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Preface

This book is addressed first of all to men and women who hold
the following beliefs:

1. that the best life is a spiritual life;

2. that the only adequate social solutions to the world’s problems

must have a spiritual foundation;

3. that a spirituality for today needs to integrate these personal and

social dimensions into a harmonious whole.
Hence the subtitle, “Towards a Spiritual Integration.”

Secondly, this book is addressed to those who realize how nec-
essary it is to reflect on method as well as content in science and scholar-
ship today. Thus our aim will be the same as Bernard Lonergan’s. His
major works, Insight and Method in Theology*, aim towards integrating
scientific, scholarly, philosophic, and pastoral endeavors to bring the
world back to its senses. This integration is not some doctrine about
spirituality. Nor does it start from any theory in the ordinary sense
of that term. Instead it begins with the presence or absence of conver-
sion in those of us who hope to do something practical for the better-
ment of the world. It spells out the spiritual processes by which we

1. Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (London: Longmans, Green
and Co., 1957); Method in Theology (New York: Herder & Herder, 1972).
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LONERCGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

produce and criticize all doctrines and theories. And it specifies the
strategies needed to organize a wide variety of disciplines so that we
may cooperate with God’s redemption intelligently.

So this book may be thought of as an introduction to Bernard Lon-
ergan for those who know little about his work. But it is also an exten-
sion of his thought into the area of spirituality for those who know
his work well.

Lonergan’s own writing style is quite compendious. Many students
find his works difficult to read because they are unfamiliar with the
specific philosophic myths and contemporary ideologies which Lon-
ergan wants to expose. Therefore I have included many concrete ex-
amples throughout the text. I have also added questions at the end
of chapters two through five to facilitate classroom discussions of the
contents of those chapters. I hope to bridge the gap between abstract
methodological reflections and the familiar questions that arise from
our everyday experiences.

Thirdly, this book is meant to contribute to the ecumenical move-
ment jn the widest sense. Therefore it is not meant exclusively for
Catholics or Protestants. 1t is not even written exclusively for Chris-
tians. Now I happen to be white, male, a Roman Catholic, a Jesuit,
a priest, and an American with Irish and Canadian roots. So some of
my examples will surely reveal the limitations and blind spots that go
with any person’s biography.

Nevertheless, there is a great deal that can be said about “God”
and about the redemption of the world without starting from doctrines
formulated in particular historical circumstances. We will begin with
the human person as full of wonder, as questioner, as feeling drawn
towards what makes sense, what is truly worthwhile, what is worthy
of love. It is this experience of being drawn beyond ourselves that
gathers men and women of any culture and any religion into those
movements that might be called ecumenical.

Behind every book stands not only an author, who must take
criticism alone, but a community, with whom he or she must share
any credit. So let me acknowledge my community of reflection.

Credit is surely due to the faculty and students of Regis College
of the Toronto School of Theology. Their enthusiasm for my interests
and their kind correctives have been an indispensable support. In par-
ticular I want to mention Margaret Brennan, IHM, to whom this book
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Preface

is dedicated. During my eight years of teaching at Regis, Margaret and
I have worked together in the Integration for Ministry Program. Her
dedication to the church and her vision for ministry have enabled me
to experience that special kind of love that springs from loving the good
together,

Then there is Bernard Lonergan, 5], a man who knew more about
love and has sacrificed more self-interest for love’s sake than nearly
anyone I know.

Heartfelt gratitude also to those who labored over the manuscripts
with me: Brendan Carmody, 5], Dianne Heinrich, CSP, Richard
Bautch, N5J, and Robert Flack, 5J. Finally, if gratitude can be called
a debt, then when | think of what I owe to the brotherhood of the
Society of Jesus I can only declare myself bankrupt.






CHAPTER CNE

An Integrating Spirituality

Since our overall aim is to outline a strategy for changing the social
order through a “spiritual integration,” let us begin by looking at how
the social order and spirituality are related. We will first propose a thesis
that locates a common core in both. Then we will examine how poorly
we in the twentieth century have worked out that relationship. From
there our strategy ought to be fairly clear.

1. Order

When we look at the disorder of our werld, we cannot help but
have some prior notion of order. Every thinker—philosopher, historian,
literary critic, or scientist—thinks of being human as a quest for order.
We expect to find the struggle for order whether we are looking at the
history of an entire civilization, at classical literature, or at a psycho-
logical neurosis. Obviously we do not expect to find peaceful order
everywhere, but neither do we expect to find total chaos. No matter
where we look, we find seekers and wonderers suffering an unquench-
able desire for order.

This does not mean that every man and woman is a pure seeker.
An arrogant ruthlessness lives in each of us. We see it in the totalitarian
dictator as well as in the militant capitalist. And yet, our most malicious
brothers and sisters have something in common with the most altru-
istic. Both are responsible for the actual social order or disorder that
exists. In other words, we can trace the outer breakdown of social order
to some inner breakdown in the personal order, just as we can trace
social progress to its sources in an inner persenal achievement of the
soul.



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

Where society does break down, whether it is due to malice or
weakness and ignorance, the locus of the breakdown is not City Hall
or Moscow or Wall Street. It lies in the inner processes of real persons,
in men and women with names and addresses. They may be linked
together in common cause, but never without the inner acts of belief
and consent. So the quest for order which constitutes the meaning of
being human appears simultaneously as a quest for an ordered soul
within an ordered civilization. We cannot have one without the other.
The thesis upon which this book stands can now be stated forthrightly:
The foundations for order in the soul and for order in society are the
same thing.

What does this expression mean, “foundations for order in the
soul”? The word foundation can evoke a picture of the cement blocks
supporting a house, but that image is oo static for our purposes. Foun-
dation can also evoke a picture of civic leaders organizing a city, as in
the “foundation of Rome,” and this gets a little closer to what we want
because it includes the more dynamic origin and interchange of ideas
and values. Still, our thesis is ineant to evoke a third and more basic
picture of a foundation within the soul that itself is the recurrent cause
of buildings being built and cities being founded.’ Sirictly speaking,
the soul should not be conceived as a process that is ordered but rather
as a process that does the ordering. Furthermore, the soul is designed
not only to put buildings and cities in order, drawing from its own
ordered ideas; it must also order itself. So the foundations for order
in the soul already belong in some way to the soul. What our thesis
means is this: There are norms built into the soul that we can discover,
and these nerms have the power to put order not only into our com-
munities but also to put order into the soul itself.

This sounds very optimistic. History urges us to add immediately
that the achievement of the ordered soul and an ordered society is a
constant struggle, and it is subject to failure, Within most failures,
whether accidental or deliberate, we can discern a mistaken view of
how the soul stands in relation to the social order. The mistake of the
social activist is that he or she thinks that, given enough hard work
and dedication and self-sacrifice, a social order will emerge which will
replace the need to struggle for spiritual integrity. Such activists have
been so impressed by the arguments put forth by Marxists and liberal
sociologists —arguments that human thinking is largely shaped by the
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An Integrating Spirituality

economic and social systems —that they seize on these systems as the
real source of disorder in the commonweal. Their mistake leads to a
twin disaster.

In the public sphere they fail to understand the inner roots of what
their Christian counterparts call the “social structure of sin” and, lack-
ing this requisite understanding, they apply all their remedies to the
symptoms rather than to the causes of social decay. Their efforts may
temporarily hold in check this or that group driven by the heart’s desire
for power or money or revenge, but success is short-lived. Not only
are there other oppressive groups lining up for employment, but the
recently liberated oppressed use their new power to drive the same
oppressive machines over other people.

There is also a disaster going on here in the private sphere. Ac-
tivists generally do not attend to matters of the inner heart in their own
lives, and consequently they have no real experience of quality living.
They fail to live on a level of interiority which, ironically, they strive
to make possible for everyone else. If they never allow themselves the
enjoyment of the values of silence, of beauty, of solitude, of celebra-
tion, then they are never in a position to help others appreciate them.
Burn-out is inevitable. So their efforts do not last, and it is a pity that
good hearts have been charred beyond recognition.

2. The Split Soul

Ordinarily we do not create meaning anew. We accept or reject
a tradition, a set of cultural mores, an inherited religion. We test the
practicality of theories that have been handed down to us, usually in
a form abbreviated by commentators. But we usually do not examine
theories about personhood or community in any systematic fashion.
Yet this is not to say that ordinary people do not think about these
things. We think about them all the time. The trouble is, our thinking
always seems to get confused as soon as we ask about root causes of
sacial disorder and about needed correctives. While we may be very
perceptive about how this week’s news developed out of last week’s,
few people, including economic theorists and political scientists, ever
attempt explanations of a more general nature. The usual result is
unenlightened action that looks good in the short run but, in the long
run, proves to complicate the problem further. No doubt, then, there
is something wrong with our thinking about social problems.

3
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Why have we not proved equal to this intellectual challenge? The
answer given by most Christians is that intellectual work is not only
difficult but also impractical and, in too many cases, productive of more
harm than good. So we are caught on the horns of a dilemma. Shall
we trust our common sense, our generosity, our practicality and avoid
theorizing altogether, or shall we attempt yet another theory about
human persons in cormmunity in the hope that it might give us the
direction we so desperately need?

This dilemma has been with us for along time, and we have already
tried to deal with it in several ways. There have always been, and prob-
ably always will be, good-hearted but weak-minded people willing to
sacrifice all their time and energy in social projects. This is the activist
solution. It eschews theory and embraces instead the stirring image
of a self-sacrificing Christ, the “one for others,” as if Christ could have
been untouched by the world of theory had he lived in our own times.

At the opposite pole, there is the spiritualist solution, which
eschews both commonsense practicality and all theory in favor of in-
terior union with God and constant prayer for others. I do not mean
to imply that this position is afraid of involvement with the world. Holy
men and women have always been courageous in their struggles
against the forces of evil. But many a holy person has been tainted
with a form of unthinking obedience which, although they are willing
to be an instrument of God’s salvation in the world, they despair of
understanding how that salvation works itself out concretely in history.
They do not care to understand why cities rise and why they crumble,
why arts and letters make for a better life, or why Ireland or the
Middle East are engaged in protracted civil wars. They see little hope
in studying economics or psychology or history from a Christian point
of view.

For most of us, however, activism and unthinking obedience repre-
sent extreme positions. We fancy ourselves able to live in the secular
world in an active, meaningful way and still be able to move easily
into a religious world where we dedicate ourselves to loving God and
neighbor in genuine charity. After all, what else can we do in the face
of a secular culture but learn to get along with it at times, but get along
without it also? This is the preferred solution and, for that reason, it
is the more damaging to the soul and to the human order. At least
mindless activism and mindless religious devotion are easily recognized
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and easily accused of mindlessness. But is anyone bothered by the fact
that he or she lives in two worlds? Look at what this requires of us.
It obviously tends to make religion a Sunday-only reality. But on a
deeper level, it splits our very souls into two different worlds, each
with its own language, its own view of human struggle, and its own
purposes. In one language we may speak of economic booms, tax
reform, emotional problems, juvenile delinquency, advertising cam-
paigns, and so on. In the other language we speak of the Lord, of the
Cross, of grace and providence, of discerning spirits, and of prayer.
But there is no way to speak both languages in the same sentence. Nor
is there a sharing of languages between two groups. We have one
group of secular friends and one group of religious friends. If we are
fortunate and have the same friends in both groups, we may be able
to move from one language to another, but our friends must move
when we do. Let one not talk about social progress while the other
talks about divine providence,

The fact that we must speak two languages, secular and religious,
should make us suspect that we also have two minds about the world.
For example, with our secular mind we accept the adversarial style of
interpreting world events that characterizes our news corporations.
Even when we disagree with the interpretations themselves, we still
think in this Who-Is-the-Enemy-Now? fashion. On the other hand,
in our religious mind we are expected to imagine God as loving the
sinner while hating the sin. In other words, while our secular mind
pits one group against another, our religious mind pits all human be-
ings against the malice in their own hearts. The real enemy, we say,
is within. But we rarely find a religious sister, a priest or bishop, or
a layperson, who is truly free from an adversarial view of human con-
flicts, whether international or the conflicts at their own dinner tables.
And just as rarely do we find politicians who are truly concerned about
the inner integrity of the people whose minds they want to change.
Only with great difficulty does Christianity speak for social justice in
ways that make practical sense to a secular world, while at the same
time showing some of God's infinite love for every last human being,.
We are of two minds and we cannot easily put them together.

Living in two worlds, with two languages and two minds, it is no
surprise to find that we are bewildered about the purpose of life, so
bewildered that the expression purpose of life itself has become mean-
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ingless. To most people, it evokes an image of life as it ought to be
(“The purpose of life is community!”), or, for the less sanguine, life
as it most likely will remain (“Life is dog-eat-dog”). To some others
(Ayn Rand and liberal democracy in general), “purpose in life” refers
only to individual goals. There is no “purpose” other than what people
in fact desire. The religious view is that God has “purposes”—that
these are truly the “purpose of life” and that any other conception
should be connected to this basic meaning. But who among us can
easily speak about God’s will to the terminally ill, the jobless, the tor-
tured, to say nothing of corporate executives, politicians, and the ex-
tremely wealthy? Who, indeed, make it their regular effort to integrate
their personal goals with the purpose for which God made them?

3. Understanding Change

How has this schizophrenia come about? Certainly there are plenty
of historical figures connected with the split between the religious and
the secular spheres—Voltaire, Machiavelli, Marx, Freud. But no his-
torical explanation can overlook a fundamental shift that has taken place
in the West. It is a shift in what we mean by the word knowledge.

During the past 700 years, Christians have been able to achieve
some measure of intellectual integration of the soul with the order of
the universe. The effectiveness of this integration usually depended
on the fortunes of the Thomistic synthesis. But while the schools
seemed to carry on a love-hate relationship with Thomas, there was
another set of changes taking place that Thomas never dreamt pos-
sible and that Thomists largely ignored: the emergence of empirical
method in science and historiography.

What these disciplines brought to the Western mind was the ques-
tion, How did change occur? It was a new kind of question because
the Aristotelian/Thomistic synthesis, as well as its Platonic/ Augustin-
ian rival, thought that a true science, as opposed to mere common
sense, could make statements only about what is fixed as true. Science
could not deal with what changes. Today we are satisfied with a science
that gives us explanations that are merely likely. We do not need cer-
titudes. We need only enough understanding to be able to cooperate
with material reality and with orne another in a functional way, and
so we may find the more ancient notion of science rather strange.

6



An Integrating Spirituality

Where knowledge used to mean certitude about facts, it now means
understanding how things work.?

We ought to reflect, however, on what a massive difference this
new question has made to our spiritual integration. In our religious
living, we still largely depend on what we hold as certain, or at least
on those beliefs we have committed ourselves to, even though we
might not understand what effect these beliefs have in our culture.
At the same time, in our secular living, it is normal to want to under-
stand, and to be modest about certitudes. Thus we cling to the classical
ideal of science in our spirituality while we embrace the empirical ideal
in our daily lives.

Let me give a few examples. In the Gospels we are urged to turn
the other cheek, walk the second mile, refrain from asking for our prop-
erty back from a robber. Or, in the Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius,
the retreatant is led to prefer poverty, contempt, and humility out of
a desire to imitate Christ. These texts bother us. We say to ourselves
that they represent extreme ideals because the pure case never seems
to arise for us. But there is another explanation of why we are bothered,
one that pivots on our need for understanding how change functions.
We have been given these ideals to believe in, and, because of our need
to ask the empirical question, “How does this change occur?” we need
to see what such non-retaliatory practice does to our selves, our com-
munities, and to the larger social order.

Gandhi saw it. His commitment to non-violence was not merely
obedience to an injunction or an ideal. He understood how passive
resistance worked to turn the hearts of enemies and to break down
the us-against-them view of human conflicts. But we Christians have
little “understanding” of self-sacrifice, in the sense of an empirical
theory that explains how things function. We believe in redemption;
we believe that redemption somehow comes through love and self-
giving; but there simply is no generally accepted grasp of how the
values emerging from faith actually work to turn around a declining
culture. Before the scientific revolution, our ancestors lived in a hier-
archical universe, and so Christian values were legitimated by look-
ing to see who was offering them, and by asking whether this line of
tradition lay within the hierarchical pyramid at whose apex was Jesus,
the Apostles, and the canonical Scriptures. But now we need to legiti-
mate spiritual values further by understanding how they function in
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the psychological and social orders. And the trouble is that few people
are aware of this need. We trudge on in our double-mindedness, con-
vinced of God’s authority and love, but confused about how they enter
the human order.

We can expect that if we have artificially divided our minds into
two parts, then something will go wrong in each part. The evidence
is overwhelming that this is the case. In our secular minds, we have
become expert in dealing with quantifiable processes, but we fail when
it comes to understanding and enhancing the quality of life. So the
natural sciences are successful while the human sciences lag behind.
We can build a technology, but we still cannot build an orderly
economy, let alone a just political and cultural order.

Meanwhile, in our religious minds, we gradually learn to refine
our prayer; we learn to distinguish the more important doctrines of
the church from the less important ones; we become familiar with
degrees of authority in official pronouncements and degrees of assent
in ourselves; we have begun to investigate the relations between spir-
ituality and psychology and the arts. But only sporadic efforts have
been made to relate spirituality to social justice, to economics, and to
the fundamental problem of understanding historical process.

From the point of view of the religious mind, the secular mind ap-
pears materialist. Even though it is rooted i highly analytical tech-
niques, it is not satisfied with ideas. The secular mind wants tangible
results and it wants them now. It relies on quantitative measures rather
than qualitative. It regards the material surroundings of living rather
than the spiritual core. It regards human conflicts as them-over-there
against us-over-here. But the religous mind can equaily be criticized
by the secular mind. The religous meaning of knowledge, rooted as it
is in a penchant for absolutes, tends to be idealist. So the religious mind
speculates on what could be, and it overlooks what is. It gets lost in
grand theories in the sky while ignoring the plight of real people on
the ground. It may be more qualitative and spiritual than the materialist
approach, but it is beseiged by material evidence that belies its lofty
visions,

We must point out that we are not speaking of two groups of
people, each with its own kind of singlemindedness. We are speaking
of single individuals with two minds at odds with one another—a
spiritual mind that clings to truths and a secular mind that seeks ex-
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planations for change. We are speaking of people who have to live
in a culture that differentiates the secular and the sacred, but lacks the
power to integrate them. We are speaking of ourselves.

4, The Realist Mind

Notice that as we reflect on our double-mindedness, we spon-
taneously take on a third mind: a realistic mind, a critical mind. We
point to the limitations of materialism and idealism by appealing to
a kind of realism. Qur explanations had better fit our experience or
we will look for a better explanation.

At first it may seem that this third mind, while it can criticize all
performance and every ideal, fails completely when it comes to offer-
ing a method and a vision for action of its own. Just as good movie
critics are not necessarily good movie directors, so the critical, realistic
mind is not necessarly a creative, visionary mind.

But movie critics can educate directors about their own work. In
a paradoxical fashion one critic can name the struggles going on within
the director, of which even the director had been unaware. It is in ex-
actly this sense that we want to use our realistic and critical mind to
analyze the ordering processes that make up the soul. And so we will
examine such processes as experience, understanding, judgment, deci-
sion, feelings, imagmation, and love. We will follow the analyses given
by Bernard Lonergan, but, like him, we do not intend to present the
analyses as theories for everyone to believe. The whole peint of this
book is to understand and to verify for ourselves that our knowing,
our acting, and our loving are of a certain character. This is a lab book,
in other words, which contains a set of hypotheses about the soul for
us to test.

By analyzing and verifying how each of our souls is an ordering
process, we will be explicitly helping our souls to order themselves.
We are trying to be realistic here, not about the social order directly,
but rather about the order of the soul. We will first try to be as realistic
as we can about the very nature of being realistic. What exactly goes
on when we reach knowledge? How do these interior processes com-
bine under the different tasks that confront psychologists, sociologists,
historians? How do value judgments and friendships function in our
ordering processes? How, indeed, do these same processes combine
in the theologian and in the man or woman at prayer?

9
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1t should be clear where we are headed. If we can grasp the pro-
cesses of the soul as functionally related to the creation of the social,
historical order and to the love of God, then we will have spelled out
for ourselves what our “foundations” really are. From there we will
possess a single language about matters both sacred and secular. We
will have a hold on a single mind—one that has integrated its own
materialist and idealist routines into a coordinated, realistic whole. Our
faith will not simply clutch at truths; it will also understand their mean-
ing and functioning in the world we care about. By understanding our
own interior processes, we will also understand the typical ways in
which these ordering processes fail. In other words, we will under-
stand what we call “sin” in terms that are intelligible to contemporary
science.

I have been describing what Lonergan calls “intellectual conver-
sion.” It is not a religous conversion in which we fall in love with God.
I presume this has happened to you. Nor is it a moral conversion in
which the objectively good means more than the subjectively comfort-
able. This too, I presume, has happened to you. But what very likely
has not yet happened, or has only begun to happen, needs to be faced
squarely. If you and [ are to cooperate intelligently with God’s redemp-
tion of our world, we need to understand for curselves how the order
of our souls functions as a source of the greatest of human achieve-
ments, likewise a source of the greatest disasters, and, thank God, as
the means of the greatest divine graces.

In the following chapters we will examine the order of the soul
in three steps. First we will examine how our knowing works. Some
of the most basic differences between thinkers lie not in what they think
about familiar topics but in what they think about thinking itself. So
in chapter 2 we will examine the thinking processes that go on in each
of us and try to spell out some rules on how to think more dearly and
effectively. This will lead naturally to chapter 3, where we will look
at how human thinking heads towards decision-making and action.
There we will examine the role of feelings, memories, and conscience
and explain how they function in creating a social order. Then, in
chapter 4, we will look at the finest work of the soul, being in love.
We will look at both human and religious loving and, again, we will
see what differences loving makes to the social order.

From this high point of being in love, we will then turn to an ex-
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amination of what it means to be a person in history. | have entitled
chapter 5 “Storytelling” because only in telling stories do we really make
history.

Finally, we will conclude with a summary chapter on what all this
means for the spiritual integration of each of us and for the human
comununity at large.

11
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Notes to Chapter One

1. T am following Lonergan’s notion of foundations as found in Method
in Theology, pp. 130-132, 267-293.

2. See Bernard Lonergan, “Dimensions of Meaning” in F.E. Crowe, ed.,
Collection (Montreal: Palm Publishers, 1967), pp. 259-261. See also “Future of
Thomism,” “Theology in Its New Context,” “Belief: Today’s Issue,” “Theology
and Man’s Future” in W.J.F. Ryan and B.]. Tyrrell, eds., Second Collection (Lon-
don: Darton, Longman & Todd, 1974), pp. 47-48, 55-57, 94-95, and 139-140,
respectively.

3. Method in Theology, pp. 238-240.
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CHAPTER TWO

Knowing

The soul has been imagined by many philosophers as a kind of
black box that takes in perceptions at one end and puts out words and
actions at the other. To understand the order of the soul would ap-
pear to be a matter of grasping what goes on between that input and
that output. But this picture is rather misleading. Once we begin to
look at the perceptions that the soul presumably takes in, we realize
that not all the input comes from the outside. Indeed, the soul first
experiences interior inclinations, feelings, questions, wonderment; and,
on account of these actions already going on within, it turns to the
exterior world with its attention already channelled in specific
directions.

It is because of these processes already going on in each of us that
we inquire about the soul in the first place. But these processes are the
soul, or at least the cognitive part of it. So, instead of imagining the
soul as out there to be looked at, we will do better to start with our
own experience of these interjor inclinations, feelings, questions, and
wonderment. Then, like detectives, we will look for clues within these
experiences, frying to understand how they connect to one another.
Then we will attempt to state our case on how knowing works, ap-
pealing to the evidence available to everybody within their own selves.

1. Experience, Understanding, Judgment

Qur approach, then, following Lonergan’s analysis,' will be to
grasp the general relationship between human experience and human
understanding, and then to relate both to human judgment. Why these
terms are so important will become evident as we go along. First let
us look at the relation between experience and understanding.

13
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By experience we mean not only the external data that come through
our five external senses, but also the interior data that come through
innumerable internal senses that we have yet to name. By raising the
question of the general relationship between experience and under-
standing, we presume that not all experience is always understood,
but that experience can be understood. Indeed, experience does not
become significant and is often not even noticed except insofar as we
approach it with a view to understanding it.

We see this relationship between experience and understanding
when we give names to things. Whenever we understand that one set
of experiences is significantly different from others, we give it a name.
And until we know the names associated with specific sets of ex-
periences, those experiences just blend in with the background noise
of our perceptual world. For example, unless I know such names as
puce and mauve, I ordinarily do not perceive any difference in the
colors they stand for. Similarly, the emotional development of young-
sters growing up is roughly proportional to the number of distinct feel-
ings they can name. An adult knows the subtle difference between
resentment and jealousy, while a child knows only the elemental dif-
ference between feeling good and feeling bad.

Our understanding does more than simply distinguish experiences
and name them. It also correlates one set of experiences with another,
so that we associate smoke with fire and red sky at night with sailors’
delight. This fundarmental correlation is hardly scientific understand-
ing. It is rather the practical matter of distinguishing and grouping large
sets of experiences. In a word: familiarity,

Besides distinguishing, naming, grouping, and correlating ex-
periences, our understanding can grasp precise relations between dif-
ferent sets of experiences. In other words, we can catch on to the idea
of cause. For example, if I eat bacon and eggs every Saturday morn-
ing and suffer a headache every Saturday afternoon, I might make the
connection and grasp a relation of causality between my diet and my
throbbing head. Here, though, I use names of a second order—-cause,
because, and on account of—to express linked experiences. Without a fully
developed second-order language that can express the wide variety
of possible relations between experiences, we would not enjoy a fully
developed grasp of the nature of the links.

In the New Testament, for example, we find Jesus making the ex-
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traordinary announcement that he came not to bring peace but the
sword, and to divide a family against itself (Mt 10:34). Exegetes assure
us that Jesus did not infend to destroy peace, but that he simply ex-
pected his coming to destroy the peace. They point out that New Testa-
ment authors had not developed the second-order distinction between
“purpose clauses” and “result clauses.” Similarly, modern physics has
had to define heat in contrast to temperature, and mass in contrast
to weight, and so on, to be able to grasp the general relations govern-
ing data on physical things in the patterned forms in which they ap-
pear. I do not think it would be an exaggeration to say that every great
advance in philosophical and scientific knowledge depended upon the
creation of a second-order language that expressed the new under-
standing accurately.

To sum up what we have seen thus far, we can say that the act
of understanding is a grasp of why data are related the way they are.
Understanding grasps an intelligibility which is immanent in the data
by posing and answering the question why or how. It moves first by
distinguishing experiences (and so naming them) and then by getting
an insight into the order that seems to keep one set of data in a specific
relation to another set. This act of understanding, which we are also
calling an insight, is a real event. [ stress this because once we start
examining it, we may be surprised to learn how silent the act is, how
independent of physical movement, how difficult to represent in our
imagination, and so we may wonder whether it exists at all. But in-
sight is a real event; it is a real change in our understanding, not in
our retinas.

We have been saying that what we experience js subject to under-
standing. But our experience is also subject to misunderstanding. Or
we can come up with two different explanations of the same data. So
there is a further process in thinking which we call judgment. Our minds
are not content with an understanding that is merely orderly in itself;
explanations should cohere with the full data of experience. So, by a
judgment, we return to the experience to test our explanations. If one
explanation leaves too many questions unanswered, we throw it out.
If another explanation seems to account for all the data, we judge it
to be correct. If no explanation fits the data, we can only judge ourselves
to be uncertain and we will keep looking for other explanations. In
all this we aim at reaching the truth, at understanding something as
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it really is. We do not reach the truth of reality through experience
alone. Nor do we accomplish it even through the most brilliant insight
into that experience. We reach reality only when we pass judgment
on the correctness of our insight. It is only when we check the data
again to see whether our understanding leaves no relevant data unex-
plained that we can say whether or not we understand the reality in
question correctly.

Notice that understanding and judgment are quite distinct opera-
tions. Understanding yields explanations; it answers the questions why
and how. Ask me why or how, and I speak of causes, patterns, cor-
relations. Judgment, in contrast, yields no explanations at all; it merely
affirms or denies; it answers the question whether. Ask me whether
or not something is so, and I will answer yes, or no, or perhaps, or
probably. Even if you ask me whether some explanation is correct, |
do not give the explanation again; I answer yes or no. But understand-
ing and judgment are linked inasmuch as the explanations issuing from
understanding are still subject to verification. A bright idea is not
necessarily a right idea. It belongs to the very dynamics of our minds
to want to know about reality, not just to become familiar with ideas.

For the sake of fixing our terms, let us associate experience with
being attentive, understanding with being intelligent, and judgment
with being reasonable or realistic.

Now experience, understanding, and judgment not only have dif-
ferent objects (respectively: data, intelligibility, and reality); they also
feel different within ourselves. When we are merely attentive, we are
observant, sensitive, and experiencing; but we are not asking ques-
tions about what we are experiencing. For example, when we are bask-
ing in the sun or suffering from an illness, we often deliberately put
our minds to rest. When we do ask a question about what we ex-
perience, our consciousness of ourselves changes dramatically. We
wonder why or how. We play with the data and, with luck, we will
enjoy an insight that gives a plausible explanation. So the feeling of
being intelligent is quite different from the feeling of merely being at-
tentive. Likewise, when we move to the judgment that settles on which
explanation best fits the experience, our consciousness again changes
dramatically. It is the feeling of being reasonable or realistic. Next we
wonder whether the workings of our mind really have met the realities
about which we inquire, and sometimes we hit the nail on the head.
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Because knowing is a combination of three distinct processes, we
can easily see how some people use their heads ineffectively. Some
people are very attentive, but not very intelligent. They can be ex-
tremely perceptive insofar as they notice subtle changes in details or
in the mood of a situation, but they do not easily inquire why the
changes have occurred. They are fascinated with experience but ob-
tuse about understanding. Then there are people who are both atten-
tive and imtelligent, but not very reasonable. They notice changes and
easily ask why, but they seize on the first bright idea that enters their
heads, and they do not test it against the data. They live in their heads
in the sense that they love explanations but hate the limits of reality
as it actually appears in the stubborn data. In contrast, people who
think effectively will use their powers of attention, intelligence, and
reason in an integrated fashion.

Unfortunately, we are not born completely attentive, intelligent,
and reasonable. As we grew up, we not only had to learn about the
world around us, we also had to learn how to use our heads. In other
words, besides learning about toys, trees, kitchens, and so on, we also
learned the ranges, the limits, and the interconnections of experience,
understanding, and judgment, even though few of us bothered to for-
mulate the rules for thinking which we were actually following. Let
me spell this out in more detail.

As children, we specialized in being attentive. We noticed at first
far more data than we could ever understand. Then, gradually, as we
understood practical ways of getting our desires met at home, and as
we understood the formal rules of games, the social rules of fairness,
and the mechanical workings of toys, we also understood something
of how understanding could make sense out of experience. We
understood, for example, that playing with the data of experience often
gives an insight into how to be more practical, more inventive, more
friendly, and more secure.

Later on, as teenagers, we learned the sobering truth that not all
ideas are equally valid. The validity of an idea has to be tested by a
reasonable return to the experiences that the idea is about. Still, like
the child in us who learned to give experience as free a play as pos-
sible, we learned to give our understanding such a free play too, be-
cause we discovered that it improved the chances of hitting on explana-
tions that were more probably correct. A person’s high school years
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may be laced with fantastic explanations and wild dreams, but in nor-
mal intellectual growth, these dreams and visions are the midwives
of reality as we subject them to the scrutiny of judgment.

But this learning to play with experience and to play with
understanding takes time, suppert, and discipline; not everyone is so
blessed. Those who are blessed find themselves in a good position for
eventually becoming what everybody calls “realistic.” Their intelligence
is not lost in the clouds. It wants to understand the reality of this world.
They are not only attentive to a wide variety of experiences, and not
only intelligent about why things function the way they do, but
ultimately realistic about which explanations best account far the data
of experience.

So human knowing is not just looking from in here at what is out
there. Looking gives only data. Human knowledge also involves
understanding and judgment. The act of understanding is an interior,
constructive assembly. Knowing may begin from looking, or hearing,
or tasting, or feeling, but then it tries out various understandings un-
til there are no data left unexplained. If you were a father trying to
understand your teenage daughter, you would not spend all your time
intently staring at her or trying to notice every last detail of her
behavior. Looking is just experience. Rather, you would seek various
explanations for the phenomena you experience. You would test out
your interpretations to see if they make the obvious data intelligible.
With any wisdom, you would not necessarily settle for the simplest
explanation, but rather with the explanation that accounts for most of
the questions you can think of. And even then, you might still be
bothered by unformulatable questions, and so you humbly pronounce
your judgment to be merely probable or conditional.

I hope the explanation thus far is clear enough. But let me add a
warning about dangers ahead. It's extraordinary how frequently
students of the human spirit find themselves talking as though know-
ing were nothing more than experience, long after they have verified
its compound structure. 5o [ would like to give some idea of (1) what
understanding the structure involves and (2) what verifying the cor-
rectness of that understanding involves.

1. All you see on this page are black marks. By means of them,
all I am offering is an explanation. I trust you have been trying to
understand my explanation. You may have made a sketch of the struc-
ture of knowing, perhaps on paper, but almost certainly in your mind:
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experience corresponds to data; understanding corresponds to in-
telligibility; judgment corresponds to reality. Notice that having the
sketch in mind is not necessarily understanding. The sketch may be
necessary, but you understand insofar as you grasped the relations
between the three processes in consciousness, and between these pro-
cesses and the realities you seek to know. A child, even a machine,
could reproduce the sketch; but only an intelligent adult can grasp the
intelligible relations involved. Indeed, if you have grasped the intel-
ligibility, you can tear up any sketches you may have drawn on paper.
Your insight, your understanding, is the source of all intelligible
sketches and verbal explanations. Understanding the explanations
which I am offering will not be too difficult as long as you realize that
having a picture or a schematic diagram in mind is merely an aid to
understanding and an aid to communicating that understanding to
others. If all you can do is reproduce the pictures from memory, and
not from intelligent understanding, then you have not understood why
these black marks are patterned in the way you see them, nor, there-
fore, have you understood how knowing probably works.

2. What is more difficult is verification, particularly as we go fur-
ther in our explanations. Understanding the explanations is not suffi-
cient for us to reach knowledge of how in fact we know. There may
be better explanations, so we have to make a judgment. To pass judg-
ment on the correctness of this understanding, we have to return to
the data to see if the explanation accounts for the whole of it. But the
interior data on all the acts involved in knowing are complex, so we can
expect to pass judgment with certainty on basic broad lines, but with
some hesitancy about further details. And yet, the basic broad lines
which we have already named —experience, understanding, judgment
—are surprisingly easy to affirm. In fact, should anyone deny that
knowing is a matter of experience, understanding, and judgment, such
a person would be making a judgment on the correctness of an under-
standing of experience, and by that very performance he or she would
be providing confirming evidence that knowing is structured as we
say it is. However, as we go on to speak of conscience, love, religious
experience, feelings, history, event, symbol, discernment of spirits, and
so on, we will find that verification takes some time, dependent as it
is on a conviction that the explanations must cover data whose rele-
vance rmay not be immediately apparent.
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2. Belief

Next we must speak of belief.? For while it may be very clear that
knowing is a compound of experience, understanding, and judgment,
very little of what you and I actually know has come from our own
personal experience, understanding, and judgment. Most of our knowl-
edge comes from believing others. Just think of everything we read
in newspapers or watch on TV, or all the stories we know about family
or friends. Likewise in schools, there is far more believing taking place
than learning for ourselves firsthand. The experimental physicist takes
as much on belief as the historian does.

And yet, is it not true that what we believe is somewhere rooted
in somebody’s immanently generated knowledge; that is, on the
verified understanding of experience of some person or persons?
Granted, a lot of what we take to be true may actually be mere fancy,
but that makes a big difference to us. Either somebody is making up
stories, as in the case of Orson Welles” “War of the Worlds” radio broad-
cast, or else people misunderstand their experience, as was the case
when everyone thought that the earth was flat. So when we believe,
we are depending upon somebody’s real experience, real understand-
ing, and real judgment. Even when we are skeptical, we are not skep-
tical about the value of belief in general. On the contrary, we are anx-
ious to eliminate mistakes from our set of beliefs, because without belief
each of us would know practically nothing.

It is important to notice that the knowledge that comes to us
through belief does not necessarily begin from the immanently gener-
ated knowledge of one person. For example, we are fairly certain that
cigarette smoking causes cancer. Now this is a statement of probabilities
that holds for a large population, so the relevant data are not directly
experienced by any one person. Individuals suffer disease; doctors sub-
mit reports; researchers believe the reports; theoreticians pursue in-
sight into data that come to them in written form; and a tentative con-
clusion is reached that smoking causes cancer. We know this, but the
knowledge was generated by the direct experience of a large group,
a combination of beliefs and insights by a smaller group, and a judg-
ment reached by a few, which they present for the belief of the largest
possible group so that the rest of us may aveid the disease.

There is another important complexity to notice. Beliefs seem to
move downwards from judgment through understanding to experi-
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ence. Take the following statement from Erik Erikson, for example.
He has asserted that after people meet the crises of intimacy they nor-
mally face crises of generativity. Now college students who read that
will first believe it, then understand something of the mechanism
whereby it works, and only later on experience the raw data in their
own lives. It may be true that we cannot verify in personal experience
everything that we take on belief, but there is certainly a readiness to
do so. We dislike dogmatists telling us what to believe without any
appeal either to our understanding or to our experience.

In spite of these complexities, however, the structure of belief has
a relatively simple core. To understand how it works, we have to in-
troduce the notion of a judgment of value.

A judgment of value concerns the worth of something that already
exists or the worth of bringing something into existence. In contrast,
a judgment of fact concerns merely whether something does exist,
whether something has occurred, or whether some explanation is cor-
rect; it does not regard value or worth. I happen to think it is valuable
to know how to cook, but whether or not 1 am able to cock is a ques-
tion of fact. We will discuss judgments of value in more detail in our
next chapter. We will see that they move us beyond experiencing,
understanding, and judging to deciding and acting. They move us from
the cognitive sphere to the moral sphere. But for now it is enough to
note the ways in which value judgments enter into the cognitive sphere
and enable us to believe what others have come to know, even though
we have not had their direct experience, understanding, and judgment
ourselves.

In the act of belief, there are three discernible value judgments.
First, there is the general judgment that it is better to believe other
people than to start from a Cartesian universal skepticism; only ration-
alists and paranoids seem to have difficulty making that value judg-
ment. Second, we deliberate on the trustworthiness of our sources,
We all know that the word of some people cannot be trusted, even
though, we must admit, the foolish now and then have something to
say. Third, we deliberate on the value of believing specific contents,
These contents may be a proposition about reality (most of us believe
that humans have walked on the surface of the moon) or a proposi-
tion about worth (Westerners believe in the value of free speech).

Someone might doubt whether we ever have to make a judgment

21



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

on the worth of believing a proposition about reality. If reputable
sources were to report a major oil discovery in Russia, how could there
be anything about oil being discovered which would make a person
deliberate about believing it? Do we really ever doubt statements from
reliable sources on the basis of what is stated? I believe we do it all
the time, and we usually express our hesitation like this: “It's too good
to be true” or “It's too terrible to be true.” Recall the incredible reports
of the Nazi Holocaust or the practically unbelievable trust of an Anne
Frank in the midst of it. Think of the terminally ill, who normally go
through a period of absolute disbelief and denial that their end is near;
or think of yourself when someone says to you the preposterous words,
“I love you.” This is an extremely important area of human knowing
because it does not involve the incidental pieces of knowledge that give
us a view of nature and history but rather the awesome possibilities
for malice or glory within the human reach.

There is more to say about belief, particularly about values we are
offered for our consent, but for now we simply want to recognize that
all human knowledge is a matter of experience, understanding, and
judgment, even though the parts of this compound may be parcelled
out ameng a large group of people through the mediation of value
judgments.

3. The Real World

If knowing is a matter of experience, understanding, and judging,
mediated largely through the value judgments that go with believing,
then knowing is not a matter of just looking at what is “really” there.
The “real” world, in other words, is reached through a combination
of cognitive activities. Now it is one thing to acknowledge the truth
of this assertion but quite another to grasp its implications. So let me
speak for a moment about the extraordinarily common but nonetheless
confusing notion of a “fact.” It will help clarify how important it is to
have a firm grasp of what we mean by the “real world.”

What is a fact? The image we get is of a “thing” outside of us that
does not change, no matter what we think of it. If it is a fact that a
telephone pole stands on the street corner, then nobody’s thought
about it, no matter how mistaken, can change that. But this example
of a telephone pole is misleading, and it is so for two reasons. First,
the pole is sa visible that knowing whether or not it is standing there
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seems to be identical to locking at it, though the knowing process is
actually more complex than that.

We can get around this illusion which equates visibility with reality
by taking a different example. Suppose your desk lamp does not work.
You try a different bulb, you check the fuse box, you examine the switch
and the plug. If all of these appear in good condition, you conclude
there must be a break in the wire, somewhere between the plug and
switch. You conclude this; you do not see the break, which in any case
would be difficult to pinpoint. If you replace the wire and the lamp
works, then you have no doubt that there is, in “fact,” a gap in the
discarded wire. You have verified, by judgment, an understanding of
the evidence you experience.

In our example of looking at the telephone pole, we are so ac-
customed to our deft cognitional activities that they occur unnoticed.
Beginning in infancy we constructed a world that is coherent and en-
during, not merely by locking and seeing but by a whirlwind of hy-
pothesizing and verifying that filled nearly every waking hour. It is
this process of recurring experience, understanding, and judging that
brings us everything we know and blends them into a unity so har-
monious that we imagine we can “see” it.

The other reason why our example of the telephone pole is mis-
leading is that, like the examples often given in metaphysics courses,
it is insignificant. If we take examples closer to significant human liv-
ing, we soon realize that facts do not stand on street corners to be
looked at. They reside in minds—fallible minds. Here are some ex-
amples: Is it a fact that your brother loves you? Is it a fact that you
were neglected by your parents when you were young? [s it a fact that
the electric motor freed women from the drudgery of housework? Is
it a fact that St. Paul wrote the Letter to the Colossians? Is it a fact that
you have no commitment to socialist principles? No matter how you
answer these questions, it is clear that you are judging the correctness
of an interpretation. You are verifying an explanation. Four people
spending an evening playing bridge often have different explanations
of “what was really going on.” And it is now commonly recognized
that historians can know better what the “facts” were than the par-
ticipants in historical events did.

Here is a good way to remember what a ‘fact’ really is. Lock at
the Latin root: facts means “constructed,” as in “manufacture.” In sig-
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nificant human living, the “facts” are verified explanations in fallible
human minds. This is a disturbing realization. But is it not the case
that we interpret our experiences for ourselves and that our interpreta-
tions can differ? This is not to say that there is no truth, that all we
have is a welter of interpretations. No, we pass judgments, with more
or less certitude, with the purpose of correcting misunderstanding. The
point to recognize here, however, is simply that the ‘real” world is
grasped through human acts of meaning—through experience, under-
standing, judging, and believing —and that these acts are not one hun-
dred percent infallible.

4. Commuynity

Now this is only half the story. Not only do we grasp the real world
through our acts of meaning. The major part of that world is itself made
up of acts of meaning. That is, not only do our acts of meaning enable
us to know the world around us; the most significant realities that we
can know are themselves constitufed by attention, intelligence, reason,
and beliefs.? After all, what is a democracy, a culture, an economy,
a polity; or what constitutes any real human community, any actually
functioning set of relations between people, but a set of experiences,
understandings, judgments, and commitments? Our imaginations may
conjure up visual images of the socio-economic realities, but the signifi-
cant part of these realities is entirely unimaginable. We may picture,
for instance, Hitler's Third Reich as a phalanx of goose-stepping Nazis,
but the reality is an operative set of interior processes. If the Allies had
invented, instead of an atom bomb, an “amnesia” bormb that destroyed
nothing but ideas and commitments, leaving all the uniforms, arms,
banners, and buildings intact, the Third Reich could have vanished
in a day. Even the texts of constitutions and laws have no force at all
except in the measure that they fix ideas and guide commitments in
the souls of living people.

I said that a community is made up of acts of meaning. The idea
of community is perhaps the most pervasive moral notion in the twen-
tieth century. Russian and Chinese Communism, existentialists, dram-
atists, anarchists, and the entire Christian world have symbolized the
object of their hopes as “community” of some sort. But, again, what
springs to mind when we see the word? A happy, cooperative group
linked arm in arm? People who wear the same style of clothes, speak

24



Knowing

the same language, and share the same goods? If that is the notion
which has guided our thought, then no wonder community has been
so difficult to achieve. Unless we recognize that community is con-
stituted by processes of the soul, and by nothing else, we will destroy
community in our effarts to create it. The core reality within any com-
munity is invisible, intangible, inaudible —which is just another way
of saying that community is not essentially composed of sights, sur-
faces, and sounds. It is composed of the acts of meaning by which we
know and will. To put it very precisely, community is common ex-
perience, common understanding, common judgment, and common
commitment. These are the necessary and sufficlent components of
any community. Where any of these breaks down, community breaks
down. It becoines clear, then, that the more we know about the ranges
and limits of human knowing and willing, the better position we will
be in to understand concrete breakdowns in community and to set
policy for its concrete development.

So for the time being we must set aside the question of how com-
munity breaks down. There is more to say on how reasonable people
actually make judgments and what features they always anticipate in
the real world.

5. Criterion for Judgment

QOur hope here is that by understanding precisely how our acts of
judgment work, we will be able to formulate a few key precepts that
guide the ways in which we

a. make our own judgments,

b. persuade others to reconsider their judgments, and

c. accept on belief the judgments passed down to us through

tradition.
The two kinds of judgments we will be considering here are the initial
judgments on the occurrence of an event (“There is a forest fire raging
in Michigan”) and the follow-up judgments on the correctness of an
explanatiocn (“The forest fire was caused by lightning”).

One of the most startling features about making judgments —and
one of the most important—is the criterion we use. We pronounce
something to have occurred or we pronounce an explanation as prob-
ably or certainly correct when we run out of questions relevant to con-
ditions we set. The criterion for judgment, in other words, is the
absence of relevant questions.*
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The conditions that give rise to relevant questions take the form
“if . . . then,” referring to something in experience. For example, recall
our broken desk lamp. “If I see a break in the wire, then I am certain
the wire is at fault”; or, what amounts to the identical cognitive pro-
cess, “If I replace the wire and see the lamp go on, then I am certain
the wire was at fault.” The questions relate the conditions directly to
experience; and if the conditions appear met, then the questions vanish
and the judgment follows.

We must belabor this point somewhat. Because we must see
something about the lamp, we can easily overlook the inner activity
of the mind that sets conditions on the seeing and relates it to the in-
ner act of making a judgment.

Now we are not maintaining that this criterion of judgments
prevents mistakes. We are simply saying that we become more sub-
jectively certain as fewer relevant questions occur to us. Suppose, in
our lamp example, that in fact the problem had been a loose connec-
tion between the wire and the switch, not a broken wire at all.
Unknown to us, when we replaced the cord we provided a tighter con-
nection and thus repaired the lamp by accident. In other words, we
were certain about the wire, but dead wrong.

In this example, we happened to be too inexperienced to think of
checking for loose connections. That particular relevant question never
occurred to us. Perhaps humility might have tempered our judgment
(“I think it might have been the cord”); but in that case, humility
tempered the judgment because it raised a relevant question. Accord-
ingly, we expressed our judgment as only probably or possibly correct.

Or take an example of a judgment that something occurred or is
occurring. Imagine that you are startled out of your sleep at night by
the sound of a telephone ringing. You sit up in bed and are perhaps
unsure whether you merely dreamt you heard the phone or really
heard it. You tell yourself, “If it'’s the phone, it will ring again,” and
you wait. Suppose you hear nothing. You conclude, “I must have been
dreaming.” Your hearing did not make that judgment; your mind did.
You reached that judgment by framing a question in the form of a con-
ditional statement: “If I do not hear it ring again, then I only dreamt
it.” The silence meets the conditions you put on your judgment, your
relevant question is answered, and you go back to sleep.

Here again, you may have been mistaken. Perhaps you heard only
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the last ring of a caller who was actually trying to reach you. But you
will discover your mistake only if the caller raises a relevant question,
such as, “Did you sleep through twenty rings last night?”

Do not be beguiled by these domestic examples. We are stating
that all judgments on the occurrence of an event or on the correctness
of understanding rely on the drying up of relevant questions. There
may be relevant questions occurring to others, or to ourselves at a later
date. Or there may be a better set of conditions we could have set.
But to the degree that we are either ignorant of further questions and
conditions, or are convinced that relevant questions could not arise,
we become more firm in our certitudes.

This explanation of how we make judgments will likely raise the
question of whether we can be certain of anything. For if the non-
occurrence of relevant questions is the criterion of judgment then the
very fact that we realize this raises a further relevant question about
our certitudes regarding absolutely everything. How can we be cer-
tain of anything, once we admit the possibility that there may be rele-
vant questions that have not yet occurred to us?

To meet this objection we have to make a distinction between the
data of sense and the data of consciousness. For there is a surprising
amount of certainty available through the data of consciousness which
is not available through the data of sense.’ The data of consciousness
include our experiences of wonder, questions, insights, deliberation,
imagination, feeling, judgment, commitment, and so on. The data of
sense include simply whatever comes through the five senses: sights,
sounds, touches, smells, and tastes.

Attend now to the data of your consciousness. Is it true or not that
you make affirmations? Obviously a denial is self-contradictory; you
would be claiming to make no claims, judging that you make no
judgments, affirming that you make no affirmations.

We can also ask whether we perform the act of understanding.
We can be absolutely certain that we do, since to doubt it presumes
that we understood the question. In a similar fashion we can go on
to ask further questions: Do we ask questions? Do these questions seek
intelligibility in data? Are the data of consciousness which we name
experience, understanding, and judgment related in specific manners?
In all these questions, we settle on answers not because we can see
anything inside ourselves but because a yes answer meets practically
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all the relevant questions and a no answer leaves nearly all of them
unanswered.

