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A church semper reformanda is enjoying both continuity and change.

~ Paul Helm1

[I]ntegrity and truth compel the church, [Bavinck] said, to give an 
account to those outside the church as candidly as possible. Continuity 
of faith within all the changes of time—this is what Bavinck was 
concerned to express.… [This] was a common problem that Catholics 
and Protestants shared as they sought the right way for the church to 
travel “between the times.” In all this, it is no wonder that Bavinck 
became a model of how theology could be done with commitment 
to the truth combined with openness to problems, and carefulness to 
judgments against others. And we understand that this posture had 
nothing to do with relativism.

~ G. C. Berkhower2

* Cory Brock, Orthodox yet Modern: Herman Bavinck’s Use of Friedrich Schleiermacher 
(Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2020); James Eglinton, Bavinck: A Critical Biography 
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2020).
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Introduction
The two epigraphs to this article make clear the central question that must be 
faced by proponents of Bavinckian ressourcement, namely, how does Herman 
Bavinck theologically reconcile both tradition and novelty, continuity and change 
in the new articulation of Reformed orthodoxy in modernity, relating itself to the 
“mind and spirit of the era in which it speaks.”3 Two recent books complicate and 
contribute to this task, which, I argue, is best resolved through ecumenical dia-
logue with the broader intellectual marketplace of theology, the Roman Catholic 
tradition in particular. Genuine ressourcement and aggiornamento for Bavinck 
studies ought to affirm that the substance of dogma is always and everywhere 
true and that different articulations over time reflect the changing vocabulary of 
history, not a change or invalidation of the dogmatic propositions communicated.

Reinterpreting the Affirmations of the Church’s Orthodoxy
In the first of these books, Cory C. Brock correctly states in his recent study 
of Herman Bavinck (1854–1921), Orthodox yet Modern, “Bavinck is orthodox 
yet modern insofar as he subsumes the philosophical-theological questions and 
concepts of theological modernity under the conditions of his orthodox, con-
fessional tradition.”4 In particular, Bavinck was unquestionably committed to 
orthodox Calvinism. By orthodoxy, then, is meant a set of intellectual, theologi-
cal, and ecclesiastical commitments reflected in the historic ecumenical texts, 
creeds, and confessions, as well as the Three Forms of Unity of the historic Dutch 
Reformed tradition, namely, the Belgic Confession, the Heidelberg Catechism, 
and the Canons of Dordt. In the same vein, according to the second of these 
two books, James Eglinton’s Bavinck: A Critical Biography, Eglinton insists 
that for Bavinck “the orthodox solution [to meet the needs of the day] could not 
simply be a restatement of the theology of a bygone era.… Reformed theology 
needed progress more than it needed to be repristinated. A new age required a 
new articulation of dogmatics and ethics.”5 On Bavinck’s view, according to 
Eglinton, “modernity had [not] superseded orthodoxy, arguing instead that the 
development of both ‘modernity’ and ‘orthodoxy’ through history is more com-
plicated than this.”6 In other words, explains Eglinton,

In Christian history, he [Bavinck] argued “orthodox” had never functioned 
as a static concept that was hermetically sealed from the host cultures in 
which it was invoked. Rather, it put down roots in diverse historical loca-
tions, just as it was now doing in the twentieth-century Dutch culture. Far 
from being like oil and water—a portrayal of these terms that Bavinck 



77

Review Essay

deemed ‘petty and narrow-minded’—neither ‘modernity’ nor ‘orthodox’ 
precluded the other.”7

I will consider below how Bavinck avoids doctrinal relativism, according to 
Eglinton and Brock, in order to account for the “continuity of faith through all 
the changes of time,” as the second epigraph puts it.

Still, Bavinck’s theology “never cries ad fontes, without inciting development.”8 
As Nathaniel Gray Sutanto puts it, “It was of critical importance to [Bavinck] 
that dogmatics seeks development from generation to generation.”9 Rather than 
a mere repristination of classical orthodoxy, which is confessionalism, Bavinck’s 
reappropriation of the latter involved more than just a return to the authoritative 
sources of the faith (ad fontes). “[T]o cherish the ancient simply because it is 
ancient,” Bavinck writes, “is neither Reformed nor Christian. A work of dogmatic 
theology should not simply describe what was true and valid but what abides as 
true and valid. It is rooted in the past but labors for the future.”10 

Brock adds that Bavinck sought to subject the “demands of the modern theo-
logical intellect to the boundaries of his confessional Reformed heritage.”11 
Still, while providing “a fence of freedom within which to work. His use of 
Schleiermacher did not tear down that fence but sought to make the most use of 
its territory.”12 In other words, “[Bavinck’s] Reformed orthodox identity does 
not preclude the adoption of a particularly modern philosophical grammar used 
for the expression of his confessional theological rationality.”13

Bavinck, then, engages in a form of retrieval theology, meaning thereby 
ressourcement,14 which is a “mode or style of theological discernment that looks 
back [to authoritative sources of faith] in order to move forward.”15 As Kevin 
Vanhoozer correctly states, “Ressourcement describes a return to authoritative 
sources for the sake of revitalizing the present.”16 Indeed, adds Vanhoozer, on 
the one hand, “we ought not to confuse retrieval with either retrenchment or 
repristination.” Rather, “the main purpose of retrieval is the revitalization of 
biblical interpretation, theology, and the church today. To retrieve is to look back 
creatively in order to move forward faithfully.”17

On the other hand, moving faithfully forward involves “aggiornamento,” 
the meaning of which is best captured in Vatican II’s Gaudium et Spes, no. 4:

To carry out such a task, the Church has always had the duty of scrutinizing 
the signs of the times and of interpreting them in the light of the Gospel. Thus, 
in language intelligible to each generation, she can respond to the perennial 
questions which men ask about this present life and the life to come, and 
about the relationship of the one to the other. We must therefore recognize 
and understand the world in which we live, its explanations, its longings, and 
its often dramatic characteristics.
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Ressourcement, then, involves a “return to the sources” of Christian faith, for 
the purpose of rediscovering their truth and meaning in order to meet the criti-
cal challenges of our time. If ressourcement is about revitalization, then the 
oftmentioned aggiornamento is a question of finding new ways to rethink and 
reformulate the fundamental affirmations of the Christian faith in light of today’s 
questions. Brock elaborates, “[I]n every generation attention must be paid to 
the philosophical milieu, to the needs of the time, to the precise nature of the 
modernity of today, to write dogmatics that is indeed for the church in a given 
time.”18 Significantly, as Oscar Cullman rightly stressed, “aggiornamento should 
be a consequence, not a starting point,”19 of renewal, of ressourcement. Indeed, 
he adds, aggiornamento should not be understood as an “isolated motive for 
renewal.”20 Therefore, in the interplay between ressourcement and aggiorna-
mento, the former has normative priority.

