THE PERSON:
PHILOSOPHY, THEOLOGY,
AND RECEPTIVITY

There is no reed for me to repeat the
main lines of the argument so ably set
forth by Fr. Clarke in his own re-
sponse to the challenging questions
put forward by Professors Long and
Blair: regarding receplivity as a per-
fection, the freedom of God’s act of
creation, and the relation of philos-
aphy and theology. | may be permit-
ted, however, to take the occasion to
add some accents and, in one place
at least, to propose what | hope Fr.
Clarke himself will regard as a
friendly amendment—all of this with
the larger intention of bringing into
relief some key terms for future dis-
cussion between ‘“‘Thomists” and
"“Balthasarians.”

I. Response to Steven Long

(1) The main question raised by
Prof. Long is whether receptivity, in
its very ratio as receptivity, includes
passive potency: that is, such that it
entails the notion of dependence on
another for actuation. In response, |
would, with Fr. Clarke, direct atten-
tion to the phenomenon of love as we
experience it. As Fr. Clarke points
out, love, rightly interpreted, requires
mutuality: receiving and letting be
are as essential for the concept of
love as giving. Consider an authentic
love between a husband and wife:
each genuinely shares in the joys and
sufferings of the other. “Sharing in"’
entails “affectivity’’: being affected
by the other. Clearly this “sharing
in,” with its note of affectivity, is in
s0me sense a perfection: we would

hardly consider one who remained
indifferent to his or her spouse’s joys
and sufferings a good lover. Nor do
we in fact intuitively think of their
mutual capacity for being affected as
a matter exhaustively of depen-
dence: a kind of emptiness awaiting
actualization. Were this the case, it
would follow that the more actyal-
ized each partner became, the more
unaffected by and indifferent to one
another each would become; the
more perfect the relationship, the less
mutual would it become; in a word,
the more perfect the person, the mare
unrelated would he or she become.
But we sense instinctively and im-
mediately that this is a perversion of
love rather than its perfection.

Of course, this line of argument
can be, and on the presuppositions
recorded in Long’s article must be,
set aside as al best a kind of “wishfu)
thinking.” However much we might
warm to the idea of mutuality as a
perfection, this perfection remains
“metaphorical” rather than strictly
rational in its meaning, The receptiv-
ity entailed in mutuality and affectiv-
ity remains, for all of its psychologi-
cal attractiveness, an imperfection
when conceived in properly ontolog-
ical terms. The feature of receptivity
carried in the notion of mutuality and
affectivity of its very ratio is expres-
sive of a potency anterior to and dis-
tinct from act—from the acts of
love—proper (154, 157 and passim).

I'extend reflection on this issye
(already well-developed in the ex-
change between Long and Clarke)
for the purpose of bringing into relief
what seems 10 me one of the most
significant elements in Fr. Clarke’s
proposals with respect to Thomism-
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namely, the centrality he accords the
(human) person, and thereby the ac-
tivities proper to the person—for ex-
ample, love—in his mcwﬁmn_,_ to the
study of being (metaphysics).

There is a crucially important
question evoked here regarding Em
very nature of metaphysics and its
method: namely, with what do we
begin when take up metaphysical re-
flection {do we begin with what is
“lower” or with what is “higher’’2
Why? In what sense?)? Nonetheless,
it seems to me that Long’s argument
in response o Clarke begs just this
guestion.

Consider the respective methods
of Clarke and Long: Clarke’s method
turns on the supposition that the
meaning of being is best gotten at _uN
reflecting on being in its “highest
“instance’’: namely, on personal be-
ing, and hence on the act(ivitie)s that
most properly characterize personal
heing, for example, love. The mean-
ing of act and hence of perfection is
gotten at most properly through the
acts proper to a person, among
which he finds receptivity (the recep-
tivity proper to love). Long's criti-
cism, on the other hand, bypasses
what is distinctly personal in being
and begins rather by focussing on be-
ing precisely in its limit (potency):
that is, on receptivity precisely as al-
ready defined by creaturely essence
(154) {by the essence that must yet
receive its act of existence: receptiv-
ity by its very definition thus entails

fimitation: “the need to be fecun-
dated and actuated from without”

[154]).

Now it may well be that Long can
offer arguments for beginning as he
does rather than as Clarke does. But
the point is that, when and insofar as
he would argue in relation to Clarke,

he must then make this argument.
What is it that most properly dis-
closes to us the meaning of being—
and thereby of what most primitively
is act and thus a perfection? Clarke
answers by focussing on being in its
distinctly personal acl(ivilie)s; Long
responds by focussing on being in its
distinctly non-personal  meaning
{i.e., on the essence of the crealure
generally). But an adequate argu-
ment in response to Clarke requires
precisely a justification, as distinct
from a simple assumption, of such an
alternative focus.

In short, Fr. Clarke’s procedure,
which is to begin with love, forces us
seriously to ask the very question
which much of the philosophical tra-
dition influenced by Aristotle has in-
clined us in principle to foreclose:
namely, whether the mutuality en-
tailed in truly being-with is most
properly accounted for in terms of
acl{ivity) or of passivity (potency). A
proper criticism of Clarke cannot
proceed by assuming just the aspects
of the method and content of that
tradition which Clarke intends to call
into guestion.

Of course, having said this, I do
not at all mean to deny the impor-
tance of the distinction between esse
(act) and essence (potency} upon
which Prof. Long rightly insists, Even
if we are finally to understand recep-
tivity as a distinct mode of what is
meant properly by act{ivity), and
hence are led finally to m:mnz_um._.m-
ceptivity within the very perfection
of act called esse, it does not at all
follow that receptivity in the case of
beings whose esse is limited (i.e., be-
ings “composed’’ of essence and
esse) will not take on profoundly
(i.e., infinitely) different _nmm:_.ﬁmm
from receptivity in the case of unlim-



174  David L. Schindler

ited Esse: that is, will not take on
features like emptiness and conse-
guent neediness. My initial concern
is simply to insist, with Fr. Clarke,
that we must first genuinely ask
whether receptivity, even in the case
of composite beings, can be most
properly accounted for from the side
of “essence” (hence potency)—as
distinct from act (esse).

To summarize this first consider-
ation, then, | would like to point to
the more general significance for
Thomistic metaphysics of the shift in
methodology indicated by Clarke.
Rather than understanding being first
in terms of what is impersonal or sub-
personal, and then being forced to
marginalize love as a matier of psy-
chology, of will, or of warm feelings,
Clarke on the contrary allows love to
tell us what it means to act in the
highest and deepest sense—and
thereby what it means most fully to
be. In a word, Clarke directs us to-
ward a metaphysics of love, and thus
toward love as the key to metaphys-
ics—to the order of being; he thereby
helps liberate us from modernity’s
characteristic restriction of love to
anthropology: from the modern as-
sumption that love assists us, at best,
in understanding only human being.