So we do have some certitudes about processes in our own con-
sciousness. To doubt them would amount to doubting that we could
even doubt.

When it comes to the data of sense, things are different. Ordinar-
ily speaking, we have far more certitude about whether something hap-
pened than we have about why or kow it happened. I may be quite cer-
tain that I hear a hammering noise outside, but not certain why or how
the noise is being made. And even in the case of being certain that
something is going on, we may be imagining things, so we seldom say
we are absolutely certain. In short, then, while we are often quite cer-
tain about occurrences, we rarely reach certitudes about explanations.

So there is a valid point in the question of whether we can be cer-
tain about anything: we cannot be absolutely certain about realities
mediated to us by the data of sense. But we can be certain about some
occurrences within mental process and about some explanations of how
those occurrences relate to one another. We can be certain about what
makes a statement only probably true, and we can be certain about
the status of explanations regarding the data of sense. So it is certitude
about inner processes that guides us in dealing with all other asser-
tions and explanations.

We can now face the question, “So what?” The results of our anal-
ysis are quite practical. If all judgments that something occurred or
that some explanation is correct depend upon the mind setting condi-
tions that frame questions about experience, then

a. we should not cling to our own certitudes in a way that prevents
us from attending to experience; nor should we feel limited to
only one way of questioning our experience;

b. if we want to persuade others to reconsider their own certitudes,
it will be more effective for us to present significant data or
new questions than simply to present our own certitudes more
insistently;

c. if we want to do full justice to any judgment made by someone
else and presented to us for belief—be it historical fact, philo-
sophical propesition, scientific explanation, commonsense wis-
dom, or religious revelation—we ought to understand the con-
ditions that were set and the questions that were posed in the
minds of those who first proposed it.
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As you can readily see, these precepts have wide-ranging applications.
Eventually we will see how they apply in assessing historical facts and
religious revelation. But for now we must finish our task of gleaning
such precepts from our analysis of the mind’s workings.

6. Metaphysics

Because we are able to reach some certitudes about the workings
of the mind—that we experience, understand, judge, and believe—
we can establish some absolutely basic certitudes about all the reality
reachable by the mind. We must try to spell out what these features
of reality are. As will be evident shortly, these basic certitudes guide
all clear thinking, so again we will be able to formulate some key
precepts that normally work in us only implicitly.

These certitudes about the structure of the real are implicit, we say.
Only metaphysicians bother to state them formally. But it is worth our
while to state them formally —yes, it is worth our while to indulge in
metaphysics—because a little time spent thinking about the acts of
thinking will save a lot of time thinking about the objects of thinking.
Sound thinkers generally ride by the seat of their pants. That is, they
may know a great deal about certain topics, but they have difficulty
explaining how their thinking works. To themselves, they seem to ex-
perience mere “intuitions” that certain questions are more apt than
others, and that other avenues will be blind alleys. While part of this
intuition certainly comes from a familiarity with their fields, another
part comes from an unformulated grasp of the meaning of data, of in-
telligibility, and of reality —corresponding to experience, understand-
ing, and judgment.

On the level of judgment, the very fact that we affirm our own
knowing implies that we affirm a difference between real and not real,
between existence and non-existence, between occurrence and non-
occurrence, between is and is not.

Similarly on the level of understanding, the very fact that we ar-
ticulate the specific intelligible ordering of our knowing as experience,
understanding, and judgment implies that we are certain of at least
some intelligibility in the universe. It is the conviction that things are
intelligible which impells us to test and refine all explanations in
science, scholarship, philosophy, and everyday common sense.

And on the level of experience, the very fact that we attend to data
for the purpose of sifting important data from the unimportant implies
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that we expect some data to be merely coincidental accumulations and
other data to be ordered by the laws we are out to discover.

Let us investigate these three certitudes in inore detail, beginning
at the level of experience. Corresponding to experience, sound thinkers
know that ultimately the givens of the data are intelligible; it can all
be questioned. With respect to specific questions, certain data may be
relevant and other data may not be, and their job is to find out which
is which and why.

Furthermore, sound thinkers are convinced of the need to stay close
to data. If they fail to follow you at the beginning of a conversation,
they ask you “What are you talking about?” If they lose you in the
middie, they say “Give me an example.” And if they lose you at the
end, they ask “So what?” They know that explanations should make sense
of data, and they care little about big words or purely logical deduc-
tions that distract them from this central concern.

When clear thinkers are in creative moods, they know that “play-
ing” with data is the most likely path to invention. Take the violin,
for example. Its rather strange shape emerged long before acoustical
engineering became a science. It evolved to its present shape because
artisans “played around” with wood, bows, and strings.

Qur point is this. In the activity of intelligent thinkers we find an
implicit metaphysics that sees data as that part of reality which limits
each thing to its specific form of being. The possibilities inherent in
reality lie ultimately in its data. To put it in Aristotelian terms, reality
has “potency” and we discover it in data.

Corresponding to understanding, we find that sound thinkers
possess one remarkable ability: they know the difference between get-
ting the point and missing it. We have all enjoyed insights, of course.
But insights always work with images, and there is the danger that
we will mistake the image for the insight. We see this in people who
laugh at the wrong place in a joke. They are so eager to enjoy laughing
together that they fail to see the precise incongruity that makes the
joke’s point. We see it also in poor teachers. They can be so hypnotized
by the image of themselves imparting knowledge to empty minds that
they talk as if they understand things, when all they understand is
how to use words and cause reactions.
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The list of examples of intellectual bluffing could go on. What we
want to stress here is that intellectually honest men and women are
convinced that reality has an intelligibility within it, that this intelligibil-
ity is reached not by imagining or describing or feeling but by an in-
sight, that an insight is communicated not by a description of data but
by an explanation of how the data hang together. In Aristotelian terms,
reality has “form” and we discover it through insight.

And corresponding to judgment, our sound thinkers are convinced
that if wishes were horses beggars would ride. In other words, reality
is stubbornly independent of our hopes, desires, visions, or wishes.
Willy Loman, in Arthur Miller’s Death of a Salesman, refused to face
the reality that traveling salesmen had become useless in his line of
business. He pretended to himself to be important and successful,
turned a blind eye to the failure of his two boys and to the devotion
of his wife, and created an aura of reality by hoping where there was
no hope.

There is a profoundly important principle here, relevant to the daily
lives of every ordinary person as well as to every great philosopher.
We can put it like this: Reality is what it is. Things either happened
or they did not happen. In Aristotelian terms, there is a component
in reality called ‘act’ and we reach it through judgment.

So, from an affirmation about the structure of knowing, we realize
that we implicitly affirm a kind of parallel structure in anything we
could call real. This structure has no content in this discussion; it is
merely heuristic. But it does represent features about reality that we
simply never deny, Corresponding to our judgment we affirm a dif-
ference between occurrence and non-occurrence. Corresponding to our
understanding, we affirm a difference between the intelligible and the
unintelligible. And corresponding to our experience, we affirm a dif-
ference between related and unrelated data given by reality. While this
may seem like an excessively formal view of the ‘real’, it gives us a
view that is comprehensive and enables us to make sound fundamen-
tal distinctions upon which further distinctions will be based.

What precepts can we formulate that will make this metaphysics
of practical use? To put it quite generally, we could simply say “Respect
data, intelligibility, and reality in the way clear thinkers do.” Or we
could put it very precisely as three separate precepts:
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Be attentive (respect all data as possibly intelligible)

Be intelligent (know the difference between getting a point and

missing it)

Be reasonable (be realistic, not a dreamer).

These precepts apply to thinking about all reality whatsoever. It is
because they are not restricted to any particular realities, and because
they operate in clear thinkers whether or not they are formulated as
such, that Lonergan calls them transcendental precepts.’

To sum up what we have examined so far, we acknowledged that
human knowing must be, at least in its broad lines, a compound of
experience, understanding, judgment, and belief. Then we saw how
these same activities also constitute our social and cultural institutions;
they are the fundamental building blocks of community. And finally,
we discerned the basic structural features in all reality that human
knowing could ever reach and formulated some of the key precepts
that guide clear thinking.

Now it is one thing to say that clear thinkers respect data, in-
telligibility, and reality in specific, structured ways, and it is quite
another to say that the realities themselves are so structured. For if
we can say even a few verifiable things about the structure of reality,
we ought to be able to give scientific and scholarly investigators a
framework within which to work. Scientists and scholars, after all, need
to understand exactly what different types of intelligibility they can
expect to find in, say, planetary motion, hurricanes, cell reproduction,
and civil wars. Very few of them can explain the differences, They sim-
ply follow the procedures they were taught in graduate school. And
these are the people who advise politicians on pollution control, nuclear
energy, foreign policy, economics, and national defense.

Lonergan has in fact worked out an account of the basic intelligibil-
ity to be found in all reality. A “design of the universe,” in other words.
In his study of how understanding works, he has outlined two basic
and interlocking kinds of explanation which mirror two basic and in-
terlocking ways in which reality is in process. It. will be immensely
helpful to those involved in empirical studies of any sort to understand
these two complementary ways in which we understand. Only by ar-
ticulating the kinds, the ranges, and the limits of our understanding
can we render an account of the methodological cornmitments that
underlie all our studies.
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So in the following four sections we will review Lonergan’s no-
tions of intelligibility, of intrinsic intelligibility and “things,” of classical
and statistical intelligibilities, and, finally, the fundamental design of
the universe of our experience.

7. Intelligibility

We begin with a few basic clarifications of the meaning of in-
telligibility and of the warrant we have for thinking that the world has
a fundamental design.

Just as ‘real” is the object of judgment, so ‘intelligibility” is the ob-
ject of understanding. In everyday speech we might say “I understand
how this insurance policy works,” but we mean that we understand
correctly. By itself, the act of understanding is distinct from the act of
judgment. Understanding answers how or why; judgment answers
whether. Perhaps it would be more accurate to say that the object of
understanding is “possible intelligibility,” so that we cover not only
cases of understanding, and not only cases of misunderstanding what
already exists, but also cases of understanding leading to invention,
creation, and sheer play.

We should also be careful not to confuse intelligible with intelligent.
The intelligible is what intelligent persons are looking for when they
ask how or why. Again, we must be careful not to think therefore that
the intelligible is “out there” and intelligence “in here.” Intelligence
happens to be intelligible also. It is safer to adhere to an implicit defini-
tion that calls the intelligible the object of intelligence, and then fixes
intelligence by referring to the data of consciousness we named “under-
standing” or “insight.” So the intelligible can be defined as everything
about which we intelligently ask how or why.

Does intelligibility really exist? That is, is intelligibility a property
of reality, or might it be never anything more than a mental scheme?
Since our insights into nature and history are so often fallible, the argu-
ment can be made that the actual object of insights is not some in-
telligibility in reality but just mental concepts, and that this subjectivism
is what accounts for the phenomenon of one interpretation succeeding
another ad infinitum.

In response to this objection, we can look not te outer nature and
history, where interpretations do indeed suffer revisions, but to inner
intelligence itself. In section five, we saw that there is one judgment
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that we can make with absolute certitude —the fact that we make judg-
ments. Similarly, there is a core set of insights that no scientific revolu-
tion will ever overturn—the insight that explains how experience,
understanding, and judgments are related to one another. The reason
we will never overturn this insight is that it has to do with the very
method by which any insight is generated and tested, revised or over-
turned, corrected or affirmed.

From this central core of verifiable insights into insight, we can
move on to all the realities affected by insight. We understand the core
cognitive processes to be constitutive in a variety of ways of whatever
makes sense in art, invention, economics, politics, and culture. Just
exactly how insight functions in each of these realms may be subject
to some revision, but few people would doubt that they possess a real
intelligibility flowing from real insights.

Moving out further to the realm of the natural sciences, we find
much more revisability in scientific insights. But this is no warrant for
believing that the realities under investigation possess no intelligibil-
ity in themselves. On the contrary, even though scientists have never
enjoyed perfect certitude about what that intelligibility is, they go for-
ward on the presumption that should their hypotheses not account
for all the data, it is precisely because those data are intelligibly related
in a way they have yet to discover.

With these basic clarifications out of the way, we can get down
to the business of outlining the various kinds of intelligibility within
the universe of our experience. Notice that last phrase, of our
experience—meaning if not my personal experience, at least the ex-
perience of somebody. It is crucial to this approach. By it we exclude
any sorts of intelligibility that we have no data on; we aim at under-
standing everything we can ask questions about and nothing more.
But that is plenty, and, indeed, it may be everything.

Surely a philosophy of knowledge could give many cogent reasons
for expecting the universe not only to have pieces of intelligibility within
it, but to be itself an intelligible whole. Yet most of us need no convirne-
ing. From our childhoods we asked how and why about everything.
Qur modest successes in gaining understanding confirmed the legit-
imacy of our expectations that the reasons for some things tend to link
up with the reasens for other things. And, as if to cap off this convic-
tion, we believe in a God who is an intelligent creator of everything.
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Within our belief that God knows everything lies the affirmation not
only that each single thing makes sense, but that the whole of crea-
tion makes one overall sense. Well, perhaps not absolutely everything.
We acknowledge mistakes, stupidities, disasters, and outright malice.
But while we have not yet attempted to include anomalies within a
metaphysics of the universe, we still expect God to make sense out
of everything eventually. The overall intelligibility of the universe may
not be complete, but it is surely on its way; and if not in this life, then
in a next.

In order to investigate this overall intelligibility, however, we ought
first to have a clear idea of just exactly what intelligibility is. Our com-
mon sense is rather biased about this question because it specializes
in understanding the usefulness of things and tends to ignore ques-
tions about how things work except insofar as that understanding has
immediate practical advantages. But when we consider the act of in-
sight itself, we see that its own proper goal is not to make practical
changes but simply to understand the intelligibility intrinsic to things.
So to approach the question of what the intelligibility of all things might
be, we need to see what the intelligibility of any “thing” is.

8. Intrinsic Intelligibility and ‘Things’

When we were young, our intelligences specialized in the funda-
mental routines of cause and effect. As infants we learned the various
effects of our crying, sucking, and so on. In childhood we learned the
effects of language and gesture. Although we could hardly have been
aware of it at the time, we experienced the differences between effi-
cient, materigl, and final causality. Efficient cause is a matter of grasp-
ing the if-then relations of physical action: if I push this wastebasket,
it falls over. Material cause is a matter of grasping what materials are
necessary for specific activities: if I want to paint a picture, I must have
the paint. Final causality requires grasping the relation between human
intention and human action: if I don’t want to eat the vegetables on
my plate, I'm not going to. Final causality surely is a nuanced version
of an ‘if-then’ relation, since not all cur desires become fulfilled — often
because of the opposed intentions of others: “If you don't eat those
vegetables, I will not let you have dessert!”

Perhaps the most important specialization of our early youth was
learning that there are further ‘if-then’ relations that reside in things
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themselves; they have nothing to do with cur personal hopes and
needs. We learned, for example, that clocks have mechanisms, games
have rules, and pets have habits. We discovered that there are reasons
why reality does not easily submit to our demands, and that these
reasons lie somehow within the realities themselves.

1t is with this entry into a world of “if-then’ relations independent
of us that we, as youngsters, gradually caught on to the further idea
of formal cause. That is, we became able to grasp that things function
according to an intelligibility intrinsic to themselves, prescinding from
efficient, material, and final causality. Similarly, in the youth of human
philosophical history, Aristotle added the noton of formal cause to
the already known efficient, material, and final causes. If I may be per-
mitted a personal example, 1 can remember discovering that the auto-
mobile engine with all its pipes, wires, and strange bumps and inden-
tations, was intelligible: everything in it had a reason, a function. No
doubt 1 already knew of the other causes—which pedal makes it go
and which makes it stop, the differences between metal, rubber, glass,
and cloth, why my parents wanted to buy a car—but an entire new
world of questions opened up to me once [ saw that every bump had
a reason, and that the reasons had sprouted in the minds of the en-
gineers. This is not to say that I understood the engine thoroughly;
[ understood very little. But [ understood what the form, the how, the
function of the machine means. Whether or not each of us remembers
getting such an insight is beside the point. Somewhere in our youth,
all of nature opened up to us in this new fashion. We realized that
trees are processes that follow laws, that falling objects follow laws,
that the sounds of a piano follow laws. We grasped the meaning of
intrinsic intelligibility.

This breakthrough into the world of intrinsic intelligibility is an in-
tellectual release from a self-centered world. Previously, our intellec-
tual developments specialized in those ‘if-then’ relations which condi-
tion our personal lives. What we experienced about efficient, material,
and final causality was an undifferentiated grasp of how we might act in
our hemes and neighborhoods with our parents, siblings, and friends.
But intrinsic intelligibility disregards our personal role, and, for as long
as the periods of our intellectual curiosity last, we forget about our own
comfort and pride. We tap the spring of a pure desire to know. We
become able to analyze even our experiences of efficient, material, and
final causality, and we understand them as such. We thematize the
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processes involved in physical dynamics, material and capital forma-
tion, human purpose and commitment.

Now this universe in which we find intelligibility intrinsic to reality
is a set of ‘things’. As you can see, by ‘things’, we mean something
rather technical. So before we go any further, we must work out a
definition of a ‘thing’ that will be useful in the chapters that follow.*

Because knowing is a compound of experience, understanding, and
judgment, any ‘thing” which can be known has the three metaphysi-
cal components of potency, form, and act. Earlier we saw what these
components mean in terms of mental processes. By potency, a ‘thing’
has data that we can experience; although not by data alone do we
recognize things. By form, a thing has understandable causes for be-
ing in its present form; although not by experience and understand-
ing alone do we recognize which among many possible causes are the
correct ones. By act, a thing exists as a unity distinct from other things;
and only by the conjunction of experience, understanding, and judg-
ment do we affirm the intrinsic intelligibility that keeps the thing a
unity.

To put this in more useful terms, let us say that ‘things’ exist
because of events. That is, the realities that make up the universe are
contingent upon events, actions. The apparently inert stone imbed-
ded in a field of grass is a massive aggregate of atoms in various states
of excitement; it settled into that particular field because of geological
processes that we consider intelligible. Likewise a committee exists
through the events of commitment, remembering, judgment, and in-
sight in its members. Every time they meet they depend on events that
successfully organize the necessary materials, energy, space, and time.

So ‘things’ are not necessarily physical and visible. OQur brains are
physical but our minds are not; our hearts are physical but our loves
are not; our groups are visible but our communities are not. Yet all
are real things. 5o, in what follows, whenever we investigate the in-
‘trinsic intelligibility of things, you can expect that we will ask about
the events that condition their existence. In short, ‘things’ are event-
conditioned.

Next we should notice that some events on whose occurrence
‘things” depend occur regularly while others occur at random. So there
is a need to distinguish two kinds of intelligibility intrinsic to ‘things’.
Both kinds occur in the universe of our experience, and in most cases,
both kinds have roles to play in the emergence of any specific ‘thing’.
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In the next two sections we will discuss Lonergan’s notion of two
kinds of intelligibility and how they combine to make up a single design
of the universe. It will be an explanation of the same evolutionary
character of reality as studied by Teilhard de Chardin. Now, as it hap-
pens, many readers have no great interest in understanding what the
design of the universe might be. Their faith in God has brought them
to the affirmation that the universe does have a design, and they feel
no great personal need nor any great academic need to understand
it for themselves. If you are such a reader, then I suggest that you skip
immediately to section eleven of this chapter. For the rest of the book,
it is sufficient that you have understood that all ‘things’ are event-
conditioned.

9. Classical and Statistical Intelligibility

We said above that there are two basic kinds of intrinsic intelligibil-
ity in the universe of our experience.? The first kind is made up of the
functional relations we grasp by a direct insight. Lonergan has named
this ‘classical” intelligibility to associate it with the insights reached by
the classical founders of modern science: Bacon, Newton, and Galileo.
The second kind of intrinsic intelligibility is the probability we grasp
initially by an ‘inverse’ insight that realizes that there is no classical
intelligibility available and then by a direct insight that sets an ideal
frequency around which a set of events cluster. Lenergan has named
this ‘statistical’ intelligibility.

Remember that by ‘things” we mean not what is out there to be
looked at, or even in here to be experienced. We mean what can also
be reasonably affirmed to exist and intelligently understood as event-
conditioned. From the point of view of intrinsic intelligibility, every-
thing we know, from rocks to committees, depends for its existence
on the occurrence of events.

Now when we are trying to understand specific event-conditioned
things, we normally expect to find both classical and statistical regu-
larities at work. One part of a thing's existence is conditioned by func-
tional relations always found in things of its type and another part by
merely random factors. Let me illustrate this by an example. lmagine
one brick dropped from about forty-eight feet. We know that it will
take approximately two seconds to hit the ground. Now imagine a ton
of bricks bundled together dropped from the same height. Do you ex-
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pect the bundle to fall more quickly because it's heavier? Actual
measurements show that the increased weight makes no difference
in time. And we might have expected this. The ton of bricks is just
an aggregate of single bricks, each of which falls forty-eight feet in two
seconds. Did you get the insight? If so, you grasped a functional rela-
tion between distance and time, and you understood why weight plays
no significant role in falling objects. This example, as it happens, is
nearly identical to a thought-experiment devised by Galileo to grasp
the nature of free fall.'* Direct insight into the functional relations
reveals that falling time depends only on distance, not on weight, other
things being equal.

Notice that we have to say “other things being equal,” knowing
very well that they seldom are. We neglected air density, surface tex-
ture, and frontal area. We neglected the difficulties of precise timing.
These are the random factors; no two bricks are exactly alike, and the
same brick cannot be dropped in exactly the same manner twice. And
this amounts to saying that we cannot get a direct insight into these
random factors. It is no mean feat to realize this. Scientists spend a
great deal of energy trying to sort out which portions of events are
directly intelligible and which are not. But they do have a technique
for grasping an intrinsic intelligibility in these random factors anyway.
Once they get the inverse insight that there is no functional relation
to be grasped in certain aspects of things, then they think of averages,
ideal frequencies, chance, and probability. Let us look more closely
at the sort of intelligibility we find in random events—the sort of intel-
ligibility we call “statistical’.

In each single instance of an event-conditioned thing, the condi-
tionings may have either an infrinsic or a merely coincidental relation-
ship to the thing under consideration. In either case, we can take the
statistical approach. For an example of the intrinsic conditionings upon
our falling brick, we can see that besides the laws of falling bodies,
there will be laws of aerodynamics that apply to an actual falling brick
in a unique way. But the number of possible unique ways actual bricks
fall is beyond our capacity to investigate, so we drop bricks of different
weights, shapes, and sizes in different densities of air; we record the
data and look for average effects. There will also be merely coinciden-
tal factors, however, factors that are not covered by any functional rela-
tions whatscever, and these are usually the kinds of events we are
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keenly interested in predicting. For example, rainfall in New York, or
a gambler’s chances of rolling a seven when the stakes are high. In
these cases, we are defining a set of occurrences by limits of space and
time, thereby introducing empirical factors that exclude all events oc-
curring elsewhere and yet are not part of the intrinsic intelligibility of
the set of events before us. There is no intrinsic connection befween
New York City and rain. Gamblers are interested in what dice will do
during the time their money is at stake, but only the superstitious think
that dice will behave differently when others try their luck.

In such random events, we are not interested in understanding
intrinsic functional relations that reveal how things work; we simply
want an answer to the question, “How often?” This question occurs
to us whenever we inquire about the “state” of things—the state of
one’s health, of a nation’s economy, of an educational system. We ex-
pect such answers as “usually,” “seldom,” or “nine times out of ten.”
We are not after an exact explanation of how our economy functions;
we want an exact number that represents, say, average interest rates
or the odds against a recession. We want to know what percentage
of students from this school graduate with honors or go on to gainful
employment.

A grasp of "How often?” is just as much a grasp of intrinsic in-
telligibility as a grasp of functional relations is. Where we investigate
events gathered into a set by purely geographic and temporal boun-
daries (usually of cultural importance}, we introduce purely coinciden-
tal, not functional, relations among them. So we try to set some ideal
frequency and a standard deviation from the ideal. We know perfectly
well that actual frequencies and deviations will not match the ideal,
but we also know that the mismatch will never be regular. That is,
because we understand, through an ‘inverse’ insight, that there is no
functional relation to be determined, we can expect that irregularities
must vary from the ideal only in random ways.

Let me give an exarnple. A recent accounting of 200 games of crib-
bage played by different pairs of experienced players found that the
person who deals first tends to win 55 out of 100 games. The question
is, do we understand anything about the intrinsic intelligibility of crib-
bage in knowing this ideal probability? Yes: we know that the func-
tional relations set by the rules of the game combine with the randomiz-
ing effects of shuffling, over a large number of games, to produce a
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very specific result—a 55% probability of winning in favor of the in-
itial dealer. And we know that if there should be any regular deviance
from this norm, then there is a functional relation at work we haven't
accounted for—such as an ace up a sleeve,

We are so used to asking about the state of things that we regard
the question “How often?” as part of human nature. And yet, for the
greater part of human history, we have had no exact understanding
of what statistical understanding is all about. For that we needed to
see the precise difference between probability and chance. The differ-
ence is crucial. By ‘probability’ we mean an ideal frequency of occur-
rence of a specific class of events within specific spatio-temporal bound-
aries: in Akron, Ohio, nine days out of ten are cloudy. Probability gives
us a positive understanding of events taken as a set. By ‘chance’, we
mean the kind of variations from the probable—namely, random. This
last week in Akron has been unusually sunny. So chance refers to the
negative understanding of each event within a set. Probability and chance
always go together; they define one another. And because they do,
the chance element in individual events does not eliminate positive
intelligibility in those events taken as a set.

Let me stress how important it is to allow an intrinsic intelligibil-
ity to sets of random events without denying a purely random factor
in them. There are theological fundamentalists who expect God's prov-
idence to work either through efficient causality or through the formal
causality defined by functional relations, but not through the formal
causality defined by probability. We can understand their reasoning.
They want to insure that every event in creation is under providence,
so they imagine that the world is either directly but invisibly “pushed”
by God or is part of a chain of events under the sort of laws found
in Newton’s physics. Enamored of classical insight, they are horrified
at the idea of randomness. They have a terrible time trying to under-
stand coincidences, evolution, and the surprising creativity of the hu-
man mind, except by some notion of divine intervention interrupting
its own divine plan. They fail to see that an affirmation of sheer coinci-
dence is not a denjal of functional relations governing each event, nor
is it even a denial of an intelligible regularity in the set of events taken
as a whole. It is simply a denial of intelligibility where we intelligently
grasp that there is none. And on the positive side, it is an affirmation
of an intelligibility in an entire set of randomly conditioned events of
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a specific type. The fundamentalist mind would have little to lose by
affirming mere coincidence —it would lose only a simplistic picture of
a clockwinder God—and it would gain a profound appreciation of
God’s subtle but continuous creation of the new out of the old through
probabilities.

10. World Design

We can now get an intelligible worldview by seeing the universe
of our experience as ordered by a compound of classical and statistical
intelligibility.!! In other words, within this universe of event-conditioned
things, we can not only discern a difference between directly intelligi-
ble events and random events, we can get a single insight into the com-
plementary ways in which they combine. In this single insight we will
grasp the unity of world-design.

Of all the insights of the classical type available to the investiga-
tion of scientists, by far the most fruitful are those that grasp intelligibil-
ity in events that repeat themselves. The circulation of water over the
globe, for example, follows a small set of laws dealing with falling
bodies, surface tension, evaporation, and saturation. But we can get
a single insight into the circulation itself by grasping the circle of situa-
tions water finds itself in. The same is true for the nitrogen cycle, on
which living things depend. Or take, for example, this cycle of pro-
cesses that make up the feeding system found in animals: foraging,
digestive, vascular, muscular, foraging, and so on. These four processes
form a self-supporting circle: the food from foraging enters the digestive
system; the digestive system enriches the blood; the vascular system
strengthens the muscles; and the muscles are used to forage, and so
on. Should any one of these processes break down, the whole circle
breaks down; though in most animals there are also supportive circles
of processes that allow for some adaptation.

We usually call these self-supporting circles of processes a ‘system’;
but, more accurately, they should be called ‘schemes of recurrence’.
Thus, our earth ‘system’ of four seasons is really a scheme of recur-
rence dependent on the regular variation of the earth’s tilt with respect
to the sun. Likewise, human society contains a scheme of recurrence
on which it depends, and without which it would collapse. In this
scheme, the circle of events runs: situation, insight, apt action, better
situation, further insight, more apt action, and so on. Obviously,
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human society contains a lot of other factors that seem forever to get
in the way, but at least we have rather easily located the fundamental
‘system’ behind all human progress.

Now these self-supporting schemes of recurrence have both
horizontal and vertical links to other schemes. The feeding system in
animals which we spoke of above becomes an element within a wider
ecological system —which is nothing more than a horizontally related
set of schemes of recurrence. So, for example, bees gathering honey
also pollinate flowers and, to their chagrin, provide a sweet meal to
a foraging bear. But this entire ecological system itself has vertical links
to other schemes of recurrence. There are physical and chemical
schemes “beneath’ it, so that if the meadow where bees, flowers, and
bears cohabited were to be contaminated by toxic materials, the eco-
logical system itself would be destroyed. Similarly there are psycho-
logical, economic, and social schemes “above” it. The meadow may
be the subject of an artist’s painting, the source of a farmer’s honey
business, or a meeting place for a camping club. These depend on the
ecological schemes of recurrence of a meadow just as the meadow itself
depends on physical and chemical schemes.

It is the range of vertical links that gives us an insight into how
higher schemes of recurrence give an intelligible ordering to lower ones.
Let us look at several schemes of recurrence that we are familiar with.
In atoms, electrons orbit their nuclei. In compounds, atoms share their
outer-orbit electrons with compatible outer-orbit electrons of other
atoms. In living cells, long-chain proteins linked in helix form by amino
acids unlink, gather aggregates of molecules into their own pre-coded
order, and thereby reproduce themselves. In animals, cortical organiza-
tions of cells process electro-chemical signals in what we call hearing
and seeing; they set routines of waking and sleeping, eating and elim-
inating, coming to birth and giving birth. In humans, the recurring
processes of insight, judgment, and commitment create and sustain
what we call the person, the home, the economy, the polity, the cul-
ture, the technology, and the world community, such as if is.

All these things —atoms, molecules, cells, animals, and humans—
have one feature in common: their existence depends very concretely
on the recurrence of a set of events. And our knowledge of these things
is a matter of grasping the circle of events, the recurring scheme, that
constitutes its intrinsic intelligibility. Perhaps you have noticed that
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our examples moved from what we commonly call the physical to the
spiritual. And we moved up without any jump in categories. There
was no reason to, because the difference between the physical and the
spiritual is not essentially a matter of visibility; it is rather a matter of
a difference in recurring schemes. What those schemes may be is up
to specialists in the various fields to discover. But we can at least grasp
the nature of what those specialists are after. The physicist, the chemist,
the botanist, the biologist, the psychologist, the sociologist all aim to
grasp the recurring events that condition the things in their respective
fields.

You may also have noticed that as our examples moved from
physics “upward” to the fully human scene, it was not a sinooth glide
but a step-by-step movement. This is because the recurring schemes
that define the various genera are relatively rigid. But this rigidity does
not keep the genera distinct in the concrete. The recurring schemes
condition not only the things proper to their sphere, they also condi-
tion lower recurring schemes, so that human schemes organize bio-
logical, biological schemes organize cells, cellular schemes organize
molecules, and molecular schemes organize atoms. Obviously, not all
the lower things enter into the organization of higher things, but all
the higher things in our list depend on the successful functioning of
the lower schemes they govern. Chemicals will break down if the atoms
fission; cells will break down if chemicals change; life breaks down
if cells decompose; knowing and willing break down if life dies.

Now while this is not by any means the whole story, we can say
this much, that the universe is at least partly organized into a condi-
Honed series of schemes of recurrence. In other words, where there is
regularity, we can expect to find higher recurring schemes dependent
on the successful functioning of lower recurring schemes. We grasp
each scheme by a direct insight into its functional relations, and we
grasp the whole conditioned series of schemes by a direct insight into
how each higher scheme is functionally related to its lower ones.

Next, we have to ask the question, “How do the higher schemes
emerge, once the lower schemes are in place?” And for this part of
the story, we turn to the notion of statistical intelligibility —that is, to
probability. The very fact that higher schemes exist says that the spatio-
temporal situations from whence they sprung possessed a probability
that the set of events that constitute the higher scheme would occur.
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The higher scheme, in other words, had a probability of emergence.
We must also assign a probability of survival to the higher scheme,
since its constituent events may also grind to a halt.

To get an idea of these two probabilities—of emergence and/or
survival —consider the difference between the dinosaur and the turtle,
and between a human and a vacuum-tube radio. The dinosaur and
the turtle, both being of ancient lineage, are each a conditioned series
of schemes of recurrence with a high probability of emergence. But
it appears that the turtle has outdone the dinosaur in probability of
survival. Humans and vacuum-tube radios, relatively recent arrivals
on the universal scene, have had a lower probability of emergence.
Humans, however, enjoy a rather high probability of survival, while
the lowly old vacuum-tube radio will not have lasted a century.

We can now state in a very few words a surprisingly comprehen-
sive understanding of world-design: The universe of our experience is a
conditioned series of schemes of recurrence that emerge and survive according
to probabilify. The view originated with Bernard Lonergan: he calls this
world-design ‘emergent probability’ for short.

Please do not let your imagination carry you away; stay with in-
sight. It is dangerously easy to imagine the universe as wanting to get
somewhere. This is a classic problem of teleology. How do we explain
why cells replicate, why beavers build dams, and why the sun shines?
In our world-design of emergent probability, we are not saying, for
example, that the universe is as large and as old as it is in order that
human life may appear. That would give the universe a personality
and a will of its own, making it an autonomous source of final causality.
We are merely saying that schemes of recurrence with a low probability
of emergence, but which have actually emerged, will correlate with
large initial spaces and long intervals of time. It means a grasp of for-
mal, not final, causality. But once we have understood those schemes
of recurrence linked in conditioned series which make up the concrete
things of our universe—that is, once we have grasped an intrinsic
intelligibility — then is there any need to project an anthropomorphic
will and intention on subhuman reality? I thoroughly doubt it. True,
there is a final causality in the universe, rooted in God’s kind purposes,
and we have yet to examine that. But we need not restrict God either
to efficient causality or to the classical type of formal causality if we
are trying to explain chance and evolution.
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Emergent probability by itself has sufficient power to account for
the teleological character of the universe. In the first place, it gives a
picture of the universe that is neither a mechanical determinism nor
an absolute relativism. Later possible schemes of recurrence may or
may not emerge from earlier ones. Even a possible scheme of recur-
rence with a lower probability of emergence than some other possible
scheme may chance to emerge earlier, and, by binding up materials
needed by the more probable scheme, may practically eliminate its
possibility. But in any case, the very fact that schemes of recurrence
possess both a probability of emergence and a probability of survival
says that the universe possesses a dynamism towards increasing syste-
matization. We must say “a dynamism towards” because, God knows,
events of chance and of malice can, because of their lack of intelligibility,
destroy cells, organisms, ecosystems, economies, psyches, and so on.
So emergent probability admits breakdowns and blind alleys. Surely
today with nuclear weapons we must admit that even the human race
has suddenly faced a lowered probability of survival. But for all that,
world-design is an intelligible process with an increasingly systematic
character. That is what we mean by its teleological character. It includes
the actually functioning routines, but it is not restricted to them, for
it also possesses an open dynamism towards further ordering.

The notion of emergent probability is applicable in absclutely every
science, at least as a background structure if not a direct object of at-
tention. For scientists study intrinsic intelligibility, and unless they
possess an a priori expectation that ‘things” are event-conditioned and
that event-conditioning processes will be a compound of classical and
statistical intelligibility, they will fail to understand what makes for a
genuine explanation. Emergent probability is particularly important in
theology today because it enables us to reinstate the notion of divine
providence in terms compatible to hard-headed scientific thought. In
1932, ].B. Bury published The Idea of Progress, in which he expressed
this disturbing idea: “It was just the theory of an active Providence
that the theory of Progress was to replace; and it was not till men felt
independent of Providence that they would organize a theory of Prog-
ress.”!? Bury convinced a great number of people, scientists and non-
scientists alike, that the idea of providence blocked scientific progress.
But with the notion of emergent probability we can explain the intrin-
sic intelligibility of human progress, find it coherent with world-design,
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and accept the idea that a divine designer works through a “condi-
tioned series of schemes of recurrence that emerge and survive accord-
ing to probability.” There is more to be said about emergent probability,
particularly in chapter 5, when we will talk about the nature of history;
but for now it will be enough to have grasped the main lines of the
notion.

11. The Problem of Integration

We have tilled acres of intellectual soil. And, while we have tried
to be as concrete as possible by giving familiar examples, there remains
an air of the “intellectual” about this account of knowing. Ordinarily
our days are spent on practical and immediate matters. We meet bodily
needs; we play; we pray. In everyday living, the real is there to be
seen and touched. The floor is solid wood, not a conglomerate of atoms
made up mostly of empty space. We see stars above exactly as they
are at our present moment, not as they were hundreds of years ago
when their arriving light began its journey across space. In our prayer,
God is nearby, albeit invisible. Any other meaning of God's “presence”
seems an impenetrable mystery.

No doubt, theoretical reflection on ordinary living has enhanced
our lives to some extent. Without science, philosophy, and theology
we would remain uncomprehending victims of nature’s whims. Today,
it is practically impossible to live an integrated life of common sense
without the faithful services of theory. But the realm of common sense
and the realm of theory each has its own principles of integration. Com-
mon sense demands a dramatic integration, usually accompanied by
the appropriate set of feelings and images. Theory, as we saw, demands
the absence of relevant questions about intrinsic intelligibility. This is
what sets our problem of an overall integration of both realms.

I am not speaking here about tendencies in commonsense people
to belittle theory, nor of tendencies in scientists to get lost in theories
irrelevant to human life. I am talking rather about people who are
familiar with both realms but expect commonsense principles of in-
tegration to apply in the theoretical realm. I am speaking, for exam-
ple, of colleagues of Einstein who, because they could not imagine the
speed of light staying constant no matter how fast its source was travel-
ing, remained unconvinced by his rather simple calculations that ex-
plained all the relevant data. I am speaking of the popular scientist
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on TV who talks as though molecules “wanted” to become cells, and
cells “wanted” to come alive. There is no need to imagine material real-
ity as having human desires once we grasp the increasingly systemnatic
character of world-design functioning according to emergent probabil-
ity. I am speaking of theologians who are not content unless they can
imagine the Son of God existing as far back in time as we can feature,
and then, at the appointed time, entering the womb of Mary to begin
a human life along that same time line. There is no need to arrive at
an imaginative reconstruction of events to explain the data of Scrip-
ture or the interior data of one’s religious faith. These otherwise brilliant
theoreticians may know their subjects, but they do not fully under-
stand their methods.

The problem of integration, then, must be met by the rigorous kind
of work we have attempted in this chapter. It means going outside
both the realms of common sense and of theory and into the realm
of method. Here, by method we mean the dynamic range of methods
innate to human knowing, not some fixed recipe produced by knowing
to meet recurring problems. Lonergan has named this realm ‘interior-
ity’. And he has named this work ‘intellectual conversion’. For, I hope
you have already become aware, it requires a conversion to see that
knowing is an intellectual construction and to let go of the common-
sense notion that knowing is just looking. We did not deduce this from
basic principles; deductions do not precipitate conversions. We induced
it from personal experience. Once we made the breakthrough—knowing
that we know through a compound of experience, understanding, and
judgment—then we entered upon the real world comprising a com-
pound of data (potency), intelligibility (form), and existence (act), and
we formulated the intrinsic intelligibility of the real world as emergent
probability.

But do we totally abandon the old myth that the world is simply
out there to be looked at? Not exactly, for that would mean a repudia-
tion of commonsense procedures that are vital to everyday life. Instead,
we ought to understand the procedures of common sense and theory
so that we can move from one realm to the other without confusion.
For real spiritual integration does not take place within one realm of
meaning alone. Rather it should allow us to integrate the realm of com-
mon sense with the realm of theory and any of these realms with the
further realms of religious transcendence, art, and scholarship.
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12, Intellectual Conversion

To finish off the initial work of intellectual conversion—1I say “in-
itial” because the work never ceases —let us compare and contrast the
procedures of common sense with the procedures of theory. These
procedures originate in different patterns of experience and they each
use descriptions and explanations in their own fashion,

We begin first with ‘patterns of experience’ —a notion which Loner-
gan developed to account for different orientations found in human
attentiveness.'* We have said that experience alone gives us nothing
but data, that knowing also demands understanding and judgment.
However, data does not pass in front of our eyes like ducks in a shoot-
ing gallery. We are already oriented in our attention towards certain
purposes, and so we filter and select data long before we get any an-
swers to questions, We can discern six basic orientations in how we
pay attention: biological, aesthetic, practical, mystical, dramatic, and
intellectual.

The biological pattern of experience is oriented towards eating,
mating, sleeping, and self-defense. The gesthetic pattern is oriented
towards making our inner affectivity outwardly visible, audible, pal-
pable; it seeks to stimulate and represent the flow of our feelings. The
practical pattern, of course, aims at getting things done, making things
work, bringing forth the shelters and instruments we need in daily
life. In the mystical pattern, we shut out all other patterns in order to
commune silently with the divine object of our longing. In the dramatic
pattern, in which we spend most of our lives, we aim at dignifying
human life. We focus on style, deportment, character, and the flair
that is proper to the human spirit. We try to dress, to walk, to eat,
to work, and to nake love in honorable ways, because we know we
are more than mere animals. But in all these patterns, the insights re-
quired to live them out aim at understanding how things or persons
are related to us personally. We do not ask how things are related to
one another; that is, we do not ask about formal causality, intrinsic
intelligibility.

Only the intellectual pattern of experience attends to data with a
view to understanding the relations of things to one another. We may
enter the intellectual pattern for purposes that are ultimately practical
or dramatic or mystical, but as long as we are in the intellectual pat-
tern, we try to stave off questions of usefulness, dignity, or holiness.
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These concerns, worthy though they be, can interfere with the pur-
suit of truth and understanding. It is quite difficult, as we well know,
to remain in the intellectual pattern for long periods. We are easily
distracted by hunger, by practical needs, by poetic expression, by the
image of ourselves teaching others, and even by the urge to pray.

However, these problems of intellectual concentration can be met
by self-discipline. The more serious problem is to see clearly what the
criteria are for grasping intrinsic intelligibility. This problem can be met
only by an intellectual conversion. And even when we have made the
initial breakthrough, there remains the ongoing and enormous task
of catching ourselves slipping out of the intellectual pattern and into
the dramatic pattern, in particular, and using dramatic criteria for grasp-
ing intrinsic intelligibility. For integration in the dramatic pattern of
experience demands imaginative representations and the ability to
charge a situation with emotion; it aims directly at value judgments
on situations at hand. In the intellectual pattern, integration must resist
these urges and aim coolly at negotiating questions of intrinsic in-
telligibility. For example, in much of today’s literature on psychological
stages in the life of a man or woman we find clear pictures drawn of
what each stage tends to look like, and the pictures have an integrative
power. But very few writers appeal to our insight; they appeal to the
integrative power of imagination, not understanding. For an excellent
contrasting example of a psychologist explaining the intrinsic in-
telligibility of huinan development, see Piaget's The Development of In-
telligence in Children.' Even if you are not interested in the topic, you
will get some idea of the rewarding clarity that results from clinging
to the intellectual pattern of experience.

It is important to Iearn to identify in our selves the difference be-
tween the intellectual pattern and the dramatic pattern. It will certainly
be valuable in guiding our own thinking. No matter how firmly we
remain in the intellectual pattern, our thought eventually seeks expres-
sion in talk and writing, and, when it comes to convincing others, the
dramatic criteria tend to weasel their way into our explanations. There
may be very good reasons for using those dramatic criteria, but if we
use them unknowingly, we effectively teach others to discount insight
in favor of imagination.

Also, knowing the difference between the intellectual and dramatic
patterns will help our reading. Have you ever noticed that certain parts
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of books seem unusually difficult? When we are young, we naturally
think of ourselves as not intelligent enough to get the point, but after
having met an author or two, and finding them quite like ourselves,
we realize that in many cases it was not our own minds that grew tired,
it was theirs. There are few authors writing about theoretical matters
who have mastered in themselves the difference between the intellec-
tual and dramatic patterns. Knowing that difference in ourselves gives
us a sharp razor for distinguishing it in others, a razor that grows
sharper with use.

Basically, the difference between the intellectual and the dramatic
patterns lies in their respective aims. The intellectual pattern aims at
explaining the relations of things to one another, while the dramatic
aims at establishing, maintaining, or enhancing relations between our-
selves and others. In the intellectual pattern we attend to a set of data
regardless of our personal affection or distaste for it. We want to under-
stand objective things in their intrinsic functioning, not in their poten-
tiality to advance our own reputation, bring comfort to our personal
lives, or secure our individual or collective futures. Obviously, the in-
tellectual pattern heads for results that eventually serve human needs,
but the direct pursuit of those needs belongs to the dramatic pattern.

In the dramatic pattern we attend to data with a view to passing
value judgments or to let our selves and our feelings be known to
others. The dramatic pattern of my life becomes integrated when my
external actions, internal feelings, and expressive words form a con-
sistent whole. And others recognize this integration in me not primarily
by their intellectually patterned experience of me but by their dramati-
cally patterned experience—which they understand by grasping the
relations of things to themselves were they in my place. It is difficult,
therefore, for us to pass judgment on the dramatic integration of for-
eigners because their common sense relates things to themselves in
quite a different manner from our own. But once we grasp the differ-
ence between these two patterns of experience, it becomes somewhat
easier to pass judgment on at least the intellectual integration of prac-
tically anybody.

A second distinction we must grasp if we are to carry out our in-
tellectual conversion is the difference between describing and explain-
ing.'s It corresponds somewhat to the difference between the dramatic
and the intellectual patterns of experience inasmuch as descriptions

51



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

relate things to ourselves while explanations relate things to one
another. But we use descriptions also in the aesthetic, biological,
mystical, and practical patterns, as well as in the intellectual pattern
itself. Indeed, one of the many reasons why we lose our bearings in
the intellectual pattern is that we must deal regularly with descriptions
and yet go beyond them to explanations. So let us look at how descrip-
tions fit into explanations. We can find three distinct and important
connections.

First of all, description brings data to the threshold of understand-
ing. Recall our example of the falling bricks. We saw that a single brick
and a bundle of bricks accelerate at the same rate in free fall. I say we
“saw,” but while almost anybody can imagine this, not everyone grasps
the nature of free fall, that it is independent of weight. And yet, every-
one who does grasp it had to begin by imagining it or seeing it. In
other words, insights need descriptions, images, pictures, perhaps even
sounds or textures or smells. But the insight is none of these. Uniil
the insight comes, the description serves only to represent the under-
standing we hope eventually to enjoy.

Second, once we have expressed our insight, we need to return
to the data—to the descriptive contents —to pass judgment on the cor-
rectness of our understanding. In the case of our bricks, you might
want to run a test by dropping a house key and a large book together
to see if they land simultaneously. (But remember, do not be fooled
by what you see. You do not lay eyes on the nature of free fall. You
are verifying your understanding by eliminating leftover questions.)

Third, the things we want to explain may be of vital importance
to our personal lives but also be so profound that we know very well
our explanations will fail to plumb the depths. But we must act and
take responsibility for our actions. It is a rare luxury to be able to act
on full understanding. 5o we deal with these partially understoed
realities through the descriptive elements that constitute symbols. I
am thinking of such realities as friendship, commitment, one’s own
birth or death, heaven and hell, eternity, and so on. For example, we
describe heaven as a place of light and comfort, and hell as a place
of darkness and torment, even though we say they are not “places.”
We imagine friendship as an association of two bedily persons, even
though life keeps reminding us that something far more invisible is
involved. This kind of description may have an important place in
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hemilies because it incites hope in the face of life’s mysteries. But it
should be presented as a humble admission of our lack of understand-
ing rather than, as too often happens, a glowing claim that we have
achieved new insight.

In brief, then, description brings us to the threshold of explanation;
it makes possible a judgment on the correctness of explanation; and
it stands for the realities we cannot explain but must deal with anyway.
But description does not explain. Explanations, as we have already
seen, answer the questions how and why. Either they grasp a scheme
of recurrence or they grasp that there is no scheme of recurrence at
work in particular situations. Explanations can gather piecemeal ex-
planations into larger wholes and thereby arrive at successively higher
viewpoints which may combine classical with statistical intelligibility.
A definition of explanation could be given here—in terms of “intrinsic
intelligibility” for example —but it is far more effective to ask you, the
reader, to attend to your own experience of the difference between
visualizing the free fall of bricks and understanding “why” weight
makes no difference. Indeed, even if you have not understood what
this paragraph is about, but know that you do not understand, it is
because you do know the difference between seeing the print and get-
ting the point. ‘

Let me illustrate the difference between description and explana-
tion with two exainples. For a long time, when people suffered the
accumulation of pockets of watery liquid under the skin, they were
said to have “dropsy.” But now we know that dropsy is not a disease;
it is a condition that can be brought about by any of several different
diseases originating in the heart, kidneys, or liver. Whoever first saw
the difference between a condition and a disease knew the difference
between a description and an explanation. A condition we describe,
but a disease begs explanation. The same basic question can be asked
about nervous breakdowns, allergies, and backaches. The descriptive
viewpoint knows a lot about these ailments, particularly about what
they look like and what to do when they strike, But the explanatory
viewpoint does not rush to name these “diseases,” for they may be
symptoms of any of a variety of distinct problems. Indeed, they may
be the body’s natural cures for schemes of recurrence we do not unders-
tand but which would eventually destroy us. :

Or take the theological notion of “eternity.” The descriptive view-
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point sees it as an endless time line. We imagine life after death as
going on in time. We think of God’s eternity as duration without begin-
ning or end—in time. And we have difficulty imagining the beginning
of time on earth because we can still wonder what happened five
minutes before time started. But the explanatory viewpoint grasps that
“eternity” signifies merely the negation of time (usually to emphasize
the excellence of God); it does not give any positive meaning. We are
deliberately left without a solid picture, because the whole point of
discussions about eternity is usually to deny that we can talk about
certain realities in verhs with tenses of past, present, and future. To
say that God is eternal is simply a statement that divinity is not by
nature conditioned by time. What divinity is, God only knows.

