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‘H U M A N I G EN ERIS ’

ITS SIG N IFICA N CE A N D TEA CH IN G

B y  R e v . P A T R I C K  J . H A M E L L , M . A . , D . D .

I
N an A llocution in 1946, H is H oliness Pope Pius X II 

referred to the considerable volum e of discussion about 

a " n ew  th eo lo g y  w h ich , w ith  a ll th in g s in  a  co n sta n t p ro cess  

o f evo lu tio n , is su p p o sed to b e ever evo lv in g , ever a d va n c in g , 

n ever rea ch in g  its te rm . ’’ The tenets of the new system  w ere  

vague. still fluid. O ne could scarcely speak of a svstem at 

all, but rather of tendencies and tentative propositions. 

The general preoccupation, how ever, w as w ith the funda­

m ental question of the relations betw een intellect and faith, 

and the H oly Father gave explicit w arning of the gravity of 

the issues involved w hen he stated that nothing less than  

the existence of dogm a and the unity and stability of the  

Catholic faith w as at stake. In such a system , he asked. 

t w h a t w ill b eccvif t,f th e u n fh a ng c td d i· d -^n u i·-·. a n d  -.ch a t w ill 

li'o -r-r !h t u n ify a n d ^ tfd d d i;/ if th e (a /h u lic  fa ith  ? " !

1 he e.sii—  s responsible ihr the ntrem pli nt a ' new  

ta -<-;i»gy ‘ \v< re in rhe m ain tw o H ie im part of m  -dern  

nhilosophics. and H n- ard ut. if im p· rudent, desire to develop  

m -ï m e!hods <:f w inning to the true Church of Christ the  

■■ w h > w er<· onlv nom inallv or not even nom inally  

l· Τ' w ill already aw are of th· * trem endous

■ ’■r:ry output of C<<!:{i:i· 'it.fl < h·  ·  · !·  ■gim · '-. < ■^pt-chilly French 

r '.e ■i igi.ius. in ’ ’m l.t< d'-r.id· · . in th· ·  •cour· '· .· of <· · >· ;: rover-ies  

on general and purtF-dar points of thi< "new theology."  

A lter a d-cad'· of free discussion had gone on. the Cliief 

I’· !'· · .;· intere·  m d of;: jal'y to nn-noun i- on errors and  

■ι· ι·  · ■■ •iG m U ii· '· er cor^-'-ûv-s. and to staff· th*· Catholic

•i” ‘.h;- . In  in an Em y<-u<;d Letter of '•upr-m · .·

iin..;.r‘;uicc ior th· - faith. for th>o!--gy ί ί · ! pl;il· -soph _■. hr 

Γ iblished an exhausrive treatm ent of the trudi neies am i

. 1 i . · . ’ . " S I ! » 4 6  . r . . I I .  ; p . 3 S 4 - 5 . B r a ·  k e t e d  n u m b e r s  b e r e a à  r

Is
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errors of the new system , defined the nature and purpose · 

of theology, the function of reason and philosophy, and ; 

m arked out the lines of developm ent for the future. *

Before outlining the teaching of the Encyclical, it m ay  

be w ell to  recall a  few  general notions of the relations betw een i 

faith, theology and reason. Revelation is a m essage from > 

G od to m an, and to reach individual m en it m ust be ■

form ulated in hum an language. It is the divine fact or ?

truth w hich is revealed, not the proposition w hich expresses 

it. The divine truth is im m utable, inexhaustible. The 

instrum ent w hich w e use to state it. hum an language, is 

finite, im perfect, changing. N o form ula fashioned by m an  

can exhaust or perfectly convey divine truth. Christ 

appointed the Teaching A uthority of the Church to be the 

guardian  and interpreter of revealed  truth, and this Teaching  

A uthority, in the infallible exercise of its com m ission, 

interprets and form ulates the truths entrusted to it. Those  

revealed truths w hich the Church proposes to us as such  

for our belief are dogm as. The choice of tenus and concepts 

and the construction of the logical proposition to convey  

the revealed truth are conditioned by a num ber of factors 

including the language, culture and philosophical develop- 

nu-nt of the tim e.

Thi-oiogy is a science w hose directing and underlying  

principles are the truths revealed by G od, but its proper 

abject is the conclusions, theological conclusions, deduced i 

by n-iboQ  from  divinely revealed truths. By m eans of these 

deductions w e are able to gain m ore know ledge of the faith  

Than the sim ple expression of the revealed truth itself gives, 

and d is the function of theology to penetrate m ore and  

m or,·  deeply into  the  m ysteries of revelation  and so  endeavour 

tn gain a m ore profound understanding of them .