{2) But this fast suggestion may in
fact seem to lead further than Fr.
Clarke is willing to go-——and thus to
the pointat which 1 am led to propose
what 1 hope he will regard as a
friendly amendment. Having pro-
posed that love (i.e., person, with iis
characteristic activities of receiving
and giving [self-communication])
represents the highest instance of
what it means to be, Clarke nonethe-
less draws back from affirming love
as a feature of being that obtains uni-
versally (in some significant sense).
Thus, for example, in response to the

criticism of Prof. Long, Clarke resists
affirming receptivity (the receptivity
implied in love) as a transcendental
perfection of being, properly speak-
ing: receptivity, on the contrary, is
(like intelligence and freedom) an at-
tribute that “belongs to being only
from a certain level upward, i.e.,
from the personal level, an attribute
that has a ‘floor’, so to speald {below
which it is not found), but no ‘ceil-
ing' " (166).

I confess that I do not see why it is
problematic to affirm receptivity {or
something truly like receptivity) as a
transcendental perfection, as long as
it is rightly qualified in terms of anal-
ogy. Indeed, Clarke’s own line of ar-
gument seems to me to commit him
in this direction (1 think Long is cor-
rect in his interpretation on this
point). Clarke in fact acknowledges
activity as a transcendental attribute
of being (166). And again, he stales
that receiving and especially recep-
tivity can be purified to become anal-
ogous concepts transcending all their
limited modes of realization”” (1 68).
But if receptivity can be said to be
capable of transcending all of its lim-
ited modes of realization, then it
must thereby be capable of being in-
scribed within what we mean by
act(ivity)—by act, that is, finally in all
of its purity as act: esse. But if recep-
tivity is an intrinsic feature of esse,
then it must be present, in some truly
analogous sense, wherever esse s
"instantiated.”

In short, it is not clear to me how
Clarke can say that activity is a tran-
scendental attribute of being, and
again that receptivity can transcend
all of its limited modes of realiza-
tion—that is, can be purified of the
notion of limit and thus potency—
without necessarily implying that
receptivity is thereby a mode of ac-
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tivity and hence a transcendental at-
tribute of being. How can something
that is truly a transcendental at-
tribute of being not be inscribed in
the act which makes being be in all
of its “instances”: esse? How can
something whose ratio transcends
the notion of limit not be an intrin-
sic—proper—feature of esse? How
can a feature that is intrinsic to esse
not be present wherever esse is “/in-
stantiated”—hence in all creatures
and not just in human creatures?

Of course, all of this must be
placed in the context of analogy: a
feature that is intrinsic to esse, and
thus present wherever esse is “'in-
stantiated,”” is present in each in-
stance in a way proportionate to the
being in question. Thus the receptiv-
ity which we encounter most directly
in our own experience surely in-
volves the freedom and conscious-
ness which are proper only to spirit:
receptivity in this sense does indeed
have the “floor” to which Fr. Clarke
refers. But itseems to me nonetheless
that, by means of a proper notion of
analogy, we can {and must) extend
receptivity {or something trufy fike
receptivity) below this floor—in ac-
cord with the principles adduced
above. This means, not that sub-hu-
man beings are receptive in the sense
of possessing intelligence and free-
dom, but merely that there must
be something in sub-human beings
which is genuinely analogous to the
receptivity, intelligence, and free-
dom we find in human beings. That
something’’ | take to consist in some
minimum level of immanent activity,
order, and transitive activity.’

"Thus for example, Hans Urs von
Balthasar, in his philosophy as set forth

At any rate, that was the burden of

“what | attempted to argue in my ear-

lier response to Clarke (Communio,
Fall 1993). That was the imporl of

in the first volume of Theologil (Ein.
siedeln: Johannes Verlag, 1985), says
that there is no being without some ru-
dimentary interiority {inwardness, sub-
jectivity: Innerlichkeil), and this inciudes
the lowest beings, beings without life
(84); and again he says that spantaneity
(Spontaneitdt) and receptivity (Rezeptiv-
itdfy are linked, and increase—and Qmm
crease—together, in the various stages of
being (40). Nonetheless, he says al the
same time that receptivity is not found in
beings which possess na conscious-
ness—like rocks (37)—that receptivity is
properly found rather anly in beings
which possess consciousness and o the
degree they possess consciousness
{hence is found mast properly in being:
who possess self-consciousness} (37).
This suffices for the point | want to make.
| would only want, further, to make i
clear that even rudimentary interiority
(rudimentary immanent activity) suffices
as truly analogots to what we call recep-
tivity in beings that are conscious (that is,
by way of a conception of analogy
wherein genuine likeness is consistent
with difference, even very great differ-
ence: cf. the discussion below cn anal-
ogy). There seems to me no good reason
why Clarke could not accept what | am
proposing here: indeed, it seems, again,
the very drift of his own argument.

For a properly metaphysical—as
distinct from simply anthropological—
notion of interiority, cf. Kenneth L.
Schmitz, The Gift: Creation (Milwau-
kee: Marquette University Press, 1982}
and “Immateriatity Past and Present’”
{Presidential Address to the American
Catholic  Philosophical  Association},
Proceedings of the American Catholic
Philosophical Association, v. LIl (1978},
T-15.
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my proposing that esse—and not just
esse in ils specifically human “in-
stantiation”—was triadic in struc-
ture: being “from’’ (ab) is no less
an intrinsic feature of esse than
being “in’" (in) and being “for’ or
“roward” {ad). Esse intrinsically—
and thus wherever it is “instanti-
ated’—is characterized by move-
ment from and toward which comes
from “within’ itself.2 Such move-

*This affords me the occasion to clarify
somewhat the issue of esse and relation,
relative to substance. Fr. Clarke, in his
reply to me in the Fall 1993 Communio
(593-98: cf. 593-95), insists {rightly) on
the distinction between what Aquinas
calls “properties,” or “proper acci-
dents,” and “contingent accidents’’—the
difference being that the former, unlike
the latter, “flow immediately and neces-
sarily from the substantial essence, so that
the being could nat actually be what it is
and be deprived of them.” And he goes
on to say that the order of action {agere),
hence self-communicative relationality,
is a proper accident in this sense: the
order of action “is a necessary property of
an existing substance.” Self-communica-
tive relationality thus becomes equally
prinordial with substance: in the sense
that a proper, as distinct from a contin-
gent, accident is necessary for the com-
pletion of a substance.

All of this is true, but it does not yet get
to the heart of the point | had wanted to
make. When | argued that relationality
must begin already in esse, | meant this
in terms of esse understood in a signifi-
cant sense--and however paradoxi-
cally-—-as both prior and posterior to sub-
stance. Indeed, this seems to me the
burden of what has been argued so ably
by Etienne Gilson and others, as the au-
thentic teaching of Aquinas: namely,
that esse, as the act of acts (e Potentia
Dei, VII, 2, ad. 9, is thereby the act

ment indicates the primitive onto-
logical meaning of what we properly
call immanent and transitive activ-

which makes substance be in the first
place (absolutely); and that esse at the
same time nonetheless does not sub-
sist—which is to say, it in some way it-
self “depends’ for its own existence on
the very substance it makes be.