We could give many more examples, and we will. In the pages
to follow we will try to understand the intrinsic intelligibility of such
realities as faith, hope, love, grace, and discernment. Notice, if you
please, that you already have a picture, a descriptive viewpoint, of each
of these. But if you have followed our analysis of human knowing this
far, then you have the beginnings of an explanatory viewpoint as well.
You can expect, therefore, that we will treat these religious realities
as schemes of recurrence, functioning in a universe of emergent prob-
ability. We will define our terms not by giving genus and species but
by pointing to our personal experience of conscious processes and by
relating the event-conditioned ‘things’ we find there to the external
schemes of recurrence we call a social order, a culture, a polity, a
technology, social progress, social decline, and the actually function-
ing redemptive schemes originating in divine love.

But first we have to finish our analysis of the order of the human
soul. We not only know; we also act. And beyond knowing and act-
ing, giving thein direction, there is loving. Were our study taking place
within the dramatic pattern of experience, we would be directly in-
terested in knowing how to act and whom to love. But we intend to
stay in the intellectual pattern and ask how acting and loving function
in the soul and how spiritual integration in the soul is absolutely
necessary for spiritual integration in society.
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Discussion Questions: CHAPTER TWO

Here are five questions that ask you to apply some of the materials
of this chapter to various problems in science and theology. They are
designed either for writing out answers or for discussing in a class. My
own replies to the questions can be found in the appendix (p. 201), but
please test your own understanding first before reading my responses.

Question 1

Read the following passage from Augustine on how God is pres-
ent to us everywhere:

Thus did I think of you, O Life of my life, as great throughout infinjte space
in all directions, penetrating the entire mass of the world and beyond it
in every direction through unbounded magnitude—as if the earth possessed
you, the heavens, too, and all things were bounded within you, but you
were nowhere bounded. Just as the body of the air—the air that is above
the earth—does not hinder the light of the sun from passing through it
and permeating it, not by breaking it up or cutting it, but by filling it up
completely, so I considered not only the mass of the heavens and the air
and the sea, but also that of the earth to be permeated by you, to be capable
of being permeated in all its greatest and smallest parts in order to receive
your presence, governing all things which you have made by a hidden in-
spiration from within and from without. Thus did I conjecture, for I could
not think otherwise. It was false of course.

“It was false, of course!” Why exactly is this picture of God’s presence
a false one? Is God not really everywhere?

Juestion 2

Carl Sagan, author of the book Cosmos, and star of the televised
series by the same name, has described the universe in wonderful, ex-
citing terms. But read the following excerpts. Is there something about
them that makes you uneasy? Is he really following scientific canons?

I

. . one day, quite by accident, a molecule arose that was able to make
crude copies of itself.” .

“It is only by the most extraordinary coincidence that the cosmic slot
machine has this time come up with a universe consistent with us.”

“Somehow the distant planets sensed the sun’s presence.”

“For myself, I find it elevating that cur universe permits the evolution
of molecular machines as intricate and subtle as we.”

“Evolution, however, has had billions of years to practice. DNA knows.”

“By definition, nothing we can ever know about was outside [the physi-
cal universe].”

“The Cosmos is all that is or ever was or ever will be.”

1
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Question 3

In chapter 2 we contrasted three fundamental approaches to reality,
the materialist, the idealist, and the critical realist. Compare the fol-
lowing passages. First, the idealist. This is a representation by William
James of what the idealist position (which he formerly held) appears
to be for him:

Most of us . . . are mere syllables in the mouth of Allah. And as Allah
comes first in the order of being, so comes first the entire sentence, the
Logos that forms the eternal absolute thought. Students of language tell
us that speech began with men’s efforts to make statements. The rude syn-
thetic vocal utterances first used for this effect slowly got stereotyped, and
then much later got decomposed mto grammatical parts. It is not as if men
had first mvented letters and made syllables and sentences of the words; —
they actually followed the reverse order. So, the transcendentalists affirm,
the complete absolute thought is the pre-condition of cur thoughts, and
we finite creatures are only insofar as it owns us as its verbal fragments.

We see that no smallest raindrop can come into being without a whole
shower, no single feather without a whole bird, neck and crop, beak and
tail, coming into being simultaneously; so we unhesitatingly lay down the
law that no part of anything can be except so far as the whole also is. . . . We
think of ourselves as being only a few of the feathers, so to speak, which
help to constitute that absolute bird.

Next, in contrast, the materialist view (fames’ own position):

The bird metaphor is physical, but we see on reflection that in the
physical world there is no real compounding. “Wholes”, are not realities
there; parts only are realities. “Bird” is only our rane for the physical fact
of a certain grouping of organs, just as “Charles’s Wain” is our name for
a certain grouping of stars. The “whole”, be it bird or constellation, is
nothing but our vision, nothing but an effect on our sensorium when a
lot of things act on it together. It is not realized by any organ or any star,
or experienced apart from the consciousness of an onlooker. In the physical
world taken by itself there is no ""all”, there are only the “eaches”—at least
that is the “scientific view”.

And finally the critical realist view of Lonergan:

Again, the acknowledgment that the real is the verified makes it possible
to affirm the reality no less of the higher systemn than of the underlying
manifold. The chemical is as real as the physical; the biological as real as
the chemical; the psychic as real as the biological; and insight as real as
the psychic. At once the psychogenic ceases to be merely a name, for the
psychic becomes a real source of organization that controls underlying
manifolds in a manner beyond the reach of their laws.

What criteria do each of these positions use in determining whether
something can be real or not? That is, to what processes in conscious-
ness do each of them refer when they decide something may or may
not be real?
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Question 4

What would you do if they found the bones of Jesus? Suppose
some archeologist found the bones of a thirty-year-old male, obviously
crucified, with the INRI inscription on wood thrown in among the re-
mains. What would your reaction be? Would you cling to skepticism
until better scientific proof could be offered? Or might you resign
yourself to watching the foundation of your faith be shattered? Or
would you rejoice that even further data on the Jesus whom you love
has been unearthed?

Question 5

Lonergan has articulated the design of the world as ‘emergent prob-
ability’ —the emergence of recurring schemes (which underlie regular-
ities) according to probabilities. How does such a notion square with
Providence? Isn't divine Providence much more persenal and loving?
Doesn’t God have kind purposes for this world? Or at least doesn't
any analysis of “world design” tend to downplay Ged'’s direct interven-
tions into history?
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Notes to Chapter Two
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4. See Understanding and Being: An Introduction and Companion to “Insight”:
Halifax Lectures by Bernard Lonergan, ed. Elizabeth A. Morelli and Mark D. Morelli
{Torento: Edwin Mellen Press, 1980), pp. 133-155; Insight, pp. 280-281, and
the leads given in its index under “virtually unconditioned.”

5. Insight, pp. 333-335.
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7. Method in Theology, pp. 20, 53.

8. See Insight, pp. 245-254; Understanding and Being, pp. 125-131.
9. Insight, pp. 33-69, 105-121,

10. See Herbert Butterfield, Origins of Modern Science, 1300-1800 (London:
G. Bell, 1958), pp. 82-83.

11. Inmsight, pp. 121-128.

12. 1.B. Bury, The Idea of Progress (New York: Dover Publications, 1955;
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13. Insight, pp. 181-189.

14. The Origins of Intelligence in Children (New York: International Univer-
sities Press, 1952}.

15. Insight, pp. 291-292, 295-296.
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CHAPTER THREE

Acting

When we speak about acting, we enter that further dimension of
the human soul which we commonly call the moral order.! Here we
should speak of the human drive towards the good and of the role
of judgments of value, feelings, conscience, and moral conversion.
From the descriptive viewpoint, these aspects of the moral order seem
to belong strictly to the individual person, but when we move to the
explanatory viewpoint, we will see each of them as irreducible elements
in the social structures of good and evil which link individuals together
in community. From there we will be able to speak of historical prog-
ress and decline.

Still, we find the relevant data on the moral order primarily with-
in ourselves, and so we will continue to analyze the structure of con-
sciousness in order to grasp the intrinsic intelligibility of moral action.
We have already seen that the cognitive order of the soul has three
levels—experience, understanding, and judgment. With the moral
order we come to a fourth level, Like each of the first three levels it
has many processes within it. Prior to a decision, there are the move-
ments of feelings, the assent of value judgments, and the voices of
conscience. After a decision come commitment and action and change.
So, since deciding seems to be the pivot of freedom between interior
moral movements and objective commitments, let us refer to this en-
tire fourth level of consciousness as “deciding.”

Deciding does not merely go beyond experience, understanding,
and judging. It completes them. Knowledge alone does not change
the way we live; it does not make us better persons. Decisive action
does. And decisive action depends on experience, understanding, and
judgment to present a sound view of real situations. In the opposite
direction, the three cognitive levels depend on the moral level to give
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their respective cognitive objectives a higher integration in some moral
objective. A scientist’s knowledge of nuclear physics ought to have
some useful purpose. There are some very intelligent people who are
also moral derelicts. Hedonistic moral objectives have, in a sense,
ruined the ultimate goals of otherwise fine minds.

When we say that the moral order completes the cognitive order,
please do not get the idea that the moral order comes later in time,
as though the mind must do its job before the heart can take over. We
have already seen that experience is patterned according to objectives
that require acting— biological, aesthetic, practical, dramatic, mystical,
and even intellectual. If anything, the moral order precedes the cogni-
tive both in time and in importance. So, in spite of everything we said
about the cognitive order, we should think of it as massively condi-
tioned by desires, purposes, feelings, and values.

1. Authenticity

Whenever we talk about the moral order, there is a tendency to
focus on the problem of making choices. Discussions very quickly head
for the ethical dilemmas familiar to us all, and then turn endless circles
around the human inability to enjoy moral certitude. But let us back
up for a moment and simply aim at understanding what the processes
are that make up the moral order. Then we may be able to deal more
intelligently with moral uncertainty.

We have already seen Lonergan’s three transcendental precepts
that regard knowing: Be attentive; Be intelligent; Be reasonable. On
the moral level, there emerges a fourth transcendental precept: Be
responsible. The four precepts make up the fundamental processes go-
ing on in us that make us authentic human beings. The precepts are
dynamic processes, not written rules. Like all known processes, they
work according to emergent probability. That is, these precepts are the
principles that instigate the schemes of recurrence we have called ex-
perience, understanding, judgment, and decision, respectively. The
precepts themselves are schemes of recurrence, because they seem to
operate as long as humans are awake. But their success is under proba-
bility, for we are also subject to their failures. We can be inattentive,
or obtuse. We can be unintelligent, or stupid. We can be unreason-
able, or silly. And we can be irresponsible, or immoral.

We have seen that Lonergan calls these precepts ‘transcendental’.
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Again, the descriptive viewpoint might picture something eerie about
the transcendental, but the explanatory viewpoint can make things
quite clear. ‘Transcendental’ here means that the precepts transcend
specific, descriptive contents and refer directly to the metaphysical
elements of reality. Attention refers to data, or potency. Intelligence
to intelligibility, or form. Judgment to reality, or act. And, to intro-
duce a fourth metaphysical element, responsibility refers to worth, or
goodness.

But there is a further connotation to “transcendental’. We experience
these transcendental precepts as questions. On the level of attentjon
we notice where, when, and what. On the level of intelligence we ask
how and why. On the level of judgment we ask whether. And on the
level of decision we ask should or ought. Each of these four kinds of
questions takes us beyond ourselves—we “transcend” ourselves—in
a distinct manner.

Transcendental precepts are the living source of all other descrip-
tive precepts, such as “Do not Kill” or “Do unto others as you would
have them do unto you.” And we do not accept such categorical pre-
cepts except insofar as we are attentive, intelligent, reasonable, and
responsible ourselves. The most fundamental moral “action’, therefore,
is to obey the transcendental precepts within us.

We can call this fundamental moral action ‘authenticity’.? Con-
cretely it remains difficult to tell whether or not we are being authen-
tic. Bad will aside, the most authentic of persons struggles to discern
whether habitual behavior is always responsible behavior in this or that
specific situation. For example, suppose that every time you meet a
certain friend you affect a gushy flow of delight. Are you not in danger
of missing the unpredictable movements of more negative feelings on
certain occasions? Actual feelings do not always correspond to habitual
feelings. Or suppose you take a dim view of Democrats. Authenticity
demands that you stay open to new questions for understanding rather
than fixing your viewpoint on past insights alone. Or suppose your
regular way of dealing with panhandlers on the street is to hand them
a quarter and pass on without a word. May there not be times when
the appropriate action requires some response quite out of character
for you?

There is a tension, then, in authenticity. To really “be yourself”
or to be truly “integrated” does not mean the absence of nagging ques-
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. tions. Nor does it mean always trying to calm unresolved feelings.
Authentic persons have plenty of tension in their hearts. To put it in
explanatory fashion, authenticity is a matter of being attentive, being
intelligent, being reasonable, and being responsible. And that means
facing questions. Modern psychologists have kept a lot of neurotics
neurotic by suggesting that all tension in consciousness is unhealthy.
But the real psychic illness is to ignore, deny, or avoid the tension of
obeying the transcendental precepts that constitute authenticity.

When people are unauthentic (that is, inattentive, unintelligent,
unreasonable, or irresponsible), we call them “unreal.” They stand
there bodily, but there’s nobody home upstairs. They may be intelligent
but unreasonable, or reasonable but inattentive, or any of the many
other combinations. So we say that they’re “not all there,” or “not pres-
ent to the situation,” or “not dealing with a full deck.” There is no end
to the delightful metaphors for saying that something is missing that
ought to be there, Hamlet’s question, “To be or not to be,” did not
refer to his bodily existence; it referred to the presence or absence of
an appropriate human response. To “exist” as a human, then, does
not mean factual existence. It means moral existence. It means bring-
ing forth a continuous stream of appropriate attention, intelligence,
judgment, and decisions about situations at hand.

The ‘existential question’ is primarily a moral question, a question
about worth, value, ought, should, goodness, responsibility. But it is
not simply the ethical question of which path is right and which is
wrong. There also lurks a deeper question about the long-range orien-
tation of all our specific moral decisions. Moral decisions accumulate
and take a general direction, giving our moral lives character and defini-
tion. But residual uncertainties and halting convictions accumulate too,
leaving us uncertain whether we are becoming the morat persons we
ought to be. Authenticity does not prevent mistakes in the short run,
but it does tend to overcome mistakes in the long run, when our rele-
vant questions find their quarry. Still, this “short run” may be the en-
tire lifetime of an individual or a culture. Individuals can remain blind
to the evil of their own selfishness just as cultures have remained blind
to the evils of slavery.

We would love to know how we stand morally, but we do not
know. In Hopkins’ phrase, we are “time’s eunuch”—impotent to know
for sure what the passage of time and the wisdom of others may bring
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to light. Genesis portrays God as forbidding us to eat of the Tree of
the Knowledge of Good and Evil, and how tasty that knowledge looks!

This discussion of existential questions sounds very philosophical.
But the questions occur within everyday life, and we are not as con-
vinced of our answers as we sometimes pretend to be. Take the follow-
ing four ordinary experiences, for example: the experiences of waiting,
of losing, of being our true selves, and of contemplating death.? In each
of these we ought to notice how uncertain we really are about how
moral our lives have been.

When we must wait—for a bus, a friend, a Iottery, a rainfall, or
sunshine—we hope for what we believe is good. Qutcomes seldom
match our hopes, of course, but not always because they do not reach
hope’s high aspirations. Often the outcomes turn out better. So ex-
perience tells us not to make our hopes too specific; we should leave
room both for some measure less and some measure more than we
hope for. And yet we do not want to leave too much room, for we
know very well that certain possibilities would not be good for us in
any sense. This “leaving some room” is the concrete way we acknowl-
edge moral uncertainty about what we think is good for us. We do
this not out of philosophical principle but out of a canny balance be-
tween the certainly bad and the uncertainly good. Is it not true that
we must gingerly make our way through life with clear pictures of what
revolts us, but with only foggy notions of what might please us?

Second, we wonder about losing. We lose all sorts of things: pens,
rhotos, books. We lose opportunities; we lose direction traveling in
a car; we lose our sense of humor; we lose friends. Life appears like
a stream continuously passing us by. Some items may cling to us like
eddies in a backwash, but eventually nothing stays. Even we ourselves
will one day be washed down the same stream toward a meaningless
oblivion. Is there anything permanent in what passes? What sense is
there in going to this dinner party or in registering for that course?
There is nothing left when it's over. All this sounds very pessimistic,
I realize, but who is there that still does not raise the question? Is there
not some act of faith, even in nonreligious people, that encourages us
to believe that something permanent remains in even the most triv-
ial diversions of life? Whatever our beliefs, we do not enjoy certitude,
and the question keeps recurring in the most apparently insignificant
choices.

63



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

Third, we wonder about being our true selves. We all have some
idea of ourselves—how we look, what talents we have, how much
energy we are willing to spend on various projects. But what we think
we are and what we really are may be two different matters. This
dichotomy is easy to see in people shopping in a department store as
we watch them choose certain styles of clothes. In many cases we just
shake our heads, knowing that they have an altogether unrealistic pic-
ture of themselves. Now and then, though, we face the dichotomy in
ourselves when questions of our reputations are raised. It just may
be true that I am spending my life thinking I am one thing when in
fact I have always been quite another, But how can I tell? I do not
know whom to believe, and I must spend my entire ambiguous life
in this dilemma.

Fourth, we wonder about death and life. I am not speaking of our
apprehensions about when or how we will die. [ am speaking about
this question of Euripides: “Who knows if to live is to be dead or to
be dead is to live?”” Socrates drank his hemlock with the conviction
that it would be better to die with integrity than to live with com-
promise. St. Paul described himself as dead to the world and alive to
God in Christ Jesus. Those men all recognized that life can be an illu-
sion, that we can think we are alive while we are dead at the core,
or that we can fear the death of something in us that in reality could
never be life-giving. But what makes for life and death in this sense?
We must each decide that for ourselves, A waoman facing a hysterec-
tomy must decide for herself, as must a student facing failure in school,
or a playwright facing critical reviews.

These tensions underkie our ordinary moral choices. Existential ten-
sion is not the same thing as, say, the tension between solitude and
involvement, between prayer and action, between deliberate malice
and deliberate goodness, between the habits I have and a new kind
of behavior. These are all recognizable options in acting. Choosing one
eliminates the other. Let us call these passing tensions ‘ethical’ and
call ‘existential’ the ongoing tensions between hope and fulfillment,
between what is passing and what is permanent, between self-knowl-
edge and self-reality, between death and life. Ethical tensions are re-
solved simply by choosing; the matter is resolved, for geod or for il
But existential tension is not resolved by choosing. It is heightened, be-
cause we cannot be sure whether good or ill shall come of our choices.
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This heightened tension raises an even more fundamental ques-
tion. Slowly it dawns on us that we have a basic choice to make. Will
we accept a life of existential tension or will we reject it? Is a lifetime
of moral uncertainty and continuous struggle with ethical questions
itself worthwhile, or might it be better to keep the tension at bay, to
surround oneself with the good behavior one is fairly sure of and for-
bid one’s wonder from venturing into areas where ethical failures are
almost certain? From this perspective, the authentic life appears to make
us more prone to ethical mistakes than would a life of fidelity to the
sound achievements of our tradition.

We cannot easily deal with this question from a purely intellectual
framework. The vast majority of us deal with fundamental authentic-
ity without ever using such technical terms as ‘ethical’, “existential’,
or ‘authenticity’. Instead, we use the softer mediations of symbols,
those large images in the mind upon which we hang our hopes and
fears. So let us look at how symbols work in moral consciousness. This
will help us frame the question whether a life of existential tension
is really life or not.

2. Cosmos or Chaos

The most basic symbels in moral conscicusness represent the pairs
good and bad, right and wrong, better and worse, order and disorder.
Let us refer to the positive sides of such pairs as Cosmos and to the
negative sides as Chaos.* The capital letters are not meant to connote
Manichaean demigods or Platonic ideas. Let them rather connote vivid
pictures in the imagination. Cosmos is round, whole, orderly, bright,
and alive. Chaos is fragmented, viclent, dark, and decaying. We feel
the fundamental questions of human existence more in our imagina-
tion than in our reflective consciousness. We approach every situation
with the symbol-borne question, “Is this part of Cosmos or Chaos?”
Cosmos stands for the universal order, whatever it may be, and Chaos
stands for the breakdown of that order.

And so our questions about waiting, losing, self-reality, death, and
$0 on, boil down to whether these unavoidable tensions of existence
belong to Cosmos or Chaos. Remember that I am not speaking about
the more patent question of how to act in situations; that is a matter
of ethics and discernment. ] am speaking about the underlying ques-
tion whether a lifetime of struggling between two pulls is itself intrin-
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sic to Cosmos. We do not have easy criteria for settling the matter.
Think of mistakes of conscierice, the suffering of the innocent (for that
matter, the suffering of the guilty), blind alleys, mistaken judgments
of fact, the slowness of development of individuals, inequality of op-
portunity over the face of the globe, and the maverick history of the
human race. Is all of this Chaos, or might part or all of it belong to
Cosmos? The wise see the difference, but even they do not easily live
it out.

If we believe in the ultimate intelligibility of everything in the uni-
verse—a belief engendered more often by growing up in a home where
trust and kindness abounded than by reflecting philosophically — then,
in spite of the price we pay in suffering, we act on this principle:
Everything in the world is part of Cosmos, except the refusal to admit it. In
other words, we bear the frustrations involved in a universe of emer-
gent probability whether or not fortune comes our way. We refuse to
give up hope. But that is merely another way of saying that the only
Chaos is to detest a life of moral uncertainty and to resent being sub-
ject to the merely happenstance. Emergent probability is the great
equalizer of humankind. No one escapes its form of Cosmos. But it
is also the judge of humankind because it condemns those who call
it Chaos, making them loathe the order of their own souls.

The refusal to admit that everything belongs to Cosmos takes sev-
eral basic forms. Let me mention four: Compartmentalism, Despair,
Dogmatism, and Utopianism. There may be other forms, and these
forms overlap somewhat. But these should convey the idea that all
forms of deformation can be understood as a refusal to accept a world
of emergent probability —or, in its symbolic terms, seeing all cases of
happenstance and moral uncertainty as Chaos.

Compartmentalism is probably the most popular form of Chaos
today. It is satisfied with islands of intelligibility in science, in scholar-
ship, in art, in technelogy, in religion; but it makes no effort to import
a question from one island to another. It seems to have imposed rigid
restrictions on what certain courses in school may cover and what cer-
tain conversations at work may deal with. Economists are ignorant of
ethics; ethicists are ignorant of economics. One team of medical doc-
tors specializes in saving the fetus, another in destroying it. Dogmatic
theologians tell us that Jesus instituted seven sacraments, while scrip-
ture scholars laugh at the idea. Why are we afraid to be corrected by
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other specialists? Because we think that ignorance is Chaos, that hav-
ing to learn is a humiliation, that it is better to be certain about a few
things than to suffer questions about everything,

Behind Compartmentalism looms Despair. I am not imagining the
despair of being overwhelmed by emotional and social pressures, a
despair that can lead to suicide. Rather I am thinking of the cynical
judgment that nothing makes sense, or, if there is some sense to this
world, God isn't telling. This kind of intellectual hopelessness follows
Compartmentalism because, as one grows older, the island where
things made sense appears to shrink as the tide of Chaos rises. In truth,
of course, the rising tide is just as much Cosmos as the island, but
Despair does not want to learn to swim. There is something in us that
prefers the certainty of skepticism and the bittersweet pleasures of
resentment to the darker agonies of waiting, of losing, of self-doubt,
and of uncertainty about what is life and what is death.

The polar opposite of Despair is Dogmatism. Like Compartmen-
talism and Despair, it refuses to accept the struggle involved in Cosmos.
But unlike them, it imagines Cosmos to be a universal and fixed set
of truths. It correctly clings to the idea that if something is true, then
it is impossible that it could also be untrue, in the same sense. So there
is something firm to hold onto in a world of Chaos. What it cannot
swallow is that all the truths we hold were reached by persons ques-
tioning their experience. If those questions lose their relevance in a
later day, then so do the truths. Or, if the formulations of truths are
cut off from their engendering experiences in history, then later genera-
tions will be handed judgments to believe without any guidance in
understanding the experiences to which the judgments refer. Doctrines
of Purgatory, of the Assumption of Mary, of the Resurrection of Christ,
of the divine Trinity all originated in human experience. But who can
easily name those experiences today? These and many other doctrines
have been cut off from their ‘existential’ contexts because of a deep
suspicion that human questions and struggles are part of Chaos. Dog-
matists think that truth is a possession that eliminates the need for
questions, as if questions were the enemy.

Utopianism, like the other forms of Chaos, rejects a life of mystery,
struggle, and wisdom. But it stands head and shoulders above Dog-
matism in its smug self-assurance. It loves the fantastic solution. It
dreams of a realizable order in which basic questions and moral strug-

67



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

gles are finally resolved. Eric Voegelin quotes Nietzsche: “The charm
that works for us, the Venus eye that fascinates even our foes and
blinds them is the magic of the extreme, the seductive force that radiates
from all that is utmost.”* It is serious about this dream, and has worked
out practical steps for tricking the order of the soul once and for all,
as if it could eliminate moral uncertainty and suppress all further ques-
tions forever. Marxists aim at changing the economics of production;
Fascists elicit compliance by force; Positivists look for the right stimulus
for the desired response. Even those who do nothing—because of some
fear, or taboo, or just ineptitude —but who still entertain a dream of
community without struggle and division, will sin against Cosmos,
if only by yearning for an afterlife where there are finally no more
questions,

The Cosmos, rejected by these and other forms of Chaos, does not
stand fixed. It moves. We should not imagine the actual ‘order” of the
universe as a fixed recurring scheme, nor should we expect that the
most ideal ‘order’ imaginable must be the aitainment of a state of
equilibrium. The order of the universe is a dynamic process with an
increasingly systematic character, and yet its concrete destiny remains
open. We, the family of human incarnate souls, represent its pro-
foundest achievement because we are the only realities capable of
understanding, judging, and evaluating. But the very spirit of inquiry
that can bring us to accept the Cosmos and cooperate with it can also
turn against itself, reject the movement of the soul, and thereby become
the only thing in the universe capable of Chaos.

This is absurdly easy to talk about—Cosmos is everything; Chacs
is the refusal to admit it. While this may answer the question of the
intrinsic intelligibility of the universe, it can look vacuous if placed
beside a question pressing on the fourth level of our consciousness.
There the question is not about how the universe is structured but
rather about how we ought to act. It is a question of whether we will
honor and respect the limits imposed on us by the vagaries of coin-
cidence and by our particular physical and emotional weaknesses. And
we face the question every time we risk trying something new, or fall
ill, or say farewell to a friend. Understanding the answer does not help
much in loving the answer. And so we wonder, even after years of
fidelity in the struggle, why the struggle does not abate. Is authentic-
ity a war that cannot be won? Are there not people who have been
toughened enough to deal with Chaos easily?
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Certainly, fidelity to the transcendental precepts can become a
habit. If I may adapt some wisdom from 5t. Ignatius Loyola,® those
who are generally authentic find the movement within themsetves
towards Chaos to be like a drop of water spattering on a stone. It is
violent and harsh. The movement towards Cosmos, even when it
means pain, they find delicate and gentle, like water penetrating a wet
sponge. For those who are generally unauthentic, the movements
within feel exactly the opposite, so that authenticity feels harsh and
unauthenticity a delight. Telling the difference between the two pulls
can become a habit, and yet is it not always a struggle nonetheless?

The explanatory viewpoint reveals why. A universe of emergent
probability brings forth new schemes, but with every new scheme the
probabilities of emergence and survival of numerous other schemes
change. We experience this change of probabilities in two ways. First,
the concrete, familiar character of our vulnerabilities is constantly shift-
ing. In some respects old difficulties can suddenly become easier to
deal with, while in other respects, old strengths can suddenly falter
and our weaknesses stand revealed.

The second way, however, presents the more basic and difficult
tension. The experience of the spirit of inquiry within us is an expe-
rience of a movement towards an integration of otherwise scattered
materials, ideas, and persconal values. And when an integration with
a high survival probability is reached, it tends to reduce the probabil-
ity of emergence of some yet higher integration which might alter it
in some fundamental way. No one likes to have his or her individual
achievements absorbed into the schemes of others. And yet the dyna-
mism of the spirit of inquiry, the very source of present achievements,
can pronournce any present achievement outmoded.

To put it in a nutshell, we are tempted to remain faithful to tran-
scendental achievements rather than to transcendental precepts. We
prefer familiar data, hard-won concepts, truths received from tradi-
tion, and our cultures as we know them, rather than ongoing atten-
tiveness, ongoing intelligence, ongoing reflection, and ongeing respon-
sibility. The struggle is permanent because authenticity heads for rel-
atively stable integrations, but relatively stable integrations can make
continued authenticity difficult.

The existential problem is having to be dissatisfied with an im-
perfect world, and yet not hateful of dissatisfaction. To accept a
universe of emergent probability means to let the spirit of inquiry roam
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across a battlefield, returning scarred and exhausted perhaps, but neve:
mortally wounded by the combat. It means to let ourselves desire a
human order which we do not clearly envisage, an ‘order’ which is
not the enemy of inquiry but an ally, and yet an order that is within
the reach of human achievement.

3. Feelings

Cosmos and Chaos are symbols, images representing the desirable
and the undesirable, They reside primarily within consciousness and
only derivatively in external artifacts, logos, mantras, mandalas, flags,
and the phenomena of nature. Symbols function in everyone from
childhood to old age, though hardly in the same way. As we grow
up, what one person learns to love, another learns to hate, and even
when two persons appreciate, say, the urbanity of a mounted police
or a city park, one may respond with an active, serious respect while
the other takes a more passive civic pride. The primifive images of
Cosmos and Chaos, in other words, can each elicit hundreds of dif-
ferent possible affective responses from us: delight or dismay, joy or
sorrow, exultation or wrath, sweetness or bitterness, patience or im-
patience, laughter or tears. All symbols, as long as they work, evoke
feelings, and it is our feelings that first move us to like or dislike things
in the world around us.

In the not-too-distant past, many of us emphasized reason so much
that we thought feelings only blocked reason’s clear vision of the worth
of things. But is it not true that our emphasis on reason sprung origi-
nally from people feeling strongly about the matter? We can check the
data of our own consciousness. Is there any person, any future proj-
ect, any existing reality we appreciate which we did not first experience
some feeling about? Feelings are not the final judge of value, certainly,
but they surely are the initial movement within us towards that value
judgment’ and, once a judgment is made, it is our feelings again that
consolidate our judgment and give focus to our attention, intelligence,
reason, and responsibility. k

It is our feelings, then, and not our thoughts, that give us our in-
itial response to the worth of things. And it is our feelings, assisted
by our thoughts, that elicit the cooperation of the whole of con-
sciousness in concrete moral action.

It is very important, therefore, that we learn to recognize our feel-
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ings in everyday life. Here we can see how thought should serve feel-
ings. Emotionally mature men and woman regularly think about how
they feel. They realize that it takes time to name the feelings they ex-
perience. Growing up emotionally is a series of progressive differen-
tiations in emotional response. Like a tree producing new branches
every year, our emotional growth produces new feelings that regu-
larly need to be recognized, named, and related to their older roots.

This is a task for thought. Feelings, after all, are just inner expe-
rience. Thought understands and verifies its understanding of this
experience, transforming the merely felt into known feelings. However,
thought can be mistaken. For a variety of reasons, we can misunder-
stand the affective data we experience and can pass judgments that
may be too rash or too hesitant. The cavalier person will express more
certainty than the data warrant, while the timid will express too little.
So the task of knowing how we feel is ongoing and relatively difficult.

Still, we can take a few giant steps towards knowing how we feel
if we employ a few important distinctions. Dr. Conrad Baars makes
what I find to be a very useful distinction between humane emotions
and utilitarian emotions.? (I am using ‘emotions” and ‘feelings’ here as
synonyms.) The humane emotions are direct responses to known ob-
jects perceived as satisfying or unsatisfying. He lists six basic types,
coming in pairs. Love and hate (like and dislike, fondness and dis-
pleasure) are emotional states of pleasure or displeasure. They precede
desire or aversion. Desire and aversion (wanting and revulsion, seek-
ing and loathing) are emotional movements heading towards or away
from objects. They follow love or hate but precede joy or sadness. Joy
and sadness (happiness and unhappiness, delight and the blues) are
emotional states that depend on whether or not we have attained the
loved or hated, wanted or unwanted objects.

Utilitarian emotions, on the other hand, are not so direct. They
are responses to known objects in view of any obstacles that stand in
our way of attaining or avoiding them. Where we see pain and effort
in attaining what we want, we feel either hope or despair, depending
on how great the costs appear. Where we perceive some danger threat-
ening our welfare, we feel either courage or fear, again depending on
how great the harm appears. Finally, where we have already experi-
enced, or are certain we will experience harm, we feel anger. (Each
of these five utilitarian emotions, like each humane emotion, has a
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number of cognates or similar emotions.) The reason these emotions
are called ‘utilitarian’ is that they are meant to serve the humane emo-
tions. They do so with the assistance of insight and judgment taking
the longer view and assessing the costs to be paid if the humane emo-
tions are to work properly. They could be called the ‘intellectual” emo-
tions, and the humane could be called the ‘instinctual’ emotions.

Here are a few examples. If my favorite TV program has been
preempted by a bowling tournament, my initial, humane emotion is
disappointment (a form of sadness). Here the utilitarian emotion of
hope or despair may intervene as I assess the prospects of finding my
program on another channel. Or anger may serve to energize me to
fire off a letter of complaint to the station as a way of trying to prevent
disappointment in the future. Or, to take ancther example, suppose
l experience a strong sexual attraction to someone. My initial, humane
emotion is love and desire. But the utilitarian emotion of despair or
even fear may intervene as I assess long-range possibilities.

Notice that these utilitarian emotions may intervene. There are
many ways in which they can fail in their service of the humane emo-
tions. In general, we can say that the utilitarian emotions fail us when
they are not properly subject to insight. If I suppress my insight and
thereby fail to take the longer view, then the humane emotions work
without intelligence providing direction. Love and hate, desire and
aversion, happiness and sadress are left up to mere chance and animal
spontaneity. This happens regularly in people who were not taught
as children to recognize their emotions and think things through. Their
utilitarian emotions were never educated to provide the services needed
by their humane emotions.

Furthermore, the utilitarian emotions themselves can become
stunted in their growth because they contain too much instinctual ele-
ment in them. For example, hope/despair become synonymous with
love/hate when we fail to apply sufficient intelligence to sizing up
obstacles. Likewise, courage/fear become synonymous with desire/
aversion when we misgauge the amount of harm in a situation. Anger
can degenerate into unthinking, raging aversion when it ceases to be
a strategy of intelligence and becomes mere motor reaction.

One very common and specific way in which the failure of insight
leads the utilitarian emotions to fail to serve the humane emotions prop-
erly can be seen when the utilitarian emotions are aimed directly upon
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the humane emotions, instead of upon the objects of those emotions.
So, for example, a married woman may allow her fear of pursuing a
career turn into a fear of the desire itself. She may effectively forbid
the desire from entering awareness. Or a sick man may put so much
hope in wanting to be healthy that he pins his hopes more on the power
of his desire than on the advice of doctors. A teenager may “fall in
love with love,” that is, invest hope in the emotion of love rather than
in the person loved. And surely we have all felt angry not merely at
situations or other persons but at our own feelings of disappointment,
of lust, of envy, and so on.

When crises arise and we need to sort out our emotions, it is very
useful to admit all humane emotions into consciousness and allow
ourselves to feel them— particularly such emotions as sexual desire,
personal disappointment, instinctive aversion to certain persons, and
lingering sadness.

Another way in which the failure of insight leads to a malfunc-
tioning of utilitarian emotions can be seen in the phenomenon of “bor-
rowing” emotions. This happens, for example, when we pick up the
anger or the excitement of a friend about soine object rather than be-
ing directly angry or excited about the object ourselves. No one wants
to be a stick-in-the-mud, and so the temptation to borrow the emo-
tional flow of the people one is with can be quite strong. And it can
feel rather solitary to express feelings that no one else is feeling. But
we each have a right and an obligation to attend to our actual feelings
about things, admitting them at least to ourselves, if not also to others.

In a similar fashion we can even borrow feelings from our own
habitual store of reactions to things. Our habitual feelings can often
overshadow the actual transient feelings we experience towards specific
objects at certain times. Insight is prevented from doing its job here
because we are not paying attention to our actual feelings. The more
we simply repeat old feelings in new situations, the more we become
completely predictable and perfect stereotypes.

In all these cases, a vicious circle is set up. If we neglect a tran-
sient, humane emotion—let’s say, aversion to old people —then insight
has no data to play with. With no insight forthcoming, there is no
chance for such utilitarian emotions as courage or fear to play an in-
telligible role in dealing with our aversion. So we may fake a great af-
tection for the elderly or perhaps repeatedly find excuses for not spend-
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ing time with them. The more we do this, the less we want to admit
it, so even the faked feelings are not recognized as fake. We do not
know what we feel and still less why we feel it. We effectively render
the mind unable to determine exactly what we are feeling. So the mind
becomes infected with a bias of which it is also unaware. In other
words, when we fail to apply intelligence to our emotions, the emo-
tions suffer first, but eventually the intellect does too. To know what
we are feeling at any time may not always be a simple task. But it is
quite a necessary one if we are to keep our minds and our emotions
from turning to mush.

We have been talking about what psychclogists call repression.
In all repression, some emotion is neglected and we fail to advert to
the neglect. But we should not get the idea that we neglect all desire
or all sadness or all joy. Repression begins with a specific emotion about
a specific object. So here we must acknowledge something very peculiar
about our affectivity. Cur emotions, both humane and utilitarian, can
be detached from their initial objects and transferred to other objects.
This transferability is what makes repression possible and gives us in-
sight into how it works.

In repression, a desire or a repulsion has become detached from
its initial object without our realizing it. The object of this original
feeling —often parents, sex, or death—can be substituted by other ob-
jects more palatable to our affective sensibilities. But the desire for the
substitute object lacks a certain proportion, so that we do not under-
stand why we feel so strongly or so lackadaisical about various mat-
ters. We surprise both ourselves and others by our reactions. We may
have suspected this uncoupling of feeling and objected for a moment
but refused to look at it. Or we may have inherited a taboo from an-
cestors that forbade us even the thought that certain desires might be
heading in a forbidden direction.

Let me give an example of how this works. It may help us under-
stand ourselves and others by giving us key questions to ask.

Suppose, for reasons buried in childhood, you resent having to
organize socjal gatherings. Whether you realize it or not, your sub-
conscious has linked an affect with an image: resentment has become
linked with organizing. Such a link between affect and image is pre-
cisely what constitutes a symbol. To recognize that affects and images
can also be unlinked amounts to saying that symbols in the subcon-
scious are divisible compounds.
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Now suppose that you also love a good party. Love is the affect
and the party is the image linked into a second symbol. As you can
see, there will be times when these two symbols will clash, times when
you are in the mood for a party but there is no one around willing
to organize it.

Several possibilities follow from the clash. If you generally take
on the task of organizing, you effectively unlink your image of organiz-
ing from the affect of resentment and attach it to the affect of love,
forming a new symbol representing love for organizing parties. But
that leaves a free-floating resentment meandering around the sub-
conscious looking for an appropriate object—usually something more
loosely connected with organizing. The less you acknowledge to your-
self the existence of this resentment, the more likely you will earn a
reputation for loving to organize parties and therefore you will heighten
the tensjon of neurosis.

At the same time, the resentment is not asleep within; it takes a
kind of revenge by refusing to organize even the smallest details in
other parts of your ordinary life. Or, if even this kind of venting has
been stopped, the resentment may build to the point of an uncontrol-
lable explosion.

Of course this is not necessarily the only possible outcome of this
repression. Instead you might generally refuse to organize parties. But
then your free-floating love for fun erupts in surprising places and with
surprising power.

Speaking more generally, a free-floating resentment, vindictive-
ness, or envy can lead to a genuine hatred of what we might other-
wise deem a basic human value.? Reason may demand respect for
soldiers, politicians, clergy, the aged, the good efforts of those who
fail. But our guts, operating on the symbolic level and often ridden
with repression, may detest such persons.

Likewise, free-floating fascination, lust, or desire can lead to an
excessive love of merely penultimate values: money or sex or secur-
ity. The point of recognizing the phenomenon of free-floating feelings
is that it shows how important it is to understand first, and only then
to evaluate. It is sinplistic to condemn behavior we deem immoral.
Much better, certainly, to grasp exactly what recombinant symbol is
at work setting free the errant feelings and then devise a forum for
responsible management of one’s personal symbol system.

Psychoanalysis, surely, can help us understand our repressed af-

75



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

fectivity. Analysts use techniques of free-association, hypnotism, and
dream analysis to uncover the original objects of recalcitrant feelings.
But we should not overlook the curative power of more ordinary and
less expensive functions available to consciousness. The very process
of dreaming lets affectivity relate to a wide range of objects without
the prohibitions of a censor. Desires and fears appear in dreams in bald
form, without the links of civility which, in waking consciousness, in-
tegrate them into a smoothly flowing dramatic pattern of experience.
Likewise, our cronies —people with whom we complain about the state
of things— allow us to let our affectivity loose and express itself far out
of proportion without demanding too much hard realism. In similar
fashions, the theater, fiction, art, and poetry give our affectivity free
rein over matters of concern to all, and often bring us to the catharsis
of hearty laughter or sorrowful tears.

Psychoanalysis may promise a clarity of understanding which
dreaming, cronies, and the arts cannot promise, but it seldom has their
sheer affective power. This is because these latter work directly within
the symbol system, letting affects relate to their original objects in a
lenient atmosphere that does not demand accounts and letting insight
give direction to utilitarian emotions. However, where repression is
leng-standing and complex, these more ordinary and dramatic func-
tions of consciousness do not have a great deal of analytic power for
uncovering what those original objects of repressed affectivity were,
and so some kind of psycheanalysis is needed.

To the degree that we do admit feelings into consciousness, we
stop repressing them. But, as we saw already, our utilitarian feelings,
prompted by the longer view of intelligence and reason, may still hold
certain feelings in check. We call this kind of emotional governance
suppression.

Suppression resembles repression, at least on the surface. In sup-
pression, [ know the initial objects of my feelings and, for cogent rea-
sons, deem it inappropriate to go on feeling the same way about it.
So [ interrupt my emotional response to that object. I can transfer my
affections to more appropriate objects.

Surely authenticity does not bind us to pursue every desire and
obey every repulsion. So suppression will be as healthy or unhealthy
as the measure in which the objects of my feelings merit the feelings.
It will be healthy, for example, to suppress at least some natural revul-
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sion to hard work. And it will be unhealthy to suppress the sting of
conscience when driving a car too fast.

Notice, however, that while suppression appears akin to repres-
sion, they are only distant cousins. Where repression reveals a need
for sheer analysis to determine the objects of my feelings, suppres-
sion raises moral questions of whether or not it is worthwhile to give
in to certain affective pulls. Repression calls for intelligence while sup-
pression calls for responsibility. Suppression, therefore, is the more
crucial issue when talking about moral action.

Next we should investigate suppression more thoroughly and see
how it functions to form or deform what everybody calls a ‘conscience’.

4, Conscience

We spoke above about the need to name our feelings and to know
their original objects because feelings are the initial inpulses we ex-
perience towards recognizing and doing the good. But we also saw
that some feelings move us towards the less worthy, and so we look
to conscience to tell the difference. So, besides the difference between
humane (instinctual) feelings and utilitarian (intellectual) feelings, we
are recognizing a distinction between those feelings that respond to
the truly valuable and those feelings that respond to the merely satis-
fying.'0 It is very important to notice, however, that we are not “mak-
ing” the distinction. We are recognizing a distinction that everybody
makes when they attend to their feelings. Let us lock more closely at
how this works.

We are all inclined to suppressing feelings that move us to actions
which serve more the advantage of others than ourselves. We can
habitually cooperate only with those feelings which lead to our own
physical comfort, our own love of honor or security. Whether or not
we admit it, we all work on a distinction between feelings that respond
to the objectively good and feelings that respond to the narrow de-
mands of our egos. No matter how morally refined we might become
in our actions, we always face such questions as, “Should I get involved
in this?” And we feel the tug between feelings that urge responsibility
and feelings that urge mere self-satisfaction.

If we consistently try to discern the more responsible path, we con-
sistently suppress feelings that respond to mere ego-centeredness. In
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so doing, we educate our feelings by empowering our intelligent,
utilitarian emetions to direct our instinctive, humane emotions. How-
ever, those who are generally irresponsible are also educating their
feelings, though teaching them the opposite lesson. They generally
let the self-centered, instinctual feelings carry them away and suppress
the more responsible, utilitarian feelings, which we know can be piti-
fully meagre at tirnes. They learn, and eventually they believe with
all their hearts, that “good” means nothing but “satisfying.”

The point I am trying to make here is that both responsible people
and irresponsible people attend to their feelings and suppress some
in favor of others. So any person’s conscience should not be thought
of as some list of right things to do hidden in our moral psyches. Con-
science is rather a system in which feelings, skills, knowledge, vaiue
judgments, and decisions are organized to work together. This organ-
ization is a developmental process and tends to head in either one of
two possible directions, either towards the truly good or towards the
merely satisfying.

This is why merely attending to feelings or a mere examination
of conscience does not turn an egoist into an altruist overnight. This
is why to move from hedonism or egoism to a life of responsibility and
comumnitment requires a conversion, a moral conversion. And this is why
it is so important to attend to moral education in our earliest years.

Responsible people gradually organize their feelings not only to-
wards values as opposed to mere satisfactions, but towards some values
as more important than others, They learn to rank their various affec-
tive reactions to the objective good.!!

Generally speaking, that ranking becomes arranged like this. First
there are the vifal values of health, strength, and grace —preferred to
avoiding the work involved in acquiring, maintaining, and restoring
them.

Then there are the social values of cooperation and communica-
tion that help us maintain vital values by setting up economic, tech-
nological, and political institutions. So the vital values are preserved
through commitment to social values.

Now responsible people are not content with just any social in-
stitution. They prefer institutions that give meaning and value to life,
that direct our attention to beauty and give us the leisure to contemplate
and appreciate the finer things. So they rely on cultural values to dignify
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human living. Cultural values, in other words, aim to insure the finest
social and vital values.

But the recognition of cultural values only reveals more clearly the
human person, how personal authenticity is the living source of all
cultural values, and how love of neighbor is the chief fruit of a worthy
culture. So personal values are more important than cultural values.
Persons who are authentic are both the source and the object of cultural,
social, and vital values.

Finally, there remains a higher value yet. We can call it religious
value, but it means precisely the love of a divine object that simul-
taneously transcends all created objects of our love and drives us all
towards the self-transcendence that is the source of personal values.
We will deal with religious values more directly in the next chapter.

Remember that to each of these values there corresponds a distinct
feeling. It is not an easy matter to recognize the different quality of
these affective movements. Most of us tend to look for “that good ol’
feeling” when we are about to leap. But the truly “good” feeling is often
rather new. We need to get acquainted with it.

How do we learn to discern which feelings are headed which way?
I would like to propose that a fully developed conscience dips back
into past experience and remembers a few archetypical experiences of
moral self-transcendence. In other words, besides storing up a memory
of deeds which we consider good, we also learn to remember a specific
combination of feelings and images which, although we seldom have
accurate names for them, proved very real and immediate moral criteria
by which we make decisions.

For example, we have all learned to associate certain feelings with
certain deeds by watching someone else act morally and by feeling our
hearts touched. Or perhaps, despite the personal odds facing us, we
ourselves acted justly and earned a certain taste for justice and began
from that day to depend on our new-found taste for it. In other words,
the transcendental precept, Be responsible, is mediated to us to alarge
extent by the memory of a few key value judgments and their associated
feelings, and these symbolic memories embody for us the actual ground
of our own morality.

Since we lack ordinary names for these archetypical moral experi-
ences that are specifically oriented towards the truly good and not the
merely satisfying, let me propose four: diké, eros, philia, and thanatos.!?
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I am using Greek terms here to underscore the fact that they have their
roots in Plato. But you will find that they stand for some very familiar
experiences.

Diké means right order or justice. When we were adolescents, most
of us learned the value of rules, both in games and in school. The good
boy and giri would interiorize rules, thereby making themselves “good”
persons. But the day eventually arrived when we realized that rules
were made up by fallible people, our parents, teachers, and govern-
ment officials. That is when we saw the bottomn of things, that the rules
of the game will be no better than the goodness of the persons who
make them up. We experienced a new freedom to break rules, pro-
vided that we believed we were obeying an order within. We realized
that real order in our homes and neighborhoods—indeed, even in our
international relations —is not simply an orderly flow of particular goods
and services. Real order also means acting from an ordered heart. And
action from an ordered heart is the only foundation for a truly “right
order.”

Once we experience how external order results only from an or-
dered heart and that its purpose is to maintain crdered hearts, then
we begin to bear within ourselves a new symbol for right order. This
symbol stands not only for external rules and behavior but for inter-
nal order as well. It would resemble not so much ordered pigeon holes
with everything in its proper place as an ordering process that moves
the pigeon holes intelligently as each situation demands. Such a sym-
bol serves for the rest of our moral lives to test our feelings as we en-
counter disorder. We possess a vivid memory, a feeling, an image, and
a taste for this kind of self-transcendence that engenders true order.

Our second archetypical moral experience is eros. The experience
of eros, in Plato’s meaning of the word, is the experience of “It's not
enough; there’s more” within various experiences of human achieve-
ment, We may have achieved some penetrating insights; but we im-
mediately pose further questions. We may have met the perfect friend;
but we encourage such friends to become the better persons they want
to be. In every sweet advance there lingers the bitter taste of limits.
C.S. Lewis was fond of the German word Sehnsucht for describing this
poignant longing that accompanies every touch of beauty.

