppositions of their cultural
contexts the reality at the center of the Christian tradition:
God’s gracious presence in Jesus Christ calling forth human
response. That this particular image has become less and less
successful in doing so for believers who inhabit and are in-
habited by a world ever more historically conscious, scientifical-
ly oriented, and aware of the magnitude of evil is one of the
major concerns of contemporary christology.

The Church is never without its memory image of Jesus; this
is an essential element passed on in the living tradition. In the
present situation, the memory image of Jesus passed on by our
immediate forebears in the faith is once again being trans-
formed, this time under the impact of biblical scholarship’s his-
torical critical investigation into the Christian texts. The image
of the historical Jesus reconstructed from those texts, whether
directly for those who study and ponder it, or indirectly for
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those who absorb it through catechesis, preaching, liturgical
practice, experiences of ministry, etc., is the way Jesus is being
remembered by significant numbers of the present generation of
believers. As was pointed out above, it is as an image not ex-
haustive of the actual Jesus who lived, nor exactly the same as
that held by the original apostolic witnesses. But given the
critical tools by which it was arrived at, it arguably approaches
however asymptotically the historical actuality of the earthly
Jesus, and approximates more closely the original disciples’
memory of Jesus than the memory of the Church has done for
many generations. .
Reception of this particular memory image, precisely because
of the significant role which the memory of Jesus has played
all through the tradition, has significant implications for all of
the Church’s life. If Jesus lived a life passionately devoted to
God his * Abba ’; if he made a preferential option for the poor
and marginalized of his society in the name of this God; if his
preaching of the coming reign of this God limned a new vision
of reality in which the old classifications made on the basis
of race, sex, and class lost their meaning; if he himself was no
stranger to the passions of red-blooded humanity but had to
discern his life decisions, learning obedience through what he
suffered; if his rejection and death came about as a consequence
of fidelity to his mission (which mission can be said after
Easter to cohere in the very depths of his being with what he
1s) , then the call to follow as a disciple, both individually and
collectively, takes on certain characteristics and understandings
different in significant ways from that of the recent past.
Roman Catholics now have a sufficient share of “ passionate
and living controversies in Christology which engage the exist-
ential concern of the faithful,” whether the faithful be theo-
logically educated or not, and this fact can be directly linked
1o the work of historical biblical criticism, so potent in its con-
sequences because it is resulting in nothing less than the re-
shaping of the memory image of Jesus held by the Church.
As David Tracy has rightly insisted, it is imperative that the
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actual Jesus who lived be affirmed in every christology. He
much prefers that this be done through the memory of the tra-
dition rather than through the reconstruction of the historical
Jesus.”® Perhaps a benevolent interpretation of his insistence
on this distinction would view it as analogous to the distinction
made by Karl Rahner between nature and grace: hypotheti-
cally necessary for the preservation of certain values, but not
functionally operative in the concrete historical order of
things.’* It seems to me, however, that the stringent posing of
such a definitive contrast between the tradition and the his-
torical Jesus sets up a choice which is basically a false dilemma.
In the present cultural context, when the historical Jesus is
quested for and received within the faith consciousness of the
Church (and never without reference to the original memory
impressions) , the reconstructed image of the historical Jesus is
not separate from, opposed to, or a potential replacement for
the memory of Jesus in the tradition. Rather, it is the form
that memory is taking in the present moment of the living
tradition.

This is not to say that the quest for the historical Jesus is in
principle theologically necessary for christology; christology has
existed for centuries without it. But the Church’s memory
image of Jesus is theologically necessary for christology and,
as the quest has concretely affected the way Jesus is remem-
bered in the Church, the quest and its results have assumed
theological pertinence not only for the correction of the dis-
tortions of the tradition (although certainly for that), but also
for the constitution of the tradition insofar as it includes re-
membering.”* What is constitutive is what is essential to a
reality’s constitution or make-up, missing which that reality

53 4.1., 245, n. 20.

5¢ “ Concerning the Relationship between Nature and Grace,” Theological
Investigations 1, 297-317.

85 In distinction to D. Tracy, “ Particular Questions within General Con-
sensus,” n. 39, Tracy, however, does recognize the possibility of the positive
function of the image in the present community—A4.1., 239.
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would not be what it is. The memory of Jesus has always been
constitutive for the Church’s confession (without it, the con-
tent of Jesus in the event of Jesus Christ would be reduced to
a cipher or a projection) . As informing the present memory of
Jesus in the community, therefore, the historical Jesus has con-
stitutive value for christology. The image of the historical
Jesus mediates to present believers the reality and mystery at
the heart of the Christian tradition, and refers that tradition
beyond itself to what is strange, challenging, even ““ dangerous ”
at its core, one Jesus of Nazareth. Because this image self-con-
sciously contains what is historically reliable, it brings to con-
sciousness in a striking way after centuries of forgetting the
genuine humanity in the concrete historical contours of the
Jew from Nazareth confessed as Lord and Christ—the paradox
of Incarnation. Insofar as this image of the historical Jesus is
relatively recently discovered, insofar as its manner of discov-
ery and its content are congruent with the historical conscious-
ness of contemporary believers, and insofar as it has had and is
having widespread influence on systematic thought done in
faith, what is most likely taking place in contemporary chris-
tology, however lurchingly, is a genuine development in the
living tradition of the Church, a theological development which
could well issue in a development of doctrine.”®* Most funda-
mentally, therefore, the theological importance of the image of
the historical Jesus devolves from its constituting in part the
Church’s memory of Jesus in this new moment of the living
tradition.

What effective application might this thesis have when
brought to bear on the understanding of Christian faith itself
and on theological reflection done within a faith context? In
other words, in what ways is the historical Jesus in the memory
of the present Church affecting Christian faith and its seeking

86 Cf. Karl Rahner, “Considerations on the Development of Dogma,”
Theological Investigations 1V, tr. K. Smyth (London: Darton, Longman &
Todd, 1966), 3-35, for relation between theological activity and the develop-
ment of doctrine.
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of understanding ? Delineating the relation of the historical
Jesus to Christian faith and, by way of example, the effect of
this image in two key areas of systematic theology (christology
and soteriology) can serve to highlight the power of this image.

Theological Relevance of the Historical Jesus for Christian
Faith

In spite of deep differences over this genuinely disputed issue
in contemporary theology, there is fundamental agreement
among most theologians and exegetes on the basic point that
the early Church made an identification, even an absolute
identification, between the ministering and crucified Jesus who
actually lived and died and the Christ experienced in the Spirit:
one is the other.”” The identification is rooted in the early com-
munities’ experience of past and present, of anamnesis and
pneuma, as a single reality, and is articulated in their preserva-
tion of both stories remembered about and hymns and creeds
witnessing to Jesus Christ. On the basis of this identification,
the Christian affirmation “I believe in Jesus Christ ” contains
an internal reference to history, to a real historical man of the
past, as well as to the present experience of him as the Christ
of God through the Holy Spirit in the Church, both of which
ground hope for the coming of the reign of God.

Christian faith affirms the saving activity of God in the per-
son of Jesus Christ; it is (and this is not exhaustive) respon-
sive trust in God who self-manifested in the person Jesus Christ.
The center of faith is not a message, law, or set of principles,
but the person of Jesus of Nazareth confessed as the Christ,
the self-revelation of God. Christian faith in God, then, precise-
ly as Christian, retains an essential link with the man from
Nazareth; the link with his history forms an inner dimension of
Christian faith.”® This is not to say that history constitutes the

37 This is true of theologians as diverse as Tracy (A.[., 272) and Schille-
beeckx (Jesus, 81); the latter considers the identification to be the hermeneu-
tical key to the gospels.

58 This understanding, while divergent from the classic position of Bult-
mann, is in accord with the consensus emanating from the new questers,
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whole of what is essential for faith, nor that faith depends upon
history alone. Faith is a response to the total revelatory event
which occurs not only in the earthly history of Jesus but in the
continuing life of the Church. But it is to say that knowledge
of Jesus in his past actuality materially informs faith: Jesus
is the Christ. As the present form of the Church’s knowledge
of Jesus in his past actuality, the historical Jesus is intrinsically
related to Christian faith and functions in that relationship in
several ways.

First of all, knowledge of Jesus reconstructed from Christian
texts contributes to the faith image of Jesus which believers
have, and to this extent can be a source of the necessary con-
tent of faith.” It is not the only source, for the proclamation
of the Church arising out of the experience of the risen Lord
is the ultimate origin of faith. But who is Jesus who is the
Christ ? Historical knowledge contributes concrete content to
the name “ Jesus,” gives a particular cast to the memory image
of this person, and is thereby a “ subordinate but necessary
medium to image forth this Jesus to whom we respond in
faith.” © The historical Jesus functions positively by providing
the Christian faith image with important content.

In a second, more critical function, the historical Jesus can
be used to test competing representations of Jesus and to judge
the validity of claims made in his name. Was Jesus a humanist,
as 19th century liberals held, or an all-knowing being as pre-
sented in the manualist tradition, or a revolutionary as might
be claimed today ? Most likely not. Legitimate appeal can be
made to the limited but assured historical knowledge of Jesus

Protestant systematicians such as Pannenberg, and most Roman Catholic
christologians. Cf. Gerald O’Collins, Foundations of Theology (Chicago:
Loyola University Press, 1970), 66.

59 Norman Perrin conducts a seminal discussion of the positive and nega-
tive functions of the historical Jesus—n. 4, ““ The Significance of Knowledge
of the Historical Jesus and His Teaching,” 207-48.

60 Michael Cook, The Jesus of Faith (N.Y.: Paulist Press, 1981), 27. See
also by the same author, “ The Call to Faith of the Historical Jesus,” Theologi-
cal Studies 39 (1978), 679-700.
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in order to test any faith image for consistency with that
knowledge. In this way the faith image can be kept free from
manipulation or simple projection, and allowed to embody the
powerful figure of the gospels. To this limited extent, as
Norman Perrin articulates it, ““the historical Jesus validates
the kerygma: not as kerygma, but as Christian.” ®

In addition to the positive and negative function of the his-
torical Jesus with regard to the Christian faith image, there is
an even more properly theological function which it exercises
for Christian faith in the light of the above thesis: it connotes,
in and through its specific denotation set within a dynamic of
faith, the actuality of God’s saving gift to humanity in our his-
tory, the reality of Incarnation. In an era of heightened histori-
cal consciousness amounting almost to a revolution in the way
human beings perceive reality, strong emphasis on the kerygma
in the case of the Protestant tradition, or on dogma in the case
of the Roman Catholic, has had the unwanted effect of at least
leaving Christian faith open to the charge that it springs from
mythological, ideological, or self-delusionary tendencies.®* With
historical understanding a given in the western world, most
contemporary believers cannot avoid the historical question
of whether something happened and, in fact, of what happened,
cannot schizophrenically divide the logical from the existen-
tial in their awareness. Prescinding here from the range of
specific questions germane to fundamental theology in this re-
gard, reclamation of the historical appears as a basic element
affecting the faith of contemporary believers. Far from being
an inert and powerless figment of historical reconstruction (as
it appears in Tracy’s work), the historical Jesus when received
within the dynamic of faith becomes a powerful warrant for
the connection of faith with reality in all of its dimensions.

61 Perrin, n, 4, 244. There is agreement about the positive and negative
functions of the historical Jesus within faith from the most divergent
quarters; cf, Tracy, “ Particular Questions,” 36-39; and Schillebeeckx, Jesus
62-71.

