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			Endorsements

			This greatly needed book frankly admits that at times the man Jorge Mario Bergoglio, who is now Pope Francis, shoots from the hip, expressing himself in ways which discourage faithful Catholics even while attempting to encourage them. I hope the Pope is listening, because he does not seem to recognize that he has this problem. Yet he could not have had a more careful, honest, or sympathetic expositor than Eduardo Echeverria, whose appreciative discussion deepens, strengthens, and enlarges our understanding not only of Pope Francis, but of the papal magisterium as a whole and the manner in which it develops.The author demonstrates beyond a shadow of a doubt that contrary to the fears of some critics and the hopes of some admirers, the Pope is not trying to “change Catholic doctrine,” but to find new ways to explain it to the world. Profoundly committed to the deposit of faith that he is charged to uphold, he is in continuity with his recent predecessors and the Second Vatican Council, zealous to promote the New Evangelism, and alive to the reality of spiritual warfare. A special strength of the book is the respect with which it treats Protestants, even while clear about the difficulties and delicacies of bridge-building. 

			—J. Budziszewski, University of Texas, author of “Commentary on Thomas Aquinas’s Treatise on Law”

			This is a very timely and much-needed book. Informed by a careful study of the Pope’s speeches and writings, Professor Echeverria presents a Francis who no doubt differs in many ways from his two remarkable predecessors, but nonetheless fully shares their mission. Like John Paul II and Benedict XVI, he hears the call of the Second Vatican Council to offer the Catholic faith, whole and entire, to a needy but often hostile world. Whatever their view of Pope Francis, readers of this book will learn much about him that they will want to know.

			—Bruce D. Marshall, Lehman Professor of Christian Doctrine, Perkins School of Theology, Southern Methodist University

			Both Catholics and Protestants are asking what direction Pope Francis’s papacy will go, and what it means for Catholicism’s working out of Vatican II.Is the Church moving away from the directions in which the last two popes have steered it? Is Francis pointing toward a different interpretation of the Council? There are few theologians better equipped to answer these pressing questions.Professor Echeverria is a master of the Council documents, their recent interpreters, and the last three popes.He is also impressively informed by important Protestant theologians. This is a must-read for those wanting to learn about the future of Christianity.

			—Gerald R. McDermott, Jordan-Trexler Professor of Religion, Roanoke College

			This important study is a gift to so many who have been puzzled by the diverse assessments--often driven by selective citations and ideologically biased depictions--of Pope Francis’s leadership. Eduardo Echeverria carefully explores the complex record of what Francis has actually said and done thus far, in the context of a concise narrative of post-Vatican II developments. Echeverria’s concluding account of the Pope’s commitment to “spiritual warfare” offers profound counsel for all of us who want to contend for the faith without resorting to partisan engagement in “culture wars.”

			—Richard J. Mouw, PhD, President Emeritus, Professor of Faith and Public Life, Fuller Theological Seminary

			Eduardo Echeverria, one of the liveliest and most insightful thinkers practicing the ancient craft of theology in the United States today, sheds new light on the Catholic Church and Pope Francis at this challenging moment in history. 

			—George Weigel, Distinguished Senior Fellow, Ethics and Public Policy Center

		

	


	
		
			Foreword

			Of the making of books there is no end, as was already evident millennia ago and is even more so today. Given the sheer tidal wave of texts of all sorts amid which we live today, most current books need to offer some justification—if not an outright apology—for why they were written. This very valuable volume is not one of them. Shortly after the worldwide enthusiasm that met the election of Jorge Mario Bergoglio to the papacy, with the name Pope Francis, there followed what can only be called an equally global confusion about various things that he has said and done. Non-Catholics and even many Catholics believe he is a pope of “rupture,” one about to jettison the demanding Catholic moral tradition, especially on sexual matters. Others see him as a figure of mercy and compassion who is perhaps artless, at times, in his spontaneous, off-the-cuff remarks, but deeply committed to the traditional doctrines. Papa Bergoglio himself has expressed surprise on several occasions that people are confused by what he’s said, done, and written—pointing to what he thinks is a clear record. But people are confused. 

			So Professor Echeverria’s careful study of the pope’s record and his insights into how this first pontiff from the Americas comes out of and is guiding the post-Vatican II Church could not be more welcome. Other important books for the understanding of this singular pope have already appeared, most notably Austen Ivereigh’s The Great Reformer, whose primary value lies in the way it situates Jorge Mario Bergoglio in his Argentinian context—one little known to most people outside of that country—and in recent Latin American history more generally. Ivereigh touches on how those experiences shaped the future pope’s theological understanding of the Church and the world: Bergoglio steered a course between what he regarded as a stiff traditionalism and a utopian liberation theology, both far distant from the true aspirations of the poor and the folk Catholicism of his preferred touchstone: the pueblo fiel. 

			No previous study, however, has gone very much into situating Pope Francis in the larger sweep of recent Catholic history and especially the defining event of the past half century in the Church: the Second Vatican Council. Professor Echeverria not only notes Jorge Mario Bergoglio’s personal relationship to the Council, he has developed a sophisticated theological reading of the pope’s life and thought.

			There has been a fair amount of general acknowledgement that Francis, as the first pope to have been ordained (in 1969) after the Council, needs to be understood from a different perspective than his immediate predecessors. But there are many ways of understanding the Council and its effects, and Professor Echeverria wisely spends a good bit of time at the outset of this book carefully parsing out how the Council ought to be regarded. That establishes a clear baseline from which everything else may be examined.

			The Church cannot expect much accurate understanding from the world—or, sadly, even from many uninformed Catholics these days. But the cultural meme that Francis somehow has exploded earlier notions like spiritual combat and moral teaching in favor of compromise and dialogue with the world seriously distorts what he is all about. He is quite clear that much of the world is a kind of “anti-Kingdom” that denies God, Jesus, the Word, and its own best interest. A real Christian must be a discerner of spirits, to use the traditional term (which Francis does). And through careful reading of the pope’s earlier writings, Professor Echeverria has even discovered in them correctives to misimpressions such as his most notorious—and most misunderstood—remark: “Who am I to judge?”

			My attitude toward the world should be fundamentally the same as toward my own sins, toward the disordered and sinful roots in myself: keen awareness and aversion! From this attitude alone springs the desire for conversion. [This], in turn, over time, forges in us the faculty that is so solidly Christian: the capacity to judge. The “yes, yes . . . no, no” [Matt 5:37] that Jesus teaches us implies a spiritual maturity that rescues us from the superficiality of the foolish heart. A Christian needs to know what can be accepted and what must be condemned [1 Thess 5:21-22]. We cannot sit down and “dialogue” with the enemy of our salvation: we need to meet him head on, ready to combat his every intention. [Emphasis added.]

			That “spiritual maturity” is a far cry from the cultural shibboleths that have been foisted on to casual remarks by the pope in informal press conferences.

			In a similar vein, while Pope Francis, in line with his Argentine experience with the poor and marginalized, has called for the Church to go out and meet people in the “peripheries”—and has demonstrated a generous manner himself in dealing with those outside the Faith—this should not at all be understood to mean that the Church should abandon its fidelity to truth and its historic development of doctrine in favor of some democratic outreach or indiscriminate inclusiveness. The pueblo fiel that Jorge Bergoglio opposed to the Marxist-inspired liberationist currents as well as the legalistic stance of some in the Church has to be understood by paying attention to both words: both “people” and “faithful.” Again, Professor Echeverria has discovered a key text: “of course, we must be very careful not to think that this infallibilitas of all the faithful I am talking about in the light of Vatican II is a form of populism. No; it is the experience of ‘holy mother the hierarchical church,’ as St. Ignatius called it, the church as the people of God, pastors and people together.”

			A whole world remains to be discovered in texts such as these and Professor Echeverria is owed a debt of gratitude for having already brought a good deal of it to light. It’s only when we have these fundamental things clear that we can hope to understand the theory and practice of the Bergoglio papacy, in real terms, rather than those concocted by the media. The pope seems to believe that his track record is already clear and that by acquainting ourselves with it we will appreciate his ongoing efforts. 

			So this book is essential. Without what it offers us, we might miss the firmness along with the tenderness in a text like the pope’s closing remarks after the highly controverted 2013 Synod on the Family:

			[T]his is the Church, the vineyard of the Lord, the fertile Mother and the caring Teacher, who is not afraid to roll up her sleeves to pour oil and wine on people’s wound; who doesn’t see humanity as a house of glass to judge or categorize people. This is the Church, One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic and composed of sinners, needful of God’s mercy. This is the Church, the true bride of Christ, who seeks to be faithful to her spouse and to her doctrine. It is the Church that is not afraid to eat and drink with prostitutes and publicans. The Church that has the doors wide open to receive the needy, the penitent, and not only the just or those who believe they are perfect! The Church that is not ashamed of the fallen brother and pretends not to see him, but on the contrary feels involved and almost obliged to lift him up and to encourage him to take up the journey again and accompany him toward a definitive encounter with her Spouse, in the heavenly Jerusalem.

			Dr. Robert Royal
Washington, DC
March 17, 2015

		

	


	
		
			Preface

			“They’ve got the pope in a box now. … The danger of that is he’s like a Rorschach test, sort of,” Cardinal Francis George said Monday during an hour long conversation at the archbishop’s Gold Coast residence in which he expressed both pride and remorse about his 17 years as archbishop. “People project onto him their own desires, and so you’ve got people who are expecting all kinds of things. Some of them might happen. A large number of them won’t and so there will be great disillusionment. … People will write him off.”1

			I’m not a Vatican insider—far from it—but even the casual observer recognizes that Pope Francis has created an atmosphere of uncertainty. … Every time Pope Francis criticizes this or that aspect of the Church’s witness on controversial issues, the media interpret his remark as a sign of imminent surrender. This all too predictable misrepresentation doesn’t mean the pope (or anyone else) should refrain from saying what needs to be said. But it makes our situation clear.2

			The epigraphs above identify two features in the reception of Pope Francis’ thought since the then Jorge Mario Bergoglio was elected pope. I would not be exaggerating when I say that Pope Francis has been created in the image of many one-sided receptions of his thought by both liberal and traditional Catholics. Both sides of this reception share the view that Pope Francis’s novelty is best represented by words like break, rupture, and indeed, revolution. Of course they differ in their assessment of his novelty; the former embrace it, and the latter reject it. Hence Cardinal George’s reference (in the first epigraph) to the pope being a sort of Rorschach test. But is Francis’s thought like silly putty, to use another image, which can be shaped any way we desire? Or is there a textual basis in the pre-papal and papal writings of Francis to discover a theological mind that is grounded in the authoritative faith of the Church?