The central question of continuity and change in the interface of orthodoxy 
and modernity, of ressourcement and aggiornamento, is the overarching dynamic 
of James Eglinton’s study, Bavinck: A Critical Biography, the second recent 
contribution here considered. Eglinton is a leading voice in Bavinck studies, 
and this study is a uniquely important account of the development of the single 
rather than divided theological vision between the orthodox and the modern in 
the thought of Herman Bavinck. Eglinton gives detailed accounts of Bavinck’s 
family roots, his life and work, and his changing historical context, especially as 
it pertains to his academic studies, professorships in Kampen and Amsterdam, 
and his relationship to Abraham Kuyper (1837–1920), in order to show how all 
this pertains to his theological development. 

In his earlier 2014 study, Trinity and Organism, Eglinton rebutted the so-called 
“two Bavincks” hermeneutics in which Bavinck is described as something Janus-
like, a two-faced figure showing irreconcilable positions between being “ortho-
dox” and yet “modern.” In this study, Eglinton provides a narrative of Bavinck’s 
life, charting the development of Bavinck’s one, consistent theological vision, 
orthodox yet modern. Bavinck’s single theological vision is that of “a creative 
thinker whose theological imagination allowed him to envision a distinctive 
articulation of the historic Christian faith within his own modern milieu.”21 This 
vision can be seen in, for example, Bavinck’s Reformed Dogmatics,22 Philosophy 
of Revelation,23 Christian Worldview,24 Essays in Religion, Science, and Society,25 
The Christian Family,26 and Bavinck’s unfinished Reformed Ethics.27

The particular importance of this question of continuity and change, of res-
sourcement and aggiornamento, is underscored by the Dutch Reformed master 
of dogmatic and ecumenical theology, G. C. Berkouwer (1903–1996). Berkouwer 
is Bavinck’s successor once removed to the chair of dogmatics at the Vrije 
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Universiteit, Amsterdam (1940–1975). Berkouwer writes, “That harmony [be-
tween various dogmatic formulations] 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.”28

He adds, “of time-conditioning, one can even say: of historicity” of the 
Church’s various dogmatic pronouncements. Berkouwer insightfully states, “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.”29 According to Berkouwer in the epigraph above, Bavinck was 
concerned to express the “continuity of faith within all the changes of time.” 

Berkouwer correctly states in the epigraph that “[This] was a common problem 
that Catholics and Protestants shared as they sought the right way for the church 
to travel ‘between the times.’” Indeed, John XXIII in his opening address to 
Vatican II, Gaudet Mater Ecclesia, argues that there is a historical dimension to 
the explication of unchangeable doctrinal truth. John follows the fifth-century 
monk, Vincent of Lérins,30 as well as the First Vatican Council, by implicitly 
distinguishing between propositional truths of faith and their formulations in 
reflecting on the sense in which a doctrine, already confirmed and defined, is 
more fully known and deeply understood: “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.”31

The subordinate clause, which I have cited in its Latin original, is part of a 
larger passage from the First Vatican Council’s Dogmatic Constitution on Faith 
and Reason, Dei Filius (1869–1870), which is earlier invoked by Pope Pius IX 
in the bull of 1854, Ineffabilis Deus, also cited by Pope Leo XIII in his 1899 
encyclical letter, Testem benevolentiae Nostrae. And this formula in Dei Filius is 
itself taken from the Commonitorium 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 within the proper limits, i.e., within the same dogma, 
the same meaning, the same judgment” [in eodem scilicet dogmate, eodem sensu 
eademque sententia].32

Yves Congar,33 for one, has argued that this distinction between the perma-
nence of meaning and truth of dogmas, on the one hand, and their historically 
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conditioned formulations, with the possibility of the latter’s correction, modi-
fication, and complementation summarizes the meaning of the entire council. 
Although the propositional truths of the faith may be expressed differently, 
however, we must always determine whether those new re-formulations are pre-
serving the same meaning and judgment (eodem sensu eademque sententia), and 
hence the material continuity, identity, and universality of those doctrinal truths. 

Bavinck, too, was sensitive to the historicity of dogmatic formulations, the 
difference of language and concepts used in these formulations, in the “lengthy 
tomes produced by theologians in previous generations.” Unavoidably, adds 
Bavinck, “We are children of a new time and in a new era,” and hence the 
dogmatic formulae of these tomes reflect a historical and cultural conditioning. 
“Therefore, there is an urgent need for a work that can take the place of [these 
tomes however worthy their dogmatic content might be] and can carry forward 
the old truth in a form that responds to the demands of this time.”34 

In the Reformed Dogmatics, I, Bavinck wrote, “Now one of the greatest diffi-
culties inherent in the dogmatician’s task lies in determining the relation between 
divine truth and the church’s confession. No one claims that content and expres-
sion, essence and form, are in complete correspondence and coincide. The dogma 
that the church confesses and the dogmatician develops is not identical with the 
absolute truth of God itself.” He explains, “it is to some extent acknowledged 
by all that there is in dogma both a permanent and a variable element.” Bavinck 
underscores that “it is enough to point out that ultimately no one can deny to 
dogma an invariable, permanent element.”35 

With this distinction between the invariable truth and the variable formula-
tions, we find in Bavinck’s thought, in Berkouwer’s words, “the kernel of the 
problem.” Berkouwer has a penetrating grasp of this problem: “We come to 
the real question when we ask whether the dogma of the Church is also subject 
to the influence of historical variation. Does dogma stand alone as the one 
unchangeable and untouchable rock within the waves of history, transcending 
the law of changeability? Or does dogma participate in the law of historical 
change?”36 Berkouwer elaborates on this “[perennial] problem of the relation-
ship between truth and its human expression.… This is the problem of variable, 
historically defined thought forms in different eras when all kinds of philosophi-
cal notions have played a definite role.” This raises the crucial question, “What 
is the relationship between unchanging truth and theological formulations and 
doctrinal choices?”37 Indeed, according to Berkouwer, this means taking up the 
“challenge … of finding a hermeneutics for reinterpreting the affirmations of 
the Church.”38 This is a hermeneutics that involves explaining the continuity, or 
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material identity, of Christian truth, despite the profound effects of historicity, 
according to Berkouwer. 