In these processes, the form ulation of revealed tru 'i'.*  

and the draw ing of conclusions from  them , the fun-.· ? ior: ar· ’* 

im portance of reason are obvious. If the term s and «· '· »“  · ’1}' 

us- 'l in a Conciliar definition (e.g. person, nature, substance, 

^iK i'b-nre. vau^iity  · . and lii· .· philosophical system  under­

lying them , are valid perm anently. the content of the defini- 
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tion rem ains the sam e throughout the centuries, and the  

sam e proposition conveys the sam e truth to us as it did to  

those w ho lived at the tim e of N icaea or Trent. But if 

language, concepts and philosophical system s are so m uch  

part of and dependent on the experience and culture of an  

age that they  are valid  only  for that age, and  as an  expression  

of the experience of that age. then the w ords of a N ieene or 

Tridentine definition do not to-day contain the truth it 

originally expressed, and new ’ term inology and new  

philosophies m ust be utilized to express the doctrine of 

N icaea or Trent, and the science of theology has brought us 

no real increase of know ledge of divine truths. H ence the  

gravity of the w hole question  of the validity  of our know ledge 

and of the relations betw een reason and faith.

? w veil»'

T O W A R D S  A  *  N E W  T H E O L O G Y  ’  '  - · . . j

In the m oral and religious ferm ent occasioned by the  _ ' ’

second W orld W ar, certain Catholic theologians, considering  ’

the striking fact that the G ospel of Christ has effectively  

com e to so few . besan to feel the urgent need of developing  

new  m ethods to contact the m asses outside the true Church  

and im pervious to its influence. The old m ethods seem ed to  JV ».*·

have failed, thev felt. The saving m essage of redem ption is ■ ’

there for all, is destined  for all. but the m asses are untouched. ■

There is som ething w rong w ith our presentation of G od ’s 

w ord, and our theology and philosophy  have lost touch  w ith  -

the people. Those w hom w e have tn w in to n> w ill not '

em brace a faith couched in term s and linguae w hich are  ■■

■ lligible to them and are derived from a j ■> ’ 4"op 5  

w hich thev look upon as archaic, alien and inia.iu. ■ i-ir 

thought and reasoning  are in term s of present-day  expcnence  

and m odem philosophies, am i if w e are to contact U w m  at 

a!· · .»■ · 4ιη fln so vulv through a new  approac i an a .,iu«krn, 

■■ -r · > .· · · !<.P ion <‘f th.· fairi-. There m -r «· a nrastic  

of our the.rie, and m ethods in theology and

T h : ·  .,f thevl .g> is tn put m an in contact w ith

G ,dN s .t-. ing u^sage. proent the w ord o f  G o d  t o  m an m

■ 
I'. 
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his concrete environm ent, in a m anner capable of satisfying  

his needs and bearing on actual problem s he encounters on 

the w ay to salvation. M an is conditioned in his life and  

religious thought by the age in w hich he lives. H e has w ill 

and em otions as w ell as intellect, and his w ill and em otions 

have a m ajor role in com m ending G od ’s m essage to him . 

H ence theology should in the m ain be a m atter of exegesis 

and should occupy itself prim arily w ith the Bible, w hich 

contains G od ’s w ord. It should take account, too, of the 

Early  Fathers in order to  recapture the vitality  and freshness < 

of their presentation, w hich have largely been lost in recent 

centuries, and of the Liturgy, w hich is a dynam ic expression  

of the life of the Church. W ith the assistance and exam ple 

afforded by these, theology, to fulfil its role, should adjust 

itself to its age and to living experience, to the cultural, f 

literary and scientific attainm ents of the tim e. The return  

to the Fathers, especially to the G reek Fathers, w ill stress 

for it the notion of history w hich has becom e so im portant 

in  our day, and  enrich  it w ith  categories of thought w hich they  

em ployed and w hich to our loss are no longer used in our 

theology and philosophy. M oreover, theology should, they * 

say, address itself to the w hole m an in his actual surround- . 

ings, not m erely to his intellect, and  should express itself not 

sim ply in a series of abstract, intellectual judgm ents but 

in term s of values, love and hate. That is. the w ill and the  

em otions m ust be catered for, and  given  a place correspond- 

ing to the vital, and perhaps predom inant, part w hich they  

play in our acquisition of know ledge. O nly through such  

an ‘ actual ’ presentation  of revealed truth can w e gain a rem  

know ledge of G od ’s w ord proportioned to the state  of hum an  

developm ent, and surely m en cherish the hope that succes­

sive generations penetrate m ore and m ore deeply into the 

m ysteries of Christianity.

