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attention in a very concrete way upon theological issues
surrounding notions such as “evangelization” and “incul-

>

The 1998 Synod of Asian Bishops in Rome helped to focus

turation,” and the interplay between the mission of the Holy
Spirit, preparing all humankind in the diversity of cultures and
religions to receive the incarnate Word, and the mission of that
Word himself, Christ Jesus. One of the participants at the Synod,
Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, was certainly no stranger .o the
complexity of the theological issues being raised. In 1993 he had
turned his attention to the issue of Christianity and inculturation
in a lecture delivered in Hong Kong entitled “Christ, Faith, and
the Challenge of Cultures.”' Some years earlier he had offered
theological reflections on questions concerning “anonymous
Christianity” and allied theological issues in a paper that included
a discussion of Rahner’s approach to these matters.”

In his 1993 lecture the cardinal attempts an analysis of the
dynamics of evangelization and inculturation that involves a
critique of a Western relativist evaluation of what such a process
can and should entail. He points out that such relativism was
voiced against the Christian claim to uniqueness early in the

! Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, “Christ, Faith, and the Challenge of Cultures,” Origins 24
(March 1995): 679-86.

% Joseph Ratzinger, Principles of Catholic Theology (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1987),
161-70.
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Church’s history by such Roman writers as Symmachus, and
remains substantially the same objection today. Against such
relativism he argues, firstly, that any human culture if authentic
must be open to the discovery of truth—truth that may challenge
and revise some of its deep-seated assumptions. Secondly, philo-
sophical relativism is in fact alien to most cultures and religious
world-views. And, thirdly, Christianity can be seen to transform
and redeem other religious-cultural world-views in the way it
preaches a God now brought close, in the Incarnation—a God, or
“Divinity,” often implicitly recognized in these world-views as
somehow “distant.”

A further point Rarzinger makes, and one that [ wish to
highlight for discussion in this article, is that the Church, the
People of God, is itself a “cultural subject.” Insofar as there is an
intersubjective communion of heart and mind in the body of
Christ this must be so. We cannot isolate the incarnate Word
from the Jewish world-view and culture which he enters into,
transforms, renews, “assumes,” and, in doing so, confirms. This
culture of the Old Covenant is itself, as Ratzinger points out, a
result of what Gadamer might term a “fusion of horizons” with
other cultural elements of its neighbors, taking place over
centuries. However, such an evolved cultural form receives
something of a definitive confirmation from the perspective of
Christian faith once and insofar as it is taken into the life and
mind of Christ. This process of cultural fusion then enters a new
phase, but continues in the history of the Church, in which this
Jewish world-view, confirmed and renewed in Christ, encounters
and transforms the cultural forces it encounters in the process of
evangelization. In this way Christianity, unlike some religions but
akin to, for example, Buddhism, creates a universal Christian cul-
ture while also allowing (indeed, fostering) what in sociological
terms one might call “subcultures”—that is, the varied local
cultural forms of Christian societies, nations, cultures. This
phenomenon Ratzinger terms “interculturality.”

In some ways this analysis appears to move against the current
evident in much of the theological reflection on evangelizarion

* Ratzinger, “Christ, Faith and the Challenge of Cultures,” 681-83.
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and inculturation this century. Pope Pius XI remarked to Fr. M.
D. Roland-Gosselin that the object of the Church is not to
“civilize” but to evangelize,* and since the encyclical Summi
Pontificatus (1939) the magisterium has often repeated the need
to differentiate the two processes. This process of making an
increasingly sharp theological distinction between evangelization
and inculturation went forward under the impetus of historical
developments. A period in which evangelization had gone hand
in hand with European colonization and imperial expansion was
passing away, and a new appreciation of Catholicism as a world
Church was emerging.

In line with such developments Bernard Lonergan insisted that
we were moving away from a period of “classical culture” in
which Christianity was seen as linked to a view which distin-
guished between, on the one hand, a normative classical culture
of meanings and values and, on the other, human groupings that
were not cultured but barbarian. In the final section of his work
Method in Theology, entitled “Communications,” Lonergan treats
of evangelization, the culmination of the Christian message:

Now a classicist would feel it was perfectly legitimate for him to impose his
culture on others. For he conceives culture normatively, and he conceives his
own to be the norm. Accordingly for him to preach both the gospel and his
own culture, is for him to confer the double benefit of both the true religion
and the true culture. In contrast, the pluralist acknowledges a multiplicity of
cultural traditions. . . . Rather he would proceed from within their culture and
he would seek ways and means for making it into a vehicle for communicating
the Christian message.’

Is Ratzinger then proposing a return to what Lonergan would
term a classicist model of evangelization? Does his analysis of the
People of God as a cultural subject, such that one can indeed
speak of a “Christian culture,” pit an ideology of normative
culture against the pluralist view Lonergan outlines?

* Quoted in Walter Abbott, ed., The Documents of Vatican I (London: Chapman, 1967),
264 n. 192.

* Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1972),
363.
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One of my aims in this article is to attempt to provide an
answer to this question. However, in attempting to answer the
question further issues arise regarding the import of Lonergan’s
work for such notions as cultural normativity, Christianity, and
inculturation. I will also, therefore, examine some of those im-
plications. Finally, I shall extend the discussion to further matters
that arise in a consideration of Christianity and mission: the
claims to uniqueness on the part of Christianity and the theo-
logical cogency and desirability of theories of “anonymous
Christianity.”

I. FROM CLASSICAL CULTURE TO HISTORICAL MINDEDNESS

One phrase of Lonergan’s perhaps more than any other
appears to have imprinted itself upon the minds of late-
twentieth-century theologians in the English-speaking world: the
shift from classical culture to historical mindedness. For some it
has become part of an arsenal to be deployed against anything
which is deemed to be “pre-conciliar,” myopic, traditionalist; a
slogan with which to hail a “world come of age.” For others, who
react against the former view, it can appear as yet another
modernist mantra which surely fails to do justice to the
complexity and diversity of the Catholic ecclesiastical tradition.®
When one takes into consideration postmodern critiques of the
“modern” (appreciating that ecclesiastical modernism was and is
but a subspecies of the same), one may wonder whether this

¢ See, for example, Charles Curran’s use of the terms in C. Curran and R. Hunt, Dissent
in and for the Church: Theologians and Humanae Vitae (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1969),
155-69. In response, Janet E. Smith objects, quite rightly I believe, both to the imprecision
to which Curran’s use of the terms “Classicism” and “historical mindedness” leads, and to the
way it is a caricature of even Platonic moral theory (Janet E. Smith, Humanae Vitae: A
Generation Later [Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1991], 180
and 397). Curran’s lack of real understanding of the implications of Lonergan’s position is
manifested in, among other things, his repeated drawing of a distinction between “classicist”
thinking as deductive and modern thinking as inductive. For Lonergan, the discussions of
both deduction and induction of the “modern” period fail to make the transposition from
“logic to method” (see Bernard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding [New
York: Philosophical Library, 1957], 288 and 301). On Lonergan and ethics in general see
Andrew Beards, “Moral Conversion and Problems in Proportionalism,” Gregorianum 78
(1997): 329-57.
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Lonerganian phrase is not a celebration of the “modern” which
has now had its day.

My first task in this section is, therefore, to clarify somewhat
what Lonergan means by this expression. Its open-textured
character, including as it does sketches of viewpoints that are
actually opposed, make it ill suited to be transformed into a
slogan. One should bear in mind Lonergan’s own insistence that
ideal-types, or models for facilitating historical explanation,
should not be imposed on the data in such a way as to become, in
H. Marrou’s words, “great anti-comprehension machines.”” One
of the principal means I will use to clarify Lonergan’s meaning is
to raise and examine the question: is Aquinas a classicist for
Lonergan?

A) Continuity and Diversity in Cultural Change

Lonergan credited the transition in his thinking from a
normative, classical notion of culture to an empirical notion of
cultural diversity to the reading of Christopher Dawson’s The Age
of the Gods in the late 1930s, and F. E. Crowe notes the
appearance of remarks on the limitations of “Classicism” in
Lonergan’s writing as early as 1949.° In works of the late 1950s
and early 1960s such criticisms of classicism increase.” Something
of the open-textured nature of the term can be seen from these
early uses: in the 1959 lectures on education we read that
classicism “in its best sense” is to be seen in the Greek discovery
of mind, the Greek achievement of theory. This always remains
a cultural achievement, despite its limitations, an instance of true
progress in Lonergan’s view.'” In the 1962 paper “Time and

7 Lonergan, Method in Theology, 226-29.

¢ Bernard Lonergan, “Insight Revisited,” in A Second Collection (Darton, Longman and
Todd, 1974), 264; F. E. Crowe, in Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol 6,
Philosophical and Theological Papers 1958-1964 (Univ. of Toronto Press: Toronto, 1996),
154-55, n. 25.

’SeeF. E. Crowe, ed., Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 10, Topics in Education
(Univ. of Toronto Press: Toronto, 1993), 74-78; and “Time and Meaning,” (a 1962 paper),
and “The Analogy of Meaning,” (a 1963 paper), in Crowe, ed., Collected Works 6, 94-121,
and 183-212.

Y Crowe, ed., Collected Works 10, 75.
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Meaning” we find another attribute of the classicist highlighted,
an attribute not so evident in Lonergan’s later sketches: he is one
who speaks in respectful and deferential tones of the “greats” of
the Western intellectual tradition—Aristotle, Augustine, Aquinas,
Newton, etc,—but has little if any appreciation of what it actually
means to think systematically and creatively as did these cultural
giants; the classicist has little real appreciation of what Lonergan
calls the theoretical differentiation of consciousness.!' In a way
this echoes a constant theme in Lonergan’s work: the authentic
human act of understanding has no substitute in a mere parroting
of formulae or theory little understood. A tension may be noted
here: “classicism” denotes the theoretical differentiation of con-
sciousness, the capacity that emerges in culture for systematic,
theoretical reflection, but it is also used to denote cultural
deference to such an achievement on the part of those who do not
properly participate in it.

The 1968 paper “Belief: Today’s Issue,” provides a fairly
lengthy treatment of the contrast between classical and modem
culture, highlighting the limitations of both. Of the limitations of
classicism we read:

Classicist culture was stable. It took its stand on what ought to be, and what
ought to be is not refuted by what is. It legislated with an eye to the substance
of things, on the unchanging essence of human living and, while it never
doubted either that circumstances alter cases or that circumstances change, still
it was also quite sure that essences did not change, that change affected the
accidental details that were of no great account.”

Classicist culture was also essentially “ethnocentric”: it contrasted
itself not with alternative cultures but with human groups which
had simply to be designated “barbarian.” “By conceiving itself
normatively, [it] also had to think of itself as the one and only
culture for all time. But modern culture is culture on the move. It
is historicist.”"?

There are other examples of the indefiniteness of Lonergan’s
historical ideal-type of classicism. For instance, he characterizes

" Crowe, ed., Collected Works 6, 121.
2 L onergan, Second Collection, 92-93.
Y Ibid., 93.
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as “classicist” both the metaphysical theorist, who tends to
abstract from the particularity of human history and individuals,
and the “person for whom the rhetorician or orator of Isocrates
or Cicero represents the fine flower of human culture.”'* Yet
while one may be both an admirer of theoretical metaphysics and
of Cicero, it is clear from a study of such periods of Western
cultural history as that of Renaissance humanism that admiration
for the latter can entail opposition to the former. Furthermore,
Lonergan says that “a classicist would maintain that one should
never depart from an accepted terminology,”” and would
therefore be opposed to authentic development of dogma (i.e.,
development in accord with Vincent of Lérins and Vatican I). But
then he demonstrates very ably in his own work on doctrinal
history’® that new terminology was accepted to express further
insight into doctrine both in the patristic period, the theology of
which is affected by a “tincture” of theory, and in the medieval
period, whose theology exhibits a full theoretical and systematic
exploration. In other words these periods, characterized in some
way as classical by Lonergan, did and could accept new
theological terminology, something to which the classicist is,
according to the above quotation, opposed.

Finally, it is important to observe that Lonergan on occasions
also identifies philosophical and theological deductivism and the
quest for certainty as a characteristic of classicism.

In the second place, the classicist judged modern science in the light of the
Aristotelian notion of science and by that standard found it wanting, for
modern science does not proceed from self-evident, necessary principles and
it does not demonstrate conclusions from such principles.’”

This more than anything else should make us wary of thinking
that Lonergan has given us anything like an “explanatory
definition” with the term “classicism.” Throughout his career it

" Bernard Lonergan, Philosophy of God and Theology (London: Darton, Longman and
Todd, 1973), ix.

" Lonergan, Method in Theology, 123-24.

' See, for example, Bernard Lonergan, The Way to Nicea (London: Darton, Longman and
Todd, 1976).

' Lonergan, Second Collection, 112.
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was such theological deductivism, arising from the fourteenth-
century nominalist use of Aristotle, that he strove to contrast with
the authentic thought and methodology of St. Thomas Aquinas.

