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i1 tn commumcatmg “what -God has revealed‘
catechists: must- -give the Bibljcal’ disclosure of that
. revelatlon and includenature, God‘s_chiosen people, -
and Christ, the: fullness. of revelatron ' o

¥ 2-\God stilk reveals hrmself through the creatures S
. - “he has made, the events of daily life, crises in history -
and the struggles of people He answers prayers and

o -
b=

-

3 Gatechesrs has %s

. persons to respond to

v

comrnunrcates hlmself through the: Sacraments and
teaching of the. Churdh: Catechesi
make persons.aware-of this.and ki

-~ the work of the Spmt

therefore, st
‘ ‘emto d’lscern

rts purposes to enable
s revelatron in farth

»aapterj; ,

4 Cateehesrs must serve to '
purpose in reveal’mg himself in Christ, i.e., to draw an: "-p.
| ¥o-hipizin. faith and love. - N £
at‘ hesis mustistrive to’ keep alive a sense- of
ing presence.and- work i today’s. world: 1t -

promote Cods :

‘ gproclanms’ "at in.the Church the Lord calls. ne(c)alre to
| ‘community afd ‘Sends them forth to bnng lsts
X good news to- al people R

L I ~

,By DR.PADRAIC OHARE -

* The'
present draft of the National’
Catechetical Directory is entitled
“Mystery - of Revelation.” It is
intended, since it treafs" the
primary theologrcal category
“Revelation,” to be the. con-
ceptual underpmnrng for’ - this
draft of the NCD. As such the
whole|-draft is in deep trouble:
And the trouble comes ‘from an:
-understandable, but: nevertheléss,
unaceeptable theologrcal
vacillation. * Chapter two wants :~
Revelzltron that is mysterious and’
“perfectly clear,”. it wants in-
fallible. language of doctrine and :
‘it wants .ever l\deepenmg un-
derstatdlng, it wants us to un-
derstand{or dehhe) Revelation as
Jesus Christ and'as scripture and

tradition, it wants us, to believe -

,tl?at thmgs Religidus are both -

ultimately:: mysterlous and fully g(}atholrc Chnstran life. . lt

On Chapter

second chapter of the

s

e directory staff.

Diocesan officials will.give a critique of.each of the rlme chapters of the

directory weekly in the Courier-Journal. the second
.-by Dr. Padraic O’'Hare of the diocesan Departinent’
copies of the directory are available from the

hapter isanalyzed
“Education. Extra
%ffrce of Religious

:hq :

ln*the box above is.a synoplsrs of the f‘ rst chap er ofthe proppsed.
Natronal Catechetical Dn-ectory -as ‘prepared

.- Education,-1150 Buffalo Road, Rochester, N.Y. 14624, Any,comments,_

suggeshons or crrtncnsm also should be- sent to that o

ce tl

. known. (It even wants to assert ari
absolute continuity in teaching -

among the last three general

cbuncils of the Church which was -

my first ¢lue that somethmg was
not.right). -

. becomes clear that this is a
real vacillation and not simply a
“dilemma if ‘we step fout of the
- directory for a moment and .

xplore the importance and the
anlrcatlons of the quest for an
derstandmg of Revelation to

Church 1975 |

indrew: Greeley

We will all-miss Pat Crowley.

The"late, FO founder of. the
Christjan Family Movement was
one of the great Catholics of the

His | contribution , to the
Churc vx) imimense and the’
example of "his personal life had-

_extracrdmary influence on-al] .

who lknew: him. The kind of
upperimiddle-class Catholic zeal
which- Pat - represented is
currently -out, of fashion -among
the more intense itypes, -like the"
Centef for Concern kooks, but it is.
authgntically Amerrcan and
speaks to the /\mencan Catholic
laity |in terms' they can un—‘
derstand L -

‘ P_at was class’v. H‘e was a well- .

to-do Notre. .Dame graduaté who'
felt ne=need:to. apologize for who-
-and what he was. You can only be
classyy if you ar&that secure in.
“your own: rdentrty | doubt Pat

. ever expenenced alienafion and

I'm-stre he had & hard time

Se *he could be an open, ex-
pansr%ve generous. man. Hrs
convrctrons—and he had some:
very strong ones-=did: not exist. to
give him an identity which he
otherkmse facked. His.- com--
mltments to various causes were
not attempts. at self- validation.