To cling to  the m ethods and  term inology of past centuries 

is to lose the riches of the progressive know ledge gained by  

the living experience of faith. By faith w e believe the  

truths revealed by G od, and faith is som ething vital, som e­

thing that exist', and is in un ace and enviruiim -'ur.
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It concerns itself w ith revealed truths, gaining an ever- 

grow ing  realization  and  know ledge  of them . O nly  secondarily 

is it concerned w ith the form in w hich these truths are  

expressed, because no hum an language can adequately  

express them . Y et they m ust be form ulated by theology, 

and theology m ust depend for its term s on hum an language. 

The form ulae at w hich theology arrives have  only  an  extrinsic  

connexion w ith divine truth, and different form ulae can be  

used to express the sam e divine facts. The divine truths 

are im m utable, inaccessible, inexhaustible ; the language 

w hich seeks to express them , and the philosophical system s 

w hich  it em ploys, are changing, inadequate, only  approxim ate, 

hut ever evolving  and  ever being  perfected, and  hence  theology  

m ust evolve in  order to  keep pace  w ith  the  grow ing  realization 

of the divine truths and w ith hum an experience, and ‘ th e  

h is to ry o f d o g m a co nsis ts in s ta tin g th e va rio u s su ccessive  

fo rm s th a t revea led tru th  h a s a ssu m ed  a cco rd in g  to  th e d ifferen t 

d o c tr in es a n d  th eo ries w h ich h a ve a p p ea red in  th e co u rse o f  th e  

cen tu ries ' (15). Theology m ust adapt itself to changing  

conditions and new philosophies if it is to rem ain vital, 

contem porary, ‘ actual.' A  theology w hich is not ‘ actual ' 

w ill be false.

O ur traditional theology, they say, is concerned not 

w ith G od's w ord, but w ith decluetions from it. and it 

has tied itself to an arid Scholasticism  w hich is shackled by 

categories of thought outm oded to-day. It takes no account 

of history. It neglects the function of the w ill. It is con­

cerned w ith im m utable essences, not w ith existence, and  

pays no  attention  to  hum an  problem s and the hum an dram a. 

H ence it is not an ‘ actual ’ theology, and it cannot be said  

to give any real know ledge of revealed truth. A s the H oly  

Father sum s it up: ‘ th is p h ilo so p hy , rece ived a n d h o n o ured  

b y th e C h u rch , is sco rned b y so m e, w h o sh a m elessly ca ll it 

o u tm o d ed in  fo rm  a n d  ra tio n a lis tic , a s th ey sa y . in its m eth o d  

o f th o u g ht. T h ey  sa y  th a t th is  p h ilo so p h y  u p h o ld s th e  erro n eo u s 

n o tio n th a t th ere ca n b e a m eta p h ysic th a t is a b so lu te ly tru e  : 

w h erea s in  fa c t, th ey  sa y . rea lity , esp ec ia lly  tra n scend en t rea lity , 

ca n n o t b e tter b e exp ressed th a n b y d ifferen t p ro p o sitio n s, w h ich  
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m u tu a lly co m p le te ea ch o th er , a lth o u g h in a w a y th ey a re  

m u tu a lly o p p o sed . O u r tra d itio n a l p h ilo so p hy , th en , zd th its 

c lear exp o sitio n  a n d  so lu tio n  o f  q u estio n s, its a ccu ra te d e fin itio n  

o f te rm s, its c lea r-cu t d is tin c tio n s, ca n b e , th ey co n ced e , u se fu l 

a s a p rep a ra tio n  fo r sch o la stic th eo log y , a p rep a ra tio n q u ite  

in  a cco rd w ith  m ed ieva l m en ta lity  ; b u t th is p h ilo so p h y  h a rd ly  

o ffers a  m eth o d o f  p h ilo so p h iz in g  su ited  to th e n eed s o f m o d ern  

cu ltu re . T h ey a lleg e, fin a lly , th a t o u r p eren n ia l p h iloso p h y  

is o n ly a  p h ilo so p h y o f im m u ta b le essen ces, w h ile th e co n tem ­

p o ra ry m in d  m u st lo o k to th e ex isten ce o f th in g s a n d to life , 

w h ich is ever in flu x . W h ile sco rn in g o u r p h iloso p h y , th ey  

ex to l o th er p h iloso p h ies o f a ll k in d s, a n c ien t a n d 'm o d ern , 

o rien ta l a n d o cc id en ta l, b y w h ich th ey seem  to im p ly th a t a n y  

k in d o f p h ilo so p h y o r th eo ry , -w ith a few  a d d itio n s a n d co r­

rec tio n s if n eed b e . ca n b e reco n c iled w ith C a tho lic d o g m a . 