Certainly there is much to sort out
here. The point [ had wished to make is
simpiy that, if and insofar as we anchor
relationality already in esse, we are
thereby forced beyond the distinction
between proper and contingent acci-
dent. For “accident,” on Clarke's own
{correct) reading, remains posterior to
substance: always and as a matter of
principle it is something that “happens
ta" ar “flows from” substance, even if in
soine cases it does so necessarily (as in
the case of a proper accident). Fsse, on
the other hand, on the above—Gilso-
nian—reading, must be simultaneously
{ontologically) both prior and posterior
[o substance: it cannat be properly un-
derstood in terms simply of a “flowing
from” substance, even if this latter is
seen as a necessary “flowing from.”

To be sure, one might wish to chal-
lenge Gilson’s notion of esse, and an ar-
gument in ils defense would then have to
be developed. For present purposes, my
point is simply this: if and insafar as we
anchar relationality already in esse, we
are just so far committed to a notion of
relation which (ontologically) “pre-
cedes” substance in the way that essa
“precedes” substance, and which can
just so far not be “accidental” to sub-
stance, either “properly” or ‘‘contin-
gently.”

Of course, what my proposal here
adds to Gilson's esse is the triadic di-
mension of movement from (ab), in (in),
and toward (ad). And the proposal leaves
us still to consider the distinction be-
tween the relationality already begun in
esse and that aclualized in agere.
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ity. My proposal thus is that this im-
manent and transitive activity is
present wherever esse is "instanti-
ated,” and thus in some minimal
way even at the level of sub-human
beings. In short, this minimal imma-
nence and transitiveness is what cor-
responds, in a truly analogous sense,
to receptivity and self-communica-
tion as we understand these in their
proper meaning at the human-per-
sonal level.

It is in this (universal albeit ana-
logical) sense that 1 take person and
love to provide the key ta the mean-
ing of being: not just of human be-
ing, but of all being, always and ev-
erywhere,

(3) But now we encounter the
problem of receptivity fram the other
direction. Having affirmed that there
is something truly analogous to re-
ceptivity at the lowest stages of be-
ing, what then is to be said about
receptivity at the highest level of be-
ing: God? The heart of Prof. Long's
argument on this question consists in
the claim that the term “receptivity”
becomes equivocal when we at-
tempt to apply it both to God and to
finite beings.

Long grants that there is evidence
for a kind of “receptivity’’ in God
which we can draw from super-
natural revelation (155): thus the
Son, in being penerated by the Fa-
ther, is therehy front the Father. But,
says Long, we must distinguish care-
fully the sense of receptivity involved
here. Following Garrigou-Lagrange,
we should recognize that this “re-
ceptivity’” in God is “terminative’”
rather than properly receptive: for the
Son’s “receptivity” in relation to the
Father entails no potency and no in-
crease in the Son’s perfection. Hence
this terminative “receptivity,” inso-

far as it might be seen as a perfection,
remains in any case utterly diverss
from receptivity in its natural sense
(161).

First of all, in response, it seems
crucial 1o note how a certain phile-
sophical assumption is already gov-
erning the limits of what Long allows
us to find in Scripture. That is, hav-
ing already assumed thal receptivity
is essentially tied to potency and
thus to what is essentially imperfect,
and having done so on the basis of a
philosaphical analysis of receptivity
as found in essence (that is, in the
limit that makes finite beings finite),
Long can then, as a matier of princi-
ple, find no genuine receptivity
within God: there cannot be such,
since we know from our philosoph-
ical analysis of finite being that re-
ceptivity always involves imperfec-
tion. What appears to he receptivily
must be something else.

But a profound irony emerges
here. Long in facl accuses Clarke of
gnosis (161), because Clarke claims
to be able to see a kinship between
receptivity as found within the God-
head on the one hand, and the hu-
man being on the other: Clarke
claims thus to know what is proper
to God within the mystery of his ows
Being. But the irony is thal it is Lony,
himself who rather slips into a kind
of gnosis: on the basis of his phila-
sophical analysis, which he con-
sciously develops apart from antl
thus prior (logically, not necessarily
temporally) to consideration of rev-
elation, Long knows in advance
what can and cannat be properly
found in God. He knows in advance
what sort of receptivity God is to be
permitted to have within himself.

It is crucial to understand that the
criticism introduced here is not
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tended to call into question a legiti-
mate distinctness and even a certain
priority of philosophy in relation to
Christian revelation. The issue rajsed
bears rather on the sense in which a
legitimately distinct and prior phi-
losophy must nonetheless and for all
that still remain anteriorly open
(from its beginning and all along the
way) to that revelation.

Three comments thus will help to
clarify further what | mean to suggest
with respect to Long’s procedure
here.

{a} First of all, when and insofar as

we turn to the revelation of God’s.

Word in Scripture, it seems clear that
we should be disposed first to let
God be Cod. That is, we should he
prepared first of all to listen {fiah) o
what God has to tell us—about him-
self and all of creation.? Of course,

*Indeed, this is the way of love: to be
primitively open to the other, allowing
the ather first to speak and thereby ta
reveal him or her self on his or her own
terms—that is, and not to begin by im-
posing categories that precede and are
{at feast possibly} foreign to the other’s
self-revelation. This does not mean that
one will not in significant ways (always-
already) bring to the relationship with
the ather one’s own categaries; it means
simply that those categories, as one en-
ters the relationship and insofar as one
enlers the relationship, are now opened
up from within to be (re-)formed by the
surprise of the other. In this way, love
seems to me to reveal the right sense of
the relation of philosophy to Christian
revelation: philosophy for a Christian be-
gins with assumptions and develops no-
tions that nonetheless must remain jn-
trinsically open, in anticipation of God's
own self-revelation. On all of this, cf.

this does not mean that the scriptural
text is not in an intrinsic way made
up also of human words, and that it
does not thereby also require—in-
trinsically~—human reflection (hence
philosaphy, historical-critical exege-
sis, and the like). The point is simply
that what is revealed in Scripture is
first of all God’s Word (cf. the Sec-
ond Vatican Council’s Dei Verbum,
normatively interpreted to us in and
through the Church’s main tradition
of worship, creed, and authoritative
teaching-—more generally, through
the communio sanctorum. Philoso-
phy thus becomes an authentic in-
terpreter of Scripture only insofar as
it has itself been inserted within, and
thus purified by, this tradition of
worship, creed, and authoritative
teaching. In a word, it is not the case
that philosophy plays no essential
role in the authentic interpretation of
Scripture; it is rather that it plays this
role only by itself being anteriorly
open to Scripture’s own “self”’-inter-
pretation (i.e., the interpretation
guided by the Holy Spirit, in and
through the Church).4

Balthasar's Love Alone (New York:
Herder and Herder, 1969).