The term eros may have become associated with sexual desire
because sex provides such a good example of how our longing for more
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good leads us on to achieve that good. Sexual attraction between a
woman and a man, for example, tends by its own dynamism to make
them other-centered, through their children and through all the civic
and cultural duties which eventually come with it. In scholastic terms,
bonum est diffusivum sui: the good spreads itself around.

Surely the memory of this pull towards what is always greater can
become a familiar experience as we successively fry to meet our moral
challenges in life. It can be so palpable at times that we dread its insis-
tent demands.

Qur third archetypical moral experience, philia, refers to a love dif-
ferent from eros. Eros aims always forward while philia is the lateral
love we bear for the people with whom we seek to move forward. It
is the experience of being part of a community of the maturing, the
community of others who listen for truth in the soul and seek a good
beyond their private spheres. It can be as few as two persons. Philia
functions as a key moral criterion when, in the face of a decision (par-
ticularly a decision about what interior dispositions [ will fight to main-
tain), I recall the face of someone with whom I have loved the good,
the beautiful, the true; and I act in communion with him or her.

The mere memory of my companions in the struggle calls forth
from me a courage and a self-sacrifice that not only helps me to grow
morally but works to help the whole group grow. The moral fiber of
a group is not merely the sum of the individual moral threads, as it
were. The strength of each is enhanced by the memories of common
commitment.

Finally, thanatos represents a ceftain class of experiences of self-
transcendence connected with death. To acknowledge, often with a
resigned nod, that what is good is more than just good for me, is to
accept a servitude to an order that encompasses me and my life, an
order for whose sake I spend my energies, and an order to which I
am obedient even unto death. It is the order of true values. It will go
on without me. There is no need to affirm an afterlife to justify the
expense of doing good in this life. The good—what is truly good—is
justification enough, even under the present conditions whereby the
truly good is so often missed and the merely apparent good so often
chosen.

We often experience this commitment to the truly good when
someone we love dies. At the center of our sorrow stands a consola-
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tion, a pride in the fact that during their time on earth they lived not
merely for themselves but left their mark in the goodness of their lives.
And we know very well that many of these good acts involved win-
ning interior battles, not for the sake of publicity or success, but for
goodness” sake alone. Such is the experience of thanatos.

If, as I am suggesting here, our conscience is formed or deformed
by key experiences such as these, then calling these experiences to mind
and telling them to others help us locate what truly moral feelings can
feel like. After all, our love for sheer fun and enjoyment, for recog-
nition and applause, while they may be truly good at one time, may
not be so good at another. And such love by itself cannot tell the dif-
ference. We have been blessed with another love, the desire for the
truly good, and we must train ourselves and our children to tell the
difference.

We have been regarding conscience as a system that refines its own
capabilities as it successfully meets existential challenges. But it would
be a mistake to think that conscience grows only in response to chal-
lenges. The precept, Be responsible, {s meant to urge us not only to
respond to ethical dilemmas but to invent, create, and play as well.

In a well-developed conscience, after all, the power behind the
creative impulse is love of neighbor. When we care for another per-
son, we search out ways to act on his or her behalf. We prefer to share
what we have with our friend rather than keep it to curselves. We like
to be inventive in finding ways to please our beloved. We are creatures
made to love and care for persons. Being moral is doing that. Being
moral is fundamentally being in action for another. Anyone who is
not doing that is immoral, even though he or she gets in nobody’s way.

For example, in international relations we speak of the “immoral”
acts of aggression and building of nuclear stockpiles. And they are im-
moral. But not just because it narrows the elbow room of other coun-
tries or even threatens the livability of the earth as a whole. Nearly
all thinkers on nuclear morality think this. They imagine human free-
dom means being 90% free of any control and 10% restricted for the
sake of everyone else’s 90%. This outrageous picture imagines that
humans are animals who like to do all sorts of crazy things, and that
this is all right, provided only that your craziness does not get in the
way of mine. But these belligerent acts are immoral first of all because
they are a failure to act in love and care for others. 5o it is ridiculous
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to talk about whether nuclear deterrence might possibly be moral. It
is not. It is a last awakening of a conscience, long comatose, that failed
to enhance the lives of others on an international scale.

The internal system we call a conscience exists only by a continual
expansion from a love-needing, super-ego dominated consciousness
of the child to the love-giving, conscience-dominated consciousness
of the adult.'* Once a conscience settles into merely applying the prin-
ciples it has already learned, it begins to atrophy. A vigorous conscience
continually directs its intelligence to discover how to share, how to
welcome, how to enhance the lives of others. This is why truly good
people are outraged at the sort of moral reasoning that claims to find
certain circumstances in which a lie, a murder, or a war could ever
be called “moral.” These are nothing but the terrible price we pay for
a long season of the immorality of lovelessness.

Before going much further, we should mention at least something
about the love of God here. The connection between morality and
religion may not be a very clear one, particularly if we look at the history
of religions. But we can look into consciousness and discover a surpris-
ingly clear connection between conscience and loving the transcendent.

The very fact that our conscience is expansive by nature tells us
that we long for a good beyond criticism. This is a powerful piece of
evidence that we are already in love with something that transcends
ourselves and transcends every human achievement. We spoke of this
above as eros: the feeling that “It’s not enough; there’s more.” This eros
is not a passive hope; it is an active force that catapults us out of our
narrow perspectives and pitches us into the realm of the finest.

Now when we discover this eros for ourselves and let it do its work
on us, we want this for others too. 50 we do what we can to help our
neighbors discover and embrace this movement towards the finest in
themselves. In this way we discover a paradox: the more [ love my
friend, the more 1 experience my own solitude. For what is absolutely
the finest thing in the world is not absolute cooperation and agree-
ment between us. It is rather that each of us, as far as possible, obeys
the eros in his or her spirit.

In the next chapter we will examine how the love of God integrates
the movement of conscience into a higher movement yet. For now we
ought to summarize what we have covered so far.

In this discussion of conscience, we spoke of moral conversion and
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feelings, of moral development, of the affective criteria in decision-
making, and finally of the expanding and loving nature of conscience.
Some readers may be uneasy over the fact that moral criteria are pre-
cariously perched on affective development and on the chancy business
of conversion. They may want to see something more secure—if not
a set of do’s and don't’s, then at least a few inviolable principles. But
let me say at once that the only inviolable principle is the transcendental
precept, Be responsible, and that we put this principle into practice
not through a logical deduction in one case after another, but through
the attentive, intelligent, reasonable, and responsible actions of a large
number of men and women over a long period of time. That is the
nature of the beast we call ‘conscience’.

In our study of authenticity, feelings, and conscience, we have con-
centrated on the subjective side of doing good. Now we can look at
its objective side and see how it relates to the subjective. What is the
human “good” towards which conscience looks?

5. The Human Good: A Process View

By calling our topic “the human good,” we run two fundamental
risks. First, we are apt to think of nothing but good objects: a good
car, a good vacation, a good spouse. We are letting our imaginations
restrict our intelligences here. The “good” is not always visible, nor
is it simply “out there,” an object without somebody wanting it. Every
‘object” considered good is considered good by a subject, a person. This
is very plain to see when we watch, for example, two car buffs argue
the “objective” merits of a Mercedes-Benz over a Rolls-Royce. We
simply cannot talk about objective worth of things without also talk-
ing about human persons, their value judgments, and the kinds of
moral bias that may be distorting those judgments.

The second risk we run is the Platonic expectation that we are go-
ing to study something abstract, something all “good” things must
possess. Goodness here is conceived as something reality may or may
not possess, a kind of metaphysical stuff that good things have and
bad things do not. This makes goodness something somehow above
real things, something reality participates in to the degree that real
things are truly ‘good’. But goodness, like whiteness or happiness does
not exist. There are only good movies, white blouses, happy children.
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So we have to think of the utterly concrete when we discuss the good.

We can avoid these materialist and idealist mistakes by thinking
of the good in terms of process.'¥ And the process we have in mind
is, quite simply, the process of choosing good things as it really oc-
curs among us. We want to understand the ordinary structures of the
entire process—taking in the subjective aspects as well as the objec-
tive, the social aspects as well as the individual, and the question of
moral rightness vs. moral bias. For the most part we will leave out of
our discussion such natural ‘goods’ as earth, sunshine, and all the
subhuman processes that human process relies on. Qur interest is in
the good things humans choose or reject. Then, once we have under-
stood what goes on when we choose things, we can cooperate more
intelligently and realistically with the process of doing good in our
world.

We begin by noticing that every concrete instance of something
we consider a human good is an event-conditioned thing. Qur intellec-
tual conversion ought to expect this. Imagine a few examples: a pizza,
a car, a lovely vase of flowers, a refreshing swim. We would not have
these things to enjoy were it not for certain events going on. Someone
had to make the pizza. Someone had to decide on what make and
model of car. Flowers need planting and picking. And there had to
be the proper pipes and valves to deliver water to the pool.

Among this vast array of conditions that makes every particular
good thing possible, we can see two major kinds of conditions.

First there has to be some setup, some routine, some institution,
some scheme of recurrence that brings forth a certain kind of particular
good regularly. So, for example, a pizzeria, an auto industry, a skilled
eye that arranges the flowers in an enhancing vase, and a city water
department all have as their purpose the continuous production of par-
ticular good things. The same is true for every language, every set of
customs, every cultural or religious ritual, and every educational sys-
tem, whether the size of a Michigan State University or a mother
teaching her child the ABC’s. These are institutions aimed at the ongo-
ing production of goods.

Lonergan calls this setup the ‘good of order’. It is not the particular
good things themselves. It is rather the set of events that keeps the
particular goods flowing regularly. The good of order is absolutely in-
visible. But if you need convincing that it really exists, compare a coun-
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try with an expanding economy to a country with a faltering economy.
Compare a society with laws to a country without laws. Compare an
industry at work to an industry on strike. The good of order exists when
alarge set of activities is ordered; and it does not exist where activities
are not ordered.

What are the events that keep particular goods flowing regularly?
Principally, human insights. Imagine a young boy who spots a silver
dollar under a sidewalk grating. By an initial insight he fixes a wad
of gum on the end of along, narrow stick in order to lift the coin out.
If he is successful, a second insight hits him: keep the stick; there may
be more lost coins waiting to be rescued beneath other gratings! This
second-level insight sets up a coin-rescuing institution to keep the coins
coming in. It also educates such utilitarian emotions as hope, expecta-
tion, and perseverance to overcome any difficulties that may appear.
We enjoy such secondary insights every time we arrange our rooms
or buy the tools of our trade. We aim at facilitating more regular en-
joyment of good things.

The same insight required to set up an institution is also required
to participate in it. If you own a garlic press or a home computer but
do not understand how to use them, you will not be able to enjoy the
efficiency they can provide. But to the degree that you do gain these
insights and take advantage of them, you become a changed person.
You learn new skills. You learn new habits. Your instinctual, humane
emotions about particular good things become educated, utilitarian
emotions about the institutions that keep them going. Among the
people who know you, you might gain some reputation for being a
gourmet cook or a systems analyst.

So the first major condition in which we find particular goods is
that they normally are connected to an institution, usually to a com-
plex of many institutions. And by ‘institution” we do not mean some
building with a company name on it. We mean a set of insights, skills,
habits, and feelings oriented to the continuous flow of particular things
that people want. The second-level insights produce and maintain the
institution, but the institution incorporates all its participants into a
recognizable, cooperating social body.

The second major condition in which we find particular goods is
that they are desired by persons who may or may not be morally
converted.

A friend of mine once remarked, “My needs never cause me a prob-
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lem; it's my desires that get me into trouble!” The implication, of course,
is that we ought to discern what we really need and not merely drift
with the winds of desire. Moral conversion aims to accomplish this.
A commitment to true needs—which often includes the need to put
the good of others before our own—is a commitment to getting an up-
per hand on mere desire. This is what being responsible means.

A particular goad thing, however, can be desired both by respon-
sible and irresponsible people. The philanthropist and the miser both
want money, but for vastly different purposes. We all know that when
people say a movie was “good” or a party was “terrific,” they reveal
as much about their own moral makeup as about the movie or party.

If particular goods are always found in personal moral horizons,
then so will the institutions that keep the particular goods flowing.
We approve or disapprove not only of particular things but also of
habits, of customs, and of organizations depending on what “valuable”
means to us. If it means the maximization of personal pleasure, we
will approve of hedonistic institutions. If it means the maximization
of the truly worthwhile, we will disapprove of hedonistic institutions.
By the same token we will approve or disapprove of our utilitarian
emotions, the emotions shaped by intelligence. If our hope/despair,
courage/fear, or anger are educated to serve mere self-centered desire,
we may or may not find that acceptable, depending on whether or not
we are morally converted to the truly valuable.

So, besides a social order based on insight, we also have a cultural
order based on value judgments. The social order is built on the in-
sights, the insights into how to cooperate to keep the particular goods
flowing, while the cultural order is built on the value judgments that
weigh the worth both of the particular goods and of the institutions
that produce them. These two orders are not distinct communities of
people. Rather, they are distinguishable orders within any commu-
nity. Of the two, the cultural order plays the major role in making a
community human. For a community based merely on shared skills
and insights is like a gear with well-fitting cogs: no cog complains that
the gear may be turning for the wrong purposes. A fully human com-
munity shares a sense of common purpose. The members agree on
the worthiness of its commeon goals and usually have a say in deter-
mining what those goals ought to be and how well they are being
pursued.

In most of the cases we have experienced, we find an annoying ten-
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sion between the social order and the cultural order in a community.
The social order specializes in planning, organizing, exploring the
possible, and trimming away the fat of inefficiency. But it is interested
only in the means to produce things people want, not in the objective
worth of those particular goods. The cultural order, in contrast, is in-
terested in the ends. It specializes in evaluating, in eriticizing, in en-
hancing whatever is worthy, and in excising whatever is worthless.
The tension between the social and cultural orders is relatively per-
manent because insights and value judgments both occur in the same
person, and every person experiences both an impulse to insight and
an impulse to value judgments. Insights open up possibilities that value
judgments cannot dream of, while value judgments give purpose to
insight and render us more than mere machines. Only a regular obe-
dience to the transcendental precepts by each member of a commu-
nity can successfuily direct brilliant insights towards worthwhile ends.

We have seen how the particular goods we desire belong to three
invisible but very real sets of processes, or schemes of recurrence. On
the immediate level, good things are simply the objects of people’s
desires. But there is also the institution that produces the particular
good to be considered, along with the education of feelings and the
socialization it effects. And there is the cultural order that passes judg-
ment on the worth of the things desired and of the institutions, habits,
skills, and emotions that produce them.

By way of a review, you may find it helpful to study the chart:

Three meanings Three corresponding  Three dimensions Three dimensions

of “good” operations in the of affectivity of commrunity
person

1. Particular Experienced Humane, instinctual Collective

good things desires, needs emotions desires, needs

2. Good of Insight, skills, Utilitarian, Social order,

order habits intellectual institution, the

emotions setup

3. True value Value judgments, Moral conversion  Cultural order,

commitments personal relations

What is important to realize is that every particular good thing in
the world is like this—whether a pizza, a car, a vase of flowers, or a
swim. Every social institution in the world is like this—whether a
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language, a law, an agreement, a habitual feeling, or a social symbol.
And every cultural force in the world is like this—whether a sonata,
an editorial, a prophetic outcry, or love of neighbor.

Once we see that every particular good is linked into a social order
and a cultural order, and that the desires, insights, feelings, and value
judgments on which they rely are processes within persons, then we
will be better able to understand our world and to guide its develop-
ment. Let me suggest five canons that ought to guide any reflection
on concrete situations.

First, the business of doing good in the world is a moderately, but
not impossibly, complex process that is simultaneously individual and
social, subject to bias and yet naturally expansive to overcome not only
the erring that is so human but the malice that is s0 human as well.
If we overlook any of these elements when we read our newspapers
or history books, or when we make plans for the future, we are bound
to overleok something good.

Second, the starting peint of any investigation ought to be the par-
ticular goods. A community does not set up its values first, a func-
tional organization second, and then start to crank out the goods.
Rather, a community wants some particular goods or services regulatly,
and as it organizes to achieve this goal, it also evaluates and, if neces-
sary, adjusts the goal. This is the nature of all community, whether
it be a couple in love, a family, a religious order, a city, an athletic
club, or what have you. When we want to understand such a com-
munity, we begin with the particular goods, grasp the guiding insights
that keep them flowing, and then name the underlying values that
seem to be at work.

Third, just as it requires insight to create an institution, so it takes
insight to understand that institution. (And remember, by “institution’
we mean any and all kinds of agreements aimed at getting good things
regularly; it does not have to be public or legally recognizable.) One
does not understand a setup by reading propaganda or studying writ-
ten laws or contracts or constifutions. One understands it by grasping
why particular goods and services flow the way they do. The reality
of capitalism or communism, of Democrats or Republicans, of Catholics
or Protestants, of patriarchy or feminism, of my family or yours, is
revealed only when we understand the concrete, functioning insights
that make them cohesive bodies meeting desires for particular goods.
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Fourth, the good of order is stable by nature. It resists changes
in procedures because these render certain skills obsclete. Changes
in the setup shake up an entire social order because they upset utili-
tarian feelings of attachment and loyalty, they alter the pecking order
in the community, and they put strains on interpersonal relations. Even
more stubbornly does the good of order, the institution, resist changes
in long-range goals. This is because institutions specialize in insights,
not in value judgments. They thrive on efficiency and quantities, not
value or quality. Therefore, anyone contemplating a change in how
things are going to work ought to give serious thought to the adapta-
tions required in people’s skills, feelings, friendships, and —most im-
portantly —insight into the new order. Unless all the members grasp
the overall picture, they will be unable to provide the many supplemen-
tary insights that concrete situations demand.

Fifth, just as it takes moral conversion to create a culture commit-
ted to true value, so it takes moral conversion to recognize a converted
community. Again, one does not recognize conversion by just reading
texts or watching behavior. One evaluates the particular goods, the
setups that produce them, and even other evaluators. Imagine, for
example, that a small-town library plans to sell all the books which
were not borrowed for, say, ten years. We could tell more about that
town'’s moral commitments by surveying the titles read and the titles
unread than by reading its newspaper editorials or pamphlets from
its Chamber of Commerce. And yet, while one person may conciude
that the town is rather morally upright, another may conclude that it
is rather decadent. This leads us to the dialectical situation in which
evaluators are evaluating each other’s moral sensibilities. In our final
chapter we will say more about how to deal with such a dialectic. For
now it is enough to recognize that no one of us can really stand out-
side a situation and pass moral judgment on it without becoming part
of the evaluation situation.

The foregoing process account of the structure of the human good,
brief as it is, is meant to account for the origin of all the goods humans
produce. You will likely find this analysis cogent enough, but you may
have difficulty passing judgment on how correct it is. It is very impor-
tant for your spiritual integration, however, if you at least let this view
challenge some of the more materialist and idealist views that you may
have absorbed along the way.
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The materialist imagines that goodness is a visible or palpable force
pulsating within good things and evoking our appreciation or desire.
“You can just feel it!” The materialist has little notion of how buying
a sewing machine imposes an order on one’s affectivity and involves
one in a specific social class. Nor do we find in the materialist any great
concern to distinguish true need from mere desire. “If I want a sewing
machine, and I can afford one, why in the world shouldnt I get one?”
Nor is there much concern to distinguish personal commitment from
mere cooperation. “Sure, I work for a nuclear weapons plant, but that
has nothing to do with whatI think about nuclear war!” In many cases
such as these, the materialist thinks the good is just “already out there”
and that is all there is to it.

The idealist is more astute. He or she is convinced of the difference
between good and bad but deep down believes that there is an ideal
way for all people to get along together. In light of the overall ideal,
we can deduce what the ideal behavior is in this or that situation. “If
people would only realize that true community is based on trust,
then. . . .” The fundamental problem about being moral becomes a
matter of determining what the ideal really is and to be intelligent
enough to see how we ought to proceed towards it. Thus Marx en-
visioned a world built on communism, and Comte envisioned a world
built on scientific progress. To the idealist, the good is some abstract
possibility that we try to discover, and once we discover it, then we
deduce what social institutions ought to be set up to pursue it.

In contrast to materialism and idealism, we are saying that good-
ness does not lurk in objects nor in an ideal possibility. The human
good is an ongoing process by which desires are organized by insight
and both are given direction by moral conversion. It is a process
notoriously vulnerable to both error and malice. And yet it is also
malleable under the force of the transcendental precepts, Be attentive,
Be intelligent, Be reasonable, Be responsible. When these are obeyed,
error and malice are gradually overcome and the truly good gradually
emerges.

The ultimate court of appeal, therefore, is neither how desirable
a thing looks nor how rational a possibility seems to be. To deal with
disagreements on the worth of particular goods and of our institutions,
we evaluate the persons on either side. Morally converted persons
readily recognize and respect one another. They may disagree on pro-
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cedures, but they quickly move to the level of shared purposes, where
they expect to find agreement. From there they hope to collaborate
in creating procedures amenable to the common good.

Those whose moral conversion has been retarded feel at least a
respect for and usually an attraction to the worldview of those more
developed. They are learners and have developed at least the humil-
ity to acknowledge it.

The greatest difficulty is with those whose moral conversion has
hardly begun, who barely know the existence of a converted horizon.
The greater they are in numbers, the more likely they will win the day.
They cannot be argued out of their faith in mere desire because they
do not put faith in argument; their faith is in mere desire. Nor are they
easily attracted out of it by the example of good persons. Even if they
desired to be such admirable persons, they feel no desire to walk the
path that truly admirable men and women have always walked, a path
that often detours around mere desire.

Our discussion has brought us to a point that everyone recognizes
very well: A good situation tends to get better while a bad situation
tends to get worse. But it has also laid bare the nature of the problem
of how to consistently bring the good about. Once a family or a nation
grows to the point of self-centeredness, how can it be turned around?
To what can we appeal?

There is more to this difficulty than meets the eye. The unconverted
comre in severa) different forms, and so there will be different strategies
to deal with each. But in order to deal with this properly, we ought
to look more closely at how in general a community or a situation im-
proves and how it breaks down. In other words, we ought to look more
closely at the nature of historical progress and decline.

6. Historical Progress and Decline

An improving situation in human society is a spiral of events.
The operators that keep the spiral turning and rising are the tran-
scendental precepts, Be attentive, Be intelligent, Be reasonable, Be re-
sponsible. As long as they are working in the people involved, a situa-
tion tends to get better.

For example, if we consider any concrete social situation that is
generally improving, we will still find within it a set of problems. But
the improvement going on has a specific character. Attention has un-
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covered one of the problems. Intelligence has produced explanations
of the nature of the problem and has suggested solutions. Reason has
tested the explanations and the suggestions to make sure they are
realistic. Responsibility has evaluated the costs and benefits to all con-
cerned and has applied the best available solution. This is how the
situation became improved. The improved situation, of course, has its
own problems, but they are fewer in number. And the fewer the prob-
lems, the higher the odds become on the next turn of the spiral that
further application of the transcendental precepts will spot anomalies
and apply apt solutions. So, where we find authentic men and women
in a good situation, we find that their situation tends to get better and
that they tend to respond to difficulties more quickly.

A worsening situation is also a spiral of events, but the spiral turns
backwards and downwards. The reason is that at least some of the
transcendental precepts are being ignored.

Thus, given a concrete situation with its normal set of problems,
no one may want to attend to certain parts of the problem, so these
parts of the problem continue. Or the people involved may be aware
of the problem but understand it merely in mythical or shortsighted
terms, and again the problem continues but is now compounded by
misunderstanding. Or they may look at a number of explanations and
proposals but be completely unrealistic about picking the one that meets
all the relevant data, which only makes them further out of touch with
what is going on around them. So the problem is further compounded
by illusion and the unrealistic remedies it endorses. Or they may see
exactly what the problem is and what ought to be done about it but
either fail to act or apply some irresponsible remedy, and then they
have the further problem on their hands of a failure in moral nerve
and a remedy that makes no sense. At the next turn of the spiral, the
odds become worse that the transcendental precepts can be effectively
applied to the worse situation. So a bad situation tends to get worse
and the responses to difficulties occur more slowly.

We have been considering an improving situation and a worsen-
ing situation, But this is a somewhat abstract way of looking at it. Con-
cretely, our human situations are mixtures of upward spirals and
downward spirals. The same particular goods, as we saw, can be pur-
sued by the converted and the unconverted alike. An institution that
provides funds for the needy also provides funds for the greedy. It
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remains true that progress will result only from obedience within and
that decline will result only from disobedience within, but it is very
difficult to discern one from the other in actual cases, et alone in one’s
own soul.

Lonergan has analyzed situations in which elements for progress
have blended with elements for decline and has found four types of
bias to which we are always prone: neurosis, individual egoism, group
egoism, and intellectual shortsightedness.'®* We should look at each of
these. They represent permanent tensions in the consciousness of all
people, good or bad. And because these biases are our own perma-
nent possibilities for ruining good situations, they represent the same
sort of evil which Scripture and tradition have called Original Sin. This
analysis, however, does not ask how we got this way, as the story in
Genesis does. It only attempts to understand how situations in fact
get worse. What follows, then, is an explanation of four ways in which
we normally suppress the work of the transcendental precepts in us.

1. Neurosis

The chief mechanism in a neurosis is repression. As we saw above,
an affect can be unlinked from its original image and linked to an alter-
nate image. This can occur without our knowledge. Popular wisdom
has proclaimed that we are afraid of certain feelings. But this is not
quite accurate. The feelings emerge eventually, even though attached
to some alternate image. We see anger, lust, grief, sorrow, and the
like expressed all the time in today’s culture, running at a pitch far
out of proportion to their objects.

A more cogent case can be made for saying that what we are afraid
of is the original image. And the reason we fear certain images is that
they will bring an unwanted insight into ourselves. The reason we do
not want certain insights into ourselves is that understanding will de-
mand a change in the routines that provided us some elementary se-
curity. This is a case of an integrator system challenging an operator
system. ‘

Repression does not prevent us from looking at such images al-
together. In fact, a really efficient repression allows us to look at them
directly and to deal with them smoothly. The chief work of repression
is simply to prevent us from letting an image appear in its original af-
fective setting. That is why the techniques of free asseociation, psycho-
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drama, and conversations with these image-figures often have surpris-
ing power. They allow the original image to appear in its original
dramatic setting and thereby stimulate in us questions about it.

The kinds of images we are talking about, we must not forget, are
not some abstract, gothic images of coffins or sexual organs, but the
concrete childhood memories of watching someone in the family die
or hearing stern warnings from some repressive teacher not to touch
“down there.”

A repressive mechanism develops compulsive routines, stylized
or ritualized circuits around a feared dramatic image. It does this to
compensate for the more demanding adaptations which intelligence
would suggest. In vital areas neurotics do not understand themselves
and are misunderstood by others, because of these hardened routines.
So they choreograph a secondary set of stylized or ritualized dances,
equally unintelligible to others and intelligible to themselves only as
canny ways to appear in public without being taken for a fool. In this
way they develop a protective system. In specific areas they appear
rigid, compulsive, repetitious, almost religiously obedient to some in-
ner law. Their employers, friends, and relatives feel obliged to create
routines of their own to respect that inner law because they care for
the neurotic and want to get along without incident. Everybody is con-
vinced that these adaptations are necessary, but nobody understands
why. And every scheme which is aimed merely at breaking down the
protective routines without pinpointing the unwanted dramatic imn-
age only makes the situation worse.

2. Egoism

The egoist resembles the neurotic inasmuch as everyone feels con-
strained to make adjustments in order to keep the peace. But the egoist
is up to some self-centered scheme knowingly, and so what is needed
is not insight but moral conversion. And since moral conversion is no
automatic process, the forbearance and the adjustments of others con-
tinue, but with the added exasperation over the fact that everyone
knows very well what is going on.

Until the egoist decides to change, acquaintances try various tac-
tics, ranging from stinging the conscience to the application of tender
loving care. While the squeaky wheel gets the grease, their own val-
uable intellectual energies are being drawn away from larger concerns.
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The conversion of the egoist in their midst can become a habit, even
a pride. A family can spend all its moral capital on reforming one per-
son and so justify their neglect of concern for their neighbors and for
world affairs. They feel conscientious, but their narrow moral horizon
restricts their intellectual inquiry. They read little, vote without intel-
ligence, and swallow clever propaganda whole hog.

So the individual egoist is a dried-up well when the community
needs insight into the common good. But the very efforts of the com-
munity to reform its resident egoist also render it that much less likely
to get the insights it needs to meet political, economic, and social crises
beyond its doors.

3. Group egoism

Group egoism, like individual egoism, works by regularly sup-
pressing insights into the good of outsiders. And like the individual
neurotic, a self-centered group creates a style and a set of rituals meant
to dignify this refusal to consider the needs of other groups.

But when we look at the broad scale of history, and at the worst
miseries that civilizations have inflicted on one another, the role of
neurosis and individual egoism in destroying a community pale in com-
parison to the bias of one community against the welfare of another.
Even a Hitler, who was both a neuroctic and an egoist, needed German
nationalism and Aryan pride on which to build his Reich. Many neu-
rotics and egoists can be healed in a relatively short period. At worst,
their malady does not last longer than their personal lifetimes. But the
bias of a group does not depend on how long its individual members
live. In nearly every historical case we can think of, the bias of a group
lasts the lifetime of the group. And the lifetime of the group is usually
ended only by the vengeance or greed of some other more powerful
group, which will have its own brand of self-centered bias. Truly moral
communities hardly ever result from the reformation of a previously
selfish community. They nearly always spring from prophetic leaders
who gather members from among the disenfranchised in other com-
munities. Or else, like Israel, they undergo a reform with only a small
remnant of the original community and do sc at the terrible cost of
breaking family and economic fies.

The reason that group bias is so impervious to healing is that there
is a tension between intersubjective feeling and practical intelligence.
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Intersubjectivity is conservative and stabilizing by nature. It revels in
consistent behavior, codes of etiquette, nostalgia, long-term commit-
ments, the steady development of loyalty, and the ready means for
knowing who belongs and who does not. Practical intelligence pulls
in another direction. It is progressive and destabilizing by nature. The
more intelligence is given free rein over practical matters, the more
it sees room for improvements, suggests alterations in the institutions
that provide particular goods, streamlines some procedures and cancels
others—all of which tends to change familiar ways of doing things.

This tension between intersubjective feeling and practical in-
telligence normally should be resolved by the inediation of objective
value judgments provided by a rich culture. But as often as not the
wisest voices in a culture prefer those changes that provide the most
good for the most people, not just for their own people. On the sur-
face that can look like disloyalty to the community and is often made
ouf to be such. So the easier path is simply to entertain those practical
insights which do not put any strains on group feeling but instead pro-
vide more group cohesion.

So a given group may be quite creative and visionary on its own
behalf but overlook insights into the good of other groups and even
regard other groups as nothing but means to its own end. As long as
the group remains in power, its insights are the operative ones, while
the insights of the oppressed groups, intelligent in themselves, are
blocked from implementation. The dominant group recognizes that
only by power can it maintain its own hegemony on putting ideas in-
to practice, and so it bends its intelligence also towards manipulating
the economy, organizing its military forces, and refining the technology
by which the oppressed groups can be efficiently rubbed out the minute
there is trouble. That diverts just that much intelligence away from
attending to the dominant group’s internal problems, and, barring a
violent revolution, the external oppressed group has only to wait while
these internal problems bring the dominant group to its knees.

4. Commonsense shortsightedness

A fourth bias or distortion of intelligence to which we are all prone
is a bias against taking the long-range view. “Good common sense”
specializes in practical-mindedness, adaptability, and quick results. But
common sense does not specialize in history or philosophy or literary
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criticism or theology. 1t prefers to raid these territories every once in
a while and rustle a few insights to meet concrete situations. It distorts
these insights without realizing it because it tears them away from a
fabric of related insights and tries to patch them onto a quilt without
design. It thinks that its greatest wisdom can be condensed into mot-
toes and displayed on posters.

So common sense suffers two permanent limitations. First, it reg-
ularly fails to think in terms of history —to learn lessons from the past,
and to look further than tomorrow when planning for the future. We
see evidence of this in the nuclear power industry’s persistent failure
to deal with problems of safety and disposal of toxic wastes. We see
it in the failure of automobile companies to produce efficient auto-
mobiles. We see it in the refusal of industrial cities to diversify their
works and so avoid the usual fate of a one-industry town,

Behind this first limitation of common sense lies the second. Com-
mon sense does not have the sense to recognize this first limitation.
In other words, by not recognizing its own problems, it thinks itself
omnicompetent. Only when people also possess the uncommon sense
that is willing to take the longer view do they willingly subordinate
their common sense to an in-depth study of the human species.

Why is common sense so limited and blind to its imits? Again,
because of the tension between intersubjective feelings and practical
intelligence. Intelligence by itself has the drive and the norms for
understanding profoundly complex problems. But as each of us grew
up, we specialized not in the intellectual pattern of experience but in
the dramatic. Qur minds were oriented to meet the immediate inter-
subjective demands of hearth and kin. So our intelligences stay myopic.
We readily deal with the immediate, and we suspect that anyone who
withdraws into reading history or discussing philosophy is evading
issues.

Obviously we are making a case here for the hard work involved
in dealing with theoretical and scholarly issues. So far we have simply
made the raw assertion that common sense fails to take the long-range
view, and anyone can deduce that this probably results in short-sighted
solutions. The case can be made much more forcefully if we look at
how the persistent dependence on common sense creates progressively
absurd situations. Let me present a domestic example,

Imagine a husband and wife with two children. And suppose the
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husband drinks heavily —a two-martini lunch with a few more before
dinner and a nightcap before bed. As we can expect, he will not have
his wits about him when he eats with his family. At first his wife and
children will avoid issues that might enrage him. Then the children
will arrive late for dinner and leave early, staying out later to avoid
contact. He becomes concerned and angry towards them, and he tries
all kinds of inducements to win back their respect, ranging from strict
discipline to expensive gifts. His wife sees the problem and nags him
for drinking. As it often happens in such cases, the children resent
their mother for the grief she seems to cause their father.

Notice the insights at work. The children are shrewd enough to
avoid certain issues, and they intelligently spot the negative effect
which their mother’s nagging has. The mother understands that drink-
ing is the problem. And the father himself is quite practical-minded
in his efforts at mollifying the children. But these insights all head in
different directions. They do not form a coherent whole. The reason,
of course, is that the husband will not acknowledge the root of the
problem, and no one understands what remedies have proved effec-
tive for others. An organization like Alanon makes it its business to
teach the long-range view to families. Their aim is to help a family build
insight upon insight into a coherent whole. The fundamental insights
come from research, and the immplemental insights come from the par-
ticular family involved.

So, because of one fundamental oversight there arise many prac-
tical solutions which are incompatible with one another. The father
lays down rules requiring the children to stay home, while the children
create excuses to escape, The mother harangues the father because the
family is breaking up, while the children see the family breaking up
because the mother harangues the father. Further adjustments are
applied to these adjustments, and in the end either the family breaks
up altogether or it is held together by sheer tyranny.

What we see in this family is also true of corporations, nations,
and entire civilizations. Insight has the capacity to discover the roots
of problems and to learn from human mistakes. It functions by com-
plementing fundamental insights with further insights into present
situations. This takes time and hard work, but this is how a culture
becomes wise. When there is a neglect of long-range vision and fun-
damental insights, then practical insights merely meet those aspects
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of fundamental problems that apply to one’s immediate situation.

In the middle of this series of unrelated adaptations, common sense
is looking desperately for a guiding principle that will hold everything
together. It is already apprehensive that down the line there lurks either
a complete collapse or a brutal dictatorship. And common sense nearly
always clings to the principle that “We must face facts!” The facts, after
all, are the real problem, and what is needed seems to be the courage
to look the problem directly in the eye,

Recall, however, what we said earlier about a fact. A fact, if it is
of any significance, is a human understanding of human events. So
in reality, when we think of ourselves as facing facts, we are really
just attending to human interpretations of human activities. In both
the activities and in the interpretations there likely occur the biases
of neurosis, egoism, group bias, and commonsense myopia. Common
sense fails to see this, fails to see aneed to discern the intelligible from
the absurd in human situations and so will naively crank out insights
that leave the absurdities untouched and thereby add even more ab-
surdity to an already deteriorating situation.!” In short, common sense
is not enough sense.

So we ought to approach all human situations with a critical eye
and resist the commonsense impulse to accept the givens of a situa-
tion as uniformly coherent. Even psychelogists and sociologists tend
to act as though all human problems are intelligible. They are not. They
do contain an intelligible portion which analysis can illuminate, but
they also contain an unintelligible suppression of attention, intelligence,
reason, or responsibility; and that requires therapies of mercy and for-
giveness. Jacobo Timmerman, a Jewish critic of Israeli policies, was told
to face the facts, to “Take it or leave it.” His reply was perfect: “T will
not take it, and I will not leave it.”

There is more to be said about the combined spirals of progress
and decline. Our analysis so far has revealed how important it is for
all people of common sense to subject their comumoen sense to the
lessons of history and philosophy, and to resist the resigned attitude
that is willing to accept things as they stand. But our analysis has also
shown that things as they stand contain a permanent set of biases that
will forever drag against the upward dynamics of human attention,
intelligence, reason, and responsibility. But this is by no means the
end of the story. Fortunately there is yet another factor to which all
good men and women turn. We need to talk about love.
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Discussion Questions: CHAPTER THREE

These questions are designed to test how well you realize the
ramifications of the material in this chapter. Their answers will rely
also on materials from chapter 2. Again, although my own replies
(which are by no means definitive) can be found in the appendix, please
attempt to write out and/or discuss your own replies without relying
on mine.

Question 1

Kar]l Marx has provided a method of critiquing ideologies that even
some Christian theologians find useful. In brief, one of the major in-
sights of Marx is this: the particular goods that men and women desire
and the skills they learn are not generated from within their own
psyches. They are conditioned by the economic order, the arrange-
ments of the forces of production. In Marx’s view, the capitalist system
shapes the psyches of individuals without their realizing it. It alienates
workers from their own selves by imposing desires and skills which
make life comfortable for the wealthy stockholders and which prevent
the cultivation of desires and skills that might dignify the lives of
workers.,

This is a very useful critique, not only of capitalism, but paradox-
ically of the present forms of communism as well. However, there still
remains a danger in it. Compare Marx’s conception of the human good
to Lonergan’s.

Question 2

Suppose a teacher friend of yours writes you a letter about her
situation at school:

Our principal is a real power politician, and people really don’t like it at
all. He makes all the decisions himself and gives ondy the appearance of
consulting the rest of us. Last month he pretended to ask our advice about
the need for a new music teacher, while in fact he had already signd a con-
tract with a friend of his without telling anybody. Unless we can get him
out of here, the faculty will be in revolt. Teachers will quit. Or at least they
will drag their feet on every issue. The whole institution will break down.
Any advice you have will be greatly appreciated!

What advice would you give her? Can you back up your advice with
any of the theoretical materials we have presented? In what sense is
her view “factual”? Is the principal really the “problem”?
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Question 3

Suppose now that your teacher friend sends you the following let-
ter a few weeks later:
Thank you so much for your letter. Your explanation of how our prin-
cipal/faculty problem is a system has been very helpful. I took the risk of
showing it to the principal and he was surprisingly open to tooking at the
problem with us. The trouble is, we don’t know where to begin. So I'in
asking you for further advice. Do we just spend a weekend sharing our
hopes and fears? I'm afraid that even if we do that we still won't be able
to put our finger on the problem. I wait with bated breath for further
wisdom!
What advice would you give now? Can you give reasons for that ad-
vice drawn from our study of the structure of the human good?

Question 4

The distinctions between instinctual and intellectual emotions, as
well as between repression and suppression may be helpful for an in-
dividual’s emotional healtth. But what has it got to do with the ‘spiritual
integration’ of a community? Surely this ideal involves more than just
emotional health for individuals. What is it about the ministry that
makes it so important for a minister to understand his or her own
feelings?

Question 5

In Lonergan’s structure of the human good, there is a dimension
of community called ‘personal relations’ or the ‘cultural order’. It ap-
pears to be the communal aspect of a person’s moral conversion. These
relations correspond to a person’s value judgments and commitments
in the same way that the social order relates to a person’s insights,
skills, and habits. What does that mean, concretely?

Also, the term ‘personal relations” has many commonsense con-
notations that perhaps do not apply here. Can you spell out what the
technical term means? Can you give examples of how these relations
among people are the substance of what is finest in a culture?
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Notes to Chapter Three

1. Lonergan’s summary treatment of much of these same issues can be
found in Method in Theology, Chapter Two, and “The Human Good” and “The
Subject” in W.F.]. Ryan and B.]J. Tyrrell, eds., Second Collection (London: Dar-
ton, Longman & Todd, 1974), pp. 69-86, esp. 79-86.

2. See “The Response of the Jesuit as Priest and Apostle in the Modern
World,” Second Collection, pp. 165-187, esp. 165-170.

3. Here I am expanding on Erich Voegelin's notion of ‘metaxy”. See his
"Gospel and Culture” in D.G. Miller and D.Y. Hadidian, eds., Jesus and Man’s
Hope (Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh Theological Seminary, 1971), vol. II, pp. 59-101.

4. This distinction between Cosmos and Chaos relies initially on Eric
Voegelin. I have transposed it somewhat by regarding them strictly as sym-
bols in order to locate them within Lonergan’s generalized empirical method.
While ‘cosmos” appears in most of Voegelin's writings, the contrast with ‘chaos’
seems to be only in an unpublished work, “Wisdom and the Magic of the Ex-
treme: A Meditation” © Eranos Yearbook, ¢.1976.

5. Tbid., p. 7. T am also indebted to Voegelin for his critique of Dogmatism
and Utopianism in this same work.

6. See Spiritual Exercises of 5t. Ignatius, trans. Louis J. Puhl (Chicago: Loyola
University Press, 1959), para. 335, p. 149.

7. I depend here on Lonergan’s Method in Theology, pp. 30-34, who in turn
acknowledges his dept to Dietrich von Hildebrand and Max Scheler.

8. Conrad W. Baars, Feeling and Healing Your Emotions (Plainfield, N.J.:
Logos International, 1979), pp. 14-26. See also John Macmurray's excellent
little work, Freedom in the Modern World {London: Faber and Faber, 1932), esp.
pp. 145-154.

9. For reflections on the phenomena of free-floating feelings, see Max
Scheler, Ressentiment, trans. W. Holdheim {(New York: The Free Press of Glen-
coe, 1961) chap. I, pp. 43-78.

10. See Method in Theology, p. 240.

11. Ibid., pp. 31-32.

12. Here I depend criginally on a few hints given by Eric Voegelin, New
Science of Politics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1952), pp. 64-66.

13. See John W. Glaser, “Conscience and Superego: A Key Distinction,”
Theological Studies 32/1 (March 1971), 30-47. Reprinted in John J. Heaney, ed.,
Psyche and Spirit (New York: Paulist, 1973), pp. 33-55.

14. In this section I am trying to give a fuller account of what Lonergan
treats under “The Structure of the Human Goed” (Section Six, Chapter Two),
in Method in Theology, pp. 47-52.

15. Here I fill out Lonergan’s “Progress and Decline” (Section Seven,
Chapter Two) of Method in Theology, pp. 52-55.

16. See Insight, pp. 218-242.

17. Tbid., pp. 229-232, 630. See also John Dunne, “Realpolitik in the Decline
of the West,” Review of Politics, 1959, 131-150, for an excellent historical account
of how “facing the facts” has destroyed much of Western culture.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Louving

We now turn our attention to love because something in us is con-
vinced that in the human drama, love plays the leading role. In fact,
any discussion that leaves love out of the picture would be grossly
unrealistic and, by default, might even idealize a rational life with no
heart.

Over the centuries a lot of ink has flowed out on the subject of
love. But even the best of works often leaves us with more awe than
understanding. So we should be very clear at the outset what our aims
are. Our aim is understanding. We want to grasp which of the many
movements in our conscicusness is love, and we want to understand
how that love functions. No doubt, we will not understand everything
about love, but at least we can understand where understanding leaves
off, and at that point we can gaze in reverence at the mystery. Mystery
there is, but there is no sense in calling ‘mystery’ those elements that
understanding can grasp.

In our chapter on Knowing, we saw that to understand anything,
we need to understand the processes that condition its existence. That
is, we gain insight into things not by an imaginative reconstruction,
nor by the ability to draw a diagram, nor by personal skills in the use
of the things in question, but by a grasp of the recurring processes that
keep the ‘thing’ functioning as it does.

This focus on process is absolutely fundamental. It may not pro-
vide an immediate guide to how we ought to love in concrete situa-
tions, but it will provide the kind of long-range view which, as we have
just seen, common sense usually fails to take. At least the long-range
view will help prevent us from making a lot of mistakes. At best it will
give us solid ground on which to build the social and economic struc-
tures which are needed to support love.
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Now that we have reached the topic of love, we have reached the
absolute core of all human knowing and acting. Just as all our know-
ing takes place only in moral contexts, so all our moral decisions take
place only in this larger context of love. The work we did in chapter
2 concerning how we know was only a first approxirhation to the reality
of human knowing. It was enough to clarify how we should proceed,
but it hardly exhausted the topic of knowing. Likewise, the work we
did in chapter 3 concerning how we feel, decide, and act, also enlarged
upon how we know, particularly about how we know values; but it
too was just a further approximation to the full reality of human know-
ing and acting. As we shall see, all our knowing is primarily a form
of religious love and, at the same time, a form of love for one another.

Please do not expect that we will exhaust the topics of knowing,
acting and loving. The best we can do is determine what the main
features of human self-transcendence might be: As I say, our aim is
understanding. That understanding will be largely structural in nature
and relatively incomplete. But it will alsc be relatively stable inasmuch
as you will be led to locate and distinguish within yourself the fun-
damental movements of love from which spring faith, charity, and
hope. These, in turn, will be shown to be the concrete setting for all
our moral commitments and intellectual achievements.

So let us begin to look at love. The word, we must not forget, is
a human invention fashicned to circumscribe a definite set of human
experiences. But to which set of experiences, of all the experiences of
consciousness, does the word aptly refer? How can we avoid introduc-
ing a romantic, Platonic, Victorian, or individualistic understanding
of love which we may already carry within us? Certainly we are aware
that many people call “love” what we would call “selfishness” or “mere
need.” But how can we isolate the unrevisable core meaning which
we believe exists? This is our task: to locate a certain set of experiences
and to understand them as contained within all experiences called
“love.”

We will try to locate the core experiences of love first by recogniz-
ing that being in love constitutes a fifth level of consciousness. We will
see that just as the moral level of consciousness envelops the three
cognitive levels, so being in love envelops the moral and cognitive
levels together. Following Lonergan’s definition, we will treat religious
conversion as a “falling in love with God.”! Then we will assign some
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key technical terms to the basic elements in love; namely, mystery,
faith, charity, and hope. Finally, having created such a model of love’s
elements, we will examine the process by which love both integrates
the spirituality of an individual and redeems the situations of social
decline in history.

1. Loving

What do we do when we love? Two features appear immediately.?
For one, we feel benevolent. That is, we feel ready to give to someone
else, or we really desire someone else’s welfare. This benevolence lies
behind concrete acts of caring, and any act that might appear to be
“caring” would not be love unless it sprang from interior benevolence.

The second feature is appreciation. It differs from benevolence in-
sofar as it does not focus on what good can be done, but rather on
the good that the person actually is. Appreciation is welcoming; it is
happy with; it is content.

Notice that benevolence and appreciation alternate. We provide
care for someone until we are content with how things stand for the
person. But while we may rest in appreciating how things stand, we
never rest for long. Benevolence desires to have even more to ap-
preciate, and it takes the steps to bring it about. So benevolence and
appreciation are the right and left footsteps on a journey. These two
forms of love continually replace one another as love seeks to have
ever more value to appreciate.

This dynamic, alternating process of love comes from a third kind
of love that forms the backbone of appreciation and benevolence. Let
us call it transcendent love’.? It is a force and a process which, although
it may center on this or that person, still is on the lookout for more
goodness, more beauty, other persons, fuller community, Without this
dynamism, all the appreciation and benevolence we could muster
towards this person or that group would be limited; and because it
is limited, it would be unable to promote further goodness. Apprecia-
tion for what is would dominate the benevolence that hopes for what
more might be. In other words, the love of friendship or fellowship
seems to be the product of a more transcendent love for order, for
beauty, for reality, and for goodness. These are abstract terms, 1 realize.
But they do not stand for mere concepts which we love. They stand
for concrete possibilities which we desire for those we love. After all,
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is it not true that at the far end of every thought, every question, every
decision, every human project there always stands a person or a com-
munity for whose sake we are attentive, intelligent, reasonable, and
responsible—even if it be our very selves? And yet this love of specific
human persons is only a moment, a phase, a plateau, of this larger
process of transcendent love.

Transcendent love, therefore, is not separate from the love of
human beings. Nor is it love for abstractions. It has concrete reality
as its object. Transcendent love is not merely an emotion either,
although it can express itself through emotions. 1t is the movement
we experience within us that seeks the absolutely highest value pos-
sible for real men and women. 1t is the dynamism, the motor that
moves us to wake up and be attentive, to wonder and be intelligent,
to reflect and be realistic, to deliberate and be responsible.

While we have tried to stress that transcendent love has concrete
reality as its object, we must add an important observation. Those ob-
jects remain partly obscure to benevolence and appreciation. The goods
we want for our friends do not exist until we bring them about. And
when our friends enjoy the desired goods, our appreciation is always
under the cloud of moral uncertainty; we can never be sure we have
appreciated the truly valuable.

If the concrete objects of benevolence and appreciation are partly
obscure, then all the more so is the ‘object’ of transcendent love itself.
We refer to the obscure yet very concrete object of transcendent love
as ‘God’. By this word we mean one whose value and goodness are
absolutely beyond criticism. Since ‘personhood’ is the highest value
we know, we think of God as a person. But God is not a “person’ in
the exact sense that you and I are. As the ultimate object of transcen-
dent love, God is not the object of our benevolence, as persons are.
(How can we wish goodness for one who has all goodness?) Our total
response is appreciation, an appreciation that is absolutely without
criticism and yet an appreciation for one who is yet obscure.

Notice that while we are all accustomed to our own images of ‘God’,
here we are trying to understand the process of our souls from which
comes all the concrete meaning of that word. All the meaning of divin-
ity is derived from our experience of transcendent love.