. . . F in a lly , th ey rep ro a ch th is p h ilo so p h y ta u g h t in o u r 

sch o o ls  fo r  reg a rd in g  o n ly  th e  in tellec t in  th e  p ro cess  o f  co g n itio n , 

w h ile n eg lec tin g  th e  fu n c tio n  o f th e w ill a n d  th e em o tio n s . . ■ 

(sa y in g ) a s th ese in n o va to rs d o , in d iscrim in a te ly m in g lin g  

co g n itio n a n d a c t o f w ill, th a t th e a p p e titive a n d a ffec tive  

fa cu lties h a ve a certa in  p o za er o f u n d ersta n d in g , a n d  th a t m a n , 

s in ce h e ca n n o t b y u sin g h is rea so n d ec id e w ith  certa in ty  zch a t 

is  tru e  a n d  is  to  b e a ccep ted , tu rn s to  h is  w ill, b y  w h ich  h e  free ly  

ch o o ses a m o n g  o p p o site  o p in ion s  ’ (34).

A pplying these theories to theology. ‘ so m e  w a n t to  red u ce  

to  a m in im u m  th e m ea n in g  o f d o g m a s, a n d  to  free d o g m a id -ilf 

fro m te rm in o lo g y lo n g esta b lish ed in th e C h u rch a n d frw  

p h ilo so p h ica  I co n cep ts h e ld try C a th o lic tea ch ers , a n d  to re tu rn  

in  th e exp la n a tio n o f C a th o lic  d o c tr in e to th e w a y o f sp ta k in y , 

u sed  in  H o ly  S crip tu re  a n d  b y  th e  F a th ers o f  th e C h u rch  ' (1-C ; 

The underlying hope in this is to m ake the acceptance oi 

Catholic doctrine easier for those outside the Chun.-a. I 

this new presentation, m odem needs w ill be satisfied, and  

dogm a can be expressed in term s of up-to-date philosophies.

Further, the field of revealed truth itself is restricted, 

because the sense of the V atican Council's definition that 

is the A uthor of ίΐ.,ίν Scripture is perverted, and in< 

is restricted to tlu-e parts of the Bible that treat of

: λ  :its  t  f Îiaitiwii

as»
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of m oral and religious m atters. There is m ention of '■ a  

h u m a n sen se o f th e S crip tu res , b en ea th w h ich th e d iv in e sen se  
w h ich th ey sa y is th e o n ly in fa llib le m ea n in g , lie s h id d en ) 

and no account is taken of the analogy of faith and the  

Tradition of the Church in the interpretation of Scripture. 

A nd there is a dem and for a new , non-literal, but rather 

sym bolic and spiritual exegesis w hich w ill for the first tim e  

open the treasures of the O ld Testam ent to the faithful 

and solve the ‘ d ifficu lties w h ich h in d er o n ly th ose w h o a d h ere  

to th e lite ra l m ea n in g  o f th e S crip tures  ’ (22, 23).

So the task of apologetics is m ade easy, ‘ a  w a y is  fo u n d  

to  sa tis fy m o d ern n eed s ’ (15). and w e can look forw ard to ‘ a  

m o re e ffica c io u s p ro p a g a tio n o f th e k in g d o m  o f C h ris t every ­

w h ere th ro u g h o u t th e w o rld a m o n g m en o f every cu ltu re a n d  

re lig io u s o p in io n  ’ (11).

TEA CHING O F " H UM AN I G ENERIS ’

The H oly Father’s authoritative analysis and treatm ent 

of the errors and  dangers inherent in such a new  orientation  

of theology is at once enlightened, paternal and firm . H e  

does not condem n indiscrim inately, nor does he confine 

him self to condem nation. H e does not deny that the aim s 

and m ethods in  question  spring from  m otives in part praise­

w orthy, that there is a real problem to be faced» and that 

these new theories can provoke discussions ultim ately to  

the  good  of  theology. H e  affirm s  that our theology ’, philosophy 

and apologetics can and should be im proved. H e does not 

regard the view s propounded as having hardened m 'o a  

system  and infected the m inds of large num bers (13, -10, 41). 

H e nam es no one. But. nevertheless, these view s contain  

grave errors and serious dangers, and the Sovereign Pontiff 

w ould be failing in his duty if he did not take cognizance of 

them (to. 11), and he states openly and pkuniy that these 

dangerous opinions are being  held and  dissem inated  by  som e, 

a m inority indeed of Catholic teachers, but a m inority’ that 

can com m and a large audience. The errors involve the m ost 

serious consequences for faith and theology, and they m ust 

be  unm asked  and  oif,et by rhe statem ent of the true portion.