“Balthasar's discussion with Kar! Barth
seems to me indispensable here (The
Theology of Karl Barth [San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 1992]): in terms of show-
ing a means of escaping the dilemma of
a “Barthian” sense of a theological a pri-
ori an the one hand (which finally denies
a distinct and integral role for philoso-
phy), and a modern “scholastic’ sense
of a philosophical a priori on the other
{which tends to force theology to con-
tour itself—insofar as theology would
meet the conditions of intelligibility—to
the truths philosophy has already com-

As this line of argument implies,
my presupposition is that an open-
ness to Scripture’s own “self”’-inter-
pretation as it pertains to the issue at
hand will in fact lead us to a con-
ception of divine receptivity that is
truly receptive—and not merely
“rerminative’’; that is, to a concep-
tion of a God who, within his own
self, really receives from another.
Such a claim seems, for example, to
be the burden of the Christology
{and implied trinitarian theology)
carried in the Gospel of John. What
we find throughout this Gospel is the
paradox of a God (the Son of God
incarnate in Jesus Christ) who, as the
one sent, receives everything from
the Father {*The Son cannot do any-
thing of himself”: Jn 5:19), and who
nonetheless remains at the same
time utterly equal to the Father ("I
and the Father are one’’: Jn 10:30).5

prehended on its own, logically separate
from and prior to theology). (It should be
pointed out that Balthasar understands
the modern “scholastic’” sense of a
philosophical a priori 1o be continued,
albeit with an importantly different ac-
cent, in the “transcendental’” turn taken
by Rahner.) Balthasar's own way is o
affirm a theological a priori (in this sense
agreeing with Barth), while nonetheless
insisting at the same time on a distinct
and integral—even “prior’—role for
philosophy (in this sense agreeing with
‘"scholasticism’). He does so in accord
with a principle of analogy whose mean-
ing | attempt to elaborate further below
{that is, an analogy of being interpreted
above all in and through an analogy of
love).

5Clearly, a fuller explanation and ar-
gument on behalf of this suggestion (for
example, how it avoids the charge of
*subordinationism’’} cannot be mounted

Of course, this brief appeal o a
certain reading of the Gospel of John
does not yet sufflice as a refutation of
Long's interpretation of divine re-
ceptivity as “terminative.”” My sug-
gestion is simply that another inter-
pretation of divine receplivity is
possible, and can be offered pre-
cisely on the basis of what is taken to
be a faithful openness to Scripture’s
own ‘‘self’-interpretation; and that
this other possible interpretation can
therefore be truly refuted only on the
basis of a careful study of Scrip-
ture—that is, and not on the basis of
a philosophical a apriori derived
(logically) apart from Scripture, and
thereby always-already brought to
Scripture,

Thus, in sum, my proposal: the
Cospel of John is susceptible of &
reading which sees the Son of God
as genuinely receptive, in his very
being, to God the Father (even as the
Son is utterly one with the Father);
this genuine receptivity is thereby re-
vealed 10 be a perfection; and, fi-
nally, this genuine receptivity which
is a perfection is samething that is in
some significant sense recognizable
also in our own experience (of rela-
tion and love).t

in the present forum. For this fuller ex-
planation and argument, I would only
refer the reader—inter alia—to the briel
comments of Joseph Ratzinger in his
“"Cancerning the Notion of Person in
Theology,” Communio 17 {Fall 1990):
439-54, at 445-47; and 10 Balthasar’s de-
velopment of his mission Christology
(which is based most centrafly on the
Gospel of Iohn) (see, for example, Theo-
Drama Il [San Franciscao: lgnatius Press,
1992]).

Sndeed, that is just why Ratzinger in-
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(b) As already indicated, the dis-
agreement with Long regarding the
nature of philosophy which is im-
plied by the above is not over
whether philosophy is distinct from
theology, whether it has its own dis-
tinct methodology relative to theol-
ogy. That is granted. The question
rather is whether ““distinct from’’ is
or ever can be synonymous with
“neutral toward.” It is the latter that
I deny. My presupposition rather is
that philosophy, in its starting point
and all along the way, will always—
willy-nilly—bear a relation to theol-
ogy (to what has been revealed) that
is intrinsic: that relation can be neg-
ative or it can be positive, but in ej-
ther case it will be a relation. How-
ever much we—rightly—grant its
methadological distinctness, philos-
ophy will in fact proceed in a way
that is from the outset (and indeed as
a matter of logical principle: implied
or made explicit) either closed or
open o the truth that is revealed in
Scripture.” The main notions with

sists in his articte that Christ in his radical
refativity as affirmed in Johannine Chris-
tology ought not to be allowed to remain
as “the simply unique ontological ex-
ception’ (“Concerning the Notion of
Person in Theology,” 449). Of course, it
is crucial to understand that Ratzinger is
not speaking univacally here. He is not
eliminating the precisely infinite differ-
ence of jesus Christ from the rest of hu-
manity. I will return below te the notion
of analogy that seems to me o be oper-
ating in Ratzinger's statement.

it is crucial to underscore that the
closure (or indeed openness) to revela-
tion referred to here can remain uncon-
scious. Thus the person who, for exam-
ple, philosophizes prior to Christianity
does not for all that remain neutral rela-

which philosophy must finally oc-
cupy itself—notions, for example, of
act and potency, of esse, of perfec-
tion and imperfection, of activity, of

tive to what is revealed in Christianity.
The "pagan’ philosopher (e.g., Aristotle)
is not an instance of uncontaminated or
pure nature (reason), To be sure, “pa-
gan” philosophy can show us how far
reason can go without explicit aware-
ness of revelation: but this remains true
only as long as we da not take “without
explicit awareness’” 10 mean “outside
the orders of grace and sin”’—and there-
fore without definite (positive and/or
negative} implications, however unwit-
ting, with respect to the God of revela-
tion. Cf. in this connection the statement
of Balthasar: “If one goes on to consider
also that humanity, although losing the
grace of the original state, did not lose its
origntation to the goal of grace and
thereby a certain inner direction to this
in its being, then one will puard against
equaling the condition that is character-
ized by this foss with the condition of
natura pura and against asserting that the
“pagans” form the sphere where the
‘natural knowledge of God’ occurs in a
pure form. On the contrary, one must
say that three elements alter this ‘natural
knowledge of Gad’ in the entire histori-
cal world {without, of course, dissolving
its reality or at least iis real possibility):
(1) the fact that collective and personal
sin distort the clear vision of God as ‘the
origin and goal of all things’ (DS 3004);
(2) the movement made by God toward
humanity in grace, which is somehow
expected {thanks to the original state of
being a child of God); finatly (3), the gra-
cious salvation that is present for all
(thanks to the universal act of redemp-
tion by Christ) and is de facto hidden”
{"Movement Toward God,” in Explora-
tions in Theology Wl {San Francisco: Ig-
nalius Press, 1993], 15-55, at 48).
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receptivity and communicativity, of
freedom and intelligence, of unity
and difference, and so on—cannot
avoid definite implications regard-
ing the wultimate meaning of these,
and thus regarding what is revealed
in Scripture about ultimacy: about
God and about all of creation in re-
lation to God. Indeed, as | have al-
ready indicated, Long’s own argu-
ment illustrates this for us: the
philosophical meaning he accords
his central terms hardly leaves him
in a neutral position when he turns
to the revelation of God in Jesus
Christ.