Finally, we must recognize that this pull of transcendent love tugs
against a counterpull. The very meaning of self-transcendence is that
we commit ourselves to becoming different selves than we are. So the
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existential tension, which we saw in our last chapter, between a relative
fidelity to transcendental achievements and an absolute fidelity to tran-
scendental precepts is also, and fundamentally, a tension between hu-
manity and divinity. The restlessness of our souls is a divine restlessness.

Our commitment to self-transcendence can take the form of a moral
conversion in which we dedicate ourselves to a life cominitted to true
values rather than mere satisfactions. [t can deepen through an intellec-
tual conversion —either explicit or implicit —which clarifies the differ-
ence between a major authenticity that relies on the transcendental
precepts and a minor authenticity that relies on transcendental achieve-
ments.* It can deepen further through a religious conversion that rec-
ognizes divine movements in the soul that heal (from love downwards)
what the soul’s creative movements (from experience upwards) can-
not successfully create.’

Such a multi-leveled tension between present contentment and
future hope can generate the biases of neurosis, egoism, group self-
ishness, and short-sightedness. But the tension is also and primar-
ily the concrete possibility and power behind every transcendental
achievement,

Let us pause here and summarize what we have covered so far.
We have tried to establish that ‘loving’ refers to the experiences we
call benevolence and appreciation, and more basically to the experience
of a dynamism that transcends each of the particular objects of our
attention, intelligence, reason, responsibility, and love. We think of
this transcendent object as a ‘person’ and we call this one ‘God’. Now
we must look at being loved.

2. Being Loved

How do we know whether or not someone loves us? It is not
merely a matter of whether or not others tell us that they love us—
they may either be lying or they may be mistaken about what love really
is. We still have to make our own judgment about the truth of the
matter.

What criteria do we use when we make such a judgment? On the
evidence of their kindness, partly, but acts of external caring do not
necessarily spring from internal benevolence. We depend partly on
our own feelings, but our desire to be loved all too easily sees love
where there is none.

There is one great clue about how we determine whether we are
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loved. 1t is found in our doubt that we are loved truly. Recall what
happens when we doubt another’s love. We hear words of love, but
we tell ourselves that the other person does not know the “real” us.
We think that if he or she knew us as we really are, we probably could
not be truly loved.

The enormous mistake here is the presumption that we know
ourselves better than anyone else. Or, to put it more precisely, we think
that we know what is truly valuable in ourselves better than anyone
else ever could. Obviously we do know more facts about curselves than
others do. But it is not the number of facts we know about ourselves
that makes us doubt another’s love. We doubt another’s love because
we think they do not know the significance and werth of those facts as
well as we do. But there is a great deal of evidence from people in love
that the opposite is the real truth—that someone who loves us has a
better, a more accurate judgment of value in our regard than we
ourselves do.

The upshot of this is that when we come to know that we are loved,
we do not go exclusively on the basis of evidence —the evidence of kind
deeds and loving words. Somewhere in the process we have to make
a decision. The decision is about whether or not to believe the person.
It is a risk. We may decide to believe that he or she truly loves us and
later discover that this was a mistake. And yet this is no warrant for
not believing anybody. There is no knowing whether or not we are
loved that can avoid the act of deciding to believe, in spite of the risk.
We cannot prove it to ourselves. We can only commit ourselves to
believing it.

So the act of decision is an integral part of letting oneself be loved.
Without it, another person’s love for us remains unrequited.

This is fairly clear in the acts of love we have called appreciation
and benevolence. We make a decision to trust the other person’s words
and acts of love. But what about transcendent love? What about this
dynamism of pull against counterpull that we constantly suffer? Once
we realize that this force is a basic instance of loving, we are naturally
drawn to the question of whether that which we love loves us in return.
Love always seeks to know the beloved in an intimate way. So the
question naturally arises, “Does what I love, when I love anything,
love me?”

We can expect that in pursuing this question philosophically we
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will find some evidence to support the judgment that we are loved,
but we can also expect that we must come to the juncture of decision—
that we will have to decide to believe that we are loved or not.

What evidence, then, do we have that the transcendental object
of all our human intending (all our wonder, questioning, appreciating,
and so on) is also in love with us? There is the evidence of the universe,
of course, the order and beauty of creation. But, like the classic “argu-
ments” of Aquinas, the evidence and the explanation do not form com-
pelling proofs. We could go on and look at the many incidents in our
lives that have been evidence for us that we are loved by a transcen-
dent Thou. Each would have his or her own story. But besides these
stories, we share a common gift that is incredibly powerful in helping
us see that we are loved. The gift is simply the fact that we love.¢ That
is, this transcendent dynamism which underlies all our appreciation
and benevolence is itself a gift. It is not something we created. It was
there before we knew it. It is the source of the questions whose an-
swers brought us to knowing it. And it seems also to be an integral
part of the cosmic process of a burgeoning universe of giant galaxies
and fields of wildflowers.

So here we find ourselves, stricken with the relentless tension of
a transcendent love. It came as a gift and as a challenge. It is a prin-
ciple of our lives. We did not create it nor did we choose it. We cannot
even successfully reject it. Qur loving itself may be the gift of a lover.

3. Being in Love with God

Will we believe it? The answer to the question whether or not we
are loved by the object of our transcendent love does not require our
decision in order to be real; we may be loved and deny it. But it does
require our decision if we are to know we are loved.

If we decide to believe, then we can see that our lover is unlike
any earthly lover. I might love you with all my heart, but you did not
give me my love. This lover comes to us by giving us our power to
love, and nobody on earth ever did that. With transcendent love, we
can imagine ourselves caught in a great circle of love, beginning from
the One who loves us, pouring this thirst and desire into our souls,
and pouring from our souls towards absolutely all goodness, truth,
beauty, and order—which is what this One is. Qur love is Alpha and
Omega, both the source and the object of our loving.
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For this reason, we cannot find an apt comparison to express the
love we are caught up in. It is not a ‘friendship’. It is not a king-servant
relationship. Nor is it well represented by metaphors of thunder or
whisper. Scripture uses these and many other comparisons because
it is searching and not finding. The sheer plurality of metaphors for
the dealings between Divinity and Flesh should convince us that they
are incomprehensible. Better than metaphors are stories, accounts of
divine action in human history. These do not explain much in a theoret-
ical mode, but they do bear the elements of transcendent love in a com-
pact, symbolic, and forceful manner.

Unfortunately, while stories and myths have the power to main-
tain our hope within a godless world, they do not function critically
to help us sort out what is actually going on when we love in this
way. They may help our conviction, but they do not directly help our
understanding.

That is why we would like to suggest that the expression love of
God refers exactly to the pull of transcendent love and to nothing else.
That is, our love for God includes our experience of raising questions,
of wondering, of appreciating, and preeminently of our longing; and
at the same time it is also God’s loving gift to us. It is God's way of
giving the divine self to us. The very word God cannot have any mean-
ing to us outside of our experience of this transcendent tug. All our
data on the one we call “God" lies in this ever-widening yet increas-
ingly urgent search.?

Now, not everyone recognizes that their own longing is a transcen-
dent love. There are the self-styled secularists whe take their stand
on honesty or realism or responsibility. But what a pity that so many
secularists avoid anything smacking of religion for no other reason than
their own fidelity to this inner drive towards honesty, realism, and
responsibility. Whose fault, pray tell, is that? Conversely, many self-
styled religionists, who profess a love for “God,” somehow manage
to suppress their wonder, curiosity, and natural awe, replacing them
with narrow opinions, dogmatic pronouncements, and high-minded
moralizing. Can this be love for God? In reality, we believe, it is the
humble who shall see God, the meek who shall inherit the Kingdom.
In other words, it is those who trust that their inner makeup is tailor-
made for God who find God.

To be religiously converted is to give oneself up to this love and
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subordinate everything to it. Right here, however, we ought to clarify
the status of “religious conversion” in our intellectually converted ap-
proach to spirituality. By religious conversion we do not mean an event
pinned down to a certain point in time, like Paul being knocked down
on the road to Damascus. That meaning is more appropriate to the
storyteller's questions about when and where something happened.
Nor are we after a description of conversion that will enable us to
recognize it in others. That would be helpful for a spiritual director,
but not for us, at least not directly. We are primarily seeking an ex-
planation of how conversion works in consciousness. An explanatory
grasp of conversion, we believe, will give us something that storytellers
and spiritual directors usually lack, namely, an understanding of how
the love of God works to redeem the human race.

Also, if religious conversion means the subordination of all con-
scious activity to transcendent love, then we should make a distinc-
tion between an implicit and an explicit conversion, In an implicitly
converted horizon, a person does indeed subordinate everything to
a love which is transcendent, but he or she has not asked the question
of where this love comes from and to whom it is directed. Such a per-
son is in love with God and does not know it. In an explicitly con-
verted horizon, the person has objectified the term of his or her ex-
perienced orientation, usually thinking of it as a Thou, and usually
convinced that this Thou is responsible for planting the seed of Jove
in the first place.

As we hope to show, both the implicitly and the explictly converted
horizons make authenticity more possible and more likely. (Indeed,
have we not often noticed that the authenticity of some “non-believers”
puts many a “believer” to shame?) What the explicitly converted
horizon gives, then, is not a corner on the authenticity market. It simply
gives a Thou, a Someone, a named and loved term of an orientation.
And for those knowingly in love, it makes an enormous difference in
how they ponder life’s mysteries; it gives them a Thou to talk with,
And yet we must admit that it does not make the struggle for authen-
ticity a great deal easier.

Once we recognize that at the core of our love for God lies this
surprisingly familiar habit of wonder and longing, we find a kinship
with those strange men and women we call the mystics. They turn
out to be not as strange as people think. At times, sometimes while
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we are praying, but sometimes when we least expect, our own atten-
tion wanders from the concrete objects that surround us and attends
to something vague and beyond. Our preoccupation with the concepts
and symbols that carry a world to us recedes into the background of
our consciousness. At these times we experience a movement that
heads beyond all the things and the persons we love. It is the simple
experience of the dynamism without attending to the everyday objects
to which that dynamism ordinarily attends. It is an experience that is
far more common than most people believe.

This experience of movement without any known object can be
a sweet and delightful blossoming. Usually it is a rather sober and quiet
opening of the soul. Often enough it verges on the painful. It simply
hurts to be in want and to long for we know not what. It ought to hurt.
We share in God’s love for a business unfinished. We yearn for the
tying up of all loose threads, and this yearning is God's work in us.

Do the so-called mystics experience something different than this?
A good question. We would have to ask the mystics. If they did not
experience at least this, we would have good reason to call them frauds.
Their supposedly mystical experiences would not connect with the rest
of their lives, and the God they claim to have met would remain no
part of anyone else’s experience. But when we do put the question
to the mystics, we should be careful. Your average mystic has not
bothered ruch with cognitional theory, 0 he or she may talk as though
the experience was like “seeing” God; although such giants as Teresa
of Avila and Ignatius of Loyola seem careful to deny that it was like
seeing.

This very common mistake, thinking that a mystical experience has
to be like looking at something, leads students of mysticisn and
religious experience to ask whether mystics in all cultures “experience”
the same divine object. But experience only gives data, and in mystical
experience all the data is data from inner movements, not from outer
presentations, not even from remembered or imagined images of outer
presentations. When the mystics claim to know something in mystical
experience, their understanding and judgnient have intervened to
name what happened, whether they realize it or not. The names they
settle on will nearly always be drawn from their prior religious tradi-
tion. A Moslem does not see the Blessed Virgin Mary in a vision. And
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yet, when the mystics have sufficient greatness of soul, their under-
standing transforms the traditional meanings and reveals a new pro-
fundity to human dealings with the divine. John the Evangelist trans-
formed the meaning of life. Paul transformed the meaning of church.
Augustine transformed the meaning of memory. And Jesus, of course,
gave an awesome and yet very concrete meaning to the word love,

So the primary transcultural question is not whether all mystics
saw or heard the same thing. It is whether they all experience the same
inner movement from attention to intelligence to reason to responsibil-
ity and to a transcendental love whose brilliance at times can obscure
everything else. And it is relatively easy to see that the answer here
is yes. If this is true, then when we study mystics, we must shift cur
attention from their inner experience to their culturally conditioned
understanding of that experience. There we need to make a hermeneuti-
cal analysis of their understanding of what happened, particularly how
their often metaphorical language relates to the categories that can be
grounded through the analysis of interiority that we have been doing,.
And at that point the existential question often emerges for ourselves,
namely, whether their understanding of the movement between hu-
manity and divinity so far surpasses our own that we are drawn to
undergo a metanoia ourselves.

Many problems of unbelief among basically good people occur
because they expect their experience of God to be “more” than this,
or other than this, something so significantly beyond human existen-
tial tension that existential tension would vanish. A thorough moral
conversion would help here. That is, the more ready we are to enter-
tain the belief that what is truly valuable may not be free from hurt,
then the more likely will we recognize God's gift of the divine self in
our very darkness and longing.

We can now specify the fifth and final ‘transcendental precept’.
Beyond the precepts, Be attentive, Be intelligent, Be reasonable, and
Be responsible, we also experience Be in love. We should take care,
however, to understand this love precisely as the transcendent love
we have been talking about here, and not merely the more familiar
love we feel for one another, a love which transcendent love always
includes, but always transcends as well. As we will see, it is this fifth
precept, Be in love, that gives us the power to obey the other four.
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Taken together, all five constitute the source of full human authenticity.
All other laws, precepts, wisdom, insights, and heroic deeds originate
with these five “Be-attitudes.”

4. Mystery

Let us refer to the end-point of our transcendent love as ‘Mystery’.
We also call that end-point ‘God’, and think of ‘God’ as a person, but
we have already seen how the term of our transcendent love is quite
unlike human persons because it is also the source of our loving. And
besides, in our Christian tradition we have learned to speak of God
as being not one person but in fact three, though person here is clearly
an analogy. Even to call God an ‘object” of transcendent love would
mistakenly suggest that we already know the One towards whom our
love heads. But our transcendent love does not result from knowing
the divine pole; on the contrary, everything we know about that divine
pole is the result of that transcendent love at work in us.

So, although the word God must remain in our worship and in
our everyday language, we will use the word Mystery in our analysis
of how religious love functions. It puts the focus on the divine precisely
on how we experience it. For we want our intellectually converted talk
about the divine to be talk about human experience too, particuarly
about our experiences of being pulled where we would not go and be-
ing awestruck at this faithful cbedience as we see it in others. We do
not want to imagine ourselves as so chummy with the divine that we
forget that One’s eternal incomprehensibility and our utter impotence
to do anything by ourselves.

Let us turn this Mystery around in the light as we might turn a
jewel. If we examine this jewel through a functional analysis of our
inner processes, we see different facets for each ditferent level of
consciousness.

On the level of attention, we experience ourselves as open to any
possibilities whatsoever. On the level of intelligence we keep asking
questions that explain how or why, firmly expecting all things to be
intelligible. On the level of judgment, we bow to the stubborn in-
dependence of reality; reality is what it is regardless of what we think.
On the level of decision, we strive for a good beyond criticism.

Our wonder works on the presupposition that there is really a dif-
ference between ideas that make sense and ideas that do not, between
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truth and falsehood, between better and worse. Furthermore, these
transcendentals quite possibly may converge into one single transcen-
dental. We certainly act as though each of the things we put our minds
to ought to be simultaneously intelligible, real, and good. By Mystery
we mean precisely that transcendental which lies behind and within
all reality —something whose intelligibility, existence, and goedness is
not an instance of or a manifestation of these transcendentals but is
identical with them.

This ‘Mystery” must also be the source of all intelligibility, existence,
and goodness, since it is the source of our search. In other werds, the
Mystery must be completely intelligent, must be the fundamental con-
dition on which all other existing things depend without having any
external conditions on which it depends, and must be a willing, be-
nevolent, and appreciative source of goodness.

As we turn this jewel, we realize that all these facets are facets of
transcendent love. Transcendent love is the light refracted into human
goodness, realism, intelligence, and attention.

How shall we look at the light itself? If you will allow me to stretch
the metaphor a little further, that light comes in three primary colors.
We are all very familiar with these “colers,” but, because they easily
blend with one another and refract at every level of consciousness, we
do not always catch their raw brilliance. 1 am talking about those three
virtues which tradition has recognized as having the divine One as
their source, the virtues we call theological. 1 am talking about faith,
charity, and hope.

No doubt you recognize faith, charity, and hope as Paul’s list of
divine gifts. It does not occur as a triad in any other Biblical work.?
But there is evidence that Heraclitus seems to have recognized these
three approaches to the Divine as “other than” the rational approach.?
Can we presume that they may be part of human capacity and still
insist that they are gratuitous gifts from the Divine? I see no reason
why not, especially once we recognize that all humans are “pulled”
by transcendent love. And, if we define them clearly, there is amnple
evidence that faith, charity, and hope abound in this world. Indeed,
we will see that these were the missing elements in our analysis of
human social decline and so will form the structural basis for under-
standing how redemption works. !0

Let me briefly describe these three, just to help us locate the kind
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of ‘knowledge’ we possess that does not emerge from the upward
deployment of attention, intelligence, reason, and responsibility —
which we usually refer to as “rational” —but which emerge downward
from transcendent love directly.

Faith is knowing where real good lies. It recognizes a value in crea-
tion, in other persons, and in God, even though it cannot explain how.
When we look for guidance in pursuing the transcendent Mystery
behind all event-conditioned things, faith is that intuition which knows
which people are worth listening to, which authors are worth reading,
which movies are worth seeing.

Charity is loving other persons. At least as Paul uses the term in
his triad, charity is not the direct transcendent love for the Divine; it
is interpersonal love of neighbor. But when we fall in love, we sense
a value in other persons that we can never explain rationally. And as
we grow in love, we learn, like Flannery O'Connor, to be touched by
even the most grotesque human beings and to let ourselves be en-
veloped by Mystery there.

Hope looks to the future, to the unknown, and remains steadfast
in confident expectation even though by any rational analysis the odds
may seem insuperable. We cannot explain why we hope, but we do,
without even insisting that the good for which we long arrives before
we die.

So the transcendent love we bear for Mystery is a fruitful love. We
touch this Mystery consciously when we find ourselves with more faith,
charity, and hope than we thought were in us. As I say, they blend,
particularly when we fall in love or are confronted with human tragedy
and find that we trust reality, we count on one another, and we hope
in historical process far beyond what commeon sense warrants. So the
precise meanings of these virtues seem to overlap. But there are dif-
ferences between them, and if we can spell them out we will be able
to understand how divine love penetrates human consciousness and
redeems human wreckage.

5. Faith

Lonergan defines faith as a judgment of value born of religious
love, and he describes it as the “eye of love.”!? According to his defini-
tion, the old Catholic emphasis on the statements of what we believe
would not properly be called faith. Lonergan’s definition is closer to
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the old Protestant emphasis on trust in God. Faith is the prior act of
appreciation or evaluation that discerns and welcomes God as the
transcendent Thou in both nature and history. It can gaze on the stars
with gratitude. It can welcome the stories of what God has done for
humanity. It can discern concrete proposals (such as turning the other
cheek and walking the second mile) as worth committing oneself to.
It discerns what to believe in a religious tradition. It has the power
to discern the relative importance of, say, Jesus’ Resurrection and the
miracles he performed, or the relative importance of various ecclesias-
tical pronouncements. Faith discerns the transcendent value of every-
day activities. Far from excluding good works, faith does not live ex-
cept by discerning which works are good. All these concrete objects
of faith are seen in the light of a single question: Of what transcen-
dent value are they?

Of course, as we grow in our religious lives, we accumulate a vast
knowledge about the transcendent worth of things. Insofar as this
knowledge is habitual and operative, we say we have a living faith.
Nowadays, it is extremely important to pay attention to and name this
element of our religious living. We can forget that we have faith, and,
having forgotten, forget to nourish it. Faith can be regarded as someé-
thing abstract, or as merely a set of statements we are supposed to
subscribe to. Faith can be replaced by a blind trust in a heavenly God
that fails to sort out the difference between earthly good and evil. To
name faith as the eye of religious love is to understand that our love
for God has a new eye for value; Paul calls it “the eyes of the heart”
(Eph 1:18). To nourish faith is to get into the habit of weighing the
value of everything against our felt love for God.

According to this view, our faith is no different in structure from
the way our human loving guides our commitments. Falling in love
gives a new appreciation of the value of other persons, not for what
they can do or for how attractive they look, but for the simple value
of their persons. It is in the light of their value as persons that we are
concerned about them and care for them. In both human friendship
and divine love, love as welcome and appreciation naturally overflows
into love as care and concern. It is in this same light that we see the
value of believing in the love others profess for us.

And yet, religious faith goes beyond friendship and family love.
Religious faith originates in an orientation which we experience before
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we know God, while the eye of friendly love originates in the love that
follows after we know a friend. Faith regards even human love from
the vantage point of transcendent love; for example, when we desire
a good beyond criticism for our friend, or when we revere in our friend
that same orientation to absclute Mystery.

Faith is not the same thing as good will. I can want to do the right
thing and to recognize truly good actions in others. I can even be quite
willing to sacrifice my own well-being for the sake of some worthwhile
cause. But without the eye of the heart in love with God, there is no
ultimate “for whom” that I look to and no one but myself willing the
good I will. Certainly we all experience the tugs of conscience. But
unless we acknowledge that tug as a love which divine Mystery has
planted in our hearts, unless we yield to that love’s universal scope
and uncriticizable values, then our good will maintains a rather pro-
vincial and short-term outlook. Without faith, good will is terribly prone
to contraction. By ifself, conscience need not desire the universal good
willed by a personal God; it would be enough to desire the good of
one’s own family and friends. S0 the goed will of one family would
counter the good will of another, and history would teach again the
harsh lessons about the larger common good. And even should the
greatest possible number of people will the most common good, there
would be no guarantee that anyone wills the good for the sake of a
divine Thou,

Faith works not only in the realm of common sense, giving us the
practical discernments of value and truth we need every day. It also
works in the realm of theory, revealing values and truths that are fun-
damental enough to be the ground on which a psychology, a sociology,
an economics, or a political theory can stand.

Take economics for example. Marxist economics is built on the
judgment that human consciousness is shaped primarily by how we
gear our economy and our personal lives to produce material goods.
Western liberal economics is built on the judgment that all human
wants are legitimate; only those need to be held in check which inter-
fere unfairly with the wants of others. Religious faith denies the validity
of both these judgments. It sees human consciousness as shaped pri-
marily by self-transcending love, not economic forces, and it holds a
critical, not a liberal, attitude towards human wants and desires.

Similar examples could be given for the other human sciences, but
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our point is that faith not only can but actually does work on the
theoretical level. It gives believers the convictions about human nature
which not only run counter to the fundamental convictions in other
theories but can serve as foundations for workable theories themselves.

6. Charity

By ‘charity’ we mean our experience of love for a known person
or community. We do not mean the transcendent love in its primary
sense; that love seeks long before it finds its beloved. Charity, along
with faith and hope, is an overflow of transcendent love and then, by
return route, a direct link to divine Mystery.

We sense that Mystery in passing flashes of love for people around
us. We also sense it when we reflect on the dedication made by parents
for their children—how children rarely learn the half of the sacrifices
their parents have made for them, how no child could ever “return
the favor” of being brought to birth, reared, and then let go, and how
parents are eager to spend their sustenance and livelthood for these
children’s sake anyway. We sense the Mystery in a citizen’s love of
country, a soldier’s willingness to die for the freedoms of others, and
in the quiet dedication of those people in schools, hospitals, and the
like who clean the offices, type the letters, mind the boilers —the people
who give an institution its “soul.”

However, for the greater part of our lives we forget what a miracle
a person or a community of persons really is. Familiarity may not
always breed contempt, but it does breed a spiritual drowsiness. We
grow accustomed to the wonders of human intelligence, realism, and
commitment; or perhaps we are just disappointed that they fail to reach
the profundities they seem destined for. And the drowsier we grow,
the less astonishment we inspire in others, so that a family, a staff,
a city, an entire culture can find its wonder smothered by routinized
relationships, by the drudgery of hard work, and by thought-stifling
propaganda and advertising. But then along comes an Anne Frank,
who gazes at a small square of blue sky from her sequestered window
and learns again that people are miracles. Charity keeps breaking
through, like the little wildflowers, through the cracks in our cemented
pathways.

We have all known what it is to love others, and surely we
remember not only the moments when that love shimmered in the
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presence of Mystery, but also the long dreary periods when we worked
out that love in practice. In other words, sometimes the sense of Mys-
tery is keen, but ordinarily it is dull. What makes the difference be-
tween the keen and the dull? If charity is so intimately related to divine
Mystery, then why should it get so dreary and mundane? Should we
allow it to?

Earlier we considered the difference between appreciation and
benevolence. That distinction can help us here. When we appreciate
some person or community, we value what they are, whereas in
benevolence we value what they might become. Appreciation is love
as welcome; benevolence is love as care. Appreciation rests with what
is; benevolence moves towards what ought to be. We saw how appre-
ciation and benevelence alternate as people in love knit a life together.
Benevolence, however, is instrumental. It values good food, gracious
atmosphere, and even certain persens not for their own sake but for
how they might enhance those other persons we appreciate. Apprecia-
tion is the end; benevolence is the means.

More often than not, benevolence suffers the dreary part of love—
as we tediously build the conditions that will dignify the living of those
we appreciate. Benevolence draws on attention, intelligence, reason,
and responsibility —on human savvy, in others words—to move fur-
ther towards a love at rest with the beloved. Appreciation, on the other
hand, is the mysterious part of love. 1t draws not on human savvy but
on transcendent Mystery to see a divine beauty where the world sees
only human ugliness.

Appreciative love gives benevolent love a transcendent purpese.
That purpose can give the dreary part of love a divine meaning. So
a genuine charity should always have two characteristics. One, it ought
to revel in naked appreciation for other persons from time to time.
Without that, our benevolence becomes a treadmill of pointless obliga-
tions. Two, our charity ought to experience the treadmill anyway, the
tedium of keeping cur promises and meeting our obligations when the
glow of appreciative love has dimmed. Unless our appreciative love
of neighbor activates our responsibility, our reason, our intelligence,
and our attention, we could hardly claim to love with our whole heart
and soul.

To continue to care for others when our appreciation grows dim,
we fall back to faith, the eyes of the heart, which insists on seeing
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transcendent value even in the dark. Without faith, charity towards
the neighbor washes away on the first rainy day. With faith, charity
keeps surprising itself on how much self-sacrifice it is willing to en-
dure and towards how many different people it is willing to pour out
active, caring love.

7. Hope

Lastly, there is hope. We are drawn towards divine Mystery by
the transcendent love that is in us. By our faith, we discover where
that Mystery has penetrated the human sphere. By our charity we love
and care for that Mystery as it is embodied uniquely in individual per-
sons and specific communities. Yet the story goes on; the end is not
yet in sight. And so we hope.

But what is hope? Can we understand it in terms of operations
of the subject? Following the pattern of Lonergan’s definition of faith,
1 propose the following definition: Hope is a confident desire born of
religious love.

As desire, hope longs for the fullest good and the unadulterated
truth. It pines for a glorious outcome to human history. It yearns to
see the face of the Mystery that incessantly draws it. Hope thereby
complements natural desire—the pure desire to know and the pure
desire for good that belong to our natural capacities—by unabashedly
hoping for what is absolutely best.

Earlier we named hope as one of the utilitarian (intelligent and
reasonable) emotions that gives direction to the humane (experienced,
instinctual) emotion of raw desire. But, considered as a movement
springing from faith and charity, hope has a further and a higher mean-
ing. It is a virtue, not just an emotion, which flows from the respon-
sible and loving levels of our consciousness to resolve the ambiguities
of biased experience, understanding, and judgment. It accomplishes
this through moral and religious conversion. It is through these con-
versions that the virtue of hope gives direction to the utilitarian emo-
tion of hope (as well as to despair, to courage and fear, and to anger),
which in turn transform natural desire (as well as aversion, like and
dislike, happiness and sadness).

Hope's desire is confident because of faith. Faith gives the judg-
ment of fact that there is a way out of our difficulties, and so hesitant
desire is rendered confident even though outcomes remain obscure.
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The carriers of hope are not the carriers of faith. Faith—value
judgments born of religious love —is fundamentally constituted by cool
judgment and is expressed in firm canons. So we support faith by
meditating on the objective values of the Beatitudes and on the objec-
tive truths of our creeds. In difficult times we fall back on our store
of personal wisdom and fundamental beliefs concerning what life is
all about. Hope, in contrast, is carried by imagination and affectivity.
We support hope by affective contemplation on the Coming of the
Kingdom, by liturgical rite, song, incense, -art, and architecture. Hope
dips into the world of symbols (particularly into dreams, the cosmos,
and the culture) to produce the anagogic symbols that alone can repre-
sent the mysterious work of our mysterious God. It is through anagogic
symbols that hope also resists the vast pressures of social decay and
the gnostic, absolutizing instinct of humanity in all ages.

Now some people might wince at the suggestion that we should
identify fajth with cool judgment and hope with warm feelings. But
there is a very good reason for making the distinction. Have we not
found that common sense is very much inclined to use feelings as the
litmus paper for faith? And is it not correct that when a person is bat-
tered by the storms of many feelings, the best spiritual directors em-
phasize the raw truth, the plain facts, the hard reality of God's love?
No doubt, faith is supported by feelings, but we must not think that
faith is primarily feelings. Faith is judgment. It is by judgment that
we reach the real world. Hope supports faith by giving the initial af-
fective movements towards value judgments, and it consclidates faith
by the felt expectations of a confident desire embodied in anagogic sym-
bols. In brief, then, the necessity for distinguishing and relating faith
and hope is nothing more than the necessity for distinguishing and
relating judgments and feelings.

So hope is about felt expectations. Hope has as its object not the
positive realities that faith and charity reach but rather the negative
aspects of what is yet to be reached. Now our religious lives are
negative experiences in two basic respects. There is the negative reality
of Mystery, the Cloud of Unknowing, the apophatic way of prayer,
the hiddenness of God. And then there is the negative reality of sin,
the absurdity of suppressing the transcendental precepts and the
unintelligible situations that result. We fail to comprehend Mystery
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because it has a surfeit of intelligibility to be grasped; and we fail to
comprehend sin because it has no intelligibility to be grasped.

But in the concrete, God actually lets us get away with murder.
We are allowed to inflict such atrocities on ourselves that sin begins
to look like a part of Mystery, a positive power with a trans-historical
will of its own which no human being could ever fathom. Likewise,
the Mystery we call ‘God’ can begin to look like sin during those dark
hours when we share in Christ’s Gethsemane of being abandoned by
God. At any given moment, we cannot be certain whether our terror
is an ordered response of a creature to its creator or a disordered re-
sponse of our biases and illusions. Hope enables us to carry on without
certitude about the present. It gives rather an assurance about the future
for those who hope. Hope does not eliminate fear, but it does help
us differentiate our fears by distinguishing the fearful darkness of sin
and the fearful darkness of divine Mystery. Hope enables us to expect
an eschatological day when we will see God face to face, and when
the darkness of sin is entirely banished.

Sin does have immense force in the world. It can take on a power-
ful cultural sway when a civilization is in decline. So, to keep our hopes
up, we tell one another the stories of God’s work in our lives. We
enhance our worship with songs, art, incense, drama, procession, and
ceremony. The liturgies that really work are always those whose tone
or feeling bring hope—not, as many liturgy planners seem to think,
those whose theme or thoughts are most clearly articulated. The themes
and thoughts may give liturgy a direction, and, God knows, we need
direction. But it is tone and feeling that give the affective power we
need to live in a culture laced with secularism.

Hope counters sin not only at the level of our culture but within
the most recondite of individual temptations as well. After all, when
we suffer temptation, we do suffer. We endure, at least for a while,
the counter-pull towards what we know is wrong. Then like a second
surge of doom, we begin to wonder how long we can endure. Little
by little we suspect that we are going to give in anyway. At this point
temptation has firmly lodged itself as a felt expectation. We expect to
give in, and, often enough, we do. But hope is a felt expectation too,
in the direction opposite to sin. Hope resists the expectation that we
will give in to temptation by envisioning the victory of Mystery over
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sin. And the richer the eschatological symbols we have available in
our tradition, the more we will be able to desire with confidence that
the Kingdom will come, the Heavenly Banquet will begin, Jesus will
come again upon the clouds to judge the living and the dead, and
S0 on.

8. Religion

In the midst of many a discussion on how effective religions may
be in the world today, an old insight keeps reappearing. One realizes
that we should conceive of religion not in terms of the behavior we
call religious, nor in terms of how people use language. Religious
behavior and religious language often just paper over gaping holes in
spiritual substance. And it is the substance that counts. This insight
peters out right here because the substance of religion has been the
subject of considerable debate among psychologists, sociologists, an-
thropologists, and theologians. But, following Lonergan’s leads, we
have been trying to work out a model of subjectivity that is relatively
verifiable and broad enough to serve all these disciplines. So, now that
we have defined faith, charity, and hope as the first fruits of transcen-
dent love, it seems appropriate to attempt a process analysis of what
goes on in people we call “religious.”

Faith, charity, and hope originate on the fifth, the topmost level
of consciousness. Their most obvious appearance, however, occurs on
the fourth level, the level where we weigh alternatives and commit
ourselves to responsible courses of action. Qur faith reveals what those
valuable courses of actions are and which persons will be good guides
and good company. Charity moves us to appreciation and benevolence
towards others. Hope inspires reliance on specific people and institu-
tions to bring about what the heart longs for. In other words, faith,
charity, and hope have concrete, known objects on the fourth level.

But they also have a very concrete object on the fifth level too,
though it is not “known” except as the obscure term of transcendent
love. What makes the fifth level distinguishable from the fourth is that
the term of our longing remains obscure yet attractive. At this level
we can discern the more hidden but more fundamental workings of
faith, charity, and hope. Faith is valuing the term of the orientation.
Charity is actively moving towards this term in praise and thanksgiv-
ing and wonder. Hope is depending on the term to be also the source
of everything good we can long for.
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Since ‘God’ is obscure, we represent divine Mystery by symbols,
and so we talk to God and worship God as if divine Mystery were
somehow an appropriate object of human attention, intelligence,
reason, and responsibility. The truth, of course, is that our talk and
worship originate not in human knowing but in a divine impulse, and
they look to One whom human savvy will never comprehend fully.
Even in what we call the Beatific Vision, as St. Thomas pointed cut,
a creature cannot fully grasp the absolutely uncenditioned source of
everything created.’?

This movement towards divine Mystery produces a new existen-
tial tension. Recall the four existential tensions we spoke of above—
having to wait, to lose, to be onself, and to die. Besides these, being
in love means that we simultaneously experience the divine Mystery
as close and far, intimate and remote, immanent in consciousness and
yet transcending all known objects. Religious consciousness sustaing
this tension with great difficulty. Recall, for exainple, the Corinthians’
monument “to the Unknown God” and their scorn at Paul’s preaching
that we now know this God. They comfortably fell on the side of God's
transcendence. In contrast, the Pharisees emphasized a divine righ-
teousness based on the Law so much that they could hardly hear of
a divine reality unpredictably at work in Jesus. They comfortably fell
on the side of God’s immanence. We can see a similar one-sidedness
in Arianism. Apparently Arius and his followers felt forced to call Christ
a creature, made by God, because of their keen awareness of God's
transcendence. And, falling on the other side, we see gnostic groups
all over the Near East clinging to a secret knowledge bringing God
within the firm grasp of human minds. So while religious conversion
does bind us te God in a more profound way, it also reveals to us more
clearly what a profound difference remains between God and our-
selves. Unless both this closeness and this distance are present in the
religious sensibilities of believers, we can suspect that their religion
has found the illusory peace that will not admit a divine tension in
consciousness.

We have been speaking thus far of the structure of religious con-
sciousness. But while we have argued that this structure belongs to
all human consciousness, we must also acknowledge that not everyone
realizes it. In other words, among people who are fundamentally
authentic, there is a difference between religious persons and non-
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religious persons. Non-religious persons may well experience faith,
charity, and hope on the fourth level and many will cooperate with
these virtues more or less during their lives, but they do not also let
them find a transcendent Thou on the fifth level. Still, for the non-
religious, the movement of faith, charity, and hope at least moves
towards the quiet discovery of a transcendent, loving, inysterious Thou,
and they can become religious. For the religious, the same movement
normally returns them to the known world as the field upon which
they must surrender to transcendent, loving Mystery, because they
learn that the Divine Thou wills the good of the world and wills their
cooperation and participation in that work, that labor of Divine love.

Still, whether or not persons happen to become explicitly religious,
their faith, charity, and hope will move them to “lose themselves” in
that paradoxical process by which they also “find themselves.” There
is no question that all major religions and philosophies have recognized
the value of a self-loss, but neither is there any question that self-loss
has always been easily identified with self-hatred, self-punishment,
and other perverted degradations of the human person. So we should
scrutinize this notion of self-loss to see if we can discover its intrinsic
intelligibility. If we can, we will possess a personal, grounded, and
intelligent standpeint on such dominant religious notions as “dying
to self,” “poverty,” “mortification,” “self-denial,” “the negative way,”
and so on.

What exactly do we lose when we “lose ourselves” in a religiously
authentic way? We have already seen that religious authenticity means
obeying one’s experience of transcendent love, particularly as it
overflows into faith, charity, and hope, regarding both the created
world and the divine Thou who is the source of that love. But to obey
a Thou who is not ourselves means to lose ourselves as “private.”

For example, spouses in a good marriage will respect one another’s
privacy, autonomy, and growth. BEven as their love matures over the
years, their individual solitudes will grow more poignant than ever.
God, however, does not respect privacy. Yet God does not “listen in”
like a spy. God is the source and principle of our yearnings, the spring
to which we retreat when we say we want to be “alone.” This is true
whether or not we realize it. And this realization is easy to suppress,
particularly when we feel guilty and imagine ourselves as cut off from
God and utterly on our own.
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It is this imagined “private” or autonomous self—which faith
reveals as an illusion—that we lose when we surrender to the divine
Thou. Self-loss is the loss of the truncated self that does not yet realize
that it is never alone. It feels like a genuine loss because the gains in
self-image were honestly made, or at least were necessary for psycho-
logical survival. And yet it is not actually a loss; it is a further gain
which demands a thorough shake-up and total re-deployment of the
forces of consciousness.

The illusory, autonomous self is a very concrete self, constructed
through attention, intelligence, reason, and responsibility —though not
yet known by the knowledge that comes from religious love. It is a
self with a story, a history, a self as jealous or as eaten up by the desires
of the flesh or as beaten down and depressed by aimlessness, a self
that seems irreversibly linked to one particular, familiar set of human
burdens. It can even be an apparently humble self or an apparently
arrogant self. The point is that we can build up a knowledge of our-
selves by ourselves. That is, we can be relatively authentic in coming
to self-understanding, but fail to go all the way to religious authentic-
ity and let faith, charity, and hope see what attention, intelligence,
reason, and responsibility do not see,

This is not to say that having a self-image is unimportant or wrong,.
We would not be psychologically healthy if we did not build up a
relatively stable and acceptable self-image. But there comes a point in
our adult religious lives when we feel drawn to surrender that self-
image to divine Mystery. This means two things. It means letting
Mystery guide us to become a new self, a self we may not have envi-
sioned or even wanted to become. And it also means realizing that
the self-image we have already built up is probably way off the mark.
It means letting go of our certitudes about what our best and our worst
deeds have been. It means waiting upon divinely inspired faith in us
to notice those graced moments where Mystery has moved in our lives.

So religious self-loss is not just the loss of something we love or
possess. It is the loss of the very mechanism by which we decide what
is worth loving and possessing. We trust divine Mystery with the
movements of the soul—faith, charity, and hope—which have the
power to detach us from absolutely anything in this world and to at-
tach us to anything else. We begin to attend to these movements and
grow sensitive to them. In decision-making, we count more on these
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movements of attraction or repulsion than on analysis of cost-effective-
ness. BEven when we witness the examples of holy men and women
or when we read classics in religious literature, we depend on these
inner movements to discern where frue divine values and meanings lie.

What then is the place for mortification in a religious life? The
reason for self-denial, for fasting, for a life of evangelical poverty or
of commitment to a celibate community is by no means a matter of
punishing ourselves. On the contrary, their sole justification is to refine
our sensibilities to resonate with divine movements in the soul. Even when
the saints took on strict corporal penances for their sins, they did so
because they wanted to become attuned to God, and they knew what
a constant struggle self-surrender really is.

9. Christianity

There are many religions and Christianity is one of them. We do
not want to argue whether Christianity is a better or a worse way to
(GGod, but we should understand what it is about Christianity which
makes it one of a kind. I say we should understand, and by that I mean
a grasp of the intrinsic intelligibility, the inner sense, of historical Chris-
tianity. That is, we are not passing judgment on how well it works
nor looking for ways to improve it. We are simply asking the ques-
tion, What is Christianity?

We can deal with this question quite expeditiously, now that we
have located and named some of the key elements in religious con-
sciousness. What makes Christianity unique is that Christians have
exercised absolute faith, charity, and hope towards Jesus of Nazareth.

By faith, they recognize a value in Jesus which cannot be surpassed,
not even by the divine Thou, because Jesus is divinely worthy. By char-
ity they will love the neighbor after the pattern of Jesus’ own self-
sacrificing love, a love that is not afraid to lay down one’s life even
for one’s enemies. But what is more, they love the person of Jesus not
merely with the appreciation and benevolence one gives to a neighbor
but with the same charity one owes to the transcendent Thou. By hope
they put their stock in the community begun by Jesus and confidently
desire an eschatological day when Jesus will “come again” to subject
all history and nature tc himself and submit them to the divine Thou.

Eventually the councils of Nicea and Chaicedon established that
whatever is true of the ‘Father’ is true also of the ‘Son’ (except ‘Father-
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hood’).!* This affirmation has become solidified —we might even say
rigidified—into the affirmation that Jesus is not only human but also
divine. Yet what is this affirmation but a third-level judgment of fact
proceeding from fourth- and fifth-level involvement with divine Mystery
in the person of Jesus of Nazareth? It is the spelling out in cognitive
terms of the experience of absolute faith in this Jew, absolute love for
this man, absolute hope in the future of this crucified preacher.

The proposition that the human Jesus is also divine is a true prop-
osition. But we do not grasp the meaning of this truth unless we repeat
the inner experiences of those who first formulated it. As most com-
mentators point out, this orthodox dogma was the inevitable implica-
tion of two movements in the souls of the faithful.!s Christians were
giving Jesus the same glory and worship which they knew belonged
to the all-transcendent God (lex orandi, lex credendi). And they also
turned to Jesus as the only person in whom ‘salvation’ from the power
of sin could be found—again, a salvation they believed came from God
alone (the Principle of Salvation’). To express the same movements
in terms of the structure of conscicusness, we can say that Christians
turned to Jesus with the same faith, charity, and hope that belong to
God alone. This is what Jesus” ‘divinity” actually means with regard
to believers. What ‘divinity’ means in itself, of course, is as opaque
to human insight as the utter transcendence of God itself.

Christians therefore know themselves as moved by Ged, through
the gifts of faith, charity, and hope, to recognize Jesus and to see the
world anew. So they know God to be not only (1) the transcendent
term of an orientation but also (2) a known person in history, and (3)
as the inner love that stalks divine Mystery. Mystery remains shrouded
in a cloud, but that same Mystery gives itself to human history in the
mysterious person of Christ Jesus, just as it gives itself to humnan con-
sciousness in the mysterious gift of transcendent love which overflows
in faith, charity, and hope. Christians, therefore, know God as giving
the divine self in two manners.

This has an immediate relevance to the Christian doctrine of the
Trinity. The Christian finds ‘God’ (1} in the person Christ Jesus, (2)
in the inner impulses of transcendent love (called by expectant Jews
the “Holy Spirit”), and (3) in the term towards which that love seems
to head (called by Jesus “Father”}. The Christian does not think that
Christ Jesus is identical to the Holy Spirit or to the Father. Jesus wor-
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shiped the Father, and, like us, was moved by the Holy Spirit to do
so. Therefore, without necessarily giving it much thought, Christians
have always known God as doubly self-giving. They have counted on
the person of Christ Jesus and on the inner movements of the Holy
Spirit to bring them into union with the God they love. In brief, the
Christian religious experience is the experience of the theclogical vir-
tues springing from the inner transcendent love of God and directed
outward towards Jesus of Nazareth. It is this experience of a double
self-gift that eventually led dogmatic theologians to speak of God as
“three.” But as we can plainly see, simply calling God “three” easily
trivializes the experience. Perhaps something like “doubly self-giving”
or “doubly assuring” would keep the Christian religious experience
at the heart of trinitarian doctrine—where it belongs.'s

Other religions manifest the same structure as Christianity, even
though they obviously do not preach the same content. We can see
that they depend on inner spiritual process to lead them to recognize
which paths to walk, which spiritual leaders or guides to follow, which
written works convey divine Mystery. In other words, they too de-
pend on a divining spirit within the soul to discern divine realities in
history.

I have been fortunate to discover an independent verification of
this doubly assuring structure of religious consciousness in the work
of Claudio Naranjo.!? He has studied the basic forms of prayer evi-
dent in world religions and finds that they fall into three classes, These
classes, as you will see, are not merely descriptive. They emerge from
a process analysis of the data of consciousness, which, of course, is
“right up our alley.”

First, there is the Way of Surrender (or Self-Expression). One
meditates on the spontaneous contents of the mind and heart. It is
receptive, orgiastic, surrendering, inner-directed. It centers on the in-
dividual and remains in the present. It emphasizes freedom, trans-
parency. This method usually pictures the self as a channel for God
rather than, say, the self as unifed to God. It revels in archetypal ex-
periences: the journey into the underworld, the ascent to heaven, dy-
ing and rising. When it comes to expressing the experience, we find
visions, revelations, prophecy, sensations, glossalalia, automatic writ-
ing, spirit possession, and clairvoyance. The technique is to overcome
the difficulty of attending to one’s conscicusness without controlling
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or creating it. Breathing exercises and experiments in artistic expres-
sion are used. Evil spirits within have to be faced, since often they prove
to be friendly in the long run. The novice has to redirect evil desires
by giving them expression, converting enemies info helpers, devils into
guardian angels.

Second, there is the Way of Forms. Here one meditates on some
externally given symbolic object: a mandala, a mantra, a monstrance.
It is “medi-tation” of something between God and us —for example,
the polarity of yin-yang or the contradiction of the cross. One assumes
the attitude of order, of regularity, of lawfulness, conforming oneself
to God’s will or surrendering to Tao (Way) or Dharma (Law of the
Universe). Its asceticism involves ego-dissolution, nirvana, sacrifice,
detachment from desires as well as from things and actions. The
supreme action is non-action, If is typically pious, conservative, and
traditional: “Here is the truth; assimilate it and make it yours.” It seeks
absolutes, principles, laws, theocracy. And it is past-oriented. The prob-
lem, of course, is that the symbol for God can become just the veil
that hides divine mystery from us.

Third, we have the Negative Way. One meditates by denying the
ultimate validity of the other two ways. It is a higher integration of
the other two and is usually found to some degree in both. Total detach-~
ment is required, letting go of everything, external symbols as well
as inner movements. Its negativity is complete: nonviolence, nonly-
ing, nonmisappropriation, noncraving, nonpossessiveness, and so on.
Zen is the typical example. Just sit, with no idea of self and no urges
to work on anything, even including the prayer. One accepts oneself
as Buddha without knowing it.

Notice that the Way of Self-Expression emphasizes what we have
called transcendent love, the inner movements that occur in the world
of immediacy. The Way of Forms emphasizes the perceivable objects
of faith, charity, and hope —the outer realities mediated to us by our
acts of meaning. Both are recognized as partial inasmuch as they each
head towards the Negative Way that denies them exclusive ultimate
validity. Another way of reading the same data is to see that both the
Way of Self-Expression and the Way of Forms do have an ultimate
validity when taken together and regarded as making real contact with
the incomprehensible One of the Negative Way.

We can draw at least two conclusions of great ecumenical impor-
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tance from this analysis. First, although not all religions have made
this double movement the substance of their doctrines, it is nonetheless
easy to discern them at work in their practices of prayer. Christianity,
therefore, shares the identical inner spiritual processes with all reli-
gions. It differs from other religions in recognizing Jesus of Nazareth
as the person in whom the entirety of one’s experienced faith, charity,
and hope can be directed.

Second, the old division of prayer forms into apophatic and
kataphatic should be expanded. They do not articulate well enough
their structural correlatives in consciousness. What has been called
the apophatic form of prayer does correspond to the Negative Way
of Naranjo's study, the prayer that relinquishes any claim to univocal
understanding. But the kataphatic form has two distinct forms within
it—the Way of Self-Expression and the Way of Forms, corresponding
respectively to the world of immediacy and the world mediated by
meaning. With this threefold distinction in mind we can much more
easily talk with non-Christians and find, if not an acknowledgement
of Jesus as Lord, at least an acknowledgement of a doubly assuring
God.

10. Ewil and Redemption

We have been moving upwards through the levels of con-
sciousness. In our chapter on knowing we looked at experience,
understanding, and judgment and saw how they combine to enable
us to reach knowledge of reality. Then, in the chapter on acting, we
looked at decision, the fourth level of consciousness, and analyzed how
feelings, images, memories, value judgments, repression and suppres-
sion worked. We saw how incapable individuals and communities are
of bringing about sustained moral progress as long as they depend only
on the resources of the first four levels of consciousness. 5o in this
chapter we moved to the fifth level, and we examined how transcen-
dent love is the backbone of all levels of consciousness and how it pro-
duces faith, charity, and hope.

We are now in a position to see how these theological virtues ac-
tually redeem human evil. But before doing that, let us review what
we have already learned about what exactly this evil consists in.

Recall how, in our account of Lonergan’s analysis of historical
progress and decline, good situations tend to get better and bad situa-
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tions tend to get worse. The reason, we saw, is that disobedience to
the transcendental precepts not only makes each particular situation
slightly worse but also decreases the odds that our obedience to the
transcendental precepts will be effective in the deteriorated situation.
And, finally, recall the four general forms of disobedience within:
neurosis, individual egoism, group egoism, and anti-intellectual short-
sightedness.

