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Church Hıstorians iın the Servıice of the Church

By JOHN COQ’MALLEY

You 1l Oftfe that title speaks NOL of Church Hıstory but of Church
Hıstorıians. hat varıatıon OUTr theme 15 delıberate. It enables
speak about what know INOSLT iımmediately and vivıdly, myseltf and col-
leagues wh practice the discipline. It also provıdes opportunıty Int1-
mate CONVICtION, chared by Man Yy others, that ll scholarshıp has pCI-
sonal,;, CVCN autobiographical, dimension It an that thıs dimension 15 of
the uUutLmMmOsSst importance 1n An Y discussion of the natfure of Church Hiıstory”.

Wırch yOUr perm1ssıon, therefore, 111 begin wıth the Church Hıstorian
NOW best, myself. would ıke describe tor yOU turnıng polints 1n

OW: ıte 'The tirst Ooccurred after ordination the priesthood when
deciıded that wanted study Church Hıstory. As 110 recall that decıi-

S10N, SCC that ıt W 3Aas NOL motivated sımply by desire satısfy CUr10-
SIty about the Church by AaW arenes$s that thıs discıpline W Aas particular-
ly congenıal talents. There Wa something INOIC chall describe that
“more” by sayıng that wanted DUuL talents and learnıng, however

small they might m ALl the servıice of the Church and Its M1SS1ON,
4A5 then perceived them. Such desire, NO know ftrom experlience, 15 of-
ten PrEeSsSECNL 1n people who make sımılar decisions.

Sınce believed that already had good grounding in the Catholıic
tradıtion, decided study Al unıversıity where the only WETIC

1n general hıstory, NOL Church History“. belıeved that 1ın such IN OS-

phere would be better able sSsC€C the Church 1n wıde cultural CONLEXLT
an thus be better able address the interaction between culture and rel1ı-
102 that be the problem of central and perennıal fascınation tor
Catholic thinkers. We often CXDICSS that problem In other nature/
STACC, reason/revelatıon, Church/world.

matriculated 4L Harvard Universıity and found there director who,
though hımselt NOL belıever 1ın an Yy relıgı10n, WAsS sympathetic Catholıi-
Cısm an interest 1n I while al Harvard and CVCT afterwards, tound
colleagues who wanted study INalnıy of the SAaIlle problems dıd and A
proached them wiıth the Samlec basıc methodology, but wh WE Prote-
STAaNTiS, Jews, agnOStICS. Our interactiıon has always been mutually benefi-
c1al. They brought background, questlons, and kınd of objectivity that
WeIC ditferent from mıne, Just 45 brought “insıder’s” viewpolnt and
skıills that they lacked. have hesitated designate theır work
Church Hıstory, and knowledge, theır scholarshıp has been
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tused by Journals of Church Hıstory because they lacked the PFrOpCI faith-
commıtment. Lowly tacts of ıte ıke these MUSLT be taken into AaCCOUNT, iIt

m CVCNMN when CNSAHC 1n OUTr high speculatıon about the LruUue€e

nature of OUTL enterprise.
The second turnıng pomnt in ıte Ooccurred about three A0 Up

that tiıme had taught 1ın unıversity. Though universıity W a under
Catholic auspices, ItSs ProOgram otf studıes 1n the Department of Hıstory an
the methodological assumptions that the members of the department
ployed dıd nOL ditter trom those found 1n other Amerıcan unıversıiıtles. For
all protfessional PurpOSCS, the discıplıne of Hıstory W as practiced 1n the
SAaMC secular WAaY.

When decıded three ApO leave unıversıity, had Opportuni-
t1es IMOVC INnto sımılarly secular S1tuUat1O0ns. d en somewhat 1n

earlıer decisıon about where study, such Options ALl thıs tiıme held
attractıon tor wanted be, Aa often explaiıned 1n ashıon
trıends, c  1n INOTC theological atmosphere”. Hence W as gratified recel-

the invıtatıon teach Church Hıstory AL the Weston School of Theolo-
SY> which 15 the Jesunt institution in Cambridge, Massachusetts, dedicated
1n the first instance preparıng INCN tor ordıinatıon the Catholic
priesthood. aVve been AL Weston tor an! ave veritied
z satıstactıon that chıs desire A historian integrate hıstorical scho-
larshıp INOTIC fully wıth theology Can be fruittul, ın WaYys that 111 explaın
later

hıs autobiographical prelude DULtS flesh an blood SOMC of the
theoretical questions ave been discussıng these days an underscores,
NC agaıln, their complexity *. It also hints AL how would PrFrODOSC deal
wiıth them, as NO IMOVC AWAY from autobiography MOTre theoretical
consıderatıons. want 5SaY, In word, that there Caln be fruttful discus-
S10N of Church Hıstory apart trom the DEeTsoNd of the Church Hıstorıiuan. All
learnıng and al scholarshıp, reDPCAL, ATC conditioned by the PCISON who
CNSAHCS 1ın them hıs condıtioning AL least three levels that de-
SECTIVC OUTr attention description of these levels 1l be the burden of
presentation thıs evenıng.