My problem thus is with a philos-
ophy, not that would insist on a dis-
tinctness for its method in relation to
theology, but that would interpret
this distinctness to imply a (method-
ological) closure. My problem is
with a philosophy that would wish
to separate itself from theology. The
consequences of such a separated
philosophy, when its findings are
(eventually) compared with revela-
tion, seem to me two. On the one
hand, insofar as such a separated
philosophy finds that the discoveries
it has made on its own terms conflict
with revelation, it is forced in the di-
rection of a kind of double truth the-
ory—aof a dualism between philoso-
phy and theology: there are strictly
natural-rational truths that we know
coemprehensively, and strictly super-
natural-suprarational truths that are
simply beyond what we can know.
On the other hand, insofar as this
phitosophy seeks to overcome such
a dualism—seeks, that is, to effect a
unity between the truths discovered
on its own and the truths revealed in
Scripture—, it is now inclined to-
ward a unity conceived first in terms
of the truth that it has already dis-

covered on its own—toward a re-
duction of theology to philosophy. A
separated philosophy, in short, leads
at once in the direction of gnosticism
and fideism.

However much one might other-
wise want to challenge the truth o
this claim, [ simply must say that |
believe in any event that that truth is
testified to by Long's own way ol
proceeding: this is why he must as-
sert that receptivity as found in God
and receptivity as found in man are
completely equivocal (161). On the
one hand, believers are permitted no
conception of receptivity which dii-
fers from that which it is possible to
derive from a notion of (ontological)
perfection as conceived within a
philosophy that is logicaily prior to
and separate from theology (and
thus receptivity within the Godhead
can signify only imperfection) (158,
and passim); on the other hand, an«
at the same time, insofar as believ-
ers, notwithstanding, continue (o
insist that they are indeed able to
conceive receptivity within the God-
head as a perfection, that is, on the
basis of revelation, they are now told
that they are claiming a knowledge
of a positive content within the God-
head that is accessible only to God
himself: as a supernatural mystery,
that content is simply beyond what
finite beings can know (161, and
passim).

As an altermative to lLong,
then—as a way of escaping (what |
take to be) the dilemma of either
gnosticism or fideism, or of both si-
multaneously—, | propose that what
[ have called a separated philosaphy
be replaced by a philosophy which
sees its relation to theology as one of
distinctness, analogously conceivec.
What | mean by this is, first, that 2
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phitosopher proceeding on the basis
of such an understanding would—
from the beginning and all along the
way—remain open to and aware of
the truth revealed in Scripture. Sec-
ondly, | mean that the philosopher
who was thus always open to and
aware of the truth revealed in Scrip-
ture would nonetheless not be em-
powered thereby to argue deduc-
tively or simply inferentially from
that truth. He or she would not he
empowered 1o permit the truth re-
vealed in Scripture—that is, in its
formal character as revealed—to
function as a premise for argument.

All of this can be put concretely in
terms of my response to Long. At no
point in my argument have 1 not
been aware of divine receptivity as a
perfection: in the way revealed
above all by the Christology and
trinitarian theology of John's Gospel.
At no point have 1 not been con-
vinced that John's Gospel reveals re-
ceplivity to us as a perfection proper
to divine love, But this has not at all
preempted the possibility of a dis-
tinctly philosophical argument on
behalf of receptivity as a perfection.
To be sure, my faith has led me to
anticipate that the truth of receptivity
as a(n) (ontological) perfection can
be argued (also) philosophically.s

®That the anticipation of a particular
truth does not undermine the “critical’”
or “abjective’” character of knowledge,
but on the contrary is a “necessary’’ con-
crete condition therefor, | think is con-
clusively shown (in philosophical-cogni-
tional terms) by Michael Polanyi. See
above all his Personal Knowledge: To-
wards a Post-Critical Philosophy (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press,
1962): Polanyi insists, for example, that

But the neuralgic point is that |
recognize that such truth, insofar as
it would legitimately be claimed
philosophically, needs vyet to be
shown, precisely in terms of the ev-
idences and structures of the world
as these concretely manifest them-
sefves to us.? The contours of such a
demonstration (i.e., literally, “show-
ing”) | take to be provided in my
(and Fr. Clarke's) appeal to the hu-
man experience of love.

(c) I have used the term analogy
to characterize the relation of the

“we must now go back to 5t. Augustine
to restore the balance of our cognitive
powers” (“nisi credideritis, non intelligi-
tis”'} (266). See also Polanyi’s “Faith and
Reason,” The Journal of Religion XLI
(October, 1961} which, interestingly, he
wrote in enthusiastic response to Jaseph
Pieper's Schofastik (sent to him by
Pieper).

'The sense of “concrete” intended
here is that indicated by the statement of
Balthasar, in his own description of how
he intends to proceed as a philosopher
(in the first volume of Theologik): *The
description of worldly truth attempted
here will therefore endeavor to present
what appears to be this kind of truth,
without wishing to decide {since such a
distinction seems inherently impossible)
the question of which—natural or super-
natural—light falls on it (“chne ent-
scheiden zu wollen [denn eine salche
Unterscheidung scheint innerlich unma-
glichl, von welchem natiirlichen oder
ubernatiirfichen sie getroffen  wird’)
{"On the Work as a Whale,” [Balthasar’s
intraduction to Theologik] translated in
Communio 20 [Winter 1993]: 623-37, at
629). Thus “concrete” refers simply to
the world as it appears to us, without
pretending that such a world must—or
can—be first drained cleanly of all traces
of the supernatural {grace, sin, etc.).
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truths proper to philosophy and to

theology respectively. In using this

term, | intend to characterize the re-
lation between those truths as one
simultaneously of unity and differ-
ence: as a relation, in other words,
whose common sharing of truths
nonetheless and for all that does not
signify univocity, and whose differ-
ence of truths for all that does not
signify equivocity. A further com-
ment on the more general meaning
of analogy presupposed hereis in or-
der. .

Above all, what my presupposi-
tion regarding analogy is meant to
rule out is the widespread notion
that real unity or commonness and
real difference are, or need be, op-
posed to each other: that these are
best conceived as inversely rather
than directly related. Again, | may be
permitted to refer to love to clarify
my meaning. In a relationship of
love, it is not the case that a growing
unity—and hence deeper knowl-
edge—between the parlners entails
a (propartionate} lessening of the dif-
ference—hence mystery—helweean
the two. On the contrary: the deeper
the lave between them, the more re-
spectiul each becomes of the other-
ness of the other; even as the grow-
ing otherness makes possible an
ever-new and deeper unity between
them. QOur experience of love thus
reveals to us—paradoxically—that
unity and distance, and hence
knowledge and mystery, are not, or
need not be, antithetical; that on the
contrary they are simultaneous with
each other. In short, the analogy of
being, and of knowing, can thus be
best understood in terms of the anal-
ogy (unity and difference} proper to
love.