Dogmatic statements are formulations of an unchanging and ultimate truth. 
Bavinck states that the science of dogmatics “aims at truth.” He explains, “If 
dogmatics aims to be real science, it cannot be content with the description of 
what is but must demonstrate what has to be considered truth.”39 What does 
Bavinck mean by truth? 

Bavinck is a realist about truth but also an epistemic realist about the truth-
attaining capacity of the human mind. For a realist about truth this means that a 
statement is true if and only if what it asserts is in fact the case about objective 
reality; otherwise, it is false. Indeed, one of the concepts of truth that Bavinck 
attends to is what he refers to as “truth or veracity in knowing (in the intellect).”40 
He explains, “This truth consists in correspondence between thought and real-
ity, the conformity or adequation of the intellect to the [real] thing.”41 Bavinck 
presupposes the distinction between the conditions under which I know that 
something is true, and the conditions that make something true. Regarding the 
former he states that “there is room for belief in the progress of science and the 
realization of the ideal of truth. There is some degree of warrant for the assertion 
that the truth is not but becomes.” Given Bavinck’s realism, he can only mean 
when he says that truth becomes to refer to the epistemic conditions under which 
I come to know that something is true. This is clear from Bavinck’s point that 
we cannot “find the truth apart from the reality.”42 Hence, Bavinck adds, “We 
do not create the truth, and we do not spin it out of our brain; but, in order to 
find it, we must get back to the facts, to reality, to the sources [of reality].” Thus, 
“truth is bound to reality and finds its criterion in correspondence with reality.”43 
Furthermore, the condition under which I come to know that something is true 
is not merely the intellectual assent to propositional truth, but also truth as it 
is experienced. “Reality is intended to become truth in our consciousness and 
in our experience.”44 Bavinck extends epistemic realism over all the domains 
of thought, including religion and morality. “Man does not produce truth by 
thought (denkende) in any domain, and certainly not in religion, but by inquiry 
and study he learns to know the truth, which exists independently of and before 
him. Therefore, religious experience is neither the source nor the foundation of 
religious truth; it only brings us into union with the existing truth.”45

In this connection, it is important to note that Bavinck “upholds the truth of 
religion or the dogmas of the church,” and rejects the modernist claim that dogmas 
are “nothing more than representations of symbolic value.”46 He adds, “For if 
dogma is only a symbolic representation, presupposed therein is that the core of 
it is something different than what is expressed in the representation.” The crux 
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of Bavinck’s objection is that “religious representations cannot survive without 
faith in their truth.”47 Elsewhere Bavinck gives a critique of the pan-symbolic 
character of religious representations.

“Mystery is the lifeblood of dogmatics,” says Bavinck in his opening line to 
Reformed Dogmatics, II.48 Christian theology regards God as a mystery worthy 
of adoration. Man does not and cannot possess comprehensive knowledge of 
God. “It is completely incomprehensible to us how God can reveal himself and to 
some extent make himself known in created beings: eternity in time, immensity 
in space, infinity in the finite, immutability in change, being in becoming, the 
all, as it were, in that which is nothing. This mystery cannot be comprehended: it 
can only be gratefully acknowledged.”49 Does the inexpressibility of the mystery 
necessarily imply its negative indeterminacy in every respect? If not, can we 
say something determinate and true about God, even though he is inexhaustibly 
beyond us?50

Yes, states Bavinck, because inadequacy of expression is one thing, total 
inexpressibility is another. In other words, “Absolute, full adequate [exhaustive] 
knowledge of God is therefore impossible.… It is in every respect finite and 
limited, but not for that reason, impure or untrue.”51 If inadequacy of expression 
means total inexpressibility, then none of what is said affirmatively of God is 
true of him—as Bavinck argues—not even true of God that he reveals, or that 
he is one or many, person or thing, substance or process, good or evil, purposive 
or nonpurposive.

Bavinck argues that we can in fact formulate true affirmative assertions about 
God and so talk to and about God cannot be considered merely symbolic. “A 
symbol is always a sensible object or action to denote a spiritual truth, while 
theology as such has to do not with such symbols but with spiritual realities. 
When consciousness, will, holiness, and so forth are ascribed to God, no one 
takes this in a ‘symbolic’ sense.” “On the contrary,” adds Bavinck,

religious persons view such religious representations as being objectively 
true, and their religion languishes and dies the moment they begin to doubt 
this fact. If, accordingly, they were products of the imagination, their objec-
tive truth could not be maintained.… This “symbolic” character of theology 
turns the names of God into a reflex of one’s own inner life, deprives them of 
all objective reality, and looks for their ground in ever-changing subjective 
reason. Humanity then becomes the standard of religion: as humans are, so 
is their God.52

Bavinck’s objection to this anthropological reduction is that revelation’s forms of 
expression would thus fluctuate with the historical transformations of religious 
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subjectivity, which stems from the initial anthropological determination of the 
criterion of revelation.53

He alludes here to a distinction between unchangeable truth and its formula-
tions, the latter being historically conditioned but nonetheless able to give truth a 
meaningful expression fitting the times. The question arises here, as John Paul  II 
correctly notes, “How one can reconcile the absoluteness and the universality 
of truth with the unavoidable historical and cultural conditioning of the [dog-
matic] formulas which express that truth.”54 I shall return to this question in the 
concluding section of this article.