			A corollary of this perceived novelty when understood as a break is the other feature referred to by Reno (in the second epigraph above), namely, an atmosphere of uncertainty in the Church as to the direction that Pope Francis will take her: will that direction be different from his two illustrious predecessors, St. John Paul II and Benedict XVI—who are two great interpreters of Vatican II—and hence what about his interpretation of the Second Vatican Council? 

			These questions deserve an answer and the book before you purports to answer them by providing an answer to the question: What is the theological mind of Pope Francis? In other words, what is the “big picture” behind his thoughts as they have been expressed by him in his writings? I am not claiming to have “inside information” on the big picture. There is no place to go in the writings of Francis where one would find a systematic attempt by him to answer that question or any of the questions posed above. Nonetheless, we can find very specific cues throughout his writings that point us in an unmistakable direction. This book is primarily concerned to show the theological direction of his mind in his writings, in what he has said, providing a textual basis for discerning that direction, not only in the documents of the Second Vatican Council but also the writings of John Paul II and Benedict XVI.

			Still, there remains to say something about why some Catholics are concerned about Pope Francis, particularly about the atmosphere of uncertainty for which he seems responsible at least to some extent, an uncertainty that stems from the difficulty of understanding him. Representative of this concern is expressed by the following reflections of a faithful Catholic who is having difficulties understanding Pope Francis. He explains his difficulties: 

			So when I said that I find it difficult to understand this pope, I didn’t mean that I wasn’t sure of his adherence to the doctrine of the Church.What I meant was that although he holds faithfully to the doctrine of the Church, he so often speaks as though he didn’t (emphasis added).He persistently falls into the language of those who oppose Catholic teachings even when he is supporting Catholic teachings.One of the great themes of his papacy is engaging the culture in a fresh way, and I hail that, for the culture surely needs to be engaged in a fresh way.But it is difficult to “think with” the Holy Father about this theme when his practice of cultural engagement seems so singularly inept. Over and over again the Vatican has to walk his statements back.When transcripts of the pope’s remarks are available, I often try to track them down.It comes as no surprise that his remarks are often mischaracterized. But a person in his position must adapt his manner of speech to the fact that the other side will be trying to mischaracterize them. If he cannot learn not to walk into the traps of the press, then he should stop talking to the press. The best I can say about that problem is that his learning curve is very, very slow.We are almost two years into his papacy, and the narrative—yes, I agree, the false narrative—of “the pope who questions Catholic doctrine” has so hardened itself that it is difficult to see how he is going to tear it down.Many of those hostile to Catholic teaching love the pope, but many of those love him for the wrong reasons—they think he will alter Catholic teaching. So for me, the puzzle about the relation between the Holy Father’s relationship to the teachings of the Second Vatican Council isn’t whether he believes them—I am convinced that he does—but why he persistently falls into the traps laid for him so that he inadvertently encourages those who do not believe them and disheartens those who do.3

			This faithful Catholic gives some examples of the false narrative with the headline that has taken hold of some people’s minds, namely, “the pope questions Catholic doctrine.” Undoubtedly, this narrative, however false, is circulating now for almost two years. This is the clear situation that Reno referred to above when speaking of the climate of uncertainty in the Church. Pope Francis demurs from such an interpretation of his papal leadership. Recently, when he was asked about the lack of clarity in his papacy, he defended himself: “I answered, ‘Look, I wrote an encyclical—true enough, it was by four hands [with Benedict XVI]—and an Apostolic Exhortation [Evangelii Gaudium]. I’m constantly making statements, giving homilies. That’s magisterium. That’s what I think, not what the media say that I think. Check it out; it’s very clear. ‘The Joy of the Gospel’ [Evangelii Gaudium] is very clear’.”4

			Unfortunately, the interviewer didn’t give Francis specific examples that have contributed to the false narrative that “pope questions Catholic doctrine,” and hence this climate of uncertainty. For instance, Francis saying that we can’t be obsessed with abortion, gay marriage, and contraception in the same breath as he talked about the Church being locked up in small-minded rules, secondary matters, rather than the essentials.5 Another example is Francis saying during his return flight from the 2013 World Youth Day in Rio de Janeiro “If someone is gay and is searching for the Lord and has good will, then who am I to judge him?”6 Furthermore, in a later interview, rather than explain what he meant so as to correct the mischaracterization of his nonjudgmentalism as spiritual and moral subjectivism, he dug the hole deeper by repeating this statement—“if a homosexual person is of goodwill and is in search of God, I am no one to judge”—and, he added to an already confused narrative that was circulating the point that “it is not possible to interfere spiritually in the life of a person.”7

			Adding fuel to the fire, in another interview, this time with the founder of the Italian newspaper, La Repubblica, Eugenio Scalfari, the pope was asked whether there is a single vision of the Good and who decides what that is. He replied: “Each of us has a vision of good and of evil. We have to encourage people to move towards what they think is Good.” Agreeing, Scalfari said that the pope had written in a letter to him that “conscience is autonomous.” And as if to confirm what Scalfari was getting at, the pope repeated: “Everyone has his own idea of good and evil and must choose to follow the good and fight evil as he conceives them. That would be enough to make the world a better place.”8 These points only strengthened the perception of Pope Francis as one who is questioning Catholic doctrine. What should we say about this false narrative that Francis is partly responsible for creating?

			Well, surely, one thing that must be said is to encourage Francis, respectfully, that “there must be responsibility in how we speak as well as in how we love,”9 as one commentator puts it.Furthermore, this commentator adds, we can’t merely defend “Pope Francis’s most controversial statements” by arguing, “No, of course this is not counter to church teaching.” That defense is too minimalist: “If so, we can always be glad of the fact,but that is a rather low bar by which to judge any statement. Questions of prudence, relevance, and helpfulness must also be weighed.” As my concerned Catholic expressed it admirably well: “But the Holy Father needs to be aware that he speaks for world Catholicism. … If he cannot learn not to walk into the traps of the press, then he should stop talking to the press.” 

			Whatever Francis’s responsibility for how he is being misunderstood, in this book I try to get at the theological mind of Bergoglio/Francis in order to show why the narrative that has taken hold in the mind of many people is, indeed, false. Thus, I am not merely saying that what he says, properly understood, is not inconsistent with church teaching, which would be a weak defense. In fact, I intend to make a strong defense and establish that it is clear from Francis’s own theological writings that his theological thinking is fully coherent with the teachings of Vatican II and that of his two immediate predecessors. 

			The book is structured as follows. In the Introduction, I lay out an interpretation of Vatican II and its legacy. This legacy, I will argue, is appropriated by Pope Francis. In Chapter 1, I show how he has appropriated that legacy. I also examine the temptations the pope identified and briefly described, in his address at the conclusion of the Extraordinary Synod of Bishops, October 2014, as ones that the Church faces in her “journey” ahead in the years to come. In the remaining chapters, I discuss several themes in Francis’s writings: the relationship between mercy and justice (Chapter 2), the law and the gospel (Chapter 3), the gospel of joy (Chapter 4), receptive ecumenism (Chapter 5), and I conclude with the often-overlooked aspect of Francis’s practical ecclesiology, namely, spiritual warfare.

			I am grateful to the following colleagues who commented on chapters of this book: Mary Healy; Daniel Keating; Ralph Martin; J. Michael McDermott, S.J.; Janet E. Smith; John Vandenakker, CC; and Peter Williamson. I am grateful to the endorsers of my book: J. Budziszewski, Bruce Marshall, Gerald McDermott, Richard Mouw, and George Weigel. I give a special word of thanks to Robert Royal for writing the Foreword. I dedicate this book to all my colleagues at Sacred Heart Major Seminary for their deep commitment to carrying out the legacy of the Second Vatican Council in their teaching and scholarship, indeed in their lives. I also want to thank Fr. Thomas Guarino of Seton Hall University for his friendship as well as his ongoing spiritual and intellectual support throughout the years. I wish finally to thank Eric and Linda Wolf of Lectio Publishing for all their work in preparing the manuscript for publication.
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			Introduction

			The tradition which comes from the apostles develops in the Church with the help of the Holy Spirit. For there is a growth in the understanding of the realities and the words which have been handed down. ... For, as the centuries succeed one another, the Church constantly moves forward toward the fullness of divine truth until the words of God reach their complete fulfillment in her.1

			The Legacy of Vatican Council II

			Just what is the legacy of the Second Vatican Council? This question has been an intensely debated one for the last half century. Thus, while I cannot hope to settle it in this Introduction, what I can do is to pare it down for my purpose here by asking about the right way the texts of Vatican II should be interpreted.2 Understanding the proper hermeneutics for these texts of the Council will help us understand the legacy of the Council and hence its appropriation by Pope Francis.3

			In this Introduction, I begin by examining John XXIII’s opening speech to the Council. Next I consider a typology of ways that the Council has been interpreted.4 As part of this analysis, I address the question of theological notes that denote the authority of different levels of magisterial teaching. In conclusion of this Introduction and in preparation for Chapter 1, I consider the hermeneutical challenge of reinterpreting the dogmatic affirmations of the Church with the aim of seeking a new and deeper comprehension of the faith, as the epigraph above from Dei Verbum suggests, but one that protects the “idem sensus”—the same meaning, material identity, and universality of the faith from age to age. 

