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THE question of theology for the laity has been receiving an in-
creasing amount of attention of late. Several public discussions
have concerned themselves with it; it has been much mooted in pri-
vate; some writing has been done;! and a number of programs have
been launched, either in schools or among groups of adults. One can
perhaps discern the beginnings of a sort of “theological movement.””

Most of the discussion of the subject has risen in connection with
the Catholic theory of education, and has centered about the position
of primacy that theology should claim in the objective pattern of higher
studies, by reason of its character as a science, as the queen of sciences,
and as the architectonic science that should govern and guide and give
unity to the whole pattern.? Among Catholics there can hardly be any
serious divergence of opinion with regard to this rather theoretical
issue. In Protestant circles, too, the principle of the indispensable
value of theological science, and the necessity of its introduction into
a sound educational system, have been recognized.

It seems to me, however, that too little attention has been paid to
the properly theological issue raised by the title, “Theology for Lay-

1 During the last decade, there were tentatives made in German towards manuals of
higher religious instruction that would be at once more theological and more “lay’ in
character (cf. O en est Penseignement religieux, Paris, Casterman, 1937, pp. 238-45).
One of the more widely read, Kleine Laiendogmatik, by L. von Rudloff, has been trans-
lated into English as Everyman’s Theology (Milwaukee: Bruce, 1942).

2 The Holy See itself has given something more than encouragement to the idea that the
theological instruction of the laity should keep pace with their advance in secular learning;
cf. Deus Scientiarum Dominus: “It is very necessary that those of the faithful who show
themselves more apt for advanced study in the sciences, and, particularly, chosen students
for the sacred ministry . . . should be seriously devoted to the sacred disciplines . .. ”” (445,
XXTIT, 1931, 245-46).

3 Most recently, C. Vollert, S.J., “Theology and University Education,” Modern
Schoolman, XXI (1943), 12-25.

4 Cf. the thoughtful article by D. Elton Trueblood, “The Place of Theology in a Uni-

versity,” Religion and Life, XI (1942), 510-20. The author makes the excellent point
that in a university theology should be taught “chiefly to the faculty.”
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men.”’s One may well ask: What, concretely, would such a theology
be, that it may be at once a proper theology, and a theology for laymen?
Ordinarily, the suggestions along this line have been extremely general.
Dr. Phelan, for instance, confines himself to saying that in the cur-
riculum of the Catholic college theology should receive a ‘“‘scientific
treatment proportioned to the capacities of the college student, and
analogous to the scientific treatment commonly given to other subjects
in the curriculum.” It should be “less detailed than the theological
courses in a seminary, where priests are given the technical training
required for the discharge of the sacred ministry,” and “less profound
than the advanced courses offered by the faculty of theology of a
university.’’s

Father Connell has defined the desired theology for laymen as “that
harmonious blending of revelation and reason which will provide the
college student with that attitude toward his religion which St. Paul
calls a reasonable service.”” Theology in this sense, he maintains, is
a necessary aid to the lay apostolate, which he conceives (rather nar-
rowly, one must say) as the fulfillment of the laity’s “right and duty to
proclaim and defend the truths of faith.” In his view, “emphasis must
be placed primarily on that department of theology known as apolo-
getics”; and even dogmatic subjects “must be viewed primarily from
the apologetic sta.ndgzgnt.” For advanced students he recommends
an elective course, ‘“‘far more technical, far more comprehensive’ than
the ordinary college course. Such a course would be valuable in view
of the “tremendous possibilities within the power of the trained lay
theologian toward spreading Christ’s Kingdom on earth,” through
the medium of literature, law, social work, etc,”
» In a brilliant chapter Gilson has illuminated, more profoundly than
the previous two writers, the necessity of theology for laymen. “We
stand,” he says, “before a new problem, which demands a new solu-

5Moreover, the pedagogical problem has been so far quite overlooked. Yet it will be
far more serious in a lay course than itisin the seminary course, by reason of their differing
finalities. This subject will come up again.