Principle of Reformed Catholicity
Cory Brock states that Bavinck’s theology “never cries ad fontes [back to the 
sources], without inciting development.”55 In other words, Reformed Catholicity 
is about theological development rather than just a “principle of ressourcement 
or retrieval.”56 Brock elaborates, “The catholic theologian listens to those who 
have come before but for the sake of the future and with an open mind to clari-
fication and expansion.”57 Catholicity comprises three elements, according to 
Brock, universal communion, ecumenical polemics, and the search for truth.58

Catholicity expresses itself in the task to reach universal communion by intel-
lectual engagement, not only with saints and theologians of the past and present, 
but also with philosophers, indeed with all those who belong to the community of 
Western thought, in order to see whose thought can be of service to the gospel—
“the truth, Jesus Christ, and the telos of the pilgrimage of faith.”59 Hence, in this 
light we can see why Brock claims, “Dogmatics as a task embraces a universal 
communion of both the past and present, which is reflected in Bavinck’s method: 
eclecticism.”60 But what is eclecticism, and is Bavinck an eclectic in a method-
ological sense, in particular, with respect to philosophy?

Neither Brock nor Eglinton define eclecticism, though they do stress that 
Bavinck’s eclecticism is a principled eclecticism. Now, John Paul II does define 
eclecticism and in what sense it is principled:

By eclecticism is meant the approach of those who, in research, teaching and 
argumentation, even in theology, tend to use individual ideas drawn from dif-
ferent philosophies, without concern for their internal coherence, their place 
within a system or their historical context. They therefore run the risk of being 
unable to distinguish the part of truth of a given doctrine from elements of it 
which may be erroneous or ill-suited to the task at hand.61
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Thus, an eclectic fails not only to consider the internal coherence of an idea within 
a system, for example, the “turn to the subject”62 in Schleiermacher’s theology, 
but also doesn’t distinguish the truth and falsity of a given doctrine. Rather, adds 
John Paul, The rigorous and far-reaching study of philosophical doctrines, their 
particular terminology and the context in which they arose, helps to overcome 
the danger of eclecticism and makes it possible to integrate them into theologi-
cal discourse in a way appropriate to the task.63

In fact, Bavinck is not an eclectic in the sense defined by John Paul II. Bavinck 
states, “[Theology] is not per se hostile to any philosophical system and does 
not, a priori and without criticism, give priority to the philosophy of Plato or of 
Kant, or vice versa. But it brings along its own criteria, tests all philosophy by 
them, and takes over what it deems true and useful.64” Thus, on the one hand, 
Brock echoes Bavinck’s openness to more than one philosophical tradition as 
an aspect of his catholicity: “Theology is not in need of a specific philosophy” 
by urging that “Catholicity demands that no single [philosophical] grammar 
monopolize theological discourse.”65 Indeed, Brock adds, according to Bavinck, 
“dogmatics must make use of an array of philosophical grammars that matter for 
today.”66 On the other hand, there are limits to Bavinck’s openness. Bavinck does 
affirm that theology is in need of metaphysics, for without the latter theological 
inquiry would not be able to mediate the totality of the Christian faith. Thus, 
says Bavinck, “[T]he split between the Christian religion on the one hand and 
metaphysics (etc.) on the other can neither be clearly conceived nor practically 
executed. History has repeatedly demonstrated this fact in the past and again 
shows it today. For to make such a split somewhat possible, [one is] compelled 
to form a one-sided and incomplete picture of the gospel of Christ.67 

Furthermore, Bavinck is not an experiential expressivist in his view of revela-
tion held by many modernist schools of theology.68 This view “replaced all 
transcendent-metaphysical statements about God, his essence and attributes, 
his words and works, with descriptions of Christian experience its content.”69 
The experience of faith (fides qua) cannot bear the burden laid upon it by an 
experiential model of revelation. According to Bavinck, “the truth of historic 
Christianity cannot rest on experience as its ultimate ground.”70 The experiential 
expressivist view of revelation merges revelation and experience in such a way 
that it unduly subordinates the content of revelation, the objective content of 
faith (fides quae) to that experience, as though the former is always derived from 
the latter. On experiential expressivism, the experience is revelatory, and not the 
content of faith, doctrines, creeds, confessions of faith, catechisms, and the like. 
All these are theological expressions arising from revelatory experience, later 
reflections drawn from men’s experience. According to Bavinck, experience is 
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not revelatory, as if experience comes first, after which experience is appropri-
ated, interpreted, and transmitted, but revelation precedes, and is experienced in 
faith. Brock affirms this point that distinguishes him from Schleiermacher. He 
says, “the contents of faith must be derived from the ground of faith, objective 
revelation, and not from the self that has faith.”71

Put differently, according to Bavinck experience is not a source of knowledge, 
but an organ of knowledge. “For though the eye may be the indispensable organ 
for the perception of light, it is not its source.… Similarly, faith, regeneration, or 
experience cannot be the source of our religious knowledge, or the first principle 
of our theology.”72 Moreover, as argued above, Bavinck excludes a philosophy 
that is not realist about truth and hence does not distinguish the conditions under 
which I come to know that something is true from the conditions that make it true.

The second aspect of catholicity engenders the task of pursuing the possibil-
ity of ecumenicity and the unity in diversity of the church catholic.73 For Brock 
ecumenicism involves polemical engagement in order to pursue “the purity of the 
church catholic.” Although I too affirm the necessity of ecumenical apologetics 
and polemics, it is not clear how this is connected with ecumenism and ecclesial 
unity and diversity. Ecumenism is about the restoration of Christian unity—visi-
ble unity between divided Christians. Brock deflects attention away from this 
task of restoration to his understanding that catholicity entails a wide-ranging 
ecclesiology that transcends the institutional church and is concerned with the 
“application of the power of the gospel, the authority of Christ that authorizes, 
as a leaven that does the work of renewal and reformation by the Spirit and, 
eschatologically upon the whole cosmos.”74 I have argued elsewhere that this 
understanding of renewal, of creation, fall, redemption, and consummation is 
compatible with a Catholic theology of nature and grace.75 Regardless, this 
understanding of catholicity is not the source of ecumenicity.

According to Brock, “Bavinck emphasizes the commonality that Protestantism 
shares with Rome.” But common denominator ecumenicity is a dead end for 
attaining visible unity. Perhaps sensing that dead end, Brock then jumps imme-
diately to polemics. Regardless, Brock’s understanding of ecumenism helps 
us neither to purse ecumenicity nor give a perspective on ecclesial unity and 
diversity.76

What then is a Roman Catholic view of ecumenism and the corresponding 
understanding of ecclesial unity and diversity?77 The Roman Catholic Church, 
according to John Paul II, holds that “full [visible] communion of course [would] 
have to come about through the acceptance of the whole truth into which the Holy 
Spirit guides Christ’s disciples.” Thus, the Church’s vision of visible unity “takes 
account of all the demands of revealed truth.” Therefore, she seeks to avoid all 
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forms of reductionism or facile agreement, false irenicism, indifference to the 
Church’s teaching, and common-denominator ecumenicity.