			John XXIII’s Opening Speech

			“Gaudet Mater Ecclesia” (“Mother Church rejoices”) are the words that began Pope John XXIII’s opening speech on October 11, 1962, the first day of the Second Vatican Council, in St. Peter’s Basilica. The pope explains his reasons for calling the Council in this address. To begin with, this Council is called to be “a solemn celebration of the union of Christ with His Church, and hence lead to the universal radiation of truth.” The truth is that “Christ is ever resplendent as the center of history and of life. Men are either with Him and His Church, and then they enjoy light, goodness, order, and peace. Or else they are without Him, or against Him, and deliberately opposed to His Church, and then they give rise to confusion, to bitterness in human relations, and to the constant danger of fratricidal wars.” 

			Furthermore, Pope John describes the context in which this Ecumenical Council is situated as one where the Magisterium of the Church must take “into account the errors, the requirements, and the opportunities of our time” if it is to present “in exceptional form” its authority “to all men throughout the world.” Regarding the errors of our time, fallacious teaching, opinions, and dangerous concepts, John did not wish to issue a new Syllabus of Errors in addition to the Syllabi of 1863 (Pius IX) and 1907 (Pius X). He said “errors often vanish as quickly as a mist dispelled by the sun.” Rather, he adds, “at the present time, the spouse of Christ prefers to use the medicine of mercy rather than the weapons of severity.” John’s appeal is that the Church “meet today’s needs by explaining the validity of her doctrine more fully rather than by condemning.” In this contrast between explanation and condemnation lies the meaning of the word pastoral. The Council is called to be pastoral in outlook rather than condemnatory.5

			What does pastoral mean in this context? The then Joseph Ratzinger explains, “‘Pastoral’ should not mean nebulous, without substance, merely ‘edifying’—meanings sometimes given to it. Rather what was meant was positive care for the man of today who is not helped by condemnations and who has been told for too long what is false and what he may not do. Modern man really wishes to hear what is true. He has, indeed, not heard enough truth, enough of the positive message of faith for our time, enough of what the faith has to say to our age.”6 This is one of the highlights of the pope’s opening speech. 

			In this connection, we can easily appreciate why John states that the “greatest concern of the Ecumenical Council” is “that the sacred deposit of Christian doctrine should be more effectively defended and presented.” What is expected of the Council regarding doctrine, particularly in order to guard and proclaim the teachings of the Church more efficaciously? 

			The pope’s reply to this question is twofold: “It is first of all necessary that the Church never turn her eyes from the sacred heritage of truth which she has received from those who went before; and at the same time she must also look at the present times which have introduced new conditions and new forms of life, and have opened new avenues for the Catholic apostolate.” One might say that in this twofold response Pope John XXIII is talking about ressourcement and aggiornamento. 

			Regarding the question as to how that sacred heritage of truth is to be promoted today, the pope says that we need “to transmit the doctrine, pure and integral, without any attenuation or distortion, which throughout twenty centuries, notwithstanding difficulties and contrasts, has become the common patrimony of men.”7 Of course John was not simply urging the Council to repeat what everyone already knew. This is another important aspect of the Council. “What is needed is that this doctrine is more fully and more profoundly known and that minds be more fully imbued and formed by it.” Indeed, “What is needed is that this certain and unchangeable doctrine, to which loyal submission is due, be investigated and presented in the way demanded by our times.” 

			Therefore, to carry out this task faithfully and responsibly John calls this Council to distinguish between truth and its formulations: “For the deposit of faith, the truths contained in our venerable doctrine, are one thing; the fashion in which they are expressed, but with the same meaning and the same judgment [eodem sensu eademque sententia], is another thing.” The subordinate clause in this passage is part of a larger passage from Vatican I, Dei Filius,8and this passage is itself from the Commonitórium primum 23 of Vincent of Lérins: “Therefore, let there be growth and abundant progress in understanding, knowledge, and wisdom, in each and all, in individuals and in the whole Church, at all times and in the progress of ages, but only with the proper limits, i.e., within the same dogma, the same meaning, the same judgment.” 

			As I shall argue below, the hermeneutics of dogma entailed by this Lérinian principle is the “idem sensus”—the same meaning, its material identity and universality, which must be protected from age to age.In the next chapter, I will also show that Pope Francis appeals to this principle in his discussion of doctrinal development. For now, let me cite Pope Benedict XVI who gives a clear expression of this Lérinian principle: “It is clear that this commitment to expressing a specific truth in a new way demands new thinking on this truth and a new and vital relationship with it; it is also clear that new words can only develop if they come from an informed understanding of the truth expressed, and on the other hand, that a reflection on faith also requires that this faith be lived. In this regard, the program that Pope John XXIII proposed was extremely demanding, indeed, just as the synthesis of fidelity and dynamic [of novelty in continuity] is demanding. ... It is precisely in this combination of continuity and discontinuity at different levels that the very nature of true reform consists.”9

			Furthermore, the ability to deepen our understanding of this certain and unchangeable doctrine involves discerning the signs of the times10 in the light of the Gospel,11 and overcoming the mentality of those people who, “although they are full of fervor and zeal, are by no means equipped with an abundant sense of discretion and measure, seeing in the modern era nothing but transgression and disaster, and claiming that our own age has become worse than previous ones.” In other words, the pope explicitly distances himself from “those prophets of doom, who are always announcing some ominous event, almost as if the end of the world were upon us.” 

			By contrast, John expresses his conviction, “In the present order of things, Divine Providence is leading us to a new order of human relations which, by men’s own efforts and even beyond their very expectations, are directed toward the fulfillment of God’s superior and inscrutable designs. And everything, even human differences, leads to the greater good of the Church.” Indeed, the pope seems persuaded that the modern turn of events holds new, unprecedented possibilities for liberties of faith and the free action of the Church. 

			What is striking in the pope’s speech is his conviction that the only way for the Church to guard and proclaim the truth of Christian teaching more efficaciously is for her understanding of these teachings to undergo a fitting measure of renewal. Renewal is not about bringing the Church “up to date” by the standard of credibility to the modern mind, or by the standard of relevance to current problems. Renewal isn’t even first and foremost about realizing the unity of all Christians, indeed, of the entire human race. Rather, John XXIII emphasizes that the dynamic of renewal stems from the following: “The Church’s solicitude to promote and defend truth derives from the fact that, according to the plan of God, who wills all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth (1 Tim 2:4), men without the assistance of the whole of revealed doctrine cannot reach a complete and firm unity of minds, with which are associated true peace and eternal salvation.” 

			In fact, he adds, “this very unity which Christ implored for his Church seems to shine with a triple ray of heavenly and salvific light.” John explains:

			The unity of [1] Catholics among themselves which must always be kept most firm and as a splendid example; [2] the unity of pious prayers and most ardent desire by which Christians separated from this Apostolic See desire to be linked with us; [3] the unity, finally of esteem and respect for the Catholic Church shown by those who still profess the different non-Christian forms of religion. In this respect, it is a source of great grief that a huge part of the human race—even though all who are born are themselves also redeemed by Christ’s Blood—still do not share in the sources of heavenly grace which exist in the Catholic Church. This is why the Catholic Church, whose light illuminates all things and whose strength of supernatural unity redounds to the benefit of the whole human family, is rightly described in the splendid words of St. Cyprian: “The Lord’s Church, surrounded by light, sheds her rays over the whole earth. 

			It is in this perspective that the pope expresses his disappointment that “the entire Christian family has not yet fully attained this visible unity in truth, and hence the duty of the Church “to work actively so that there may be fulfilled the great mystery of that unity, which Jesus Christ invoked with fervent prayer from His heavenly Father on the eve of His sacrifice.” It is, therefore, understandable, John continues, on the basis of the “renewed, serene, and tranquil adherence to all the teaching of the Church in its entirety and preciseness” that “the Christian, Catholic, and apostolic spirit of the whole world expects a leap forward toward a doctrinal penetration and a formation of conscience in faithful and perfect conformity to the authentic doctrine. But this should be elaborated and presented according to the forms of inquiry and literary expression proper to modern thought.”

			Thus John XXIII is calling for a suitable restatement, a fitting measure of renewal in our understanding of Catholic teaching; of the depositum fidei—in line with the Lérinian principle regarding the “idem sensus” of the truth of dogma—the same meaning; its material identity and universality, which must be protected from age to age.This is why Vatican Council I taught that “the meaning of the dogmas which the Church has declared is to be perpetually retained. There is to be no deviation on the specious ground of a more profound understanding.”12Development, yes; mutability, no.This is the hermeneutical legacy of the Second Vatican Council—as understood by John XXIII and, as shall be shown in this book, it is the legacy that Pope Francis embraces.13

			Theological Notes

			During the October, 2014 extraordinary Synod of Bishops on the family at the Vatican, the phrase “doctrinal development” was bandied about by some bishops. For instance, Reinhard Cardinal Marx of Germany, responding to a question at a press conference, said that church doctrine can change over time: “Saying that the doctrine will never change is a restrictive view of things...”14 The Church’s doctrine, Marx added, “does not depend on the spirit of time but can develop over time.”Marx was not the only official participant at the Synod to say this about doctrinal development. Archbishop Victor Manuel Fernandez, rector of the Pontifical Catholic University of Argentina, also made similar comments. He said, “When it’s said that this is a ‘pastoral’ synod, it doesn’t at all mean that one cannot deepen the doctrine.” “We need to develop the doctrine on the family much more. If we came here only to repeat what we’ve always said, the church wouldn’t grow.” He, then, pointed to the example of slavery, which was allegedly accepted in past centuries by the church, as an example of where teaching changed “because there was a development in doctrine – and that continues to happen.” He concluded, “You can’t say doctrine developed in the past, but no longer does.”15

			One other example is that of Dublin Archbishop Diarmuid Martin who said in an interview: “[The synod] has to find new language to show that there can be development of doctrine, that there has been a willingness to listen to what emerged in the questionnaire that went out, and what was said in the synod itself.”16 A final example here is from the Pastoral Letter of Bishop Johan Bonny, Antwerp, Belgium, who suggests that post-conciliar Catholic moral theology has been monolithic in approach, resistant to “the human intellect’s multifaceted search for truth and goodness,” and hence closed to the “complementarity of theological models.”17

			There are three points I would make in response to these claims about doctrinal development. First, these prelates are criticizing a “straw man.” The issue is not whether doctrines—dogmas or morals—can develop. There is general agreement here regarding the idea of doctrinal development.18 For instance, Gerhard Cardinal Müller, the Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, is not arguing against doctrinal development, as some of his critics, such as the above prelates have implied. In his just published book,The Hope of the Family,19 he affirms that “dogma develops and is evolving.” Yet, he rightly sees that doctrinal development has to be homogeneous with the essential principles of the teaching. In short, doctrinal development must of its very nature be just an organic development.