The first level might call the level of historical scholarshıp PUrC and
sımple. It CONSsISts 1ın the gathering and presenting of intormation
that ll ead the understandıng otf SOINC specıfic problem. Note that
derstandıng 15 the finalıty of thıs level and that the level 15 characterized by
ItSs determinatıon remaın wiıthın circumscribed and verıitiable lımıts estab-
lıshed by the historical methodology of the discıplıne. hıs level Call, on

theless, CVCTI IMNMOTIC broadly and PrOPDOSC hypotheses that challenge
standard interpretations EVCNMN of whole CT A: In z work, for instance,

ave trıed establish that the Italıan Renaıissance W 4S relıg10usly and
theologically significant ”. aVve thus challenged the ancıent paradıgm that
the Counter Retormation 1n Italy and CVECINl 1n the Roman Curıa W as Mir-
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acle of that marvellously restored relıg10us and theological tabric
totally decayed My work and ICS thesıs invoke taıth ommıtmen for
verıitication an ATrC OPpCNH tor CXg  on a ll PFraCtitLiONers of the
discipline, atter what their relig10us backgrounds We a ]]
Church Hıstory thıs level which 15, indeed what conventionally
INCAanN, al least the United States, when us«e the term Church Hıstory
It 15 certaınly the indıspensable groundıng of OUr work CVCN ıf I{

further levels
hıs first level Irıves for MSOT, objectivity, and methodologically VCI-

iıfiable conclusions (G1ive Church Hıstorıian, an he 111 know what
INCan Many scholars today, however, would affırm that thıs description of
the scholarly ENLETPKISE, though COrreCLt A far 45 1l SOC5S, 15 misleadıng, for IT

essenti1a| element It the personalıty and personal COMMIT-
ment of the scholar an postulates dispassion that 15 verıitied LCA-

lıty® Some scholars DUL thıs 1CS SIrONSEST possible by INSISUNgG
that al scholarshiıp 15 ideological nature and that the healthiest STITaALESY 15

admıt thıs fact openly and boldly There 15 doubt that thıs
W 3as orıgınally and MOSLT forcefully artıculated the Marxzxıst tradıtion
Wıthout PAasslıng Judgment an y radıcal tormulation of 1U, surely would

wiıth tempered VEeErSsSION that learnıng often 15, and tact ought
be, the SCIVICC of SOMEC beyond the of learnıng merely tor ITS
OW) sake hıs should be the Case above al IT m for commuitted
Christians.

In SUuppOTrT of what belıeve be the psychological realıty ALl
the base of thıs OS1UON, adduce ‘‘American Hıstorjans” C.y Man y
colleagues ı the USA who study the history of theır OW: COUNLIFLY Most of
these historians SsCCIM PUrSuCc their specılalıty wıth the CONVICLION that their
study of IT ll help them OT their students ashion INOTEe authentic Amerı-

of the future ‘ hat fact, 15 why they study Ameriıcan hıstory al al In
other words they ave ommMmıtımMen the present an future that -
fluences theır study of the Past hıs omMmmMıITIMeEN: INay relate polıtical af-
filiation In an Y CaSC, IT oe€es NOL, necessarıly and of iıtself make their histo-
rical scholarshıp better WOTFTSC, VICWDOILNLT, than that of colleagues
wh conceivably might ack such mMmMıII[MeEN It might make 1L ILNOTEC PC-
NnELrTAaLNS for being INOTITC urgent and purposetul It surely makes 1L INOTC PC-
rılous, for IT endanger the objectivity that stil] ıke uphold Aa

SOMNC characteristic of SCHUMNC hıstorical scholarshıp But whate-
VeCrI the perıls of ENTtSs ıke these, MUSLT take such AaCtOrS 1iNIO
unt because they ATC OMNIPFESENL historians of flesh an blood

