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• 1- m communicat ing what God has revealed 
oafechists must- g ive t h e Bthljcal disclosure o f tha t 
revelat ion and! inc lude nature, Gbd's-chosen people, 
andl Christ, the-fullness :/

iof revelation. 

2—God still; reveals himself through the creatures-. 
.• 4ie has made, the events of daily life^ crises in history 

and the struggle? o f people. He answers prayers and 

communicates himself through the SacVamehts a n d , 
teaching of the Church: Catechesis, therefore, rflust ' 
make persons aware o f this and; Help therr^toiaiseern .'.v 
the work 6f the Spirit. § ? * . ^ * ««•• ".•*•••.- ¥» 

3. Catechesis has 
persons to respond t o 

;is„ its purposes- to enable 
pod'S revelat ion' i r i faTth. 

By DR. PADRAIC CyHARE 

* t h e second chapter of the 
preserjt draft of the National 
Catechetical Directory is ent i t led 
"Mys te ry : o f Revelat ion." It is 
intended, since i t treats'; the 
p r i m a r y t h e o l o g i c a l ca tegory 
"Reve|at ion," t o be the. con^ 
ceptual underpinning f o r - t h i s 
draft o f the NCD. As such the 
whole draft is in deep trouble! 
And t i e t rouble comes f rom an* 

- understandable, but nevertheless, 
u n a c c e p t a b l e , t h e o l o g i c a l 
vaci l lat ion. > Chapter, two wants : 
Revelation that is mysterious" and' 
"perfect ly clear,", ft!. wants in ­
fal l ible language, o f doctr ine and 
•it wahts ever i deepen ing un­
derstanding, i t wants us t o un^-
derstandXor define) Revelation as' 
Jesus Christ and as scripture and 
t rad i t ion, i t wants us to believe 
that things Religidus-' are both 
u l t imately mysterious, and fu l l y . 

l i f t h e boxabove i sa synopisis of the first chapi tero f the proposed 
National Catechetical Directory as prepared by the directory staff. 
Diocesan officials will give a critique ofjeach of the nine chapters of the 
directory weekly in the. Courier-Journals The second chapter is analyzed 
by Dr. Padraic O U a r e of the diocesan Department af Education. Extra 
copies o f t h e directory are available f rom t h e Q f f i t e of Religious 
Educatiorv-1150 Buffalo Road, Rochester, N Y . 146i!4. Any comments, 
suggestions or cri t icism also should be sent t o that off ice. ; * . . -

. known. (It even wants to assert art 
absolute cont inui ty in teaching 
among the last three general 
councils o f the Church which was 

- my first clue that.something was 
not, right). ' • ' • ' . 

; It. becomes clear that this is a 
real vaci l lat ion and not simply a 
d i lemma if we step ''out of the 
directory f o r ' a moment and 
explore the importance and the 
implications o f the quest for an 
understanding of Revelation t o 
Ca tho l i c C h r i s t i a n l i f e . . I t 
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We 

Fr. 
An&rew 

wi l l a lhmiss Pat Crowley. 

Thej-lateJ co-founder o f the 
Christian Family Movement was 
one o : the; greatj Catholics of the 

- era. ) i i s j contr ibut ion , t o the 
Church was immense and the 
example qf lh is personal l i fe had^ 
extrac rdi'nary inf luence on a l | 
who knew : h im . The . kind of 
upper-mrddlerclass Cathol ic zeal 
which: Pat represented is 
currently out, o f fashion -among 
the more intense [types, l ike the 
Cente: for Concern kooks', but i t is 
a u t h e n t i c a l l y A m e r i c a n and 
speaks t o t h e Arner ican Catholic 
la i ty in terms! they * can un­
derstand, :..- • • 

' Pat was classy. H e was a wel l -
to-do Notre.Dame graduate who 
fe l t nosneedrto apologize for who 
and wha t he was. You can o h l y be 
classy i f y o u are t tha t secure in 

