LIFE OF THE SPIRIT

a time of deliverance because in this vast perspective it is so much easie*
to see one’s individual problems in the right perspective. Lonelines*
that widespread and typically individualistic disease, should no long®
exist. One can only hope that Catholics at least will re-install the ‘brothe?
where he belongs.

Signs and Wonders
MARTIN REDFERN

 “If Christ rose from the dead, His religion and His doctrine are divit®’
but Christ rose again from the dead, therefore His religion and Hi:-
doctrine are divine.” The first of these propositions is true; becaus®
Christ rose from the dead, it must have been by His own power, 0f
the power of God; if by His own power, by that very fact He WO
prove Himself God; if by the power of God, this would prove beyo® ]
doubt His divine mission . . . The second proposition, namelys v
Christ rose again, only asserts one of the most certain historical facts -
This miracle is the object of the attacks of all the incredulous, for ¥
once admitted, no one could deny the divine mission and the Divi?
of Jesus Christ. The Apostles, according to these, were either imPostorf
or men labouring under hallucinations; but one or other of these ,hYPO
theses would be as extraordinary a miracle as could be conceived- b
a not untypical extract from a not untypical manual of theology” Puiﬂ
lished in 1892 (the date is important: though preceding the revival
scriptural study and theology, it follows and tries to accommoc@™ "y
Constitutio de Fide of the first Vatican Council). Thus, neatly PaCk?‘%hC
in propositions and challengingly labelled ‘Credibility and truth © W
Christian religion, knockdown demonstration of’, an instant br:
marketed as both stimulant to the unbeliever and sedative
Christian.  nilar

But of course no unbeliever was ever taken in by this or any 5 i
argument. The miracle is not that the ‘incredulous’, confronte o
the Christian gospel transmuted into these apologetics, have $

Jdate the

YThe Creed Explained; by A. Devine.
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t‘:ﬁ;dtil .their unbelief; it is tl}at the apologetics. have surviv.ed s0 ‘long,
conty €ir errors are Ies§ obv%ous only than their complete inability to
of the CCe};IThF obje.ctlve is valid enougl.l: to demonstrate the c.redlblhty

- “hristian faith, and so to establish one necessary motive for an
Strat:oev-er to accept the Christian faith as true. But, becausc_: the demo?.—
°°ntex1; Is attemgted l?y the bare assertion of a miracle seized frf)m_lts
ishg lln salvz?tlon hlstory ané radically misinterpreted, the ob_!ectfve
itse pe. eSSb’ {mssed. In this artlclc? I want to suggest that' the objectn{C
Preacfler:imm important, but th?t it can only_ be acbleYed if the gospel is
od e fr01'n the context and in the terms in whl_ch it was revealed by
~Proclaimed, that is, as the history of salvation enacted by God,

;ZceZZh;d in the scriptures, and constantly made present again by the
Th g Church.
the ‘t:agiefiome.s c’learer, I tl?ink,.when .the theological shortcpmings of
close] ’Iflonahst apologet}c with Whl(fh I be.gan are e'xam'med 1more
ear}’-u here are three serious theolog}cal misconceptions implicit in
Ctioﬁ r?ent, all of them due to the basic xTustake of treating the resur-
sutrectoi Christ as (s1n1p1}f) a mn{ac‘le. First, tl}e presentation of thf:
cance on as a demonstration of d%vmc power, ignoring its true signi-
essentialas tl}e cer.ltral event ,of sgl.vatlon hlstf)ry, effectively obsc‘ures t}_le
1 shoy, 1'aiillona.l.lty of Gpd s raising of Christ and at th(.: same time fails
Teacrio, Wf y this event is relevant to the huma:n co.ndltlon. The natural
intereg. i an unbehe‘{er to such a presentation is to takf: no further
inVOlVe,d % ha§ bcer} given no cause o consider that he is per'sonally
Second fa‘il ut if curiosity Pushe's him further }'le comes up against the
resul‘recﬁ ure of thF traditionalist argument—its fal}ure to present the
COnteys \:hri as credible, due to 'th.e .fact that the historical .and c.onceptt,ual
Vent g 1y ch alone lends credibility to such an (at first sight) mchdlble
ost certa{ldl}f exc}uded. Told, out of context, that the resurrection is a
Chrigg; An h}stoncal fact’, thc'hones.t unbeliever cou}d onlY reject t'he
A religion as altogether incredible. And, even if, per impossibile,
s Smcere‘l‘y accept the Christian faith as credible on the strength
judge ifzssentatlon, he wpuld s.t1ll b.e lacking any criterion by which to
Bity « true; for the third chief fa1l‘urc of the .tra'd1t10nahst apolf)geuc
repeatablce to show that tl.le resurrection of thst isnota (theor.etlcally)
Word, ; event, but’a unique climaxina unique history—that, in ot}.ler
' 1€ resurrection is not an almost capricious act of God (which
that théepel acceptance of it as true), but an act of God so full of meaning
Meaning itself is a motive for acceptance of it as true.