62 Whole systems of theology have been developed with this critique in
mind, e.g. those of Rahner and Pannenberg.
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Faith thrives on this historically reconstructed image precisely
cut of the conviction that in Jesus, his words and deeds and
destiny, the decisive act of God for our salvation was being
accomplished in our world and at the same time extra nos,
freely, ‘ objectively ’, evocatively. The historical Jesus connotes
the reality of God’s initiative and self-gift; while, as Ferdinand
Hahn has argued, “ renunciation of the theological relevance of
the factual signifies something like a loss or privation of
reality . . .” ¢ '

Christian faith is concerned with a symbol system, a message,
a possibility of self-understanding, but neither solely nor even
primarily so. Each of these aspects of the faith experience has
a primary reference to the person Jesus Christ in whom God is
believed to have approached the world in a definite time and
place, in a definite life. The centrality of this historical person
evokes particular responses and checks the tendency to sym-
bolize him in such a way that he presents particular possibili-
ties of human life regardless of his own historical characteristics,
as is sometimes done with other historical figures. If God has
actually self-manifested in history in the person of Jesus, then
this human life is not just a re-presentative symbol which opens
people up to their own deepest existential possibilities. Rather,
it is the locus of God’s address. Therefore, it is theologically
important to know who this man really was in history.®* Chris-

83 “ Probleme historischer Kritik,” Zeitschrift fiir dic neutestamentlich
Wissenschaft 63 (1972), 1-17. See also K. Rahner, “ Intellectual Honesty and
the Christian Faith,” Theological Investigations VII, tr. D, Bourke (N.Y.:
Seabury Press, 1977), 52; and John Collins, “ Biblical Scholarship and the
Church,” Chicago Studies 20 (1981), 121-35.

64 Ag Schillebeeckx argues, “ God does not sanction a cultural or anthro-
pological medel or process, but this man Jesus,” Interim Report, 28. In the
Report S. explicitly critiques the position which Tracy espoused in B.R.O.,
holding that it cast Jesus in too completely and representatively symbolic a
role divorced from his history, Likewise, he questions the sole use of purely
literary critical exegesis which is interested only in texts. The specific
datum of Christianity is the Jew Jesus Christ, and so literary criticism is
untenable religiously if it is meant to be definitive (28-9; 144, n. 6). In
A.I., Tracy has concentrated more atiention on the ‘dangerous memory’ of
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tian faith has (though not exhaustively so) an historical con-
tent; that content is the factuality of the history of Jesus as
the history of God’s self-manifestation. Because the event of
salvation is intrinsically related to the irreducible concreteness
of Jesus, for Christian faith “at this point what is most his-
torical is what is most essential.”

The image of the historical Jesus, formed by the coalescence
of historical knowledge about him, is not properly utilized if it
becomes a verification or proof of faith. It is, however, theo-
logically relevant for faith in that it gives concrete content to
the faith confession, corrects faith images of Jesus, and, most
crucially, carries the element of the free, divine ‘ given’ in the
Christ event, the actuality of God’s self-gift in history to which
Christian faith is a response.

Theological Relevance of the Historical Jesus for Christological
Doctrine

The christological doctrine of the Church, crystalized in the
formulation of the Council of Chalcedon, stressed the centrality
of the insight that Jesus Christ’s identity involved a double
relationality: with God (“one in being with the Father )
and with the whole human race (“ one in being with us ). In
the context of the Eutychean effort once again to transform
Jesus into a divine man, the import of Chalcedor’s incorpora-
tion of the “two natures” terminology was to secure a non-
pegotiable place in the Church’s doctrine for the full humanity
of the incarnate Word. The very reality of the Incarnation de-
manded the full participation of the * Christ, Son, Lord ” in
human nature and the structures of human existence. So too
did the effecting of salvation since, in the judgment of those
championing the two natures doctrine, “ what was not assumed

Jesus than was evident in B.R.0., and to powerful effect. Still, insofar as he
claims fundamental continuity between the two works, uses literary critical
methods alone in the christological chapters, and explicitly warns against
attempts to incorporate the historical in a constitutive way, the questions
from 8. would still be pertinent.

65 Rahner, Foundations, 176.
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was not redeemed . In the words of Leo, which the Council in
substance affirmed, “it is as dangerous an evil to deny the
truth of the human nature of Christ as to refuse to believe
that his glory is equal to the Father ” (Sermon 27).

Chalcedon notwithstanding, the humanity of Christ has con-
sistently proved difficult for the Church to come to terms with
and has often in oblique ways been suppressed or lost from
view. This can be the case, as Rahner has pointed out, in a
particularly ironic way in so-called orthodox christology; such
christology has a “ mysterious monophysite undercurrent ”
running through it, a secretly docetic tendency which pervades
it despite protestations to the contrary. This comes to ex-
pression in the ordinary understanding that a mark of the true
believer is the confession of Jesus as God, while at the same
time equal importance is not attached to the fact that “ Jesus
is a real, genuine, and finite human being with his experience, in
obedient human being, like us in all things.” °® The historical
Jesus, this image which emphasizes the actual and the concrete,
gives the Church a rather reliable picture of Jesus the man.
To this extent it helps to break through the docetism which
tends again and again to assume dominance in the Church and
leads to a fuller appropriation of the full humanity of Jesus
Christ. A plausible case can in fact be made that the con-
troversy over the historical Jesus is but the modern form of
the old christological dispute of docetism, the ancient and ap-
parently ingrained tendency to absorb the humanity of Jesus
into the current perception of the divine in such a way that
Jesus becomes a mere construct.®

66 K. Rahner, “ I believe in Jesus Christ: Interpreting an Article of Faith,”
Theological Investigations IX, tr. G. Harrison (London: Darton, Longmans
and Todd, 1972), 166. See also n. 1.

67 The case is made by Keck, 127-28 and Reinhard Slemczka, Geschicht-
lichkeit und Personsein Jesu Christi (Gdttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1967), 19, among others. It is important to note that the charge is not being
made here that anyone who does not stress the importance of the historical
Jesus is tending toward docetism, since such a ome may either be assuming
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The humanity of a historical figure is recognized when that
figure is seen in concrete relationship to real, particular situa-
tions and people. By situating Jesus of Nazareth against the
background of his political, cultural and religious milieu and
by delineating his characteristically personal stances, teaching,
and manner of behaving, the image of the historical Jesus in-
sures that the human nature of Jesus (Chalcedon’s ‘vere
homo °) is understood not as an abstract notion but as involv-
ing a concrete history, one not subsumed by the ‘ vere Deus’
which is an equally essential element of the Church’s confes-
sion. Just as important, the exegetical methods which produce
the historical Jesus preclude certain systematic conclusions
which may weaken the full humanity, e.g. regarding Jesus’s
knowledge, and so insure that the humanity of the Son of God
remains recognizable in the context of contemporary anthro-
pological presuppositions. In the present climate of question-
ing and criticism, as Donald Baillie described it for the Protes-
tant tradition, “ the redicovery of the human historical per-
sonality of Jesus came as a new realization of the historical
content of the dogmas;” * for those in the Catholic communion,
such a recognition is in fact still coming.

The historical Jesus is constitutively bound up with chris-
tology, insofar as christology aims to make intelligible the
Christian confession that Jesus is the Christ. Its presence in
the Church’s memory enables the working out of a christology
which corrects the monophysite distortion characteristic of
ordinary christology of the recent past, and advances the un-
derstanding of the radical assertion that the one Christ, Son,
Lord, is “ one in being with us as to his humanity ” by giving
to that humanity concrete historical content. Its theological
importance lies precisely in this—that it delineates the history

the humanity of Jesus or attempting to insure its place by other means. But
it is being said here that there is a relationship between the historical Jesus
and the correction of docetism.

68 Donald Baillie, God Was in Christ (N.Y.: Charles Seribner’s Sons, 1948),
52,
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of God with us, and leads to the rejection of docetism in any
form.

Theological Relevance of the Historical Jesus for Under-
standing Salvation and the Christian Way of Life

What God has done for our benefit in Jesus has from the
beginning been at the heart of the Christian proclamation of
the good news as well as at the heart of the way of response in
prayer and praise, in moral choices, in the whole Christian life
of faith. In recent centuries soteriology tended to narrow the
focus of Jesus’s salvific activity to his death on the cross. The
redemption effected there was a freeing from sin, understood
primarily as a grace-less condition of the individual’s soul, and
‘a freeing from death, in such a way that the fruits of salva-
tion were to be experienced for the most part in the world to
come. The gap between that traditional soteriology and the
quest for meaning and wholeness in the contemporary era has
led theology to the discovery that the salvific dimensions of the
life of Jesus Christ for believers and indeed for the whole world
are richer than the Church has remembered for a long time.
The initial move in this direction came in the early 1960’s with
biblical scholars reappropriating the unmitigated importance
of the resurrection of the crucified one in the New Testament
witness. Continued historical critical investigating has un-
covered another intrinsic link vital for understanding salvation:
the relation between the ministry and death of Jesus. Jesus’s
death was the historical consequence of his fidelity to his
ministry of preaching and healing; it is just this Jesus who did
and said these things and not some crucified man who is the
Redeemer. If we ask what is meant by the salvation given to
us in him, “to give substance and content to this we have to
point to Jesus of Nazareth himself, his person and his whole
career and course of action up to and including his death.” ®

As the Church’s present memory of the actual Jesus who

89 Schillebeeckx, Jesus, 52.
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lived, the historical Jesus is theologically relevant for the un-
derstanding of salvation. Informed by some historically as-
sured knowledge of the ministry of Jesus, including in par-
ticular his preaching the coming reign of God with all the rich-
ness that symbol carried in the Jewish tradition, his associa-
tion with the tax collectors and sinners, and his liberal attitude
toward the legal tradition within his basically law-abiding life,
newer theological approaches to the meaning of salvation have
introduced the ancient category of “liberation ” to signify the
height and breadth and depth of human salvation effected in
him.” Against the tendency to overspiritualize and to privatize,
these approaches claim earthly salvation in both personal and
corporate dimensions to be inner components of Christian re-
demption. It is seen, for example, that it was precisely Jesus’s
desire for human wholeness which led him to heal on the sab-
bath rather than wait for the first day of the week. Opposi-
tion to this choice and others similar to it created the conflict
which ultimately led to his death. If then the cross was a
consequence of Jesus’s pattern of ministry, it cannot be used
(as sometimes happens) to legitimate passivity and toleration
of the suffering which is rooted in human injustice. It is, rather,
“ the abiding sign of the determination of God and of Jesus to
free us as individuals and the human race as a whole.” * In-
corporating the memory of the prophetic life and healing work
of Jesus into the interpretation of his death is resulting in an
understanding of salvation critical of ideology and oriented to-
ward the promotion of human well-being.

Interpretation of soteriology as full human liberation (in-
tegrity, wholeness in all dimensions) is closely woven with
growing appreciation of Christian life as a way of discipleship,
of following the one who is the Way. Following consists in

70 See survey by Francis Schilssler Fiorenza, “ Critical Social Theory and
Christology: Toward an Understanding of Atonement and Redemption as
Emancipatory Solidarity,” OTSA Proceedings 30 (1975), 63-110.