" your own: identity. I doubt Pat 
. ever experienced al ienat ion and: 
. I'm sure he had a- hard t ime 

i inaerkand ing self-hatred. -<•" 

So he could be an open,, ex­
p a n s i v e , ; generous- m a n . H is : 

conv ic t ions^-and he had some: 
very strong ones:—did; hot exist.to"; 

give him; an ident i ty, wh ich he 
otherjwise lacked. His,-com? 
mitments t o various causes were 

1 no t attempts a t self-validation. 
• His zfeal, was n o t an effort t o 

prove anything. His liberalism 
was npt| a self-righteous demand 
that others convert to his superior 
moral ty-

He even likejd Republicans,, 
t h o u g h I t h i n k h e l i k e d 
Demojcrats^more. 

• Causes, c o n v i c t i o n s , c o m ­
mitments, were f ine, but what 

' countfed for Pat-was people:- He 
was a man fascinated bypeop'le, ' 

. oHe "fvho found | everyone in­
teresting. When; f^at dealt with: 

; y p u / y b u were no t '$& cause to .be 
mTn&tjefed to> ripfc a, convert; to be i 
w o n oyeri.¥oukwere:'SomeQne; h e ; 
wan ted t© | . knpw 'better. Even' 

- yyheh iySEjf; .disagreed? w i t h : him,.' 
you-^o.orahfi :;-h§lp'fcd^l"i l<e h i m 
b^caiise ty6jMJ<rjeife he; j iked : y o M 

becorries clear 
is not 

often thought that there were 
strong analogies between Pat 
C row ley a n d ' John CoUrtney -
/yVurray. They both come ou t of 
legaT' backgrounds. They both 
were easy and relaxed in their 
•convictions. They both were 
t h o r o u g h l y and i n c o r r i g i b l y . 
American. They bo th stood fo'r 
the kijVid of calm and expansive 
se l f - cpn f i dence . wh ich " .is so 
lacking, among most "concerned" 
Catholics. They both were a 
mixture ..- o f • conservatism and 
iberalism, which .made i t im­
possible to But a lafeel on them. 
They both h a d an. immense in­
f luence on the wor ld around 
them because they, were qui te 
incapable' o f being a l ienated—. 
and wou ld not have wanted f q be 
if they could. . • ' . ' " ; ' 

I am not sure what i t takes t o 
produce such inte l lectual and 
personal security. I wou ld be 
.tempted to. say that they were 
both aristocrats in the good sense 
of the word , except many\pther 
w h o came , f r o m s imi la r -
backgrounds show none^o^ the 
'aristocratic 'security, ~geper6sity, 
and ' ease as d id Murray*" and 
Crowley. I just_ know that we 
desperately need, such people. 
We do opt have very many. And 
now we have one -less. 

There wi l l come- a t ime, 
eventually " ( I once .mistakenly 
thought i t wou ld be soon), when-
we w i l t be able to . understand" far 
mo re a b o u t t h e ' A m e r i c a n 
Catholic experience than we do 
now. Then, I suspect, w e w i l l see 
Jhat a man like Pat Crowley, qu i te 
tinself-tconseiously, was in touch 
With the deep and powerful 
currents of the American Catholic 
genius. He might not have been • 

. able to. art iculate the insights ot -.-
"•|hts genius (it is hot necessary to 
do: so) b u t he " fe l t " i t , -The work 
he..and his' wife!.did -with the 
Christian Family Movement was 
Successful precisely because they 
intui ted at a visceral level where 
American Catholic famil ies were, 
what they, needed and how.to ta lk . 
to them,.i,You might disagree w i t h . 
the Crowleys on occasion (and I-
did) but y o u sti l l know that they 
were ' 'our k ind of people. ' ' And 
that they understood what the 
phrase meant proved t h a t i t was 
true o f them: ' . -: •" 

tha t the question, 
a dry, rat ional ist ic pursuit 

for 'pedants. For around the 
ques t ions o f " V y h a t is 
•ReySfktion?" or "What is 
revealed?" revolve such |gut-level 
questions." as- "How shal l ! we 
worship?" "Wha t should I tegch 
my. kids?" (or ' W h a t should they 
be teaching"' my ..kids?") and 