AttW W it; -W W i ?

■ ?W:

MM

■ tic
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Then in bold, clear strokes Pope Pius X II m arks out the 

boundaries of truth and error in the relations of faith and  

reason, and expounds the functions of revelation, dogm a, 

theology  and  philosophy.

In the dom ain of theology the errors and dangers arising  

from these new opinions are m ainly three— an im prudent 

‘eirenism  ’ (11-15), relativism  in dogm a (16-17), and neglect 

o f the Teaching A uthority of the Church (18-21).

This im prudent ‘ eirenism  ’ takes the form  outlined by 

the Pope (11, 15), of regarding Catholic institutions and  

m ethods as obstacles to reunion, and diluting Catholic 

doctrine to  m ake it acceptable to every  m ind, and expressing  

it in term s of m odem philosophy ‘ w h eth er o f im m a n en tism  

o r id ea lism  o r ex is ten tia lism  o r a n y o th er system  ’ (15).

This necessarily leads to relativism in dogm a (16). The 

m eaning of  dogm as w ill change from  generation to  generation  

if definitions and our traditional philosophical system and  

term s are rejected as invalid. In their place w e shall have 

‘ co n jec tu res a n d certa in  flu id  a n d  va g u e  exp ressio n s o f a n ew  

p h iloso p hy , w h ich , like th e flo w er o f th e  fie ld , a re to -da y a n d  

to -m o rro w  a re  w ith ered  a w a yf and dogm a w ill becom e ‘ a  reed  

sh aken  b y  th e  w in d  ' (17). A  w eakening  of the w hole structure  

of traditional scholastic theology m ust follow contem pt for 

its principles (17).

From despising scholastic theology it is a short step to  

despising the Teaching A uthority of the Church w hich 

officially approves of scholastic theology. Because Scholas­

ticism is seen as a hindrance to progress, the authority 

w hich com m ends it is regarded as a hindrance. The Teaching  

A uthority is neglected and ignored by som e in those m atters  

that approxim ate to heresy, and the authoritative teaching  

of the H oly Father is disregarded (18, 19, 20) habitually 

and deliberately on som e theory supposedly found in th*  

Fathers, especially the G reek Fathers, that in m atters  

disputed the Pope is presum ed not to decide but to lea^e 

the w ay open for research in the early sources (18-21).

These three cardinal errors and dangers, w ith certain  

erroneous Biblical theories (22, 23), ‘ h a ve  a lrea d y  b o rn e  th e tr
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d ea d ly fru it in a lm o st a ll b ra n ch es o f th eo lo g y  ' (25), and  

questions subjected to doubt include : the pow er of reason  

to prove G od ’s existence : w hether creation  had  a beginning  ; 

G od's freedom in creating  ; G od ’s foreknow ledge of free 

actions ; w hether angels are persons ; w hether m atter and  

spirit differ essentially  ; w hether the supernatural order is 

a gratuitous gift of G od ; the concept of sin ; the notion of 

original sin : the idea of the satisfaction m ade by Christ ; 

Transubstantiation and the Real Presence  ; the identity of 

the  M ystical Body  of Christ w ith  the  Rom an  Catholic Church ; 

the necessity of belonging to the true Church in order to  

he saved  : the reasonable character of the credibility of the  

Christian faith (26).

In the realm of philosophy there are tw o m ost serious 

errors, having grave repercussions on theology. The first is 

the abandonm ent of our traditional m etaphysics for theories 

of know ledge w hich can lead only to relativity of truth  

and loss of real know ledge. A doption of these false philo­

sophies m eans a ‘ d en ia l o f th e va lid ity o f rea so n in  th e  fie ld  

o f m eta p h ysics , ' and consequently the end of know ledge as 

distinet from successive and changing experiences (32). 

The second error is an extrem e V oluntarism , m aintaining  

that the ultim ate ground of reality, of psychical activity or 

•>f m oral value is not rational but affective (w ill), (K ant, 

Schopenhauer, N ietzsche, W . Jam es, Sartre) (33). ‘ It is  

rm t su rp risin g th a t th ese n ew  o p in io n s  en d a n g er th e tw o p h ilo - 

■M dd ca l sc ien ces  w h ich  b y  th e ir very  n a tu re  a re  c lo se ly  co n n ec ted  

u d h  th e  d o c tr in e o f  fa ith , th a t is , th eo d icy  a n d  e th ics  ’ (34).