If my indications here of a certain “untidiness” to Lonergan’s
notion of classicism may appear somewhat disingenuous [ would
simply reiterate the point that what we have in this notion is not
an explanatory concept but something like a Wittgensteinian
nominal definition through “family resemblance.” Lonergan
makes more or less this point himself when he writes:

But I would like to say that the contrast I have drawn between classicist and
modern is not based on some a priori typology or periodization. It is a
summary of a whole set of conclusions concerning the defects of our
theological inheritance and the remedies that can be brought to bear.

More importantly, he continues,

If we are not just to throw out what is good in classicism and replace it with
contemporary trash, then we need to take the trouble, and it is enormous, to
grasp the strength and the weakness, the power and the limitations, the good
points and the shortcomings of both classicism and modernity.'®

If we now address the question “is Aquinas a classicist?” we
will gain a better understanding of what Lonergan considers are
the strengths of the past that we need to import into the present.

B) Is Aquinas a Classicist?

In Method in Theology and elsewhere Lonergan sketches an
account of the evolutionary development of the history of
meaning in Western culture in terms of three stages or plateaus of
achievement."” In the first stage we witness ordinary or common-
sense meaning (the plateau of “undifferentiated consciousness”).
The second stage, growing out of the first, is signaled by the
Greek discovery of mind; it is the period of theoretical con-
sciousness, and in terms of Christianity Lonergan sees evidence of

¥ Ibid., 98.

' Lonergan, Method in Theology, 85-99; see also Bernard Lonergan, A Third Collection
(London: Chapman, 1985), 179-82.
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a “tincture” of such theory in the Christological debates of the
first millennium, while a full engagement with theory is evident
in the Scholastic period. The third stage grows out of the second.
It is marked by the growing autonomy of the sciences, both
physical and, later, human, from philosophy and the various
philosophical responses to these developments, ranging from the
“turn to the subject” in Descartes, Kant, and Idealism to the
repudiation of such a move in positivism or linguistic analysis.
While this is a general sketch of the ongoing differentiations of
consciousness in the West, the models available for the cultural
interpreter of the process increase as one approximates to
concrete examples of historical processes, since one may also take
into account some thirty-six possible combinations of these
conscious differentiations.”’

It is clear from this general historical scheme both that the
second stage or plateau is, for Lonergan, the stage of classicism
and that it is the stage in which, historically, Aquinas is to be
located. It would appear to follow, therefore, that Aquinas is a
classicist. However, it is clear that Lonergan is reluctant to apply
the term to St. Thomas. Rather, it is through a retrieval of
Aquinas’s thought that one overcomes the limitations of classi-
cism. This is a constant theme throughout Lonergan’s work,
exemplified by the motto he took for his endeavors from Pope
Leo X1II's Aeterni Patris: “novae vetere ex augere et perficere.”
From the beginning of his published work Lonergan’s her-
meneutic of suspicion is directed against Scotist naive realism in
epistemology and its deductivist companion in theology. This
conceptualism had entered through Suarezianism into the Jesuit
intellectual tradition into which Lonergan was initiated in his
youth. It was a breaking free from this background, being enabled
to think through the challenges of historically minded modernity
for Catholic thought, that characterized Lonergan’s years spent
“reaching up to the mind of Aquinas.”

*® In addition to the three differentiations of common sense, theory, and interiority (or
the turn to the subject, of stage three), there are such differentiations as, for example, the
religious, artistic, and scholarly. See Lonergan, Method in Theology, 272, 275.
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In such papers such as the “Future of Thomism,”*! “Aquinas
Today: Tradition and Innovation,” and the recently published
“Fundamental Theology”** Lonergan continues to affirm his
assessment of Aquinas as the theologian of the tradition, more
than any other, whose fundamental theological and philosophical
approach is that which we must appropriate in order to move
forward. Although Aquinas did not explicitly move from a
cognitional theory and an epistemology to ground a metaphysics
based upon them, Lonergan believes that both he and Aristotle
before him pointed in that direction. For, on Lonergan’s view, we
find in their work, implicitly and obscurely, some combination of
a “phenomenology of the subject” with a “psychology of the
soul.” It is only through an encounter with Aquinas that
Lonergan is able to deconstruct the “knowing as looking” myth
that has bedeviled Western philosophy since the late Middle Ages,
and in its place outline a critical realism—a realism that holds that
reality is not known through sensation but through the
deployment of intelligent and reasonable operations.

Further, from Aquinas we learn a totally different approach to
theology from that found in fourteenth-century nominalism and
deductivism. One understands theology as some attempt at a
fruitful understanding of revealed truths, not an exercise in logic
that strives for “scientific certainty.” The irony here is, of course,
that such a notion of “science” itself becomes replaced, after a
long historical process, with the very notion of a good theory as
that which is the best possible in the circumstances, the attitude
to theory which St. Thomas himself had with regard to theology.
Thus, one of the characteristics of classicism we noted above, its
ideal of logical deductivism in theology and science, is replaced
by a return to St. Thomas. As Lonergan writes, contrasting the
limitations of “classical Thomism” with the authentic mind of St.
Thomas (and suggesting transpositions required to achieve the
retrieval of that authentic voice):

2 Lonergan, Second Collection,, 43-53.

2 Lonergan, Third Collection, 35-54; Bernard Lonergan, “Fundamental Theology,”
Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies 16 (1998): 5-24, see 22-23.

# Bernard Lonergan, “Introduction,” in Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, ed. David E.
Burrell (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1967).
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You may ask, however, whether after the introduction of the . . . transpositions
just outlined there would be anything left of Thomism. And at once I must
grant that the five emphases 1 attributed to classical Thomism would disappear.
One may doubt, however, whether such emphases are essential to the thought
of St. Thomas or of the great Thomists.”*

Certainly there are transpositions to be made from Aquinas’s
thought to a contemporary theology and one must note the
limitations of St. Thomas’s horizon. One can surely say that
Aquinas simply does not have the same sense of historical
movement, of the ongoing genesis of methods and cognitive
disciplines that we experience in contemporary culture. This is
what Lonergan sees as a limitation in his thought. But even here
we need to handle the word “limitation” carefully. Naturally, one
does not “blame” a thinker of seven hundred years ago for not
answering the questions that arise for us today; they simply did
not arise for him. However, even here Lonergan’s retrieval of
Aquinas leads us to qualify this admission. While Aquinas’s
reflections on doctrinal development or the historicality of human
thought are not conspicuous, the indications of an awareness of
issues at stake are there. So when Lonergan insists that there is
only one eternal truth, in God, and that human truth is both
genuine truth but historically conditioned in its formulation (so
that one may discern a genuine history of truth), that “concepts
have dates,” in other words, he is simply exploiting and
developing insights he discovered in Aquinas. Thus Lonergan
draws attention to St. Thomas’s point in the Summa contra
Gentiles that human insights and judgments, even in metaphysics,
have some temporal reference, given the nature of human
knowing.” Further, he draws attention to St. Thomas’s point
(following Aristotle) that human knowledge and understanding
only occur in an ongoing, historical process of collaboration.*®
On the other hand, Scotist nominalism blocks such attention to

* Lonergan, Second Collection, 52.

¥ Lonergan, Verbum, 63-64 (The work originally appeared in article form between 1946
and 1949).

% Bernard Lonergan, Understanding and Being: The Halifax Lectures on Insight, ed. E. and
M. Morelli, F. E. Crowe, R. Doran, and T. Daly (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1990), 383.
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the historicity of human thought through its account of
“unconscious” concept formation, and diverts attention away
from concrete historical process. Unlike St. Thomas, who was
concerned to understand something of the mystery of that his-
torical event, the Incarnation, with its implications for the real
world of history, the nominalist diverts our attention away from
concrete historical process to speculation concerning logical
possible worlds.”” While St. Thomas could not possibly anticipate
in a fulsome way the massive development of the Geistes-
wissenschaften in the last three centuries, still Lonergan detects
heuristic anticipations of the important issues. Thus the methodo-
logical attempt to gather the authoritative texts of the tradition in
the mediaeval period anticipates modern efforts in research and
interpretation.”® And the attempts of modern historical scholar-
ship to understand the common sense of other cultures and times
are obscurely anticipated in Aquinas’s examination of human
commonsense understanding in his analysis of prudentia.”

There are achievements in Aquinas’s theology—with respect to
grace, the Trinity, and other issues—that Lonergan believes are
“classic,” in the sense that no theologian working in these areas
today or in the future can or should ignore them. But far more
important are the avenues for epistemological, metaphysical, and
theological research Aquinas opens up: avenues that, Lonergan
believes, open up possibilities for developing positions in these
areas which admit of permanence and development—allowing for
the adumbration of basic philosophical positions fostering
development, but restricting radical revision at the cost of self-
destructive incoherence. What is really, profoundly important in
Agquinas is the discovery of heuristic or methodological indica-
tions of what both permanence and authentic development, on
the one hand, and inauthentic decline, on the other, could be in
human thought and culture.

This retrieval of Aquinas, which is at the core of Lonergan’s
whole enterprise, implies that for Lonergan there is a history of
philosophical truth just as there is a parallel history of dogmatic

7 Lonergan, Verbum, 69.
 Lonergan, Third Collection, 52.
? 1bid., 44.
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truth. In this respect Lonergan’s work can be fruitfully compared
and contrasted with that of Alasdair Maclntyre’s retrieval of
Thomism (which emphasizes its strengths as a tradition-based
form of philosophical enquiry). There are important differences
between these two positions,’® yet much also that is comple-
mentary. In fact, reading the former in light of the latter helps to
highlight the postmodern moments in Lonergan’s thought, par-
ticularly with regard to his retrieval of a premodern thinker,
Aquinas. In many ways, then, we can see Lonergan’s critique of
“classicism” as a critique of “modernity.” The central role played
by the premodern thought of Aquinas in this critique reveals that
any understanding of Lonergan’s notion of the defects of
classicism which reads this as a “modern” or modernist critique
could not be more mistaken.

Further, it is interesting to observe some of the striking
postmodern themes in Lonergan’s work. Even in his magnum
opus, Insight, a work of “pure philosophy” if ever there was one,
such elements are evident. A central theme of the work is an
analysis of the way human attempts to reach cognitive and moral
self-transcendence in knowing the true and the good, and acting
accordingly, are stymied by the mystery of human bias and sin.
The only “solution” to this human condition is the divine one of
salvation. Thus a philosophical enquiry into human under-
standing inevitably heads towards a faith perspective. “Objectivity

3 Michael P. Maxwell, Jr., “A Dialectical Encounter Between Maclntyre and Lonergan
on the Thomistic Understanding of Rationality,” International Philosophical Quarterly 33
(1993): 385-99; see Alasdair Maclntyre, Three Rival Versions of Moral Inguiry (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1990). Maxwell draws attention to MacIntyre’s denial of
the validity of nineteenth and twentieth-century attempts by Thomists to answer the
epistemological questions of modernity; naturally, there is a divergence from Lonergan in this
crucial area. Maxwell successfully argues that (as Lonergan points out) we cannot foist such
a prejudice against meeting the epistemological challenges of modernity upon Aquinas and
that there are many elements of Aquinas’s thought that would allow the development of an
extremely powerful critique of the deficiencies of the epistemologies of modernity. Finally,
Maxwell shows that elements within Maclntyre’s version of Thomism as a form of Thomistic
fallibilism (akin therefore to views such as those of Popper or Davidson) become involved in
incoherence (Maxwell, “MacIntyre and Lonergan,” 399). I would add to Maxwell’s criticisms
the point that if some are suspicious about a reading of Aquinas that imports his thought into
the epistemological debates of modernity, it is appropriate to wonder, by parity of historical
suspicion, about the Thomistic authenticity of an account like MacIntyre’s, which provides
a metanarrative in terms of such fallibilist criteria.
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is the fruit of authentic subjectivity,” and that authenticity only
comes about through the divine initiative healing the broken
human community. This is parallel to Maclntyre’s insistence that
genealogical and deconstructive critiques have unmasked the
pretended impartial objectivity of the Enlightenment as flawed
and, in reality, far more scattered and fragmentary in its vision of
the world than its propaganda would have us believe. Without a
tradition in which the virtues are cultivated truth cannot flourish
and, ultimately, that tradition must be based upon resources
beyond those which a mere humanism can provide.’’