We do not spontaneously think of evil this way, but if we are to
resist evil intelligently, it is very important that we keep this vision
clearly in mind. Evil is not the world order that allows for blind alleys,
slow development, mistaken judgments, and so on. As we have in-
sisted, that world order is intelligible and good, albeit painful and
demanding. Everything is Cosmos, we said, except the refusal to ad-
mit it.

Nor should we et ourselves slip into the naive illusion that evil
is nothing but the awful things we humans do to one another—the
lies we tell, the wars we wage, the hurts we inflict. As any high-schocl
sophomore will point out, there are always circumstances in which such
normally prohibited behavior is allowable and sometimes even neces-
sary. We should be outraged at evil behavior, of course, but unless
we see exactly what makes the behavior evil, we will rage against the
wrong enemy and apply all the wrong remedies.

Fundamentally, human evil is disobedience of the transcendental
precepts, just as the fundamental moral action is to obey them. Redemp-
tion, therefore, will not be a release from a world in which we must
learn through our mistakes and suffer pulls and counterpulls in con-
sciousness. Nor will redemption be primarily an end to behavior we
deem immoral. Primarily, redemption will be a liberation within con-
sciousness which, far from taking its stand on prohibitions, will take
its stand on continual creativity. It will be eager to attend to what is
going on, to ask why and how, to test ideas and proposals against real-
ity, to invent ways to enlarge the common good, and to love and wor-
ship divine Mystery.

Once we let divine Mystery into the picture we see that disobe-
dience within is the same thing as hatred for God. There is no getting
around it. If God comes to us through the gift of transcendent love,
and if that love operates through the transcendental precepts, then to
suppress them is to reject God’s gift of the divine self. It is a double
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rejection, as we might expect, since to reject the movements of the soul
within us will mean that we will also fail to realize the potentialities,
intelligibilities, realities, and values available from without. Fenced
around as we are by divine love, we realize that the smallest inner
disobedience is also an interpersonal rejection of God—something all
the great mystics have come to know.

Is it outrageous to suggest that when we resist the movements of
self-transcendence in the soul we thereby hate God? If God were noth-
ing but some almighty and invisible friend in the sky, yes, it would
be outrageous. God’s reaction to our inner disobedience could be at
most some kind of pity as that divine onlooker watched us destroy
ourselves. But God is the love that moves every inan, woman, and
child within consciousness. So it is not outrageous to call inner disobe-
dience hatred of God. It is a rejection of the divine One for whom
everything in us longs.

Fundamentally, therefore, the essence of human evil is simultane-
ously the disobedience of the transcendental precepts and a rejection
of the divine Mystery being offered as an interpersonal gift. We have
hinted that redemption of this evil will consist in obedience to the tran-
scendental precept, Be in love, and an acceptance of the redeeming
movements of faith, charity, and hope which follow. Let us now look
at what redemptive effects these theological virtues have over all the
levels of consciousness.'® By doing so, we will be sketching out, in a
formal but absolutely fundamental manner, what our ‘spiritual integra-
tion’ really is.

We will be fairly compendious here. There is far toc much to say
about how being in love integrates the rest of human spiritual pro-
cess. Keep in mind that many of the integrating functions we will de-
scribe here also work in people who have not yet acknowledged the
loving source of their love. That is, we are locking at the intrinsic in-
telligibility of redemption in people whether or not they think of them-
selves as in love with God. Finally, since we are moving “downwards”
from the fifth level of consciousness, it may be of help if we number
these levels from five down to one.

5. Being in love, of itself, is a process, a dynamism, a first prin-
ciple from which flow a great many interior operations—wonder, awe,
puzzlement, questions, appreciation, deliberation.

It is given, already going on, but not because we have perceived
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its object. Indeed, we do not perceive any objects whatsoever except
inasmuch as this process prompts us to attention, intelligence, reason-
ableness, and responsibility. And when that is done, we are still left
longing for Mystery.

The best objects it can find are human persons and human com-
munities. Yet these are not enough. They are not loved simply in them-
selves, but only insofar as they bear, in partial ways, the infinite in-
telligibility, truth, and goodness we long for. Yet, friends are not lost
because we go beyond them; friendship is integrated from above into
divine love.

4. The immediate effects of being in love are felt on the fourth
level of consciousness. There, being in love gives faith, the eyes of the
heart, which perceives values that surpass explanation. It is faith that
discerns the reliable guides in life. It is faith that recognizes the news
in the Gospels as “good” and the community of believers as guided
by the “Holy Spirit of God.” It is faith that gives the fundamental con-
victions about human nature (and its drive towards the transcendent)
which run counter to the theories and ideologies by which nearly all
our reigning institutions rationalize their raping of the human person.
In other words, faith is redemptive of theory as well as of common-
sense practicality.

Through faith, a person “in” love discovers the profound mystery
of other persons and makes loving commitments that last a lifetime —
indeed, that cost a lifetime. That is, faith produces charity.

Being “good,” after all, is really not enough for us. Not because
we have not been good enough but because we need someone to be
good for. Once we let transcendent love find human persons to love,
we see a purpose in life beyond being practical and efficient, or be-
ing a contributor to a process of communication of information and
goods. That larger purpose is simply to love. Our principle of selec-
tion changes—selection of what to say in a group, of how to spend
a Friday evening, and so on. It is now a method controlled by love
and purpose, where intelligence is instruinental. We let go of the habit
of selecting according to mere intelligence —what will work most effi-
ciently —without posing the further question of purpose and value. We
no longer oscillate between meeting a chain of responsibilities, neces-
sities, and obligations and, on the other hand, loafing, relaxing, stor-
ing up for the new round of duties.
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Charity towards one another takes priority over the self-indictments
that come from our consciences. John the Evangelist makes this poi-
gnantly clear. “Only by this (loving one another in deeds, not just in
words) can we be certain that we are Children of Truth and be able
to quieten our conscience (hearts) in His presence, whatever accusations
it may raise against us; because God is greater than our conscience, and
He knows everything. My dear people, if we cannot be condemned
by our own conscience, we need not be afraid in God’s presence” (1
Jn 3:19-20}. In other words, our love for God and for neighbor gives
our moral lives an inner guide and a concrete outer term that, in ef-
fect, forbid us passing judgment on ourselves by our own initiative.

Faith and charity together enable us to withstand the dark forces
both of God's transcendence and of human malice. Faith assures us
that sin has no ultimate power, and charity points to the next steps
to take in this Valley of Darkness. In other words, faith and charity
produce hope.

Hope backs up decision-making with a courage to take risks and
a stamina to withstand setbacks. Hope moves towards a future that
we do not clearly see, but it assures us that we can trust transcendent
love within us and those guides in our world which faith discerns are
reliable. So we could say that even though we do nof know where we
are going, we do know how to get there.

3. Being in love leads to being reasonable; it makes us more real-
istic human beings. This third-level liberation of reason may not be
as evident as the liberation of morality on the fourth level. Still, its
effects are profound and absclutely necessary for our full liberation
as otherwise biased human beings.

Just as on the fourth level, being in love leads to such concrete
judgments of value as “It is better to suffer evil than to do evil,” so here
on the third level it leads to such judgments of fact as “God’s Spirit
is at work in every person” and “The world is indeed a gift from the
living God.” Such judgments of fact are part and parcel of our faith,
giving us an antidote against the biased intelligence that moves merely
from experience upward.

Being truly realistic does not mean hard-headed practicality; nor
does it mean the smug conviction that the real is quite obvious. Quite
the contrary. Being in love naturally leads to the radical realization that
what appears to the eyes is not the real world. We experience a readi-
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ness to entertain invisible possibilities. Herbert Butterfield, the historian
of science, has noted that scientists who happen to be Christian, or
at least religious, are more ready to entertain questions about the non-
obvious, the unexpected, the outrageously implausible.!?

Usually this conversion to intellectual realism begins when we fall
in love with another person and experience the sudden evaporation
of a lot of comfortable and secure views about reality. The conversion
deepens when we have to accept ourselves as we really are, with all
our concrete limitations. We are forced to face this reality because
we know that our beloved knows, and sees, and accepts. That self-
acceptance can then lead to a readiness to look upon the world with
an open mind. Then we discover ourselves as searchers in a very real
world, and that this universe is a friendly place. We also discover that
many of the assurances given by politicians and corporations are com-
plete lies.

2. Being in love leads to a more effective intelligence. Because we
are knowingly in love, and more responsible and more reasonable, we
become more able to ask why and how. Not that our IQ)s are raised;
IQ is a measure of intellectual potential only. But we are enabled to
realize more effectively the intellectual potential we have. This is be-
cause we fee] less threatened to admit that we do nof understand. We
become like little children asking the how and why questions that most
adults are ashamed to ask.

Hope, in particular, enables us to endure the unanswered ques-
tion. It counsels us not to jump to facile explanations that at best only
suppress the question and at worst compound the problems.

For persons engaged in scientific or scholarly fields, there is a readi-
ness and a desire to understand the real order of all things. One knows
that God has ordered the universe, but this order is still rather elusive.
A lifetime spent uncovering this order is recognized as a worthwhile
expression of divine faith, charity, and hope. In other words, religious
fundamentalism, which belittles understanding and cherishes the
simple view, is really a failure in religious love.

1. Finally, being in love leads to a transformed attentiveness. The
very experience of how religious conversion cracks open the horizons
of our responsibility, our reason, and our intelligence, giving them an
orientation to uncriticizable goodness, the absolutely real, and the com-
pletely intelligible makes us aware that all data is data on God. Every-
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thing speaks. “The world is charged with the glory of God.” And we
are rendered attentive in a wondering, loving, respectful, and awe-
struck way.

There is even a paradoxical readiness to be inattentive, a readiness
to fall asleep in the assurance given by faith, charity, and hope that
divine Mystery will keep watch. “In vain you get up earlier and put
off going to bed, sweating to make a living, since God provides for
the beloved as they sleep” (Ps 127).

11, Pull and Counterpull

Finally we ought to say a few words about spiritual consolation
and spiritual desolation. Even though transcendent love has the power
to integrate the levels of consciousness from above, we do not experi-
ence this power all the time. Sometimes we suffer a counterpull that
resists the workings of transcendent love. Those who know the pull
cannot deny that there is the counterpull as well, even though they
may not use these terms. People familiar with spiritual literature usu-
ally speak in terms of consolation and desolation, terms used by St.
Ignatius of Loyola in his Spiritual Exercises.*® But the reality appears
to be the same. We experience two primary and contrary movements
in the soul, one experienced as an increase of faith, charity, and hope,
and the other experienced as their decrease. 50, to round off our dis-
cussion of how being in love with transcendent Mystery actually works
in human consciousness, let us situate ‘consolation and desolation’
within the framework we have been constructing.

Consolation, like desolation, is an experience of a rather total move-
ment of consciousness. In both, feelings play a key role, either mak-
ing virtue easy or making it difficult. If we are not experiencing strong
currents of affectivity either way, then we do not think of ourselves
as in consolation or in degolation. We are in a time of tranquility. Feel-
ings are not pulling strongly in one direction or another. And yet we
have to be careful not to think of these movements as nothing but our
own feelings. Spiritual classics treat them as movements “from with-
out.” There is wisdom in this. If we were to think of consolation as
our own feelings, we would count as our own what is really a divine
gift. And if we were to think of desolation as “from within” ourselves,
we would too easily count ourselves as essentially a source of evil
rather than as persons subject to temptation “from without.” (The no-
tion of good angels and bad angels has served us very well here.)
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So let me suggest that consolation is the experience of faith bringing
forth the fruits of charity and hope. Hope is necessary in this definition
because consolation is carried by feelings and yet is not identical to
feelings. The feelings serve to confirm our expectations that all will
be well and to give momentum and direction to our attention, intelli-
gence, reason, and responsibility. Charity is a necessary element be-
cause in consolation we experience a power to love God and neighbor
which we did not generate by ourselves. That power makes us ready
and willing to give ourselves to others in sincere love and genuine
care. Faith, as we saw above, is the “eyes of the heart” that sees divine
values in human affairs and is the source of both charity and hope.
It is faith that gives us the glimpse of divine Mystery in persons and
communities, thereby making charity possible. And it is faith that
grounds expectant feelings in the firm judgment of fact that sin has
no ultimate power and will not prevail: and this is our hope.

On the opposite end, let us consider spiritual desolation as the
absence of movements of faith and its normal fruits of charity and hope. With
hope diminished, our feelings for God, neighbor, and virtue no longer
carry us along. With charity diminished, we experience little power
to act for the sake of others. With both hope and charity diminished,
our faith stands still and naked, making the discernment of divine
Mystery in others difficult and rendering our confidence in the future
rather shaky. We are left with nothing but the judgments of value and
the judgients of fact which we have appropriated from our religious
heritage and from our own past struggles. In other words, we are left
with the content of faith but without any experience of its movement
in the concrete present.

Obviously, a time of desolation is not a good time to have to make
a decision. But it does offer us an opportunity for some precious spiri-
tual booty anyway. For one thing, desolation is a humbling experience
because it reminds us that charity and hope, as well as our faith itself,
are gifts beyond our control. (Who can ever become humble without
being humbled like this from time to time?) Also, desolation can serve
to strengthen our faith. When we are forced to rely on the values and
truths embedded in our tradition, they very often take on a newer and
a more solid meaning. That too is no small thing.

Besides times of consolation and times of desolation, there are also
times of relative tranquility. What is going on here is that faith is in-
deed alive and moving, but it is not making itself felt directly in move-
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ments of charity and hope. That is, we do experience keen perception
for discerning divine values —usually with the help of our traditions
and commitments—but we simply do not experience an unusually
strong power to act on behalf of others nor an unusually strong feel-
ing of confidence about ultimate outcomes. In their absence we sim-
ply have to rely on the judgments of value and of fact which faith brings
forth. Normally we need to test these judgments against reason and
against the wisdom of our community, just to make sure we are not
subverting the self-transcending nature of consciousness and becom-
ing spiritual screwballs. And, if the judgments are sound, there usually
occurs a subsequent ‘confirmation’ by way of conselation in the future.

Need [ remind anyone that consolation is not always pleasant? And
that desoclation is not always unpleasant? We may be moved to leave
our familiar surroundings and our friends and to dedicate ourselves
to caring for some outlandish folks on the fringes of society —a rather
unpleasant movement of faith, charity, and hope. Or we may feel
tremendous grief over our own sinfulness. These are full-blown con-
solations. On the side of desolation, we may feel giddy with excite-
ment at a party or blissfully content after a few Manhattans. If these
tend to diminish faith, charity, and hope, then they are pure and simple
desolations. I have little doubt that most good people know how to
deal with these movements, but not everyone understands them in
terms of consolation and desolation. I simply wanted to bring it in here
lest our highly analytical treatment makes us forget what our moral
conversion has taught, namely, that the truly good is not always merely
satisfying.

What we have treated so far may serve well enough for us to locate
what Ignatius calls consolation and desolation within our model of the
self-transcending subject. Qur next task is to analyse how consolation
and desolation work in the different levels of our consciousness.

If the divine pull works on us through all five levels of con-
sciousness, then there must be five discernable manifestations of con-
solation. The first four have perceived cbjects. So, for example, on the
level of attention we can feel drawn to notice certain promising-looking
data; we can gaze expectantly at ordinary data waiting for it to reveal
its extraordinary secrets. On the level of intelligence we can enjoy the
lightsome pleasures of insight; we can experience the sage’s under-
standing of the meaning of life. On the level of reason, we can bow
to the limits of reality; we can welcome the truth in spite of its costs.
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On the level of responsibility, we can embrace worthwhile proposals
and rejoice over good deeds and good people. Of course, these four
tend to combine by nature so that we tend to experience all four levels
cooperating in a harmonious expansion.

The fifth level of consciousness, as we have said, has no ‘object’
in the sense that we must recognize it before we are drawn towards
it. So there is a kind of consolation that feels like sheer autonomous
movement beyond the objects we know. It is often accompanied by
strong pleasurable feelings of happiness, but not always. Sometimes
the movement seems almost devoid of ordinary feelings. In their place
we find the experience of an awe, even a kind of dread, and yet an
irresistible attraction. But we trust the movement because, as we learn
by experience, the more we manage to attend to it in prayer, the more
easily we can liberate the other levels of consciousness to work un-
hindered by inner limits of fear and imsecurity.

Ignatius of Loyola points out that in this latter consolation, which
goes beyond the objects we know, it is not even possible to doubt its
source and direction.?! And even the mere memory of it can help us
weigh alternatives at later times. The other kind of consolation—the
kind that responds to known objects—may be a relatively dependable
guide for perceiving divine values, but not absolutely so. He cautions
us to scrutinize the entire course of that kind of consolation because,
in the case of people who are going from good to better, the move-
ment can actually diminish faith, charity, and hope in the long run,
turning consolation into desolation. How this spiritual bathos works
is anybody’s guess. My own guess is that in the misleading consola-
tions we are responding not to the real objects at hand but to our
memory of similar objects in the past, objects which may in their time
have brought a dependable consolation. It is a case of borrowing feel-
ings from ourselves, but feelings which are not really appropriate re-
sponses to realities at hand.

If consolation, or the divine pull, is somewhat discernable over five
levels of consciousness, then so too for desolation. On the level of ex-
perience, the counterpull can render us stubbornly oblivious of impor-
tant data. On the level of intelligence, it can smother our intellectual
curiosity. On the level of reason it can harden us in narrowmindedness,
prejudice, and rigid fantasy about what is real and what is not. And
on the level of decision, it can constrict the normally wide range of
our benevolence and appreciation.
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ls there a fifth level darkness? If there is, it ought to manifest itself
in disgust with anything connected with striving, hoping, longing,
growing. It would be a despair so complete that even anger or fear
would not seem worth the effort. It would be a total entropy of the
soul. But is there such a darkness? In my own limited experience and
reading, 1 believe there is, but it lasts for only very brief periods. Before
long, we get frustrated, angry, anxious, or afraid. And even though
these feelings are far from satisfying, they are a sign of hope that the
transcendental precepts have gotten under way and transcendental
love is on the move again.

What should a person do while in desolation? Ignatius suggests
several things. We should remember that desolation can sexve to make
us humble and to strengthen our faith. We should avoid quick deci-
sions. We should remember that desolation does not last; consolation
“will soon return” in those who work against its downward drift.?? (This
is surprisingly difficult to believe when one is actually in desolation.)
We work against that downward drift, he says, by some careful self-
analysis to see if we might have brought it about by slacking in the
struggle; we should also intensify our prayer and mortifications.

[ would like to add my own bit of advice here, which can be ex-
pressed in terms of the transcendental precepts. Just as in conselation,
we let the precept ‘Be in love’ take the lead, so in desolation we should
try mightily to Be attentive. Desolation is a trial of waiting and en-
durance. To be attentive during this time means watching for where
divine Mystery might break through our dulled perceptions. We should
watch attentively not only for the movements within our private con-
sciousnesses but also, and often more importantly, for the breaks in
the routines of our lives. I'm thinking of slowing down and being at-
tentive to the flowers, the quiet slant of light through trees, the rough
beauty of a carpenter’s hands. And I am thinking of those requests
that people put to us during desolation in which we are asked to do
something quite out of character for us. Being attentive to these
“breaks” in the obviousness of reality very often cracks open divine
Mystery before our eyes, and once again our life stirs to see its Beloved
again.

During the last twenty years or so there has appeared a greatly
increased interest in how the practice of discerning spirits can help a
person or a community make concrete choices according o “the will
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of God.” For the most part the work done has been theologically sound
and quite practical. But very few theologians have examined how the
practice of discerning spirits can also enable us to choose between two
interpretations of the same event. For it often happens that prior to
making decisions we settle on one particular understanding of a situa-
tion without much inquiry as to whether our biases might be blinding
us to the full reality.

Let me give an example. A few years ago ] spent some time
teaching at a university far away from my home. By the end of the
term, as often happens, I was aware of the many shortcomings of the
institution and of some of the people I had worked with. I felt frustra-
tion and was anxious to get out of there. At the same time, I had met
some wonderful people with whom I had tasted some of life’s poignant
mysteries. It is no oversimplification to say that I had two contrary feel-
ings about the time [ spent there. Resentment pulled in one direction
and gratitude in another. And I had two stories to choose from—either
“The semester was a drag” or “The semester was a grace.” The truth
of that semester, like the truth of any human situation, was not some
fixed set of outer data that just waits for somebody’s correct percep-
tion. The truth was a struggle of movements within me between two
interpretations of the same data.

Notice how this choice of one story over another can turn not only
one decision but often years of decisions in a biased direction. The
stories we believe about ourselves carry plots with them that predeter-
mine thousands of choices without our realizing it. If I were to think
of myself as constantly frustrated I would become resentful and my
interests would turn less to frust and more to control. On the other
hand, to regard myself as constantly graced would move me towards
letting go of control and walking with more trust in other people and
in the providence of God.

So while recent studies on discernment of spirits have examined
how ore person or a community of persons make one sound decision—
strategic though that decision be—we also ought to examine how one
person or a community of persons chooses its stories, because the
stories we choose to tell about ourselves can shape a lifetime of
decisions.
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Discussion Questions: CHAPTER FOUR

Again, here are five questions to test your knowledge of the
material from this chapter. Please refer to the chapter for your answer
before looking at my response in the appendix.

Question 1

George is married to Dianne. He accompanies her to church often,
but not because he believes in God. He believes that it is good to sup-
port his wife in her beliefs and that religion does do some good in the
world. On one particular Sunday, he hears the text about Jesus driv-
ing the money-changers out of the temple. He hears the lines, “Zeal
for thy house has eaten me up” and “Destroy this temple and I will
raise it up in three days.” What do you imagine George thinks “zeal”
is? How do you think he interprets Jesus’ reference to his resurrec-
tion? What sense will he likely make of this text? Discuss how an ex-
egete’s religious conversion or its absence enters into how he or she
interprets scriptural texts.

Question 2

In all of the Old Testament, there are only two or three references
to an afterlife spent in bliss, and these occur only in the books written
a few hundred years before Christ. So it appears that the Israelites
believed in God, loved God, counted on God, and lived moral lives
without any hope of a personal reward in the next life. Indeed, they
expected that after they died, they would be consigned to a Sheol where
no one praises God. For example:

For in death there is no remembrance of thee; in Sheol who can give thee
praise? (Ps 6:5)

What profit is there in my death, if I go down to the Pit? Will the dust
praise thee? (Ps 30:9)

Dost thou work wonders for the dead? Do the shades rise up to praise
thee? (Ps 88:10)

For Sheol cannot thank thee, death cannot praise thee; those who go down
ta the Pit cannot hope for thy faithfulness. The living, the living thank thee,
as I do today. (Is 38:18)

How can this be squared with their profound love of God? Try to
answer the question in terms of transcendent love and its fruits.
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{Juestion 3

Theologians ever since Luther have speculated on what happened
to God when Jesus died on the cross. Did Ged suffer? Certainly the
Old Testament shows God at least changing moods quite often. And
any theology that has impact for our world today ought to conceive
God as changing in some respect. But, on the other hand, Thomistic/
Aristotelian metaphysics insists that God not only does not change but
cannoet change. How can we reconcile these two views of God?

Question 4

When Jesus was asked which was the greatest commandment, he
answered “To love the Lord your God with your whole heart, your
whole mind, your whole soul, and all your strength. And the second
is like it: to love your neighbor as yourself.”

Churistian tradition has always linked the love of God with the love
of one’s neighbor. Even such mystics as Teresa of Avila and Ignatius
of Loyola were never so drawn to God that they did not grow more
and more practical in their love of neighbor. How are we to under-
stand these two objects of our love? In terms of the structure of con-
sciousness, how are they a unity? Why is it that deeper mystical union
with God seems to produce deeper commitment to one’s brothers and
sisters?

Why, in other words, does faith always demand justice?

Question 5

Tim visits his spiritual director and describes an experience he has
had of tremendous unity with nature and, for all he knows, with God.
Eventually he asks the director, “Ts this truly a spiritual experience or
just a psychological experience?”

If you were the director, how would you answer Tim’s question?
Would you lean towards calling it spiritual? Only psychelogical?
Spiritual and psychological? Would you have to wait until you see what
fruits it produces?

Discuss this in terms of the different levels of consciousness.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Storytelling

They say that extroverts talk in order to think, and introverts think
in order to talk. But everyone talks. We talk to one another about our
children, our jobs, our friends, our hobbies. We brag; we lament; we
entertain; we joke; we inform. We discuss the problems of our coun-
try, of other families, of the local school, of our city. We talk about
ourselves, testing to see if our perceptions make sense to someone else.
In part, this is an effort to learn the truth about ourselves. But we also
talk simply to communicate, to keep in contact, to maintain the inter-
personal links that bind us one to another. Even when we are by our-
selves, we hold imaginary dialogues in which we manifest the truth
of things to a person who will listen, even if that person be only our
selves.

By far, most of our talk comes from an urge to tell a story. We use
our minds more for telling stories than for all other purposes combined.
Experts in the most theoretical fields may work in the intellectual pat-
tern of experience for long periods, but their imaginations and hopes
long for the scene in which they can shout their “Eureka!” and join
their colleagues in an interpersonal celebration. Mystics return from
their cloud of unknowing and talk, perhaps in halting terms, perhaps
with prophetic force, but always in narrative style.

Besides the fact that everybody tells stories, there is a further reason
why we should examine storytelling here. So far we have seen that
religious self-transcendence is the fundamental power in the soul.
Whether explicit or not, it blossoms in moral self-transcendence, and
that in turn fructifies in intellectual self-transcendence. But none of
these occur in the unconnected individual. They occur while we tell
our stories, and our stories help them occur. In other words, by talk-
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ing about storytelling, we do not arrive at some additional reality that
only a few people reach; we arrive at the fullest reality of our lives,
the living context of every human struggle.

Without stories, we would have no way to symbolize, let alone
to understand, what happens to us. Stories bear both the known and
the unknown, both the cogent and the ambiguous, both sin and grace.
They allow us to deal with truth even when we cannot understand
it. And they bind us together in a common desire to hear the truth
spoken in love.

There is mystery here. We Christians have come to know God as
self-uttering and self-hearing. The obscure yet ever-close object of our
love is one who speaks and one who listens. So the true meaning of
love, found as it is only in God, contains an essential element of
storytelling. This means that by the transcendent love we feel surging
in our own hearts we each share directly in divinity when we open
our mouths to talk. To speak is, in a mysterious way, to do what God
does of necessity.

In what follows we will attempt the chancy business every theolo-
gian faces: how to talk about divine Mystery in intelligible terms. On
the one hand, we must be careful not to think we can explain Mystery.
On the other, we must be equally careful not to call Mystery those
things which Mystery impels us to understand. But at least we now
possess a model of subjectivity that accounts for the human experience
of transcendence, even though it cannot account for the transcendent
itself.

Were we literary critics, we might speak of characters and plots,
comedies and tragedies, suspense and surprise. These form some of
the structural elements of stories, But we are not literary critics. Gen-
eralized empirical method directs us to understand what the experience
of hearing a good story is like, and then to relate those experiences
to one another in an intelligible manner. After all, it is the fascinating
elements in the narrated experience, not in the structural elements,
that shape the characters and create the plot. Good storytellers usually
have in mind some rather elusive or subtle turn of events they want
to portray. The events are not always obvious. In fact, the stories that
bear retelling usually point to the events within the souls of people that
shape the more visible events that take place between them. So we will
begin by defining the inner events that make great stories great.
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1. Mystery and Mysteries

In our preceding chapter, we defined the word ‘Mystery’ as the
transcendent term of the movement of our souls — preferring it, for the
time being, to the word ‘God’. But because concrete events can do more
than anything else to stir those transcendent movements in our souls,
let us call the more crucial events ‘mysteries”. I am not thinking here
of detective mysteries; these are puzzles that admit clear answers. I
am thinking rather of the impenetrable events portrayed in the “mys-
teries” of the Rosary, or the “mystery” plays of medieval times.

So a mystery in this sense is an event in which a human is touched
by the divine, regardless of whether or not its story talks about “God.”
The stories that speak of mysteries in this sense symbolize for us, in
palpable, concrete terms, our contact with the singular Mystery we are
made to love. We find examples of this everywhere in our tradition.
Israel praises God by telling stories of what God has done. Each Evan-
gelist has his own narrative about the mysteries of the life of Christ.
The Church tells of the lives of the saints. Each one of us tells of a per-
sonal call to holiness, of when and where it happened. Even within
a more secular narrative, we are touched by the story of an anti-nuclear
demonstrator speaking so gently to belligerent police officers you would
think they were “family.” Or we find some poignant piece of fiction,
and we read the story to a friend in the hospital, knowing very well
that it says something absolutely true about real life in a way that fac-
tual reporting never could. Like the one Mystery, each of our mysteries
holds ever more meaning and can be told and retold without exhausting
it. Mysteries, in this sense, are always about what Scripture calls saiva-
tion or redemption because they save us from meaninglessness and
redeem us from despair.

The know-it-alls among us are impatient with good stories because
they prefer certitudes to mysteries. They hope to slice some moral from
the heart of a story or enshrine some pithy line on a poster. But such
categorial reductions of good stories can never exhaust their meaning.
Flannery O’Connor has made this point well: “When you can state the
theme of a story, when you can separate it from the story itself, then
you can be sure the story is not a very good one.”? And yet on the
other hand, no single event or set of events, nor any of their stories
can ever exhaust the total potentiality of complete intelligibility, ex-
istence, or goodness. So ‘events’ that we find important enough to tell
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a story about stand halfway between what Scholastic philosophers call
the categorials and the transcendentals. In other words, good stories
are more than we can handle, and yet they fail to slake our thirst for
Mystery. Good stories, like good liturgies, span the chasm between
divine Mystery and human reckoning,.

Not all human events are expressed in stories. And vet this does
not necessarily mean that only certain events are mysteries and that
the rest of life is just ordinary or obvious. But we often act as though
this were the case. We think of certain “religious” events as so extraor-
dinary that we think the normal laws of physics and history had been
abrogated for a brief, astonishing moment. We then tend to call such
events “divine interventions,” as though we had been, up to that point,
surrounded by the obvious and nof really living in a universal darkness
packed with divinity but masked by ambiguous color, sound, move-
ment, and smell.

So we must seriously consider the possibility that all events are
mysteries. They bring reality upon the mind, but the reality passes on,
leaving the mind with more questions than answers. For the religious
lover, all events are the words of a lover. They possess no intelligibil-
ity except that which comes from a loving intelligence. These events
which are real depend completely on an existence that cannot have
been called into existence buf lovingly calls all things into existence.
They do not possess any worth except what is positively intended and
appreciated, desired and welcomed by a lover who cannot will anything
but the good. And these events, these “words of a lover,” are salvific
words because they reveal life as a tightrope and yet beckon us to walk
forward anyway.

It is no easy matter to sense the mysterious in every ordinary event.
Among Christians it has been customary to refer to doctrines and
miracles as “mysteries.” For example, the divinity of Christ is a mystery;
the raising of Lazarus is a mystery. But we should be careful not to
associate mystery with mere perplexity in our minds. In their origins,
mysteries are historical events that waken our wonder. And the his-
torical event itself is a saving encounter in a specific time and place
with the one transcendent Mystery. When it comes to teaching doc-
trines about God and establishing certain doctrines as authoritative,
we always come back to the stories of the events. Likewise, miracles
and visions, however impressive, are neither the exclusive nor the nor-
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mal way in which we encounter divine Mystery. They may seem “mys-
terious,” but they are not necessarily “mysteries” in our sense, because
they often lack the transcendent punch of even an ordinary “I'm sorry;
will you forgive me?”

Also, 1 do not think it is helpful to speak of the Church as 2 mystery,
or of a person as a “something’” which is among the mysteries. Not
that they are not involved in mystery; quite the opposite. But in order
to understand the Church and a person as related to divine Mystery,
we really do not get very far with a mere philosophical analysis uf static
relationships.

You will recall from our chapter on knowing that we grasp the in-
trinsic intelligibility of “things” by understanding the events that con-
dition their existence. In a similar fashion we reach the divine Mystery
in ordinary ‘things’ by seeing the unique historical events that condi-
tion their existence. This explains why we are more effectively im-
pressed by a story than we are by a formal analysis. 1t is the narrated
event that brings the Mystery of God home. In other words, the “mys-
tery” of the Church or of any human person has to be understood
within the framework of something histcrical —that is, “storied.” It
is difficult to believe that Christianity could survive in a culture that
emphasized its doctrines and codes of behavior but never told any
stories. Indeed, maybe that is why Christianity is not surviving in some
cultures.

If by ‘mysteries” we mean practically any events in which humans
encounter the divine, then we can expect to find faith, charity, and
hope at their core. These, after all, are exactly the movements of the
soul which respond to divine Mystery and which we cannot ration-
ally produce or explain. It is because of the faith, charity, and hope
in us that the story of the event amazes us. For example, a story of
someone seeing value where another misses it (faith), of commitment
and fidelity beyond what can reasonably be éxpected (charity), or of
long-suffering without a great deal of assurance that everything will
turn out for the best (hope). It is not that all amazing stories have to
be success stories. The story of Judas can shake us just as thoroughly
as the story of Peter, Both are about salvation. But just as long as we
can sense that these movements of the soul are at stake in a story, we
are on tiptoe to see its outcome.

Part of the universal power of mysteries lies in the fact that hear-
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ing the story of the event can become another mystery. That is, the
event of hearing about an encounter with God can itself become an en-
counter with God. For example, as Israel recited past deeds of the Lord
or as Paul preached the past events of Christ’s Paschal mystery, hearers
encountered the living God in their present and were converted. Or
to take a more extended example, many early Christians, having heard
the Good News, became chaste. Augustine, having heard the Good
News and of their chastity, became chaste. Millions of Christians since
then, having heard the Good News and of early Christian chastity,
and of Augustine’s chastity, became chaste. It is in this fashion that
mysteries reproduce themselves, as the ‘event’ of the original encounter
expands into an ever-broadening and all-encompassing story of God
encountering souls in flesh and blood. The mysteries of our faith, then,
are not finished events. They are open events. The self-sacrifice of Jesus
truly lives, not merely as a model for us to imitate —<it is that—but as
a growing organisin continuing to live in history, making not many
mysteries but ultimately one mystery.

Now besides looking at the future of mysteries as they are retold,
we should also look at how they began. T have been speaking as though
the original historical event, the ‘mystery’, occurred before any story
of the event emerged. But let us look more closely at the beginnings
of the story. Is there really any event we can properly call historical
in which the people involved did not already have some understand-
ing, in dramatic terms, of what was going on? Perhaps Moses on Sinai
or Jesus in the desert encountered God before they told anyone else
the story. But unless they themselves understood the ‘event’ as a story,
their experience would have remained just experience. The story, then,
is already present in any historical event. An event literally would not
mean anything to the people involved if this were not the case. This
story-making activity is present in all significant historical events, not
merely religious ones, But what this says about religious mysteries in
particular is this: In claiming that God has encountered us in this time
and place, we must recognize that the original story-making activity
is intrinsic to the encounter. God cannot begin to mean anything to
us except as protagonist or antagonist in a story. Any properly human
effect God can impress on flesh depends very strictly on storytelling.

Right from the beginning, then, religious experience is always a
matter of insight into the meaning of the experience. That insight, in
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turn, is made possible only by faith, the “eyes of the heart.” And that
faith is made possible by the love we bear for transcendent Mystery.
So the stories in our religious tradition are made possible by both an
outer occurrence and an inner love. Indeed, it is this inner love that
wants to bring the mystery of an historical occurrence to the open ex-
pression of story. And as one generation succeeds another, the story-
telling itself becomes the outer historical occurrence of kerygma address-
ing the inner love and faith of an historically continuous community.

2. Fiction, Emblem, History

Now there are many different kinds of stories, ranging from pure
fiction on one end of the scale to critical historiography on the other.
And yet, despite the surface differences between fiction and fact, we
usually find a common spirit, a common goal in both the spinners of
yarns and in the schelarly historians. The common goal is not to make
up stories, certainly, but to get in touch with that part of human life
that is mystericusly unrepeatable.

For historians, the unrepeatable is what defines their field of in-
vestigation, distinguishing them from the sociologists, the anthropol-
ogists, or the psychologists. These latter specialize in finding patterns
or laws at work over a number of different events. Historians do offer
some explanations of a general nature, and the best historians will
discover and identify developments that were unnoticed even by the
participants in a certain sequence of events. But even these develop-
ments possess a unique character, so that both the quirks in an indi-
vidual’s behavior and the strange turnings of a community’s develop-
ment just stare us in the face, repudiating anyone who might say I
told you so.”

We humans are, all of us, idiosyncratic. We are odd, even to our-
selves. No one of us understands much of what he or she has done,
still less what he or she will do when we encounter life’s next surprise.
Moreover, when our private purposes get thrown together with the
purposes of others, the outcomes seem to go beyond the purposes of
any one of us. Hegel marvelled how this conglomeration of human
intentions produces results that nobody intended. But he flinched in
the face of this mystery; he felt that we should imagine a “Cunning
of Reason” working some transtemporal process of historical advance.

A more realistic approach to history ought rather to end up amazed,
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dumbfounded, revolted, or awestruck over what goes on in the human
soul. The more realistic the historian, the more respect will be paid
to the uncategorizable, the grotesque, the queer, the fascinating. We
readers of history should be profoundly mnoved at the potentialities
that lie within the reach of our own kind, and I am thinking not only
of the horrors of genocide but also of the wonderful strangeness of
those people who never seem to fit. Individuals are far more diverse
in their values than advertising and statistic-gathering companies
would have us believe. These are the people who actually live the lives
of a culture, making the culture a profound yet always elusive object
of inquiry.

In the manuals that explain how historians do their work, we
usually find a distinction between the written ‘history’ that appears
in bock form and the actual ‘histery’ that the bock is about. Historians
investigate actual history and produce written ‘histories’. Now there
is more to this distinction than meets the eye. Most world leaders, and
other people for whom self-importance is very important, can be found
everywhere in written histories. After all, they aspire to go down in
history, meaning in the books and in the memories of ordinary men
and women. But the actual history that goes on under the eye of the
historian moves much more along the lines of those people whose self-
image is not important. The “Will of the People” is surely a larger fac-
tor in the unfolding of a culture’s history than are the individuals in-
tent on following or shaping that will. It requires a conversion of sorts
to see this and to accept it, particularly if one is enarmored of one’s own
self-image. True, people for whom self-image is important are usually
influential. They do make an impact. They do make written history.
But historians have to be ready to see the difference between progress
and decline. They need to see that progress results not from narcissists
but from authentic persons and that decline results from inauthentic-
ity, whether in the famous egoists or in the secret ones. This is what
actual history is all about. Tt is a drama in which four billion people
play a part and everyone is trying to write the script as the scenes
unfold.

Writers of fiction also concentrate on the unrepeatable, but they
do so in a way that complements the work of historians. The fidelity
of historians to making sense of evidence sets a limit as to how far they
can probe the inner intentions, fears, and hopes of individuals. The
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evidence of human interiority, after all, is notoriously ambiguous. Often
enough we feel constrained to render our interior thoughts and feel-
ings ambiguous on purpose. The fiction writer sails right over that limit
and freely constructs inner worlds that give some sense to outer
behavior. The story ought to be plausible, and so the writer's own in-
ner experience is the major resource for making that sense. Buf it need
not be predictable. On the contrary, the best writers know very well
how surprising the human spirit can be, whether with malice or with
grace.

So it can be said that there is truth in fiction. But by “truth” we
do not mean an accurate reporting of evidence, nor even a plausible
explanation of the events that really happened in a specific time and
place. Truth in fiction is about the actual possibilities of the human soul.
Truth in profound fiction is particularly about the soul’s mysterious
possibilities, which is the same as saying that fiction rings “true” when
it deals with the soul's stretching towards self-transcendence and with
how people negotiate their faith, charity, and hope. Fiction seldom talks
in these terms. Even our own definitions of these terms had to be drawn
from fictional accounts of how we experience these movements of the
soul that surprise us. But is it not the case that fiction fundamentally
makes palpable the human struggle to discern value amid chaos (faith),
to honor the mysterious in another person (charity), and to endure
life’s troubles (hope)? Whether or not the characters in the story suc-
ceed does not matter. The good story is concerned with seeing, not
with teaching lessons. So the truth of fiction can be tragic as well as
comic, ironic as well as romantic.

Lying halfway between historical accounts and fictional accounts,
there is yet a third major kind of story that bears elements of both fact
and fiction, I am thinking of what cultural anthropologists call the
“myth.” But since this term often connotes pure fiction, perhaps it
would be better to speak in terms of ‘emblem’ and give it a definition
of our own.

An emblem is an event understood as an instance of an archetypical
event. For example: Russia “Declares War.” His parents were “Lost
at Sea.” She was “Born Again.” This is the “Paschal Mystery.” Couple
finds “Buried Treasure.” Lincoln “Freed the Slaves.” He was “Possessed
by the Devil.” Like fiction and history, emblems too can touch mystery.
To understand this it will be helpful to compare emblems with histories.
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A history is an event understood as something new and fresh. It
does not admit of headlines and capital letters. 1t is full of context,
names and places, the flow of time, interruptions, dead ends, and am-
biguity. In contrast, an emblem is a portrayal of an event as though
its archetype occurred before. It will contain familiar patterns and clear
lessons.

Here are some common examples. A Christmas dinner, as it is ac-
tually beirig eaten, is a history. But it quickly passes into an emblem,
joining all the Christmas dinners gone before and those yet to come.
The day Mother and Dad met was likewise briefly a history but soon
became an emblem. Liturgy is meant to be an emblem. It should take
history and lift it up to purified forin, inserting the everyday into the
eternal. Newspaper headlines are usually emblems, and in the for-
profit-only newpapers, the stories beneath them are too. Headlines
in the more serious papers are less often emblematic, and their stories
try to fill in all the relevant context.

Emblems leave us in quite a different frame of mind than histories.
Emblems tend to eliminate questions about what the people involved
thought about the matter as it was unfolding. Histories rather tend
to lay out data that may or may not prove relevant. Emblems reinforce
old lessons. Histories do not so much teach a lesson as temper en-
thusiasm, qualify judgments, delay reactions, wait upon wisdom to
respect the impenetrable. 5till, the study of history always runs the
danger of slipping into emblems. We often read such headlines as “El
Salvador Is Becoming Another Viet Nam” or “The P.L.O. Want An-
other Holocaust.” The truth, of course, is that there was only one “Viet
Nam” and only one “Holocaust.” But their tragic nature urges survivors
to learn a lesson for the future, lest “it happen again.”

Both emblems and histories honor the mysterious, though in dif-
ferent ways. Emblems are not fussy about details. Any clue that even
suggests an emblem is encugh impetus to canonize the story in arche-
typical form and leave behind any evidence that fails to fit. So emblems
honor the mysterious by oversimplifying, which carries with it the hope
that beneath life’'s complexities reality actually is simple. History, in
contrast, tries to respect all the data, without any rigid canon of selec-
tion. So there is a surfeit of palpable detail; the air is redolent with
a smell we cannot name; we are left wondering about what everything
means. Histories are pieces of eternity with strange-shaped edges. So
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histories honor the mysterious by peinting to a thousand unexplainable
pieces, while emblems carry all eternity in themselves. History, in that
sense, is an ongoing inquiry, while emblems are finished answers.
Histories are conjectures. Emblems are successfully told stories, final
and certain.

Still, neither emblem nor history can exhaust the meaning of an
event. Each halts before the mysterious in human affairs in its own
way. The emblem oversimplifies the story. It places the story in a myth
of eternal recurrence, but the myth does not explain anything; it serves
as a mere heuristic for the realities that lie hidden beneath what ap-
pears on the surface. History does attempt to explain things, but it
unabashedly leaves all sorts of loose ends; it regards all of history as
a single whole, though what the connections may be is anybody’s
guess.

Among the Gospels, Mark’s leans towards the historical while
John’s is more emblematic. In Mark we find details that are never
followed up: Jesus’ mother and relatives try to reach him; Jesus com-
mands a cured blind man not to enter his village; a young man is
stripped of his linen cloth and runs naked out of the story. All of this
heightens the effect Mark wants to impress on us: “Who is this, that
the wind and sea obey him?” In John, on the other hand, the man born
blind reappears, as do Mary, Lazarus, and Mary Magdalene. Each of
the five miracles in John comes to a nice finish. We are not left wonder-
ing “What happened affer that?”” But the miracle-stories are signs of
something mysterious above that, something that recurs in the lives of
all who seek God. And yet, in spite of these differences, each kind
of story packs its own kind of dynamite, The historical accounts of
salvation leave us with an overwhelming sense that something pro-
found really happened, and that our normal expectations can be blown
apart at any minute. Emblematic accounts give us an assurance that
what happened is of enduring significance, that the ordinary contains
the extraordinary. In most Christian stories, histories make us feel less
secure while emblems make us feel more secure.

All three forms of stories—fiction, emblem, history—usually talk
about misfortune and sin. And insofar as they do, they also raise hopes
for redemption from these evils. The better historians, the ones whao
avoid projecting emblematic myths onto concrete events, very gingerly
suggest why things happened and hardly ever predict what will hap-
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pen. They are more interested in human character or the lack of it,
in the intricacies of a particular sequence of events. And yet, they can-
not delve very deeply into the mysteries of human persons without
running the danger of speculative psychologizing. So they tend to treat
both evil and redemption as emerging from an inner depth of specific
peeple which is left as inaccessible.

As we saw above, these inner depths are the province of fiction.
Fiction writers do not speculate on what people silently think and feel;
they just tell us. They easily portray some people as mean or malicious
and others as weak and afraid —a distinction beyond easy reach of the
historian.

Emblems, too, can be very bold. They can represent outer calam-
ity (Napoleon’s Waterloo) or inner struggle (Benedict Arnold, Traitor).
In any case, they offer simple pictures of both sin and grace. Since we
have dealt with sin and grace entologically, perhaps we should also
look at how well or poorly our emblems for them represent what is
really going orn.

3. Emblems of Evil and Redemption

From Old Testament times up to our recent past, spiritual writers
relied heavily on emblematic stories for talking about evil. The source
of evil was a powerful and cunning person called the Devil, who assails
all people, from Judas to Jesus, with temptations. The final end of evil
was considered to be an Apocalypse. For some that meant an actual
day of the week in which the world as we know it would collapse and
some completely new evil-free existence would begin. Today, we have
some reflective distance on such emblems. Both believers and non-
believers recognize that the stories belong to myth, net history, though
believers also recognize the value of such myth for talking about the
mysterious character of redemption within history.

But emblems of the Devil and Apocalypse have recently given way,
again in the minds of both believers and non-believers, to another pair
of emblems, Neurosis and Economic Forces. The guilt of the individual
over wrongdoing has been forgiven by Freud; it is Neurosis that de-
serves the blame. Likewise the social guilt over social evil has been
forgiven by Marx; Economic Forces deserve the blame. The Day of
Reckoning for human living has become the Psychological Depression
or the Economic Depression. Even though neurosis and the economy
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surely deserve the best analysis we can bring to bear, they have become
overwhelming personal and social emblems that fix our attention on
a clearly defined enemy, a conspiracy, an It that is guilty, not us. We
are still trying to say “The Devil made me do it.”

Redemption in these latter-day emblems is proclaimed to be a mat-
ter of psychoanalysis or sociological research, in which the root of evil
presumably will be uncovered, followed by an intelligent therapy or
social reform. But both this analysis and this redemption, like some
extreme forms of belief in Satan and the Apocalypse, give evil a real-
ity it would not otherwise possess.

In chapter 4 we peinted out that basic human evil is the disobe-
dience of the transcendental precepts Be attentive, Be intelligent, Be
reasonable, Be responsible, Be in love. Fundamentally, therefore, evil
is not the positive existence of some power or force, even though when
we are in the dramatic pattern of experience it may feel like it. Basic
evil is the absence of events in our consciousness which ought to be
occurring. So any emblems of evil that suggest a concrete existing
origin—whether as the person of the Devil or as a psychological or social
mechanism—always run the Manichaean danger of dividing the uni-
verse into the two equally real and opposing forces of good and of evil.

Having reified evil, these emblems then suggest that evil must be
understandable (on the correct inference that if something exists, there
are reasons or causes for it). So psychologists and economists analyze.
They expect that all problems have explanations and that once they
hit upon a correct explanation, the solution to a problem will be ob-
vious. But in reality, human evil has no explanation. If that were not
so, there would be no sin. Certainly there exist problems that do ad-
mit explanations, but any such explanations must end where the irra-
tional disobedience of the transcendental precepts begins.

Finally, a reified and an understandable evil has to look, feel, and
smell like something. What we affirm is real by judgment, and what
we understand by insight must have some locatable data for us to ex-
perience. So the emblems of evil easily take over our imaginations.
People imagine they can “see” the Devil, “smell” malice, “feel” the
forces of evil in particular sifuations.

Then, in the name of goodness, some lofty-minded people deem
certain individuals, certain nations, certain economic institutions as evil,
plain and simple. From that point, sabotage, torture, murder, or even

163



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

genocide become virtues for those brave souls carrying out this mad
apostolate.

If evil is ontologically a vacuum but psychologically a massive force,
what emblem could possibly suffice? Should there not be a symbolic
representation of the ontological “missing factor” in evil? I suggest that
we return to the notion of the Devil —but with a careful proviso. Among
the more astute insights of Christian wisdom there is the principle that
the Devil is a Teller of Lies. This suggests two things,

First, in any temptation, we suffer some illusion or other. That is,
our perception of other people, of ourselves, or of the comforts of life
is off the mark. We must humbly admit that this Liar has already told
false stories that we have taken as true. That is, we are already biased
in the ways we view the world and appreciate what we think are its
values. But we saw above that we cannot rely on reason alone to reveal
what is truly worthwhile; we must also rely on the value judgments
that flow from transcendent love —in other words, on faith. We should
turn to the fictions, the emblems, and the histories that reveal divine
Mystery. We can turn to them with some good measure of confidence
because we do have the gift of faith, the heart’s eye that sees from a
higher viewpoint than that of the Liar’s false stories. So our faith is
not exactly opposed to a “Devil” but rather opposed to the lies about
reality that plague us. Besides that, as long as we suffer a contracted
perception of reality as we wait for faith to do its work, we also rely
on the gift of hope to give us the affective anchor that keeps us from
jumping to rash conclusions about the truth.