- His zeal. was not an. effort to .

‘prove| ‘anything. -His ~ liberalism

was not, a- self-righiteous demand
that others convert to hrs superror
morahty

He| even liked Repub,licans,‘

__though, 1" think he liked
Dech‘crathore
: Causes convrctrons‘ ‘ - com-

‘mitménts. were fine, hiit what -
-counted- for Pat.was people: He:
was a} man fascinated by people,’
.ofe “who found i everyone In-
terestrng When Pat! dealt with:
“.you, You weré notla ‘cause to be'

o mrn’sfere d to nora convert to bei ~ ~3,

| I often thought that there were

strong analogies between Pat '

Crowley and John Courtney

" Murray. They both come out of

legal ‘backgrounds. They both

-were easy- and refaxed in their

" convictions. They “both were
thoroughly and
American. They both stood for
the kind of calm and expansive
self-cbnfidence. ‘Which™
lackrng among most “concerned”

Catholics. - They both were a

incorrigibly.

is soO |

mixture - of -- conservatism. and :

liberalism, which made it im-
possible to put a label 6n them.
They both had an.immense in-
- fluence on the world around
“them because ‘they were quite

incapable’ ‘of being alienated—.

and would not have wanted to be
if they could. . . .

l am not sure what it takes to

produce such “intellectual and.

personal security. | would be
‘tempted to say_that they were
bath aristocrats. in the good sense:

of the word, except many other-

who came from _ sinilar
ba&kgrounds show none J;%‘ the
laristocratic “security, generosrty,
and "’ ease .as did Murray’ and
Crowley.
desperately: need such _people,

We do not haye very many. And ‘

now we have one-.less.

e

There will
eventually “(l -once mrstakenly

thotight it would Be soon), when. . g

we will'be able to. understand far

- more about the American

Catholic experience than we do

now. Themn, I sgspect, we will see ..
that aman like Pat Crowley, quité _ -

unself:consciously, was in. touch
the .deep -and -powerful

thrs genius (it is not necessary to
do s0) but he “felt” it.-The work

come a trme

I just_know -that we

. another, revr d., draft, -but no
more articles dn evised" draft)
says -that * is. -God’s

he ~and "hiswife! did- with the

Chrrstran Family Movernent was -
successful precisely because they -
3nturted at a visceral level where

xmérican Catholic families were,

. The -answer:

becorﬁes clearlthat the questrort

is not la dry, rationalistic’ pursuit .
for ‘pedants. {For - ar ound the
questions  of "What s
’-Revzlhtlon? “I or “What is

reve led?’ revolve such lgut—level
questions. as-| “How shall’
worship?” “What should | teach
my. kids?” (or {What should they
be téaching |my .kids?") and
+'What shall 1,
.makes a dn"ference in the "actual
conduct of Catholic Christian life,
riow, how we resolve the guest for
.Revelation in gur times; and thus

-| the second chapter,of the NCD

: does us a disservice’ when it casts

its - langudge | -over . clear. and
resolvable contradrctrons as if

believe?” It really.

they didn’t-exist (and for the -

theologiaris reading - this:. notice

. the implication for the .use of

religious- . and theological
languagé as a kind of vacuous,

_Homiletic device which resolves o

" no conceptua issues)..':

i

The ‘question “of Revelatron is.

the sa gas the multiple question
“What 1§ God’s willZ What do 'we

know, from G

know from G
be true to-
- question (or tl|1ese questions) are
.resolvable down 1o two others.

d); and “how shall |

The first is: “I§ Jesus Christ God's”
- Revélation?”

(Cod’s complete,
final and sefficient Reévelation),
‘or . are scripture,. and’ tradition,
God's Revelatibn? We can’t have
it both. ways, and’ there must be
,an answer and|answering one way
‘rather than anpther mu'st matter.

of thrs draft of the

rant there will be

Chapter two
'NED (God g

Revelation.and’
scripture- and tr n
wrong, ternbly wrong, wrth this?