More fundamentally, of course, the issue is not one of
awarding marks to either Lonergan or Maclntyre on the basis of
how “postmodern” they appear. The issue is, more funda-
mentally, one of a possible critique of postmodernity, itself very
difficult to delimit, and of possible hermeneutical analyses which
might even redefine movements in the Western cultural heritage
in a way that challenges those genealogies espoused by some of
the more noted representatives of postmodernity. For Lonergan,
for example, what is at stake may well have already been played
out in some way in the thirteenth to fifteenth centuries; the
aporias and their resolution may already be present in the
dialectical relationships obtaining between Aquinas, Scotus, and
Nicholas of Autrecourt. One may remark that, for all its critique
of Enlightenment modernity, postmodernity cannot but be its
child in the “hubristic pride” it manifests in claiming a total and
revolutionary rupture from the past—a past which, in whatever
circumlocutory phrases one attempts to express it, is now deemed
mistaken and illusory.*® In contrast Maclntyre and Lonergan are

3 Maclntyre, Three Rival Versions, 127-31.

32 Of course Derrida will claim, much to the chagrin of American partners in debate such
as Rorty, that one can never “escape” the Western intellectual tradition. But it is evident that
he cannot avoid making the implicit claim that atleast he has struggled free enough to achieve
the elbow room that allows him to “take” and “re-take” that tradition but no longer to take
it “seriously”s see Jacques Derrida, “Remarks on Deconstruction and Pragmatism,” in
Deconstruction and Pragmatism, ed. Chantal Mouffe (London: Roudedge, 1996), 77-88.
Derrida brings out in these remarks how fundamental the aporias and problems he
encountered in Husserl remain for his thinking. In some ways, Derrida stands to Husserl as
Wittgenstein Il stands to Wittgenstein I regarding the failure of the “philosophical project.”
Crucial to any discussion of the relationship between Lonergan and Derrida is precisely a
recognition of the way Lonergan retrieves from Aquinas perspectives and approaches that
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among those alone capable of a true deconstruction of the
pretensions of the enlightenment: for only a viewpoint that sees
itself as an ongoing collaboration in the discovery of truth, from
past to present, from present to future, can really claim to retrieve
in any meaningful way what is valid in the past, or “premodern.”

Before we conclude this section, examining what classicism
might mean for Lonergan, it may be worth drawing attention to
two further points.

First, Lonergan’s hermeneutical retrieval of Aquinas, although
central to his appreciation of the strengths and weaknesses of the
theological tradition, should not blind us to his positive
evaluation of other elements in the theological tradition up to and
including those evident in the nineteenth and twentieth-century
Catholic tradition. Newman, for example, is a nineteenth-century
theological figure who remains very important for Lonergan.
Then one finds, in an early essay on the possibility of defining the
dogma of the Assumption, positive evaluation of the non-
deductivist approach shown to the issue of “implicit revelation”
by the theological commission that prepared the dogma of the
Immaculate Conception in 1854.%° Lonergan writes, “Out of the
Augustinian, Anselmian, Thomist tradition, despite an intervening
heavy overlay of conceptualism, the first Vatican Council
retrieved the notion of understanding.”**

Second, given the variety of characteristics Lonergan brings
under the rubric of “classicism” one may note, perhaps with some
surprise, the characteristics evident in the thought of some more
recent theologians which would render their work classicist. Thus
in his critique of Schoonenberg’s Christology Lonergan makes the
point that the Dutch theologian’s failure to understand what
Chalcedon taught on the divinity of our Lord has to do, in part,
with a “classicist” failure to appreciate the historical context of

were simply not “available” to Husserl. Derrida is more aware than many another thinker of
Hegel’s dictum “all negation is determinate,” but for all that, in even the most tentative or
“obvious” judgment concerning a text (and Derrida is insistent on rigor in textual
interpretation) one cannot avoid the exigencies of intelligence and reasonableness, nor,
therefore, Lonergan would avow, one’s commitment to objective reality as the intelligible.

** See “The Assumption and Theology,” in Collection (London: Darton, Longman and
Todd, 1967).

** Lonergan, Method in Theology, 336.
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that council’s use of the term “Person” (although the meaning of
the council’s teaching, Lonergan insists, is “not obscure”).”
Further, Guy Mansini has argued forcefully for the dramatic dif-
ferences that exist between Lonergan and Rahner in a number of
key areas of theology, one of these being the crucial area of
methodology.*® According to Mansini (we shall return to this
issue below), from a Lonerganian perspective Rahner still appears
as a theologian captive to the deductivist tradition, which places
a premium on philosophical proof in theology rather than
nondeductive understanding or insight regarding the divinely
revealed truths—the tradition that all too readily conflates intel-
ligibility with necessity. If this is so, then we may observe
something quite ironic: Lonergan, normally considered the
“philosophers’ theologian” may, in effect, place greater emphasis
on the transcendence of the mysteries with regard to our
understanding, than does the “theologian of mystery,” Rahner. If
this is so, Rahner’s work would still be tied, in some respects, to
classicist, conceptualist models from the viewpoint of Lonergan’s
methodology.

II. CULTURE, CHRISTIANITY, AND CULTURAL NORMATIVITY

Lonergan’s contrast between a classicist evangelization, which
regards cultures other than the Christian West as “barbaric,” and
a pluralist evangelization, which attempts to work within the
possibilities of another culture recognized as an equal in terms of
its communal sharing of values, should not blind us to the fact
that there are in the Catholic historical tradition various forms of
evangelization which do not work with the “non-barbarian
(Christian) versus barbarian (non-Christian)” model. One can
think of the evangelization undertaken by the Jesuits in China and
India in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries as a fairly obvious
example (one which Lonergan himself acknowledged).”” Beyond

5 Lonergan, Second Collection, 260.

3¢ Guy Mansini, O.5.B., “Quasi-Formal Causality and ‘Change in the Other’: A Note on
Karl Rahner’s Christology,” The Thomist 52 (1989): 293-306.

3 In conversation with Fr Eric O’Connor (I am unable to find the reference to this
remark).
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this, however, analyses like those of Ratzinger begin to draw our
attention to something that requires a good deal of further
research and reflection. We are emerging from a period in which
Christian evangelization was linked to European colonial expan-
sion. Much of the theological reflection on evangelization in this
century, including that found in the magisterium, has been taking
stock of this movement beyond European hegemony. But this new
phase requires its own forms of reflection: in many ways the
emergence of Europe and the West as post-Christian enables us to
see anew the distinctions between Christianity and European
culture, and between Christian mission linked to European
colonial expansion and Christian mission separate from it. In the
context of the latter distinction one element required for a proper
understanding of evangelization is a retrieval of historical models
of Christian mission prior to late medieval and Renaissance
colonial expansion on the part of the West. A reflection on these
earlier forms may help us move away from too rapid an
identification of evangelization with the Western “imperialist”
imposition of a world-view. From St. Paul’s mission in the
diaspora to the Franciscan missions to Beijing in the thirteenth
century, one does not witness an “imposition” of Western culture
on those to be evangelized, a mission backed by the “big
battalions,” but nevertheless an unashamed call to accept and
adapt to a new truth, a new world-view, and a call to make the
sacrifices, sometimes great indeed, which this change of view
requires. One can reflect that the Christian mission was
established in India certainly by the second century, and when
“Thomas Christians” prayed for the world to accept Christ they
would have been praying for many a pagan area of Northern
Europe.*®

A further, important issue to draw attention to is the
relativization of culture, and in some ways Western “classical”

3 See, for example, T. Puthiakunnel, “Jewish Colonies of India Paved the Way for St.
Thomas,” in The Malabar Church, ed. J. Vellinan, Orientalia Christiana Analecta 186 (Rome,
1970), 187-91. It is also important to notice the dialectical encounter already under way
between Christian and Hindu thought in the writings of the early Fathers, such as Irenaeus
and Hippolytus. The background to such exchanges was the Alexandrian school, and the
Hindu-Hellenistic cultural encounter which had been underway since Alexander’s conquests
in Northern India.
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culture, through the emergence of Christianity itself. From the
New Testament period on through the writings of the Fathers, we
witness a dialectical process of reception, rejection, and trans-
formation of that which Christianity encounters as it permeates
Greco-Roman culture. Lonergan himself wrote at some length on
this process in his analysis of the “Origins of Christian Realism,”
and to this I shall return below. But what Ratzinger’s account of
the Church as itself a cultural subject draws attention to (although
it is not a feature of his lecture) is the process of relativization of
culture which emerges. It emerges with particular clarity in St.
Augustine, the cultured man of Western classicism, who had,
before his conversion, deéspised the “barbarity” of mere Chris-
tianity, with its coarse and unappealing Hebrew Scriptures.

According to Peter Brown, following H. I. Marrou, this
relativization of classical culture went forward in Augustine’s later
period in works like City of God and De Doctrina Christiana.”
The rupture with classical ideals was radical, as Augustine began
to realize the significance of the fact that God’s truth had been
communicated through the culture of the Hebrews, a people akin
to the tribes that lived on the margins of Augustine’s Roman-
North African world. Brown writes of Augustine’s new approach
to culture in De Doctrina Christiana:

He began by remarking that culture was a product of society: it was a natural
extension of language. It was so plainly the creation of social habits as to be
quite relative. There could be no absolute standards of classical “purism.”*

Brown concludes: “It is a rare thing to come across a man of
sixty, living on the threshold of a great change, who had already
come to regard a unique culture and a unique political institution
as replaceable.”*' Nor was Augustine’s insight, which somehow
crystallizes the attitude of the Fathers to pagan classical culture,
lost in the Christian West. [t is present in the Scholasticism of the
Victorines in the High Middle Ages, and it reemerges with force
in the Renaissance debate over the language of Scripture. So in

%% Peter Brown, Augustine of Hippo (London: Faber and Faber, 1967), chap. 23.
* Ibid., 265.
*11bid., 266.
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the sixteenth century we find Giles of Viterbo and Cajetan at
loggerheads over the question of the value of Greek as opposed
to Hebrew: for Cajetan the latter is primitive and defective,
whereas for Giles it is perfect, for it is the vehicle of God’s
revelation. The debate seems to have constituted part of the
background to the querelle des anciens et des modernes, which
Gadamer sees as a feature of the emergence of modernity in the
West.** Of course, in the period of the Enlightenment Hume and
Gibbon would range themselves on the side in the debate
opposite to Augustine and Giles.

A) Intersubjectivity and the Christian Cultural Subject

The relativization of culture that emerges with Christianity
comes about, therefore, because Christianity realizes itself to be,
in Ratzinger’s words, a “cultural subject”: it itself is a community
constituted by common meanings and values, expressed and
communicated in common symbols and aesthetic carriers of
meaning, allowing and effecting intersubjective communication
both between its members and between those members and
Christ, the head of the mystical Body. Turning back to Lonergan,
we do not find in chapter 14 of Method in Theology (on
communications), or chapter 12 (on doctrines), which together
treat of evangelization, an analysis of the Church as a “cultural
subject.” So we return to the question asked at the beginning of
this article: is Ratzinger’s notion of Christianity as a cultural
subject, with his allied notion of “interculturality,” a classicist
approach from Lonergan’s perspective? 1 think not. Rather, 1
believe there is an important complementarity between their
approaches.

The primary focus of Lonergan’s attention in these chapters in
Method is the manner in which Christian dogma develops: the
truths of faith revealed in one culture may be understood in a new
way (always retaining the same meaning) in another culture. A
paradigmatic example Lonergan uses to illustrate this
development-with-continuity comes from mathematics: the same

* Hans-Georg Gadamar, Truth and Method, ed. ]. Cummings and G. Barden (London:
Sheed and Ward, 1975), 20, 242.
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truth, that two plus two is four, was understood by the ancient
Babylonians, later by the Greeks, and later still in modern
mathematics—there is a growth of understanding of the same
truth.® This notion of development-with-continuity is Lonergan’s
central concern. However, what Ratzinger’s analysis of Chris-
tianity as the cultural subject indicates is that when Christianity is
preached, what is primarily preached is a person, Jesus Christ.
Furthermore, that person, the divine Person in a human nature
and consciousness, is a cultural subject: one cannot prescind from
encountering and in some way embracing the Word made flesh
without at once embracing the culture taken up and transformed
in his humanity—*for salvation is from the Jews” (John 4:22), or
in the words of Pius XI, “we are all Semites spiritually.”

All this, however, is implicit in Lonergan’s approach. What is
distinctive about Christianity is the intersubjective encounter with
Christ Jesus, and what Christian evangelization is about is
proclaiming Christ Jesus. That communication invites an en-
counter with the incarnate meaning of the incarnate Word. As
Lonergan writes, “The word, then, is personal. Cor ad cor
loquitur: love speaks to love, and its speech is powerful.”** And
again:

We express ourselves, we communicate, through the flesh, through words and
gestures, the unnoticed movements of the countenance, pauses, all the manners
in which, as Newman says, “cor ad cor loquitur,” the heart speaks unto the
heart. And the Incamation and the Redemption are the supreme instance of
God communicating to us in this life.*

On Lonergan’s view, the person is not a monad but comes to be
himself through the “mutual self-mediation” of a community or
culture (such mutual self-mediation being what is written about by
novelists as they trace the intricacies of interpersonal relations in
community);* this applies equally to the Word made flesh. One

* Lonergan, Method in Theology, 325.

* Ibid., 113.

* Crowe, ed., Collected Works 6, 65-66.