A gainst this form idable catalogue of errors a general 

Principle laid dow n by Pope Pius 

and function of reason, the vs 

philosophy, and the reality and ] 

know ledge w e deduce bv reaso e trut

fills  to  rea so n  io  d em o n stra te  w ith certa in ty  th e  ex is tence  o f I 

P erso n a l a n d o n e  ; to p ro ve b eyo n d d o u b t fro m d iv i

very  fo u n d a tio n s  o f  th e  C h ristia n  fa ith  ; to  exp ress 

la w  w h ich th e C rea to r h a s im p rim i. in  th e h ea rts o f
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n o tio n , o f m ysteries . B u t rea so n ca n p erfo rm  th ese  fu n c tion s  

sa fe ly  a n d  w ell o n ly  w h en  p ro p erly  tra in ed , th a t is , w h en im b u ed  

w ith th a t so u n d  p h iloso p h y  w h ich h a s lo n g b een , a s it w ere , a  

p a tr im o ny h a n d ed d o w n b y ea rlier C h ris tia n a g es, a n d w h ich  

m o reo ver  p o ssesses a n a u th ority o f a n even h ig h er o rd er, s in ce  

th e T ea ch in g A u th o rity o f th e C h u rch , in th e lig h t o f d iv in e  

reve la tio n itse lf, h a s w eig hed its p rin c ip les a n d  fu n d a m en ta l 

ten e ts , w h ich  h a ve b een e la b o ra ted a n d  d e fin ed little b y little b y  

m en o f  g rea t g en iu s (29).

H ow far can reason penetrate into the truths of faith  

and validly form ulate them  ? W hat is the value of con­

clusions draw n by reason from these dogm atic form ulae 

and built into a theological synthesis ? A re the dogm atic 

definitions and the form ulae of theology valid through the 

centuries ? W hat is the bond betw een the dogm atic and  

theological form ulae and the revealed truth, and how far 

are they conditioned by contingent factors of age and  

culture In brief, w hat is the relation betw een revelation, 

dogm a, theology and reason  ?

Revelation is the w ord of G od, and ‘ th eo lo g ia n s m u st 

a lw a ys re tu rn to th e so u rces o f d iv in e reve la tio n , fo r it b e lo n gs  

to th em  to p o in t o u t h o w th e d o c tr in e o f th e liv in g T ea ch in g  

A u th o rity is to b e  fo u n d e ith er exp lic itly o r im p lic itly in th e  

S crip tu res a n d  in  T ra d itio n .' Besides, ''b o th  so u rces o f  "d iv in e ly  

revea led  d o c tr in e  ea n ta in  so  m a n y  trea su res o f  tru th  th a t th ey  ca n  

n ever rea lly b e exh a u sted (21). Form ulae cannot adequately  

express dhdne truth. They can express only aspects of it ; 

but they express real, though partial, truth. There is m ore  

than an extrinsic bond betw een the divine truth and the  

form ulae. ‘"It is p erfec tly o b v io u s th a t th e te rm s u sed to  

exp ress th ese  co n cep ts b o th in  th e S ch o o ls a n d  b y  th e T ea ch in g  

A u th o rity o f  th e C h u rch ca n  b e im p ro ved a n d  p erfec ted  ; m o re · 

o ver, it is kn o w n  th a t th e C h u rch h a s n o t a lw a ys m a d e co n sta n t 

u se  o f  th e  sa m e  te rm s. It is  c lea r, to o , th a t th e  C h u rch  ca n n o t b e 

b o u n d  to a n y ep h em era l p h ilo so ph ic system  : b u t th o se n o tio n s  

a n d  co n cep ts w h ich  b y  co m m o n a g reem en t h a ve b een e la b o ra ted  

th ro u gh  m a n y  cen tu ries b y  C ath olic tea ch ers in  o rd er to  a tta in  to  

so m e u n d ersta n d in g  o f d o g m a , certa in ly a re n o t b a sed o n ■■'■ith 

a n in secu re  fo u n d a tio n . T h ey  d ep en d  ra th er o n  p rin c ip les  a n d  

co n cep ts th a t h a ve b een d erived  fro m  tru e  kn o w led g e  o f  crea tures , 

a n d  in  o b ta in in g  th is kn o w led g e  th e  h u m a n  in te llec t h a s th ro u g h  

tr ie C h u rch b een en lig h tened b y d iv in e ly revea led  tru th a s b y a  

s ta r . T h u s it is n o t su rp ris in g th a t so m e o f th ese co n cep ts  

h a ve n ot o n ly  b een em p lo yed  b y E cu m en ica l C o u n cils , b u t a lso  

so sa n c tio n ed b y th em  th a t it is w ro n g to d isca rd th e ir u se . 