71 Dietrich Wiederkehr, Belicf in Redemption, tr, J. Moiser (Atlanta: John
Knox Press, 1979), 32.
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hearing the word of God and acting upon it (Lk 8:21), which
translates concretely into a life of faith and suffering love based
on the adoption of the values of Jesus, not in slavish imitation
but by the power of his Spirit in one’s own circumstances. In
ways newly appreciated, discipleship may well mandate one to
question critically the given order of things, to oppose what is
oppressive to human well-being, to reconstruct creatively sys-
tems in keeping with the vision of the reign of God, and to do
so in the name of the crucified Jesus who is proclaimed as Lord
and Christ.” In the life of discipleship, mystical activity (i.e.
prayerful experience of God’s immediacy in absence) and poli-
tical activity (i.e. action on behalf of justice) belong together.
It is not by accident, then, that liberation theologies are vir-
tually unanimous in some sort of appeal to the historical Jesus
and his prophetic ministry as one keystone of their eritical re-
working of the Christian tradition. Jesus’s teaching and liber-
ating praxis, known through historical reconstruction, is at the
heart of the transforming vision of a redeemed humanity from
which these theologies proceed and toward which they struggle
in hope to move the Church and the world. Two brief ex-
amples: Latin American theologians find in the historical
Jesus’s option for the poor and marginalized of his society the
warrant for the critical, liberating way of discipleship in social-
ly oppressive situations. The concreteness of his life guarantees
the truth of their perceptions:

No authority can decree that everything is permitted, for justice
and exploitation are not so indistinguishable. And Christ died so
that we might know that not everything is permitted. But not any
Christ. The Christ that cannot be co-opted by accommodationists
and opportunists is the historical Jesus.™

72 Cf. Johannes Metz, Followers of Christ, tr. T. Linton (N.Y.: Paulist
Press, 978) ; Thomas Clarke, ed., Above Every Name: The Lordship of Christ
and Social Systems (N.Y.: Paulist Press, 1980).

78 J, Miranda, Being and the Messiah (Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books,
1977), 9. In Sobrino (n. 7), 15-16, n. 25 there is a partial listing of leading
Latin American theologiang who appeal to the historical Jesus in their cri-
tical approach,
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Reformist feminist theologians likewise appeal to the histori-
cal Jesus who discloses transforming patterns of relationship
between people through his own personal style of relating. Dur-
ing his ministry he associated with women as friends and dis-
ciples; women were witnesses of his death and burial, and com-
missioned witnesses of the resurrection. This reality is so deep-
ly rooted that it survived the androcentric tendencies of the
tradition and is still perceptible in the texts.”* Beside Jesus’s
personal attitude and behavior toward women, feminist theo-
logy also finds valuable Jesus’s stance toward the poor and op-
pressed, among whom outcast women are at the bottom of the
list (recall the Samaritan and Syro-Phoenician women, the
widows, the prostitutes). Jesus’s rejection, implicit and ex-
plicit, of relationships patterned on domination-subjection, and
his vision of a new humanity of service and mutual empower-
ment give the lie to those who would perpetuate sexist struc-
tures and modes of relationship in his name.

The historical Jesus, remembered—with assurance—as ac-
tually being one kind of man and not another, teaching par-
ticular things about God and humanity and not something else,
living this kind of life and being put to this kind of death and
not another, calling human beings to this kind of response and
not another, this historical Jesus is contributing to the reshap-
ing of the understanding of salvation effected in him and the
way of discipleship which is the Christian response.

Conclusion

The importance of the image of the historical Jesus pertains
to many more areas of study than have been discussed here; it
has relevance for Christian anthropology, ecclesiology, escha-

7¢ Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza,  Interpreting Patriarchal Traditions,”
The Liberating Word, Letty Russell, ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster Press,
1976). Tor an overview of this perspective, see Anne Carr, “Is a Christian
Feminist Theology Possible ?2” Theological Studies 43 (1982), 279-97. TFor
particular example, see Rosemary R. Ruether, To COhange the World:
Christology and Cultural Criticsm (N.Y.: Crossroad, 1981), especially Ch.
IV, “ Christology and Feminism: Can a Male Savior Save Women? *, 45-56.
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tology and theology of God, as well as for fundamental, moral,
and spiritual theologies as they are related to systematic theo-
logical thought. The areas described here were set out briefly
‘to illustrate the impact which the historical Jesus, informing
the memory of the Church, is having on theological renewal.
Indeed, if one could imagine the removal of this image from
the present consciousness of the Church, the theclogy of the
last two decades would look significantly different. Shifting the
basic image of Jesus cannot but have vast implications for all
areas of the Church’s life and thought. Hence, the living and
passionate controversies swirling around Roman Catholic
christologies today.

A popular axiom used in ecumenical discussion holds that
people are more usually right in what they affirm than in what
they deny. Tracy’s hermeneutical project, which seeks to make
manifest the existential religious meanings inherent in the
classic Christian texts while at the same time critiquing those
christologies which incorporate the historical Jesus in theologi-
cally relevant ways, would seem to be a good case in point. His
own positive insights and in particular his own interpretative
moves are penetrating and pertinent; yet what he negates is
counted by the majority of contemporary christologies to be
among what is essential. It would seem that the totality of
the theological task encompasses more than the hermeneutical
approach focused primarily on texts would allow, valuable as
that approach is in itself. Tven if one would agree that it is a
misuse of the historical Jesus to employ it to ground or validate
in whole or in part the kerygma, there still remains the further
question of whether the rejection of that function should di-
minish the importance of other functions of the historical Jesus
in present christology. Tracy allows subsidiary corrective and
developmental roles; the argument here has been that there is
an even more primary, constitutive role, insofar as the histori-
cal Jesus informs the present memory of the Church. Even if
one would agree that the mediation of tradition and community
ground faith, there still remains the further question of what
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grounds the tradition. Apostolicity is certainly a normative
element, but what is the relation of the original apostolic wit-
ness to that to which it witnesses ? Stopping the theologically
relevant line of inquiry at the witnesses and their memory has
the effect of leaving one in the minds and experiences of those
people and not leading ad rem, to Jesus Christ in his own
reality which, however, is never known apart from the wit-
nesses. Even if one would agree that criteria of appropriate-
ness are of great importance, are not criteria of intelligibility at
least equally crucial in this age of historical consciousness, when
faith must render an account of its hope to a reason gone his-
torical 7 Even if one would agree that it is the actual Jesus
remembered and confessed by the community which must bear
the theological weight, can that Jesus be so radically distin-
guished from the historical Jesus known by empirical methods
in the present community? The thesis put forward here is that
such a divorce is not legitimate.

The suggestion has been made that moments of renewed care
in scholarly study of the Bible are correlated with and may even
be responsible for sparking moments of great power and orig-
inality in the history of theology.”” To judge from the evidence
of the last two decades, such a moment is once again present.
Biblical criticism is a work of the Church; historical biblical
criticism in particular is renewing the memory of Jesus Chrst
in the Church. If present-day Roman Catholic christologies are
“ obsessed ” with the historical Jesus, it is with good reason.
After so long a season of forgetting, the Church is once again
perceiving the actual historical contours of the one confessed as
its Lord and Christ, is once again glimpsing the ‘ human face
of God’. It is a picture too valuable to be eclipsed by its un-
doubted existential import.

Evrizasers A, Jounson, C.SJ.
The Catholic University of Americe
Washington, D.C.

78 Krister Stendahl, “ Biblical Theology, Contemporary,” The Interpreter’s
Dictionary of the Bible (N.Y.: Abingdon Press, 1962), 418-32.



GOD’S OMNIPOTENCE AND IMMUTABILITY
[ ]

HERE ARE SEVERAL WAYS of attacking theologi-
cal beliefs. One is to show that there are mistakes in
the rational arguments used to support them; another is

to show that they do not fit the facts; yet another is to claim
that since they cannot be falsified they are vacuous; and,
fourthly, one can attempt to show that they are mutually in-
consistent.

Attacks of the fourth type will be discussed here, attacks
which pertain primarily to God’s omnipotence and immuta-
bility. It will be argued that there are ways that the theist
can meet these attacks without abandoning any essential be-
liefs. Thus, in what follows, my sole purpose is to establish the
mutual consistency of certain theological beliefs and I shall not
try to prove that they can meet criticisms of types 1, 2 and 3.

The Paradox of Omnipotence

In “Evil and Omnipotence”, J. L. Mackie presents the
“ paradox of omnipotence ”: “can an omnipotent being make
rules which then bind himself ? ”* Mackie’s argument for the
paradox, in essence, is this: if a being cannot make rules which
are binding on himself, then, in this respect, he is not omni-
potent; if he can, and does, then he is no longer omnipotent.?
Thus, if God, say, creates beings with free will (i.e., whom he
can no longer completely control) He loses His omnipotence,
yet, if He cannot, He is not omnipotent. The analysis of
“ omnipotent ”, therefore, appears to disclose that this concept
is self-contradictory or paradoxical.

1J. L. Mackie, “ Evil and Omnipotence ”, in God and Evil: Readings on the
Theological Problem of EBvil, edited by Nelson Pike, Prentice-Hall (Engle-
wood Cliffs: 1964), p. 57.

2 Mackie, “ Evil and Omnipotence *, pp. 57-58.
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The Paradox of Immutability

The traditional conception of a perfect being, a conception
which has its roots in classical Greek philosophy, is that a
perfect being is eternal and unchanging. It is thought that a
perfect being is immutable because any change would have to
be for the better or for the worse. If for the better, then the
being in question was not, prior to the change, perfect; if for
the worse, then, upon changing, it would no longer be perfect.

In itself the claim that God is immutable does not appear to
pose any problems, but when God’s specific attributes are con-
sidered problems do arise. Here I shall confine my attention
to the attempt to reconcile immutability with omniscience.

Let it be supposed that there is a sequence of events, A, B, C,
D ... and that corresponding to this sequence of events there
is a sequence of mental ‘ bits’ of information, a, b, ¢, d . ..
One need not think of these ° bits’ as ‘ mirroring’ or  pictur-
ing ’ their corresponding events; rather one is committed only to
the claim that, if X knows, say, A, then X has a as a mental
content. Let us imagine further that the kind of knowledge in-
volved is direct as opposed to inferred knowledge. E.g., I know
directly that my glasses are on the table before me and directly
(through memory) that they were there a moment ago, but I
only know through inference or indirectly events of which T
have knowledge but which I have not witnessed and am not
witnessing. One might argue against this distinetion (which
bears some resemblance to Russell’s distinction between knowl-
edge by acquaintance and knowledge by description) that even
knowledge that my glasses are before me requires inferences
since I must infer’, on the basis of sight, touch, and so on,
that my glasses are, in fact, before me. However, problems of
this sort need not detain us, for even if we must make such
inferences, God, given His omniscience, does not. Given God’s
omniscience, all events, even future events, are directly known
by Him. Also, given His omniscience, His direct knowl-
edge of these events is generally, if not always, fuller than ours;
it is complete. We can say, then, that, corresponding to events,
A,B,C,D... God has ‘bits’ of knowledge or mental contents
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a, b, c,d...Let us now suppose further that A, B, C,D ...
occur sequentially over time, such that A occurs at t,, B at
t., and so on. Let us suppose it is now t;. A human being who
had knowledge of all the events in the sequence which had oc-
curred or were occurring, therefore, would have knowledge
a, b and ¢ (and would know all three at t;). He would know
about C through apprehension or present experience and A and
B would be remembered.