* Lonergan, “The Mediation of Christ in Prayer,” in ibid., 176. The theme of the Cor ad
cor loquitur, intersubjective communion of feeling between Christ and his followers, found
in Lonergan’s writings could provide a starting point for a theology of the Sacred Heart; such
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cannot come close to another without in some ways coming close
to his culture. The images and symbols to which the Sacred Heart
responded as truly manifesting the truths and values which Jesus
had come to communicate must also become the sources of my
authentic feelings, my intentional responses to truth and value, if
I am truly to enter into an intersubjective communion with him.
And those images and symbols, signs and words are, as Ratzinger
shows, that which is transformed yet fundamentally confirmed by
the Word incarnate. Indeed, as Lonergan argues, our faith affirms
that this Jewish culture was prepared as the seed bed of the
Incarnation over generations. Following Eric Voegelin, Lonergan
points out that the control or integration of symbols and signs in
Israel took place not through any philosophical critique but
through the purification wrought by the prophetic word which,
from the viewpoint of faith, we take to have been a divine work.*’
This particular culture, then, with its world-view, its theology,
and its anthropology, is, from the viewpoint of faith, a culture
with a normativity no other can claim: it was a people formed by
Yahweh for the coming of the Word.

The account of evangelization given by Lonergan in chapters
12 and 14 of Method may benefit from an analysis such as
Ratzinger’s. While Lonergan’s examination of the continuity and
development of truths about the faith through diverse cultures is
essential, still it needs to be complemented by an appreciation of
the cultural implications of saying that at the center of evan-
gelization is the intersubjective encounter with the person Jesus
Christ. I have indicated already some of the elements in Loner-
gan’s work which might prove helpful in teasing out the
theological implications involved in such a reflection. The rela-
tivization of cultures which takes place in Christianity, so evident
in St. Augustine’s relativization of “classical culture,” occurs
precisely from a realization of the implications of this theological

a theme could be fruitfully reflected upon in the context of what Lonergan has to say about
some dogmatic developments as being characterized principally by “a refinement of feelings.”

¥ Lonergan, Way to Nicea, 110. It is perhaps interesting to note, given Lonergan’s
contention that the anthropological, as opposed to classicist, idea of culture entails study of
distinctive forms of common sense, that in Insight he enumerates “Catholic” common sense
as a distinct type (Lonergan, Insight, 416).
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fact: the least of all peoples, the people of Israel, has been chosen
as the vehicle for God’s salvation of the world. Precclonial
evangelization was always a realization of this. It is not ethno-
centric imperialism that takes a cultural story as in some way
normative for all human cultures and therefore proclaims in the
name of truth that this cultural story, not the old one (however
adaptable the old may be to the new), is now normative. Both
Lonergan and Ratzinger argue that the authenticity of any culture
is gauged precisely in terms of its openness to the true and the
good from whatever source this may come. There are many
self-destructive inconsistencies in modern Western relativism, but
one of the most evident is its own metanarrative of cultural
encounter which denies what has in fact occurred through most
cultures and historical periods: the permeability of cultures one
to another; the abandonment, at times painful, of traditions and
religious world-views because new ones have been accepted. It is
not for the modern Western relativist to impose (great irony here
of course) his metanarrative on the cultures of human history so
as to attempt some “anti-ethnocentric” policing and protection
from the pain of conversion.

However, beyond drawing out the implications of aspects of
Lonergan’s work that allow a fuller acknowledgement of
Ratzinger’s point that Christianity is a cultural “subject,” one may
observe that there is a yet more radical thesis in Lonergan’s work
that goes beyond Ratzinger’s analysis of a certain “cultural
normativity” implicit in Christianity: the thesis of “the origins of
Christian realism.”

B) Christian Realism as a Cultural Catalyst

In the chapter on “Communications” in Method Lonergan
writes, concerning evangelization and inculturation:

The pluralist acknowledges a multiplicity of cultural traditions. In any tradition
he envisages the possibility of diverse differentiations of consciousness. But he
does not consider it his task either to promote the differentiations of
consciousness or to ask people to renounce their own culture.*

* Lonergan, Method in Theology, 363.
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Something of what Lonergan means by “differentiations of
consciousness” has been sketched above. However, there is a very
significant, and perhaps easily overlooked, modification made by
Lonergan of the position he expresses in Method in one of his last
papers, “Unity and Plurality,” dating from 1982. There we read,
of communications and evangelization, “There follows a manifold
pluralism. It remains that within the realm of undifferentiated
consciousness there is no communication of doctrine except
through available rituals, narratives, titles parables, metaphors.”
So far this expresses the same ideas one finds in Method.
However, Lonergan continues,

An exception to this last statement must be noted. The educated classes in a
society, such as was the Hellenic, normally are instances of undifferentiated
consciousness. But their education had among its sources works of genuine
philosophers, so that they could be familiar with logical operations and take
propositions as objects on which they reflected and from which they inferred.
In this fashion the meaning of homoousion for Athanasius was contained in a
rule concerning propositions about the Father and the Son: What is true of the
Father also is true of the Son, except that the Son is not the Father.

Similarly, the meaning of the one person and two natures mentioned in the
second paragraph of the decree of Chalcedon stands forth in the repeated
affirmation of the first paragraph, namely, it is one and the same Son our Lord
Jesus Christ that is perfect in divinity and the same perfect in humanity. . . .
Now the meaning of the first paragraph can be communicated without the
addition of any new technical terms. But it can give rise to reflection and to
questions. Only after someone asks whether the divinity is the same as the
humanity and, if not, then how can the same be both God and man, is it
relevant to explain that a distinction can be drawn between person and nature,
that divinity and humanity refer to two natures, that it is one and the same
person that is both God and man. Such logical clarification is within the
meaning of the decree. But if one goes on to raise the metaphysical question
whether person and nature can be really distinct or the anthropological
question whether there can be any real distinction between subject and
subjectivity, then the issue is being transported from the fifth century to the
thirteenth on the metaphysical issue, and to the twentieth on the
anthropological issue. One not only steps beyond the context of Chalcedon,
but also beyond the capacity of undifferentiated consciousness to discover any
possible solution.”’

** Lonergan, Third Collection, 243-44.
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In this passage Lonergan is gesturing in the direction not only of
his own contributions in the area of Christology and the Trinity
but also towards his thesis concerning an implicit “differentiation
of consciousness” that goes forward within the development of
dogma: the emergence of “Christian realism”—that is, not only
a distinctive Christian metaphysic, as integral to the Christian
cultural world-view, but a distinctive Christian epistemology. The
passage also places in context the previous passage from Method.
In the light of the subsequent remarks one can see that in the
earlier passage Lonergan has undifferentiated, or “primitive,”
consciousness in mind as the receiver of the Christian message.
But in the later passage he takes cognizance of other stages of
consciousness as possible receivers of that same message. In light
of this, if one is going to communicate the Christian message
effectively to cultures with a more differentiated consciousness (or
rather with elements of, for example, philosophical or theoretical
differentiation present in the culture), one will have to be on the
level of that task. Furthermore, if the truth of Christianity is to be
effectively communicated, questions and further questions have
to be met. And this will only be achieved by further theoretical
differentiation, or (in a “turn to the subject”) by the shift to
interiority, in the modern context. If this is so then it cannot be
true, in an unqualified way, that the pluralist evangelizer avoids
promoting differentiations of consciousness. For in order
effectively to communicate Christian truth, not error or myth, he
may very well have to invite the hearers of the message to move
from commonsense meaning to an understanding involving some
theoretical elements and, at the limit, metaphysical and psycho-
logical elements, if authentic questions are to be met. One may
indeed expect such differentiated forms of evangelization to occur
in cultures such as those of Asia, where commonsense and
religious elements are complemented by metaphysical and
psychological traditions of speculation of some sophistication.
We need to understand further something of the significance
of this for Lonergan’s bold claim concerning a normativity
implicit in Christian culture. Foundational in Lonergan’s view of
method in theology are three conversions: intellectual, moral, and
religious. Intellectual conversion is a matter of moving away from



“INTERCULTURALITY” AND SALVATION 185

all forms of naive realism, empiricism, idealism, rationalism, and
relativism to an adequate cognitional theory and epistemology
which can be justified in a self-referential manner; this basic
position {(which may be indefinitely improved but not radically
revised under pain of incoherence) will then provide the basis for
the adumbration of a critically grounded metaphysics, ethics, and
natural theology. Being intellectually converted is a matter of
moving out of the world of the infant, the world of immediacy,
into the world mediated by meaning; it is being able to make
explicit in knowledge of the self the intellectual and moral opera-
tions used since childhood of which, due to the “polymorphism”
of consciousness, it is extremely difficult to give an accurate
account. Lonergan sees this work of adumbrating a self-consistent
basic philosophical position as occurring within an historical
tradition and precisely because of that tradition. Not only are
Aristotle and Aquinas key figures here, but because it is necessary
to reappropriate their basic insights in terms of a philosophy
based on the data of one’s own consciousness others in the
tradition such as Augustine, Descartes, and Newman are also
essential contributors. Lonergan’s attitude to the Western intel-
lectual tradition, then, is one of acknowledged dependency but at
the same time critical retrieval. The metaphysical terms and
relations which the theologian may critically justify in terms of
the evidence of consciousness are congruent with many of those
found in the tradition, primarily as represented by Aquinas.
Lonergan’s “movement to the third stage of meaning” (focusing
on consciousness, interiority) is, then, neither a Wittgensteinian
kicking away of the ladder once one has used it to ascend to
where one would, nor an Hegelian Aufhebung which sees past
elements as “blind” in their incompleteness.

Such an appropriation of Western culture, as critical of that
culture’s shortcomings as it truly is, is indeed a strong claim
concerning a normativity implicit in that culture. But as it stands
it is a claim that de facto through the mediation of forces within
that culture one is able to mount to a critical epistemology and
metaphysics. Given this thesis one could argue that since on
Lonergan’s view the intellectual and moral operations implicit in
human acting are transcultural, other cultures could just as well
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provide the milieu for the process of self-mediation required for
such development. Indeed, while Lonergan did not delve much
into the intricacies of the religious philosophies of Asia there is
plenty of evidence that the theoretical differentiation has been
operative there, and that the move to interiority, or reflection on
consciousness, is present in such religious-philosophical specula-
tion, just as one finds explorations into consciousness (antici-
pating a philosophical position that would exploit this in a
systematic fashion) in Aristotle, Augustine, and Aquinas.’®
However, Lonergan’s analysis of the “origins of Christian
realism” appears to be an even stronger thesis than this: it is a
thesis concerning an intellectual normativity implicit in Chris-
tianity precisely as Christian. The process that witnessed the
emergence of Christian dogmas was, Lonergan believes, a dialec-
tical one.’ The word of God as truth was apprehended in diverse
differentiations of consciousness, in commonsense, symbolic, or
aesthetic manners, but always as true. Furthermore, as further
questions arose this word of God as truth was the subject of
questioning, of attempts to understand its implications. Lonergan
insists that any attempt to play off the “simple integrity of the
gospel” against the “corruption of Hellenized dogma,” whether
this be espoused by biblical “romantics” or those operating from
a philosophical position (e.g., L. Dewart or B. Welte), does justice
neither to what Catholic faith nor to what reason tells us of this
process of dogmatic development. The dialectic operative in the
process manifests itself in the way various philosophical
tendencies resist the emergence of the Trinitarian and Christo-
logical dogmas. Lonergan stresses that the very philosophical
positions that resisted their emergence are in important respects
similar to the philosophies that today continue to deny the

* On may observe how even in Anglo-American philosophical circles of late there have
appeared works relating philosophical discussions well known in the Western tradition to
similar debates in the history of Asian philosophy. For example, see Chakravarthi
Ram-Prasad’s treatment of the epistemological debate between Vasubandhu and Sankara,
“Dreams and the Coherence of Experience,” American Philosophical Quarterly 32 (1995):
225-39.

! See Lonergan, Way to Nicea; also “The Origins of Christian Realism” (1961), and
“Theology as Christian Phenomenon,” in Crowe, ed., Collected Works 6; and “The Origins
of Christian Realism,” in Lonergan, Second Collection, 1974.
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cogency of the dogmas.’” In accepting the truths of faith as taught
by the magisterium the Christian is a “dogmatic realist.” That is,
he believes the truths proposed for him to judge as true on the
authority of the Word of God. Nor, on Lonergan’s view, can one
play off “cold propositions” against the “interpersonal encounter”
with Christ. This is a large topic, one with which Lonergan was
concerned one way or another in much of his work, but a couple
of points will suffice to indicate how the issue can be approached.
First, in Aristotelian-Thomist terms knowledge is not primarily
via correspondence (proposition over against thing with which it
is concerned) but by intentional identity between knower and
known. Second, propositions are means by which we necessarily
express insights into fact and value in our lives, including the vital
area of interpersonal relations. Without such insights, which are
myriad, and occur in the complexity of relations, these relations
could hardly be described as interpersonal at all—for aspects of
human intersubjectivity are also shared by the higher animals.
Third, affirming truths about what a relationship is can be
essential to the flourishing of that relationship (truths about one’s
marriage, for example). And to affirm as true that God did not
get a man to die for us and free us from our sins but that God did
this himself makes all the difference to our intersubjective
relationship with Christ Jesus.