H en ce to n eg lec t, re ject o r d en y va lid ity to so m u ch o f su ch  

im p o rta n ce , w h ich h a s b een fo rm u la ted a n d  p erfec ted th ro u g h  

m a n y cen tu ries o f e ffo rt b y m en o f n o co m m o n g en iu s a n d  

sa n c tity u n d er th e v ig ila n ce o f th e T ea ch in g C h u rch , a n d n o t 

w ith o u t th e lig h t a n d in sp ira tio n o f th e H o ly G h o st, in o rd er  

th a t th ere sh o u ld  b e su b stitu ted  fo r th em  co n jectu res a n d  certa in  

flu id  a n d  va g u e  exp ressio n s  ' is im prudent, and is fatal to  faith  

(16, 17).

The H oly Father, therefore, teaches that there is an  

intrinsic bond betw een the revealed truth and the form ulae 

expressing it. and that there is an intrinsic bond betw een  

the form ulae expressing revealed truth and the notions and  

concepts of the form ulae, that these notions and concepts 

have been developed for the purpose of gaining real know ­

ledge of dogm a, that they have been elaborated by m en  

of great genius and sanctity, under the vigilance of the  

Church, and w ith the assistance of the H oly G host, and  

that the Church has officially em ployed these concepts and  

so sanctioned them that w e are not free to abandon them . 

This is a clear and official affirm ation of the perm anent 

validity  of scholastic philosophy for the expounding of revela­

tion. The form ulae elaborated  in  the  circiim sm nce*  

above convey real, if im perfect, know ledge of divine truth  

and they  convey the sam e know ledge w hcm  vvr and w hervw r 

they are taught. They are perm anently valid in the exact 

philosophical sense w hich they had w hen they w ere fram ed, 

and to abandon them is to abandon a real acquisition of 

know ledge. They had at the tim e of their com position, and  

they still retain, a philosophical significance and a validity  

w hich they w ill never lose, a significance independent of the  

contingent factors of tim e and environm ent. Io hold that
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‘ th e m ysteries o f fa ith a re n ever exp ressed b y tru ly a d eq u a te 

co n cep ts b u t o n ly b y a p p ro x im a te a n d  ever ch a n g ea b le n o tio n s, 

in  w h ich  th e  tru th  is  to  so m e  ex ten t exp ressed , b u t is n ecessa rily  

d is to rted . . . and th a t th eo lo g y sh o u ld  su b stitu te n ew  co n cep ts 

in  p la ce o f  th e  o ld  o n es in  keep in g  w ith  th e  va riou s  p h ilo so p h ies 

w h ich in th e co u rse o f tim e it u ses a s its in s tru m en ts,'' and 

that ‘ th e h is tory o f d o g m a co n sis ts in s ta tin g th e va rio u s  

su ccessive  fo rm s th a t revea led tru th h a s a ssu m ed a cco rd in g  to  

th e d ifferen t d o c trin es a n d  th eo ries , , is to lead to relativism  in 

dogm a and  to ‘ m a ke d o g m a  itse lf a  reed sh a ken  b y  th e w in d  ' 

( 1 5 , 1 6 , 1 7 ) .

H ence w e m ay  not, w ithout dam age  to our faith, abandon, 

or im pugn the perm anent validity of the m etaphysics em ­

ployed by scholastic theology in the exposition of revealed  

truth. Reason, ‘ w h en im b u ed w ith th a t so u n d p h ilo so p h y  

w h ich h a s lo n g b een , a s it w ere , a  p a tr im on y  h a n d ed d o w n  b y  

ea rlier C h ristia n  a g es  a n d  w h ich  m o reo ver  p o ssesses  a n  a u th o rity 

o f a n  even h ig h er o rd er,' can establish ‘ fro m  d iv in e s ig n s th e  

very fo u n d a tio n s o f th e C h ris tia n  fa ith  ’ and * a tta in to so n *  

n o tio n , in d eed a  very fru itfu l n o tio n , o f m ysteries ' ( 2 9 ) . T h e  

' m eth o d , d o c tr in e a n d p rin c ip les o f th e A n g elic D o cto r ' hold 

a  place of special honour and authority in that ‘ p a tr im o n y  

h a nd ed d o w n b y ea rlier C h ris tia n a g es,' but other teachers, 

too. of great genius have helped t o  elaborate and define the 

tenets the Teaching  A uthority  of the Church upholds. Their 

w ork is a rich patrim ony w hich w e inherit, a perennial 

sophy w hich. ‘ a ckn o w led g ed  a n d  a ccep ted b y th e C h u rch , w fi  " 

g ua rds th e g en u in e va lid ity o f h u m a n kn o w led g e . th e u n sim i-  

a b le m eta p h ysica l p rin c ip les o f su ffic ien t rea so n , ca u sa li'y . a w l 

fin a lity , a n d  fin a lly th e m in d 's a b ility to a tta in certa in  

u n ch a n g ea b le tru th  ’ ( 2 9 ) .