God, on the other hand, from all eternity would know the
entire sequence, A, B, C, D . .., that is, He would not be limited
to a knowledge of present and past events,

But let it be supposed further that at t, there are two people,
X and Y, both of whom know A, B, C (have knowledge a, b, c)
except that X knows that a and b are memories (i.e., that A
and B are past events) and that C is a present event, whereas
Y, while knowing that A, B, C occurred sequentially and while
knowing that A preceded B and B preceded A, does not know
- when A, B and C occurred in relation to his own temporal posi-
tion. In this case, all other things being equal, we would say
that X knows more than Y.

But time advances. Say it is now t,.. If X is to continue to
know when each event occurred, not only in relation to the
sequence of events in question, but also in relation to the pres-
ent, ¢ must change to a memory. Thus, as time passes, X
changes, that is, his memories increase.

If we now turn to God, we can see that His position differs
somewhat from X’s, for although X at any time only knows all
the events which have occurred in the sequence up to and in-
cluding that time, God, at any time, knows the entire sequence.
But does God know when each member of the sequence occurs,
not only in relation to the other members of the sequence, but
in relation to the present ? If so, then, as time passes, His
memories must increase, that is, He is not immutable. But if
He cannot know when A, B, C, D . .. occur in relation to the
present then, in this respect, His position is analogous to Y’s,
who, obviously, knows less than X. Therefore, if God’s memo-
ries do not increase, He is not omniscient.
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Incidentally, claiming that God is eternal and hence ‘out-
side’ time will not help solve this problem; it will, rather, re-
duce one to claiming that God’s knowledge of temporal events
is a ‘mystery’. The ‘mystery’ claim should only be made
when all else fails.

Resolving the Paradoxes

The problems at issue here are problems of consistency and
I intend to resolve them by rendering the claims that God is
omnipotent and immutable consistent with certain other cen-
tral theistic beliefs; the principal one being the belief that it is
possible that God exists.

In New Essays on Human, Understanding Leibniz suggests
that the ontological argument will go through only if it can be
shown that God’s attributes are not contradictory.® In stating
this Leibniz may simply be making the point that from p and
not-p any conclusion follows. However, there is another, more
interesting, way of construing his remark.

The ontological argument assumes that God is that than
which nothing greater can be conceived, or, to use Descartes’s
version, that God has every perfection. I do not wish to de-
fend the ontological argument, but its fault, if it has one, sure-
ly lies in the premise that a perfect being must exist (i.e., that
it is greater to exist than not to exist) and not in the premise
that God is the greatest conceivable being.

But what is such a being? Even if it is not the case that X, to
be perfect, must exist, surely, as ‘ perfection ’ is being used here,
such a being must possibly exist. It is true, of course, that a
perfect round square cannot possibly exist, but its non-existence
does not follow simply from its perfection. That is, there is
nothing intrinsic to the nature of perfection such that, if X is
perfect, X, solely by virtue of being perfect, cannot exist. In
reply to this one might attempt to define  perfect’ in such a
way that no perfect X could exist, but my point is not that

‘ 3G, W. Leibniz, New Essays on Human Understanding, translated and
edited by Peter Remnant, and Jonathan Bennett, Cambridge University Press
(Cambridge: 1981), pp. 437-438.
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‘perfect’ cannot (even stipulatively) be defined in such a
manner; my point, rather, is that when (most) theists claim
that God is perfect, however it is they define ° perfect’, they
do not define it in such a way that God, by virtue of being per-
fect, cannot exist. At the very least, His being perfect must be
compatible with the possibility of his existence. Thus, it can
be said that an essential theistic belief is the minimal belief
that God’s existence must be possible. All other claims con-
cerning God, including claims concerning his various perfec-
tions, must be rendered consistent with this claim.

Let us return now to the specific perfection, omnipotence.
Clearly, here, too, the theist is committed to a definition of
‘ omnipotence > which, minimally, does not entail the impossi-
bility of God’s existence. Thus, he is committed to a definition
of ‘ omnipotence’, if one can be found, which is not self-con-
tradictory or paradoxical. Consequently, if conceptual analysis
of ‘omnipotence ’ leads to the paradox Mackie describes, the
term ‘ omnipotence’ (as applied to God) must be amended in
such a way that the paradox disappears. Mackie himself sug-
gests that the paradox could be resolved by distinguishing:

between first order omnipotence (omnipotence (1)), that is un-
limited power to act, and second order omnipotence (omnipotence
(2)), that is unlimited power to determine what powers to act
things shall have. Then we could consistently say that God all the
time has omnipotence (1), but if so no beings at any time have
powers to act independently of God. Or we could say that God at
one time had omnipotence (2), and used it to assign independent
powers to act to certain things, so that God thereafter did not
have omnipotence (1).4

What the theist can say then is that since omnipotence (0),
(that is, a conception of omnipotence which includes omni-
potences (1) and (2)) is self-contradictory, neither God (nor
any being) could possibly exist and yet have omnipotence (0) .

4 Mackie also proposes an alternative solution to the paradox, viz., ‘deny
that God is a continuing being . . .’ But this solution would be unacceptable
to the theist, and Mackie himself points out that ‘on this assumption . . .
no meaning can be given to the assertion that God made men with . . .
[free will]. Mackie, “ Evil and Omnipotence”, p. 59.
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Since it is an essential theistic belief that God at least possibly
exist, His omnipotence, therefore, is not omnipotence (0).
Further, since an omnipotence which renders one’s existence
impossible is a queer sort of omnipotence, the theist can fur-
ther claim that God’s lack of omnipotence (0) does not in it-
self render Him less than omnipotent (in some non-queer sense
of the term). The non-queer senses appear to be omnipotence
(1) and omnipotence (2). Therefore, God’s omnipotence is
either omnipotence (1) or omnipotence (2).

But which form of omnipotence does God have, (1) or (2)?
Here, there are two possible solutions. Since God is (ex hypo-
thesi) ¢ truly > omnipotent, an attempt might be made to com-
pare omnipotence (1) and omnipotence (2) to determine
which is greater. That is, we could suppose that there are two
beings, equal in all other respects, except that one had omni-
potence (1) and the other omnipotence (2). Which is the
greater ? If these two forms of omnipotence are amenable to
such comparison we can know which form of omnipotence God
has® However, let us suppose that there are no conclusive
grounds for choosing, on the basis of direct comparison, be-
tween omnipotence (1) and omnipotence (2). In that case we
can still decide which form of omnipotence God has on other
grounds. The free will issue provides one such ground, and,
indeed, Mackie raises the paradox of omnipotence while dis-
cussing the issue of man’s free will.

Let us imagine that the theist who is trying to determine
which type of omnipotence God has also holds as an essential
tenet of his beliefs that God gave man free will. Such a theist,
knowing that omnipotence (2) is compatible with free will
and knowing that omnipotence (1) is not, will declare then that
cmnipotence (2) must be the kind of omnipotence God pos-
sesses and that, since God is the greatest possible being, omni-
potence (2) must be a ‘ greater’ form of potency than omni-
potence (1). Similarly, a theist who holds that man does not
have free will would opt for omnipotence (1).

8 For more on this way of resolving the paradoxes, see my treatment below
of omniscience.
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Thus (to confine our attention to the free will theist) it ap-
pears that he can consistently hold that: a) it is possible that
God exists; b) no being can exist and have attribute omnipo-
tence (0); c) therefore God does not have omnipotence (0);
d) however, it is possible for a being to exist and have omni-
potence (1) or omnipotence (2); e) omnipotence (1) is in-
compatible with man’s free will; omnipotence (2) compatible;
f) man has free will; g) therefore, God has omnipotence (2);
h) God is the greatest conceivable being; i) consequently,
omnipotence (2) must be ¢ true > omnipotence.

The determinist theist would hold a to e and h and £,) man
does not have free will; g,) therefore God has omnipotence
(1); and 1,) consequently, omnipotence (1) must be ‘true’
omnipotence.

Immutability and Omniscience

With respect to immutability and omniscience it appears
that one can decide, without considering other beliefs, which
form of omniscience is ‘ true’ omniscience and, therefore, at-
tributable to God. One’s problem, then, is to reconcile God’s
omniscience with his immutability. This, I think, can be done.

Let us call omniscience without memories omniscience (1)
and omniscience with memories omniscience (2). Let us
imagine that there are two computers, X and Y, which con-
tain identical knowledge of events A, B, C, D . . . except that
X does not know when A, B, C, D .. . occur in relation to the
present while Y does. Let us imagine further that this is all
the knowledge that they have. In such a case I think it is clear
that Y knows more than X because Y knows everything that
X does and, in addition, it knows something more. Thus, if Y
knows everything, Y is omniscient, but X cannot know every-
thing because it knows less than Y. Consequently, omniscience
(1) cannot be ‘true’ omniscience and if God is truly omni-
scient, God has omniscience (2).

But this entails that God has memories and how is this claim
be reconciled with God’s immutability?

" Let us reexamine the reasons for claiming that God is im-
mutable:
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1) Change must be for the better or worse:

2) If God changes for the worse, He will no longer be per-
fect;

3) If God changes for the better, He was not perfect;

4) But God is always perfect;

5) Therefore, God does not change.

But must change necessarily be for the better or worse (1)?
In the case of our computer which gains memories as time
progresses this clearly is not the case. At t; it knows every-
thing and at t, it still knows everything. The content of its
knowledge has changed, but this must change if it is to con-
tinue to know everything. In this case failure to change would
be for the worse since it would know less than it had known
previously. The same reasoning can be applied to God.

However, even if we must allow that God changes, there re-
mains an important sense in which God is immutable; i.e., at
t; God is omniscient and at t, He is still omniscient. Hence, a
precondition of His immutability in this sense (call it immut-
ability (2)) is that He undergo change in another sense. And
yet it seems to me that immutability (2) gets at the essential
sense in which we want to claim that God is unchanging; i.e.,
we want to claim that a) He does not go from ° better to worse ’
or ‘ worse to better’. Since this sense of immutability is con-
sistent with a), nothing essential is given up if it is admitted
that there is a sense (call it immutability (1)) in which God
is mot unchanging.

Conclusion

Throughout I have attempted to argue not for the truth or
falsity of certain theistic beliefs, but for their consistency.
Rendering theistic beliefs consistent, quite obviously, makes
them immune to charges of inconsistency, but, additionally,
this project aids in the clarification of the theists’ position.

RoBERT CARR-WiGGIN
University of Calgary
Calgary, Alberta, Conada



ATTRIBUTE AND ACT

E SHALL PROPOSE AN ONTOLOGY based on
two primitive notions expressed in two primitive lo-
cutions: “ A is an (actuated) attribute,” and “ A is

identical with (some) B,” together with the customary logical
operations of negation, conjunction, disjunction, implication,
and quantification. We shall also make use of the primitive
logical concept of necessity as an alethic propositional modality
and construct an ontological cognate by means of it.

It is our opinion that with these primitives we can deal
with certain other entities such as events, states of affairs,
propositions, and intentional objects—many of which are primi-
tive to other ontologies—by means of attribution, actuation,
and identity. Let us begin with the concept of an attribute.

By an attribute we shall understand whatever can be said
of anything as a property of that thing. Thus the properties
of being green, of being actually existing, of being such that
George III was a Hanoverian, and of being such that two and
two are not five, are all attributes in our inclusive sense.