John Paul II correctly writes, “Love for the truth is the deepest dimension of 
any authentic quest for full communion between Christians.” In other words, he 
adds, “The unity willed by God can be attained only by the adherence of all to 
the content of revealed faith in its entirety. In matters of faith, compromise is in 
contradiction with God who is Truth. In the Body of Christ, ‘the way, and the 
truth, and the life” (John 14:6), who would consider legitimate a reconciliation 
brought about at the expense of the truth? … A ‘being together’ which betrayed 
the truth would thus be opposed both to the nature of God who offers his com-
munion and to the need for truth found in the depths of every human heart.” In 
short, “Authentic ecumenism is a gift at the service of truth.”78

Sometimes ecumenical dialogue is made more difficult, indeed, impossible, 
when our words, judgments, and actions manifest a failure to deal with each 
other with understanding, truthfully and fairly. “When undertaking dialogue, 
each side must presuppose in the other a desire for reconciliation, for unity in 
truth.”79 Furthermore, dialogue must be deepened in order to engage the other 
person in a relationship of mutual trust and acceptance as a fellow Christian, 
responsive to him in Christian love. A necessary sign of this response is that 
we have passed from “antagonism and conflict to a situation where each party 
recognizes the other as a partner.”80 “You shall love your neighbor as yourself” 
(Gal. 5:14; Lev. 19:18), and in St. Paul’s words, “especially those who are of the 
household of faith” (Gal. 6:10).

Clearly, the Church regards non-Catholic Christians as belonging, however 
imperfectly, to the household of faith, and hence she speaks of them as “separated 
brethren.” Notwithstanding their separation, they are still brethren, brothers and 
sisters in the Lord Jesus Christ. Thus, we must speak the truth in love (Eph. 
4:15). “With non-Catholic Christians,” the Congregation for the Doctrine of the 
Faith adds, “Catholics must enter into a respectful dialogue of charity and truth, 
a dialogue which is not only an exchange of ideas, but also of gifts, in order that 
the fullness of the means of salvation can be offered to one’s partners in dialogue. 
In this way, they are led to an ever deeper conversion in Christ.”81 In short, the 
ecumenism of conversion embodies the conviction that “dialogue is not simply 
an exchange of ideas. In some way it is always an ‘exchange of gifts,’”82 indeed 
a “dialogue of love.”83 It is a form of receptive ecumenism.

What is receptive ecumenism? A receptive ecumenist listens attentively to 
the writings of fellow Christian theologians from other traditions of reflection 
and argument. Essential to this approach is distinguishing unity from uniformity, 
division from diversity, and conflicting from complementary formulations of the 
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truths of faith. Briefly, the receptive ecumenist distinguishes the unity of meaning 
and truth in dogma from its diverse linguistic and conceptual formulations. John 
XXIII suggests this distinction between propositional truth and its formulations 
in dogma in his opening address to Vatican II, Gaudet Mater Ecclesia, as cited 
above.

Unity here is at the level of meaning and truth but not necessarily at the level of 
formulations. There may be legitimate diversity at the level of formulations. This 
distinction has ecumenical significance, as argued in Unitatis Redintegratio.84 
The following passage also touches upon the mutually complementary rather 
than conflicting formulations of the meaning and truth of dogma,

All in the Church must preserve unity in essentials. But let all, according to 
the gifts they have received, enjoy a proper freedom, in their various forms of 
spiritual life and discipline, in their different liturgical rites, and even in their 
theological elaborations of revealed truth.… What has just been said about 
the lawful variety that can exist in the Church must also be taken to apply to 
the differences in theological expression of doctrine.… It is hardly surprising, 
then, if from time to time one tradition has come nearer to a full appreciation 
of some aspects of a mystery of revelation than the other, or has expressed it 
to better advantage. In such cases, these various theological expressions are 
to be considered often as mutually complementary rather than conflicting.… 
Thus they promote the right ordering of Christian life and, indeed, pave the 
way to a full vision of Christian truth.85

Regarding the distinction between division and diversity, Catholic ecumenism is 
predicated upon the presuppositions, as Unitatis Redintegratio holds,86 that “the 
Church established by Christ the Lord is, indeed, one and unique,” and that Christ 
himself is not divided. Furthermore, “Discord [division] openly contradicts the 
will of Christ, provides a stumbling block to the world [John 17:21], and inflicts 
damage on the most holy cause of proclaiming the good news to every creature.” 
But ecclesial division is not the same as theological diversity. As the quote above 
makes clear, Unitatis Redintegratio distinguishes between propositional truth and 
its formulations, and this distinction has ecumenical significance. Hence, diver-
sity pertains to theological elaborations of revealed truth from various traditions, 
and in some instances, one tradition or another has a deeper appreciation of some 
aspect of the revealed mystery of the Christian faith. The idea and practice of 
receptive ecumenism may give “ever richer expression to the authentic catholic-
ity and apostolicity of the Church.”87 For example, the Reformed tradition has 
a deeper appreciation than Catholicism of the revealed mystery shared by both 
traditions of the Lordship of Christ, as Kuyper demonstrates in his three-volume 
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work, Pro Rege: Living under Christ’s Kingship (1911–1912). Kuyper’s theol-
ogy of Christ’s Lordship complements rather than conflicts with Roman Catholic 
theology. Kuyper’s vision promotes “the right ordering of Christian life and, 
indeed, paves the way to a full vision of Christian truth.”

Turning briefly to Eglinton’s reflections on Bavinck’s perspective of Christ 
and culture, Eglinton shows that promoting the right ordering of the Christian 
life involves, as Bavinck puts it, “bringing the truth of God, revealed in Christ, 
to mastery over every domain of the human life.”88 Bavinck rejected the choice 
between restricting the exercise of religious freedom to worship services and 
evangelistic outreach, on the one hand, and, given a liberal notion like religious 
pluralism, the abandonment of involvement in cultural development on the 
other.89 Eglinton argues that Bavinck saw that the “emergence of a secularizing, 
post-Christian Europe was good for a Christian theology. Christianity had never 
before been challenged to account positively for its ongoing existence or faced 
to call to justify its contribution to every sphere of life.”90 In this light, Eglinton 
shows that throughout Bavinck’s life the latter aspired in a wide range of ways 
“to think Christianly about all life,”91 and at the core of this aspiration regarding 
the right ordering of human life is the Lordship of Christ. 