th : : I "y
&se shortcomings derive from the basic mistake of describing the

Tey

he
of tCO.uld
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resurrection (or, for that matter, any other event of salvation history) i
a ‘miracle’. ‘Miracle’ is a philosophical term which, though having"fl
limited technical application within the theological discourse of believer”
is essentially inappropriate in the context of the Christian gospel- BY.
this I do not just mean that ‘miracle’ is a misleading translation of e
relevant words—'sign’, ‘wonder’, ‘work’—used by the biblical Writersf
I mean, too, that it actually obscures and distorts their real meaning:
proposition of the form ‘The resurrection of Christ is a miracle
analytic rather than synthetic; it provides no information about £
resurrection, but merely exemplifies what is meant (within the termi% -
ology) by ‘miracle’. The distinction between ‘miraculous’ and ‘paturd
events is a common one in Christian discourse, and it has often bccll
applied to the events narrated in the scriptures. But the application 5% -
much wasted effort. To call 2 marvellous event recorded in the Bible?
‘miracle’ is merely to say (what every believer already knows) that
omnipotent God can and does perform acts which are beyond the Po.wfgf
of man; to call it, as do the biblical writers, a ‘sign’ (a marvellous sigh
perhaps, but still a sign) is immediately to draw attention to the fact 93" -
some meaning has been revealed in it by God, and to direct the belieVer ’
energy towards discovering that divine meaning. t
The conceptual framework of the biblical writers distinguishes, 2°
between ‘miraculous’ and ‘normal’ or between ‘natural’ and ‘supe”” .
natural’, but between ‘God’ and ‘man’—between, in this conteX¥
‘divine acts’ (miraculous and otherwise) and ‘human acts’. The imf"”
cations of this profound difference between the native biblical distinctio”
and the later philosophical distinction are far-reaching: not only ar¢ W‘ ‘
led by the biblical writers to look at each so-called miracle as an indivld";é
al act of God performed for a specific divine purpose within the who
history of salvation, rather than as just another exemplar of the categ°
‘miracle’ (just another demonstration of God’s omnipotence); W¢ 5
also led to see the presence and action of God in a whole train of CVCI:lr
which (in that philosophical terminology) we would label as ‘nat¥"
or ‘normal’, and then promptly ignore. S. Mowinckel has descr! of
this aspect of the biblical conceptual framework very clearly: e
history is the miracle of God. The very acts that we consider n2f-
are wondrous deeds of God. The prophets made no distinction bef:”e 4
certain happenings that were “natural” and “according to 13"”, e
others that appeared more fantastic and therefore must be God's 1{;
ference with history. Allis interference, and all has its natural side-