These consıiderations bring tınally analysıs of omMmmMıLIMeEN
instıtutionalızed form of Christianity ıke Roman Catholicism hıs

omMmmMıIMeENnN certainly has influence the scholarshıp of the indıyvıdual
wh professes 1U, but IT Oe€es NOL, necessarıly an! of ıtself make that PCISON

better hıstorian of the Church the level ave tar been
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discussıng. Moreover, do NOL find that commıtment Roman Catholi-
CISM, viewed tormally aM 1ın far 45 ıt 15 commıtment certaın higher
values, StIrange id10syncratıic. Every practicıng hıstorian that know has
sımılar commıtments that ATIC “metahıistorical”. The VC recognıtion of thıs
fact DUTtS us in posıtion safeguard agalnst abuses 1n OUT method into
which such commıtments might seduce us

understand commıtment Catholicısm profess adherence In
publıc WaYy Man y values that ATC operatıve 1ın al PCrSONS of g0o0od will, A

Gaudıum et Spes of atıcan Counscıl I1 proclaıms. Honesty 15 surely fore-
MOSLT these values. The commıtment SayS that the PCIrSON also adhe-
rcs values that CVCIY believing Christian MUSLT SUuPpPOTT, A Unlitatıs Redin-
tegratio sımılarly celebrates. Beyond these, there ATC relatıvely few values,
associated for the MOSLT Part wiıth certaın ecclesiological theses, that ATC dıs-
tinctively Roman Catholic. It 15 these few that the historian MUSLT CSPC-
cially CAaSst hıs Wa glances 45 he plıes hıs historical trade thıs first level

would turther that background 1ın theology and taıth-com-
mıtment g1ve the Catholic hıstorian accessibility SOINC “inner” realıties of
the Catholic Church that OUTL secular colleagues INAaYy m1ss. Under the PIO-
pCI CIrcumstances, thıs accessibility cshould finally tıp the scales 1ın the ©a
tholic hıstorian’s favor®. On the other hand, OUT colleagues ave SOINC PSY-
chological advantages Ver us that their ditferent commıtments help prOVvI-
de Foreigners, Aas all know, sometımes perceıve things that natıves taı]l

seceCc. In both natıves an foreigners there ATC ambivalences an
dangers, an varıety of 11 ASSUTEC the MOSLT comprehensive an
solıd results. hıs that today Church Hıstory thıs leve] 1S, 1ıke
CONLEMPOFrCArY Biblical scholarshıp, “ecumenical” 1n ItSs VC method?. 'The
ecumeniıcal character of OUr dıscıplıne 15 preclous an remarkable
achievement of the Dast evera|l decades. We cshould make CVCIY effort
PrOMOLC lt, 45 ell Aa safeguard 1It agaınst the neoconservatısm that al
bodies polıtiıc an ecclesiastical sCcCCM be experiencing 4al the PreSENT time.

have far asserted three things. Fırst, theological background and
personal commıtment perforce affect ne s  @, historical scholarshıp; they help
determine what the hıstori1an 111 be attracted study and Z1ve hım AaCCECS5

certaın aSPECLS of hıs subject that 1l be OPAaquUC for those who ack
them Secondly, PCISONS who ack thıs specific traınıng and sımılar faıth-
commıtment also Can practice Church Hıstory 1n the ullest of the
term Thirdly, ne’Ss  , mettle 45 Church Hıstorian 15 tested, therefore, NOL

by nes  2 theology and faıth, by ne’s  > ack of them, but by one’s abılıty
perceive an appropriate helpful insights into the ıte of the Church MaAat-
ter what theiır Or1g1ns ideological base. In the OUTrCes the Catholic histo-
ran SC5 and 1n the research techniques he applıes, he 15 ditfferent from
hıs colleagues who ATC NOL Roman Catholıics. Moreover, the Church
Hıstory he wrıtes should yıeld the SAaMmMe kınd of results 45 theirs do Church
Hıstory 15 vitiated, therefore, ıf it has be correlated wıth “salyatıon hısto-
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ry”', wiıth theological value Judgments wiıth the COUTSEC of divine provıden-
C and wıth contessional ecclesiologıes