As Yves Marie-Joseph Congar, OP, states, “The Lordship of Christ over 
the world is exercised within the creational structures of the world.”92 Indeed, 
Kuyper similarly holds that “[W]e must always go back to the ordinance of 
creation, even when we explore what Christ’s kingship means for civil life. 
This is the very same thing Christ himself has taught us.… In what God had 
done, Jesus [Matt 19:3-6; Mark 10:2-9] points to creation as the starting point 
that determines everything.”93 Most significantly for our purpose here, this, 
too, is Bavinck’s position. In his reflections on Christian principles and social 
relationships, Bavinck wrote, “Scripture’s point of departure is creation, because 
essentially all relationships are connected with it, and thus can only be known 
from it.”94 For example, marriage and family “are founded in creation, called 
into being by God’s will. Therefore they have to be acknowledge and honored 
as unchangeable ordinances.”95 Bavinck then reflects on these ordinances in the 
light of creation, fall, and redemption:

The intent of grace, which entered immediately after the fall, always and 
everywhere has been to maintain and restore these original relationships.… 
While the gospel that Christ brings us in his person and work is not the abolition 
but the fulfillment of the Law and Prophets, it presupposes creation, honors 
the work of the Father, and concurs with all natural relationships in human 
life that exist by virtue of God’s will. In itself the gospel, the proclamation 
of the kingdom of heaven and his [God’s] righteousness, is the good news of 
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reconciliation and redemption from sin through the blood of the cross. This 
is the gospel that must remain, first in church and missions, but also beyond 
it, everywhere.96

In short, according to Bavinck, the opposition in all of life is between sin and 
grace, not nature and grace. Indeed, he explains, “Precisely because the gospel 
only opposes sin, it opposes it always and everywhere in the heart and the head, 
in the eye and in the hand, in family and society, in science and art, in government 
and subjects, and corruption of nature. But by liberating all social circumstances 
and relationships from sin, the gospel tries to restore them all according to the 
will of God and make them fulfill their own nature.”97 Thus, Bavinck concludes, 
“Christian principles are to be applied in the practice of everyday life, not by way 
of a radical revolution, but in that of a reformation that retains all that is good.”98 

The third aspect of catholicity is the search for truth. “One must search for 
what is true and valid no matter where it is found.”99 Both St. Thomas Aquinas 
(1225–1274) and, centuries later, the Protestant reformer John Calvin (1509–
1564) held similar views on this score. Aquinas wrote, “Although some minds 
are enwrapped in darkness, that is, deprived of clear and meaningful knowledge, 
yet there is no human mind in such darkness as not to participate in some of the 
divine light … because all that is true by whomsoever it is uttered, comes from 
the Holy Spirit.”100 Similarly, Calvin wrote, “If we regard the Spirit of God as 
the sole fountain of truth, we shall neither reject the truth itself, nor despise it 
wherever it shall appear, unless we wish to dishonor the Spirit of God.”101

The Dutch neo-Calvinist philosopher Herman Dooyeweerd once wrote that 
authentic Christian philosophizing does not cut itself off from the historical 
development of philosophical thought. For, he explains, “no philosophy can pros-
per in isolation.”102 Dooyeweerd adds, “a reformation of philosophical thought 
from the Christian point of view … is not creation out of nothing.” Indeed, he 
acknowledges that his own systematic philosophy is wedded to that develop-
ment “with a thousand ties, so far as its immanent philosophic content is con-
cerned, even though we can nowhere follow the immanence philosophy.”103 Thus, 
Dooyeweerd’s own philosophical work found wisdom and truth in the philosophi-
cal writings of Kant, neo-Kantians, Husserl, Heidegger, and phenomenologists. 
Bavinck drew on the philosophical work of, for example, Aristotle, Aquinas, 
Eduard von Hartmann, and Schleiermacher. Indeed, Dooyeweerd appeals to 
common grace as the justification for the discovery of “relative truths … in 
every philosophy.” This, too, is the view of Bavinck on common grace and the 
discovery of truths.104 Furthermore, adds Dooyeweerd, there exists “structural 
data … facts of a transcendental significance, which should be acknowledged 
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irrespective of their philosophical interpretation.”105 Dooyeweerd urges us to 
consider that “the interpretation of such truths may appear to be unacceptable 
from the biblical standpoint insofar as the philosophical interpretation turns out 
to be ruled by a dialectical and apostate basic motive.”106 

Now, in this light, we can understand why Dooyeweerd cuts through the ques-
tion as to whether he engages in “a weak and strong conceptual appropriation”107 
of ideas, concepts, and arguments of thinkers like Kant and Heidegger.108 Dooye-
weerd cuts through the choice here by working with the Augustinian “spoils 
from Egypt” trope dealing with the wisdom found in immanence philosophy, 
like so many other Christians throughout the ages. As Thomas Guarino rightly 
explains, “All such wisdom, however, the traditional spoils metaphor insists, 
must ultimately be disciplined by, and incorporated into, the revelatory narra-
tive. Athens, whatever its own insights into truth, must ultimately be chastened 
by Jerusalem.”109 In other words, by saying that he cannot follow “immanence 
philosophy” Dooyeweerd is suggesting that the philosophies he learned from may 
not be simply externally adopted because they may wrongly “shape the gospel 
to their own ends.”110 Thus, the relevance of Aquinas: “So those who use the 
works of the philosophers in sacred doctrine, by bringing them into the service of 
faith, do not mix water with wine, but rather change water into wine.”111 Bringing 
philosophical forms into the service of the gospel is a transformative practice of 
bringing “every thought captive” to Christ (2 Cor. 10:5).112