B ’
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hat they, neéded and howto talk N

“to them,.You might disagree with- | -
the Crowleys on occasion (and 1K

did)-but you still know that they

were “our kind of -people.” And -
that they understood ‘what the -
phrase meant’ proved that it was - ‘ff

true f them :

be- ntrany more such
‘emerging. in’ the~-American

‘Church. That FPat: would be~the

frrst of ‘a néw'breed--Now 1 thmk"

herm ay have been the Iast

th allthe more. tragi
erwley a typical "
that he would ap?(r

" thad thought that there would :- .
Taity;

And that makes hrs prematu oy

2 Where is it?”;
(the “Whatever it is”. that we

ny - religion?” This

-to  which
‘|because

A Scn pture is- part of Tradrltlon

| B. Thus the chorce here is
hetwe'en Jesus and Tradition.
N f

0. C AridLTr_aditign‘ is always -

Siluded

iprecisely thisway| with
a capital ¥

" and in'the*singular.

© Now there is only “one thing, .
more desttuctive to the life of a
community -of- people than -
having fotgotten their past
(haying: q‘:,)‘l past) and this .is:
aving ol a past.” We cannot -
hoose tradition as the-locus of
Revelatro over Jesus Christ
because ‘whenever a Religious
ity does so it gets: mto-

khe “idof* worship of the past.”

But Jestis i still with us in His

traditions (plural) to be ‘made.
call for a choice ~not anr
exclusron e

“Reversing the. ord r - placing
traditions las the primary Vehicle

- lof Cod's will in history (and then*

talking asjthe NCD does an in-
credibly unhistorical vein about
Tradition, | as -if Catholics for. -
example ate the recipients-of oite-,
big' tradition, when in ‘fact:the
very ~making of -a -tradition

assumes | a change from -
s'o_methln prior to the tradition)
keeps us ip the vicious situation
of being a people who- believe

primarily in. Statements from the
past. Acknowledging Jesus Christ,
alive in-|the " Spirit, workmg, :

- breathing-now in our world as the -

Revelation) of God and then - (and

- only then) reveréncing, studying,

altering our
the

and
{especially

. ttraditional propositions of faith)

gives us, jsome hope :that our
doctrine, our worship, our -action
in, the world, ‘our religious.
education{will be that of a living,
growmg, |religious community.

The second question | referred *
is .only ‘a guestion
f our problem with
resolving |the first question is

- what to do ‘with doctrines from *

e

the point, of view .of their:
language, | It's an rmmensely -
complex question, |nvollvrng

s - |other questions_like'what is*true

about a doctrinal formulation?.
Can the. Janguage ‘be -altered?

. the

Poes doctrine develop? What is |
|the relationship of the’ infallible

of Revelatlon :

teachmgauthr:mt\7 to thefact that
language is histotically con-
ditioned (for example; words lose
- their_meaning change meaning,
~etc.)? This
address this questron Here is its
“try “Since these formulas have
been put:into human language of
a particular time and - place,.
traditional expreserns of .church
~dogma, which remains ever true,

raft attempts to _

‘sometimes give way-to new ones -

which, proposed and approved by
Sacred Maglstenum
:presented  the -same. meaning
more clearly. ‘and morg: com-
pletely 1 (quote within' ‘the. quote
is from Vatican H document)

lf you think Vve: used the
opportunity to critique Chapter
Two and grind an-axe, I. must
‘plead not guilty. Read. . it; it’s
.quicksand. It's  just drfferent
‘enough to infuriate the “morbidly

conservative,” hedging enough to -

‘anger the ~ “liberal”. and
unhistorical and - unfocused
_enough to disappoint those of us
“who are ”true religious,” con-
servatives.” By failing to
acknowledge the problematic
_-nature ‘of its topic, Chapter Two
creates a void where it intended
to create a basis for the ' -religious
-educational guidelinespwhich -are

promised in su sequent chapters. -

‘Left as is, Chapter Two will do

nothing to brimg direction (in the |

sense of common purpose) to the

American catechetical scene. it

has forgotten what. Rahner has ~
said (as-He echos-as well as.forms
much of the best thmkmg about
Revelatron) ]
the real understandmg of
what revealed- and. its’
exrstentral appropriation, by men’
is wholly dependent on the
“transformation . of' - the
propdsitions-of farth asthey were
originally heard, into'propositions
_which relate what issheard to the
historical situations of the men -
who hear ” Page 47

. “Revelatron is -an - hrstorrcal
dialogue between Cod“and man:
in.which samethmg happens .

Reveldtion is'a saving ‘happening
and only, then and in relation to
thrs a commumcatron of ‘truths!”

i
* ¥

(Theologrcal lnvestlgatroni A

vOl T 47)
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