The Christian as dogmatic realist accepts the truths of faith in
judgment in a way cognate with the critical realist’s position that
truth is known only in judgment: not in sensate experience alone,
nor in a combination of that experience with understanding, but
through a judgment as to the truth, falsehood, or probability of
that understanding of experience. Given natural human tenden-
cies towards various forms of picture thinking (such as empiricism
or naive realism, on the one hand, or idealism and rationalism,
on the other), there will be a resistance to the view, implicit in the
Christian dogmatic affirmation, that truth is known in judgment.
Thus Lonergan finds in Tertullian, for example, a type of
Trinitarian thinking which must picture reality as the spatially
extended: a form of empiricism and materialism. In Origen, on

*2 Lonergan, Way to Nicea, section 1, p. 8.
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the other hand, one discovers a form of Neoplatonism, caught up
in philosophical confusions engendered by talking of God in
terms of the Good beyond Being. It is interesting to note that on
Lonergan’s view the contemporary philosophical parallels to
Origen are found in the post-Husserlian thought of J. Trouillard
and H. Duméry. The dialectical approach he implies should be
taken to their work would, I believe, extend in some way to that
of Levinas and Marion.”

To argue that Christianity fell captive to Greek thought is,
therefore, to understand little of what was happening. Rather,

The statement that Christ is God, that Jesus of Nazareth is God, created
Christian philosophy; working from its presuppositions, you are forced to some
sort of ontology. At Nicea, there was not an adequate basis provided by any
Greek philosophy. The current philosophies of the time were Stoicism and
Platonism and Epicureanism, and none of them would bear the type of thinking
represented by the homoousion, the consubstantiale, of Nicea. A new type of
philosophy would have o be developed to enshrine, to be able to include, that
notion, a philosophy in terms of existence in the medieval sense. It was not
something readymade that the Fathers borrowed from the Greeks; there was
no Greek philosophy they could borrow to express what they concluded from
revelation. Aristotle never was much esteemed by the Greek Fathers; he was
looked upon, at that time, as simply an empiricist—a judgement that has not
a little foundation in the Aristotelian writings.™

According to the thesis of Christian realism, then, the world-view
implicit in Christianity involves not only a distinctive theology,

3 Crowe, ed., Collected Works 6, 125 n. 8. The materials for a detailed “face-to-face”
encounter between Lonergan and E. Levinas are certainly there. In his own way Lonergan
acknowledges the importance of the phenomenology of the “face” (see ibid., 96-98; Method
in Theology, 59-60). Like Levinas he rejects an epistemological and ethical solipsism (which
Levinas detects in Husserl and Heidegger); knowledge of self or consciousness is a knowledge
of an aspect of Being, and, also, it is achieved as ethical endeavor towards, ultimately, the
Other of God. Further, such an endeavor can only come about, de facto, within the context
of authentic community. However, much divides the two thinkers precisely in terms of the
difference in traditions noted in note 33 above. From Lonergan’s perspective one would have
to bring out the inevitable cognitional and metaphysical consequences implicit in Derrida’s
critique (of course denied by him) of Levinas in terms of an inccherent attempt to slip free
of the language of the “same” (which is, in fact, employed) to refer to the “Other.”

3 Crowe, ed., Collected Works 6, 262. See, also, works mentioned in note 52 above, and
the celebrated book review, “The Dehellenization of Dogma,” in Lonergan, Second
Collection.
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cosmology, and anthropology but also a distinct epistemology—
namely, an epistemology that implies that forms of empiricism or
idealism are inimical to Christian faith. This philosophical
position becomes increasingly explicit in the tradition itself
through the lived tradition of faith within which the pronounce-
ments of the magisterium play their role, and as we move from
the reflections of Augustine to those of Aquinas to those of
twentieth-century Christian thinkers such as Lonergan. That
Christian tradition is itself the “way down” (to use a Lonerganian
expression): the culture of meanings and values in which Loner-
gan was able to delineate anew, with a precision and accuracy at
the level of our philosophical times, that critical Christian realism
from “below upwards” (i.e., from reflection on consciousness to
an adumbration of a metaphysics, ethics, theology). This Chris-
tian world-view, then, is no product of Hellenized philosophy,
nor of any other particular contribution made from a cultural
context in which Christianity has grown. On Lonergan’s view it
is a distinctive Christian philosophical world-view. This thesis,
then, is a claim concerning the normative elements in Christian
culture even more radical than that outlined by Ratzinger.

Such a thesis is cognate with the views on the origins of the
scientific world-view expressed by scholars such as Whitehead
and, more recently, Stanley Jaki. On their view the scientific
world-view of the West can only be understood within the
metaphysical context of the Judaeo-Christian world-view. One
might add that, for better or worse, the scientific world-view of
the West has enjoyed far more missionary success in all parts of
the globe than its supposed Christian parent. Now, however, in
a post-Christian Western culture one witnesses a form of tragic
battle, a struggle to the death between the Cain of scientism and
the Abel of philosophical relativism.

According to Lonergan’s notion of the origins of Christian
realism, then, there was a certain inevitability about the way in
which the preaching of the Christian faith in various cultural
contexts during the first millennium would involve a “promo-
tion” of the differentiations of consciousness, as that message was
received and its meaning and implications for life were sought.
Yet this will also be inevitable in our own day. In preaching the
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Word as true in the developed cultures of Asia one will also
encounter cultures suffused with elements of the theoretical, and,
further, in whatever part of the globe the Christian message is
preached Western science is already there proclaiming some kind
of world-view which, given the exigencies of human being, will
have to be related in 2 meaningful way to the prior cultural
traditions of the region, which may or may not have already
elements of the theoretical differentiation of consciousness within
them. If the distorted progeny of the Christian world-view, scien-
tism and relativism, are not to gain a foothold that would resist
the preaching of the faith, then the readiness to “promote” philo-
sophical differentiation in the culture is all the more urgent.

As we have seen, Lonergan argues vigorously that Christian
realism, the philosophical world-view of Christianity, arose in
dialectical tension with the existing philosophies of the first
millennium, This is not to deny the enormous importance of the
“Greek discovery” of mind for this process, but it is to place it in
proper perspective, If it is the Christian doctrines that bring about
this new world-view, this new philosophy, with its metaphysics
and epistemology, then it should be clearly understood that in
promoting such a world-view one is not promoting European
culture but Christian culture. This is witnessed to not only by the
very evolution of that world-view but by the withdrawal of Wes-
tern culture from this world-view in another dialectical process
which has gone on apace since, at least, the Enlightenment.
Today in a largely secularized West the theological, anthropo-
logical, and cosmological perspectives of Christianity are ignored
or challenged in terms of materialism, relativism, and the like.

Ultimately the question of evangelization and inculturation is
not a matter of West and East, North and South, but of
Christianity and its reception in the world as a whole. The
passing of the modern period of “colonial evangelization” should
help us gain this perspective ever more clearly. In reality we are
in a situation more akin to those of the early centuries of
evangelization: a situation in which Christianity does not enjoy
cultural hegemony. In terms of the Lonerganian theory of
Christian realism what is at issue here is an intellectual conversion
which must take place, sooner or later, within the cultures
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Christianity encounters. Just as the intellectual and moral
operations of the human person are, Lonergan argues, trans-
cultural, so is the “polymorphism” of human consciousness; so
also is the difficulty of moving from the world of infant im-
mediacy to an account of how we come to know reality and the
good in a world mediated by meaning. Significantly, in this
regard, Lonergan draws attention to the family resemblances
between (Western) Platonism and (Eastern) Brahminism in their
failure to effect just such a philosophical transition: they are
unable to express philosophically the criteria for correct knowl-
edge of reality—criteria with which, without explicit reflection,
we operate spontaneously from childhood.’® The philosophical
issue, therefore, is not primarily one of East versus West.
Lonergan relates the story of a missionary who was able to
convert a Japanese bonze only after he had assisted the later to
grasp the principle of noncontradiction: that not all paths up
Mount Fujiyama were one and the same.’®

One may reflect that the same problem occurs at present for
the evangelizer in the post-Christian West, where relativism and
indifferentism are the order of the day for many. Lonergan’s
principle, enunciated in the final chapter of Method, that the
evangelist should not ask others to renounce their culture but
should rather seek ways to “proceed from within their culture . .
. making it into a vehicle for communicating the Christian
message,”’ is totally laudable as the ideal for which to strive. But
once this is situated in the context of other perspectives from his
work, namely, the thesis on “Christian realism,” one can
appreciate that in many situations the new wine will not sit well
in old bottles. Thus, a culture that has at its center human
sacrifice (e.g., the Aztec) or a culture that feels its metaphysico-
political ethic threatened by Christianity (e.g., Japan in the
seventeenth century) will experience no little upheaval as the old
metaphysical world-view is replaced. This is equally so in the
modern West. For a post-Christian culture to accept once more
the Christian metaphysic and anthropology, the relativism and

¥ Crowe, ed., Collected Works 6, 120-21.
* Lonergan, Understanding and Being, 301.
%7 Lonergan, Method in Theology, 363.
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materialism in which the only still point in a turning world is
some kind of communality based on hedonism must be
repudiated and an anthropological view of the sacredness of
human life from conception to death accepted, along with the
social ethic of human solidarity which this anthropology implies.

One may examine what Lonergan has to say about this
Christian realism, as distinctive of, I would say, Christian culture,
from the angle of his analysis of the three conversions (intel-
lectual, moral, religious). He distinguishes between a general
definition of religious conversion, as a “falling in love in an un-
restricted way” with the otherworldly and transcendent, on the
one hand, and how this may be judged to be actually achieved, on
the other.”® To be authentic, religious conversion must be
ongoing; it must also promote moral and intellectual conversion.
This is 2 methodological, or phenomenological, point concerning
religion and conversion in general, without specific reference to
any particular religion. But one can note that even from this
perspective what Lonergan is suggesting is that a religious con-
version or a religion may ultimately be assessed in terms of how
well it promotes views congruent with the epistemology and
metaphysics that arise, historically, from Christianity. However,
there is more to be observed with regard to the analysis of the
triple conversions. Later in Method Lonergan writes, “Men may
or may not be converted intellectually, morally, religiously. If
they are not, and the lack of conversion is conscious and
thoroughgoing, it heads for loss of faith.” And he continues,
“while the unconverted may have no real apprehension of what
it is to be converted, at least they have in doctrines the evidence
both that there is something lacking in themselves and that they
need to pray for illumination and seek instruction.”’

8 Lonergan, Method in Theology, 283-84. The broader and deeper perspectives opened
up by Lonergan and Ratzinger for the theme of inculturation and evangelization entail that
Rahner’s often cited position that Vatican II marked a shift from a European to a world
Church has only limited value. It is not so much the case that Christianity is or was a
European phenomenon as that Europe is a Christian phenomenon.

*® Lonergan, Method in Theology, 298-99. These words of Lonergan are in some way
echoed by Cardinal Ratzinger in his address to the 1998 Synod of Asian Bishops in Rome,
when he affirmed that experience is not the measure of the truths of faith, rather it is itself
judged and transformed by. those truths.
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When one reflects on this passage from the perspective of the
Christian-realism thesis one appreciates that one of the issues
being touched upon is that resistance to the rise of Christian
dogmas and Christian realism can arise from philosophical
positions that in some way still resist their acceptance; and such
resistance, one may anticipate, is transcultural.

The passage is also worth pondering with regard to a topic
debated among students of Lonergan’s work: how does the
“phenomenologically” outlined “religious conversion” stand to
conversion to a specific religion, to Christianity? One may
methodologically describe some features of religious conversion
in general (the orientation to other-worldliness), and even have
some “religion-independent” criterion in evaluating a religion or
a religious conversion in terms of how well it ultimately fosters
intellectual and authentic moral conversion. However, the further
question arises: above and beyond moral and intellectual criteria
how can one evaluate religious conversion? The last passage cited
shows that this cannot be done in a “nondenominational” way;
it has to be from the viewpoint of some specific religious
conversion, such as that to Christianity. Evaluating the authen-
ticity of a religious conversion is evaluating an ongoing process,
not just simply noting that religious conversion is “towards the
unworldly.” One can write, as Lonergan occasionally does, of
being an authentic or inauthentic Buddhist, Hindu, etc., but from
a religion-neutral or merely phenomenological viewpoint this
cannot be consistently pursued, for it implies that when a
Buddhist or Hindu rejects such and such a doctrine or typical
feature of his religion then the conversion is inauthentic. But it is
not for the methodologist to determine whether it is the dissident
or the doctrine in question that is inauthentic; that may only be
determinable from the viewpoint of the conversion to the specific
faith itself. Thus when Lonergan writes that the unconverted need
to pray and seek instruction in order to accept doctrine he is
presuming a specific faith commitment. Finally, then, the
authenticity of religious conversion, when this involves questions
over and above what may be examined in terms of intellectual
and moral criteria, can only be determined from within a faith
context: as a Catholic I see another’s rejection of some teaching
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of his faith not as inauthentic but, perhaps, as a move along the
road of authenticity.