Moreover, the idea that the structural data of creation is valid irrespective of 
philosophical interpretations does not rest on the mistaken rationalistic interpreta-
tion of human reason that “truth or reality ought to be accessible irrespective of 
the character and state of mind of the aspirant to truth.”113 In other words, “that 
is an assumption of modern scientific inquiry—that the truth is simply available 
for discovery, given sufficient ingenuity and the careful application of the appro-
priate techniques, and that the dispositions and moral character of the inquirer 
are entirely irrelevant.”114 This, too, was Pius XII’s view in his 1950 Encyclical 
Humani Generis. He does not leave the knowing subject out of account in arriv-
ing at the knowledge of God. He states that the aspirant to truth must exercise 
self-surrender and self-abnegation because the human intellect is hampered by, 
for example, evil passions arising from original sin, prejudice or passion or bad 
faith that fuels the resistance against the evidence. In particular, Pius also rejects 
the charge of intellectualism against catholic philosophy “for regarding only the 
intellect in the process of cognition, while neglecting the function of the will 
and the emotions.” He dismisses this charge: “never has Christian philosophy 
denied the usefulness and efficacy of good dispositions of the soul for perceiv-
ing and embracing moral and religious truths. In fact, it has always taught that 
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the lack of these dispositions of good will can be the reason why the intellect, 
influenced by the passions and evil inclinations, can be so obscured that it cannot 
see clearly.” Furthermore, Pius adds, looking back to Aquinas, “that the intel-
lect can in some way perceive higher goods of the moral order, whether natural 
or supernatural, inasmuch as it experiences a certain ‘connaturality’ with those 
goods, whether this ‘connaturality’ be purely natural, or the result of grace; and 
it is clear how much even this somewhat obscure perception can help the reason 
in its investigations.”115

Unchangeability and Changeability of Dogma: 
Truth and Its Formulations
The main question addressed by Eglinton and Brock concerns how Bavinck 
theologically reconciles both tradition and novelty, continuity and change, in 
short, as Berkouwer put it, accounting for the “Continuity of faith within all the 
changes of time.” The answer to this question is, in my judgment, necessary in 
order to defend their thesis that Bavinck has one, consistent theological vision, 
orthodox yet modern. In my judgment, Bavinck poses the solution to this question 
by distinguishing between unchangeable truth and its changeable formulations. 
I discussed this earlier. My conclusion is that neither Eglinton nor Brock gives 
an account of this solution, and hence something crucial is missing in explain-
ing the material continuity, or material identity, of Christian truth, despite the 
profound effects of historicity.

Berkouwer, however, is helpful in articulating the ingredients of a solution. He 
gives an instructive analysis of salient points of the Catholic ressourcement move-
ment, Nouvelle Théologie regarding unchangeability of dogma and changeability 
of formulations.116 After summarizing Berkouwer’s analysis, I shall conclude 
by explaining four theses that John Paul II states regarding the contemporary 
theological attempt to explain the relationship between unchangeable, dogmatic 
truth and its historically conditioned formulations.117

In response to the doctrinal relativism of modernism, the nouveaux théolo-
giens, for example, Henri de Lubac, SJ, and Yves Congar, OP, emphasized not 
only the unchangeability of truth but also that dogmatic development involves 
“noetic progress,” meaning thereby not a progress of revelation, but rather prog-
ress in our understanding of revelation, of the revealed deposit. “Development is 
designated as ‘noetic,’ as an increasing ‘discovery’ of the gospel’s content.”118 As 
Berkouwer expresses this point later in his first book on Vatican II, “Evolution 
of dogma was not a development of truth, but a development of the Church’s 
consciousness of the truth.”119 That is, the nouveaux théologiens believe—and 
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Berkouwer agrees—that the evolution of dogma is a homogeneous development 
and a corresponding “noetic penetration and illumination of the unchangeable 
truth, as an increasing radiation of its light.”120 Still, he adds elsewhere, “Whoever 
speaks of noetic progress, of a discovery of that which is given in the biblical 
canon and in ‘unchangeable’ truth, has merely framed the problem rather than 
solved it.”121 Berkouwer explains, “We come to the real question when we ask 
whether the dogma of the Church is also subject to the influence of historical 
variation. Does dogma stand alone as the one unchangeable and untouchable 
rock within the waves of history, transcending the law of changeability? Or does 
dogma participate in the law of historical change?”122

Regarding Berkouwer’s two questions, we must answer him by distinguishing 
between the propositional truths of faith and their formulation in order to make 
clear that it is the latter that is subject to the influence of historical variation. 
Given that distinction, then, I would argue that the truth of dogma stands above 
the flow of history and hence is unchangeable. In that sense, we must say that 
the truth of dogma, and hence the propositional truths of faith do not participate 
in the law of historical change. But there still remains the critically important 
requirement of explaining how progressive knowledge (“noetic progress”) stands 
in homogeneity with the originally intended meaning and unchangeability of the 
propositional truths of faith. Indeed, Berkouwer stresses that the real problem that 
is present in an orthodox Christian account of dogmatic development arises from 
its starting-point “that does not deny the unchangeability of truth in dogma.”123 
The upshot of this point is that development over time must always be, as Vincent 
of Lérins rightly noted, in edodem sensu eademque sententia, according to the 
same meaning and judgment of truth.

This brings us back to the distinction between truth and its formulations. 
“Along with maintaining the unchangeability of dogma, one must simultane-
ously pay attention to the wording, to the expression and representation of that 
which is unchangeable and confessed as truth by the church.”124 The import of 
this distinction between the unchangeable truth of the Church’s dogma and its 
formulations arises from the recognition that the former is expressed in “thought 
forms belonging to a definite time, thought forms that naturally bear a human, 
historically determined and therefore relative character.”125 Berkouwer adds 
explanatorily,

Attention is urgently sought for the fact that the church, in formulating her 
dogmas, has often been served by philosophically expressed thought-forms 
belonging to a certain period.… These thought-forms are changeable, vary-
ing with the times and relative, so that it is thought to be possible to confess 
the same truth in other times using others ideas and categories. Concerning 
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dogma, we are dealing with two realities: the unchangeable affirmation and 
the changeable representation; or said differently: with the intended content 
and with the form in which that content is expressed.126