This highly schematic statement

of the meaning of analogy can now
be put more directly in terms of whar
Long discusses as the proper knowi-
edge of God, as distinct from the
mystery of God. Simply, on the reacd-
ing of analogy proposed here,
proper knowledge of God does naot
entail that what is affirmed as “com-
mon’”’ to God and man is thereby 1o
be conceived univocally; even as
recognition of the mystery of Goul
does not entail that what is affirme
as a difference between God anil
man s thereby to be conceived
equivocally. On the contrary, what
is common (scil, intelligible) and
what is different (scil. mysterious)
should both be conceived analogi-
cally: the mutual internality of intel-
tigibility and mystery is what permits
each ils proper meaning. (Hence
genuine analogy does not exclude,
but on the contrary precisely allows,
even the infinite difference [maior
dissimilitudo] between God anil
man of which the Fourth Lateran
Council speaks: cf. Catéchisme do
L’Eglise catholique, pars. 41-43.) But
tet us look more closely at what this
implies relative to Long's argument.

If what | have argued above is ac-
curate, Long is—-ironically, in view
of his criticism of Clarke—caught
swinging back and forth between
univocity and equivocity: on the one
hand, he presupposes that receptiv-
ity in God could {as a matter of prin-
ciple) mean only what it means in
finite beings (considered first in what
makes them finile; in the potency
that limits); on the other hand, and al
the same time, he presupposes that
therefore receptivity in God must he
simply different from receptivity as
found in finite beings {i.e., divine re-
ceptivity is thus “terminative’’ rather
than really receptive, or, better still,
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is something thal we cannot prop-
erly know at all). And thus, consis-
tent with all of this, Long employs a
distinction between “quidditative”
and “circumscriptive’’ krnowledge:
that is, between knowledge which is
essentially comprehensive of some-
thing and knowledge which consists
in knowing only “around” some-
thing {our philosophical knowledge
of the transcendentals being an ex-
ample of the former, and our theo-
logical knowledge of the Trinity of
the fatter {160]).

My proposal is that the notion of
analogy as | have conceived it en-
ables us to cut through—indeed, de-
mands that we cut through—the al-
ternatives indicated here. This
notion of analogy permits us to
say-—demands that we say—that our
theological knowledge of God (as
Trinity) is not merely knowledge
“around” God in his inner being,
even as our philosophical knowl-
edge of creatures is not comprehen-
sive of creatures (either collectively
or in any given instance). The essen-
tial and indeed precisely infinite
mystery characteristic of God's be-
ing does not preclude knowledge of
God that is intrinsic and thus proper,
even as the essential knowability of
finite beings does not preclude the
fact that these beings are also and
intrinsically mysterious, indeed from
their very depths.

To be sure, there is a theological a
priori operating in my argument
here: namely, | believe that God has
in fact revealed himself in Jesus
Christ and that he remains truly
present in the Church. | accept what
Christ says when he says: “Sg long a
time have | been with you, and you
have not known [&gnékds] me,
Philip? Whoever sees me sees the

Father” (In 14:9). In a word, | believe
in what 1 take to be the Catholic
sense of God’s incarnational and
sacramental presence in Christ and
the Church. I take this sense of God's
presence in Christ and the Church to
make possible a knowledge of God
that is intrinsic—while not attenuat-
ing in the slightest degree the infinite
mysiery proper to God.

Likewise operative in my argu-
ment is a philosophical presupposi-
tion~—about the meaning of essein its
relation to what may be called es-
sence or substance: | hold, namely,
that esse penetrates to the depths of
all the beings of which itis the act (act
of acts: Aquinas, De Potentia Dej,
VI, 2, ad. 9), and that esse is not
exhaustively conceptualizable. | take
this sense of esse to imply that our
knowledge of creatures is never, col-
lectively or in any given instance,
comprehensive—while not at all de-
nying thereby that that knowledge re-
mains in some significant sense di-
rect and “quidditative.”

Of course, these respective pre-
suppositions need further arguments
on their own merits, Indeed, that is in
a sense just the point of the consid-
erations | have introduced: namely,
to bring into relief how Long’s own
presuppositions have served, already
and as a matter of principle, to ex-
clude a conception of the philoso-
phy-theology relation which is truly
analogous in the way indicated. His
way of proceeding forces him from
the outset to dualize the meaning of
knowledge and mystery, while si-
multaneously reducing the meaning
and scope of each. My proposal is
simply that there is available to us a
different way of conceiving the phi-
losophy-theology relation, and in-
deed the distinction between knowl-
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edge and mystery. This different way
does not at all deny the distinction
between philosophy and theology,
or again between knowledge and
mystery. On the conirary it insists
that this distinction be conceived
genuinely analogously: in a way that
can recognize the mutual presence
of each in the other without thereby
entaiting a reduction in either mm:mm-
tion.'0 At any rate, my proposal is
that such a conception of analogy
can be legitimately rejected by Long
only by mounting an argument that
addresses the distinctly theological
and philosophical claims (regarding
the nature of revelation and esse re-
spectively) noted above—and this he
has not vet done.

(4} There remains the question of
childiikeness. Although Lang makes
only passing reference to this issue,
its importance is such that it mro:._n_
not go unmentioned. Not surpris-
ingly, his only reference to the child
is to its ignorance and neediness and
lack of self-possession, and thus
again to its ontological imperfection
(159). Much that | have said regard-
ing receptivity already Hmmuo:.n_.m to
aspects of Long's U«mwcmnom_:o:m
here. | would only direct attention
further now to how we all, as Chris-
tians and as human beings, can see
features in the child which, despite
their being defects (features which
we hope will be overcome as the
child becomes an adult), nonethe-
tess and for all that seem also to be
perfections (features which we hope

19Cf. Balthasar's discussion of the re-
lation of pistis and gnosis, in The Glory
of the Lord I: Seeing the Form (San Fran-
cisca: Ignatius Press, 1982), 131-41.

will remain as the child becomes an
adult). That this is true seems indeed
to be implied on theclogical grounds
by the words of Scripture: “Unless
vou become like this child . . . (Mt
18:1-5; cf. Mk 10:15—and by the
fact thai the Son of God incarnate in
Jesus always remains a chiid, from
all eternity. Of course, we need to
show that the meaning of Sonship
and thus childlikeness in the case o
fesus Christ is not simply equivocal
to sonship in our own case; and we
need to show that Christ's words
here are not merely positivistic or
moralistic or rhetorical in meaning.
in short, we need both to develop a
Christology, and to provide a distinct
philosophical argument on behalf ol
childlikeness as truly (ontologically)
a perfection. It will suffice here,
once again, to point in the direction
of these needed arguments.’