Is that the end of the matter”? Are thereby commuıtted purely
cular aASSUMPTONS studyıng relıg10us history? Have thus easıly
dıspensed wiıth the personal CVCNMN iıdeological COMpONEN tound scho-
larshıp? VWe ave NOL VWe MUSLT IMNOVEC other levels mMmMmıLIMeEN the
Christian relıgıon ItS Roman Catholic torm ımplıes much INOTEC than the
POSSCSS1ION of certaın theological skılls an particular an intellectualızed
WaYy of lookıng AL the history of the Church It iımplıes the approprlation of

configuration of values and goals that pervade the historian whole pCI-
sonalıty T'rue, thıs configuration SUupPpOTTS an enhances the
history of the Church but IT oe€es much INOTIC than that In OommMıIiMen

the Christian relıgı10n, after a ]] NOL the Christian scholarshıp but hıs ıfe
15 Aat stake Hence, the mMmMıILI[MeEN charges everything he 0€s including
hıs academıiıc profession, wıth UrSeNCY and PassıonN that IL otherwise
would ack elieve tact that an y tendency IBNOIC OT thıs Uur-

and pasSsıon CVCN 4a5 IT relates scholarshıp 15 abnormal an tends

hıs ommıtmen O€s LW things that take the historian beyond thıs
first level of Church historical scholarship Fırst of al IT rAalses QqUESTLIONS
beyond those that the Church Hıstorian 15 capable of aNSWENNS the le-
vel ave far been discussing Secondly, the OomMmMmMIITIMeEN OUuUL tor
further satıstaction and demands be translated 1INTILO aCTICE, 1INTIO aCTLION,
1iNTtO ıte These ATC the LW levels of OUT profession 4A5 Catholic Church
Hıstorijans that 111 the rest of PrEeSECNLALION

We thus COMEC the central of the usSc»> which the Catholic
Church Hıstorijan Can PUL hıs learnıng an the peculıar skılls he has Ul1-
red hıs dıiscıpline *” Though understandıng of SOMEC aASPECL of the
hıstory of the Church the leve] far discussed and ditfusion of that
understandıng colleagues an students 15 the MOSLT immediate an
obvıous UuUsS«cC the historian should be capable of INOTEC the SCIVICEC of
authentic relıgıon and influence Church polıcy

elieve IT 15 possıible apply Church historlans, therefore, the ad-
that arl Rahner addressed SYSTEMALLC theologians We CAannOoL

always be sharpening the knıte eventually MUSLT cut !! My OW: 4aS55C6C55-
ment of what Catholic Church Hıstorians consistently do 15 sharpen knıves
that others then and wiıeld These others popularızers, polemicısts,
synthesizers, an CVCN SYSTEMALILC theologians, NOL attuned the delıcacy
of the 1n.  IS they ave taken 1INLO theır hands often use them
WaYs historians tind abhorrent They slash and SOUSC, where they
should ave made fine We then fume, CIILUCIZE, aM
FEeEVICWS CUON, but surely Dart of the blame MUSLT be a1d ALl OUr z
OOr tor NOLT CONCCIVINS OUr 4a5 Church Hıstorians INOTC broadly
an boldly We PaYy attention what an how research We ATC
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rem1ss, however, in tryıng imagıne the sServıice which OUr research Can

legıtimately be DUL be DUutL by u thıs tiıme, NOL by others. hope that kee-
NCr AaWAareness of thıs aSPECL of OUTr profession ll be OUfiIcCcOomMe of OULr

sSymposıum.
Where an how do “  cut”? What oe€es ıt INCan be of service the

Church 45 Church Hıstorijans? It that 1n generiC WAaY thıs
C help the Church CVOCLI INOTEC authentic expression of

iıtselt today “More authentic expression today'  b thıs 1$ dense eXpression
that Can only partıally clarıfy 1ın the few mınutes that remaın But
whatever the CONLENLT packed Into that exXpression, LW tasks ATC clearly 1M-
plied by it. discernment and aCt10nN. By discussıng these tasks hope cla-
rıfy the content.

Discernment, 4A5 ıt 15 currently sed ıIn theology, denotes subtle pro-
VN of testing aN! choosing varıety of g00ds. It thus relates
EXpressi0n, “more authentic today  ” To speak of “more authentic” implıes
the possibilıty of “less authentic”. There ATC “more” and “less  bn because
Church Hıstory 15 about human beings, who ATIC capable of both “more”
an “less”. To speak of . t()‘i ay” implıes yesterday and All these

ımply change. Change 1S, then, the key 1Ssue whenever speak of
“more authentic expression today”.