$G. B. Phelan, “Theology in the Curriculum of Catholic Colleges and Universities,”
in Man and Modern Secularism (New York: National Catholic Alumni Federation, 1940),
pp. 130, 134,

’F. J. Connell, C.SS.R., “Theology in Catholic Colleges as an Aid to the Lay Aposto-
late,” in Man and Modern Secularism, pp. 144-45, 147, 149,
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tion. In the Middle Ages the sciences were the privilege of clerics,
those who by their state were also the possessors of the science of
theology. There was no problem for them. Today, in consequence of
an evolution whose steps we cannot here trace, those who know theo-
logy are no longer those who profess the sciences, and those who pro-
fess the sciences, even when they do not despise theology, see nothing
unbecoming in ignorance of it.”” For the Catholic, however, the situa-
tion is abnormal: “One can be a scientist, a philosopher, or an artist
without having studied theology, but without theology one cannot be
a Christian philosopher, scientist, or artist. Without it, one could
well be a Christian on the one hand, and, on the other, a scientist,
philosopher, or artist; but without it our Christianity will never descend
into our science, our philosophy, and our art, interiorly to reform and
vivify them.” In the cultured mind, theology is an inner demand, as
well for the benefit of one’s culture as of one’s Christianity. On the
degree and kind of theology required Gilson is very brief; to him, it
is less a question of an extensive knowledge than of profound assimila-
tion of a few principles. He adds: “It is the work of the teaching
Church, not of the Church taught, to choose these principles, to or-
ganize a course, and to give it to those whom she judges worthy of it.
But if the Church taught may not by any means pretend to teach, it
can at least submit its demands and make known its needs.”® This
last remark is, I think, excellently well taken.

Most recently, M. Maritain has adverted to the necessity of theology
in the curriculum of higher studies. In outlining the latter, he has
recommended that ‘“a theological course should be given during the
last two or three years of the humanities—a course which by its sharply
intellectual and speculative nature is quite different from the religious
training received by youth in another connection.” In the university,
moreover, theology should be an elective, and its teaching “should re-
main thoroughly distinct from the one given in religious seminaries,
and be adapted to the intellectual needs of laymen; its aim should not
be to form a priest, a minister, or a rabbi, but to enlighten students of
secular matters about the great doctrines and perspectives of theo-
logical wisdom. The history of religions should form an important

8 E. Gilson, “L’Intelligence au service du Christ-Roi,” in Christianisme et philosophie
(Paris: Vrin, 1936), pp. 163-65.
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part of the curriculum.” M. Maritain’s case for the necessity of such
courses derives implicitly from his concept of the aim of education.
As the highest wisdom, theology should be a supremely determinant
factor in the shaping of the human personality; in particular, its teach-
ing must be part of the process of “conveying to [the student] the
spiritual heritage of the nation and civilization in which he is involved,
and preserving in this way the century-old achievements of genera-
tions.” His point is that “theological problems and controversies have
permeated the whole development of Western culture and civilization,
and are still at work in its depths, in such a way that the one who would
ignore them would be fundamentally unable to grasp his own time and
the meaning of its internal conflicts.”?

It will be admitted that all of these suggestions are rather lacking
in precision and detail. With at least one of them—the desirability
of a predominantly apologetic emphasis in the theological instruction
of the layman—T must disagree, for reasons that will appear. At all
events, it might be useful to attempt to sketch a theory that should
preside over the construction and communication of such instruction.

- In general, two ways of considering the problem suggest themselves.
First, there is the view of those who regard it simply as a rhetorical
problem. This view maintains that a theology for the laity is simply
the product of a process of abbreviating and simplifying the scientific
course of the seminary, and then “writing it down” to the level of the
layman, the college or university student. For my part, I regard this
view as quite superficial. Such popularization (say, of the Summa
Theologica of St. Thomas, or of some theological manual) has its own
proper, doubtless very considerable, merits. But I do not think it
is the answer to the problem of an academic course in theology for
the layman. This problem seems to me to be intimately theological,
for the general reason touched on by M. Maritain, that the theological
instruction given to layman ‘“should remain thoroughly distinct from
the one given in religious seminaries.”'® This distinction will hardly
be maintained in its full validity if the two courses differ merely in
their rhetorical mode of presentation (the lay course being given in

9]. Maritain, Education af the Crossroads (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1943),
pp. 73-74; 82-83; cf. p. 10.
W0p. cit., p. 83.
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simpler language, illumined by more homely metaphors, or perhaps
accompanied by figures and diagrams), or if the difference is simply
in the fact that the seminary course is “more detailed,” etc.