2The Old Testament as Word of God (Oxford, 1960), p. 36.
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(m'illl:ull)lbli::al writers, then, do not call on us to look for particular
can by ous’ events that must demonstrate divine activity because they
e explained in nio other way; they direct our attention to a whole
activili O_f events which demonstrate divine and divinely purposeful
o 'y In lusto.ry, and which together form a meaningful pattern. As
of thkael again puts it, this time in describing the presuppositions
und Jahwist and Elohist authorship streams of the Pentateuch: “To
Crstand the plan of God is, for them [i.e., for the Jahwist and Elohist],
und.ersta.nd history as God’s history’.3 And this is to assert much more
m::eeld}er a mere Jewish (and Christian) philosophy of history, or a
Sties of divine interventions into history; it is to assert that the
0(1)) Zhl'Story pf the first covenant people, and now of the new covenant
ey, Is a history of God’s presence and constant activity among
Setﬁ?j S0 the credibility and truth of the Christian faith must be pre-
Wong to the unbeliever from the whole inte.rweave of signs and
Cert ai::rs and works as recorded by the biblical writers, rather than from
atiye Extrapolated ‘purple passage’ miraculous events—from the cum-
i orce of all the events of salvation history and of the interpretation
f:csed on .them by the biblical writers, rather than the short-list of
) teskWhlch the traditionalist apologetic has preferred to present.
eliev:s » though certainly more likely to convey the faith to un-
cial atrts’ is _also much larg'elr anc‘! much more difficult. It is t:he_ super-
urr Taction of the traditionalist approach that propositions like ‘the
telios. oo of Christ demonstrates the divine origin of the Christian
a dg;ion present'for acceptance by the unbeliever a truth of the familiar
Parg; cPul;arently s1r§1ple type—a truth to be asserted and verified within a
Veriﬁedar tfhe.ologlcal system, just as anothc?r truth r‘night be asserted and
presentec‘lnlljthm the. te.rmmol'ogy of a partla_ﬂar science. But the truths
% Brigr Y the blt?hcal writers are of a quite d%ffere.nt_type; they are,
ore thICker pointed out in a recent article in this journal,* truths
cang the the truths of the ‘dramatic world’ of a play or novel. This
Same 4, at the Christian gospel is presented to its hearers in much the
belie inay a play is presented to its audience; that the honest (but un-
Pteache g enquirer approaches the dramatic Wf)r].d of the Bible, of the
ey ) Word of God, in much the same spirit as he would approach
trugh orovel or play; that in fact he is confronted, not so much by the
- truths of the gospel or of the play, as by the whole coherence
o p. 38,

eo] ,
€y and Disbelief, in L1rE OF THE sprrrr, October 1962.
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Ponds

and relevance of the dramatic world in question, and that he res g
and accepts its ‘truth’ according to his own moral openness and 2cco*
ing to the actual coherence and relevance of what is presented. "
The position of the unbeliever before the dramatic world Of‘thc' ,
preached Word of God is well put by Fr Charles Davis: ‘A messag-—
comes to us by preaching, it carries signs of its divine origin or at e
ticity, and the mind responds by faith when it acknowledges the wot"
or testimony of God and thus accepts its truth. The mind is not cof‘a
fronted with the truth of the message but with the marks it bears ©".
divine communication’.® It is important to recognise these two d-ism:}fe
stages:® the first stage in which the unbeliever is confronted, i s
Christian proclamation, with a message which bears the marks of §
divine origin; and the second stage in which, though not by infcfencz
he judges that these marks proclaimed as divine are indeed divine, 3% 5
naturally comes to acknowledge the content of the message 35_“11
because guaranteed by God who can neither deceive nor be dece¥®
Both these stages are paralleled in the normal confrontation W!
literary dramatic world, though with a vital difference: as the ¢ .
audience of a play we are first confronted with the authority of
writer as made apparent in his work, and then—if, from the evidenc® 0
his work, we accord him the authority of an important artist—weJ#o.
the play as a whole as true and relevant and are changed according Y;
but we always accord the writer merely human authority, and so alwef
reserve the right to postpone, qualify, or even withhold our assen®
the particular case. .
Thus an honest but (so far) unbelieving enquirer might apprOaCh b2
first production of Hamlet or his first hearing of the Christian gosp'
the same way. He would believe that Shakespeare had something ¢
importance and relevance to say (because the players think it WOF
playing; because many people whose opinions he respects think it 0
enlarged their view of the world and of the human character; and 8