When applied the Church, however, “change” be word
st1l] abhorrent IManYy Catholics, an they prefer softer words ıke “deve-
lopment”, “updatıng”, and “renewal”. My students readıly perhaps al LOO

readıly admıt that the Church has sinned. They do NOL ıke Say that it
has changed.

ven Catholic Church Hıstorijans sometımes have sımılar ETIVOUSNCS5

about change, despite the fact that change 15 precısely the phenomenon that
OUTr profession teaches us chart and that makes OUur work interesting. The
preoccupatıion of Catholic Hıstorijans wiıth Continulty 1n the Church has Of-
ten been singled OUutL 4A5 distinctive, and nNOL necessarıly admırable, tralt.
The “classıc Catholıic stratagem” 15 how ONC generally taır historian ONCC

described it. 12
Viewed in the broad perspective of the whole hıistorical profession, OUTLT

Catholic preoccupation wiıth cContinulty IMaYy be healthy corrective the
preoccupatıion, ECVCN obsession, of MOS of OUTr tellow hıstorl1ans wıth
change, dıversity an discontinulty. personally inclined hypothesize
1n al Yy gıven instance that the continultlies of tradıtions and InsStituti1Oons ru  —

deeper an ATC mightier than the perhaps INOTEC easıly perceptible disconti-
nultlies. “La longue durege”, of which Dupront spoke yesterday, Can 1n

opınıon hardly be overemphasıized. For al the radıcal changes that the
French Revolution aN! ItSs aftermath introduced Into French lıfe, for 1N-
STANCE, certaın fundamental realıties that aSsSOC1ate wiıth France SOINC-

how urvived them. France W as stil] France.
Still, submıt that OUr service wıthın the Church 45 historians 15 closely
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related that preoccupatıon wıth change that has become the CONventlon-
l hallmark of OUT discıpline. If 5 Ssuggest thıs requıres self-conscious
resolution OUT part change OUT WAaVYS, tor the Catholic tradıtion of hıs-
toriography Al least SINCEe Baroniıius (ıf NOLT SINCEe Eusebius and Orosıus) has
NOL avored study of discontinuıities. have expounded thıs subject AL
SOIMINMNC length elsewhere, and ıt has recently been treated trom ditferent
perspective by Klaus Schatz!3 Nonetheless, tew words it ATC 1n order
ere 'T DUut it bluntly: 4A5 historians MUSLT be the scholars wh. above ]]
others 1n the Church take the historicıty changıng naLure of the Church
ser10usly.

It 15 changıng Church, 1n other words, that ATC dealıng with when
study the past. It 15 changing Church that 2 lıyvıng 1n Church

that MUSLT make number of contingent choices that thereby indıcate what
1It 1n tact 15 and determine what it 11 become 1n the immediate future. The
Church 15 what it oes aSSUMmMe that yOUu AaCCEDL that premise. If yOUu do
NOL, there Can be discussıon of OUTr SeErVvICE CEXCEDL accordıng the Pat-
tern of OUTr predecessors wh PUL their learnıng AL the Service of apologetics
for the divine and unchanging nature of the Church 4S betrayed tel-
lıngly by Pastor’s famous, dramatiıc, an obtrusıve exclamatıon about divine
provıdence shinıng through the sintulness of Pope Alexander VI O do thıs
agaln today accords neıither wıth g0o0d history NOT wiıth g00d theology.

We MUST, then, wrestle wiıth thıs problem of changing Church, and
MUSL wıth OUTr colleagues 1ın other theological dıscıplines work OUuUL ItSs iımplı-
Catlons tor theology and tor the WaY the Church today addresses the prob-
ems and choices that IT faces here an 11O Yes, YOU correctly detect
change in terminology. NO speak of OUTL colleagues NOL 1ın other
of history but OUT colleagues 1n theology. It 15 at thıs level that the “more”
in OUTr commıtment being of service the Church becomes practical and
attects the WaYy about “using„ OTr applyıng the fruits of OUTLr historical
methodology tor the service of the Church.

As sa1ıd earlıer, what want do 15 help the Church CVCOGTr

greater authenticıty today, EVOGT greater authenticity 1n Its understand-
ıng of itselt and 1n the aCt10ONsS it. takes because of that understandıng. It 1$
only in thıs CONLEXT that the healthy instincts operatıve in that
quıre Church Hıstorijans ave g00d groundıng In Scripture, Canon
Law, Systematıc Theology, and other related subjects make resoundıngly
good Wıthout them, the historian Can arrıve al valıd insıghts into
what CVECIY hıstorian know what happened. Wıth them, ıt. 15 Lrue,
the Christian hıstorian has tools for insıder’s of what happened
that outsıder lacks IO StOP there, however, 15 deprive these skılls of
theır ullest potential 1ın the hands of the Church Hıstorian. The Church
Hıstorian who 15 commıtted Christian ll DUL questi1ons history that
historical method alone CAaNNOL AaNSWCTI, but that he and perhaps he alone