J 'What shall I, believe?" u \ really 
makes a differ srice-in the 'actua l 
conduct of Catpolic Christian l i fe, 
now, how we resolve the quest for 
.Revelation in our times* and thus 
the second chapter, of theNCD 
,does~us a disservice when-- i t casts 
its - language over clear, and 
resolvable co-rfradjctions as if 
they . d idn ' t ex is t (and; for the] 
theologians reading this: notice 
the impl icat ion for the use of 

. re l ig ious • and t h e o l o g i c a l 
language as a k ind o f vacuous, 
Homilet ic device which resolves 
no conceptua issues)..*' 

The question of Revelation is-
the same as t h e mul t ip le question 
'What d God's wil l? What do we 
know, f rom G3d? Where is i t ? " ' 
(the "Whatever it is", that we 
know f rom God); and "how shall I 
be t rue to- rjiy rel igion?" This 
question (or these questions) are 
resolvable down t o t w o others, 
t h e first is: " h Jesus Christ.God's 
Revelation?" (God's complete, 
final and safricient Revelation), 
o r . a r e scriptJre, and tradit ion. 
God's Revelation? We can't have 
it both-ways, .Jnd : there must be 
an answer and answering one way 
rather than another must matter. 

r 
.+• 

4, Catechesis must serve to! promote God's 
purpose in reyealling himself in Christ, i.e., t o draw all 
t b h i h i in fa i th and love. • ; V • 
•• ; -5tf Catechesis riiust^trive t o keep al ive a sense, o f 
Gc<l's.sa^rig'preserice,ahd-work in todays.wor ld , i t 
.procfalmsfKatlH the£hurch the Lord calls pfioDle to 
:cdm.rjnurifty and, sends them forth to bring Christ's 
good news to-all l-people. . ' i , . . ' 

ot 
A. Scripture is part of Tradition. 

B. Tljtu', the choice here is 
between J JSUS and Tradition. 

•/ • t 

. ,-C Ar id ' Tradition" is always 
al luded t^prec ise ly this way ' w i t h 
a c-apital TT" and in the^singular. 

Now th ^re is only dhe thing, 
inqre dest pc t ive t o the l i fe of a 
eomrnumpy of- peop le it^han 
| i a v i n g f a r g b t t e n their , past 
(haying no past) and" th is is': 
having on v . a.past. We cannot 
choose tradi t ion as. t h e locus of 

-jRevelatior oyer Jesus Christ 
because ^vhenever a Religious 
Lpmrnuniiy does so it gets into 
the "idof* worship of the past." 
But Jesus i t sllill w i th us in His 
spir i t as ar event. There are more 
traditions (plural) t o be made. 
This is a call for a choice hot an 
exclusion. 

Reversirg the. ordtr - placing 
tradit ions as .the. primary Vehicle 
of God's will iri history (and then: 

talking as 
jcredib'ly unhistorical vein about 
[Tradition, 
example a 
b ig tradit i 
ve ry . making 
assumes 
something 
keeps us i 
pf . being 
pr imari ly j 

Chaptertwo 
NCD (Cod grknt. there, 
another,- revised:,.draft. 

scripture- and 
wrong, 
The-answer: 

of this draft'of the 
wi l l b e . 
but no 

more'articles on the revised'draft)' 
says t h a t les i is- i s God 's 
Revelation. aha that^Reveration is" 

t radi t ion. What is 
wrong, with this? 