Second, considered as a Teller of Lies, the Devil can do nothing
but work with the truth. The Devil can neither force any external act
nor prevent any interior act of attention, intelligence, reason, respon-
sibility, or love. It is very important to keep this in mind, because the
Liar’s first story usually goes, “Thave more power than you do.” Once
we believe that some evil power can force us to disobey our own love
of truth and goodness, we are sunk. So when we are assailed by temp-
tation, besides relying on the power of faith to supplant the Liar’s false
stories with true ones, we should follow the ancient practical advice,
“Don't listen, because in what you hear there will be a lie.”

If we take seriously the notion of the Teller of Lies as the antago-
nist in emblems of evil, then we will see that the Devil is a storyteller
too. Within the dramatic pattern of experience, therefore, the human
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struggle for authenticity will mean choosing between several possible
stories. Every significant event in our lives can be told in at least two
different stories, as a story of Chaos or of Cosmos, of Despair or Hope,
of Sin or Grace, and which story we choose depends on how accus-
tomed we are to recognizing the movements of faith, charity, and hope
within ourselves. This takes time to learn, both in each person’s life
and in the lifetime of a culture as it enlarges its deposit of wisdom.
And unfortunately it is usually by our mistakes that we learn to dis-
cern the spirits. Ignatius of Loyola has said that we can tell the Devils
by their trails.? That is, we learn to discriminate true stories from false
ones only after we have already believed the false cnes for a time.

Whenever we talk philosophically about evil, the question naturally
arises whether “the Devil” really exists. Is the Teller of Lies more than
“just an emblem”? Many have asked this question, and I believe we
now have the heuristic structures for a satisfactory answer. When we
are in the dramatic pattern of experience, it serves us well to think of
evil emblematically, for the reasons given above, The whole crienta-
tion of the dramatic pattern is towards dignifying our living, and stories
maintain our vision of ourselves through the power of affectivity and
image. But once we ask whether there really is a Devil, we move from
the dramatic pattern into the intellectual pattern, where understand-
ing and truth are the proper goals. We saw above that the world of
our experience does have an overall design; Lonergan named it ‘emer-
gent probability’. Within that world design we should distinguish be-
tween problems that are intrinsic to a world of emergent probability —
and therefore intelligible—and problems that occur because of disobe-
dience within—and therefore unintelligible.

So in all the human sciences, whether psychology, sociology, cul-
tural anthropology, political science, or economics, we should expect
two radically different kinds of problems, the kind with explanations
and the kind without. The problems that admit explanations will also
admit solutions that are intelligibly connected with the situations as
they stand. But the problems that are rooted in sin, that is, in disobe-
dience to the transcendental precepts, will admit solutions only from
faith, charity, and hope. These solutions will not be logical deductions.
They will be loving and healing initiatives that involve self-sacrifice
and creativity. But they will be recognized for their ingenuity by all
who know what self-transcendence means.
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So all we can say is that we do not know whether “the Devil” really
exists. In the intellectual pattern of experience, where we aim at grasp-
ing intelligibility in data, we see no need to posit a personal being in-
tent on our downfall. Instead, we envision a dialectic of obedience and
disobedience within. We do understand that the emblem of a Teller
of Lies stands ontologically between categorials and transcendentals.
And we look to emblems of Tellers of Truth to illuminate the false
stories we have already accepted.

What possible emblem of true stories do we have to test the false
ones against? Above all, we Christians have the Paschal Mystery, that
is, the story of the man to whom we owe absolute faith, charity, and
hope being abducted, tortured, pierced with a lance, and left to die
without the comfort of friends. But this man who himself had absolute
faith in God, absolute charity even toward his enemies, and absolute
hope that sin’s bondage would be broken within history, was raised
up by God and given the name to which every knee shall bend. The
story of his life is history —the kind of history that leaves the sincere
hearer trembling in wonder over the limitless authority and the equally
limitless kindness of this man. The story of his Resurrection and Ascen-
sion is an emblem, but the kind that holds out for our imaginations
a vivid picture of the secure power of faith, charity, and hope over
the darkness of evil and of the actual freedom Jesus now enjoys as Lord
of Heaven and Earth.

Some readers may be uneasy with the suggestion that we regard
the stories of Jesus’ resurrection appearances as emblems and not as
history. We do not mean to imply that nothing happened to Jesus in
history after his death. Something surely happened to his body; all
early accounts mention an empty tomb. Yet the Resurrection which
the first Christians proclaimed was regarded as the Father’s work, not
the work of Jesus. As the Father’s work, it must escape all human at-
tempts to put it into ready-made categories. As a real event that saves
humanity, it can be known as salvific only through faith, charity, and
hope, not through the categories generated from normal attention, in-
telligence, reason, and responsibility. That is why the accounts of the
resurrection appearances differ so widely from one another.

Furthermore, to regard the stories as emblems in no way dimin-
ishes their truth value. We in the West think of ourselves as so en-
lightened by the Enlightenment that we keep ourselves at arm's length

166



Storytelling

from emblems, myths, and symbols. For example, once we recognized
that the Genesis story of creation is a ‘myth’, or that the Devil is a ‘sym-
bol’, we have tended to look elsewhere for explanations of creation
and sin. But the distinction between history and emblem is not based
on the difference between truth and falsehood. Rather it is founded
on the distinction between understanding a situation as unique and
understanding it as universal. The Fall of Adam and Eve and the seduc-
tions of the Tempter are stories written to illumine our present universal
condition of being free in principle but slaves in fact. Likewise, no one
expects to repeat the unique life of Jesus in its detail, and yet we do
hope to repeat the universal pattern of his Paschal Mystery. To really
live that out, we need to return to the myths, emblems, and symbols,
not with the undifferentiated approach of a child, but with the pro-
founder approach of an adult who knows how necessary emblems are
for keeping contact with Mystery.

Now evil and redemption can appear not only in histories and in
stories that are emblems but also in those myths that are fictional in
content but emblematic in purpose: the plays of Shakespeare, the
Divine Comedy of Dante, the Greek plays, Eliot's The Waste Land, operas,
and so on. They too deal with the recurring patterns of how people
confront evil. One of the masters of literary criticism, Northrup Frye,
classifies such myths into four basic plots.* And his classification is in-
genious inasmuch as it looks at what pressures the stories lay on the
desires and dreads within the reader’s soul —which, of course, is right
up our alley. If we examine these four kinds of plots, we can discern
four distinct ways in which hearing a story can be a ‘mystery’ for the
hearer, that is, can be an event which raises the issues of malice and
liberation.

First, in the comic or lyric plot, human desire feels itself overcom-
ing the forces of human dread. Its happy characters are blessed with
Iuck and with the delightful surprises of springtime, where the dread
of winter is melting away. Second, in the romantic plot, desire has
mastered dread, and it does so not by luck but by the courage and
strength of the story’s characters. Romantic stories are summertime
stories. Third, in the tragic plot, dread begins to mount over the forces
of desire as otherwise strong characters are trammeled by their own
situations and by the growing forces of determinism. It is autumn, or
more significantly, Fall. And fourth, in the ironic or satiric plot, dread
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reigns supreme over desire as all hope seems lost. Winter has set
in and characters can only wait for something like spring’s comic
surprises.

While these plots are most clearly found in fiction, they are also
found in emblems and even in histories. To take a few examples from
Scripture, the story of Philip visiting the eunuch in the carriage is comic;
it begins with a lucky meeting and ends on an upbeat, full of hope
in future developments. The Book of Revelation is romantic; it por-
trays human desires as fulfilled and all dread as banished. The story
of the Rich Young Man is tragic; he comes on the scene with strength,
but his own history proves to be his weakness. We do not know his
future, but it does not look very promising for him. Ecclesiastes (“Vanity
of vanity; all is vanity!”) is irony; dread reigns over desire; nothing
can be counted on as absolute.

Any plot can tell a mystery. In different ways, each plot can serve
to jar the reader into awareness of the insecurity of life and the inner
tug towards transcendent love. The comic or lyric plot is founded
on luck, a sudden appearance of salvation not coming from human
strength but from the inysterious blessings of nature —surely a reminder
that we cannot redeem ourselves by dint of our own effort. Even the
more happy romantic plots render the reader happy only during the
storytelling. He or she must return to the business of living, knowing
very well that the story is not one’s own. In tragedies, the reader
recognizes the all-too-familiar experience of being caught up and
crushed by one’s past. And ironies seem to play our tired, endless song
exactly as we feel it.

And even though the major plots can attune us to the mysteries
of everyday life, it is important to see that most stories do not directly
help us discern how to act. The dialectic of desire and dread that
underlies all plets is not a dialectic between good and evil. Desire and
dread are morally neutral. We can desire evil as well as good; we can
dread holiness as well as 1nalice. So meaningful stories do not necessar-
ily give moral clarity. Often they merely recall the pulls and counter-
pulls of the soul and leave us wondering which is which.

It is only when people in a certain culture perceive moral clarity
in stories that they canonize those stories. They say, “These stories
can be counted on to represent a view of how desire and dread ought
to work in human souls.” And thus they produce their Bible and their
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list of canonized saints. All cultures canonize some of their literature,
art, and biographies with a view to passing some moral judgment on
their worth. Qutside of these canonical stories, however, the spiritualty
integrated man or woman must listen to all stories—-fiction, emblem,
or history—with a critical ear. The people who tell the stories, after
all, may or may not be converted. That is, they may fail in intellectual
conversion and think of the real as little more than the palpable. Or
they may fail in moral conversion and confuse the truly good with the
merely satisfying. Or they may fail in religious conversion and hate
the soul’s transcendent ascent towards divine Mystery.

On the other hand, in practically all cases of really profound stories
told by truly wise men or women, their contemporaries were so im-
mersed in their traditional values that they failed to see new greatness
among them. In other words, while a culture regularly criticizes its own
literature, great literature has the power to criticize its own culture.
Thus we should maintain a dialectical attitude not only towards the
inner stories that make up our personal temptations. We should also
listent to all fiction, emblems and histories with an ear that discerns
the threefold conversion.

4. Is History a Story?

Up to this point, our reflections on stories in terms of desire and
dread have been about stories within history. The question naturally
arises whether all of history itself is a story with a plot. One does not
have to read Northrup Frye to wonder what a large-scale depiction
of the human struggle between desire and dread should look like.
Where did humanity come from and where is it going? Why do all na-
tions that rise also fall? Is all history just irony? Or can we really look
forward to a time within history when every tear will be wiped away?
Will the story of history, in other words, prove to be romantic? Be-
tween these extremes we find some philosophers proclaiming that what
is going on in the global community is a progressive integration, while
others think it is a slow disintegration. That is, some think history itself
is comic and others think it is tragic. Surely there are stories of redemp-
tion within history, but will all of history coalesce into one romantic
epic of redemption?

We Christians tend to regard history as a comic plot for the time
being—the good we desire is winning over the evil we dread—and
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eventually as a romantic plot where the desired good triumphs once
and for all. This is a dangerous view. It shares with all gnosticisms
an overemphasis on a pre-ordained plot and a forgetfulness of the
dialectic of desire and dread writhing within every person. The un-
tamed inner tension between the mundane and the transcendent be-
comes tranquilized by some explanation that points outward: “We are
restless because . . . " —as if our restlessness originated at some point
in past history and just carries on like a vestigial organ in the body
that might just as well be cut out.’ Such explanations of our disquiet
usually name some element of humnanity as The Enemy and preach
a redemption through rejecting the element and embracing some re-
deeming secret.

So, for example, many of us have been taught to treat sexual desire
as a permanent threat to the romantic plot of God’s plan. Similarly,
the medieval world thought of monarchy as the only redemption of
anarchy® and took the Ptolemaic hierarchies in the sky as its cosmo-
logical emblem of order. Only recently have Christians begun to regard
their sexual experiences and their social pluralisms not as emblems of
evil in themselves but merely as the stages whereupon a more funda-
mental struggle for order takes place. But even these recent develop-
ments have not clearly enough acknowledged the often painful tran-
scendental precepts as the hearty core of all that is sound and worthy.

A Christian theology of history cannot be a story, noteven a simple
collection of stories. It will contain stories, but the form of the whole
is larger than story. We do not know what that form is, of course, and
that is the most obvious feature of human existence in history —having
to live in an order larger than any we know. We are in the middle of
this ‘history” and its outcome is not yet determined.

On this issue, we humans are divided, because the tension of hav-
ing to live within an order whose ultimate shape escapes us brings
every adult to the brink of decision wherein he or she must decide
whether to act as though there really is such an overarching order to
human history. Some will choose to obey merely the order at hand,
spending their lives in reaction to the known demands that surround
them, and suppressing their wonder about larger issues. Others will
choose to believe in an ultimate order, in a real and concrete integra-
tion of all history in which the merely happenstance and the unfor-
tunate blind alleys will reveal their hidden meanings. But to choose
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this path is to live in hope. It is hope that enables them to live in history
without reducing history to a mirror of one of its stories.

If a theology of history must look beyond story-plots for its order,
it should equally look beyond geometric images. Even the famous linear
or progressive view of history, which Judeo-Christianity regards as a
liberation from the Hellenistic cyclic view, is a naive and dangerous
alliance between living history and dead geometry. In the linear view,
the key events in history are laid along a time line. Civilizations rise
and fall, but progress-minded historians record the events for no other
reason than that the great achievements may not be lost and that old
errors may not be repeated. Prosperity and great cultural foundations
are the simple consequences of hard work and human commitment,
and the only consequences worth thinking about. (Even most pessi-
mists today adhere to the linear view in the sense that they measure
events solely in terms of their outcomes.)

But what happened to those people who paid the costs? In most
actual cases, our great cultural foundations also depended upon slav-
ery, mass robbery, institutionalized lying, and rivers of blood. I think
of the underpaid Romanians who made the shirts I wear, the Native
Americans from whom was stolen the land I stand on, the American
soldiers in Viet Nam who died to keep alive the myth of American
moral superiority. The linear view has no answer to the questions these
people pose. The significance of their lives lies blasted on charred
and bloody soil, soil which the progressivist regards as just so much
fertilizer,

An equally dangerous alternative to the linear view of history for
Christians is what we might call the transcendent view. In this view,
all human events are regarded as linked straight up to divinity. Men
and women are portrayed as searching for meaning, as being drawn
towards an interior conversion that liberates their minds and hearts
from illusion and compulsion. The question here is not “What have
we produced?” but “Are we obedient within?” This view is able to pro-
vide a partial answer to those men and women who paid the costs for
the comforts of others, but such an answer is barely accessible to
historians. Indeed, the answer to the question, “Are we obedient
within?” can be reached only by those who pose it for themselves.

But even this more spiritual view of history is much too bound
to its geometric image of the vertical line, in spite of the fact that St.
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John the Evangelist and St. Augustine can be counted among its pro-
ponents. lt ignores the reality of social and cultural progress within
history. It inhibits the further question, “What difference will it make
to your loved ones if you are obedient within?” We can just imagine
how delighted the Children of Darkness must be to hear that the
Children of Light can be so easily “ripped off” because they profess
no interest in the future.

We are forced to the conclusion that history itself, considered as
a single story, should not be thought of as ultimately comic or roman-
tic, let alone tragic or ironic. Nor should we imagine history simply
in geometric terms as either a recurring circle of rise and fall, or as a
horizontal line of progress, or as a vertical line of transcendence.
Whatever we think about history’s ultimate shape, we should be aware
that most of our understanding is analogical. That is, we think of
historical process in the commonsense terms of myths, narratives, gods
above and humans below, or else in the even more simplistic terms
borrowed from geometry.

The question whether history itself must be a single story or must
be some kind of line needs to be transposed from the realm of com-
mon sense to the realm of theory. And once we do that, we leave the
dramatic pattern of experience and enter the intellectual pattern. The
question then becomes not “What must history be?” but rather “What
in fact is the nature of historical process?” It is a question for under-
standing, not imagination, a question about the intelligibility imma-
nent to all historical process, not about certitude, predictions, dramati-
zations, or geometric projections.

But even the realm of theory is highty subject to bias and to the
false consciousness it engenders. So we need to ground all theoretical
positions in a dialectical method rooted in a verifiable analysis of the
processes of the soul. So let us conclude this chapter on storytelling
by setting all the stories within history against the background of a
structural explanation of all historical process that takes its categories
directly from the soul’s mner workings.

5. The History of Evil and Redemption

It is the nature of explanations that they pivot on an image. Insights
spring from playing with imaginal representations. But as we have tried
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to stress in chapter 2, we should not confuse the insight or understand-
ing with the image it needs. Nor is the image the real source of our
explanations; the insight is. We have talked about three oversimplified
emblems of history: the cyclic, repetitive view; the vertical, ‘transcen-
dent’ view; and the horizontal, ‘progressive’ view. Each of these three
has displayed remarkable staying power in its own time. The reason,
we may guess, is that each image corresponds to a form of intrinsic
intelligibility that is easily found within our world, and so there is pro-
jected onto history the kinds of laws found in nature.

Thus the cyclic view of history expects certain patterns to repeat
themselves regularly, on the underlying suspicion that the laws of
history must necessarily be like the laws that govern planetary cycles.
It is commonly held that this is the ‘Hellenistic’ view of time, but a
similar expectation of cycles unconnected to planetary motion can also
be found in Vico and Toynbee. In its simplified form, the cyclic view
is an expectation of classical intelligibility, that is, of an insight into
a single law that governs events that recur regularly.

In contrast, the ‘transcendent’ view tends to expect that there is
no intelligible order governing history considered as a whole. So it
amounts to an expectation of statistical intelligibility at best. Individual
events get their meanings strictly from how well participants pursue
transcendent values within themselves. Thus we have John the Evange-
list and Karl Barth.

Then there is the ‘progressive’ view of history. In its raw form it
expects that although history does not repeat itself, at least it is mov-
ing inexorably towards a pre-ordained goal according to some genetic
law, as if history, like a flower, is just the blossoming of some fixed
seminal potentialities. In this category we can list Luke the Evangelist,
Joachim of Fiore, Voltaire, and Karl Marx. We can also find a variant
of this genetic view of history in the kinds of questions reporters are
fond of putting to government officials: “What will you do if the other
party does such-and-such?” They act as if history could be adequately
understood on the model of a chess game, where there are only a
limited number of legitimate moves possible and that some really bril-
liant think-tank could anticipate all of them. But, God knows, in real
history, very few moves are perfectly legitimate. The possibilities latent
in human hearts outdistance the reach of reason, whether because of
evil or of love. And it is not only presidents and prime ministers who
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are expected to know “if they do this, then we’ll do that.” Every one
of us, when entangled in the normal disagreements with people we
love, spends great chunks of time imagining what our response will
be to every possible accusation coming our way. Only gradually do
we learn from experience that arguments never go as we plan.

All three of these views have the merit of expecting that some order
governs the course of history. But the classical and genetic views lean
towards the assumption that where there is order there also lies in-
evitability, while the statistical view rejects this determinism only at
the cost of overlooking order within historical development. We have
suggested that each of these views has its strengths because they each
draw from a model of intelligibility found within history. However,
there is a fourth kind of intelligibility found within history that can
be discovered within any sequence of human events and yet does not
determine beforehand what the outcomes must be. Philosophers of
history first sensed its importance in Hegel, and now can find it clearly
delineated in Lonergan. Lonergan calls this intelligibility “dialectical’.
It will help if we briefly see it in the perspective of his account of the
other three kinds of intelligibility.”

In classical intelligibility, we understand change by grasping the
single law that governs recurring events. In statistical intelligibility we
understand random events by grasping that there is no direct insight
available, because the relevant events are related only because they
occur at the same time and in the same place. In genetic intelligibility,
we understand growth processes by grasping the single law that
causes, say, an organism to move through successive stages of develop-
ment. Finally, in ‘dialectical’ intelligibility, we understand a growth pro-
cess (or a breakdown) by grasping that there is no single law at work.
Instead there are at least two principles of change, and they modify
each other as they interact.

Let me give an example of dialectical intelligibility drawn from
everyday life. We all argue. One of the main reasons why arguments
become so complicated is that there are always two distinct values at
stake.® On the one hand, there is the substance of the opinion we hold
or the path we intend to pursue. On the other, there is the relation-
ship we hope to maintain with the person we are arguing with. Hard
bargainers tend to stress the substance while soft bargainers stress the
relationship. These two values, substance and relationship, are prin-
ciples of change within each person arguing. But how these values
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balance in their hearts is highly determined by the history of all the
arguments previously won or lost. In other words, these principles of
change have themselves changed because of the particular sequence
of arguments in which they have been at work. If, for instance, a hard-
bargaining husband tends to get his way with his soft-bargaining wife,
then his own appreciation of their relationship tends to diminish while
hers grows and grows. Had each spouse been married to someone else,
their present appreciation of substantive issues and of their interper-
sonal relationship would surely have taken on different proportions.

This is just one of many possible examples of the kind of intelligibii-
ity we can expect to find in the growth or decline of communities of any
size. The principles or sources of change can themselves be changed;
this is ‘dialectical’ intelligibility. But among the many possible prin-
ciples of the dialectic, we can also see that there is a normative dialectic
going on within all human relationships. On the one hand we have,
as a principle of change, human authenticity, that is, obedience to the
transcendental precepts. On the other hand we have inauthenticity,
or disobedience of the transcendental precepts. As we saw earlier, obe-
dience within is the principle of all human progress. Were all the world
attentive, intelligent, reasonable, and responsible, the human order
would grow more and more coherent and meaningful. But people are
also inattentive, unintelligent, unreasonable, and irresponsible. This
disobedience within is the principle of all human decline. So a funda-
mental normative dialectic in human affairs exists between authenticity
and inauthenticity. The more authenticity has the upper hand in a com-
munity, the more refined it becomes and the more power it wields over
inauthenticity. On the other hand, inauthenticity can gain the upper
hand, with the opposite effect. This much should be clear from our
more detailed analysis in chapter 3. When we moved to chapter 4, we
considered a further principle of change, namely, transcendent love.
What inauthenticity threatens to destroy, transcendent love, with its
first-fruits of faith, charity, and hope, promises to heal,

Another way of looking at the same processes is to distinguish be-
tween the creative mode of development, constituted by the present
mixture of authenticity and inauthenticity that marks a given historical
community, and a healing mode of development, constituted by the
power of transcendent love. Let us look at these two modes of historical
development more closely.®

The creative movement is the true origin of all invention—techno-

175



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

logical, economic, political, social, and cultural. 1t consists in the suc-
cessful functioning of the first four transcendental precepts. Only when
people obey these internal precepts do they attend to their situations,
ask how things work and why things fail, determine what is reality
and what is just illusion, and discern true value from mere comfort
and commit themselves to doing what needs to be done.

Where a community is obedient within, unexpected disorders tend
to be met with apt responses, and situations tend to improve. This
development is not automatic; it is under that combination of classical
and statistical laws we examined in chapter 2 called ‘emergent probabil-
ity’. As a community grows, it can recognize the need for theoretical
work in physics, chemistry, biology, psychology, sociology, and theol-
ogy. Furthermore, as these theoretical disciplines grow, scientists can
recognize the need for a philosophy that finds a common ground in
the processes of knowing, acting, and loving that actually go on in the
soul. This common ground not only can provide a framework for co-
operation among the sciences, it can also articulate how humans fail
and what our remedies ought to look like.

In other words, norms exist for guiding the creative movement,
and these norms can be spelled out by examining what goes on in the
soul when we think, act, and love. As it must be evident, such is the
purpose of the Lonergan enterprise and such is the purpose of this
book. The enterprise aims at understanding the many differentiations
within the creative process. But it also articulates the further differ-
entiations within history’s other mode of development, the healing
movement.

As the creative movement begins from attention and moves “up-
ward” by successive integrations to infelligence, to reason, and to re-
sponsible action, so the healing movement begins from being in love
and integrates “downward,” healing the biases endemic to common
sense and forgiving the outright refusals to obey the soul’s ascent to
divine Mystery. As we saw in chapter 4, being in love produces faith,
charity, and hope. By faith, we see values where mere weighing pros
and cons does not reveal them. By charity we recognize the presence
of absolute value in other persons and are moved to enhance their
lives. By hope we sustain obedience to the franscendental precepts
even when by all accounts the odds seem overwhelmingly against us.
Such obedience to transcendent love and to its other-worldly virtues
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renders us more effectively responsible, more likely to be realistic, less
blinded in our intelligence, and less obtuse about the issues that beg
our attention.

Now for most Christian history we have stressed the healing move-
ment. We have a good track record for being a community that forgives,
that refuses to buckle under secularist pressures, and that puts its trust
in God. But we have not done as well with the creative movement. We
have not promoted the development of the theological-philosophical
system that could give a Christian foundation to a social theory, an

“economic theory, or a theory of ethics that meets the more empirical
issues of our times. Qur attitude has been mainly reactionary, not
creative. One of the major reasons for this is that those Christian in-
tellectual giants, Sts. Augustine and Thomas Aquinas, each thought
that a science of history was practically impossible. Science, they
thought, dealt with what does not change. But history changes. So
theological reflection had no place in the pursuit of historical progress.
It was only when a full-blown empirical method for understanding
change began to touch theology that we recognized intelligibility in
historical process itself, that we learned to understand the exact dif-
ference between progress and decline, and that we turned our faces
resolutely towards working the redemption of our real situations.

So the actual, ongoing history of evil and redemption is an intelli-
gible sequence of events. But by ‘intelligible’ we mean a dialectical in-
telligibility which understands each real situation as a cumulative pro-
duct of both authenticity and unauthenticity. And by ‘event’ we mean
not the visible behavior but the recondite and complex interactions be-
tween people as they obey or disobey the dynamism of their souls.

Therefore, when we listen to the stories people claim are true or
significant, we should listen for the presence or absence of conversion.
To accomplish that, of course, requires an interior spiritual integration
that knows the meaning of ‘real’, of ‘good’, and of ‘God".

In our concluding chapter we will see how a dialectical attitude
is the fundamental attitude for anyone interested in overcoming what
we called the “split soul” and achieving the “spiritual integration” of
a world torn apart by a thousand false gods.
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Discussion (Questions: CHAPTER FIVE

Question 1

Does the Devil really exist? Or is it just a myth? If it’s just a myth,
then why has belief in the Devil held on for so many years in so many
religions? On the other hand, if the Devil really does exist, how has
our culture managed to eliminate wide-scale belief in it? Is it possible
to affirm the existence of a personal Devil and yet not deal with this
reality in spiritual direction? On the other hand, is it possible to deny
the existence of a personal Devil and yet refer to a “Devil” metaphori-
cally in spiritual direction?

Question 2

Discuss the following story (Mk 1:23-28):

“In the synagogue just then there was a man possessed by an
unclean spirit, and it shouted, “What do you want with us, Jesus of
Nazareth? Have you come to destroy us? I know who you are: the Holy
One of God.” But Jesus said sharply, ‘Be quiet! Come out of him!” And
the unclean spirit threw the man into convulsions and with a loud cry
went out of him. The people were so astonished that they started ask-
ing each other what it all meant. ‘Here is a teaching that is new’ they
said ‘and with autherity behind it: he gives orders even to unclean
spirits and they obey him.” And his reputation rapidly spread every-
where, through all the surrounding Galilean countryside.”

What elements of mystery would this story convey if it were (a)
cemnplete fiction; (b) an emblem; (c) a history.

Which kind of story do you think it is?

Question 3

By this point, you may be thinking, “All these distinctions have
me confused and suspicious. I don't like the idea of finding divine truth
in mere ‘emblems’. It’s just too relativistic for me. I want a truth that
I can count on, something more certain and stable. Besides, I would
expect that God would give us a story that is simply “true’, without
demanding that we make all the qualifications coming from literary
criticism.”
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Whether or not these are your thoughts, try to respond to this ob-
jection. What is ‘truth” and in what sense is the Gospel the ‘true’ word
of God?

Question 4

Any view that calls history ‘dialectical’ is going to run into opposi-
tion. The first will come from people rightly nervous about Marxist
dialectical materialism. The second will come from philosophers rightly
nervous about a Manichaean conception of history as a struggle be-
tween the powers of good and the powers of evil.

In what sense is Lonergan’s ‘dialectic of history” neither Marxist
nor Manichaean?

(Question 5

The Christian mission today is usually expressed as the creation
of community. In our times of breakdown of relations between nations
and nationalities, between wives and husbands, between labor and
management, between economlists and environmentalists, we feel a
longing for community more than ever. The “Quest for Community”
has become an emblem for one of the major goals of the 20th century.

On the other hand, modern science is committed to progressive
improvements in technology and economics. Sociologists, economists,
and politicians consider themselves as the changers of the social order.
And indeed we have changed, so much so that few people really expect
that the harmony and stability of community will ever be achieved.
Not only do we approve of most of the technical advances made so
far; we approve of a comunitment to ongoing and continuous improve-
ments from now on. And this means continual change. ‘Progress’,
therefore, has become another major emblem for a major geal of the
20th century.

Discuss how these two emblems pull in different directions. Then,
given the material we discussed about the true nature of history, sug-
gest an emblem that would contain the best of Community and the
best of Progress, while reconciling their antithetical elements.
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CHAPTER SIX

Spiritual Integration

Our concluding question must be: So what? In our first chapter
we began by looking at what we called the split soul and how the roots
of social order and disorder are located in the soul. Then we spoke
briefly of the materialist and the idealist reactions to the problems of
order. From there we saw that we needed to spell out for ourselves
exactly what goes on in our souls when we think, act, love, and tell
stories. So we spent the next four chapters working out this self-
understanding in detail.

But so what? How will this self-understanding bring about a spiri-
tual integration in the social order? We can formulate a general an-
swer to that question by recalling four lessons that emerged from our
study. This will enable us to give a more precise definition of spiritual
integration.

1. Spiritual Integration Defined

First, we have seen that our common sense is not adequate to meet
the problems of the world. Common sense thinks that its own short-
range and piecemeal kinds of insights are the best kind. It sponta-
neously neglects taking the long-range historical perspective. It belittles
rigorous theoretical analyses. It disregards philosophy. So the first step
in a spiritual integration is a commitment to an intellectual life, be it
in science, in historiography, literary criticism, philosophy, theology,
or what have you.

Second, we have seen that even within an intellectual life the em-
pirical sciences and historical scholarship seldom deal adequately with
psychological and social problems. In most cases they neither give
sound enough analyses nor provide sufficiently effective policies for
halting the spiral of decline. The reason for this is that they have not

181



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

articulated the dynamics of consciousness as well as they have articu-
lated what goes on in the world of sense. That is, they have not suffi-
ciently recognized that values and meanings constitute human realities
just as surely as atomic particles constitute physical realities. Because
they have generally failed to study the origin, development, and
breakdown of values and meanings, they regard all human problems
as fundamentally intelligible. They have not taken seriously the dif-
ference between authenticity and unauthenticity. This is why the
therapies and solutions they propose usually just add to the complex-
ity of situations rather than expose the biases and supplant the in-
coherent ideas that have made situations intolerable. Therefore a se-
cond step is to reflect on the methods of science and historiography
to see if they deal adequately with authenticity and unauthenticity.

Third, we have seen that transcendent love has a redemptive role
to play in the social order. Whether or not that love is called religious,
it recognizes values where biased minds fail to see them. It impels a
person to act on behalf of others, even at painful costs to oneself. And
it integrates a person’s affective life in such a way that he or she is
enabled to withstand the debilitating psychological undertow of a deca-
dent culture. In other words, transcendent love gives faith, charity,
and hope. These work to heal an otherwise biased consciousness and
free it to create the social structures that will be effective in reacting
to crises and in meeting the needs of all people. A solid spiritual in-
tegration does not merely acknowledge this healing movement of tran-
scendent love. It also works to enhance it within scientific and phil-
osophic spheres. It raises the categories we call faith, charity, and
hope to the level of explanatory terms in the human sciences and
historiography.

Fourth, we have seen that stories can bear redemptive power, and
that the best stories touch each person’s inner sense of the struggle
between authenticity and unauthenticity. The fundamental lesson here
is that history itself is an unfinished story. We have no guarantee of
its outcome. So we are left with the challenge to live out the struggle
in our own times and places. We are called to live with a dialectical
attitude not only regarding the world of common sense but also in
whatever theoretical or scholarly specialty our work demands of us.

Notice how we have moved through five realms of meaning. The
limitations of common sense require the higher viewpoint of the realm
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of theory. The realm of theory, in turn, needs the higher viewpoint
of the realm of method, that is, of philosophic interjority or general-
ized empirical method. Within the realm of method we can understand
the realm of religious transcendence and see how it possesses the
power to heal the werld of its ills, Finally, the question of redemption
raises the need to examine the realm of historical and literary scholar-
ship in order to listen to and tell the stories that touch the transcen-
dent in ordinary living.!

We can now define what ‘spiritual integration’ is. 1t is the capacity
to move through these realms of meaning intelligently. That is, the
kind of authenticity needed today is the kind by which a person has
a basic understanding of these different realms of meaning and can
move from one to another as the situation demands. The spiritually
integrated person overcomes the division of the split soul because he
or she understands the aims and techniques of both commonsense
practicality and theoretical analysis. But beyond healing that split,
spiritual integration allows a person to ground all the workings of the
mind and all the practical decisions of a responsible life in the love of
divine Mystery.

Notice that spiritual integration is not primarily a commitment to
some theory about human nature. It does not insist that you memarize
metaphysical categories. Obviously, we have had to define many cat-
egories in our discussion here, but only to help you perform the inner
experiments that lead to your own understanding of how you in fact
know, act, love, and tell stories. How we name the processes we
discover in ourselves is not of the utmost importance. What counts
is the actual discovery, understanding, and verification of cur under-
standing of the processes. Only then do we expand upon that inner
achievement by developing language that is intelligible to others across
the widest possible variety of fields.

So spiritual integration is primarily a commitment to using one’s
head and heart not only about the realities of the outer world, but par-
ticularly about the head and heart themselves. It is a habit of soul, not
a body of knowledge. It regards the data of consciousness as the testing-
ground for any theory about how we use our capacities for transcend-
ing ourselves. In this sense, spiritual integration is by no means com-
plete. It will develop and grow as any empirical science does, by the
self-correcting process of trial and error.
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Does this approach seem too intellectual for the average person?
Even if it is not primarily a framework of categories, does it not ask
too much of most men and women who love God and neighbor?

I insist that the answer is no. The so-called “average person” to-
day is already somewhat familiar with the realms of common sense,
theory, religious experience, and historiography. But being familiar
with is still a long way from explicit understanding. The one thing lack-
ing is the further insight into exactly how these realms differ from and
relate to one another. Without such insight, a person has no clear grasp
of the limits and procedures proper to each realm, and so the person
will easily slip over a border, smuggling the methods of one realm
into another without realizing it. With such insight, he or she will
move through these realms of meaning much more intelligently and
be mare able to cooperate with God’s redemption of a world shrouded
in darkness.

Spiritual integration, as we have seen, is also a dialectical habit
of mind. It is relatively suspicious of consciousness, and yet it is com-
mitted to cooperating with transcendent love and its first-fruits of faith,
charity, and hope. It is ready for a battle, and yet it is ready to love.
Fortunately, the notion of a dialectical attitude is not completely foreign
to Western thought, so we are not trying to inaugurate an enterprige
that nobody has ever heard of. We can use the building blocks that
others have already assembled, even though, as we shall see, these
others have built their houses on sand. They need the solid underpin-
ning that Lonergan’s generalized empirical method promises to give.

After everything we have said about taking the long-range view
and regarding all historical situations as partly coherent and partly in-
coherent, we should now review how various elements of the dialec-
tical attitude have already entered our intellectual history and separate
the coherent core from the incoherent accretions.

2. History of the Dialectical Attitude

We live in an age when truths, certitudes, dogmas, and authori-
tarian monarchs are no longer accepted, even in the Church. Yet this
is not because people reject truth or authority. As we saw in chapter
1, the reason is that the way in which ordinary people use their minds
has been revolutionized by the emergence of empirical method. It may
be true that the Enlightenment was a deliberate rejection of Christianity
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as an apt set of ideas and an apt political order upon which to build
a decent future. But the Christian ideas and political entities which were
dumped needed te be dumped, not because they were Christian but
because they were corrupt. With the emergence of empirical method,
thinkers rejected pronouncements from higher-ups and turned their
attention to verifiable hypotheses to discover the nature of everything
from plants to planets. Before this revolution Christians put their trust
in certitudes. After it, they slowly began to see the value of asking how
things work. So the emphasis shifted from reliance on judgments
reached through beliefs to reliance on progressive understanding
reached through checking things out. This revolution changed not only
the content of people’s thoughts but the very manner in which people
think.

This fundamental shift in how people use their minds was accom-
panied and facilitated by a growing accessibility to education for all,
and by the experience of regular progress in medicine, astronomy,
physics, chemistry, and psychology, through the goods and services
they provided. Still, all this “progress” has yet to be accompanied by
an equally empirical philosophical and theological achievement. As we
have tried to demonstrate in previous chapters, a generalized empirical
method needs to be employed to understand how spiritual experience
works. Only by attending to the data of consciousness will empirical
method, with its proud mastery of the data of sense, reach the full range
of its capability. Only then will it be possible to unify the sciences so
that they each respect their own limits and yet intelligently collaborate
with one another on improving the future of humankind.

To some extent, a turn to subjective consciousness has arisen within
empirically oriented academies. Three nineteenth-century movements
stand out.? One is the recognition by Wilhelm Dilthey and others that
historians cannot get direct access to people’s experience. They can
only deal with various understandings of expressions of those subjec-
tive experiences. A second movement is the emergence of Freudian
psychology and the discovery of the unconscious as a proper field of
investigation with its own surprising and elusive processes. A third
movement is the emergence of Marxist analysis of consciousness as
being rooted in economic processes.

All three movements have one thing in common. They are suspi-
cious of consciousness. They recognize that the facts’ in the human

185



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

sphere are quite unlike ‘facts” in nature. In physics, for example, one
might estimate the energy required to move an automobile from point
A to point B. And physicists easily agree. But in criminal law, that same
automobile may be considered by a prosecutor to have been “stolen”
and by a defendant to have been “borrowed.” Here agreement is sel-
dom reached. Human facts are, as we have seen, facta, that is, con-
structed. And the people who do the constructing are full of biases,
ambitions, fears, and covetousness. So a Dilthey will regard historical
accounts as representing not “what happened” but, more modestly,
“what people think happened.” Likewise a Freud will regard a client’s
story as possibly a mask for a deeper, more fearful perception. And
a Marx will take an employee’s account of a work situation as evidence
for an oppressive economic superstructure of which the employee has
no knowledge at all.

Faced with these anomalies, the empirical attitude also becomes
a dialectical attitude because the aim is not only fo understand how
things may have gone wrong but how to set them right. In the con-
crete, this means reversing deep-seated commitments and long-stand-
ing habits in great numbers of people, and this will certainly present
enormous problems. How one initiates such a change when it is bound
to meet with opposition is not within the ken of good will alone. It
means not only unmasking bias but promoting development on a foun-
dation that very few people are familiar with.

But these and many other unforeseen problems in promoting a
dialectical attitude lie in the future. Unfortunately, the dialectical revolu-
tion which Dilthey, Freud, and Marx might have ignited has already
been doused. Each of the schools of thought and practice which they
began has lost control of its own dialectical method. The story of that
loss of control is rather long and complicated, but at root the same prob-
lem can be discerned in each. They did not sufficiently clarify how
human beings think, decide, and love. In particular, they did not fully
articulate the role of bias in the human drama. As a result they failed
to recognize four practically unlimited resources for making this world
a better place: (1) how the structure of consciousness has creative norms
for finding what is intelligible, realistic, and worthwhile; (2) that these
norms can be formulated and taught; (3) that these norms can be
counted on to generate specific values and goals for any community;
and (4) that where the creative norms are suppressed through bias or
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the absence of conversion, they can still be healed through transcen-
dent love with its fruits of faith, charity, and hope.

As if these failures in method were not failure enough, the practi-
tioners of historiography, psychology, and economics have, in large
measure, sold themselves into slavery to nationalistic and hedonistic
masters. Few German historians attempted to criticize the aims of the
Third Reich, just as few British historians tried to spell out the evils
of colonization which ultimately contributed to the breakup of the
British Empire. Similarly, there are hardly any psychologists today who
carry the Freudian suspicion of consciousness to the point of suggesting
that a client may have done something malicious or stupid. They are
content to help clients find what they please, without any question
that what a client pleases might only harden him or her in bias and
unconversion. And among economists, we find only men and women
intent on making more efficient the capitalist or socialist system, rather
than ever questioning the end towards which these systems head. They
are “managers” in the strict and lifeless sense of the term, specialists
in managing to achieve whatever goals somebody else wants badly
enough to pay them for. Thus, the suspicion of consciousness, which
we take to be a healthy start, has unfortunately degenerated into mere
expertise in manipulating consciousness for the sake of money and
position. We must begin again on a firmer footing.

3. The Dialectical Attitude Today

The dialectical attitude begins from the recognition that bias belongs
to the very structure of our consciousness. Any one of us can recognize
this about ourselves. We avoid certain kinds of insights, and conse-
quently we carry into practice ideas which are not entirely coherent.
In short, we recognize that we are not completely authentic; we are
also unauthentic; we suppress the work of the transcendental precepts
within us. From that recognition, a number of strategic precepts follow.

First, we ought to be suspicious of situations. Situations have
histories, and the histories comprise a series of oversights as well as
insights, of inept as well as appropriate actions. Situations, therefore,
are combinations of routines that are intelligible and routines that are
not. We should approach situations ready to distinguish, somewhat
like the mathematician, between the rational and irrational, or between
the integral elements and the surds. We must not accept, a priori, a
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situation as a mere given, as if being realistic meant believing that
everything that exists exists legitimately.

Secondly, we ought also to be suspicious of reports of situations.
Not only are the people who make up a situation’s history biased: the
people who talk about it are too. The reporter, the narrator, or the
historian is a human being prone to personal neurosis, to self-comfort,
to uncritical acceptance of his or her group’s commitments, and to the
myth that good common sense is all we need. Their biases show up
not only in what they report but also in what they aveid reporting.
So our second strategic precept prompts us to be alert for the slanted
view,

Third, we ought to be careful not to rush to the conclusion that
it is the other person, not ourselves, that is causing the problem in
the situation or is slanting the report of it. As we have seen, the in-
tractability of bias lies in its apparent coherence for the person who
holds it. Like the blind spot in our eyes caused by the area of the retina
where the nerves head for the brain, a bias cannot be “seen.” We can
only report that we do not see anything in that particular area.
Therefore, we ought to be content with the initial recognition that dif-
ferences exist among the people in a situation or in the reports of a
situation, and the incoherence may possibly lie in ourselves as well
as in others.

This brings us to our fourth strategic precept for a dialectical at-
titude. Once we acknowledge that differences exist, we should keep
in mind that there are different kinds of possible differences, because
not all differences between people call for the same kind of strategies.
For example, two people or two groups may be at different stages of
development along a common line, such as a young novice and an
old monk in the same religious order. Here the strategy involves lots
of mutual respect. Another kind of difference arises from the fact that
different people have had different questions and interests. An old
Benedictine and an old Franciscan have grown along different, but comn-
plementary, lines of development because their respective communities
have had different purposes. Here the strategy calls for a readiness
for dialog and mutual education. Such was Thomas Merton’s attitude
towards Eastern mysticism. Finally, there is the kind of difference that
can be overcome only by an intellectual, moral, or religious conver-
sion. Here is where the dialectical attitude is meant to do its most im-
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portant work. A theist and an atheist regard the tension in the soul
in completely opposite ways—as gift and as curse, respectively. A
morally good person and a hedonist mean completely different things
by the word good—as truly worthwhile and as merely satisfying, re-
spectively. A critical realist has a completely different criterion for say-
ing something exists than the materialist or the idealist does —verifica-
tion, picturability, and coherence, respectively.

Our fifth strategic precept regards this dialectical kind of difference.
Like the developmental and complementary kinds of differences, the
dialectical kind requires some amount of mutual respect and mutual
education. But when the converted and the unconverted sufficiently
uncover their presuppositions to one another, there is no logical argu-
ment for talking the other person into conversion or unconversion. The
most effective strategy is to uncover one’s own basic positions on the
tension in the soul, the meaning of good, or the nature of knowing—
depending on which conversion is at stake—and hope that the tran-
scendental precepts at work in the unconverted will be attracted to the
basic pesition of the converted. How one does this concretely can vary
widely. Religious conversion is often best revealed when a person tells
the story of how his or her conversion happened. Moral conversion
is usually shown better in deeds than in words. Intellectual conversion
needs words, particularly the explanatory categories that are needed
to account for what knowing, deciding, and loving involve. The reason
a strategy of uncovering basic positions is so effective is that it not only
promises to attract a person who is searching, but it casts light on a
possible incomplete conversion in the person who uncovers it. 5o both
parties stand equally indictable under the finger of conversion.

This dialectical attitude has several distinguishing features. For one,
it is humble. When a person begins to live out these strategies, it is
not only the shortcomings of others that are exposed; his or her own
shortcomings stand bare for all to see as well. This double exposure
accounts for the effectiveness of the dialectical attitude in principle.
Unfortunately, it also accounts for the failure of the dialectical attitude
in practice. In principle, were everyone to engage in ongoing dialog,
were everyone to pursue discussions to their end, were everyone to
commit themselves to a pursuit of the truth which disregarded per-
sonal reputation, then the assumptions which lie behind ideologies
and biases would come to light rather quickly. People would accept
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criticism as readily as they give it. But in practice, no one enjoys being
wrong, let alone being told so in public. So we find several alternate
strategies employed, the ancient strategies by which people become
dogmatic, or rhetorical, or just silent. So further counter-strategies will
be needed to engage the fearful in friendly dialog. And there are no
tricks or shortcuts to this which do not involve acknowledging one’s
own shortcomings.

The time has come for this humility to be raised from the level of
private religious piety to the level of public political virtue. The self-
loss which mystics praise and all great world religions preach must
now be understood as a strategy for a revolution. It is the Joss of con-
cern and fear for one’s reputation while one is engaged in dialog,
disagreement, and debate. Indeed, all the old spiritual doctrines about
mortification, self-effacement, and abandonment to the will of God can
now be understood empirically. We no longer have to accept them as
mysterious practices that somehow make us better persons. We can
now understand how they make us better —because we put being at-
tentive above being smug, being intelligent above being narrow-
minded, being reasonable above being a dreamer, being responsible
above being hedonistic, and being in love above being stiff-necked and
hard of heart. The authenticity that results from obedience to the
transcendental precepts —the “Be-attitudes” as we have called them—
changes ourselves and our world for the better in intelligible and
verifiable ways.

Another distinguishing feature of the dialectical attitude is that it
is courageous. Perhaps the saddest legacy in Christianity is the fear
of making a mistake in public. A great many good-willed ministers,
bishops, priests, nuns, brothers, and lay persons have spent thousands
of dollars getting a “Christian” education. They understand a great deal
about psychology, about science, about politics, about history, about
theology. Yet it seems as though everything they learned has merely
rendered them catatonic. They are prepared to react but not prepared
to try; prepared to defend and to survive, but not much motivated to
enhance the lives of others. It is a strange vice, this defensiveness. We
sincerely want to protect our loved ones, and so we count ourselves
virtuous. But we have not understood that consciousness is by nature
expansive and creative and that human problems are surprisingly
malleable under the force of will and imagination. Granted, we Chris-
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tians have always been taught to forgive others’ mistakes. But the
mistakes and the malice we have become so practiced in forgiving have
been mostly the kind that come from obvious self-centeredness. We
are less ready to forgive someone who risks our money and time on
a creative project that falls flat.

The nuclear peril provides an excellent example of how uncoura-
geous our Christian morality has been. The realization that we can blast
ourselves to smithereens demands that we make conscious choices and
form deliberate policies regarding the future of the human race. Hav-
ing to make choices and set policies only recently has fallen within the
purview of ethical thought.?> Most moralists have talked about what
should not be done or in what special circumstances certain immoral
actions might be tolerated. The list of things we ought not do is long
and concrete. But what we ought to do positively is left to human im-
agination and creativity. It demands inventiveness, risk, daring, and
an active compassion. Many of us grew up with a three-part view of
the moral world. We had the idea that there are extraordinarily vir-
tuous things that a few are called to do, that there are extraordinarily
malicious things that a few others feel compelled to do, and that there
are a zillion things left in the middle, in the grey area of moral life—
things that have no particular moral weight and really do not count
very much because they seem to be just harmless human desires. The
time has come to disabuse ourselves of this notion. Everything counts.
But it takes an actively responsible person to realize it. It takes a healthy
soul who will not only stick with the long-range view and live with
unanswered questions but will try great things anyway.

Besides being humble and courageous, the dialectical attitude is
compassionate. That is, it is concerned about the experience of suffer-
ing of every human person. In one sense it seems unnecessary to point
this cut. We have stressed that the value of the human soul is, next
to the value of divine Mystery, the highest value we know. We have
recognized the value of the entire human community, not merely this
group or that, as the ultimate object of the good we try to do. We have
dreamed of a social order where the intelligence of every man, woman,
and child is given free rein and freedom of expression. But in another
sense, our stress on an “intellectual’ conversion can portray the dialec-
tical attitude as merely the privilege, or the plaything, of the elite. And
elite groups tend to ignore the experience of the masses. For their part,
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these ordinary people who work hard for a living, particularly the
people who are victims of social injustice, have neither the time nor
the education to engage in social criticism.

We must admit that generalized empirical method, like any reflec-
tive technique, can remain stuck in the head. But the point of religious
and moral conversion is that it impels even ivory-tower thinkers to
effective action for the sake of others, Indeed, that effectiverness is
multiplied a hundredfold when it originates in intellectual conversion
and undergoes refinement through the dialectical attitude. So intellec-
tual conversion ought to expand our moral and religious conversion
by leading us to experience the agony and oppression which so many
souls of infinite worth suffer.