SProm the essay With or Without Faith:, republished in The Study of Theold!
(London, 1962), p. 45. o nf
8]t is on this point that I differ from Mr Wicker, whose extremely illumi?® the
approach I have followed closely in other respects. As I understand him,
article cited Mr Wicker seems to argue that Christian faith follows 1089
from an understanding of the dramatic world of the scriptures; that, B oﬂrsf
words, contrary to Christian tradition and to the explicit words of the
Vatican Council Constitutio de Fide (Denzinger 3008, 3010, 3035), ﬁ}l i
somehow be inferred from the internal coherence of revealed truth which #7
fact only a powerful motive to faith.
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); and he would believe that the gospel had something of importance
W ulrg €vance to say on similar grounds. In both cases, however, he
Oma]fXPeCt the dramatic presentation to carry its own conviction;
of Y speaking, he would respond to each presentation to the limits
S Moral awareness, accepting as credible and relevant both Shakes-
) s Chal:actcrisation of Hamlet and the gospel message, but it is
x arYS possible—due either to a (not necessarily culpable) lack of moral
°1ess of his own, or due to a failure in the presentation—that he
ece, not respond. on the particular occasion. There. is no ¥ogif:ally
situati:,ry Iesponse in either situation; all we can say is tljlat, in either
ion 0, the natural response of the honest enquirer to a live presenta-
Would be acceptance of its credibility and relevance.
oust‘ the_important point comes where the parallelism between the
‘ amlelttuauons ceases. By responding to the dramatic presentation of
Placeg t?‘ the limits of his ability, the enquirer has already implicitly
ccang ahalth' in Shakespeare as far as he can ever place faith in a man,
10 the E le will tend to estimate Shakespeare’s authority in proportion
dramatie t enlightenment he has received. But a similar response to the
¢ Presentation of the gospel, to the living Word of God, falls far
of faith in God in the required sense, because it is still faith in the
Tevegle ;u'{hority of the biblical writers rather than in the God who has
belicy, himgelf through them. There are, I think, many honest un-
largy, > Who hold precisely this human faith in the human authority of
Tego g}l)l ortions of the Christian gospel: they recognise in it, as they
conditi(:e In Shakespeare, a high degree of insight into the human
tioy at ln 311?1 character, a powerful and enlightening literary imagina-~
¢ gos ei*St in the psalms and the prophets), 2 true morality (at least in
ey, elyILe s); but, so long as they place faith in an authority still seen as
Particyy Uman, they always reserve the right to withhold assent in the
SN inar dlﬁ.iCult case, and so fail to place the required unconditional
Wor, q the divine authority which guarantees the whole gospel. The
accePtarol God demands complete and unreserved acceptance; mere
Word g ©e of the credibility, and even in large part of the truth, of the
o out God falls short of this.
World, ¢ words, the Word of God is a special case among dramatic
thege 5 S Fr Davis said, it carries with it signs of its divine origin, and
ble ¢ fns must be proclaimed as uniquely demanding and uniquely
ton of timman‘d faith in that divine origin. The traditionalist presenta-
of i o Christian message as essentially a gratuitous demonstration
€ Power carries no such signs, as we saw earlier; but it still