			Thus, doctrinal development, according to Müller, cannot be legitimate when it occurs “in a way that contradicts basic principles [of the teaching] [. . .] that would conclude or affirm the contrary.” This important point has been obscured or even lost in the recent discussion about doctrinal development. 

			Second, there is, unfortunately, a lack of clarity in respect of all these statements by the prelates, for they seem to identify development with change. Is development of doctrine the same as a change in doctrine?Can Church doctrine change over time? More precisely, does doctrinal development mean that doctrines may change over time in the sense of being substantially transformed, implying a change in the very essence of the teaching? 

			Third, they all seem confused about the levels of authoritative teaching and their corresponding theological notes. For instance, Archbishop Fernandez gives slavery as an example of doctrinal development. The confusion here is not only over whether the Church ever authoritatively taught a doctrine of slavery,20 but also that he overlooks levels of magisterial teaching, making category mistakes by comparing reversals of non-authoritative teachings with doctrines of the faith, such as that of marriage. 

			Before going on to discuss a hermeneutic of the texts of the Council, it is important to clarify these matters—“what doctrines are binding, on what grounds, and in what measure”21—by explaining theological notes and the corresponding authority of doctrinal statements. Given the limitations of this Introduction, I can best begin here by citing Karl Rahner’s statement regarding the Second Vatican Council’s assumptions about levels of authoritative teaching. These assumptions, I contend, are necessary for a clear and fruitful discussion of doctrinal development. The Council assumes:

			[1] the distinctions to be made between the wielders of the teaching authority in the Church (individual bishops, the collective episcopate, the pope, a general council); [2] the distinctions to be made between the doctrine taught (revealed truths, truths not revealed but necessarily linked with revelation as its presupposition or its consequence etc.); [3] the distinctions to be made between the types of authority claimed by the teacher and his intention of binding his hearers; [4] the distinctions to be made between the “theological qualifications” of the truths proposed (dogma, common teaching, irreformable truths, reformable truths which still demand a conditional assent, etc.); [5] the distinctions to be made in the assent of the hearer (from the absolute assent of faith to a genuine but not necessarily irreformable inner assent and on to mere “obedient silence’).22

			Levels of Magisterial Teaching

			Pared down for my purpose here, I shall summarize the different levels of magisterial authority to be attributed to doctrines as follows:

			1. De fide: doctrines of the faith. These are either (a) formally defined by a pope or Council; or (b) taught by the ordinary and universal magisterium. They constitute basic beliefs that must be held by Catholics.

			2. Fides ecclesiastica: doctrines that are infallibly taught as inseparably connected with revelation, called secondary objects of revelation. This is why these are called the “faith of the Church.” 

			3. Sententia fidei proxima: doctrine authoritatively but non-infallibly taught by the magisterium. This is for a doctrine that is not formally promulgated, but is regarded as teaching a truth of revelation. It is proximate to the faith.

			4. Sententia ad fidem pertinens, or theologice certa: theological conclusions logically deduced from a proposition of faith and taught by the magisterium, which have a high degree of certainty.

			5. Sententia probabilis: denotes probable opinion, although in theological discussion there are many other levels operating: well founded, pious, and tolerated opinions (with the least authority).23

			Strictly speaking, doctrines of the faith (de fide) are dogmata fidei. This level of teaching—primary objects of revelation—includes all those truths “contained in the Word of God, whether written or handed down in Tradition, which the Church, either by a solemn judgment or by the ordinary and universal Magisterium, sets forth to be believed as divinely revealed.” Examples of first level teaching are the articles of faith of the Nicene Creed, the various Christological dogmas (the creed of Chalcedon), the doctrine of the institution of the sacraments by Christ and their efficacy with regard to grace, as taught by the Decrees of Trent; the doctrine of the real and substantial presence of Christ in the Eucharist and the sacrificial nature of the Eucharistic celebration; and the foundation of the Church by the will of Christ. 

			Particularly important here at this time in history is the truth of marriage as only a two-in-one-flesh union between one man and one woman. This teaching is a dogma, a de fide matter by virtue of the ordinary and universal Magisterium. The teaching of Trent on the sacrament of marriage24 cites Scripture and presupposes that marriage can only exist between one man and one woman. Polygamy is anathematized,25 but there was no need to define that monogamy demands one husband and one wife (one man and one woman). The teaching on marriage as between one man and one woman is a revealed truth set forth as such by the ordinary and universal Magisterium. It, therefore, is a de fide dogma even if it is not so by virtue of a defining act. “A dogma can be either defined or undefined: ‘definition’ is a ‘solemn judgment’ by an ecumenical council or a pope speaking ex cathedra; an undefined dogma is truth that has been proposed by the ordinary universal magisterium as definitely to be held by divine faith.”26

			The second level of teaching—de fide ecclesiastica definita—includes all those truths “belonging to the dogmatic or moral area, which are necessary for faithfully keeping and expounding the deposit of faith, even if they have not been proposed by the Magisterium of the Church as formally revealed.”27 Since not all doctrines are dogmas, the second level is qualified as inseparably connected with revelation either logically or historically and hence are to be held as “sententia definitive tenenda” (a judgment to be held definitively).28 These “doctrines can be defined solemnly by the Roman Pontiff when he speaks ‘ex cathedra’ [from the Chair of Peter speaking in the name of the Church and for the whole Church] or by the College of Bishops gathered in council, or they can be taught infallibly by the ordinary and universal Magisterium of the Church.”29

			Significantly, either dogmas or doctrines may be taught “with an act which is either defining or non-defining.”30 This is particularly important point because often it is forgotten that a teaching may be infallible and hence be considered a matter that is to be believed as divinely revealed or to be held definitively even though, in either case, it is not taught with an act that is defining. Ratzinger explains:

			In the case of a defining act, a truth is solemnly defined by an “ex cathedra” pronouncement by the Roman Pontiff or by the action of an ecumenical council. In the case of a non-defining act, a doctrine is taught infallibly by the ordinary and universal Magisterium of the Bishops dispersed throughout the world who are in communion with the Successor of Peter. Such a doctrine can be confirmed or reaffirmed by the Roman Pontiff, even without recourse to a solemn definition, by declaring explicitly that it belongs to the teaching of the ordinary and universal Magisterium as a truth that is divinely revealed ... or as a truth of Catholic doctrine ... Consequently, when there has not been a judgment on a doctrine in the solemn form of a definition, but this doctrine, belonging to the inheritance of the depositum fidei, is taught by the ordinary and universal Magisterium, which necessarily includes the Pope, such a doctrine is to be understood as having been set forth infallibly. The declaration of confirmation or reaffirmation by the Roman Pontiff in this case is not a new dogmatic definition, but a formal attestation of a truth already possessed and infallibly transmitted by the Church.31

			Coming now to the third level of teaching distinguished above, the doctrinal truths here include teachings that are authoritatively taught, but non-infallibly by the Magisterium. They are authoritative teachings, but neither revealed truths, nor inseparably connected with revelation, and consequently they are not definitive. Still, in distinction to theological faith and ecclesiastical faith, they should be held with “religious reverence” (obsequium religiosum) of will and of mind. We turn now briefly to the fourth level of teaching—this is not a dogma or a doctrine per se, but it may be deduced from a proposition of faith by “good and necessary consequences,” and taught by the magisterium with a high degree of certainty.

			I borrow the phrase “good and necessary consequences” from the Westminster Confession of Faith32 as a way of explaining, according to Paul Helm, that “there is a balance to be struck at this point between induction and deduction.”33 Helm asks, “Why not just ‘necessary’? What are ‘good and necessary’ consequences?” He replies: “They are consequences drawn from an informed induction of the relevant biblical data . ... Here again the work of good exegesis shows its importance. Biblical doctrine should not be formed on the basis of one verse alone, nor on words and sentences taken out of context, but from a sound exegesis of all the relevant material.” For example, doctrinal formulations regarding the fate of the non-evangelized must first consider the relevant biblical data regarding the necessity of the Church, faith and baptism for salvation, as well as the “universality of God’s salvific will and the availability to all of sufficient grace,”34 before asking about the conditions of application of the principle of invincible ignorance—those who through no fault of their own have failed to respond to the Gospel—as it pertains to their fate.

			The fifth level pertains to probable opinion. A good example of the latter is the dispute between the Thomists and the Molinists over the question of divine predestination and human freedom.35

			In conclusion of this section and in preparation for the next, I will let Gavin D’Costa summarize his conclusions—which I agree with—as they pertain to the matter of continuity and discontinuity in dogma/doctrine. 

			“When a Council teaches anything at levels 1-3, it would be very difficult to say that this teaching can be contradicted or is in error; although there is ample room for discussing the precise object of the teaching. When a Council teaches at 4, it would still create problems for a later Council to contradict such teaching, but there is ample room for discussion here both about the object of the teaching and its certainty. The room for discussion about the object and its certainty is wide open at level 5.” 

			… “discontinuity in doctrine regards these [first] four levels. Discontinuity at each level has different repercussions. At level 1 [and 2], it would mean that the official magisterium could err even when it was making a formal infallible claim. Discontinuity of teaching at level 5 hardly constitutes a problem.”36

			Of course the crucial point to see here regarding authoritative doctrinal teachings is that discontinuity is at the level of their expression rather than the dogmatic teachings. How, then, do we account for genuine pluralism and legitimate theological diversity within a fundamental unity of truth? I turn now to discuss that question in the context of the typology for interpreting the Council.