1 -hap thought" tha t there w o u l d 
;be. , n | any m o r e such . larty, ' -
emerging:" in.' the1—Ameslgan:-, 
•Chprqh. That Pat Woufd: W%& 
•ffrst of "a new'breeds- Now I thirik-
he 'may have been the last. '•" 

And' tha t m^ikes hjs premature .; • 
death al 'ttne. more tragic.,,F6r-5Pat-

-Crc|w|ey a typifcal Ir ish epitaphV 
that he would^. appregiate, ' "We-

tshall no t s^e-vh^-uik^'^^frr^'.--'"--.^ 

the NCD does an ir i -

as if Catholics fo r 
e the recipients-of ofie-

On, when in f ac t ; t he 
of - a tradit ion 

a change f r o m 
prior t o the tradiition) 
i the vicious situation 

people who believe 
a statements f rom the 

bast. Acknowledging Jesus Christ, 
alive i n ' t h e ' Spirit, work ing, 
breathing- l ow in our wor ld as the 
Revelation o f Cod and then , (and 
only then^ reverencing, studiyirig, 
preserv ing and al ter ing- o u r 
t rad i t ions .-(especial ly t h e 
tradit ional propositions of fai th) 
gives us,, some hope -that our 
doctrine,'our worsh.ip, our act ion 
in, the world/ ojjr religious 
education wi l l be that o f a liiving, 
growing, religious communi ty . 

The second question I referred 
to which is only a question 
Because of our problem wi th 
resolving the first question is 
what to dp "wifh doctrines from 
the poini 
language. 
c o m p l e x 
other questions..! ike .what is"'true 
about a. doctr inal formulat ion?. 
Can the language be 'altered? 
Does doctrine develop? What is 
the reTatichship of the infal l ible 

o f v i e w , , o f their. 
It's an immensely ' 

q u e s t i o n , i n v o l v i n g 

teachingauthority t o t h e f a c t that 
language is historical ly con­
di t ioned (for example, words lose 
their meaning, change meaning, 
etc)? This draft attempts to 
address this question. Here is its 
t ry "Since these formulas, have , 
been put into human language of 
a particular t ime and place, 
tradit ional expressions of church 
dogma, wh ich remains ever t rue, 
'sometimes give way to new ones 
wh ich , proposed and approvedt>y 
t h e Sacred M a g i s t e r i u m 

•. presented the .same meaning 
more" clearly and more- com­
pletely/ " (quote w i th in t h e q u o t e 
is f rom Vatican II document) . . , 

...V 
If you th ink I 've used the 

opportuni ty to cr i t ique Chapter 
Two and grind an~axe, I must 
plead not guil ty. Read , i t ; Ws 
quicfeand. Jf-s just different 
enough to infuriate the "morb id ly 
conservative," hedging enough t o 
anger the "liberal" and 
u n h i s t o r i c a l and - un focused 
enough to disappoint those of us' 
who are " t rue religious, con­
se rva t i ves . " By f a i l i n g t o 
acknowledge the problematic 
nature o f its top ic , Chapter .Two 
creates, a vo id where i t intended 
to create a basis for the religious 
educational guidelinesfwhich are 
promised in subsequent chapters. 
Left as is, Chapter Two w i l l do 
nothing to briing direct ion (in the 
sense of common purpose) to the 
American catechetical scene, i t 
has forgotten what Rahner has 
said (as he echos as,well aSiforms 
much of the best th ink ing about 
Revelation): . 

" . . . the real-understanding of 
w h a t - is. revea led . and i t s ' 
existential appropriaitpn by men 
is whol ly dependent on the 
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n o f t h e 
propbsitiqns^pf fai th as they were 
or ig ipal lyheard, into propositions 

..which relate wha t is 'heard t o the 
historical situations o f t h e men 
who hear . . . " Page 47; 

• - "Revelation is an -^historical 
dialogue between God ahd man 
in which something happens. . .. 
Revelation i s a saving happening 
and on ly then and in relation t o 
this-a communicat ion o f - t ru ths! " 

. » '- • . c 

(Theological Investigations^ 
• '.' • S/oiliJp,47) 
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