Can legıtimately approach wiıth help frpm these other OUICC>5S



230 JOHN O’MALLEY

To ]] these academıc a1ıds MUSLT be added another, ıf ATC take ser1-
ously the central teaching of Lumen Gentium about the Church: them
MUSLT be added the historian’s strıving tor personal holiness and hıs struggle
agalnst SIN 1n hıs OW: ıte Lumen Gentium emphatically stated that the call

holiness W as constitutive of the V natiure of the Church. What the
Church 15 about, 1in other words, 15 holiness, STAaCC, salvatıon, and the VeC_r-

comıng of SIN an death To understand the Church understand
these things. By theır VC nature these things Can be understood only
through SOINC experience of them The experience and recognıtion of both
SIN and 1n hıs OW ; ıfe should Create 1n the Christian connaturalıtas,

sensItIVIty, for NC depth of understandıng of the Church 1n 1ts central
definıition. There MUSLT be, that 15 SaY, relıg10us dimension 1ın ne’Ss  Z A
proach relıg10us problem, ıf ONC 15 understand that problem ItSs
OW':

Wırch a ]] these a1ds the historian 15 aunched the PIOCCSS of discern-
MENL. He Can legıtımately ask of past and Present the questi1ons that SNAaW
AL CVCIY Christian: 1n the lıght of Christian teaching and experience W 4S

such-and-such phenomenon g0o0od bad, rıght WION$, INOTC OT less
authentically in accord wiıth the Lord’s Word; above all, what O€s the pPast
INCcan tor us Christians today? The hıstorian 15 surely ımıted in hıs

AaNDSWeETr these questions by al the lımıts of hıs OW) culture, traınıng, an
personalıty, but he O€s ave helps 1n addressing them that others do NOL
have and that enable hım make jJudgments about Christian authenticıity.
hıs PrOCCSS of discerning the authentic OTr the INOTC authentic 15 Irıg ht-
tully dıitticult. Yet, somebody MUsSst£ CNSHAHC 1in it Christians, atter all, MUST
understand themselves an then mMuUust ACL upOon that understandıng. hiıs
derstandıng 15 NOL monolithic gıven, rıg1dly immobile for al tiımes, places,
aN! cultures. It 15 CONvıction that Church Hıstorians, through the Prö-
CCcs5 Just described, ATC the best (or the best) undertake such SCr -
1C€E 1n and for the Church. The responsibilıty 15 AaWESOMC, but should
NOL dodge It. Henrı de Lubac’s Meditation SUr l’Eglıse 15 tamılıar example
of thıs kınd of discernment $trom earlier 1:  S

When Say that attempt discern 1n the Dast an for the PresenNtL
what 15 INOIC authentically Christian tor the Church, do NOL INCAan 1M-
ply that the Church has been ascendıng through the aApCS path of EVCTI-

increasıng perfection. In tact, 1n tar Aa that pattern 15 applied the de-
velopment of doctrine, believe that Church Hıstorians ave specıal oblı-
gatıon make systematıc theologıians face squarely all the difficulties 1N-
herent 1n It. I for ONC, ave been quıte satısfied wiıth the thought that
dogma Can history. Still less do INCAan that the hıstorian 11OÖO

POSSCdSCS the W INAaD the COUTSEC of od’s providence In the vagarıes
of human behavior. These vagarıes, NOLT 0d’s proviıdence, AIC the subject
of OUT investigation.

All that mMeALN Dy INOTEC authentic 15 that al AaNnY gıven Oment 1n history
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there 15 FOOIIN ın the Church tor INOTEC honesty, LNOÖOTC COUTFaC, INOIC charıty,
INOTITC prophecy for less hypocrisy, less biıgotry, less self-concern. Further,
these “mores” an “Jesses” do NOL follow the S4a4|Me pattern from generation

generation from culture culture. We ATC dealing wıth changing
authenticıty. What W as IMNOTEe authentically Christian option tor Pope Gre-
SOLY VII INnay longer be for Pope John Paul II hıs 15 what makes
OUTr discernment meditatıon such delicate task.

DPut 1n another WaY should CONCEIVE of OUT dıscıplıne A lıberating
study. It frees us from the lIımıtatiıons of the Dast ALl the S4amıe time that it
hances OUTr apprecıiation for that S4a4mle PaStı We CAannOL iımprove Bernard
of Chartres’ phrase: dwarts the shoulders of g1ants. Our dıscıplıne, 4A5
understand it; studies the contingencıes of human ex1istence 1n the past Its
task 15 render Dast EXPreSSLIONS of OUTr tradıtion intellıgıble precisely A

they ATC ocated 1ın lımiıted, Un1que, culturally conditioned, never-to-be-re-
peated S1tuat10ons. Its task 15 NOL, the other hand, render an Y of these
contingencıes SACrOSANCLT an insulate them from critical rev1is10n.