			Interpreting the Texts of the Council

			D’Costa sets out four types of ways that the Council has been interpreted. For my purpose here, types 2 and 4 may be briefly described without further discussion since I will not be dealing with them in what follows. Type 4 regards the Council to be too late and hence irrelevant to the issues raised by liberation theologians, feminist theologians, and post-modernist theologians. “The Council had missed the cultural climate in all three instances of type 4s and thus maintained a false temperature.”37 Type 2, according to D’Costa, “emphasizes the importance of tradition and continuity and the enduring doctrinal truths taught by the magisterium.” It comes in two basic shapes: either the “Council did not teach any new doctrines” or it did “teach new doctrines and rejected old doctrines.”38 

			Roberto de Mattei is an example of the former. He holds that the Council was pastoral rather than doctrinal in nature. De Mattei then draws this conclusion: “The Second Vatican Council certainly has its specific teaching, which is not without authority, but, as Gherardini writes, ‘none of its doctrines, unless ascribable to previous conciliar definitions, are infallible or unchangeable, nor are they even binding: he who denies them cannot, for this reason, be called a formal heretic. He, then, who imposes them as infallible and unchangeable would be going contrary to the council itself ’.”39

			In short, on this view, the Council is accepted, but many of its pastoral proposals regarding the liturgy, religious freedom, ecumenism, and other religions are all “reversible for they are not of doctrinal nature.” D’Costa adds, “If one interpreted the Council in the light of unchanging tradition then one would see that the doctrinal changes claimed are purely private theological interpretation.”40

			As an example of the second shape of Type 2 where it is held by some proponents that new doctrines were taught at the Council and old ones were rejected, we find Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre and his Society of St. Pius X. On this view, the claim is that the Council itself has no validity, and hence no authority, of changing the deposit of faith—“no authority to contradict, reverse, and change previous magisterially taught doctrines. ... Discontinuity in doctrinal truth is not possible.”41 

			I agree with this version of Type 2 that discontinuity in doctrinal truth, authoritative doctrinal teachings, is not possible. But I shall argue for the Lérinian option that distinguishes between the truth of dogma and doctrine and the possibility of their many expressions. Therefore, in my view, the concrete expressions of these dogmas or doctrines may change so long as those expressions keep the same meaning and the same judgment [eodem sensu eademque sententia].

			Turning now to Type 1, the emphasis here is on “change, even rupture, revolution, and discontinuity.” Given the limitations of this Introduction, let me zero in on the justification that D’Costa gives for the claim that this type “threatens to undermine the authority of the Council documents themselves.”42 How so? Well, in the case of Giuseppe Alberigo the focus of his hermeneutic of the Council is on a historical study of its causes and effects, its uniqueness as an “event,” and the “spirit” of the Council. “Alberigo argued that factors such as John XXIII’s intentions, the pastoral nature of the Council, aggiornamento as the main goal of the Council, the dynamic energy that was galvanized by the coming together of the ‘majority’ [of] progressive bishops, constituted the ‘event’ that determined the ‘spirit’. Hence, the ‘spirit’ of the Council, the ‘event’, is determinative for reading the documents.” 

			Although this approach is valuable, a problem begins to surface when the claim is made that the final texts of the Council only imperfectly expressed the “spirit” of the Council. This is because the “texts reflect compromise” and hence the final texts themselves do not exhibit “depth and coherence.”43 Commenting on this hermeneutics in his talk to the Roman Curia, Pope Benedict XVI says, on this view, “the final documents of Vatican II cannot be said to yield the real ‘spirit of the Council’, which is to be found instead in ‘the impulses toward the new that underlie the texts’.”44 In Alberigo’s own words, “to equate Vatican II with the corpus of its texts not only impoverishes the hermeneutics of those texts themselves but is also fatal to the image of the Council.”45 

			Indeed, a corollary of this claim is, according to D’Costa, that “the collegiality of the Council had much greater depth and coherence that the expression of it in Lumen Gentium.”46 The conciliar experience at Vatican II, however imperfectly and inchoately, argues Alberigo, was about the universal participation of the whole Church. In the post-conciliar period the aim has been to extend this conciliar experience to the whole Church, stimulating it to search out things “new and old,” engaging in the constant discussion of Christian themes. In this post-conciliar period the “creative reception” of the Council “must distinguish between its transient and its substantive aspects. … The Council is not looked upon there as a fixed historical datum and a set of norms that are to be taken over passively in the various parts of the Church.”47 Rather, this extension is essentially about the reception of the conciliar spirit as something transcending the letter and particular contents of the documents. Primacy is ascribed to the event itself, that is, the event of an emerging conciliar consciousness. According to Alberigo, “[T]he Council as such, as an event of communion, of encounter and exchange, is the fundamental message that constitutes the context and kernel of its reception.” 

			If I understand Alberigo correctly, this conciliar experience has to be extended to the Church as a whole because the Council—conciliar consciousness—should be taken to be the model of the Christian life as such.48 That is the deeper dynamism and liberating power of the Council, according to Alberigo. In the words of another theologian sympathetic to Alberigo’s view, Giuseppe Ruggieri, “The Council transmitted itself. In this sense, the new ‘doctrine of the church’ is not the fruit of Lumen Gentium and of the other ecclesiological fragments present in the various conciliar documents, but of the conciliar celebration as such. ... The problem of the reception of Vatican II is primarily that of the collegiality of the whole church.”49

			Yes, says Alberigo, the Council’s documents on revelation, the mystery of the Church, the acceptance of Catholic ecumenism, and so forth, moved beyond the approaches of the last few centuries and returned to the earliest and most authentic tradition. “But the most important novelty of Vatican II is not to be found in these various positions but rather in the very fact that it was convoked and held.”50 This “conciliar event” is a key moment in the Church’s own life, indeed it is of epochal importance. Hence the claim that Vatican II marked a systematic “rupture” between the prior, pre-conciliar age of the Church and the post-conciliar era that followed.

			So if we can’t reduce the “spirit” of the Council to its texts, is that because those texts are merely a point of departure from which one gets further away in realizing the “spirit” of the Council? Turning back to Alberigo, he says that a reductive vision of the Council fastens on “the letter alone and [is] unable to penetrate to the deeper motivation and universal, historical significance of the Council.”51 Even if this is not Alberigo’s meaning, undoubtedly some post-conciliar interpreters took that to be its meaning.

			On this view, it is difficult to see how the agreed texts of the Council could count “prima facie as definitive.” In response, D’Costa says, “We know all the bishops debated and voted on the texts and these final texts are the episcopal magisterial teaching of the Church. They have differing degrees of authority, of course, but the final texts, the debates that shaped them, found in the Council Acta, and the explanations given of the texts in their various versions (relation), are surer ways of determining the meaning and intention of the teachings of the Council.”52

			There is another proponent of Type 1, namely, the hermeneutics of John O’Malley that emphasizes historicist accounts of dogmas and doctrines, criticizes what has now come to be called an essentialist hermeneutics of the latter, and hence emphasizes discontinuity. What, then, needs correcting in Catholic thought is, according to O’Malley, “the exclusiveness of its emphasis on continuity.” There are several styles of historical thinking operating at the Council, argues O’Malley. The first style is that of substantialism or essentialism.

			This style is perhaps best expressed in John XXIII’s distinction between “substance and expression.”53 More exactly, the pope said, as we have seen earlier, “The deposit or the truths of faith, contained in our sacred teaching, are one thing, while the mode in which they are enunciated, keeping the same meaning and the same judgment, is another.” O’Malley claims that substantialism or essentialism is best seen as metaphysical and hence it is not historical at all. I shall return to this claim below. 

			The second style is providentialism. The central thesis of this view is that God is the principal agent in history bringing about the realization of his divine purposes, of his eternal and fixed plan. “The contingencies of human history do not change God’s original intention. If any change of the divine plan is envisaged, it is termed ‘emendation’, as John XXIII calls it in his opening address.”54 According to O’Malley, metaphysical thinking is combined with metahistorical thinking in this second style. 

			The third style is that of exemplarism: “The record of the past was viewed as storehouse of exempla from which one drew prescriptive patterns of action which were directly transferable to the present situation.”55 In criticism, O’Malley writes, “What is common to all three styles of historical thinking we have been describing is their minimal awareness of change, especially of change in the sense of the ‘new’.”56 Lastly, O’Malley mentions a fourth style, namely, “primitivism.” This style recognizes change, “but it was change in the form of decline from an earlier and better state or condition.”57

			In sum, O’Malley objects to all these styles of historical thinking because they emphasize continuity, but fail to do justice to discontinuity, in the sense of the ‘new’, throughout history. After all, to do justice to the Council’s radical notion of reform, which according to O’Malley, was proposed quite deliberately albeit inchoately, we need a philosophy of history that will support the claim that the conciliar event was about something radically new. 

			We need, then, a philosophy of history, urges O’Malley, which is based upon one fundamental presupposition: “history is a human phenomenon.” He draws several implications from this presupposition. (1) The past is radically contingent and particular. “Each word, document, event is historically and culturally conditioned, radically individualized, and understandable as history only insofar as it is unique and the result of man’s more or less free action and decision.” (2) The past is desacralized; there is no overarching divine plan. “Events are seen as the result of human and contingent causes, not as the result of divine interventions. If you will, the past is ‘deprovidentialized’, as every effort is made to explain it as the result of human and earthly factors.” (3) Persons, events, and documents are deprived of “all absolute character. We relativize them.” (4) “What this means is that we are freed from the past. We are free to appropriate what we find helpful and to reject what we find harmful. We realize, perhaps to our dismay, that we cannot simply repeat the answers of the past, for the whole situation is different. The question is different. We are different.”58

			In O’Malley’s view, we must embrace all these implications if we are to do justice to the radical notion of reform to which Vatican II, however imperfectly and inchoately, was pointing. “We must create the future. ... Imagination and creativity must enter every reform. ... The outcome of creativity ... is something new.” Vatican II was trying to create something new—says O’Malley. 