Some attributes appear to be primitive and irreducible—
such as the attribute of being one or singular—while others
would appear to be composites of attributes themselves more
simple—such as the attribute of being either red or blue or the
attribute of being if a violinist then a musician. Whether there
exist perfectly atomic attributes and whether attributes may
form a calculus subject to combination and reduction to attri-
butive simples are questions beyond the scope of the present
essay. The crucial essential characteristic of an attribute is its
capacity for being predicated of, asserted in connexion with,
ascribed positively or negatively to some entity.

52
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The crucial existential characteristic of an attribute is its
actuation. By actuation we understand the making real or ac-
tual of an attribute. We might describe actuation as analogous
to instantiation or exemplification. The preference for a spe-
cial term is at length arbitrary but it does express something of
importance. Exemplification, instantiation, and inherence all
characterize an attribute in relation to another—some subject
of attribution. While it is undoubtedly the case that most ac-
tuations are exemplifications—perhaps only a philosopher could
think of one which is not—it is better, for our purposes, to deal
with the realization of attributes as such. Thus many attributes
will always be actuated, many will be actuated variably, and
many will never be and can never be actuated at all.

Accordingly, actuation is distinct from existence or self-iden-
tity insofar as there may be existent but unactuated attributes.
We shall hold, in fact, that all attributes exist simply by virtue
of their being attributes—even those which are neither actuated
nor actuable. It should therefore be clear that we embrace an
extreme form of Platonic Realism. Whitehead, for example,
said much the same of propositions—whether true or false they
exist eternally.’ Husserl has said of states of affairs (Sachver-
halten) that, whether possible or not, they all maintain ideal
unities.? Even St. Thomas Aquinas, for all his Aristotelianism,
seems to allow a kind of qualified existence to unexemplified
ideas and unrealized forms as types in God’s speculative knowl-
edge.®

1 A. N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (New York: Macmillan:
1937), pp. 227-8.

2 K. Husserl, Logical Investigations, Vol. I {London: Routledge and Kegan
Paul, 1970), pp. 284-5. Also Cartesion Meditations (Hague: M. Nijhoff,
1960), Meditation II, pp. 50-53. .

38t. Thomas Aquinas. Truth (translated from the Leonine edition of
Quaestiones Disputatae de Veritate, by J. McGlynn, S.J. Chicago: Regnery,
953), Q. III, 1. Compare the more concise account in Summa Theologiae I,
15, 3 (Rome: Marietti, 1950). This is not to suggest that St. Thomas would
accept the in se or per se existence of such eternal objects as attributes. But
it is noteworthy that the Platonic tradition is not so foreign to this great
Aristotelian as some might urge.
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We shall say, further, that an entity has an attribute or is
qualified by an attribute only in terms of a coincidence of that
entity’s identity and the actuation of the attribute. These ways
of speaking, aside from primitive locutions, are descriptive and
are not intended to carry any ontological implications which
we shall not explicate in other ways.

We may now consider the first or primitive state of any at-
tribute, its existence, from whose explication we may derive the
concept of a state (of affairs).

D.1 P is the existence (act of existing) of the attribute Q=
(dfy i) P and Q are attributes; ii) necessarily P is actuated
if and only if there is something identical with Q.*

Two matters are to be initially noted. First, since P is ac-
tuated with the existence of anything identical with Q, it is
legitimate to say that, although existence and actuation are
distinct, every existing is expressed by an act; second, since the
actuation of P is equivalent to Q’s self-identity, P may be re-
garded the ‘act’ of Q. Thus the term “act of existence” is
neither vague nor metaphorical. From D.1 we may characterize
the more generic notion of a state of affairs.

D2 P is a state (of affairs)—(df) P is the existing of some
attribute.

Although some philosophers have drawn a close connexion be-
tween an attribute and a state of affairs, no one—to our knowl-
edge—has gone so far as to identify a state of affairs as the
very existence of an attribute and to characterize states of
affairs not merely as possible objects or contents of thought,
acceptance, or consideration, but as existences.” For this rea-

¢ Thus if every attribute must have a positive identity, we have the right
to enquire whether such dubious ‘attributes’ as “being not an attribute of
itself ” exist at all except in terms of some specification of “ itself.”

5 ¥or views which effectively regard states of affairs or their equivalents
as primarily objects of thought see A. Marty, Untersuchung zur Grundlegung
der allgemeinen Grammatik und Sprachphilosophie (Halle: M. Niemeyer,
1908), pp. 288-362; N. Hartmaun, Zur Grundlegung der Ontologie, 3rd ed.
(Meisenheim am Glan: A. Hain, 1948), pp. 88-126. R. M. Chisholm. Per-
son and Object (La Salle: Open Court, 1976), pp. 114-137,
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son to say of a state of affairs that it may be the object or
content of an intentional attitude is in eflect to maintain the
intelligibility of acts of existence; hence the following axiom:

A1 Every state of affairs is such that it may be considered, en-
tertained, accepted, or not accepted.

We may consider the relation between attributes and states
of affairs more concretely by a few examples. Take a relative-
ly simple attribute, that of being red. The state of aflairs
which is the existence of this attribute would be one we might
express in words by the phrase ‘there being red’ or by the
dependent clause  that there is red.” To the attribute of being
round squareness or of being golden mountainousness would
correspond the states of affairs of there being round squareness
and golden mountainousness. By contrast to the attributes of
being round and square or golden and mountainous would cor-
respond the respective states of affairs of there being round
squares and there being golden mountains.®

Clearly, then, some states of affairs—those which are the
existences of actuated attributes—not only exist ” but occur
or obtain as well.

D.3 P is an obtaining state of affairs = (df) i) P is the existing
of some attribute Q; ii) Q is actuated.

D.4 P is a non-obtaining state of affairs = (df) i) P is the exist-
ing of some attribute Q; ii) Q is not actuated.

6 We might say, in general, that the attribute of being A-and-actual (real,
existent, identical-with-something) was the same as the attribute of being-
an-A. We would then be justified in saying (pace Meinong) that the golden
mountain might be golden without having to conclude that the existent
golden mountain existed. Being golden, mountainous, and existent (i.e., being
a golden mountain) would always ‘include’ being golden. But being golden,
mountainous, and existent (i.e., being a golden mountain) would not ‘in-
clude’ existing. Thus there is a sense in which existence is a real predicate
and adds to an attribute and there is an equally important sense in which
it does not add.

7 Lest it seem odd that a state of affairs * exist,” we should recall that by
D.1 states of affairs, too, are attributes—attributes whose being implies the
actuation of an identity.
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And from the above we may characterise the parasitic notion
of a negative state of affairs. For we might say that to the
attribute of being such that ‘ there being ¥’s’ is a non-obtain-
ing state of affairs would correspond the state of affairs of
there being no F’s. Clearly, too, states of affairs are of three
basic types. Any state of affairs whose corresponding attribute
belongs to an attribute obtains ipso facto. Any state of affairs
whose corresponding attribute is impossible fails to obtain; and
any state of affairs which is the existing of an attribute whose
actuation is variable obtains variably.

D.6 P is a necessary state of affairs ==(df) i) P is a state of
affairs; 1) necessarily P is a state of affairs if and only if P
obtains.

D.7 P is an impossible state of affairs =(df) i) P is a state of
affairs; i) necessarily P is a state of affairs if and only if P
does not obtain.

D.8 P is a contingent state of affairs =(df) i) P is a state of
affairs; ii) P is neither necessary nor impossible.

Finally let us address the fundamental philosophical problem
of identity and individuation in regard to attributes and states
of affairs. Since we have maintained the very strongest con-
nexion between the two, we may distinguish attributes and
states of affairs among themselves in one of two ways. We
may take identity and diversity among attributes as primitive
and define the identity and diversity of states of affairs accord-
ingly. Two states of affairs are identical when existences of a
single attribute. Or we may go the other way. We may take
states of affairs as primitively identical and distinct and define
identity and diversity among attributes by reference to them.
Two attributes are two when their acts of existence are two;
one when their acts are one. There are two advantages to the
second alternative. First, since by D.1 states are themselves
attributes, a preference for individuation by states would al-
low us to individuate all attributes by reference to a subclass of
them. This economy is not possible on the first alternative
nor even plausible if states of affairs, as attributes, are already
identical and distinct. Second, since we have already assumed
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in A.1 the intelligibility of existences, we can give an inten-
tional (epistemological) criterion of identity and diversity
among attrbutes if we individuate in the second way. Let us
state such a criterion:

A2 For any two states of affairs P and Q, they are identical if
and only if whoever considers the one considers the other.

Thus if anyone might consider P without considering Q or Q
without considering P, P and Q are distinct acts of existence.
We may turn now to the analysis of propositions and events.

In dealing with propositions—and a fortiori in dealing with
events—we should note that there is no uniform doctrine of
either which has won unanimous acceptance. To some extent,
then, our analysis of the two in terms of attributes and acts
must balance philosophic considerations against those of com-
mon sense.

Propositions are not uncommonly held to have the follow-
ing properties: a) they are either true or false but not both.
Some have urged that their truth and falsity are eternal; but
this view is sufficiently idiosyncratic that we may limit our
consideration to truth and falsity alone, leaving open the ques-
tion of eternity.® b) They are the objects of attitudes or the
contents of beliefs, expressing states of affairs; perhaps they are
actually identical with states of affairs as thought or considered.
Since we have taken states of affairs as existences, we shall pre-
fer the weaker position which holds that propositions are in-
tentional entities which express or assert states of affairs.” So
if we hold that propositions represent or are products of acts
of judgment, we will be accepting that a judgment—in terms of

8 For views of propositions which stress respectively their truth and falsity
and their eternity see A. N. Whitehead and B. Russell, Principia Mathematica
to *56 {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), pp. 4-12; Whitehead,
Science and the Modern World, p. 227.

9 For a view which identifies propositions as a subspecies of states of
affairs, see R. M. Chisholm, Person and Object, p. 123; for a contrasting view
which seems to make of them intentional constructs, see St. Thomas Aquinas,
Summa Theologiae 1, 14, 15.
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the proposition produced by it—is an assertion or a denial of
existence, the existence which is the state expressed in the
proposition. Indeed, there is some plausibility in favor of the
position that propositions express judgments of existence, since
they usually say that things are or are not in a certain way."
¢) Some appear to regard propositions, like attributes, as
eternal not only in their truth and falsity but in their existence,
too. However, two considerations seem to be appropriate here.
First, propositions appear to depend on states of affairs in a
way which does not suggest reciprocal dependence. It is en-
tirely conceivable that there might be a world without proposi-
tions replete with states of affairs, unless we beg the question
and assimilate the two. Second, there is some case for arguing
that propositions only come to be when thought and pass away
when not thought or come to be when first thought and remain
testaments of thought ever thereafter. The difficulty with the
latter view is that it is manifestly arbitrary. The difficulty with
the former is that if we allow a single proposition to come to be
when thought and then to pass away when not thought, we run
the risk of encouraging the existence of entities with multiple
comings to be and passings away. We may, however, still ex-
press the dependency of propositions on states of affairs with-
out deciding whether their existences are eternal or not.

D.9 P is a proposition = (df) i) There is a state of affairs Q such
that a) it is possible for Q to be and for P not to be; b)
necessarily P is true if and only if P exists and Q obtains and
false if and only il P exists and Q does not obtain; i1) it is
possible that someone asserts or denies P.