PFrODOSC, therefore, that take LNOTC aggressive STanCce V1S-Ä-VIS
dogmatıc 0)8 systematıc theology. In the 1950’s and 1960’s hıistorical consıid-
erations began play important role In such theology 1ın Catholic CIr-
cles. ave the disappointing impression that 1n the Past ten that role
has considerably diminished. It surely Can be argued, however, that certaın
LraCts Cal be AL least Aa competently developed Dy PCTISONS whose traınıng
has been primarıly 1ın historical studies 4S Dy those whose traınıng has been
primarıly “philosophical”.

For instance, myself ave been teaching AL Weston the basıc COUTSC 1n
ecclesi0logy, the MOSLT obviously related Church Hıstory. 2ve had

ave Irequent colleagues 1ın systematıcs and Scripture
g1ve the COUTITSC the dimensions they MOSLT adequately provıde. But tind thıs
pattern of exchange less satısfactory than the tradıtional ONEC of their
comıng us supply WCAaPDONS tor theır arsenal.

One obviıous advantage that thıs pattern supplıes 15 Its abılıty inte-
the history of doctrine wiıth the history of the instıtution. Agaın, the

Church 15 what It oes VWe CAannOoL allow the V ıfe of the Church be
treated Aa contingencıies that lap agalnst the so-called substance of the
Church wiıthout affecting 18

Equally ımportant, the pattern PFrODOSC Can integrate both of these his-
tOorıes wıth the history of plety aM relig10us experlence. The Church 15 infi-
nıtely INOTC than instiıtution and doectrine. It 15 lıte-related realıty that 15

touch OUr yearnıngs, OUTr hopes, OUTr desıres, OUT loves, and
tisIy OUr myster10uUs hunger tor God Atter the centralıty that Lumen Gen-
t1um accorded the call holiness 1n the Church, ecclesiology (no
Church Hıstory!) 15 adequate untiıl it D1VES full recognıtion that realıty.
The COMMON practice, however, 15 doctrine, instıtution, and relı-
10US experience 45 three distinct phenomena, wıth only casual| reference
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ONe another. It posıtıve, speculatıve, and spirıtual theology ATrTC CVCT agaın
be reintegrated (according the healthy pattern of the Fathers), the
Church Hıstorıan may be the best PCrSON effect It.

Such integration IMaYy be the MOSLT tellıng aASPECL of OUr role In discerning
the authentic 1n the Christian Dast Discernment ere Judging the
Past agalnst “holistic” of Scripture, history, an the Christian CXPC-
rıience of SIN and turther problem, however, 15 thereby implied. Cu]l
bono? Discerning for whom? The obvious answer 15 for ourselves tor yOU,
tor IM! tor OUr OW. generatıion. hıs 15 the thırd an: tinal leve]l of OUr scho-
larshıp. It 15 the level AL which manıpulatıon becomes easılest. It 15 also the
OoOment Al which OUTr Service the Church MOSLT clearly CINCTSCS here
SCC cConJomınNg of the tasks of interpreting the Dast an of deciding what

ATC goINg do wıth It.
To perform thıs task effectively an “authentically” that MUSLT

be Aa ın touch wiıth OUr OW: culture Aa wiıth the past Is thıs NOL what
hope tor 1n a ]] leaders in the Church, especıially priests an: bıshops: that
they be both enriched by tradıtion an al the S4ame time faithful it that
they Can mediate It the PrESCNL 1n WaYys that ATC new” They thus help
shape the future. “You chall know the truth, an the truth shall make yOUu
free  ” The discovery of truth, turthermore, 15 inseparable from passıon
persuade others of It. hıs speakıng Out 1SSUES, NOL letting OUr 1Nn-
sıghts sleep in earned an emınar OOINS, NOL waltıng for the fruits
of OUTr research be exploited by others. Much has been wrıtten lately
about the publıc nature” of theology 1n the Church !* It A Church
Hıstorjans wiısh partıcıpate 1n the theological enterprIise, therefore, OUr

practice MUST ave publıc COMPONENLT It LO  O
hıs “public component” of learnıng 15 NOL peculıar theology. It 1S,

today AL least, dimension of all er10us learnıng. The late SnNOW, the
distinguished Englısh physicist an author, best known tor hıs book The
Iwo Cultures, argued strenuously tor It 45 responsıbilıty of sclentists 1n
the CONLEMPOTCA: world !> If sclentists ave such responsıbilıty (and 1t 15
dıtficult SCC how they do not), INOTIC pressing responsıbilıty would SCCIM

devolve upOoN theologians, whose professed function 15 a1d INeEeN and
dea] wıth ultimate 1n the complexıty of the world in

which they actually Iıve.
Perhaps SOMMC WaYy>S echoing 1n part the MCSSALC of Pope John