			Pace O’Malley, he cannot accept the insight of each of these styles of historical thinking given the fundamental presupposition of radical historicity and its implications for the truth of magisterially proclaimed authoritative doctrine (levels 1-3).59 Perhaps O’Malley senses this difficulty and is quick to add that, notwithstanding radical historicity and its implications, “There is a strong continuity in history.” He continues:

			As regards the latter, there are at least three sources for continuity: (1) continuity of the documentary evidence, e.g., the primary documents for any Christian reform, the Word of God as contained in the canonical Scriptures, are now textually verified and major textual changes seem most unlikely; the hard core of data in these documents acts upon the scholar and thereby imposes limits upon “interpretations,” i.e., upon discontinuity; (2) continuity deriving from the fact that the basic operations of the human mind do not radically change from culture to culture; (3) continuity of “tradition,” i.e., the historians are produced by an earlier generation of historians and hence are culturally linked to them.60

			Now, we can raise some critical remarks. One is immediately struck by the weakness of O’Malley’s attempt to soften the blow of his radical historicism with his recognition of strong continuity in history. A whole flood of questions arise from O’Malley’s position. What is the relation between the inseparable tasks of fidelity to the magisterially proclaimed authoritative doctrinal heritage and effective communication to contemporaries in light of that heritage?

			Given the implications he draws from radical historicity, the three sources of continuity—primary documents, the human mind, and tradition—are purely contingent, relativistic, historically conditioned, and man-made. So even if there is “strong continuity,” nothing is permanent, universal, absolute, normative, in short, objectively true for all men, in all times and places, throughout history—at least not given O’Malley’s historicism. Persons, events and texts are “deprovidentialized,” and “secularized,” as well as deprived of any absolute character; meaning thereby that they are all historically conditioned, all are purely products of human causation and consequently have a purely immanent explanation in terms of natural and historical causes. 

			Furthermore, if events are “deprovidentalized,” what does it means to say that certain events are God’s actions. What do the verbs mean in the following phrases, “God rescued Israel,” “God spoke to Moses,” “God established the Covenant,” “God revealed His Law,” indeed, “God became man.” What about the central event of the Gospel: “God raised Jesus from the dead” (Acts 13:30)? Given O’Malley’s historicist presupposition, how can he even speak of “God’s self-communication in revelation,” as he purports to do so? “Do these verbs refer to any real actions,” as Langdon Gilkey pointedly asks, if history is a purely human phenomenon?61

			But those who read the documents of the Council with O’Malley’s presupposition and its implications must necessarily clash with the substance—normative truths about the incarnation, the cross, the resurrection, the Trinity, the Person and Work of Christ, salvation, the Church, the sacramental life, morality, and so on—of the Catholic faith therein expressed and affirmed as true. As D’Costa rightly says, “If O’Malley is speaking about levels 1-3 of theological notes applying to certain teachings which belong to Catholic tradition, then he is missing out the historical narrative of why continuity is so important when it comes to magisterially proclaimed authoritative doctrine.”62

			In the next section, I will turn to a version of Type 3 that argues that doctrinal continuity exists along with discontinuity—“but [according to D’Costa] never regarding authoritative doctrinal teachings.” Zeroing in on the debate between the essentialist versus the historicist hermeneutics about the status of dogmatic formulations of the truth of dogma/doctrine, O’Malley raises several objections to Type 3 proponents. D’Costa summarizes these objections as follows: “The essentialist position cannot: (a) account for the need for new expressions; (b) defend the notion that dogma is immutable and irreformable, for historical expressions are always mutable and contingent and not divine truth per se, which is God in Christ; and (c) explain these ‘essences’ apart from the particular historical expressions of it. If the medium is the message, then the message is changing, as is the medium.”63 I shall provide a response to O’Malley’s objections by explicitly showing the value of the Lérinian position of Vatican II and Vatican I.64

			Ressourcement, Aggiornamento, and Vatican II

			I argued above that in John XXIII’s twofold response to the question of how more effectively to defend and present Christian doctrine that he was suggesting both ressourcement and aggiornamento. Perhaps there are no other two words used by the Second Vatican Council that define the question regarding the nature and extent of the Church’s aim of renewal than ressourcement and aggiornamento.

			And yet, these words have been very misunderstood. What does each of these words mean and how do they stand in relation to each other? Ressourcement involves a “return to the authoritative sources” of Christian faith, for the purpose of rediscovering their truth and meaning in order to meet the critical challenges of our time. If ressourcement is about revitalization—renewal—then the oft-mentioned yet often misunderstood concept aggiornamento is essentially a question of a new and wider contextualization, with the aim of finding new ways to rethink and reformulate the fundamental affirmations of the Christian faith so as to more effectively communicate the Gospel.

			Pope Francis cuts to the core when he says: “Yes, there are hermeneutics of continuity and discontinuity, but one thing is clear: the dynamic of reading the Gospels, actualizing its message for today—which was typical of Vatican II—is absolutely irreversible.”65

			Ecumenical Context

			Catholic theologians can learn something from Dutch Reformed theologian and master of dogmatic and ecumenical theology, G.C. Berkouwer (1903-1996) about how properly to interpret the relationship between ressourcement and aggiornamento. Regarding the meaning of aggiornamento, Berkouwer rightly senses, “the questions involving ‘aggiornamento,’ renewal, are the ones that confront us big as life. As expected, after the call for accommodation was sounded, the question arose with increasing urgency of what the ideals of this ‘renewal’ could possibly mean concretely.”66 What, then, as Berkouwer understood it, are the goals of aggiornamento? 

			Unfortunately, some interpreters of Vatican II took renewal to be merely a matter of the Church’s adaptation or accommodation to the standards of the modern world—in short, “catching up” with the times. In other words, they took aggiornamento, Swiss biblical theologian Oscar Cullman rightly noted, as an “isolated motive for renewal.”67 Ratzinger concurs with this judgment.68 Some interpreters of aggiornamento give “the impression that the Church wants to take what is up to date as the standard for her being and her message.” On the contrary, Ratzinger adds, “it can only be a matter of giving new thought and new expression to the one indissoluble truth and reality that has been placed for the Church in good hands by her Lord.”69

			When isolated, then, aggiornamento means, on the accommodationist interpretation, simply adapting to the culture of modernity. The impulse for this misinterpretation indirectly derives, says Berkouwer, from John XXIII’s understanding that the council’s “deepest intent did not lie in a sharp anti but in a clear pro”70—“God loves the world and calls the church to serve the world.”71 So the Church’s primary stance to the world was not “apriori-antithetical.”72 But John did not share the accommodationist interpretation of these words, namely, the Church should adapt to the standards of the modern world. 

			Rather, John XXIII states the primary aim of the council: “the greatest concern of the ecumenical council is this: that the sacred deposit of Christian doctrine should be guarded and taught more efficaciously.” The world, he adds, expected from this council “a step forward toward a doctrinal penetration and a formation of consciousness in faithful and perfect conformity to the authentic doctrine.”73

			Pope Paul VI addressed this interpretation as well in his speech of November 18, 1965: “This word [Italian: aggiornamento; Latin: accomodatio], which described [Pope John’s] goal, certainly did not have the meaning for him which some try to give it, as if it allowed for the ‘relativization,’ according to the spirit of the world, of everything in the church—dogmas, laws, structures, traditions. His sense of the doctrinal and structural stability of the church was so vital and strong that it was the basis and foundation of his thought and work.”74

			Indeed, Pope Paul warns against two opposing dangers in understanding aggiornamento: “Those who neglect or want to thwart them [the ‘new’], by invoking fidelity to the past, are unfaithful to the mission of the church today and to her responsibility for tomorrow. Those who go beyond them in order to follow their personal inspiration build on sand a church without roots. One and the other diminish the church’s unity and credibility.”75 Aggiornamento, then, argues Berkouwer, for John XXIII did not mean “an undifferentiated appropriation of ‘the modern spirit’.”76 Still, he adds, “John XXIII’s understanding of ‘aggiornamento’ is hardly self- evident. It concerns primarily issues that touch the church’s continuity and unchangeableness as she makes her way through the world. These are not issues in which the spirituality of renewal engage us, but ones that touch the entire life of the church.”77 But what, then, is the starting-point for renewal?

			The Starting Point for Renewal

			Berkouwer poses the following question regarding the concrete meaning of aggiornamento: “What is the nature and the scope of renewal?” He replies, in particular, regarding the extent of renewal that it is limited by the continuity—unity, integrity, and identity—of revelation: “The difficulty lies especially in the fact that no one wants to concede or deny continuity, so that renewal must necessarily occur within continuity; it can involve no break with the past. Seen this way, they are in essence the same questions about transition that arose in the reformation; was the movement really a reformation or was it a rupture, a revolution, an abrupt new beginning?”78

			In order to do justice to the enduring and unsurpassable truth of the fundamental affirmations of revelation, the faith’s continuity and unchangeable truth, “aggiornamento should be a consequence, not a starting point,” of renewal.79 That is, the first step in renewal is to couple aggiornamento to ressourcement, to the authoritative sources of Christian faith, in order to deepen, by revitalizing, our understanding of the faith for the purpose of providing, not only a coherent critique of the culture of modernity, but also a theology that will truly address the critical questions of our time.80

			 Berkouwer’s interpretation of Vatican II reflects a view that Benedict XVI was later to refer to as the hermeneutics of continuity, renewal, and reform.81 Summarizing his position regarding the notion that Vatican II represents a “rupture” in the continuity of church tradition, the then Cardinal Ratzinger argues in The Ratzinger Report: 

			“This schematism of a before and after in the history of the church, wholly unjustified by the documents of Vatican II, which do nothing but reaffirm the continuity of Catholicism, must be decidedly opposed. There is no ‘pre-’ or ‘post-’ conciliar church: there is but one, unique church that walks the path toward the Lord, ever deepening and ever better understanding the treasure of faith that he himself has entrusted to her. There are no leaps in this history, there are no fractures, and there is no break in continuity. In no wise did the council intend to introduce a temporal dichotomy in the church.”82 