As an evaluation of the contextualization and embeddedness
of Western intellectual endeavor Lonergan’s analysis of the
origins of Christian realism has a peculiarly postmodern ring to
it. Where the Enlightenment sought freedom from that context,
the postmodern thinker is adept at detecting just where the
Christian presuppositions of Enlightenment proclamations of
self-evident truths and moral principles appear at the margins. But
as was noted above, both Lonergan and Maclntyre as Catholic
thinkers make common cause with postmodern critiques of
modernity only to part company with them in showing that they
are parasitic upon what they would oppose. Thus Christian
realism, as providing the context for the genius of Aquinas,
provides also indications of an epistemological critique of post-
modernity. To say that intellectual endeavor is embedded in
Christian faith is not thereby to vitiate that endeavor, but rather,
just as science has relied on cultural context (Popper’s “meta-
physical research programmes”) for genuine advance, so
Christianity fosters the context and the virtues for genuine
advance in truth. It was perhaps no accident that one of the most
severe critiques of epistemological scepticism issued from the
newly converted Augustine in the Conira Academicos. And there
is deconstructive irony in the way the constitution Dei Filius of
the First Vatican Council, and the encyclical Pascendi of Pope St.
Pius X, provided the context in which intellectual endeavor in
Catholicism could move confidently on, steering between the
Scylla of nineteenth-century fideism and neo-Kantian modernism
and the Charybdis of eighteenth and nineteenth-century rational-
ism and positivism. For the Enlightenment dream of unfettered
rationality had only issued in a nightmarish oscillation between
profound Nietzschean scepticism and heady Comtean positivism.

At this point it would be well to sum up the principal points
made in the argument of this section. First, it has been argued that
Ratzinger’s analysis of Christianity as a “cultural subject” is not,
from the perspective of Lonergan’s thought, an instance of
classicism reasserting itself. Lonergan’s own analysis of classicism
is not to be taken out of context. Indeed Ratzinger’s analysis helps
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to draw attention to elements in Lonergan’s work that may
require development. Thus, insofar as for both Lonergan and
Ratzinger embracing Christianity is entering into an inter-
subjective relationship with the Word made flesh, Jesus Christ,
just so this intersubjective relationship will involve a participation
in the culture that the Word assumed, transformed, but
fundamentally confirmed. Second, Lonergan proposes a more
radical thesis than that proposed by Ratzinger, but in the direc-
tion of Ratzinger’s thought. This is Lonergan’s notion of
“Christian realism”: a specifically Christian “philosophy” or
world-view, involving theological, metaphysical, and anthropo-
logical but also epistemological elements. While this world-view
emerges in clarity only over time, and through a process with
particular historical and cultural features, still it is intrinsic to
Christianity and is, therefore, transcultural. Therefore any
culture, be it Western or Eastern, must adapt to the exigencies of
this Christian world-view if the faith is authentically to take root
in it; this process, ideally, will involve some “fusion of horizons”
between the receptor culture and Christianity, for at base all
cultures are equally human cultures. But it cannot evade the cross
of conversion, which also involves leaving “home and family” to
follow the Lord.

ITI. EXTRA ECCLESIAM NULLA SALUS

Towards the end of his 1993 lecture Ratzinger turns his
attention to the radical nature of Christian conversion as this is
seen by the Fathers. This theme is not new in his theology. It is
one upon which he dwelt in the course of a critical reflection on
Rahner’s approach to the question of the salvation of the non-
baptized: the question of the universality yet historical particu-
larity of Christianity, issues which Rahner has discussed under the
rubric of “anonymous Christianity.”*® Ratzinger notes what he
sees as positive elements in Rahner’s Hearers of the Word but then
goes on to outline what he sees as the heart of Rahner’s con-
ceptual solution to the questions which arise in this area, and, in

% See Ratzinger, Principles of Catholic Theology, 161-70.
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a series of questions, asks whether this solution really does justice
to the problem. He then proceeds to critique some of the more
“popular” versions of “humanist Christianity” claiming to derive
from Rahner but which, Ratzinger points out, do not do justice
to Rahner’s analyses.®'

Rahner attempts to combine the universality of history with
the particularity of Christianity without sacrificing the latter’s
unigueness. According to Ratzinger, Rahner makes a first attempt
at this by describing Christianity as the most successful apprehen-
sion of what is always and everywhere implicitly accepted in
human consciousness.®” However, Ratzinger senses that Rahner
feels more needs to be said. Rahner does so, first in terms of an
analysis of Christ as the one who is apprehended as the “Absolute
bringer of Salvation,” the One who alone can be said to be God’s
final word in history since what is achieved in him is the highest
that can be achieved in human nature. As the successful instance
of human self-transcendence, Christ is in some sense the “concrete
universal.” Ratzinger continues:

From what has been said, it follows “that in the meeting with him [Christ] . .
. the mystery of reality itself . . .” is present. Even more clearly: “The
relationship to Jesus Christ, in which an individual . . . makes Jesus, present
within him, the mediator of his direct relationship with God™ is such “that man
in his existence . . . is always already within this relationship whether he is
explicitly aware of it or not.” From this, Rahner develops his basic formula of
Christian existence . . .: “He who accepts his existence . . . says . .. Yes to
Christ.”*

In response to this conceptual scheme, Ratzinger writes:

This broadly outlined thesis of Rahner’s has something dazzling, something
stupendous, about it. The particular and the universal, history and being, seem
to be reconciled. . . . But is that really the answer? Is it true that Christianity
adds nothing to the universal but merely makes it known? Is the Christian just
man as he is? . . . Is not man as he is insufficient, that which must be mastered
and transcended? Does not the whole dynamism of history stem from the

¢! Ibid., 168-70.

2 Ibid., 164. The reference is to Karl Rahner, Foundations of Christian Faith, trans.
William V. Dych (London: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1978), 151.

¢ Ratzinger, Principles of Catholic Theology, 165; Rahner, Foundations, 204-6, 225-26.
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pressure to rise above man as he is? Is it not the main point of the faith of both
Testaments that man is what he ought to be only by conversion, that is, when
he ceases to be what he is?**

Another way to grasp what is “dazzling” about the Rahnerian
thesis of “anonymous Christianity” is to reflect that what was in
the tradition a mysterious “marginal” doctrine of the salvation of
the unbaptized has become transformed into the norm. Does this
not, one may ask, reduce the missions of the Holy Spirit and the
Son one to another? Is there any longer a real urgency about
hearing the word and accepting the Word, of entering into
intersubjective communion with Jesus of Nazareth, whose his-
torical, incarnate presence is mediated, for the most part, through
intersubjective encounter with his Body the Church? What
appears to have happened in this Rahnerian construction, which
makes the mysterious and marginal central, is a buckling and
bending of the data of the tradition, the preaching, prayer, and
teaching concerning salvation, so that it is now forced to fit in
with a thesis which began life precisely as a theological model to
assist in gaining insight into the belief of the faith tradition itself.
By presenting this thesis of anonymous Christianity Rahner has
only made us raise a new question, a question implicit in
Ratzinger’s questioning: how are we to think through the
eschatological urgency of conversion to Christ? This eschato-
logical urgency, which surely cannot be rendered as peripheral to
the gospel message, is what the Church in her magisterium has
safeguarded through the teaching “no salvation outside the
Church,” a teaching which received classic formulations at
Lateran IV and Florence.

There are perspectives from Lonergan that would throw light
on this issue, an issue intimately connected with the themes of the
distinctiveness of Christianity, evangelization, and inculturation.
To begin with, I think it important to return to Mansini’s critique
of Rahner. As was noted, Mansini believes that from Lonergan’s
viewpoint Rahner is still captivated by a scientific ideal in
theology which has not yet appreciated the shift from proof to
understanding as the ideal of systematics—a shift parallel to that

¢ Ratzinger, Principles of Catholic Theology, 166.
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which has occurred in the development of modern science, but
the implications of which were well known to Aquinas.®’

For example, is the thesis of “anonymous Christianity” framed
and expressed as theological argument ex convenientiae (a model
or hypothesis in the area of a systematic reflection on the
doctrines of the tradition) or does it take on the dimensions of a
quasi-philosophical anthropology in its own right, a system which
appears to bend and buckle the data of the tradition? If Lonergan
is right about systematics, then one should perhaps be as
suspicious here as one would be of a scientific hypothesis which
lacks critical control, or “modesty” with regard to the data it
would explain. In other words, is the theory of anonymous
Christianity somewhat extravagant, more than is needed for
gaining insight into this area of the tradition? And does it actually
do justice to all the data, including the eschatological urgency of
conversion through intersubjective encounter with Christ and his
Body? To add a prescriptive precept to these probings, one might
say that for Lonergan, the last thing systematics is about is systems
building.

A second, yet allied, issue concerning the uniqueness of Chris-
tianity from the perspective of Lonergan’s work is the distance he
maintained from one of the central positions of the nouvelle
théologie, as this emerged in the 1940s and 1950s. Lonergan took
the view, and argued the case philosophically, that one could not
rule out a “state of pure nature,” while at the same time he
maintained that the “state of pure nature” was itself a rather
peripheral theological theorem.®® If he held the latter, one might

5 Mansini is not alone in believing there is quite massive disagreement between the
positions of these two theologians, once the implications of their positions are worked out
dialectically, despite the linking of the two as “transcendental Thomists” in the standard
dictionary entries. See Raymond Moloney, “The Mind of Christ in Transcendental Theology:
Rahner, Lonergan and Crowe,” The Heythrop Journal 25 (1984): 299-300; J. Michael
Stebbins, “Introduction,” in The Divine Initiative (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1995); Michael Vertin, “Maréchal, Lonergan, and the Phenomenology of Knowing,” in M.
Lamb, ed., Creativity and Method: Studies in Honor of Bernard Lonergan (Milwaukee:
Marquette University Press, 1981), 411-22; Guy Mansini, “Rahner and Balthasar on the
Efficacy of the Cross,” The Irish Theological Quarterly 63 (1998): 232-49,

¢ See “The Natural Desire to See God,” in Bernard Lonergan, Collection (2d ed.), ed.
F.E. Crowe and R.M. Doran (Toronto Univ. Press: Toronto, 1988); also the ample treatment
of this area of Lonergan’s theology given in Stebbins, The Divine Initiative.
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ask, why bother to go to the trouble of defending the former
notion? I think it is especially in hindsight that the point of such
a defense becomes clear. What Lonergan detected in some of the
aspects of the nouvelle théologie were elements cognate with a
theology modeled on philosophical deduction, or demonstration,
which had been manifestbefore in fourteenth-century nominalism
and nineteenth-century semirationalism.

Given this context as background, one can move on to
examine some of the points relevant to our question made by
Lonergan in chapter 20 of Insight, a chapter Lonergan continued
to believe important in his late period as can be witnessed from
his late essay “Mission and the Spirit.”®” This chapter is a
Lonerganian equivalent to Rahner’s Hearers of the Word, or the
philosophical reflections on the “obediential capacity” one finds
in, say, Blondel. However, the differences are as significant as the
similarities. For one thing, Lonergan’s position runs counter to
Rahner’s central thesis concerning the “deduction” of the
Incarnation from the phenomenon of the “final bringer of
Salvation.” Lonergan argues that one may anticipate a divine
solution, communication to humankind, given the problem of evil
and the divine goodness. However, he distinguishes between what
he calls “natural solutions,” “relatively supernatural solutions,”
and “absolutely supernatural sclutions”— among the latter of
which, one may infer, would be the Incarnation.®® If Lonergan’s
philosophical analysis is correct here, Rahner’s attempted
transcendental deduction is stymied. For one could not deduce
that the word of God claiming to be definitive (and part of the
divine solution would be assistance offered to see that this was
God’s definitive word as far as human history is concerned)
entailed the Incarnation of the Word. One can, of course, think
of concrete historical examples which would give some idea of
what this could mean: for example, the Koran accepted as God’s
definitive word, and ruling out an idea of Incarnation. One
would be hard put to it to show that this Islamic approach was
incorrect on purely philosophical grounds, and one would have
to contend with Lonergan’s argument to the contrary.

¢ In Lonergan, Third Collection, 23-34.
% Lonergan, Insight, 725.
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One of the philosophical perspectives Lonergan brings to bear
on this theological issue derives from his analysis of the
emergently probable course of cosmic evolution. Given the
indeterminacy of stages or levels of emergence relative to future
developments, the indeterminacy of the potency of a stage of cos-
mic development implies that one cannot always determine with
exactitude what such and such a “nature” will ultimately require
or demands (within the wider context of world-order) for its
fulfillment, It is therefore again too quick, from a philosophical
perspective, to say that human beings require divine sonship for
the fulfilment “nature” demands, or that the Incarnation has any
kind of cosmogenic or anthropological necessity attached to it.
One might suggest that in this way, maintaining a notion of
“obediential capacity” which is genuine and yet highlights
indeterminacy, Lonergan does more justice to the Barthian
insistence on the novelty and sovereign freedom of divine
self-communication.