Paul I1 The Englısh tıtle of ONC of hıs books 15 The Actıng Person ?®.
Should NOL the OUr escutcheon read “The Actıing Hıstorian 1n
the Church an for the Church”? Almost CENTLUFY an halt ARO, arl
Marx observed that untiıl this OoOment philosophers had tried understand
the world; NO they MUSLT labor change It. There ATrC instincts wıthın us
that reco1l ALl applyıng hıs observation Church Hıstory an ourselves,
yeLr should NOL dismiss them OUutLt of hand Catholic theology has always
insısted that Christian doctrine 15 intiımately related 1ın the theologian
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Christian Orthodoxy an OrthopraxI1s AIC tor the Christian 1C-
latıve Our colleagues Liberation Theology POSC thıs truth
WaYys that mMay an SOINC of us But they AL least should disturb
OUTr complacency and make us ask what valıdıty their challenge has tor u
45 Church Hıstorians, JUSt 45 other theologians aVve been forced take IT
INTtO ACCOUNLT

In conclusıon the Church has changed and 15 changing, whether
ıke IT NOL hat 15 what INcCcCan when 5SaYy that IL 15 historical real-
ICy hat change 15 Dart of the scandal” of Christianity OQur task 4A5 histori-
ans 15 that change and help mediate IL that IT be 45 authen-
LIC Aa5 possıble today OQOur an OUTr ıte CXDCI1IENCC 4a5 Catholics, 4S

Christians, uniıquely fit u for thıs task for change 15, ultımately, what
study VWe neglect the task AL perıl the Church an CVCN OUTI-
selves At perıl the Church for the Church 15 al crucı1a|l
ITS hıstory, 4a5 the past LWENTLY eloquently testify At perıl ourselves,
because ATC human beings fırst, historians second It 15 ınhuman be
disengaged from something love IO stand the sıdelines cheer
JECT when could actually be the iray 15 both and cowardly

My remarks today ATIC NOL be attrıbute INOTEe
OUr professional an spirıtual capabiılities than they Can tact yıeld ven ıf

become INOTC ACLIVE and APSICSSIVC than ave been ı the DasSt,
11 always be VeC small part of VC bıg Church We Church 1stor1-
ans ATC margınal the ıte and theology of the Church today Perhaps I
111 always be In an y CadC, al Catholics MUuUSLT work together the

task face But historians MUSLT certaınly do OUr duty, play OUr

Dart Aa best Can

hıs VIEWDOINTL argued ALl length Dy Polanyı, DPersonal Knowledge, 6
wards Post Critical Phiılosophy (New ork and White, Metahıstory, The Hıs-
torıcal Imagınatıon Nıneteenth Century Europe (Baltımore CS5P 1=—47 Nee Iso
Gadamer, Le proble&me de Ia COMNSCIENCE historique (Louvaın

NSee the discussion Dy Ison, Recent Hıstorical Studies of Western Relıgion,
Bulletin The Councıl the Study ot Relıgion 10 (1979) WOS5=7

The MOS thorough recent analysıs of the 1550U€5 15 by Schatz, Ist Kırchengeschichte
Theologie? Theologıe und Philosophie (1980) 48 1—51 5 In the COUTrSe of the artıcle
Schatz Iso FrEeEVICWS the rather abundant lıterature the problem that has een publıshed
German the last decade The MOSL rFeEGcENT the Uniıted States by Kıng-
don, wıth turther bibliographical indiıcatıons of works Englısh The Church Ideology In-
SULLULLON, Church Hıstory (1981) 8 1—9/ TIo these MUSL certaınly be added Cochrane,
What Catholıic Historiography? The Catholic Hıstorical Review (1975) 99
which VCcCn further bıblıography tor works especıially Englısh anı Italıen

These “levels ATC OWIN, but ALIC suggested general WaY Dy number otf others,
Sturm, The Learned Doclety and Scholarly Research Models of Interaction, Bullet-

The Councıl the Study of Relıgion 12 (1981) / —41 Wıinkler, Hıstorijans Urged
Act “Moral Philosophers > The Chronicle of Hıgher Educatiıon (1981)
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