The above definition, though complex, satisfies our three im-
portant criteria. Propositions are either true or false; they are
possible contents or products of judgment; they assert or ex-
press or name states of affairs in such wise that their truth and
falsity depends on a connexion with the obtaining and non-ob-

10 For a view that propositions are essentially possible objects or contents
of thought see W. E. Johnson, Logic, Part I (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 921), pp. 3 and ff.
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taining of states of affairs.** ** Thus it seems possible, in prin-
ciple, to analyse propositions in terms of states of affairs while
maintaining our earlier contention that states of affairs are the
existences of attributes. So let us turn to events and conclude
this section with a treatment of the kinds of entities our
ontology enables us to deal with, in terms merely of attribution
and actuation.

Of the three basic intentional concepts: state of affairs,
proposition, event, the third is by far the most diffuse in focus;
the term itself has grown loose. For this reason, rather than at-
tempt to define an event, we shall find it more worth our while
to set out a scheme for considering how statements appearing
to employ such entities as events may be paraphrased in favor
of statements which require only attributes and their exist-
ences. Our treatment of events will differ in its strateey from
our treatment of propositions. Where we have assumed propo-
sitions and explained their truth and falsity in terms of at-
tributes and their acts of existence, we shall proceed to elimi-
nate the distinct notion of an event altogether, treating it as
no more than a facon de penser.

In order to do this simply, though, we must introduce the
concept of attribute coactuation.

D.10 A and B are coactuated in P = (df) i) A and B are attri-
butes; ii) P is a state of affairs: iii) Necessarilv P obtains if
and onlv if A and B are both actuated: (iv) P obtains.

D.11 A and B are coactuated bv the same Q —(df) i) A and B
are coactuated in some P; ii) Necessarilv P obtains if and
only if there is something identical with Q; iii) P obtains.

11 If we did wish to accept propositions as states of affairs insofar as they
were considered, we might substitute the following for D.9.
D.9’ P is a proposition /df/i) P is a state of affairs which is enter-
tained: ii) it is mossible that P is a state of affairs without being
entertained: iii) P is true if and only if P is entertained and P ob-
tains, and false if and only if P is entertained and does not obtain.
12 For views which purport to dispense completely with propositions as
entities see A. N. Prior. Objects of Thought (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1971), pp. 11-13; 28-30: W. V. Quine. Word and Object (Cambridge:
MIT Press. 1960), pp. 216 and ff; Theories and Things (Cambridge: Harvard,
Belknap Press, 1981}, pp. 43-54.
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We could, of course, make coactuation even more specific by
appending temporal indices. But we shall save the treatment
of times until the second part.

We may apply this now to what all would consider an event—
an important historical event: Brutus’s stabbing Caesar. It is
something which came to be, which lasted for a certain time,
and then ceased. It involved persons, actions by those persons,
and observable locations. It was witnessed, and its being wit-
nessed might also count as an important historical event.

Can we re-express the content of this putative event in terms
of attributes and their acts ? It should be quite clear that we
can, given all that has been said above. We have only to list
the important attributes involved and state the conditions of
their actuation and coactuation. To illustrate, we would say
that the attributes of being Julius Caesar and of being Marcus
Brutus were coactuated in some state of affairs but not by the
same entity. The attributes of being Caesar and of being
stabbed were coactuated by the same entity. The attribute of
stabbing and the attribute of being Brutus were also coactu-
ated by the same entity. If we wished to restrict the descrip-
tion entirely to the wounds dealt by Brutus, to the exclusion of
the actions of other co-conspirators, we might add also that no
other entities coactuated stabbing or being stabbed.** Further
qualifiers might include spatiotemporal indices; and a minute
account might be obtainable. But whether or not it is, we
seem to have no difficulty accounting in principle for an event
in terms of a set of actuated attributes. Accordingly, we may

13 Tt might be objected that in addition to Caesar’s being stabbed, his chest
was also stabbed and that something else besides Caesar coactuated being
stabbed. Three replies subvert this difficulty. First, we might urge that the
only things which coactuated being stabbed were Caesar or parts of Caesar.
Second, we might urge that it would be more correct to say mot that his
chest was stabbed but that he was stabbed in the chest. Chests do not die
of wounds; persons do. Third, we might avoid the problem entirely by say-
ing that what was properly coactuated was being Caesar and being a stabbed
person. There seems no reason why any two attributes might not coexist as
a third or why two compossible attributes might not be coactuated as a third.
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adopt the following axiom which allows us to dispense with
events as such.

A3 For every putative event E there is a class of attributes (pos-
sibly infinite) actuated when and only when E is correctly
considered to have occurred.

This permits us to eliminate events without having to take a
positive position on the question whether they could be de-
fined to accommodate the intuitions of everyone precisely.

We may illustrate the application of our axiom in a case
where one putative event might be thought to have caused or
contributed to the occurrence of another. Let us say that
Brutus’s stabbing Caesar was the very event which brought
about Caesar’s death, notwithstanding the aggressive endeavors
of others. We might speak of the coactuation by a single en-
tity of the attribute of being Caesar and of the attribute of
losing life as Caesar’s dying. To say, then, that Brutus’s stab-
bing caused Caesar’s dying would be to say that given appro-
priate standing conditions, necessarily if being Caesar and be-
ing stabbed were coactuated by the same entity and being
Brutus and stabbing were coactuated by the same entity, then
at an appropriate later time being Caesar and losing life were
coactuated by the same entity. More fastidious accounts of the
same cause/effect sequence could be had as we brought in more
and more refined conditions of actuation and coactuation.

We may turn now to a general classification of entities and
conclude this section with the consideration of intentional ob-
jects and a stricter concept of ontological necessity than pro-
posed in D.6. Our previous definition of a state of affairs,
D.2, permits the natural extention of the principle embodied
in D.1 to non-attributes. We can develop a concept of con-
crete existence.

D.12 P is the existence of X in concreto =(df) i) P is a con-
tingent state of affairs; ii) P obtains if and only if some-
thing is identical with X—and necessarily so; iii) P obtains.

And, by contrast, we have abstract existence.
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D.13 P is the existence of X in abstracto — (df) i) There is an
attribute A necessary such that X is identical with some-
thing if and only if A is actuated, ii) P is the existing of A.

Thus the abstract existence of anything consists in the exist-
ence of an attribute whose actuation would coincide with the
existence of the thing. Thus all attributes exist in abstracto,
none in concreto, and entities existing concretely exist abstract-
ly in terms of the attributes actuated by their concrete exist-
ences, If we wished to permit a kind of coneretion to attributes,
we might do so in the following way:

D.12 P is an attribute concretized by a Q =(df) i) P and Q
are attributes; ii) There is an R such that R is a contingent
state of affairs and necessarily R obtains if and only if P
and Q are coactuated by the same entity.

We have spoken of attributes as entities existing by neces-
sity—their existences are necessary states of affairs as defined
in D.6. If there are necessary entities, then there are surely
possible, contingent, and impossible entities.

D.14 X is possible/impossible/contingent = (df) There is a P
such that i) P is a state of affairs which is the existence of
X in abstracto; ii) P is not impossible/P is impossible/P is
contingent, as a state of affairs.

From the above a number of noteworthy consequences fol-
low. First all attributes exist in abstracto; although they may
be concretized it does not follow that they themselves exist in
concreto. All attributes are necessary entities.

Entities which are not attributes exist in concreto depending
on whether the states of affairs which are their concrete exist-
ences obtain or not. Such entities, by virtue of the variable
obtaining of their states of affairs, are contingent. They also
exist i abstracto in virtue of the attributes whose actuation
would accord them concrete existence. It may seem implausible
to say that attributes, when actuated by contingent entities,
are concretized but not existent in concreto. Recalling that
existence in concreto is a property of something simply by vir-
tue of its existence, we may observe simply that many- attrib-

i
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utes are not actuated simply by virtue of their existence and
that those which are are because they are attributes proper to
other attributes. The concretization or concretion of an at-
tribute might be regarded more correctly as the mode of
being—actuation—acquired by an attribute from the existence
of an entity whose proper mode is existence in concreto.

Without attempting to give a comprehensive treatment to
the problem of intentionality, we may apply our results to the
analysis of three representative intentional relations, each of
which seems, prima facie, to commit us to the existence of un-
real entities as objects of intention.

For present purposes we may take as primitive the relations
of considering and of acting to bring some state of affairs
about. By A.1 both these intentional attitudes may take states
of affairs as their second terms.

In order for something to be taken or considered explicitly
as an intentional object, we must have a way of fixing it for
our intention so as to distinguish it effectively from what we do
not hold clearly in our intensive gaze. The individuation cri-
terion in A.2, in enabling us to do this for states of affairs, al-
lows us to do the same for other objects of consideration. »
A. S considers Y as an intentional object = (df) There is some

state of affairs P necessarily such that P obtains if and only

if Y exists; S considers P.

Thus we may say that the primary objects of consideration are
states of affairs and that the consideration of a state of affairs
implies the secondary consideration of whatever would exist
by virtue of its obtaining. An act requiring endeavor has con-
ditions of its own.

In order for someone to act with the intent to bring about a
change in a certain entity—to make some entity Y have a
property Z—it would seem, first, that a subject must be able
to fix his attention on both the entity Y and the attribute to be
acquired, Z. Second, the subject must act to the end that Y
acquires this property. That this may be impossible is of no
consequence, although the subject must clearly refrain from be-
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lieving that it is impossible. No mathematician sets out to
prove a theorem he believes to be false. In terms of what we
have said of attributes above, a subject would act to such an
end by acting with the intent to bring it about that the attri-
bute Z and the attribute of being (identical with) Y are co-
actuated by the same entity.

B. S acts to make Y (to be) Z =(df) i) S considers both Y and
Z as intentional objects; 11) S does not accept that the state
of affairs which is Y’s being Z is impossible; iii) S acts with
the intention of bringing it about that Z and being Y are co-
actuated by the same entity.

Lastly, we may consider the intentional relation of seeking.
Again in order for a search to take place—even in theory—cer-
tain special conditions appear to be required. First, as before,
the subject must be able to fix the sought object in intention,
at least by some partial conception of what he expects to find.
The search for anything in general perishes either of the
abundance of satisfactory objects or of the dearth of satis-
factory concepts. Conditions binding on practical reason, simi-
lar to those of intentional endeavor, must apply. Thus al-
though the subject need not positively believe in the existence
of the object sought—Ilike Schliemann he might proceed amid
existentia] ignorance and probable groping—he cannot positive-
ly disbelieve in the existence of what he seeks without reduc-
ing his search to a sham. Third, he must have some motive or
reason to seek. No one seeks an object whose access may be
had for the asking; no one enquires the whereabouts of a being
whose whereabcuts he believes he knows. Thus it cannot be a
sufficient reason to search merely for a subject to intend that
a certain object be discovered. He must also intend that he
discover it either directly or through the agency of another and
without regard to whether anyone else has succeeded in finding
the object. These considerations might lead us to the following:

C. S seeks Y=(df) i) S considers Y as an intentional object;
i1) S acts to make Y (to be) discovered by himself.
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We may conclude this section by developing an additional
concept of ontological necessity, stronger than that advanced
in D.6, where a state of affairs was deemed necessary when
strictly equivalent to its own obtaining. Such necessity, how-
ever, is not complete. D.6 permits necessary states of affairs
to be non-existent and non-obtaining. Although we have as-
sumed that all attributes exist as such we have not granted
them absolute necessity, one equivalent to inalienability of
existence. And this makes the very necessity of attributes sub-
ject to a certain contingency.* But it may be possible that
there are attributes, perhaps divine attributes, whose existence
is not merely equivalent to their actuation but absolute; such
attributes would be not merely eternal but incapable of non-
existence. Such an absolute attribute, if any there are, would
depend on an absolute state of affairs:

D.14 P is an absolute state of affairs =(df) i) P is a necessary
state of affairs; il) Necessarily something is identical with
P.15

D.15 A is an absolute attribute — (df) i) A is an attribute; ii)
there is some P which is the existing of A; iii) P is an
an absolute state of affairs,®

II
If we now augment our ontology with times, considered as
the limits of temporal intervals, we may propose two concepts
of change, a loose and a strict concept. Loose change, change
in the very widest sense, is mere state succession. It is the kind
of change which even a classical theist would allow God to un-
dergo. Anything whatever is such that today is Tuesday

14 For a somewhat similar view of “contingent” necessity see “The Fall
of Satan,” in Truth, Freedom, and Evil: Three Philosophical Dialogues by
Anselm of Centerbury. J. Hopkins and H. Richardson, eds. (New York:
Harper and Row, 1967), pp. 168-172.