I wish to suggest that the distinction is much more profound, and
that it derives from a set of properly theological considerations. My
central contention could perhaps be sketched in these general terms.
It rests on two cardinal principles. The first is that theology is an
essentially ecclesiastical science; it is social in its origin, in the col-
lective faith of the Church; and it is social in its function—it exists
for the benefit of the life of the Church, for the building up of her Body.
“Theology,” as Bilz says, “does not exist for its own sake; rather, it
stands in the service of religion and the Church. As a rule, one studies
theology in order to employ in the service of the Church the knowledge
one gains.”!t

The second principle is that the sevice to be rendered to the Church
by priest and layman is quite different; there is an essential difference
between the two ranks, and each has its own proper duties and re-
sponsibilities, its own function in the Church, its own life. These two
principles must be taken into account in discussing the question of a
theology for laymen. Together, they suggest the conclusion that a
theology for laymen will have its own proper finality, quite different
from the finality of the course given to the cleric. It must be related
to the function of the layman in the Church, and (be it noted) to this
function as it has been defined with new clarity and completeness in
our present age. And the further conclusion follows, that in conse-
quence of its own particular finality, the lay course will have to be
organized as a very specially constructed corpus doctrinae, whose struc-
tural lines will differ considerably from those commonly employed in
the seminary course. Moreover, its content, its proportions, its em-
phases, and its method will all have to be controlled according to quite
distinctive norms. “Finis est ratio et mensura omnium quae sunt ad
finem.”

This, I say, is my general contention. In the present article I wish
to take the first steps towards a demonstration of it, first, by consider-
ing the function of theology in the Church, as it has traditionally
been conceived (this consideration will serve at the same time to set

UEinfihrung in die Theologie (Freiburg i. Br.: Herder, 1935), p. 118; cf. pp. 27-30.
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in relief the specific finality of the clerical course); and secondly, by
describing the special function of the layman in the Church (this de-
scription will suggest the conclusion that a course in theology designed
for laymen must have its own specific finality). A later article will
undertake, first, to detail the special characteristics that a lay course
must exhibit in virtue of its special finality, and, secondly, to outline
such a course, with particular reference to the college level.

It will not be antecedently necessary to go into the recent contro-
versies over the nature of theology, its title to the name of science,
etc.? For our purposes, we may be content with the commonly ac-
cepted definition of it as “the science of faith,” whose formal object is
“that which is knowable in what is believed” (scibile in credito),
understanding, of course, that this knowability accrues to the object
as seen under the light of faith.* Moreover, I shall have in view only
dogmatic theology, not moral or canon law. Finally, to forestall an
objection, let me say that the exposition that follows is frankly ideal-
istic; however, I think that its idealism is that of the Church herself,
as she has let it transpire in her official utterances on the study of
theology.

THEOLOGY IN THE SERVICE OF THE MAGISTERIUM

Authors who discuss the question of the necessity of theology are
accustomed to state, as a commonplace, that this necessity falls primar-
ily on the Church, and only contingently on any of her members,
inasmuch, namely, as they come to partake of her magisterial and pas-
toral function. Sylvius, for example, says: “Inasmuch as theology in-
volves, beyond the possession of the principles [the articles of faith],
also a knowledge whereby the principles may be in some fashion ex-
plained and conclusions drawn from them, it is not necessary to the
individual, either by necessity of means or of precept [for, he says,
no such precept exists, and many have been saved who were not theo-
logians]; it is, however, necessary for the Church, the Christian re-
public, by both types of necessity.”’¢ The necessity of precept is in-

12Cf, C. Boyer, S.J., “Qu’est-ce que la théologie,” Gregorianum, XXI (1940), 255-66;
also the interesting book by L. Charlier, O.P., Essaz sur le probléme théologique (Remgal,
Thuillies, 1938).