Peare’
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remains to show how a more scriptural presentation does carry signs®
divine origin and authenticity. ,
Let me take as a starting point one of the earliest recorded PrOClam.a:
tions of the Christian gospel (1 Cor. 15. 3 ff.), in which St Paul s2¥* at
‘For I delivered to you as of first importance what I also received:
Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures, that 1'.13 v:he
buried, that he was raised again on the third day in accordance with he
scriptures, and that he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve. The?
appeared to more than five hundred brethren at one time, most 0 ‘
are still alive . . .” Three elements in this proclamation are impo™® ;
First, St Paul makes it clear that the message is one of salvation—"
Christ died for our sins, and was raised again. Secondly, the Savl;’
events proclaimed are proclaimed as ‘in accordance with the script*" ;
that is, as meaningful events to be understood and interpreted i
light of earlier recorded divine events. And thirdly, Christ’s élPP"'m"nhe
after his resurrection was witnessed—this, the most incredible of £
events proclaimed, is asserted and justified as historical. J
What is proclaimed is proclaimed as unique, real, and relevant t0 of
men. There is no bare assertion of these crucial divine events ou:.:h
context: their historicity vindicated, they are at once related to the @ i
divine events recorded in the story of God’s presence among his Pe?lpw
and so placed within the overall divine plan. The hearer is not aSk:hcsc
believe on the strength of these events alone, but on the strength of 0
events interpreted in the light of many other events. He is not 385",
believe in events somehow ‘accidentally’ inserted at a particulaf P
in history, but in a whole history proclaimed as God’s histon/t t
merely in a Christian philosophy of history, but also in God’s €O** S
and plainly evidenced presence in history. He is not expected to m,tcn
himself in divine events simply interpolated on the historical situati®"
some cold demonstration of divine power, but is shown that he 5% g
self inextricably involved in these events. And, lastly, he is not r64%
to accept as credible what are (at first sight) most incredible even® et
is shown a whole sequence of events whose inner coherence 3% e
clearer purpose alone provide the grounds on which any or all ©
may be seen as credible. Gods
This pattern of progressive revelation showing more and more sted
saving purpose, and firmly rested in actual historical events, i re? X gt
in many subtle and interlinking ways throughout the scriptuf®’ - e
occurs most notably, and most obviously, between the events e

Qld Testament and the events of the New, between symbOlic ¢
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Unj
nth::}Y adapted to showing the divine purpose and new events which

exam, Iy revive the symbolism, but make it real. Let me give one
touc Ple. Certain Old Testament theologians, in particular the Penta~
od o ~stre?1m and the Wisdom writers, came to a view of their
chosen, essentially the God who had created the world and his own
Presse dpt;(i’Ple and had revealed his purpose to that people, and they ex-
s s theology in terms of a creative word or wisdom of God.
‘ (’;ﬁl‘St chapter of Genesis records God creating the world by his
(Gen, ; And God said, “Let there be light”; and there was light’.
her g :‘3)§ and Proverbs personifies the wisdom of God and makes
is act};. ghe Lord created me at the beginning of his work, the first of
. eo O’ld- Ages ago was I set up, at the first, before the beginning
Teve ali;rth . _(Proy. 8. 22). Already God’s creative, purposeful, and self-
ewT 8 action is profoundly understood and presented. But in the
it i g rament St John takes this developed theology and reinterprets
SYInbot: ight Of the new divine events, not merely reviving the old
vin. I to give greater clarity but establishing it as actualised—as
Sensf’Freal symbolism, as sacramental in the distinctively Christian
Wor 4 vtr (Jn I. 1-3 and 14) ‘In the beginning was the Word, and the
With Go(i? with .God, and the Word was God. He was in the beginning
Wy, all things were made through him, and without him was not
dwye), ag made t%lat was made . . . And the Word became flesh and
uniquelmong us.” And we are suddenly made aware of a unique and
Cr"ativey Powerful claim: Christ is not merely the vehicle of God’s
e are and revealing activity, butis that activity made real and human.
by, .stconf}'Onted, not merely by a coherent theology of history, but
. Ory in which God is himself present.
View ¢ &r¢, I think, two clements to be emphasised in this sacramental
eSpongih) Story. First, no single human author or group of authors is
tatioy e for more than a part of the historical and theological pre-
» Of for more than a part of the divine symbolism portrayed;
Neyye 2ment theologians have already completed each particular
>t themes before later Old Testament theologians, and above all
fulle, arelstar.nent theologians, reinterpret those themes to give them even
o richer meaning. Thus the overall meaning, if accepted, must
Tany Pted as more than human. Secondly, the New Testament, in
Just g oerent but inter-related ways, portrays the Christ-event, not
efy; ther event symbolising divine activity in history and expressing
bor, . ot the writer and his community in God, but as an event which
Otinues to symbolise and effects what it symbolises. Every