In a number of ways Ratzinger’s questions concerning the
adequacy of Rahner’s analysis are cognate with Lonergan’s
treatment in chapter 20 of Insight. Just as Razinger indicates that
Christianity and conversion have more to do with “going
beyond” being a man than with accepting oneself as such, and
that history’s own tension manifests this struggle, so Lonergan
insists that

the heightened tension, which would result from a supernatural solution,
would not lack its objectification in the dialectical succession of human
sitnations . . . when this problem of evil is met by a supernatural solution,
human perfection itself becomes a limit to be transcended . . . there will be a
humanism in revolt against the proffered supernatural solution . . . rest[ing] on
man’s proud content to be just a man, and its tragedy is that, on the present

supposition of a supernatural solution, to be just a man is what a man cannot
be.*’

What this analysis of Lonergan’s suggests is that every form of
“humanism” is some fundamental form of alienating ideology. A
constant theme of the present pontificate has been the Holy
Father’s proclamation of the teaching of Gaudium et spes: in

¢ Ibid., 728-29.
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revealing God to Man Christ at once reveals man to himself.
Perhaps one may say, then, that any form of “humanism,” of
human religion (and here one can include all religions of
humankind to some extent which, unlike Christianity, are not the
self-revelation of God, whatever their undoubted God-given
goodness may be), has to it the tragic aspect of concealing and
alienating man from himself, since none propose precisely that
self-revelation of man as son in the Son, to which dignity he is
called and compelled. To reverse Rahner’s point, that to accept
oneself and one’s existence is to accept salvation, one may urge
that the tragic element in history involves mutually self-mediating
meaning and (dis)values in human beliefs which precisely prevent
any real discovery of who one is or what one is, most
fundamentally, called to be. Thus without the Word I cannot
accept my existence, for I know not what that self and that
existence are, or are meant to be.

Here we may return to the methodological issue of a
systematics which is truly “modest” and which truly strives to do
justice, through models and analogies, to the truths of faith. For
one can ask whether the Rahnerian scheme of things does justice
to the massive theme in revelation of the profound tragedy which
marks the history of the human race in its alienation from God,
a tragedy which goes hand in hand with the wonder of redemp-
tion from the thrall of such alienation. We need, then, models
that do justice to the drama of conversion, to the passionate
desire for the Word, and intersubjective communion with Him
and his Body—models that do justice to the eschatological
urgency of conversion, and the redemption of a whole universe
in the pangs of giving birth, as the Pauline vision has it.

A key element in Rahner’s account is the analogy or model of
the move from “anonymous Christianity” to explicit conversion
to Christ provided by the philosophical analysis of the way a
person may move from implicit, unthematic “knowledge” to
explicit, thematic knowledge regarding, for example, his own
cognitive capacities. Although Lonergan and Rahner have
divergent views of knowledge, consciousness, and this very
process of explication, one may grant, from Lonergan’s perspec-
tive, that something akin to what Rahner describes can occur in
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the process of individual self-discovery. No doubt, one can say
that such a process is indeed a good both for the individual and
for the human community, and is vitally important as history
progresses: for we have seen how vitally important intellectual
conversion is for Lonergan. However, the question remains
whether this transition, or conversion from implicit to explicit,
provides us with a dramatic enough instance for understanding
the drama of conversion to Christ. For myriad are those in
human history (saints included), who have lived out authentic
lives without such a process of self-discovery. Can we say that for
the individual such a growth in self-knowledge is so decisive or
totally necessary? For it does not appear that the gospel call to
conversion is offered in such an “optional” manner, or to the few
who might benefit from it and mediate its benefits to others.

There is, I believe, a more dramatic anthropological model to
be found in Lonergan’s work which provides images for insight
into the passionate urgency which the call to conversion has
always manifested in Christianity.

Writing of the necessity of the Word for human meaning and
being, Lonergan uses the analogy of the couple who are in love
but have not yet offered the word, or expression, of love to one
another; when they do so the word is not optional, nor empty,
but creates a new situation of mutual self-mediation in its expres-
sion.”” However, while Lonergan employs this analogy when
writing of the significance of the word for religion, in Method, he
provides an even more powerful anthropological image of the
importance of the word in an earlier section of the work, a
section dealing with linguistic meaning in which the discussion
has no intended theological import. The story he uses is that of
the breakthrough to linguistic meaning of the dumb and mute
Helen Keller. Lonergan writes,

The moment of language in human development is most strikingly illustrated
by the story of Helen Keller’s discovery that the successive touches made on
her hand by her teacher conveyed names of objects. The moment when she first
caught on was marked by the expression of profound emotion and, in turn, the
emotion bore fruit in so powerful an interest that she signified her desire to

7 Lonergan, Method in Theology, 113.
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learn and did learn the names of about twenty objects in a very short time. It
was the beginning of an incredible career of learning.”

He goes on to draw out the existential and ontological
significance for the becoming of the person of Helen Keller of this
encounter with the liberating word:

In Helen Keller’s emotion and interest one can surmise the reason why ancient
civilizations prized names so highly. . . . Prizing names is prizing the human
achievement of bringing conscious intentionality into sharp focus and, thereby,
setting about the double task of both ordering one’s world and orienting
oneself within it. Just as the dream at daybreak may be said to be the beginning
of the process from impersonal existence to the presence of a person in his

world, so listening and speaking are a major part in the achievement of that

presence.72

While the move from potency to act involved in the shift from
adult self-consciousness to explicit self-knowledge, which pro-
vides Rahner with an analogy for the shift from unthematic
anonymous Christianity to explicit Christian conversion, is no
doubt an important good, the far more dramatic instance of
Helen Keller’s transformation from inchoate, passionately
frustrated conscious disorientation to a new life of presence to self
and to others through the mediation of the word is a far more
appropriate instance of the movement from potency to act
through which to appreciate the drama of the moment of
Christian conversion. Again, returning to Rahner’s point con-
cerning self-acceptance as salvific acceptance of Christ, we can see
in poor Helen Keller’s example an anthropological image of
helplessness such that acceptance of oneself or one’s existence is
impossible without the coming of the word which, as coming
from the outside, both reveals the “other” of the teacher and the
world and at once allows Helen’s own self-discovery and self-
constitution. Sacrament-like, it effects, as effective and constitu-
tive meaning, what it proclaims. To return to a point made above,
one can perhaps say that all “humanisms” (including all
non-Christian religions), whatever noble and graced elements

! bid., 70.
72 Ibid.
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there may be in them, nevertheless contain “words” of obfusca-
tion and alienation within them precisely insofar as they cannot
be that incarnate Word of Christianity which reveals to persons,
and effects as it reveals, their new nature as sons and daughters in
the Son.

A further allied question may be raised at this point. Does the
gospel message of salvation and the truths of faith revealed
require us to say that Christian nature, the nature of adopted
Divine filiation, is always and everywhere found with human
nature? In other words, is Rahner’s anthropological model of
anonymous Christianity a cogent way of understanding the truths
of faith concerning the call to conversion? Bearing in mind the
methodological point made above concerning the relation
between systematics and doctrines in theological method, we can
ask whether there are not only rivals to Rahner’s account here,
but in fact models which do more justice to the eschatological
urgency of the gospel call to conversion than does Rahner’s view.
Keeping in mind the points made so far, then, I will now move on
to consider a little more explicitly some questions that arise from
the teaching “no salvation outside the Church.””

The Church has always held to the teaching “no salvation
outside the Church,” which received explicit formulation in the
magisterium at the councils of Lateran IV and Florence, as
expressing the eschatological urgency of Christian conversion
found in the gospel. Since 1863, however, there have been a
number of explicit statements of the magisterium that guard
against false interpretations of the Church’s faith; thus it is held
that in the mysterious providence of God those not now in visible
communion with Christ or his members may become so and thus
see the face of God. Understandably, perhaps, these two aspects
of the Church’s teaching in this area are sometimes felt to be in
some tension. But one can point to other areas in the develop-

73 5till helpful in this area, for texts and commentary, are Joseph Fenton, The Catholic
Church and Salvation (Glasgow: Sands and Co., 1959); and George ]. Dyer, Limbo:
Unsettled Question (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1964). A more recent treatment is Francis
Sullivan, Salvation outside the Church? (London: Chapman, 1992). Sullivan’s interpretation
of the data in this area of doctrinal development is, however, not without its critics: see Avery
Dulles, “The Church as Locus of Salvation,” in The Thought of Pope John Paul II, ed. John
M. McDermott, S.J. (Rome: Gregorian University Press, 1993), 169-88.
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ment of dogma where non-mutually-exclusive truths are finally
discerned as complementing each other within the plan of
salvation. One can think of the dogma of the Immaculate Con-
ception, opposed by some in the name of the doctrine that all
men and women require salvation from the fallen human state by
Christ. The doctrine could be readily confessed once it was
realized that it was not a negation of this truth: our Lady was
truly redeemed by Christ, but in an exceptional and anticipatory
manner.

Perhaps the most explicit magisterial statement on the way the
Church’s doctrine is to be understood is the Holy Office letter
“Suprema haec sacra” of 1949. The letter draws an analogy
between those not visibly in the Church and those who died as
catechumens, or received baptism by desire in some way (e.g.,
soldiers in the early centuries of persecution who expressed
solidarity with their intended Christian victims and thus shared
their fate). The “baptism of desire” of these persons, always
admitted by tradition as genuine (thus by the fathers of Florence),
may be extended so as to include an “implicit desire” for baptism
on the part of those not visibly in the Church but who respond to
God’s grace with upright lives. It is clear, then, that salvation only
comes through being incorporated into Christ. However, one
should note that the document modestly states that those who live
an upright life and thus may been deemed to have an implicit
desire for union with Christ can be saved. It does not put flesh on
the bones to say more concerning the manner of this salvation.
One could go on to ask, therefore, further questions: for example,
does an implicit desire need, at some point, to become more
explicit if it is to be recognizably a desire for an intersubjective
encounter with the incarnate Word? Indeed, other statements of
the magisterium may incline one to pursue such further questions.
Thus the teaching of Florence that each person must embrace the
faith before death points, I believe, in the direction of some
account of this “implicit” desire becoming more explicit.

The alternative to Rahner’s view that “Christian nature” is
always and everywhere found in history which I would suggest is
that, firstly, we need not make this affirmation. Rather, I would
suggest the anthropological model suggested by the Helen Keller
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story: without the encounter with incarnate Word, normally as
mediated by the members of his Body, one neither knows the
nature to which one is called nor does one yet share that nature.
The mission of the Spirit is not collapsed into that of the Son on
this account. For the passionate dynamism, the upward struggle
towards the fullness of life, so strikingly exemplified in the Helen
Keller story, is the unsettling, yet consoling, work of the Holy
Spirit calling us towards knowledge of and reception of filiation
in the Son. Not all share this nature in grace, but all experience
the call to it in an implicit way. Of course, those who have
received the priceless gift hear the words that “to those whom
much is given much is expected,” and part of that expectation is
that they share the gift with those who have not yet received it.

Perhaps the Keller story, of someone so heroic and so
physically challenged, suggests a broader theological analogy. In
the world order God has created many there are who are not
destined to grow to maturity in the physical order of creation;
numerous are those who have died as infants or before birth. In
God’s mysterious design these too will grow into maturity, and
that through the grace of his life, death, and resurrection.
However, one can understand that the created world order is, in
some way, primarily for the full growth to maturity of human
persons, without denying that these others will, in God’s mercy,
do so. Analogously, all are called to the fullness of life beginning
here and now in encounter with Christ, but in God’s providence
many will not achieve this until an eschatological moment at the
end of life; yet they will do so “through the others,” through
Christ and his members.

What then could one suggest in place of Christian nature
always and everywhere being found, if one admits of a general
desire for that nature, and also admits the teaching of the
magisterium that only in the Church can there be salvation? To
suggest reflections in this area pertaining to the theclogy of the
moment of death would not be novel. The theologian B. C.
Butler, reflecting upon the implications of Lonergan’s work for
ecclesiology, came to the conclusion that a theological model
suggesting conversion to Christ and reception into his Body at
(before) the moment of death would best do justice to the
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theological data to be understood.’* Interestingly enough the text
from Lonergan that suggested such a conclusion to Butler
supports the teaching of Florence. For, Lonergan insists, the
divine solution must be accepted and assented to in conscious
freedom. (One can understand that the Florence assertion of the
need of “acceptance before death” is itself not some drawing of
an artificial line but an assertion concerning freedom.) Such a
theology of the moment of death need not involve itself in the
problems associated with such positions as those of L. Boros
(successfully criticized by G. Grisez and others).” In this area, 1
believe, there is no reason why, with due caution, theologians
should not take as seriously as do a number of philosophers the
data which the numerous studies on “near-death experiences”
offer for analysis. One of the theologian’s doughtiest opponents,
A. N. Flew, a philosopher with every reason to wish for a
reductive explanation of such data, has in recent work admitted
that much of it is extremely difficult to explain away.”® For our
purposes it is interesting to observe that many of the accounts of
such near-death experiences concern “conversions” of a moral
and cognitive nature: persons have a different view of existence
after them, may move from atheism to theism, and so forth. A
theological model making sense of the data provided Ly the
tradition could suggest that “before death” as the final separation
there is such an encounter with Christ or his members as to
constitute an explicit conversion: an acceptance of an inter-
subjective relationship with Christ.