			Ratzinger has continued to emphasize “Not rupture but continuity” in his interpretation of the council—a diachronic continuity of the council’s teaching with the whole catholic tradition. That is, Vatican II, says Ratzinger, “is one part of the unbroken, the unique tradition of the church and of her faith.”83

			Significantly, for Ratzinger, a hermeneutics of continuity does not deny change; indeed, change is necessary in order to ensure continuity of identity. Exactly how that happens cannot be treated here. But we can say that any proper account will presuppose the distinction between truth and its formulations, form and content, and context and content. For now suffice it to say, as Ian Ker correctly notes, “there are changes that preserve identity and there are changes that change identity, that is to say, there are changes that are developments and there are changes that are corruptions.”84 

			Therefore, on the one hand, identity and sameness of meaning are essential dimensions of the ontology of meaning undergirding the two-fold project of aggiornamento and ressourcement. As John XXIII put it in a much discussed statement, “the deposit or the truths of faith, contained in our sacred teaching, are one thing, while the mode in which they are enunciated, keeping the same meaning and the same judgment [eodem sensu eademque sententia], is another.”85

			On the other hand, as Berkouwer legitimately emphasizes, John XXIII’s concern with “keeping the same meaning and the same judgment” should “not lead to a rigid and immobile ‘semper eadem’.”86 For an immobile theory of doctrine would not only disallow true development in our understanding of the truths of faith, but also it would weaken rather than strengthen the credibility of those truths. It is this interpretation of renewal, one that couples the concept of aggiornamento to ressourcement, that is, to retrieval, which shapes Berkouwer’s understanding of the concept of “open catholicism,” in short, of “the opening of the church’s doors to the world.”87

			Drawing on Hans Urs von Balthasar’s understanding of this concept, Berkouwer writes, “open Catholicism” means that “the newly opened Catholicism, [was] opened not to compromise the richness of the church, not to watering down in vagueness and relativism the mystery of the church, but to the possibility that the full treasure of the church may become fruitful for all others in a world-wide vision. Simply put, it is the perspective of Pentecost come alive again—‘to the ends of the earth’ (Acts 1:8).”88 What this means concretely is that there is an evangelical motive driving the goals of renewal. 

			Still, Berkouwer understands that there remains to ask the question “of the meaning of continuity, of the true significance of Catholicism’s ‘semper eadem,’ the big bone of contention both during and after the council.”89 In this connection, we can understand that the main thesis of a hermeneutics of continuity, as I understand it, is that a “single and unitary revelation,” in the words of Dominican theologian Aidan Nichols, can be “homogeneously expressed,” that is, keeping the same meaning and the same judgment (eodem sensu eademque sententia) while expressed in a plurality of ways. 

			This thesis brings us to the issues of meaning and truth in the hermeneutic of reinterpreting the affirmations of faith. How, then, can the same thing be said in a different way? In other words, how does the essentialist hermeneutic account for the need for new expressions?

			Noviter, non Nova 

			Berkouwer’s thinking about Roman Catholicism in the late 1950s was decisively influenced by the Catholic theological thought of the nouvelle théologie, of Henri Bouillard, Henri de Lubac, Jean Danielou, Yves Congar, Hans Urs von Balthasar, as well as the writings of Eduard Schillebeeckx and Karl Rahner. This is the case especially regarding the hermeneutic of reinterpreting the unchanging affirmations of faith and the issues of meaning and truth and theological epistemology raised by this hermeneutic. “The new theology had its origin in a new confrontation with the problem of change. This confrontation, unlike the modernist movement, occurred within the context of a conscious acceptance of the entire dogma of the Church.”90 

			One of the representatives of the nouvelle théologie, Henri Bouillard, expresses the problem this way: “If the mind evolves, then the representation of the truth must evolve.” He follows this statement up with a now well-known adage: “If theology is not related to contemporary life, it is false theology.” In sum, adds Bouillard, “The history of theology reveals the permanence of divine truth on the one hand and the contingency of concepts and systems in which we endeavor to represent that truth on the other.”91

			Alternatively put, Bouillard’s problem expresses the question of identity and change, and Berkouwer explains it this way: “Change in the unchangeability is not a paradox or a contradiction, but a meaningful thing that has always been understood and accepted in the Church in principle—even if it was often only intuitively—although one can say that reflection on the problem came clearly to light first of all in the 19th century.”92 Some background is needed to grasp the full import of Berkouwer’s remarks.

			New Modernism

			Now, the question that Berkouwer raises is whether the theologians of the nouvelle théologie were really just a new modernism having “similarities with the older modernism in its subjectivistic approach to the truth of dogma.”93 Briefly, pared down for my purpose here, one may summarize Pius X’s objection to modernism in this way: modernism denies that the affirmations of faith have a determinable content of truth. How so? 

			Congar answers this question in his description of modernism: “The conception of the relation between dogmatic pronouncements and religious realities [is taken to be] a relation of symbol to reality, not as an expression proper (however inadequate) to reality.” In other words, adds Congar, “The dogmatic formulas which come to light in the course of centuries are only a useful expression of that which we are led to think conforms to the spirit of Christ. Between them and the primitive, revealed fact, the relation is not that of a formula to an objective and intellectually definite datum, but that of a formula born of the needs of a given time and adapted to them and to a spirit, that is the Christian spirit which dwells in each believer and animates the entire Church.”94 Hence, there is a disjunction between faith and a determinable content of truth, the latter being always derived only as a product of theological reflection upon this faith.

			Berkouwer argues against applying this characterization of modernism to the nouvelle théologie.95 Still, he adds, “They do touch each other in a number of questions and problems that both throw on the table for discussion, problems that according to the new theology cannot be avoided simply because of their association with modernism.”96 As Aidan Nichols says succinctly, “though modernism had been a false answer it had set a real question.”97 What is the real question it raised? Congar replies: modernism raised the problem of “the variations in the representations and the intellectual construction of the affirmations of faith.”98 How, then, did the nouvelle théologie address this problem?

			Congar responds: The nouvels théologiens “solved the problem by distinguishing between an invariant of affirmations, and the variable usage of technical notions to translate essential truth in historic contexts differing culturally and philosophically.”99 Adds Congar: “For them, first of all, the invariant was a set of affirmations that have a real content of truth. And secondly, in the differing notional translations which the theologians had given, there existed an analogy of relations or a functional equivalence between the notions used to express that truth. In this way they escaped the accusation of ruinous anti-intellectualism and dogmatic relativism justly brought against the Modernists.”100

			It was, then, the question regarding the relationship between unchangeable truth and the human expression of that truth in the variety of historically conditioned forms of thoughts, inclusive of different philosophical concepts that have played a role in explicating the content of revelation. Succinctly put, the real question is, according to Catholic theologian Thomas G. Guarino, how to explain “the material identity of Christian truth over the course of time.” 

			In fact, Berkouwer himself is persuaded that “Modernism has definitely seen a very real problem—despite its untenable solutions—that has not been seen by anti-modernistic reaction in upholding the ‘semper eadem,’ namely the absolutizing of continuity in a way that had no appreciation for the historical nature of human expression. In more recent times, this compelling problem naturally resurfaced and the distinction between form and content returned.”101 Thus, the distinction between abiding truth and its historically conditioned formulation resurfaced with the nouvels théologiens and with that came the problem regarding the relation between history and truth, context and content. 

			Of course Berkouwer is right that the distinction itself cannot “be used as a magician’s wand to clear up every burning question.”102 The problem was that the presupposition of the hermeneutics of continuity no longer seemed self-evident, given that truth’s expressions are historically conditioned, and that these expressions are in some sense never absolute, wholly adequate, and irreplaceable. Thus, the “problem of truth was placed on a slippery slope,” as Edward Schillebeeckx was to refer to historicity, because no attempt was made “to show how truth, in this historicity, is more than a historical expression that changes in each period.”103

			Berkouwer elaborates: “That harmony had always been presumed, virtually self-evidently, to be an implication of the mystery of the truth ‘eodem sensu eademque sententia’. Now, however, attention is captivated primarily by the historical-factual process that does not transcend the times but is entangled with them in all sorts of ways. It cannot be denied that one encounters the undeniable fact of the situated setting of the various pronouncements made by the Church in any given era.”104 

			How, then, exactly is a single and unitary revelation homogeneously expressed, keeping the same meaning and the same judgment, given the undeniable fact “of time-conditioning, one can even say: of historicity.”105 Says Berkouwer, “All the problems of more recent interpretation of dogma are connected very closely to this search for continuity. ...Thus, the question of the nature of continuity has to be faced.”106

			Truth and Its Formulations

			Now, as we have seen earlier in this Introduction, the distinction between truth and its historically conditioned formulations, between form and content, truth-content and context, was also invoked by John XXIII in his opening address at Vatican II, Gaudet Mater Ecclesia, and this has been viewed by many as a clear indication that he wished the considerations begun by the nouvels théologiens to be given continued study. The pope made this distinction between truth and its formulations in a famous statement at the beginning of Vatican II, which I quoted above: “The deposit or the truths of faith, contained in our sacred teaching, are one thing, while the mode in which they are enunciated, keeping the same meaning and the same judgment [eodem sensu eademque sententia], is another.” The subordinate clause in this passage is part of a larger passage from Vatican I, Dei Filius (Denzinger 3020), and this passage is itself from the Commonitorium primum 23 of the fifth century monk, Vincent of Lérins (died c. 445): “Therefore, let there be growth and abundant progress in understanding, knowledge, and wisdom, in each and all, in individuals and in the whole Church, at all times and in the progress of ages, but only with the proper limits, i.e., within the same dogma, the same meaning, the same judgment.” 

			So, we can say with justification that John XXIII framed the question regarding the nature of doctrinal continuity in light of the Lérinian thesis, received by Vatican I, that doctrine must progress according to the same meaning and the same judgment (eodem sensu eademque sententia). In this Lérinian light, pace O’Malley, we can argue that the essentialist hermeneutic not only can account for the need for new expressions of the truth of dogmas/doctrines (levels 1 and 2) but also that new expressions do not logically entail discontinuity in respect of that truth.