Eac
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important Old Testament theme, every important Jewish religio®
custom and belief, is consummated and realised in the person as W
the words of Christ. .
But however rich and unique this coherence of theological unde”
standing and history, however powerfully it presents itself as credible®® -
the unbeliever, it does not compel faith. Faith is the natural, typ* ¢
response of the honest enquirer; but it is not a logical inference. Part%:
this has been clearly put by Pére Yves Congar: Jesus offered men sigh
generally parables and miracles, but also himself in his own perso®
Under those signs the Kingdom of Heaven was brought close, &
opportunity was given to recognise and accept that approach—of °
refuse it . . . According to the way the man reacts to the sign he .
encountered, so an attitude begins to take shape within him; ciﬂlff on .
of good will and welcome which, God helping, will lead to faith, ©
one of ill will and refusal, which will lead to a stubborn turning-3%%
from God’s invitations—such a one “will be unbelieving still, thovs ;
one should rise from the dead” (Luke 16. 31.)7 For faith not only ms
there be good will in the enquirer, but the sacramental signs which
the marks of their divine origin must be understood as such, accept®
credible, and then believed—unconditionally—as true for that reaso.
There are more obstacles to faith than sin and ill will. Event
honest enquirer must hear the gospel proclaimed with its sacrame®
marks of unique—because divine—origin, which entails that hﬁ'mlfs
be confronted with it as the drama of saving history complete Wt
own inner logic rather than as a series of isolated miraculous eventss .
he must be capable of understanding the proclamation in those ™
and responding to it, which entails that we must allow him the opp”,
tunity of responding, not on this occasion, but on a later one (no2°
us always succeeds in responding to a play or novel at first acquail’ﬂi‘:'-“‘:c )
If he does respond, he is equipped with the one vital human moti¥¢,
faith—experience of the essential credibility of its content, ar
relevance to him because concerned with his own salvation and bec#”
revealing to him his own purpose and future field of action. But ¥ "
is the free gift of God; and, though God never withholds the gif‘t fro ;
the sincere enquirer, he is no more bound to grant it now rather than 13 i
than the enquirer is himself bound to believe now rather than later. AI:H', :
I repeat, the honest enquirer is never logically bound to believe 3¢ ;
for faith does not follow logically from acceptance of the gospel mes® f
as credible; all we can say is that the honest enquirer, though pro®®™

"Laity, Church and World (London, 1960), p. 77.
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;i;lgagliz on any par‘ticulgr occasion wheq his understanding of .the
fetion, not result in faith, would.certamly bef:omft culpable if a
$ exposure to the true gospel did not result in faith.
2 dVanZ: emphasised this point because I think it an important practical
Zospe] ge of the scriptural over the trad1tlogaJJst presentation of the
accOunflefS‘sage thaF it allows. us 2 more Blausﬂnle and more charitable
hnpﬁte t0 t.he typical u.nbeh.ever s situation. We are never bc?und to
the Case)-o him cu.lpable ill will (even though this rmghf: sometimes be
R weare simply bound to .pr.each the gospel to him, to mak‘e the
et (atC }pires’entatlon.of the Chrlsgan message Whld"l will 1634 him to
teleyans the time of his own choosing, or rather God’s) as c?echble and
Sehtagiy. and finally as true. And, I have suggcsted, this kind of pre-
syfnboln requires that we preach the whole interweave of themes and
% Sacramentally realised, which the scriptures record, rather
ﬁrﬁshany aPOICfgetic of isolated and misin.terprc.tcd mil.cacles. Let me
aticany éhOWI.ng that this view is .companble Wth th'e 1m_portant.ﬁrst
fel 3¢ c ouncil decrees on faith, since ic tr.adlt.lonal.lst view which I
SCrees an and should supersede sometimes justifies itself from those