For the christological argument |
would simply refer again to the Jo-
hannine theology noted earlier, es-
pecially as that theology is devel-
oped in the works of Ratzinger and
Balthasar. For the philosophical ar-
gument, | would point again to what
has already been said above aboui
love: about how this experience,
properly understood, reveals recep-
tivity as a perfection. For as Long

*'Cf, here, inter alia: Gustav Siewertl:,
Metaphysik der Kindheit {Einsiedeln: jo-
hannes Verlag, 1957}; Ferdinand Ulrich,
Der Mensch als Anfang (Einsiedeln: Jo-
hannes Verlag, 1970); Balthasar, {/nless
You Become Like This Child (San Fran-
cisco: lgnatius Press, 1991); and Karol
Wojtyla, “The Radiation of _nm:rm._u
hoad,” in his Collected Plays and Writ-
ings on Theater (Berkeley: University o
California Press, 1987), 323-68.
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himself indicates in his counter no-
tion of receptivity, the meaning of
childlikeness is in any case tied to
this notion. Thus, assuming what |
have already proposed on behalf of
receptivity as a perfection, my argu-
ment would take the form now of
showing how a proper notion of
childlikeness as we experience it in-
cludes features like wonder, thanks-
giving, a sense of existence as
play-—in a word, a sense of being as
gifi—; and then of showing how
each of these features presupposes,
and is itself already inscribed within,
what we mean by receptivity,
thereby itseff participating in the per-
fection proper to the latter. This does
not mean that the needy and depen-
dent ways in which these features
are embodied in the child do not
need to be overcome. Certainly,
growth into adulthood entails taking
deeper possession, consciously and
volitionally, of the wonder, thanls-
giving, and sense of existence as
play we find already (mostly uncon-
sciously) in the child. The point
nonetheless is that, insofar as such
features can be claimed as already
present in the child precisely as a
child, and, again, assuming these
features to be perfections, it follows
that what characterizes the child
precisely in its childlikeness be-
comes something to be retained
throughout one’s life.12

12

Thus Karal Wojtyla says: “Being the
father of many, many people, | must be a
child: the more | am a father, the more |
hecome a child” (“The Radialion of Fa-
therhood,”” 368); “One must choose to
give birth even more than to create. In
this consists the radiation of fatherhoaod'’
(341); “And you oo, like me, must be

Again, this does not imply a denial
that maturity requires growth into
self-possession. | would only point
out in this connection that a self-pos-
session which is not ordered from
within by the wonder and thanksgiv-
ing and sense of existence as play—
the spontaneous sense of being as
gift—that is characteristic of child-
likeness invariably drifts toward a
self-possession  synonymous  with
power, control, and domination,
with all the instrumentalism atten-
dant upon these. Anyone who has
not been sleep-walking through the
twentieth-century knows how wide-
spread this sort of self-possession is
in the liberal culture of America.

Again, the distinct-but-related
christological and philosophical ar-
Buments presupposed here need to
be developed mare fully. It suffices
for the present merely o underscore
once again that Long's argument
presupposes a Christology and a phi-
losophy that themselves still require
their fuller statement vis-4-vis what
has been proposed.

ll. Response to George Blair

The main principles of my re-
sponse to Professor Blair have al-
ready been indicaled, so here | can
be brief. First, his questions with re-
spect to Thomism:

liberated from freedom through love’
(355). Of course, ane must see the in-
trinsic link among these statements: the
creative act {e.g., the act of self-posses-
sion of the adult) must become anteriorly
receptive (hence childlike—and indead
feminine), in order to be truly liberated
{and liberating: authentically creative).
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(1) The issue regarding arguing
from the Trinity (thus: from the fact
that the Trinity is intellectual, we
cannot infer that esse as such is in-
tellectual) has been responded to in
my remarks regarding analogy and
the philosophy-theology relation.

(2} | believe that the highest activ-
ity, which is the trinitarian activity of
the three persons in the one Cod, in
fact involves both immanent and
transitive activity {each person goes
out of himself to the other: God is not
a ““‘mong-unity’” but a “tri-unity’’). It
is difficult for me to see how Prof.
Blair's presupposition, which re-
quires being to become more exclu-
sively immanent in its activity the
higher its stage—thus in the highest
case excluding “self-communica-
tion’' altogether—can remain open
finally to the reality of God as a Trin-
ity. To be sure, the sense of one di-
vine Person’s going out of himself to
another divine Person is infinitely dif-
ferent from a human person’s going
out of himself to another person—
because the former “‘going oul’’ re-
mains within the unity of the one
God—, but this does not mean that
the notion of “‘going out of oneself”
cannot thereby be truly affirmed of

God, that is, as necessary to secure.

the simultaneous distinctness proper
to each person. There is no good rea-
son why this infinite difference of
God which is simultaneous with gen-
uine likeness to us cannot be under-
stood in terms of analogy, as we out-
lined its meaning above.

(3) The shift from “intra-psychic”
processes to a community of persons
in our efforts to find analogies which
assist in understanding the Trinity
lies at the very center of the theol-
ogy and philosophy proposed by Jo-
seph Ratzinger and Hans Urs von

Balthasar’? Indeed, it is precisely
this shift that accounts for Pope John
Paul's emphasis on the family as a
communio personarum that images
the divine communio {and indee:l
thereby provides the deepest mean-
ing for Vatican llI's sense of the fam-
ily as the “domestic Church’: the
domestic communio). The point is
not lo suggest that the two different
lines of analogy—"intra-psychic”
(cf., e.g. Augustine) and inter-
personal {cf., e.g., Richard of St. Vic-
tor)—are opposed; on the contrary,
they can complement one another.
The point rather is that the inter-
personal analogy has remained un-
derdeveloped in the tradition.

{4) This is answered in (2) above,

Secondly, then, there are Blair's
questions regarding the Christian
meaning of creation:

{1) The charge that a notion ni
esse as inherently “self-communica-
tive’" and thus relational leads to a
view of creation as necessary has
been answered by Clarke as well as
by my brief comments above on the
meaning of transitive  activity al-
ready within the Trinity.

{2) The charge that a genuine "'re-
ceptivity” in God entails a passivity
and hence change on the part of Gor
as he relates to creatures is of course
of crucial significance for a Christiar;
for, if true, the very transcendence of
Cod {as an infinite being) would
seem lo be called into question. |
have responded to this charge al-
ready in my earlier commenls, al
least in terms of how receptivity gua

"35ee, for example, Ratzinger, “‘Con-
cerning the Notion of Person in Theal-
ogy,” 447 and passim.
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receptivily might be seen to be prop-
erly a matter of act{ivity) and not
simply of passive potency. But this
leaves much yet to be argued. Pre-
cisely how can God be said to be
genuinely affected by creatures with-
out positing the kind of dependence
in God which would everturn the tra-
ditional {and rightful) insistence on
God’s unchangingness? For the
present context, | can, once again,
only point in the direction of the ar-
gument that needs to be developed.

Briefly, on the view of the Trinity
presupposed throughout these re-
marks, God’s trinitarian act(ivity)
includes perfect receptivity {in the
Son and the Holy Spirit). What this
receptivity, as simply perfect or
perfectly infinite, implies is thus not
that God is unaffected within his
inner being, but on the contrary that
he has rather—again, within his in-
ner being—, always-already been
affected to infinity. Hence it is
not so much the case that God
is wnchanging as thal he has al-
ways-already “‘changed-all-the-way-
through.”