This distinction between truth and its formulations, unchangeable affirmations 
and changeable representations, rests upon a more particular epistemological 
presupposition, namely, that all formulations of the truth are inadequate. Of 
course, Berkouwer assures us, inadequacy of expression doesn’t mean that the 
unchangeable truth is inexpressible, or that the formulations or representations 
are untrue, and certainly this distinction doesn’t reflect an “irrational doubt in 
the value of thought.”127 “The limitation of faith’s answer does not mean that the 
answer is untrue.”128 Berkouwer elaborates elsewhere, “The incompleteness of 
our knowledge plays a large role but not because of irrationalistic, skeptical or 
agnostic motives, but rather as a consequence of the sense of the immeasureable 
terrain of truth on which men are privileged to set foot.”129 Similarly, Berkouwer 
writes in defense of the claim that the theologians of the nouvelle théologie reject 
relativism. He adds “Their rejection of relativism is connected with a related 
point, namely, that these theologians do not in an irrationalistic manner deny 
the value of conceptual formulations.”130 Rather, such formulations can never 
be adequate because they can never be exhaustive expressions of the truth. In 
other words, he adds, “The issue is not about challenging revealed truth, but 
about recognizing the ‘limitation’ or ‘incompleteness’ of our knowledge … that 
is only sketched even in the most worthwhile formulation.”131 There is always 
more to say about the reality of faith. In short, “This has everything to do with 
inexhaustibility of the truth of the gospel.”132

What, then, are the theological criteria, or ecclesial warrants, for determining 
whether we are faithful to the gospel and its development? Berkouwer does not 
explicitly say so, but I think we can surmise that the criteria he would employ 
would be something like the criteria Reformed theologian Michael Horton posits. 
“(1) the Scriptures as the infallible canon, qualitatively distinct from all other 
sources and authorities; (2) under this magisterial norm, the ministerial service 
of creeds and confessions; (3) contemporary proclamation of God’s Word in the 
church around the world; (4) long-standing interpretations in the tradition; (5) the 
particular nuances of individual theologians.”133 Perhaps an even more important 
question arises from Berkouwer claim that Christ’s church has a teaching office, 
that is, in Bavinck’s words, the ministerial power in service to the Word of God 
“to preserve, explain, understand, and defend the truth of God entrusted to her.”134

But we are not forced to choose between the inexhaustibility of the truth of the 
gospel and the corresponding openness to the possibility that Christian teaching 



94

Eduardo Echeverria

about Christ may always receive further elucidation, on the one hand, and the 
stability, material continuity, and substantial identity of dogma over time, on the 
other. Yes, as Thomas Guarino rightly notes, “There is, then, always room for 
expansion and counterbalance, for clarifications, and for reformulation, even 
while maintaining the stable continuity of fundamental meaning (idem sensus).”

John Paul II is another crucial proponent of the nouvelle théologie. He gives 
the answer to the question Berkouwer poses: “What is the criterion for distin-
guishing between form and content, representation and affirmation? Where is 
the line beyond which the unchangeability of dogma is lost in relativism?”135 
Although the truths of the faith may be expressed differently, they must be kept 
within determinate bounds of propositional truth. That is, we must always deter-
mine whether those re-formulations preserve the same meaning and mediate the 
same judgment of truth, in edodem sensu eademque sententia. This italicized 
phrase means to say that the truth of a proposition is inextricably connected with 
its meaning. As to meaning, the way things are is what makes “meaning” true 
or false. Therefore, a proposition is true if what it says corresponds to the way 
objective reality is; otherwise, it is false. In the words of Bernard Lonergan, 
“Meaning of its nature is related to a ‘meant,’ and what is meant may or may 
not correspond to what is so. If it corresponds, the meaning is true. If it does not 
correspond, the meaning is false.”136 Thus, a dogma’s meaning is unchangeable 
because that meaning is true. The truths of faith are, if true, always and every-
where true; the different way of expressing these truths may vary in our attempts 
to communicate revealed truths more clearly and accurately, but these various 
linguistic expressions do not affect the truth of the propositions.

Thus, revealed truth is, in essentials, unchangeably true and valid, and being 
true, corresponds to reality. This universal truth, even with all the limitations 
of language, expresses the divine and transcendent reality of God. Revealed 
truth is grasped through dogmatic statements, and such statements, being true, 
formulate an unchanging and ultimate truth. At the same time, these dogmatic 
statements reflect our language and culture, the mind-set of the time, and being 
conditioned by history. Still, while our knowledge of the truth is limited by 
history and constricted in other ways, it is not limited to these factors. To hold 
the latter would be cultural relativism, or historicism—as John Paul calls it, which 
he rejects because it “denies the enduring validity of truth.” In this connection, 
we can understand why John Paul II urges us to employ “a hermeneutic open to 
the appeal of metaphysics.” Only then would it be “possible to move from the 
historical and contingent circumstances in which the texts developed to the truth 
which they express, a truth transcending those circumstances.”137
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Furthermore, the pope thinks that the idea of truth is indissolubly linked to 
claims of universality, meaning thereby that truth is universal in that “if some-
thing is true, then it must be true for all people and at all times.” In short, John 
Paul distinguishes between metaphysics and epistemology, truth itself from the 
conditions under which I know, or have reason to believe, that something to 
be true. Given this distinction, it makes no sense to claim that truth varies with 
epistemic context. In his own words, “Truth can never be confined to time and 
culture; in history it is known, but it also reaches beyond history.” In short, truth 
is unchangeable. There are limits to conceptual pluralism given the enduring 
validity of the conceptual language used in conciliar definitions. Thus, validity 
attaches not merely to the meaning of the truth of faith revealed by God but also 
to the dogmatic formula.

Admittedly, John Paul and Berkouwer recognize the hermeneutical problem 
that the historical conditionedness of dogmatic formulas requires taking seriously 
the meaning which concepts assume in different times and cultures. Berkouwer 
is right that it is surely simplistic to ignore the context in understanding “the 
various terms, concepts, images, and propositions that the Church has used to 
confess its faith.” He is also surely right that the meaning of dogmas is not always 
immediately transparent. For example, there exists unclear terms “in the chris-
tological and triniatarian controversies, such words as consubtantial, hypostasis, 
person, nature, and many others. The terms often evoked misunderstandings, 
and different interpretations of them created conflict of opinion.”138 But this 
hermeneutical problem is not insoluble since “certain basic concepts retain their 
universal epistemological value and thus retain the truth of the propositions in 
which they are expressed.”139 Still, elsewhere I have proposed ways to grasp the 
relation between propositional truths of faith and their formulation, leading to a 
right understanding of relationship of truth and reality.140

This is my Catholic contribution to the Bavinckian ressourcement and ag- 
giornamento.
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