15 Tt should be noted that the occurrences of “necessity ” in clauses i) and
ii) are neither univocal ror equivocal; “ necessarily ” in clause ii) is alethic
logical necessity; “ necessary ” in clause i) is defined in D.6.

16 Compare the somewhat different notion of an absolute attribute in A.
Bressan. A General Interpreted Modal Calculus (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1971).
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(whenever it is Tuesday) and tomorrow will be such that ‘ to-
day’ is Wednesday. Some have called mere state succession a
“ Cambridge change.” ** State change includes all change, both
Cambridge changes and changes so intimate that we might
have difficulty recognizing the entity after them. Leibniz ap-
pears to have favored the view that all change is best regarded
under the umbrella of loose change—state alteration with or
without true passive affection by an external cause.*®

Intimate change—change in the stricter sense—involves, by
contrast, some alteration in a subject specifically by passive
affection externally caused. Aristotle seems to have thought the
most important changes to be of this kind.** Neither concept
is wholly unproblematic. The difficulty with loose change is its
intuitive implausibility. Surely it is very odd to think that
something changes merely because today is today and tomor-
row tomorrow. The equally great difficulty with strict or inti-
mate change is that it presupposes a clear boundary between
which state successions involve passive affection and which do
not; accordingly, a theory of strict change also seems to pre-
suppose a very clear understanding of just which entities are
subjects and just wherein their subjectivity lies. Not only is
the line between loose and strict change a thin one, it is hard
to know where to begin drawing it. When is state succession
passive affection and when is it not ?

Without attempting to settle this important criteriological
question or decide whether a more rigorous or a more latitu-
dinarian position on change is preferable, we shall try to give
an account applicable in either case so as to distinguish the two
without legislating in favor of one rather than the other. We
may begin by characterizing assertions in which change or
state alteration is ascribed to something, directing our atten-

17 Cf, P. T. Geach. Logic Matters (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972).

18 G. W. Leibniz. Monadology, G. Montgomery, trans. (New York: Double-
day, 1960), paragraphs 7, 11.

19 Aristotle. Physics, H. Apostle, trans. (Bloomington and London: Indiana
University Press, 1969), Bk E; 224al-225b9, especially 224a35-224b5.
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tion to those forms of ascription which connect an attribute
with an entity indicated by a definite description.

D.16 The A is B=(df) i) A and B are attributes coactuated by
some X; ii) whatever A and B are coactuated by is identical

with X,

We now introduce the notion of a temporal interval-—which
may but need not be treated as an attribute.

D.17 The A is B during the interval t-t'=(df) i) A and B are
attributes coactuated by the same X; i) there is an at-
tribute T actuated by the existence of t-t’; iii) A, B, and T
are coactuated in some P. iv) whatever A and B are co-
actuated by is identical with X,

We may assume, too, the existence of individual times as the
extremities of continuous temporal intervals. Aristotle has said
that

“, .. there is an extremity of time past with no part of the future

lying this side of it, and there is also an extremity of the future
time with no part of the past lying on the other side of it; and this
is, as we said, a limit of both.” 2¢

20 Aristotle, Physics, Z, 233b35-234a5. Unfortunately Aristotle goes on to
say in conclusion from the above: “That no thing is in motion in a moment
is evident from what follows. Tor if something is, the faster and the slower
may be in motion in the same moment. . . . let the faster traverse the length
AC in the moment M. Then . .. the slower will traverse a length less than
AC, say AB. Now . . . the faster will move (over AB) in less than that mo-
ment. Hence that movement will have been divided. But it is indivisible, as
was shown. No thing, then, can be in motion in a moment.” 234a 25-33.

Clearly Aristotle’s hypothetical experiment presupposes that motion at a
moment must be finite. For if a faster body, moving at velocity R, and a
slower body, moving at velocity R-N, both exist at an indivisible or unex-
tended instant M, it is enough that at M their velocities are different not
that they cover any distinct distances at all. These respective velocities will
be assigned them not in terms of some distance covered at M but in terms
of their position changes over finite temporal intervals. All Aristotle has
the right to conclude is that a) bodies which cover distinct distances in the
same finite temporal intervals move at distinet velocities; b) the veloeity of
2 body may be determined by its changes of position over finite time intervals;
c) bodies at unextended times maintain distinct velocities if and only if
during finite temporal intervals containing those unextended times they main-
tain distinet velocities; d) if motion over a finite distance during an in-



68 NICHOLAS INGHAM, O.P.

Immanuel Kant has observed, “Points and instants are only
limits, that is, mere positions which limit space and time.” **
Accordingly, we may treat these limiting times as selfsame
boundaries between a past and a future interval-—the antece-
dent limit of the future and the subsequent limit of the past.

D.18 t is an earlier limit of a B state of the A =(df) i) A and B
are attributes; ii) there is an interval t-t” such that t’ is
earlier than t and such that for any interval between t” and
t, the A is B during that interval.

D.19 tis a later limit of a B state of the A = (df) i) A and B are
attributes; ii) there is an interval t-t such that t is earlier
than t’ and such that for any interval between t and t’, the
A is B during that interval.

And from these two we may derive the notion of an entity’s
having an attribute at a given temporal instant.

D.20 The Ais B at t =(df) t is either an earlier or a later limit
of a B state of the A.

Now it is easy to characterize gain and loss of attributes,
whence we may derive a generalized conception of change.”

D.21 The A begins to be B at t =(df) t is a later but not an
earlier limit of a B state of the A.

divisible moment implies the divisibility of the moment, then either the
moment is always divisible or no motion over a finite distance occurs at an
indivisible moment. To say, however, that a body at an instant is not in
motion because it does not move over a finite distance is, in effect, to beg
the question.

21 Tmmanuel Kant. Critique of Pure Reason, N. Kemp Smith trans.
(London: Macmillan, 953), p. 204. Unfortunately Kant goes on to say (p.
231) “ All transition from one state to another occurs in a time which is
contained between two instants . . . Both instants are, then, limits of the
time of a change.” All that follows is, of course, that state succession occurs
either in a time belonging to neither a preceding nor a following interval
(both instants are limits) or in a time belonging to both. To say, however,
that a single time canuot belong to both—as, say, a limit of both——is to beg
the question.

22 Alternative formulations of what is essential in D. 18-20, specified only
for local motion, however, appear in R. M. Chisholm, “ Some Problems Con-
cerning Time and Change,” in Time end Cause: Hssays Presented to Richard
Taylor (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1980).
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D.22 The A ceases to be B at t =(df) t is an earlier but not a
later limit of a B state of the A.

D.23 The Changes from being B to being C at t = (df). The A
begins to be C at t and ceases to be B at t.2°

D.23, we note, permits instantaneous change. So if Zeno’s
arrow is in flight and flight is a kind of change, then at any
moment during its flight it is ceasing to be at one position and
beginning to be at another. Thus we may say, by the above,
that the flying arrow changes at every moment of its flight.
By contrast, if the arrow is not in flight but at rest and rest
denotes absence of change, then at any moment during its rest
it 1s at rest. Consequently, it is possible for the A to be both
B and C at an instant t, even if A, B, and C cannot be coactu-
ated over any finite temporal interval. What keeps this para-
doxical appearance from becoming a contradictory reality is
the respectively different senses in which the A is B at t and C
at t. The A is B at t only in the sense that it has been B for
some finite interval up to t as a limit; the A is C at t only in
the sense that it will be C for some finite interval proceeding
from t. This is simply to say that the possession by an entity
of an attribute at an instant always derives from its possession
of an attribute during a finite interval. Instantaneous qualifica-
tion, on our view, is a logical construction upon enduring quali-
fication. Coming to be and passing away can also occur in an
instant.

D.24 The A comes to be at t =(df) t is the later limit of some
B state of the A but not the earlier limit of any B state of
the A.

D.25 The A passes away at t = (df) t is the earlier limit of some
B state of the A but not the later limit of any B state of
the A.

Can we now distinguish strict from loose change ? It should
be clear from the above that we can. We have only to develop
the notion of intimate change by narrowing the scope of con-
cepts applying to change in general. In order to do this let us
consider one initial difficulty connected with D.24-25 and then
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summarize the logical interrelations among the concepts per-
tinent to change we have just set out.

Our iitial difficulty is this: are coming to be and passing
away changes ? Since D.23 introduces change only in terms
of state succession, it is unclear whether coming into a first
state or passing from a last should count as a change. Again,
without wishing to adjudicate the question, let us show how we
may define generic change so as to include coming to be and
passing away if we wish and to exclude them if we do not.
What we have said already allows this to be done with the
greatest simplicity.*

D.26 The A changes (by alteration) at t={(df) The A begins
to be some B at t and ceases to be some C at t.

Change by alteration, presupposing the existence of its subject,
is equivalent to losing and gaining of attributes conjointly.

D.27 The A changes (simply) at t =(df) The A begins to be
some B at t or ceases to be some C at t.

Simple change, not presupposing the existence of a subject of
change, is equivalent to losing or gaining attributes disjointly.

Like other properties, change itself may begin and end. Let
us specify this for simple change. The extension to change by
alteration is left to the reader.

D.28 The A begins to change at t = (df) i) The A changes sim-
ply at t; ii) there is a t’ earlier than t such that during no
interval between the two did the A change.

D.29 The A ceases to change at t = (df) i) The A changes sim-
ply at t; 1) there is a t” later than t and such that at no
interval between the two does the A change.

That there is change implies, of course, that there may be
rest.

D.30 The A rests in being at t =(df) i) The A is some B at t;
ii) The A neither comes to be nor passes away at t.

28 For a view which argues that coming to be and passing away are not
changes, see St. Thomas Aquinas. On the Truth of the Catholic Faith Bk. II:
Creation, translated by J. F. Anderson from Summae Contra Gentiles, IT
(Garden City: Doubleday, 1960), Ch. 17, pp. 54-5.
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D.31 The A rests simply at t = (df) i) The A is some B at t.