Thus any change in God entailed
by the utterly free act of creation—
that is, by the fact of creation and by
all the various activities and events
that make up creation—has *al-
ready’’ been “‘contained’’ within the
infinite change that has always-
already occurred within God him-
self. This argument, which empha-
sizes an element (the notion of
receptivity) that has been left under-
developed in the tradition, is none-
theless consistent—or so it seems ta
me—with traditional arguments re-
garding the relation of time and eter-
nity. God’s “time”’—that is, eter-
nity—is not s¢ much a time/essness
as an ulter timefulhess. Eternity, in

other words, always-already “con-
tains’* all of time, and thus all of the
discrete, successive moments of
created history, but this does not
mean that eternity undergoes each
of these moments in their discrete,
successive character, Rather, eter-
nity undergoes them “all at' once.”
Why cannot a notion of God’s infi-
nite receptivity be developed in the
light of this: that is, such that immu-
tability in God would indicate his
absolute containment of all change
(and thus God’'s always-already
“complete’ receptivity of—and to—
all that has happened, is happening,
and will happen in the cosmos), as
eternity indicates not the absence
but his ahsolute containment of all
time; or again, such that immutabil-
ity in God would signify the perfec-
tion of change, as eternity signifies
the perfection of time.!#

. Conclusion

It is clear from the foregoing ex-
changes that the issues of person, re-
ceptivity and refation, and the phi-
losophy-theology distinction, raise
questions of fundamental impor-

‘tance for anyone who takes seriously

the main tradition of Christianity. It
is clear how important these issues
are in a particular way for thinkers

“Clarke's efforts above, which show
how receptivity can be detached from
any connotation of temporal change, are
very helpful in this context. Also, Gerard
O'Hanlon's The Immutability of God
According to the Theology of Hans Urs
von Balthasar provides a careful and nu-
anced statement of Balthasar's views on
this matter (cf. my review in the April,
1994 issue of The Thomisi).
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standing in the traditions associated
with either Thomas Aquinas or Hans
Urs von Balthasar. One might say
that the discussions serve to direct
our attention to a kind of ““fault line”
of fundamental presuppositions
which dispose “Thomistic” and
’Balthasarian’ traditions to move in
different directions all along the way
in their understandings of God and
of the created order. Nonetheless—
and this is the point | would like to
emphasize in conclusion—, to say
only this would be to remain content
with what is at best a half-truth: for
the exchanges seem to me, notwith-
standing the differences they reveal,
to serve equally importantly to iden-
tify areas where profoundly positive
engagement between these two tra-
ditions can and should continue.
How is this so?

Mainly, my proposal is that the is-
sue of the relation of what may be
called “Balthasarian” theology and
philosophy to Thomism is badly
put—i.e,, it instantiates a petitio
principii—insofar as it is does nat
make thematic the (prior) issue of
who best represents an authentic
development of St. Thomas, and
thereby the issue of which elements
in St. Thomas are to be lifted up as
primary—as the chief integrating
principles of his theclogy and meta-
physics.’> These prior issues surely

Y3\t is instructive, in the light of what |
wish to propose here, to reflect on Jo-
seph Ratzinger's procedure in The The-
ology of Histary in 5t. Bonaventure (Chi-
cago: Franciscan Herald Press, 1989),
where he takes up the question of the
relation between Bonaventure and Aris-
totle. What he makes clear in this study
is that one must carefully distinguish at

cannot be settled here. Nonetheles:,
I may be permitted in conclusion o
propase at least this much: namely,
that, in the light of the foregoing ex-
changes, and against the back-
ground of the two authors whose
thought was ultimately most in play
throughout the exchanges—Aquinas
and Balthasar—, these prior issues
might best be framed in terms of the
work of Etienne Gilson and Naorris
Clarke. Central to Gilson's wark,
thal is, relative to our concerns here,
are three distinct features: an em-
phasis on the concrete-historical or-
der in the doing of metaphysics; an
emphasis on the primacy of esse in
relation to essence or substance; and
a positive view of the notion of
Christian philosophy—of the role of
revelation in philesophy. The cru-
cial element now added to Gilson by
Fr. Clarke, in my opinion, lies in the

least three elements in Bonaventure's
“anti-Aristotelianism’:  although  Bon-
aventure did crilicize Aristotle himselr
(e.g., on the matter of the eternily of the
world), and although Bonaventure did is
the latter stage of his life strongly affirm
the limits of speculative philasophy an!
theology (e.g., in the Hexaemeron), in
anticipation of a kind of prophetic-my:.-
tical way of life, he nonetheless held A:-
istotle in high regard as a philosopher;
and directed much of his criticism rather
to Aristotelianism in the form then cur-
rent: namely, Aristotelianism as a seli-
sufficient philosophy (cf. 159-63, and
passirm}. My point in the present context,
then, similarly, is that we should (or a¢
least possibly can: cf. the historical argu-
ments of Gilson) distinguish scholasfi-
cism in much of its modern history from
Aquinas himself: the dialogue with
Balthasar then takes on a much differen:
character.
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central place Clarke accords person
and love in metaphysical reflection.
What would result were these four
elements now developed together in
the construction of a (re-)new(ed)
Thomistic synthesis? Could it be
seen as an authentic development of
St. Thomas-—in keeping with his fun-
damental intentions as a theologian
and with his deepest metaphysical
principles?

My purpose in raising this question
is not to suggest that the respective
views of Aquinas (as represented by
Gilson and Clarke) and Balthasar
might be reduced to identity with re-
spect to any or all of these features: in
fact it seems 1o me that these views
cannot be so reduced, at least in
terms of the current explicit form and
content of their philosophies. | mean
ta suggest rather that their respective
views, that is, at the level of their
deepest Christian intentionality and
their deepest metaphysical meaning,
can be brought into harmony—in-
deed into genuine complementar-
ity—thereby rendering fruitful any
remaining tension and disagreement.

Of course, and once again,

whether and to what extent this com-
plementarity, assuming it is there to
be developed, could, from the side of
Aquinas, still legitimately be called
Themistic is a large question. Clearly
the foregoing exchanges, if they have
disclosed anything, have disclosed
that “Thomism’” is hardly of a single
mind with respect to the four features
noted in the name of Gilson and
Clarke. But in a sense, that is just the
point | wish to make in conclusion:
these features identify crucially im-
portant issues that need to be clari-
fied within Thomism itself, as an in-
tegral part of the ongoing discussion
that now—especially in view of de-
velopments in the present pontifi-
cate—needs to take place. The dis-
cussion needs to take place, of
course, not only for the sake of clar-
ifying the relation between the tradi-
tions tied to Aquinas and Balthasar,
but, much more importantly, for the
sake of clarifying the very meaning af
our faith and life as Christians.

David L. Schindfer