			Eodem sensu eademque sententia 

			What, then, did John XXIII mean with affirming idem sensus—eodem sensu eademque sententia?107 First of all, he clearly meant to call for a suitable reformulation of Catholic teaching in light of the authoritative sources of faith, Sacred Scripture and the living tradition of the Church. Second, reformulation was possible because propositional truths of faith are distinct from their linguistic expression in different conceptual and theological frameworks. In short, there could be different expressions of the same truth, which is to say of the same proposition. 

			John XXIII, like Berkouwer, intuitively understood that propositions—contents of thought that are true or false, expressible in various languages, but more than mere words, expressing possible, and if true, actual states of affairs—do not vary as the language in which they are expressed varies. He speaks of immutable or unalterable truths, suggesting that truths of faith are more than their linguistic expression. What, then, is the import of this distinction for understanding the continuity and material identity of dogma over time?

			Third, and most important, the differing linguistic expressions of the propositional truths of faith must keep the same meaning and the same judgment—“eodem sensu eademque sententia.” This italicized phrase means to say that the truth of a proposition is closely connected with its meaning—if one grasps what a proposition means one is in a position to grasp what it is asserting to be true about reality. Put differently, a linguistic and conceptual formulation expressing a truth of faith cannot express or communicate that truth without an appropriate context. Of course it isn’t the context that determines the truth of that proposition that is judged to be the case about objective reality; rather, reality itself determines the truth or falsity of a proposition. Indeed, as Catholic theologian Bernard Lonergan correctly states, “Reality is known through true judgment.”108

			Put differently, a dogma’s meaning is unchangeable because that meaning is true.109 The truths of faith are, if true, always and everywhere true; the different way of expressing these truths may vary in our attempts to more clearly and accurately communicate revealed truths, but these various linguistic expressions do not affect the truth of the propositions.110 The distinction between the propositional truths of faith and their expressions is of utmost importance because it provides us with “the criterion for distinguishing between form and content, representation and affirmation.”111 This third point needs some explanation.

			There are necessary affirmations of the Catholic faith that are taught by the Church to be true (levels 1-2). Still, there are, Aidan Nichols argues in a clear allusion to John XXIII’s statement, “different ways of presenting those affirmations,” meaning thereby “different contexts and conceptualities in which to understand and communicate them.” “But,” asks Nichols, “in that case how can a single and unitary revelation be homogenously expressed in a plurality of ways?”112 As Berkouwer also asks in this connection, “Where is the line beyond which the unchangeability of dogma is lost in relativism?”113

			Nichols’ question is the pressing question raised by the theologians of the nouvelle théologie. The question Berkouwer asks is really the same as Nichols’ question: we need to show what distinguishes the nouvelle théologie from the modernist movement, who had sacrificed unchangeable truth to relativism. As Nichols explains, “[F]or Catholicism theology must be in the last resort homogeneous, not heterogeneous, with revelation. It must be a refraction of revelation, which presents a part at least of revelation’s own content in a new medium of thought.” In particular, he adds, “Dogmas are … solemn proclamations of the content of revelation in some particular respect. … Were Catholic theology not homogeneous with revelation, then Catholic dogma would be impossible.”114

			Thus, the brief answer here to Nichols’ question regarding how a single and unitary revelation can be homogeneously expressed in various ways must be that the bright line between unchangeable truth and its formulations is the distinction between the propositional truths of faith and their linguistic expressions. That is, only if we distinguish between propositions and sentences, between a determinable content of truth and context, and focus on the truth-content or propositional character, of divine revelation, will we avoid sacrificing unchangeable truth to relativism. How should this distinction be understood?

			Essential to a Catholic theology of revelation is the claim that faith does deal with propositional truths because, as Germain Grisez rightly notes, “Propositions are part of the way God reveals himself.”115 In one sense, of course, Pope Francis is right to say, “God has revealed himself as history, not as a compendium of abstract truths.”116 Grisez correctly remarks, agreeing with Francis’s point: “Catholic faith is not simply belief in a system of general propositions, but in the flesh and blood reality of the revelation of God in the Lord Jesus. We cling to the Word Incarnate, to the intactness of his mother’s virginity, to the bloody reality of his death, to his fleshly risen life, to his bodily presence in the Eucharist, to the death-dealing effect of our first parents’ sin, to the life-giving power of our Lord’s risen body for our dead bodies, and to the confident hope that we shall embrace him in the flesh. Catholic faith is not afraid of what is too concrete to be intelligible. We kneel before matter: the Word made flesh.”117 

			In another sense, however, since revelation is originally given as a message, indeed, as a teaching, it originally expresses propositions in its assertions. In fact, Dei Verbum (§2) holds that the economy of special revelation consists of a pattern of deeds of God in history and words, of divine actions and divinely-given interpretations of those actions, that are inextricably bound together in that revelation. God’s redemptive revelation of himself is accomplished through historical events as well as through written words. Thus: “The works performed by God in the history of salvation show forth and bear out the doctrine and realities signified by the words; the words, for their part, proclaim the works, and bring to light the mystery they contain.” In sum, revelation is intrinsically a word-and-deed revelation, and hence “propositions are not the whole of revelation, for God also enters into human history and acts in it.”118 Thus, God’s self-revelation in the inextricable unity of word and deed is determinative for faith.

			Furthermore, since God’s self-revelation is a word-revelation, according to Dei Verbum, this significantly true idea entails the idea of propositional revelation, of revealed truths, as forming an essential element of God’s revelation that we must not underplay. In other words, God reveals himself in the biblical revelation, in part, by asserting propositions through the human authors. This point is made in the teaching of Dei Verbum §11: “Therefore, since everything asserted by the inspired authors or sacred writers must be held to be asserted by the Holy Spirit, it follows that the books of Scripture must be acknowledged as teaching solidly, faithfully and without error that truth which God wanted put into sacred writings for the sake of salvation.” 

			What, then, are propositions? “Propositions are contents of thought which are true or false and can be expressed in language, usually in complete sentences.”119 We find in our uses of language a variety of ways of communicating in addition to expressing propositions in making assertions: asking questions, making requests, giving commands, expressing emotions, exclamations, and much else. Biblical revelation reflects the variety of speech forms of language users.

			Still, Paul Helm is, therefore, right that “since Scripture is taken to be a revelation, with a unique cognitive value, assertions have primacy because its other speech forms—exclamations, questions, etc.—logically depend for their own force and intelligibility on a bedrock of assertions. The exclamation ‘How good is the Lord!’ implies the truth of the assertion ‘The Lord is good’. Those who uphold the propositional character of divine revelation ... have nothing more or less in mind than the central importance of assertions, especially God’s assertions about himself, in Scripture.”120 Thus, only assertions express propositions, express beliefs, about what is, or is not, the case, which means that only they are the logical entities, the contents of thought, that are either true or false.

			Of course human beings speak in sentences to communicate propositions, but sentences are not the same thing as propositions. “Propositions are not linguistic entities,” or merely words, as Grisez correctly states. That is, the same proposition, or same meaning, is the message with the possibility of having many and varied expressions in different sentences of the same language or in different languages. “For example, someone can express the truth that snow is white in many languages and even in various ways in the same language. The proposition is a particular truth one can know about snow; it picks out and corresponds to the state of affairs of snow being white. No matter how many ways the proposition is expressed, it remains in itself what is meant by all the linguistic expression. Thus a proposition is not part of a language; it is a nonlinguistic entity. And one proposition can have many and varying expressions in language.”121

			Furthermore, a proposition is true if what it says corresponds to the way objective reality is; otherwise, it is false. In other words, regarding the status of meaning, the way things are is what makes “meanings” true or false. Lonergan clearly explains the relationship between meaning and truth:

			Meaning of its nature is related to a meant, and what is meant may or may not correspond to what in fact is so. If it corresponds, the meaning is true. If it does not correspond, the meaning is false. ... To deny correspondence is to deny a relation between meaning and meant. To deny the correspondence view of truth is to deny that, when the meaning is true, the meant is what is so. Either denial is destructive of the dogmas. ... If one denies that, when the meaning is true, then the meant is what is so, one rejects propositional truth. If the rejection is universal, then it is the self-destructive proposition that there are no true propositions. If the rejection is limited to the dogmas, then it is just a roundabout way of saying that all the dogmas are false.122

			Lonergan’s defense of propositional truth and its bearing on the relationship between meaning and truth bring us back to the subordinate clause in the pope’s statement: suitable restatements of the truths of faith must keep the same meaning and the same judgment—eodem sensu eademque sententia. The meanings of those propositions are true if (and only if) what they assert is in fact the case, being the way things are; otherwise, they are false.

			Furthermore, pace O’Malley, we can explain these “propositions” apart from their particular historical expressions because they, if true, tell of things as in fact they are, and hence they express a relationship between truth and reality. In other words, these propositions are true in a realist sense: “What in fact corresponds to the word as true is that which is.”123 And these truths of dogmas/doctrines (levels 1 and 2), either certain theological propositions de fide or fides ecclesiatica, are irreformably or definitively expressed124 because “reality is known through true judgment.”125

			In short, regarding the status of meaning, the way things are, objective reality, is what makes “meanings” true or false. This understanding of the pope’s statement on the distinction between truth and its formulations is, then, fundamental for the type of theological pluralism that Guarino has called commensurable pluralism, a type that is consistent with the hermeneutics of continuity because “no authentic development of doctrine ever can contradict what the Church believed and taught in earlier times and other places.”126

			The legacy of Vatican II is, then, commensurable pluralism—allowing for legitimate pluralism and authentic diversity within a fundamental unity. Pace O’Malley, (a) commensurable pluralism can account for the need for new expressions; (b) explain why propositions of dogmas/doctrines are unchangeable, irreformable, or definitive, and (c) distinguish between the message and the medium.

			I turn now to Chapter 1 where I will consider Pope Francis’s explicit appropriation of this Lérinian legacy.
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