1Ct. Bilz, op. cit., p. 12.
“Commentarius in Primam Pariem S. Thomae, q. 1, a. 1 (ed. 2a, Duaci, 1641, p. 4).
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volved in the will of Christ that there be in His Church pastors and
doctors; theological science is necessary to their office. The necessity
of means derives from the very character of divine revelation; its mean-
ing must, indeed, be grasped by the Church that it may be presented
adequately; but its meaning is often obscure, and must be elaborated
by intelligence operating under the light of faith.!®

Even from this limited point of view, theology presents itself as an es-
sentially ecclesiastical science, whose furictionmust be regarded primar-
ily in social perspectives. Theology must exist in the Church; it must
also exist for the Church, to serve her needs—fundamentally her need
to teach the word of God. For this reason, as Petavius pointed out,
“it must properly reside in those who are the overseers and directors of
the Church and of ecclesiastical teaching, and whose office it is to pass
sentence in matters of Christian and Catholic faith in solemn councils,
lawfully convoked, and to set for others the norms of belief. These
are the bishops and hierarchs.”’® The conclusion would be that the
simple priest is under the necessity of being trained as a theologian
because of his association in the magisterial office of the bishop.

That theology has traditionally been conceived in relation to the
magisterium of the Church, and in function of the needs of the magis-
terium, is further evidenced by the fact that the authorities of the
Church have always exercised control over the /teaching of theology.”
The Church knows her own needs, and must insist that theology stay
in contact with them. Therefore she imposes concern for them on
those who are to be accredited as her official teachers. Their course
of studies is not to be determined in accordance with the academic
tastes or preferences of the individual professor or student, but in
accordance with the objective needs of the teaching Church. The whole
program of studies is designed to equip a member of the Ecclesia
docens for the right understanding and discharge of his public office.
It is essentially a professional course.

My immediate point is that this social and professional finality of
theology, deriving from its relation to the magisterium of the Church,

Cf. Hugon, Tractatus Dogmatici, I, De Deo (ed. 11a, Paris, 1933), p. 7: “Si nomine
doctrinae sacrae intelligitur theologia, licet necessaria non sit singulis ad salutem, neces-
saria tamen est ipsi Ecclesiae ad fidei conservationem.”

Dogmata Theologica, 1, De Deo, Proleg., IX (Paris: Vivés, 1865, p. 54).
YCE. Deus Scientiarum Dominus, AAS, XXIII (1931), p. 245.
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profoundly determines the character of the course given to clerics.
This is true in one dominant respect. The needs of the teaching
Church have, indeed, varied from time to time, but she has always
had one supreme need, which manifested itself early in her history, and
has continued to grow more exigent since. I mean her need for specu-
lative theology, the creation of what may be called, with Grabmann,
the Scholastic method in a general historical sense: “Scholastic method,
by the use of reason and philosophy in the field of revealed truth,
proposes to gain the clearest possible insight into the content of faith,
in order to bring supernatural truth into relation with the reflective
intelligence of man, to make possible a total and synthetic presentation
of the saving truth, and to be able to defend the content of revelation
against the difficulties brought from the standpoint of reason.”'®

It is true that the Modernist crisis taught the Church the necessity
of a new emphasis on positive theology-—the methodical determination
of what truths are contained in divine revelation, how they are therein
contained, what were the stages and laws of their development, how
they have been in the possession of the Church throughout her history.
And this need was inculcated by Pius X.* Nevertheless, the dis-
tinctive note of theology, as it is prescribed by the Church for those who
are to be the official carriers of her thought, must still be its Scholasti-
cism, its speculative character, its strong intellectualism, shown in the
effort at the intelligence and organization of the content of faith by the
use of reason and philosophy.2® For example, the twenty-fifth General
Congregation of the Society of Jesus, held in 1906, prescribed that:
“After the dogmas have been sensibly but solidly established from the
sources of revelation, let Scholastic method and doctrine be followed;
for this is to be assisted, and not overwhelmed, by the sciences which
are called positive, and by arguments drawn from positive sources.””
After the Apostolic Constitution Deus Scientiarum Dominus, the late
General of the Society declared that this prescription can now be urged
“by ecclesiastical law”’; for ‘it is clearly the mind of the Church, newly

8Geschichte der scholastischen Methode (Freiburg i. Br.: Herder, 1907), 1, 36-37.

19Cf. Pascendi: “Maior profecto quam antehac positivae theologiae ratio est habenda;
id tamen sic fiat ut nihil scholastica detrimenti capiat” (445, XL, 1907, 641).

20Cf, Pius XI, Officiorum Ommnium, AAS, XIV (1922), 454-56; Unigenitus Dei Filius,

ibid., XVI (1924), 144-45.
1Collect. Decret., d. 94; ex Congreg. Gen. XXV (1906), d. 14, n. 3.
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insisted on, that clerics at all costs must be solidly instructed in Scho-
lastic philosophy and theology in accordance with the mind of St.
Thomas,””2 and that this instruction should not be hindered by the new
emphasis on positive theology.