W hat. then, of theology and the duty of th  

to-day  ? The H oly Father does not m erely condem n erm  

but points the  w ay  to  the  effective  presentation of  the  divin- 

revealed truths. Catholic theologians and ph  

a  ‘ g ra ve d u ty to d e fen d n atu ral a n d  su p erna tu ra l tru th  

in s til it in to th e h ea rts o f m en  ’ (9). They ‘ 
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m u st co m e  to  u n d ersta n d  th ese  th eo ries w ell, b o th  b ecau se  d isea ses  

a re n o t p ro p erly trea ted u n less th ey a re r ig h tly d ia g n o sed , a n d  

b eca u se so m etim es even in  th ese  fa lse th eo ries a certa in  a m o u n t 

o f tru th  is co n cea led , a n d ,  fin a lly , b eca u se th ese th eo ries p ro vo ke  

m o re su b tle d iscu ssio n a n d eva lu a tio n o f th eo lo g ica l tru th s  ' 

(9). They m ust realize that, on the one hand, the concepts  

used by scholastic philosophy and theology have an endur­

ing validity, and that, on the other hand, the term s used  

to express these concepts ‘ b o th in th e sch o o ls a n d b y th e  

T ea ch in g A u th o rity o f th e C h u rch , ca n b e im p ro ved a n d  

p erfec ted ’ (9). The m ost effective m eans of gaining true 

know ledge  of revelation  and  of adapting  ecclesiastical  teaching 

to m odern conditions and requirem ents m ust be em ployed, 

and to this end ' w e m a y c lo th e o u r p h ilo so p h y in a m o re  

.su ita b le a n d r ich er d ress , m a ke it m o re v ig o ro u s w ith  a m o re  

e ffee tke te rm in o lo g y , d ivest it o f certa in sch o la stic a id s fo u n d  

le ss u se fu l, p ru d en tly  en rich  it w ith th e  fru its o f  p ro g ress o f th e  

h u m a n m in d . B u t n ever m a y w e o verth ro w  it, o r co n ta m in a te  

it w ith fa lse p rin c ip les, o r reg a rd it a s a g rea t, b u t o b so le te , 

re lic  ’ (29). Progress in theology, and deeper penetration  

into the divine m ysteries, m ean, not the substitution of new , 

dclective concepts for the valid concepts inherited from the  

past and relating successive but varying form s, but ' b u ild in g  

tru th u p o n tru th in  th e sa m e o rd er a n d  s tru c tu re th a t ex is t in  

rea lity , th e so u rce o f tru th  ' (30). A bove and before all, 

theologians ‘ m u st a lw a ys re tu rn to th e so u rces o f d iv in e  

re tr ia l  io n . ... It is th ro u g h th e s tu d y o f its sa cred so u rces 

th a t it rem a in s ever  fresh  : o n  th e  o th er h a n d , sp ecu la tio n  w h ich  

n eg lec ts a d eep er sea rch in to th e d ep o sit o f fa ith p ro ves  

■d erd e . . . . ’ In  their exploration  of  the sources of  revelation,
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m o l exp la in w h a t is co n ta in ed in th e d ep o sit o f fa ith o n ly  

o b scu re ly a n d im p lic itly . T h is d ep o sit o f fa ith o u r D iv in e  

R ed eem er h a s g iven  fo r a u th en tic

n o t even to
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A u th o rity o f th e C h u rch . . . . H en ce O u r P red ecesso r o f im ­

m o rta l m em o ry , P iu s IX , tea ch ing th a t th e m o st n o b le  
o f th eo lo g y is to sh o w  h o w  a d o c tr in e d e fined  b y th e C h u rch  is 
co n ta in ed  in th e so u rces o f reve la tio n , a d d ed  th ese w o rd s, (in i 
w ith very g o o d  rea so n  : “  in th a t sen se in w h ich it h a s b ea t 
d e fin ed  b y th e C h u rch  ”  ’ ( 2 1 ) .

P a t r i c k  J . H a m e l l .
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