Thus simple rest is equivalent to existence, while rest in being
pre-supposes existence. Beginning and ceasing to rest are vir-
tual duals of beginning and ceasing to change,

D.32 The A begins to rest at t = (df) i) The A rest simply at t;
i) there is a t’ earlier than t such that at no interval be-
tween the two did the A rest.

D.83 The A ceases to rest at t —(df) i) The A rests simply at
t; 1i) there is a t’ later than t and such that at no interval
between the two does the A rest.

Thus to begin to rest is to begin to be and to cease to rest is to
pass away.

We may note in summary all the logical relations holding
among the concepts defined in D.24-25; 27-29; 31-33.

a) X comes to be at t; b) X passes away at t; ¢) X changes simply
at t; d) X rests simply at t; ¢) X begins to change at t; ) X
ceases to change at t; g) X begins to rest at t; h) X ceases to rest
at t.

All and only the following relations of logical entailment hold
between any two of a)-h).

a) entails ¢), d), and e); and is equivalent to g).
b) entails ¢), d), and f); and is equivalent to h).
¢) entails d).

e) entails ¢) and d).

f) entails d) and e).

We may now propose a view of change in the strict or inti-
mate sense. Like opinions concerning propositions and events,
those regarding subjective change are so many that it would
be impossible—or at least very unlikely—to find a single com-
prehensive expression adequate to them all or capable of as-
suaging the misgivings of every thinker who has written on
change. If, however, we were to attempt to draw a distinc-
tion between the strict and the loose, a natural place to begin
would be to regard those changes as strict which somehow in-
volve a certain ‘passing away’ of a subject and a certain
‘ coming to be’ of the same subject. St. Augustine once said
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that “ every change is a kind of death.”* It may be, too, that
every intimate change is a kind of birth.

Three important criteria we should bear in mind in any at-
tempt to find an adequate definition for intimate change would,
then, be, first, that intimate change, is, at least, state alteration;
second, that this alteration must somehow be appropriately re-
stricted or localized in a primary subject; and third, that this
change must reflect a certain coming to be and passing away
in relation to its subject. Bearing these in mind, we might pro-
pose the following as a definition of strict or intimate change.

D34 The A changes strictly or intimately in respect of B at t —=
(df) 1) A and B are attributes; ii) The A begins or ceases
to be B at t; iii) for any non-attribute X and for any time
t’ at which the A neither comes to be nor passes away, if,
when A begins or ceases to be B at t/, X exists, then nec-
essarily if the A exists at t, X exists at t.

This definition appears to satisfy our three criteria. Clause 1)
specifies strict or intimate change as change in attributes and,
by implication, in states. Clause ii) limits intimate change to
coming to acquire or lose a given attribute. Clause iil) guar-
antees that the only non-attributes whose existences are im-
plied by strict change are those entities whose existences are
implied simply by the existence of the A over a finite interval.
These would include the A itself, (essential) parts of the A, if
A’s actuation results in the existence of an entity with parts,
and other non-attributes dependent on the existence of A for
their own existing. These three conditions limit the attributes
acquired and lost during strict change to those intimately con-
nected with the subject itself. For example, unless you yourself
are the A the property of being thought about by you/or not
thought about by you is not an attribute in respect of which
the A could change strictly. For the actuation of A at the time
of your beginning or ceasing to think of the A does not imply
your existence, while the attribute of being thought of by you

24 St. Augustine, “Contra Maximinum,” in Migne, P L Vol. XLII. Bk. II,
12,
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does imply your existence, as does a change from being thought
of to not being thought of by you. On the other hand, if the A
were to become blue at t, it would change strictly in respect
of being blue provided that the coactuation of A and being
blue does not imply the existence of anything but other at-
tributes and entities whose existence is implied by the exist-
ence of the A.

In an ambiguous case, such as that of local motion, we would
have to say that change of position involved strict change only
insofar as it involved intimate change per D.34. So if it were
possible for an omnipotent agent to alter every spatial relation
without acting to induce intimate change in a located body,
then the body’s change of place—as defined by spatial rela-
tions—would not be intimate. From D.34 we may generalize:

D.35 The A changes intimately at t — (df) The A changes strict-
ly or intimately at t in respect of some attribute B.

Whether a theory of strict change is actually to be preferred
is not a question on which we wish to pass judgment. It is
enough to indicate how, given our general theory of change,
a strict theory may be sub-theoretically defined.

It is suggested that, in evaluating present views, the reader
do so in part by comparing this theory of attributes and their
acts, in comprehensiveness and theoretical economy, with the
available alternatives.

Nicmoras Incaam, O.P.
Providence College
Providence, Rhode Island



BEYOND THE SELF-REFERENTTAL CRITIQUE
OF DETERMINISM

[0

Introduction

URING THE PAST FIFTY YEARS or so, deter-
minism has been frequently under critical fire from
what today is typically styled the * seli-referential

argument.” The argument is so styled because it purports to
show that determinism must be rejected, not because it fails
to meet the challenge of an opposing theory, but rather and
more trenchantly because it is intrinsically self-refuting by dint
of self-contradiction: to wit, any attempt to vindicate deter-
minism is eo #pso a vindication of indeterminism.

A salient feature of the self-referential argument is that it
deviates from the normal critical procedure whereby one ques-
tions the legitimacy of the evidence adduced in support of a
theory. In fact, the argument alerts us to the fundamental as-
sumption of this procedure, namely, that the proponent of a
given theory can appeal to supporting evidence, even if it turns
out that the proponent’s appeal, at least insofar as the critic
is concerned, is unconvineing. It is this fundamental assump-
tion that the argument contests. For implicit in the argument
is the radical contention that the determinist hypothesis can-
not invoke evidence in its own behalf.

Shortly, I shall endeavor to show that this radical contention
of the self-referential argument—that determinism cannot cite
supporting evidence—harbors a hitherto undisclosed and even
more devastating eritique of determinism than that of the self-
referential argument itself: nothing less than that determinism
i1s a meaningless theory, and hence actually no theory at all.
However, since the claim as to determinism’s ultimate mean-
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inglessness is legitimized in consequence of the self-referential
argument, the justification of such a claim evidently presup-
poses the justification of this argument. For this reason, it will
be necessary to defend the argument’s radical contention, that
determinism cannot cite supporting evidence, before proceeding
to argue that determinism’s theoretic meaninglessness is im-
plicit in and thus inferable from this very contention.

“The Self-Referential Argument ”

Determinism, we know, amounts essentially to the theory
that one’s actions cannot issue from choices based on a de-
liberative weighing of the options. Choices, determinists insist,
are all of them conditioned and motivated by antecedent here-
ditary and/or environmental factors, factors which causally
necessitate our every thought, word and deed.*

Now the determinist cannot but regard the determinist
theory as true. If so, we are naturally driven to inquire into
the probative basis of this thecry. What might this be ? It
will hardly do merely to assert or stipulate the truth of deter-
minism, since, of course, what is merely asserted is arbitrarily
asserted, and what is arbitrarily asserted may be merely arbi-
trarily denied. Presumably then the determinist, if he wishes
to convince, must cite evidence, e.g., the scientific principle that
all events are necessarily caused, in behalf of his determinist
theory. That is, the determinist must needs contend that the

1 This description of determinism is equally applicable to both the “hard
determinist ” camp—the view that determinism precludes moral freedom
and therefore moral responsibility—and the “soft determinist” camp—the
view that determinism is compatible with moral freedom and therefore
with moral responsibility. For a brief discussion of these two positions, see
Arthur J. Minton, “ Theories About Human Freedom,” in Philosophy & Sci-
ence, ed. Frederick E. Mosedale (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1879}, pp. 119-
123. For a somewhat more developed discussion of these views, see W. T.
Stace’s defense of soft determinism, “The Problem of Free Will,” in Philos-
ophy & Contemporary Issues, eds. John R. Burr and Milton Goldinger (New
York: Maemillan, 1972), pp. 19-26, and Robert Blatchford’s defense of hard
determinism, “ The Delusion of Free Will,” ¢bid., pp. 27-34.
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evidence supportive of determinism is rationally more compel-
ling than the evidence critical of determinism.

Clearly, though, such a contention, whereby the determinist
essays to convince, makes sense only on the supposition that
one can deliberate on the evidence, and so find the evidence
for determinism more compelling than the evidence against
determinism. In short, such a contention makes sense only on
the supposition that one is free, since free will theory or in-
determinism, in contradistinction to determinism, is essentially
the view that actions can issue from choices based on a delib-
erative weighing of the alternatives. But if so the determinist
intent on championing the determinist cause is embroiled in a
terrible dilemma: to argue the truth of determinism is implieit-
ly to admit the truth of indeterminism.

What recourse does the determinst have if he would avert
this Scylla-Charybdis-like dilemma? Only one, it would seem:
he must abandon the hope of demonstrating determinism on
evidential grounds, and grant that his own conviction as to the
truth of determinism is itself determined.

But does even this resigned admission redeem the determinist
from the aforesaid dilemma ? In truth, it does not. For we
may assume that the determinist is convinced that his deter-
minist conviction is necessarily determined. (Otherwise, at the
very least, he entertains the veracity of indeterminism). As
such, the question then shifts to the basis on which the deter-
minist is convinced of his own determinist conviction. And once
again, there seem only two possible responses: mere assertion
or the evidence. Mere assertion, we noticed, relegates deter-
minism to the philosophic netherworld of arbitrariness, so that
the determinist has no alternative but to invoke evidence of
some sort in behalf of his delermined determinist conviction.
But, as we have also had occasion to notice, any such invoca-
tion perforce presupposes the ability to evaluate the merits of
the case, and then to decide on the basis of the merits—again,
a perfectly apposite characterization of indeterminism. And so,
notwithstanding the shifting of the issue from the veracity of
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determinism per se to the veracity of one’s determined deter-
minist conviction, the aforementioned dilemma reasserts itself:
to argue determinism is obliquely to argue indeterminism.

Before concluding this section, it is important that we specify
the precise sense in which the self-referential argument proves
determinism self-contradictory. This specification is necessary
in view of an incisive critique to the effect that the argument
begs the question by claiming to prove that one does freely
choose. In fact, the critique continues, such a claim is unwar-
ranted on the basis of the self-referential argument alone. For
this reason, concludes the critique, the self-referential argument
cannot be brought to bear against the determinist hypothesis.

But this critique, it has been shown, does not nullify the
cogency of the self-referential argument; rather, it necessitates
a semantic qualification thereto. The precise nature of this
qualification has been perceptively disclosed by the authors of
the 1972 Review of Metaphysics article, “ Determinism, Free-
dom, and Self-Referential Arguments.” > As the authors point
out, what the self-referential argument actually proves is not
that “anyone does free acts,” but “only that someone can
choose freely.” ® This is the specific sense in which determinism
is self-contradictory and as such an implicit vindication of in-
determinism. For to contend that determinism is evidentially
supportable is to own by implication that one can weigh alter-
natives, and therefore that one can freely choose. In this way,
one averts the charge of question-begging, since one asserts no
more and no less than an analysis of determinism itself will
brook—no more, in that one does not purpose to show that
someone actually does choose; no less, in that one does yet
show determinism a self-contradictory vindication of the propo-
sition that one can freely choose.

This specification duly recorded, the self-referential incon-
sistency of the determinist hypothesis is established: any at-

2 See Joseph M. Boyle, Jr., Germain Grisez and Olaf Tollefsen, 26 (Septem-
ber), 30-32.
3 Ibid., 32.





































































































































































































































