A double reason, external and internal, has created this need of the
Church for speculative theology. There was, first, an external, pol-
emic reason. In its farthest origins, the Scholastic method, as Grab-
mann has pointed out,? was the necessary consequence of the encounter
of divine truth and human intelligence, which is natively philosophical,
and likewise natively proud, desirous of being itself the supreme arbiter
of human thought and life. The encounter early took the form of a
clash. / Already in the second century, an heretical gnosis, with pre-
tentions at being the supreme wisdom, sought to absorb and supplant
the new Christian wisdom. Later, the Neo-Platonism of Alexandria
and the Aristotelianism of Antioch each wrought its own deformations
of the word of God. And in the defense of the faith against rationalist
incursions reason and philosophy necessarily had to play a role. The
first tentatives were, indeed, unsure, and at times mistaken; for the
philosophic instruments of the time were defective. But as early as
the Apologetes the immense task of theology had been begun, and with
Irenaeus Christian theology can be said to have been founded. It
undertook, first, a task of philosophically exact conceptualization (e.g.,
of the relation between the Father and His Word, and of the unity of
Christ). Secondly, it had to organize the truths and precepts of Chris-
tianity into “amajestic, Christocentric system. . . a unity and order full
of living interrelations and of the sublimest teleology,””? to oppose it-
self as an organic system to rival pagan and heretical systems. Finally,
there was the most difficult task of all, not to be achieved for centuries,
and, in a sense, not ever to be definitively achieved. I mean the
organization of the two orders of truth—the human truth of philosophy
and science, and the divine truth of revelation—into a unity in which
the distinction of orders and their hierarchy would be preserved.

Speculative theology was also the result of a second, inner need of the
Church. Historically, of course, the origins of theology were bound up

2A4cta Romana, VII (1934), 782.
809, cit., 1, pp. 61-76.
%bid., p. 63.
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\

with the conversion of philosophers, men trained in conceptualization
and in the organization of thought. In their own minds they experi-
enced the need of mental unity. Their faith could not simply subsist
alongside of their philosophy, much less in contradiction with it; vital
relations had to be established between the two. But their personal
experience was simply the manifestation of a necessity for theology that
is inherent in the very nature of faith and intelligence. Divine truth
was not given to the Church as a system of abstract concepts static
in their clarity, dead by their remoteness from the drama of human
life and destiny. Rather, semen est verbum Dei, and growth is the law
of its life. Furthermore, this living truth was inserted in human in-
telligence, the collective intelligence of the Church; and consequently
its growth was engaged in the workings of the intellect’s native dyna-
mism towards the assimilation of all that is real. A double process,
therefore, necessarily ensued. There was, first, the process of faith
itself striving to grow, to come into ever more perfect possession of its
object, the living God, dwelling in His Church; and striving, conse-
quently, to express itself in concepts and propositions ever more ex-
plicit and precise, ever more consciously opposed to erroneous or de-
fective formulations. The result has been the growth of what we call
dogmatic formulae—a growth realized at the interior of the Church’s
faith.

But, together with this growth in faith itself—in its adhesion to
its object and in its expression of its object—there also was set afoot
a second and distinct process, the effort of reason and intelligence
suo modo to assimilate the content of the word of God. Faith is, in-
deed, sacrificium intellectus; by it the intellect is captured, made obedi-
ent to the authority of God. Nevertheless, faith is not to extinguish
intellect. The precept of Augustine to Consentius, “Intellectum valde
amal!” is, as he implies, a divine command.?® God spoke to man in
man’s own language, and He wills that, once His message has been
accepted by faith, its sense should be understood and its every virtual-
ity explored as fully as possible. This will of His, which is conformed
to the very nature of intelligence, gives man the right, and indeed'the
duty, to devote his human mind, with all its techniques and tools of

%Epist. CXX, ad Consentiwm, III, 13 (PL, XXXIII, 459).
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thought, to the service of faith, and, within the limits of the obedience
of faith, to give rein to his mind’s native exigence for understanding.