How “explicit” this would need to be in order to be a genuine
intersubjective encounter freely welcomed before death (wel-
comed by one prepared through grace-filled upright living) is

7* Bishop B. C. Butler, “Lonergan and Ecclesiology,” in Foundations of Theology, ed.
Philip McShane (Dublin: Gill and Macmillan, 1971), 4-5. Butler refers to Lonergan, Insight,
697.

7 For Grisez’s criticism of L. Boros see, G. Grisez, The Way of the Lord Jesus, vol. 1
(Chicago: Franciscan Herald Press, 1983), chap. 16. J. H. Wright’s article, “Death (Theology
of),” in the New Catholic Encyclopaedia (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967), 687-95, also
critical of “fundamental option” theories of the moment of death, demonstrates, however,
the variety of divergent theological theories in this area at the time of the appearance of
Boros’s book. See also Dyer, Limbo, chapters 4 and §, for examples of Catholic theologies
from 1930 to 1960 of “the moment of death.”

7 See, e.g., Anthony Flew, The Logic of Mortality (Oxford: Blackwell, 1987).
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open to further reflection. But one should recall that there are
lessons here in the way the tradition recognized that unbaptized
catechumens or even those who died a martyrdom in solidarity
with Christians were “in the Church.” Their knowledge of
Christianity might be very meager, rudimentary; but in such cases
there was a genuine intersubjective encounter with Christ or his
Body, not simply a transcendental orientation towards the divine
or divine salvific acts. Ratzinger worries that the “transcendental
orientation” to Christ is precisely that which tends to render the
intersubjective encounter in history with Christ otiose. What is
the difference between such a “relationship” and the relationship
to possible nonincarnate divine salvific acts? What distinguishes
our relation to the Son in his mission from that to the Spirit in
his? No doubt the objection will be made that postulating some
kind of encounter with Christ and his Body at (before) death,
however mysterious an encounter it is acknowledged to be,
smacks of a Deus ex machina solution. However, it appears to me
less strained than a theory that would postulate that those who
explicitly excoriate and deny Christ and his Body or are
indifferent to them, for apparently upright reasons, are still,
implicitly, in an intersubjective relationship of love with Him.
This appears to strain the notion of intersubjective relationship
with another incarnate person beyond any meaningful limit.
Besides, there appear to be numerous divine interventions in the
New Testament which from a variety of perspectives would be
seen by opponents as marked with ex machina artificiality.

One further observation concerning the “urgency” of the call
to Christian conversion can be made. As was noted above, when
those who in God’s providence are not destined to grow to “full
stature” in this life are called by Him to do so in the next, it is
through the Other, Christ, and his Body that they do so. The
urgency of the call to conversion to Christ is then not just for my
own salvation but that I might assist in the salvation of the others.
The Christian message is that I am only saved in working for the
salvation of others, and this is no less true regarding the mystery
of the salvation of those who enter the Church and thereby
assume a new Christian nature only at the eschatological point of
death. Just as the infant receives baptism through the faith of
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others (viz., the parents), so those persons also receive that faith
through the mystery of the life and faith of the Church. Through
the offering of the sacrifice of the Mass, the worthy celebration
and reception of the sacraments, and the living from them into
daily life, God’s grace flows also to these others. God’s victory
and victorious presence in this world are assured through his
death and resurrection. Yet He genuinely requires our help in
continuing this work: the Church can through the lives of its
members be more or less effective in being a beacon of salvation
to the nations. The urgency of conversion to Christ is an urgency
not only for myself but also the concern that others, including
those not in communion with the Body during most of the course
of their lives, enter the kingdom.

CONCLUSION

This article has taken the form of an extended reflection on
issues raised in Cardinal Ratzinger’s 1993 lecture “Christ, Faith,
and the Challenge of Cultures.” I have attempted an exploration
of those issues from the perspective of Bernard Lonergan’s philo-
sophy and theology. In clarifying what Lonergan means by the
shift from “classicism to historical mindedness” I have not only
attempted to show that a more careful and nuanced appropriation
of his meaning is required than is sometimes evident, but I have
attempted to elucidate some quite far-reaching consequences of
his position that bear upon discussions of Christianity and
culture. In particular I have indicated the quite radical
implications that emerge from Lonergan’s analysis of the “origins
of Christian realism” for discussions of inculturation and mission
in a postmodern context. Lonergan’s notion of the identity of
Christian culture in the ongoing contexts of history is, I suggest,
a strong one. It is perhaps worth reflecting on the fact that the
very scholar from whom Lonergan learned an anthropological
notion of culture, Christopher Dawson, also argued forcefully for
a strong version of the thesis of Christian cultural identity, not
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from a classicist base, but precisely in terms of anthropological
and historical data.”’

Lonergan’s analysis of Christian realism is both a powerful
argument in favor of such cultural identity and a brilliant analysis
of the way in which the divinely revealed truths of the Catholic
faith are the dynamic catalysts of authentic spiritual and cultural
evolution. As we now shift from a “modern” period, in which
theological modernism found its milieu, to a postmodern, the
writings of Lonergan, Maclntyre, and Ratzinger, among others,
point the way to an authentic appropriation of what might be
entailed in such a cultural shift, sifting the wheat from the
deconstructive and relativist chaff.

77 On the thought of Christopher Dawson see Stratford Caldecott and John Morrill, eds.,
Eternity in Time: Christopher Dawson and the Catholic Idea of History (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark Publications, 1997).
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Good,'! addresses St. Thomas’s central and profound
teaching regarding the relation of nature to grace. Brad-
ley’s interpretation of this doctrine is specially informed by the
seeming contradiction between St. Thomas’s affirmation of a
natural desire to know the essence of God® and his insistence that
“there is another good of man that exceeds the proportion of
human nature because the natural powers are not sufficient for
attaining, or thinking, or desiring it.”
The passages reflecting these teachings, prominently compared
by Bradley,* are further complicated by another argument he cites
from Thomas:

D enis Bradley’s recent book, Aguinas on the Twofold Human

Man would have been created frustrated and in vain if he were not able to
attain beatitude, as is the case with anything that is not able to attain its
ultimate end. Lest man be created frustrated and inane, because he is born with
original sin, God proposed from the beginning a remedy for the human race,
through which man could be liberated from this inanity—the mediator, himself
God and man, Jesus Christ. Through faith in Him the impediment of original
sin is able to be taken away.’

! Denis Bradley, Aquinas on the Twofold Human Good (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic
University of America, 1997), hereinafter cited as Aquinas.

2 Summa theologiae, 111, q. 3, a. 8.

3 De veritate, q. 14, a. 2, quoted from Aquinas, 457.

* Ibid., 457.

* De malo, q. 5, a. 1, ad 1, quoted from Aquinas, 473.
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In a tradition of exegesis that hearkens to the influence of Henri
de Lubac in this century, Bradley interprets these teachings as
affirming an implicit natural desire for intrinsically supernatural
beatitude.® He argues further that the imperfection of natural
beatitude, and the doctrine that man can be intellectively and
volitionally fully perfected only by the vision of God, leaves us
with a nature that is “naturally endless.”” That is, short of
supernatural beatitude, not only in this given economy of God’s
providence but in any possible order of divine providence, human
nature would be naturally endless because “radically unfulfilled.”®
Or, as Bradley puts it, “Natural beatitude in any form does not
satisfy man’s natural desire for beatitude.” From this proposition
he derives the putative fact of human nature’s endlessness. This
point is further accentuated by his insistence that for St. Thomas
obediential potency is merely a creature’s susceptibility to mir-
aculous divine action, rather than the passive potency distinctively
characterizing a being’s susceptibility to God’s active agency.'”
Accordingly, I will here address five principal points, with a
view toward showing the coherence of St. Thomas’s teaching and
thus contextualizing the problematic texts highlighted by
Bradley’s incisive treatment. To this end I will (1) briefly address
St. Thomas’s doctrine of human nature’s obediential potency for
grace; (2) summarize Bradley’s account of the natural “endless-
ness” of nature; (3) present an interpretation of the natural desire
for God that does not imply the “endlessness of nature” apart
from intrinsically supernatural beatitude; (4) consider the inner
symmetry between St. Thomas’s teaching that nature would be

¢ Aquinas, 445-46: “Aquinas says with unequivocal clarity that the will as a nature does
have a natural appetite or an innate desire for good in general or happiness. This innate desire
for happiness, which is not an elicited desire since it is antecedent to any intellectual act, is
certainly an inclinatio naturae. The natural desire to see God is implicitly contained in the
necessary desire for the perfect good or happiness that structures the will, or in the necessary
desire, which follows upon the nature of the intellect, to know in general the cause of any
known effect.” I shall treat this argument of Bradley in detail below.

7 1bid., 514.

¢ bid.

? Ibid., 513.

1 Aquinas, 449: “Miracles, then, serve as the Thomistic prototype for understanding the
obediential potency of a creature.”
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vain apart from grace and his teaching that the natural end
proportioned to man could, in a different order of providence,
have been a genuine (if imperfect) finality; and finally (5) attempt
to show how the doctrine of obediential potency, and a correct
interpretation of the natural desire for God, enable St. Thomas to
affirm an ontological profundity of man which is corevealed to
humanity in Christ, and which could not positively be grasped on
the basis of pure nature alone.

The substance of these issues—a source of mid-century crisis
at the time of Humani generis,"' and of persistent controversy
since—is brought to new exigence by Bradley’s work, by the
contributions of the Communio school of theology,'* and even by
certain strands of contemporary Greek theology.”> Hence to this
issue’s systematic profundity we may add a note of contemporary
significance.

I. OBEDIENTIAL POTENCY

Obediential potency represents the passive potency of a nature
in relation to an extrinsic active agency. Hence in De virtutibus in
communi, a. 10, ad 13, St. Thomas addresses an objection to the
effect that acts are of the same genus as their potencies, but that

" For an example of an effort during this time favorably to articulate certain aspects of
the Dominican commentator tradition on this issue of the desire for God—especially given
the prominently contrary teaching of Henri de Lubac, which was gaining widespread
influence at the time—see William R. O’Connor, The Natural Desire for God (Milwaukee:
Marquette University Press, 1948). His analysis may be found at greater length in his work
The Eternal Quest (New York: Longmans, Green and Co., Inc., 1947). O’Connor’s criticisms
of the Scotistic reading of St. Thomas are apt, and his insistence that the natural end is not
“terminative” is striking. But in the present author’s judgment his excellent analysis falls short
in one critical respect: it does not sufficiently articulate the philosophic and theological
richness of the conception of obediential potency as safeguarding the most profound elements
in Christian anthropology.

2. Cf. Cf. David Schindler, Heart of the World, Center of the Church (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1996); or his “Christology, Public Theology, and
Thomism: De Lubac, Balthasar, and Murray,” in The Future of Thomism, ed. Deal W.
Hudson and Dennis Wm. Moran (Notre Dame: American Maritain Association, 1992),
especially 253-54 n. 9, wherein he argues that nature is definitionally unknowable in
precision from grace.

B E.g., John D. Zizioulas, Being as Communion (Crestwood, N.Y.: St. Vladimir’s
Seminary Press, 1985).
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creatures by definition lack potency for divine acts. Inasmuch as
creatures have different passive potencies in relation to different
active agencies, a passive obediential potency for acts achievable
only with divine aid is intelligible. As St. Thomas writes: “and
accordingly we say that the whole creation is in a certain potency
of obedience, according as the whole creation cbeys God to be
able to receive in itself whatever God wills.”"* This “potency of
obedience” is readily and initially understood by many inter-
preters as merely a susceptibility to divine miracle. Such a
tendency is understandable, but overgeneric. The specific char-
acter of obediential potency is found in the differing passive
potencies of natures in relation to different active agencies. As St.
Thomas argues, water or earth have diverse passive potencies in
respect of the diverse active agencies of fire, the heavenly bodies,
and God." And these diverse passive potencies vis-a-vis different
active agencies are partially rooted in the characters of the natures
involved.

For example, one might say that there is an obediential
potency of a stone to be miraculously transformed by God into a
human being, but this would be an extremely generic and
improper use of the conception of “obediential potency” since
obediential potency has to do with what a nature can receive from
the active agency of God, and in this case the nature of the stone
in fact receives nothing, but is simply transformed so as no longer
to be a stone. Properly speaking, it is clear that a stone does not
have an obediential potency to perform specifically human acts,
because a rock lacks any passive potency—even with divine aid
—either to understand or to will (it naturally lacks these faculties,
and hence it cannot even be “helped” to understand and love). By
contrast, the human soul does have an obediential potency for the
supernatural gift of divine friendship, because—owing to the
natural character of intellect and will—it can, with divine aid, be
brought to intimate knowledge and love of God. This human
obediential potency for intrinsically supernatural friendship is
purely passive, for the human intellect and will can reach to

1 “et secundum hoc dicimus quod in tota creatura est quaedam obedientialis potentia,
prout tota creatura obedit Deo ad suscipiendum in se quidquid Deus voluerit.”
' St. Thomas Aquinas, De virtutibus in communi, a. 10, ad 13.








































































































































































































































































































































