Th

thy ¢ rf’leVant canons are 3 and 4 of chapter 4 de Fide: ‘If any man says
ha m‘e’me revelation cannot be made credible by exterr.lal signs, and s
. orn ought to be n?oved to f:axth only by their own internal experi-
Rirgg esprlvate revelation: let him be anathema. If any man says t}.1at
clugs. > c@mot happen, and therefore that all accounts of them, in-
fables(g) those contained in holy scripture, must be r?jected as mere
Certajy r Iﬁyths; or tha-t merZLCl.CS can never bfa rccogr?lsec?, as such for
tiate ;,‘:1}11 that the divine origin of the Chrlsflan rehglon‘ is not appro-

it £ own by them: let him I?e ar.lathcma #0n the view I propose
Credibe EUrse, important to maintain tha_t divine revelation is made
thoughIt}thlfternal signs; that, 1_ndecd, is the whole bgrdcn. But,
Bower of h we must reject the 1dea_ that m{racles qua I'mracles have
deny a themselves to render revelation crcd1b1e,' there is no need to
Qualig: Miracles can happen or have happened. It is merely a matter of
understo g:’ t}}e converse propositions, whf:n asserted, so that they are
aPPfOpriat In context: that i, s0 .t}}at miracles are 1‘1nderstood as t1.1c
ittye of ¢ motives for the credibility of the Christian gospel, not in

by + O the fact that they are miracles (as opposed to ‘natural’ events),
WPpo; tzlrtge of the fact that each individual miracle is a divinely
Sign of the divine saving purpose; and so that miracles are

°’12in
8°I 3033 and 3034. My translation.
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understood as having this force, not exclusively (for other ‘natural’ even®
have it too) or in isolation (for it is precisely by having a place in © tli
overall divine plan that they have the power at all), but together ¥
other ‘natural’ events as an interlinking nexus which as a whole be®®
the marks of divine origin. .

The corresponding prefatory chapter De Fide of the Constituti®®
provides reason to suppose that this interpretation is not an intolerd
twisting of the intended sense of the canons. °. .. God willed that, t0
internal assistance of the Holy Spirit, should be joined external evidenc®
of his revelation, namely divine acts, and principally miracles and P
phecies, which, since they combine to show in a rich manner (j’O,ds
omnipotence and infinite knowledge, are most certain signs of divir®
revelation and appropriate to every man’s understanding’.® This cO%°
mentary by no means supports the traditionalist apologetic. Though *
was natural at the time) it lays heavy emphasis on ‘miracles and P
phecies’, it does, I think, provide important support for the view
divine acts as a whole and in combination with each other form *
external evidences of God’s revelation; and, by its insistence of thz-
appropriateness of these divine acts as signs for men of all levels ©
understanding, positively encourages a ‘dramatic world’ presentatio? 0
the gospel rather than the traditionalist assertion of propOSiUons '
Philosophy and traditionalist theology are beyond the intelligence ¢ .
the inclination of many people. Only a dramatic world like the dramatl‘
world of scripture and of the preached Word is open to the understa™
ing and response of everyone.® Conversely, we are not required t0 * 4
and prise men from their unbelief by asserting propositions abo?
miracles, but simply to present and proclaim to them the whole of 0
faith as relevant, unique, real, and credible. The rest—for which we m
be thankful—is up to God, and to the unbelievers.

*Denzinger 3009, My translation and italics. - nd
10cf Culture and Liturgy (London, 1963); by Brian Wicker. In this exciti®8 °.,
stimulating book Mr Wicker admirably argues the need for Christian Comn:;‘;
ment to the idea of a common culture, and shows how the gospel, ever m Jy
present in the liturgy of the community of the faithful, is thereby essentt
manifested by all the faithful to all unbelievers.
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