Moreover, this task of constructing a science of faith is not just
facultative; it must be done in the Church and by the Church, as the
price of survival of her faith. There is a real tension between auc-
toritas and ratio, and unless it is maintained within the framework of a
vigorous, ever living and growing theological science, the result is dis-
aster for both faith and reason alike. Historically, this has been so.
The Church has needed theological science in order to resist two op-
posed, but equally disintegrating tendencies—rationalism and irration-
alism, the tendency to over-intellectualize faith or to de-intellectualize
it. In Arius and the Macedonians the former early threatened to de-
liver mankind over to a Son and a Spirit, who, as Athanasius and the
Cappadocians well saw, could not save us. The latter, in Pelagius,
threatened to dissolve the complex mystery of the Christian life into a
very simple and understandable, but religiously barren naturalism and
moralism.

This latter tendency is quite as dangerous as the former. In modern
times we have evidence enough to know that every attempt to return to
the simplex piscatorum fides, stripped of all Scholastic intellectualism,
has always resulted in the decay of faith itself. The Church, therefore,
has recognized in the sane and controlled intellectualism of Scholastic
theology, as best typified in the Angelic Doctor, the indispensable bul-
wark of her faith, and the faithful ally of her magisterium.® Ulti-
mately, the reason is that the supreme thing about revealed truth which
the Church must protect is the sheer fact of its revelation; and, with
seeming paradox, she cannot do this without an intense preoccupation
with human reason, and the utilization, towards a fuller intelligence of
faith, of all the resources of philosophy. Finally, from another angle,
too, we see the intimate relation between theology and the magisterium
of the Church; the foes of one are, as Pius X said, normally the foes of
the other: “...it is certain that eagerness for [doctrinal] revolution
has always been joined with a hatred of the Scholastic method.”’?”

#Cf. Leo XIII, Aeterni Palyis: “. . . . magna est phﬂosopiliae laus, quod fidei propugna-
culum ac veluti firmum religionis munimentum habeatur” (Leonis Papae XIII ... Acta
Praecipua, ed. Desclée, 1887, I, 97).

¥ Pascendsi, ASS, XL (1907), 636.
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And, on her part, the Church has always believed in the proportion:
what dogma is to the life of the individual, Scholastic theology is to
the life of the Church. The point of the proportion is that each sup-
plies that inner, intellectual “core of hardness” that keeps the religious
life of one and the other ever capable of renewal, constantly resistant
to decay.

The conclusion from all this may be put in the axiom, enima Eccle-
siae naturaliter scholastica. With it in mind, we may go on to a more
complete statement of the distinctive finality of the clerical course in
theology. I have said that it is essentially a professional course, not
primarily designed to meet the particular and personal needs that might
arise from some particular exigencies of the student’s own religious or
mental life, or from the prevision of some concrete work that he may
expect to do. Rather, it is primarily designed in view of the teaching
Church’s need for an intelligence of her own faith, in order that she
may properly discharge her magisterial office. I may add now that it
is a cause predominantly intellectual in its finality; in its distinctive
and culminating feature, it is designed to meet the Church’s need for a
philosophic intelligence of her own faith, in order that in the discharge
of her magisterial office she may preserve the stability and vitality
that only a strongly philosophical intelligence of faith can assure her.

At this point, lest there be misunderstanding, two precisions must
be introduced. By its very definition, theology must contain a double
value—an intellectual value as a science, and a religious value as the
science of faith, an intelligence of the Gospel that is ‘“‘the power of
salvation unto them that believe.””?®¢ Moreover, though it exists for
the Church, it exists also in and for the individual. Hence, in em-
phasizing the impersonal (or better, social) and intellectual finality of
the clerical course, I do not mean to overlook its personal and religious
finality. No more than, if I should insist on the social and official
character of the sacrificial act of the Mass, I should therefore minimize
the fact that the whole personality of the priest is engaged init and prof-

2%8The intimate relation betwen theologia and pielas has been a commonplace for
development, traditional since St. Augustine, and most frequently carried out in dependence
on his famous dictum, which runs all through Scholastic expositions of the notion of
theology: “Huic scientiae . . . illud solum tribuitur quo fides saluberrima, quae ad veram

beatitudinem ducit, gignitur, nutritur, defenditur, roboratur” (De Trinitate, X1V, 1, 3);
cf. Pius XTI, Studiorum Ducem, AAS, XV (1923), 309-10; 315.
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its from it. My point is to maintain right perspectives, through the
lack of which theological science is sometimes misunderstood.

First, therefore, let me add that the young cleric’s approach to
theology is intensely personal. But, paradoxically, his deepest person-
al need is to make the needs of the Church his own personal needs. He
cannot begin to theologize otherwise than by installing himself at the
heart of the Church, in personal contact by his living faith with the
divine reality that dwells in her. ‘“He must,” as Charlier has finely
said, “incorporate into himself [the whole of revealed truth], and live
it in communion with the whole Church, whose experience of faith,
accumulated in her heart throughout the ages of her life, he must him-
self assimilate.””?® Positive theology puts him in the way of doing this.
Jungmann states its goal thus: ‘“The objective certainty of the Church,
as the ‘pillar and ground of truth’ (I Tim. 3:5), must become in him
[the priest] subjective-psychological certainty, gained no longer simply
by gazing at Mother Church, on whose brow her children see the signs
of her divine origin, but now also by having won an insight into the
history and meaning of the two thousand years of spiritual combat
that has raged around the Church on diverse fronts.”’?® Possessing
this certainty, the priest will speak out of the fullness of it, and the
faithful will hear in his voice the echo of the Church’s own certainty,
the conquering accents of God’s own Word. The teaching Church
needs must speak in such serenely authoritative accents, for the faith-
ful need to hear them; and by his positive theology the cleric seeks to
acquire them. From its study he aims to emerge with a faith newly
vitalized by contact with its sources, newly conscious of itself and of its
conquering power. He becomes a “major in fide,” in whose faith the
“minores” may securel); believe.?

Furthermore, he pursues another aim. Anima Ecclesiae naturaliter
scholastica—of this truth his positive theology will already have given
him a glimpse. His second effort, therefore, must be to make this
Scholastic mind his own—not merely to know Scholasticism, but to be
a Scholastic, to experience interiorly the exigence that exists at the

BEssai sur le probléme théologique, p. 76.

30Die Frohbotschaft und unsere Glaubensverkiindigung (Regensburg: Pustet, 1936),
p. 58.

aCt, II-11, q. 2, a. 7.
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heart of the Church for an intelligence of faith through philosophic
reflection.  Actually, without this inner experience, speculative theol-
ogy will risk doing himat least asmuch harmasgood. But the yearsdf
philasophic training and learning that the Church prescribes as a prepa-
ration for theology have supposedly led him to this experience. They
will have given himagreat respect for human reason, a confidence in it,
together with aprofound humility inits exercise; adrive toward clarity
in conceptualization, together with a redization that clarity can be
quite deceptive; an ingtinct for basing his thought on the real, and the
power to carry a thought through with senstive logic; the need for
thinking in wholes, for the organization of truth with truth; a sense for
analogy, and particularly a sense of the utter otherness of the divine
mode o being; an intimate conviction that philosophy is but a partial
wisdom, open to completion; above al, a sense for the problematic, a
capacity sharply to fed the antinomies between truth and truth that
necessarily force themselves upon an intelligence that is abstractive in
its processes; finally, a metaphysic so firmly possessed that it may be
used as an instrument for the penetration and construction of reveaed
truth. | supposethat, in the concrete, speculative theology often fails
to achieve its proper end because o defects in the philosophic prepara-
tion that is its necessary presupposition. But here | am speaking of
the ideal, with a view to detaching the "idea" of the clerical coursein
theology. This"idea" iscertainly to develop in the cleric a reflective
and philosophical intelligence o faith, born o the experience of an
inner need for such an intelligence—a need that isnative to the teaching
Church, and that must be transferred to the teachers in the Church.
This intelligence is, in a sense, an end in itsdlf. The finality of the
intellect is assimilation to the real. Hence | said that the clerical
course in theology pursues a predominantly intellectual end. Yet it
must be emphasized that thisintelligenceisdso o its nature immensely
vital and of high religiousvalue. Precisaly asintelligence, it is, as the
Vatican Council said, "most fruitful." But here, | believe, one must
distinguish between the vitality and religious value o the Scholastic
synthesis as a synthesis, and the vitality and réligious value o its
« particular parts. | wpuld be prepared to defend the latter; for ex-

2Ct. Pius XI, UnigenitusDei Filius: " ex inscio imperitoque philosopho fieri
numquam doctum theologum posse” (AAS, XV1, 1924,145).