And where do we begin to experience oppression? By working on
a soup line? No. We begin by realizing that we ourselves are enslaved
by the same commonsense symbols of ourselves that the most abject
in the world are. I am a Nigger, or a chick, or a Yarkee, or a Whitey,
or a Wop. I inspire condescension, fear, or contempt in the hearts of
millions of others. And do I even realize it? Like all problems which
seem to have no solution, it is no longer considered a problem, just
a fact. Well, intellectual conversion can begin where this ‘fact’ is un-
masked as the absurd and violating symbol which it is. John Howard
Griffin (author of Black Like Me) comes to mind as a person who broke,
at least for himself, the symbol of being a Black, and thereby learned
the value of each person beyond our enslaving symbols.

Once we are able to recognize our own self-symbols and reject the
false shame they bring, then we will be free in a very practical sense.
We will listen for self-transcendence in others and resist the stereo-
typing that blocks decent communication. Then we will have the inner
freedom to walk with other victims of this world where we can. We
are apt to learn something about the sturdiness of their faith, charity,
and hope in the face of heavier crosses than we have ever borne our-
selves. And we can entice them along the road to freedom by helping
them break their own enslaving symbols.

4. A Christian Theory of Power

Will the Christian churches soon manifest the humility, the
courage, and the compassion demanded by the dialectical attitude?
There is one enormous political obstacle standing in the way. The
Church has steadfastly refused to admit that it is interested in power.
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Too often religiously committed men and women have shied away from
thinking about power because it easily connotes ruthless political op-
pression. Yet all churches are interested in effecting change in a suf-
fering world as well as in meeting their own internal goals. It does no
good to disclaim power on the one hand and to strive mightily to wield
it on the other. Likewise it is two-faced to preach that the Church
should not be interested in politics while the Church itself is a set of
political institutions structured to make social changes in a political
world. If we are going to take the dialectical attitude seriously in our
churches, then we not only have to admit our interest in power but
also to formulate the dialectical attitude as a positive theory of power
used and promulgated by the Church.

The starting peint is to think of power as simply the ability to
achieve aims. In other words, conceive power as morally neutral. Next,
we must begin to draw the distinctions between legitimate and ille-
gitimate uses of power.* Here we can only appeal in summary form to
all we have said about the causes of social progress and decline. Briefly,
power is legitimate when it flows from attentiveness, intelligence,
reason, responsibility, and love, In other words, authenticity makes
power legitimate. It may not render power free of error, particularly
in the short run, but it will correct past errors and reduce future errors
in the long run.

Conversely, inauthenticity makes power illegitimate. As we have
seen, illegitimate uses of power come in relatively féw varieties, in spite
of their many manifestations in our ragged history. There are the four
biases of the mind: neurosis, egoism, group bias, and commonsense
shortsightedness. There is the presence or absence of three kinds of
conversion: religious, moral, and intellectual. And there is the ability
or inability to move intelligently between six realms of meaning: com-
mon sense, theory, method, religious transcendence, scholarship, and
arts and letters. The upshot of our analysis of inauthenticity was that
a dialectical attitude is needed to deal with sin and redemption in our
empirically minded world.

Notice that we are not basing this theory of power on an expecta-
tion that it must be deployed monarchically or democratically or hierar-
chically or anarchically or in any other way of organizing community.
We are beginning from our threefold experience of (1) how we are
creative, (2) how our creativity is suppressed, and (3) how our creativity
is healed. We reached this understanding of our experience and tested
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it through the further experiences of the three conversions, with in-
tellectual conversion —the chief topic of this boock —casting light on how
all the processes of the soul’s experiences are structured. In other
words, the starting point of this ‘theory” does not lie in the realm of
theory at all. 1t lies in the realm of method. So the theory of power
we need begins from the praxis of self-appropriation by which the soul
orders itself.

From this base in the self-experiments proposed by generalized
empirical methed, we turn to questions that belong properly to the
realm of theory. Here we can only raise a few of the more salient ques-
tions. But we know at least that the answers to these questions ought
to facilitate our exercise of the humility, the courage, and the compas-
sion which the dialectical attitude demnands.

1. A Dialectical Theory of Communications:
How Can We Learn to Argue Creatively?

Very few people know how to do this. We seem to employ the
same clumsy approach in all kinds of disagreements—domestic quar-
rels, political arguments, discussicns in school faculties or parish coun-
cils, and conferences with superiors who criticize our performance.
Most of us act as though what counts most is winning, or at least not
losing. We wield our wits and tongues as if we really expected the other
party suddenly to see the wisdom of our words and sheepishly to ac-
knowledge how right we are and how wrong they have been. But it
never happens. No one ever changes clothes, invesiments, in public.
Yet we keep falling into exasperating arguments that go nowhere.
A theory of creative arguing would probably stress acknowledging
commen interests before pushing one’s own solution. It would sug-
gest understanding others’ statements—and letting them know we
understand —before expressing our disagreements. It would give guide-
lines on how to deal with strongly expressed feelings, our own and
those of others. My bet is that it would find excellent examples in the
Dialogs of Plato.

2. A Dialectical Philosophy of Education:
How Can We Teach Dialectical Method in School?

In our discussion of Cosmos and Chaos in chapter 3, we noted
how easily we rank fidelity to transcendental achievements above obe-

194



Spiritual Integration

dience to the transcendental precepts. As a result, we adhere to tradi-
tional values without understanding. At best we then accept the finest
portions of our tradition without the savvy necessary to apply its wis-
dom to the present situation. At worst we mindlessly cling to our tradi-
tion’s worst mistakes.

This tension shows up poignantly in schools. How can we dissem-
inate knowledge and still encourage questioning? Should a student’s
goal in education be to know as much as possible or should it be to
learn how to learn? In all branches of education, from elementary to
graduate school, from vocational schools to liberal arts colleges, stu-
dents are given two messages. One is to learn the stuff, to memorize
the dates and formulas, to be prepared to use what they know. The
other is to see why things work the way they do, to understand why
history unfolded as it did, to sharpen their abilities to meet new
challenges.

A dijalectical philosophy of education ought to present past achieve-
ments not as carved in eternal stone but as the fruits of living inquisi-
tiveness. It ought to teach a person to read textbooks not only for in-
formation on a certain topic but also as evidence of bias in their authors.
It ought to emphasize the clarification of values, but it should go further
and be ready to criticize any commitments that reveal bias.

3. A Dialectical Theory of the Magisterium,
The Teaching Role of the Church:

Dialectics does not work by force but by attraction. Therefore, the
Church will not promote the dialectical attitude in the secular social
order unless it first practices it in its own ecclesiastical and educational
institutions.

One of the chief obstacles standing in the way of even the smallest
steps towards reform in this area is the practice of guaranteeing a
lifetime position of authority to members of the hierarchy and to pro-
fessors in church-related universities. The magisterium of the Church
is not a group of people who hold titles. Nor is it even a list of correct
teachings. Our intellectual conversion should enable us to see that the
magisterium is basically a process, dialectical in nature, which is shared
in by many people in many different ways, not all of whom hold an
office. No doubt, there have to be positions of authority and recog-
nizable roles and contracts which guarantee employment for reasonable
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periods of time. But people can run out of ideas. They can gradually
become identified with one specific interest group. So the performance
of authorities needs regular review. Or, if the weight of some moral
opinion on, say, sexuality or medical practice or nuclear war shifts away
from what has been taught in the past, there is no need to guarantee
office-holders who teach the older opinions that they will never have
to share the podium with other voices. There is no loss of dignity when
people admit they have been wrong. Indeed, they can scrutinize why
they were wrong and make that public too. Such a practice would pro-
mote honesty and the exposure of presuppositions and hidden com-
mitments. The time and energy people spend on trying to save face
could be diverted towards the humble, courageous, and compassionate
work of occasionally doing an about-face.

How can we begin this reform m our churches and schools? First,
we should seriously review the practice of guaranteeing lifelong tenure
for bishops and university professors. We can appeal to the lessons
of history and to the gains which a dialectical attitude makes possible.
But we must also institute a fair system of due process and periodic
review in which a person’s job is neither constantly in jeopardy on the
one hand nor permanently guaranteed on the other. Indeed, the more
open a person in authority is to new questions, the more likely he or
she will remain in office.

In the same vein, we should create forums for open dialog between
the authorities in our churches and schools and the people these
authorities are appointed to serve. It is true that dissent and confu-
sion should not be preached at the pulpit, but mutual criticism is always
going on in the Church. This is how the actual magisterium—conceived
as the process of communal learning —has always worked in the past.
So why not provide the means whereby the criticisms can be dealt with
responsibly?

4. A Dialectical Christology:
How Did Jesus Use Power?

It will be very important to retrieve, as far as possible, some under-
standing of how Jesus exercised power. If we do not admit that he did,
we will never admit that the Church does. We must be careful, how-
ever, not to expect a simple transition from Scriptural exegesis to doc-
trinal pronouncements. Anyone making such pronouncements based
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on Scripture is also basing them on their own intellectual conversion
or lack of it. We must also be careful not to expect to find agreement
in Scripture. In Matthew, for example, Jesus is presented as the teacher
whose words guide the Church; whereas in Luke Jesus pours out his
charismatic Spirit to guide the Church. We will never unearth some
ecclesiological flowchart of authority in the mind of Jesus. But we can
unearth some features of authority that Jesus both exercised and taught.
For one, he seems not so much to possess the power to teach and heal
as to recefve it. He always pointed to the Father as the one on whom
he depended for everything. For another, he did not exercise his re-
ceived power unilaterally.’ He quickly invested his disciples, even
Judas, with both charism and juridical authority.

The central question here is whether the way in which Jesus exer-
cised power can be regarded as power in the fully empirical sense. That
is, can it enable a community to achieve worthy social and political
goals? Can we institutionalize the ways in which Jesus both received
and shared power so that the Lord is recognized even in the struc-
tures of the Church? Jesus has always been the model of individual
Christian behavior; can he also model how the entire People of God
depend on God for their functional unity?

I believe we should begin to answer this question by understanding
the complementary roles of both the Holy Spirit and Christ Jesus in sal-
vation history .8 Obviously there are sound theological reasons for start-
ing here: it is both by God’s Word and Spirit that we are saved. But
there are sound anthropological reasons too: human order is achieved
through outer terms of meaning (the Word) mediated to consciousness
through inner acts of meaning (the Spirit). And we have already ex-
amined in great detail how the anthropological elements of conscious-
ness can achieve the authenticity necessary for legitimate power. A
dialectical Christology will name Christ Jesus as an outer term of con-
sciousness, will name the Spirit as the inner franscendent love that
integrates acts of consciousness, and then spell out the dialectical at-
titude in properly Christian terms.

If we can work out theories like the above, then the odds will in-
crease that intelligent solutions to problems will surface and that many
positive results will follow. Intelligent solutions to problems will more
likely surface because the fear of being wrong, or of being fired, will
be Iessened. The solutions will more likely be combined with other,
complementary solutions because attention will be fixed on the intrin-
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sic merit of the solution, not on what authority proposed it. Even where
solutions do not meet the needs of a situation, the person who pro-
posed them will soon find out why and will grow in understanding
of the nature of the problem.

Not only will everyday problems and psychological or social theories
be tested. The very procedures of the dialectical attitude will come
under scrutiny too. Better methods of dialog will be proposed, im-
proved guidelines on how to run meetings will emerge, strategic pre-
cepts on how to criticize authorities will come to light. Gradually the
Church will practice the humility, the courage, and the compassion
which it so easily preaches. It will provide a model for imitation by
every kind of human community, ranging from individual families to
the entire family of nations. In the long run, the comumunity called
Church will become the light unto the world it is called to be.

5. Hope for the Future

While writing these closing reflections, I have been gazing out the
window of my room in the Jesuit residence of the University of Detroit.
Across the street stands Gesu Elementary School, where the LH.M.
Sisters endured me for eight years. Now, as I watch the children burst
through the doorways every afternoon, it strikes me quite forcibly that
the power we need for the future lies in the fragile heads and hearts
of children such as these.

Consider this with me. Children ask questions continually. The
dialectical attitude is already at work in the youngest of them. The quick
learners are not afraid to admit their ignorance. They seem curious
about practically everything, and when the answers we adults give
them do not satisfy, they present us with yet another question.

But somewhere along the line the familiar fear about being ignorant
or not being sure has intervened. Perhaps it comes from us adults who
want to hide our own ignorance, and so we tell children to stop pester-
ing us with questions. Perhaps it comes from the pride of children
which makes themn resentful that another child may know more. What-
ever the reason, children quickly learn the lesson that if you want the
respect of others, you must establish a reputation for being good at
something. Subtly the emphasis in early education shifts from being
intelligent to being merely knowledgeable. The knower gets the gold
stars and the questioner wonders why. Further on, even the knower
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is left in the wings as the practical-minded doer takes over the limelight.
In other words, children learn the game of illegitimate power, and they
learn it by default.

I suppose, like many people who try to read the signs of the times,
I seem pessimistic about the present generation. By finding hope in
children, perhaps I despair of my elders and peers. But the scope of
the spiritual integration which generalized empirical method envisions
will have to be aslarge as the problems it promises to meet. That means,
I believe, the large-scale reformation of educational techniques and the
fundamental changes in the authority structures of our churches which
the dialectical attitude demands. Yet I myself have been taught this
by my elders and I work towards it with my peers. What counts is
not a person’s age but a person’s authenticity. I hope this introduction
to generalized empirical method and spirituality will inspire you to join
this very old enterprise of frying to live authentically in a relatively
new and terrifying world.
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Notes to Chapter Six

1. We have not mentioned the realm of art and music here because we
have not treated it above. Yet it too is an important reatm because of its role
in refining feelings and consolidating moral conversion.

2. HereIam following the analysis worked out by Matthew L. Lamb. See
“Christianity Within the Political Dialectics of Community and Empire,” Method:
Journal of Lonergan Studies 1/1 (Spring 1983), pp. 1-30, esp. 2-9.

3. Jonathan Schell enlarges on this point, made originally by Pope John
Paul 11 at Hiroshima, in his article, “The Abolition, I: Defining the Great Predica-
ment,” The New Yorker, Jan. 2, 1984, p. 36.

4. See Bernard Lonergan, “Dialectic of Authority,” in F.E. Crowe, ed., A
Third Collection: Papers by Bernard [.E. Lonergan, 5.]. (New York: Paulist Press,
1985), pp. 5-12.

5. See Bernard Loomer, “Two Kinds of Power,” Criterion 10/1 (Winter 1976),
pp. 12-29.

6. See my “Trinity in History,” Theological Studies 45/1 (March 1984), pp.
139-152,
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Responses to Questions

CHAPTER TWO: Knowing

Response to Question 1

We have to distinguish here between how understanding and judg-
ment function in theological statermnents. It is by our judgment that we
believe that God causes absolutely everything and sustains the ex-
istence of everything. But that does not say a thing about how God
does this. To ask “how?” is to ask a question for understanding, not
for judgment.

Augustine is not saying that God does not create and sustain
everything. He simply says that his explanation of how God does this
was false. He realized that he was depending on a mere picture to
imagine God as physically permeating the universe the way light per-
meates the air on the surface of the earth.

We have come quite a way in understanding the different ways
in which God is present anyway. God is present through the world-
design, a design which Lonergan has articulated in part as ‘emergent
probability’. God is also present through the dynamism of transcen-
dent love operating in every human being. God is also present through
the person of Jesus of Nazareth, eliciting from us a faith, a charity,
and a hope that belong only to one whose existence and goodness are
absolutely unconditioned. God is also present as the “where-unto” of
consciousness.
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Augustine eventually anticipated much of this in his great search
for God in his De Trinitate. There he rejects an invisible but physical/
local presence of God. Rather he finds God in the manner in which
our self-images, our minds, and our wills work together to welcome
God’s Word in Christ Jesus.

Response to Question 2

I have taken these excerpts from William J. O'Malley’s excellent
article, “Carl Sagan’s Gospel of Scientism” (America, Feb. 7, 1981, pp.
95-98). He makes the observation, correctly, [ believe, that Sagan mixes
up description with explanation where he says that physical reality
“arose,” “sensed,” “has had to practice,” “has come up with,” “per-
mits.” Sagan himself does not seem to realize that he fails to explain
evolution within a total world-design. He slips into description with-
out realizing that description covers over questions for explanation and
that such questions for explanation will raise the question of an in-
telligent source of the universe.

The result is that Sagan himself presents a dogmatism in scientific
disguise, as is exemplified in the last two quotations.

Response to Question 3

First, notice the criteria each position uses for determining whether
something may be real. For the idealist (the first passage), the criteria
are cogency, coherence, and understanding. The position has great
appeal to intelligence, though not to judgment and verification. It ap-
peals, in other words, to the second level of consciousness, not the
third. Besides, by its uncritical comparison of ontology to talking, it
also appeals to the underlying idealist hope that everything must have
a common structure. As a hope, that is certainly legitimate. But it is
a tricky business to know where a comparison to talking moves from
mere metaphor to basic ontology.

For the materialist (the second passage), the criteria are visibility,
palpability, the human sensorium, and immediate experience. That is,
it counts on the first level of consciousness for the sense of the real.
This position has great appeal to our imaginations. But it also appeals
to an uncritical acceptance of the idea that knowing works like looking,.
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For the critical realist (the third passage), the criterion is judgment
on the correctness of an explanation of data. Verification is a process
quite unlike intefligence or understanding taken by itself. It is quite
unlike imagination or experience taken by itself. It is a combination
of operations at all three levels of consciousness, culminating in a judg-
ment on the third. As Lonergan points out, science has no basis for
saying that only the physical can be real and that the chemical, the
biological, the psychic, and human insight are nothing but our names
for what “in reality” are just organizations of physical events. To ad-
dress the question of what can be real, Lonergan directs his readers
to this fundamental question: “Do I or do I not perform such activities
as experiencing, understanding, and judging? Yes or no?” Obviously
a No answer is radically inconsistent because one’s negation is itself
contradicted by the performance of making the negation. Once a Yes
answer is admitted, Lonergan leads the reader on to link the real with
the verified. As a result, human insight, commitment, love, and so
on, are known to be just as real as atomns, and there opens up the
possibility of divine realities as well.

Response to Question 4

This is a trick question. It sounds as though it has to do with our
faith. In fact, it is an example of a comumon mistake in thinking about
anything at all. It starts off not in data, but in sheer hypothesis: “What
if . . . ?” The data here are imaginary, not real. Should such a real situa-
tion like this arise, there would also be a wealth of other factors to con-
tend with—the trustworthiness of the archeologist, the strength of our
own faith at the time, our interest or lack of it, and the amount of
theological education each of us brings to the question. And in the con-
crete, these factors make a big difference.

Let me give a parallel example from my own experience. Not long
ago, I got into a discussion over the question, “What would you do
if celibacy became optional for you as a priest?” The question seemed
very relevant, and our discussion lasted a long time. But it didn't get
anywhere significant. The problem was that the question is not as rele-
vant as it first sounded. The reason is that all hypothetical situations
are just hypothetical; all the data are dreamed up, no matter how prob-
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able they might seem. Hypothetical questions can alert us to possi-
bilities and can prompt a general readiness, but they seldom commit
us to specific responses.

To all such “What if?” questions, there are only two adequately
intelligent responses. One is to add a dozen more ifs to make it con-
crete, “If they found the bones of Jesus, and if 1 was convinced by the
evidence, and if | had enough money, and if 1 could let go of a number
of other commitments 1 had, and if 1 was interested in trying to under-
stand what it all meant for me, 1 might consider buying the books
theologians would write on the subject and studying them for a year.”
But such a response just shows how unanswerable the question is
regarding specifics. The other response is more accurate, though overly
general: “When it actually happens, [ will tell you exactly what I will
do—Iwill be as attentive, intelligent, reasonable, responsible, and lov-
ing as I can.”

Response to Question 5

Remember what the purpose of the notions of both emergent prob-
ability and God's providence are.

Emergent probability has the limited purpose of giving insight into
the intelligibility intrinsic to the world. It is meant to appeal rather
strictly to the second level of consciousness, that is, to insight. It aims
to give a background understanding of all the reality we have data on
so that a theology of grace and sin can be built upon a properly em-
pirical approach to the world. It is a needed schema for anyone work-
ing in the realm of theory.

Divine Providence, on the other hand, has the wider purpose of
acknowledging that God has dominion over all creation. So it appeals
to the third level of consciousness, that is, to judgment. It does not
ask how God’s dominion works, only whether it is present everywhere.
It is a necessary dogma for anyone trying to live religiously in the realm
of common sense.

Still, there is a workable connection between the two notions.
Emergent probability gives the background structure not enly of all
creation, but of everything in creation, including human consciousness.
Anyone trying to translate the notions of sin and grace into terms con-
sistent with a verifiable model of consciousness will need to see how
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the emergence of transcendent love, of faith, of charity, and of hope
are under probability and yet, once they emerge, do give us a real and
immediate union with God in our history.

From there we can understand the old theological notions of sin
and grace in terms of scientifically generated categories—much as
Aquinas did in his day using Aristotelian categories to attain a
systematic understanding of the same sin and grace. We will do this
in chapter 4.
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CHAPTER THREE: Acting

Response to Question 1

If we were to map Marx’s view of the human good onto Lonergan’s
structure of the human good, it might look something like this:

Two Meartings Individual Community

of Good Operations Dimension
Particular Goods Desires, Needs Cocperation
Good of Order Habits, Skills Institution, setup

Marx would see the “Institution, setup” as the origin of both “Habits,
Skills” and “Desires, Needs”, as if the public order were the sole
source of personal conscious events. Notice that “Insight” is com-
pletely missing.

It is quite true, as Marx says, that our desires and our skills are
conditioned by economic and social forces. And it is also true that we
are largely unaware of the extent of this conditioning. But we can
become aware of it through insight. Marx himself had such an insight
and concluded that capitalist forms of conditioning ought to be elirmi-
nated. There is even some truth in this. But what Marx did not elaborate
upon was that his own capacity for insight was precisely what enabled
him to get out from under the false consciousness engendered by in-
dustrial capitalism.

In other words, Marx failed to notice in his own performance that
economic forces do not completely determine consciousness but that
insight has the capacity to break the conditioning element in any social
order. We may be conditioned by socio-economic structures, but we are
not determined by them. Socio-economic structures originate with in-
sight, depend on insight to keep functioning, and only through in-
sight undergo reformation.

Besides failing to see the role of insight in creating and critiquing
socio-economic orders, Marx also failed to differentiate between an
order that is merely efficient and an order that enhances human liv-
ing. He knew the meaning of particular goods, and he knew the mean-
ing of structural good, or the good of order. But he did not raise to
the level of theory the further distinction between true values and mere
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satisfactions. He allows no systematic place for the question whether
particular goods or any given socio-economic setups are truly worth-
while. In the chart, the entire level of “True Value, Value Judgments,
Commitments, Moral Conversion, Cultural Order, and Personal Rela-
tions” is missing.

Now this does not mean that Marx did not sense the worthlessness
of industrial capitalism. Nor can we say that he measured the value
of a social system merely by how efficiently or coherently it produced
the particular goods people want. Paradoxically, Marx himself de-
pended on his own moral conversion to pass socio-economic value
judgments. He was in fact a powerful cultural force, deeply commit-
ted to the spiritual well-being of his people. In his early days, he longed
for the time when personal relations between people could be a cause
for celebration. But he did not attend to how his own strong feelings
and dedication were, much like his insight, resources to be found in
all people. So, by default of an in-depth analysis of himself, he settled
on the idea that the deployment of materials shapes human conscious-
ness mare than anything else.

Response to Question 2

In practically all sticky situations, the problem does not lie with
a single person or a small clique. Situations are circles of events,
schemes of recurrence, in which A causes B, then B causes C, and so
on, until Z causes A and keeps the circle going.

In the case of our beleaguered teacher, the principal is not the prob-
lem. Unilateral power is not merely something exercised by one per-
son. It is an entire system in which decision-making lies with the few
and is also accepted by the many. Each of the teachers, in other words,
has different reasons for acquiescing: fear of conflict, fear of losing a
job, hope for a promotion, a feeling of security in the present setup,
and so on. And the principal himself certainly has his own reasons for
dominating everyone else; for example, fear that he will lose prestige,
hope for a promotion, or lack of skill in negotiating and cooperating.

Until these underlying fears, hopes, and skills become known, no
one will understand what is going on. That is, no one will see the circle
of mutually reinforcing events that keep the principal a tyrant and the
teachers his slaves. So the first thing to realize is that everyone is part
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of the problem and that no one understands it completely. If the means
are available for bringing everyone to see that, then the next step would
be to communicate to each other each one’s personal fears about the
school, about one’s skills, one’s job, one’s future, and so on. Once these
are out on the table, the real problem is more easily recognized and
adequate solutions can be pursued by all parties in cooperation.

Without such a systems approach, we slip too easily into the more
naive adversarjal view of human situations. “It's either them or us!”
“They are the oppressors and we are the oppressed!” The trouble with
this interpretation is that no one sees the nature of the problem, and
everyone thinks in terms of revolt. And revolt usually does little more
than star different actors with the same unacknowleged hopes and
fears, playing the same roles, in the same tragic play.

Response to (Question 3

We saw that the human good is normally a flow of concrete, par-
ticular goods, but always under two major conditions. First, there is
a set of operative insights that govern the flow and shape the habits
and skills of everyone involved. Second, there are the moral com-
mitments, or lack of them, in the people who desire both the particular
goods and the setup that keeps them flowing.

But to understand the whole situation, we first have to determine
what the particular goods are, then what the actual setup is that keeps
them flowing, and finally what underlying value commitments are at
work in the participants. In the case of our friend the teacher, we should
not presume that since it is a school it must have education as its highest
value. We can determine that only by examining the particular goods
and the setup first. '

So, we ask, what are the particular goods desired by people in the
school? To determine them, we have to look at concrete instances of
what specific people want. Information on science? A hamburger for’
lunch? Quiet in the study hall? Winning this football game? One prac-
tical way of ascertaining the actual particular goods which people desire
in a specific situation is to ask questions like these: When did you last
feel proud to be a part of this school? When did you feel a deep sense
of accomplishment? When have you felt ashamed of a student or of
yourself? What photographs would represent the most typical scenes
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in this school? Be careful not to filter out those needs which you would
rather not see operative; you are trying to see what actually is, not what
ought to be.

Next we look at what setups keep these particular “goods” recur-
ring regularly: What are the library hours? How easy is it to order books
in the bookstore? In what ways do we maintain the school spirit, such
as it is? What are the operative limes of communication? What manage-
ment style keeps certain things recurring (things that we are proud
of and things that we are not)? What material and technical resources
do we depend on? What skills are needed on the part of the faculty
here? (This can range from pedagogical technique, to baby-sitting, to
being magician and entertainer.) Again, be careful not to overlook the
routines you wish were different; analyze why things actually flow the
way they do, not the way you would like them to.

Only now can we evaluate the school, because it is only after
answering questions such as these that we see the school as it really is.

When a faculty is in such a position to evaluate, they realize that
in praising or blaming things in the school, they also reveal their own
basic value commitments. Normally we could expect that everyone has
at least one commen interest: the education of students. But not
everyone actually ranks that interest above other interests that may
be closer to their own speciality.

The advantage of discussing this together is that it enables the
English teacher to see the value of sports, and the gym coach to pay
equal respect to the English department. In other words, people see
their departmental interests within the context of actual interests of
other people, and they see a common interest underneath them all.
From this base in common and interlocking interests, a discussion can
follow of how best to meet them. To start with the written manifesto
of the school’s ideals is to start with mere possibilities, not the data
on reality. To start from an analysis of the way “we” or “they” want
to do things only makes the atmosphere more adversarial. The key
is to start with common interests first, and then discuss ways to col-
laborate on meeting those interests.

Response to Question 4

Any reply to this question must have many facets. So allow me
to offer a few brief remarks on some of the major issues as I see them.
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First of all, we must insist that the overriding justification for the
work spent on understanding our feelings is that it helps us to
distinguish those feelings which respond to mere satisfaction and those
which respond to true value. This is a moral obligation which underlies
all other moral obligations because objective value is what human well-
being is all about. It applies equally to community leaders and to its
members. Anybody who acts as if “good” means only “good for me”
literally does not know the difference between good and evil.

Furthermore, the task of understanding one’s own feelings is more
than merely a psychological need. It is also theologically demanded.
Even though feelings are within us, they are no less a part of the
unjverse which God moves us to understand and to take dominion
of. A community that becomes aware of this theological exigence in
emotional life will more likely find its kinship with one another on this
deeper level of life’s mystery. There is the constant danger that a com-
munity may define itself merely by socio-economic class feeling, or by
some common project or, what is worse, by a common hatred for some
other group.

Besides these fundamental reasons for attending to feelings, there
are some practical dynamics to notice as well. The less dominated
ministers are by unmonitored feelings, the more free they will be to
go where the objective needs are, rather than be driven by subjective
needs. For example, a gay minister ought to be able to minister beyond
the gay community, in spite of his or her own needs.

Also, when it is evident to a community that a minister regards
the effort to understand feelings as a lifetime obligation, the more
humble and available he or she will appear to a community. It makes
a world of difference to see a minister admit personal struggles with
the same interior enemies that other people struggle with. It takes the
focus of ministry off merely social or psychological values and places
it on the mystery of life, where it belongs.

On a wider level, attention to feelings can play an important critical
function in a community’s self-definition. As a community takes shape
and develops, a need arises for symbols around which it rallies. All
the rituals, songs, slogans, dress codes, and standards of style play
a powerful role in shaping the feelings of a community. This is largely
their purpose. But if a community is going to be able to criticize its
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own symbols, it needs to be aware of exactly what feelings it wants
to incite, and what feelings it actually does incite.

A final remark is in order here about the nature of the question.
Notice that it springs out of an overdrawn distinction between the
individual and the community. This is commen in common sense. By
being merely descriptive and focussing on imaginable ‘things’ it ends
up unable to rejoin what it has presumed to be separate. In contrast,
our systems/process approach sees ‘things” as event-conditioned. From
the explanatory viewpoint, the individual and the community mutually
condition one another in every case. They form a system in which the
private feelings of individuals have public functions, just as public func-
tions condition private feelings.

Response to Question 5

It will help if we exclude from “personal relations” the meanings
that belong to the first and second levels of the structure of the human
good.

On the first level, there are relations among persons that arise
because of common desires. These have only an instinctual basis and
last as long as the passing desires last. For example, people rushing
together to get out of a rainshower, boaters waving to each other as
they pass, or a person shouting “look out” to a stranger stepping into
the path of an oncoming taxi. We could call these “instinctual relations’.

On the second level there are relations among persons that arise
because of common insights and judgments. For example, people
working side-by-side on an assembly line, the millions of drivers who
obey traffic lights, and practically anybody working at a profession in-
asmuch as his or her work links up to the work of others in some ra-
tional fashion. We could call these ‘intelligent relations’.

Then there are the relations properly called ‘personal’. They are
more than mere instinctual relations and more than mere intelligent
relations because they depend on one central act: the persons relate
to each other because they see value in one another. Personal relations
are constituted by a value judgment on one another as persons. In other
words, people appreciate each other, prescinding from any instinctual
and intelligent relations among them.
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It is not always obvious that a given group is bound together by
personal relations. To demonstrate what such a relation is, let me draw
a picture of a person in whom it is missing, although at first glance
it doesn’t appear so.

Ruth is an alcoholic. She is friendly, outgoing, gracious, intelligent,
and a hard worker. At home she does not always meet her respon-
sibilities, but she seems to show true compunction about the effects
that her drinking has had on her relationships. So people appreciate
Ruth, although they feel sorry for her.

On the surface, it appears that Ruth does have ‘personal relations’.
But in fact they are almost non-existent. Ruth is more preoccupied with
making sure she will get her next drink than she is about the well-
being of others. She has almost no sense of the value of simply being
with a friend because, whenever she slows down, her mind returns
to its favorite watering hole. When she is with friends, her affability
and gregariousness are efforts—to her they feel like efforts —simply to
maintain herself among others. Even her compunction functions more
to maintain access to the bottle than it does to mend broken relation-
ships. These ‘social virtues” are highly developed ‘intelligent relations’
and nothing more.

This may be an extreme example, but to greater or less degrees,
we all have our addictions—if not to drink, then to drugs, or sexual
pleasure, or power, or the elimination of conflict, or excitement, or
change, or stability, and so on. These easily block the development
of personal relations because they often look like personal relations, even
to the person nursing whatever it is he or she loves so much.

The more one realizes the value of other persons as persons, then
the better sense one has of what ‘culture” should be about. The com-
munal dimension of human ‘good’ is about whatever is the highest
value to humans. It is not necessarily about baliet or architecture or
the arts. Where these do not enhance our appreciation of the human
person, they become part of ‘intelligent relations’ rather than “personal
relations’. That is, they are likely meant to maintain some institution
or setup without much ethical reflection on how well it reveals the
beauty and worth of human beings.
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CHAPTER FOUR: Loving

Response fo Question 1

As we have presented George, he is not religiously converted. That
is, he has no memory of any experience of being in love with the
transcendent. If he ever had such an experience, he was unable to name
it when it happened. It is clear to him that in this text Jesus believes
in God, that Jesus is a good person, and that he at least made a claim
to rising again after being destroyed. Such is George’s understanding.

But he does not understand correctly. He cannot verify ‘zeal’ within
himself. He can only think of it as anger, or as a righteous indignation
that any person would have when crucial values are threatened. George
never experienced zeal, never experienced being driven by values that
originate in transcendent love. Or, if he has, he doesn’t know it. Fur-
ther, he cannot verify John's passion for writing down such an account.
He imagines that it is simply normal self-concern operating in an author
caught up with an idea. He has no remembered experience of being
inspired by a love that is not his own.

George has not considered the possibility that the historical event
reported here might be more than a ‘human’ event, that it has divine
sources, that it was caused through divine initiative. He has never
wondered about the continuation of divine initiatives within himself.
Even if he were the most moral of persons, he has not necessarily set
his heart on any good higher than the happiness of humans. Blind
to God, he neither listens within nor sees without. For him, human
love is both the most important source and the inost worthwhile pro-
duct of human enterprises. He wonders what the religious person
“sees” in religion; he wonders what the religious person “wants” in
the world; he admits he has no idea. He can think very highly of the
example which Jesus gives here, but he brackets out Jesus’ own inter-
pretation of it. He considers it meaningless in the modern world to
talk of “rising again.”

Notice, then, how religious conversion is a principle for verifying
one’s understanding in theology. It ought to be effective, not only in
the theologian’s living, but in a theologian’s theology as well. George
is not so different from many scriptural exegetes. Without an interior
understanding of an interior experience, they will not understand the
fundamental meaning of this text.
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Response to Question 2

The Israelites’” dedication to Yahweh was neither a primitive work-
for-your-reward morality nor a sophisticated explanation for suffering
in the world. Somehow they were able to simultaneously stand in awe
at divine transcendence beyond the world and yet recognize God as
intimately involved in their own history as well. We can only conjec-
ture about what historical factors helped maintain this balance, and
surely that story is full of failures in this religious vision. But we can
make a plausible case for what factors in consciousness make such a
dedication possible.

Also, making such a case will help us personally to discover the
core of our faith in God underneath the shell of our stories of an
afterlife. In each of us, our longing to see the face of God is not totally
translatable into mere waiting until this life is over. Such a reduction
of our hearts” ache has been too often foisted on us in the past, with
the unfortunate result that we cared little for our brothers and sisters
in this world. We overlocked the face of God in God’s own people.

Although most of us grew up surrounded by stories of God, and
although even the great religious experiences that engendered pro-
found traditions were expressed in stories about an anthropomorphized
God, those stories and symbols still had to make sense of some inner
experience. The inner experience that forms the core of all profound
responses to the transcendent is precisely the experience of being drawn
to something beyond ourselves, to something we cannot conceptualize
very well, to something that eludes even the best of our stories and
symbols. Even as our spiritual ancestors retold these stories and refined
these symbols, they did not consult other stories and symbols to
measure their worth. They looked instead to the transcendent tug in
consciousness to see if their clumsy objectifications were effective
enough to elicit a similar response in others,

As we tried to show in this chapter, this transcendent pull in con-
sciousness has immediate fruits in faith, charity, and hope. That is,
it enables a person to see value where it was otherwise unnoticed. It
moves a person to be kind to the neighbor. And it strengthens a per-
son’s emotional stamina to endure seemingly overwhelming odds. So
far, there is no obvious need to deduce that another life must follow
this one. Consciousness sets its own norms for acting. If there is any
“reward,” it lies first in the austere pleasure of obeying one’s own heart.
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Even within the limits of the world as we know it, we find that love
works like this. We are moved to love someone else come hell or high
water. We commit ourselves not to succeed in loving effectively but
merely to loving as best we can.

Also, we need to be aware of what exactly we do believe in when
we say we believe in an “afterlife.” We are not saying we merely fall
asleep at death and wake up somewhere else, for we truly die, body
and soul. Nor are we saying that beyond this life there is time and
space as we know it; perhaps we have no alternative but to imagine
time and space, but only God knows what reality is like for those who
have died. As Christians, all we know is that what God did with Jesus,
so God will do to us, whatever that is. Our faith here is on the level
of judgment: is it true or not that the Christian will not be separated
froin Christ? Yes or no? We are not putting our faith in the story of
how an afterlife is arranged; that would set our faith on the trembling
ground of mere insight and imagination.

5o even we must get along without an assurance of an “afterlife”
in some sense. “We are already the children of God but what we are
to be in the future has not yet been revealed; all we know is, that when
it is revealed we shall be like him because we shall see him as he really
is” (1 Jn 3:2).

Response to Question 3

We can briefly put the answer in three ways: (1) From the point
of view of theory, God is unchanging; but from the point of view of
common sense, God changes. Or (2) in the intellectual pattern of ex-
perience, we should not conceive God as changing, but in the dramatic
pattern of experience we ought to imagine God as changing. Finally
(3) our faith needs an unchanging God, while our hope needs a chang-
ing God. Let me spell this out in more detail.

As we saw in this chapter, the meaning of the term God is derived
from our felt orientation to the transcendent. The term refers to the
end-point of that orientation. And by the term transcendent we mean
(a) the intelligibility that makes all the familiar things we know work
the way they do. We mean (b) the reality which does not need any
prior conditions in order to exist and which itself is the necessary con-
dition behind everything that does exist. We mean (c) the moral ‘per-
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son” whose good will produces everything we regard as truly good.
And we mean (d) the ‘Mystery’, the where-unto of the longing we feel
which goes beyond every concrete thing we know.

If this ‘Mystery” also underwent real change, then it would cease
to be an ultimate ground of the transcendent in our world. This is
because every change we know of depends on conditions outside itself
in order to be coherent, in order to happen, and in order to be of any
value. In other words, it needs an outside ground in intelligibility, real-
ity, and goodness in order to undergo change. But the precise mean-
ing of God, the where-unto of our transcendent orientation, is that of
a reality which is its own ground. Se, within the intellectual pattern
of experience, we cannot say that God “changes” in the sense that we
do.

On the other hand, in Christ Jesus we see the constantly chang-
ing ministrations of God upon us. And we experience God’s Spirit not
as something static within us but precisely as something moving. So we
need to talk concretely about God as on the move so that we can make
divine mercy meaningful within the dramatic pattern of experience.

Within the fifth level of consciousness itself we find a similar dis-
junction. By our faith we cling to truths and values which do not
ultimately depend on our feelings or our imagination or our under-
standing. They depend on our affirmation, our judgment, our assent
to their reality. We do not need to imagine God as “changing” in order
to affirm that God redeems us through some mediation of the eternal
Word and the eternal Spirit. But in order to consolidate our feelings,
in order to give vivid images to our imagination—in other words, in
order to sustain our hope—we need to visualize God as “sending,”
visualize the eternal Word as suffering on the cross, and visualize the
unbounded Spirit as making strategic meoves in the hearts of people.

I see no great difficulty, therefore, in talking at times as though
God does not change and at times as though God does change. It is
only necessary to know in which realm of meaning one is speaking,
or in which pattern of experience, or for the sake of which theological
virtue.

Response to Question 4

The reason why faith always demands justice can be found in the
nature of faith itself.
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Faith, the “eyes of the heart” (Eph. 1:18), sees value where reason
would not otherwise see it. In its central movement, faith appreciates
the absolute value of a divine “other.” It does so not only during a
mystic’s prayer, but also when, because we are in love, we appreciate
the intelligibility, the beauty, or the goodness of concrete things in the
world.

Thus the natural response of a person in Jove with God is not to
try to return that love. Rather it is to cooperate with that love as it works
in the heart. It means seeing as God sees, appreciating as God ap-
preciates, giving as God gives. St. John says, “Surely, if God has so
loved us, then surely we ought tolove. . . .” Does he say “love God,”
as if divine love demands a return? No, he says “we ought to love one
another.” Likewise St. Paul hardly ever mentions our love for God. His
entire stress is on God’s love for us in Christ Jesus and our subsequent
love for one another which ought to be the fruit of God’s love for us.

Why is religious love not tit for tat? One reason is that even on
the human level, we have a natural aversion to measuring whether
we have adequately returned love and whether others have sufficiently
returned our love. And it is our experience that when we fall in love
with a certain person, we very soon find ourselves more benevolent
and kind to others as well.

But there is a more profound reason on the theological level why
we do not “return” God’s love in the ordinary sense. God's love for
us is a double gift. We are not only given God’s Word as a concrete
object of our love, but we are also given the very love with which we
love. No human can do that for another human, Still less could anyone
return that to God. The only appropriate response to the gift of being
in love—which is a gift of God’s own self to us within us—is to direct
our love with God to everything that God loves.

Thus faith always leads to charity. And that charity has to be as
concrete and actively involved in the world as God’s perfect Word was
when he walked the roads of Palestine.

Response to Question 5

A spiritual director has two tasks: one is psychological and the other
is theological. The psychological task is to determine just what Tim’s
experience is. He needs to acknowledge the possibly suppressed feel-
ings and hopes associated with his religious experience and to under-
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stand how these function in his life. He needs to relate this experience
to other known experiences in his life with a view to finding any pat-
tern that may be emerging.

The theological task is first of all to determine whether the ex-
perience is consistent with transcendent love in Tim’s life as he knows
it. This is a matter of “tasting” to see if it has the flavor of other religious
experience, “harmonizing” with the melody, so to speak, to see if har-
monies can be made. Then Tim must be helped to act responsibly with
what he finds. If the experience seems consistent with the movements
of God’s Spirit in his life, then he should plan to cooperate with the
movement in practical terms; if inconsistent, then to ignore it.

On rare occasions a person can experience the movement of God'’s
love so purely that no testing at all is needed. The “taste” is so right,
and the “harmony” so beautiful that questions do not arise at all. It
is as if our entire capacity to ask questions were suddenly put at rest
because, for a brief time, we welcome the One in whom all answers
will be found. Here the director does no “testing” at all. The only task
is to help Tim carry the movement into practice.

So the director should be aware of some psychology in order to
help a directee understand what this or that experience entailed. But
once the breadth of that experience is revealed, then both parties face
the task of testing where the divine mystery is moving.

Once that is determined, of course, the director ought not to let
the directee off the hook. The movements of transcendent love always
have reference to this world. So the question of what fruits religious
experience brings forth does arise. But not simply as a test of whether
the experience came from God. Rather, the ultimate purpose of get-
ting spiritual direction is that we might cooperate with God’s action
in the world. Love-inspired action binds us far more intimately with
the end-point of our transcendent love than merely experiencing in-
ner movements does.
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CHAPTER FIVE: Storytelling

Response to Question 1

Before answering the question whether the Devil exists, we should
answer the question whether the Devil is a completely evil person. And
to answer this question we must distinguish whether we are taking
the word person as an experiential term or as an explanatory term.

As an experiential term, person is used only to indicate something
distinct from other “persons.” We do not necessarily mean a person
in the explanatory sense of a distinct center of consciousness —the sense
in which human beings are persons. Thus, the “persons” of the Trinity
are thus described not because they have distinct centers of con-
sciousness (the explanatory meaning of “person”) but because they are
distinct and conscious. In fact God cannot have three distinct centers
of consciousness. Each “person” of the Trinity is not a person in ex-
actly the same sense that human beings are.

In the same fashion, the Devil can be referred to as a “person” as
long as we avoid projecting all aspects of human personality on it in-
discriminately. The chief difference is that human persons are self-
transcendent. We becomne persons through self-transcendence. Whatever
this “thing” is that we call a Devil, it is not acting anything like a real
person when it does what the Devil’s business is reported to be, that
is, evil.

This explanation, deriving from the realm of philosophic interiority
and expressed in the realm of theory, leaves a kind of symbolic blank
in the realm of common sense. There appears to be a need to posit
a "Devil” for the simple reason that we do not create the temptations
that assail us. Instead, we experience a source other than themselves
for the evil we are tempted to do. So we need a symbol for this source
which can instill a healthy fear in us, a kind of symbol for felt expecta-
tions born of despair, presumption, and false hopes. We need to ob-
jectify this source in art, music, and language. From that point of view,
I believe it is possible to use the metaphor of a Devil— partly in order
to scare ourselves, and partly to avoid regarding our own persons as
the ultimate source of the temptations we experience.

The one danger of such a metaphor is that it can project intelligence
and reason and self-transcendence on precisely what lacks it. It makes

219



LONERGAN AND SPIRITUALITY

evil a power in the exact same sense that God is a power. 1 have sug-
gested in chapter 5 that the metaphor of a “Teller of Lies” might work
well. Perhaps another practical strategy is to treat evil as terrifying
because it is unintelligible. Use the metaphor of Darkness. Encourage
people to walk in the light at all times. Warn them that the “force”
of Darkness, once it has touched you, will never be comprehended
by you. Even to study books on Devil worship and so on is flirting
with Darkness.

Notice how this solution is an attempt to mediate between the
realms of common sense and theory. It does so by turning to the opera-
tions of the subject by which one becomes a real person. It is a solu-
tion derived from the realm of interiority. This is a good example of
how philosophic interiority can mediate between the realms of com-
mon sense and theory.

Response to Question 2

If the story were complete fiction, then the elements of mystery
would lie more in how these particular people, with their particular
hopes and fears, respond to the transcendent in the exorcism event
performed by Jesus. The focus would be on how their inner experience
itself is part of the mystery rather than on the outer phenomenon of
an exorcism. The people were astonished. They began asking each
other what it all meant. They were full of wonder. They were amazed
at a teaching that was new—presumably: ‘The time has come. The
Kingdom of Heaven is close at hand. Repent and believe the Good
News’ (Mk 1:15). And they were also astonished at the authority behind
Jesus’ words. In other words, the emphasis would not be so much on
Jesus’ miraculous power to drive out an unclean spirit as on how Jesus
spoke with authority and how the people spread his reputation around.

Hearers of this story would be moved to reflect not on the historical
actuality of Jesus but on how people tend to react in situations where
a wonderworker appears among faithful Jews. They might well deepen
their sensibilities towards people with charismatic authority. They
might see the world as far more mysterious than rational reflection
would lead one to believe.

If, on the other hand, the story were presented as historiography,
then the elements of mystery would appear elsewhere. By historiog-
raphy [ mean an accurate report of the facts plus a plausible explana-
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tion of the event within a larger series of events. The transcendent ap-
pears in historiography not in the inner consciousness of individuals
but more in the developments which took place in our own past and
perhaps still bear their effects on us today.

Hearers of this story who take it as good historiography might
discover the transcendent in how the authority of our ancestor, Jesus,
was a major cause in his being executed and yet grew all the stronger
in his disciples. That does seem to be the case with Jesus, and it is
difficult to explain why it often happens that the disciples of a defeated
Messianic figure grow stronger thereafter.

Finally, if the story is told as an emblem, then the elements of
mystery show up in yet another place. An emblem is a story of an ac-
tual event whose significance lies in the fact that it seems to happen
again and again in the lives of people all through history. In this sense,
an emblem is a history that does repeat itself. The transcendent ap-
pears in regular and unexplainable reappearance of mythic dramas,
as though the stage directions remained the same and only the actors
were different. Yet the actors in each performance are profoundly
changed when they enact the drama.

Those who hear the story as an emblem perceive a direct connec-
tion to their own personal present. They feel the present authority of
Jesus to drive out unclean spirits in their own lives. But even more,
if they understand Mark’s purpose in this pericope, they acknowledge
the total authority of Jesus over absolutely everything in their own lives
and in the lives of others.

So, is this story fiction, emblem, or history? Or is it some com-
bination of several story-forms?

Few hear it as sheer fiction. It is difficult to deny the historical ac-
tuality of Jesus, and it is practically impossible to regard Mark as a fic-
tion writer.

Many hear the story as history. That is, they take pride in the fact
that this Jesus, who started Christianity and inspired the mstitutions
to which they belong, was indeed a miracle-worker and a person of
tremendous personal authority. They justifiably marvel at the fact that
God entered history and astonished everyone in the person of Jesus.
In this perspective, the story is like most of the Bible. It relates the string
of events in which God stooped down and saved the humble and
downtrodden.
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Still, there is also something to be said for hearing the story as an
emblem. Mark, as it happens, is not only narrating events which he
believes to be actual, he is also arranging his materials in such a way
as to encourage and support his audience, an audience which included
Christians who were liable to be martyred in Rome. He is also setting
the story within a theology of history that sees Satan as ruling the world
before the coming of Christ. So the story takes on meaning as an in-
terpretation of the hearer’s own experience. Life in Christ is a struggle
unto death between God and Satan. Anyone who dies in the struggle
overcomes Satan in a manner exactly like Christ himself. And victory
is assured because Christ has defeated Satan and has begun a brand-
new epoch on the face of the earth.

Perhaps we could say that Mark wrote the narrative as a history,
in continuity with the biblical tradition of proclaiming the deeds of God
in history, but he was well aware of its emblematic value as well.

Response to Question 3

There are two meanings to the word #ruth which we often get con-
fused. First there is the ‘truth’ reached by our judgment when we as-
sent to some proposition as referring correctly to reality. For example,
“It is true that she decided to get married.”

Then there is the ‘truth” which stands as an ideal we are always
striving towards. “He walks in the truth.” This is not a set of certitudes.
Rather it is the attitude of utter honesty which a man or woman em-
braces for the purpose of being as fully human as possible. This is a
much older meaning of the word. In Lonergan’s terms, it amounts to
obeying the transcendental precepts, Be attentive, Be intelligent, Be
reasonable, Be responsible, Be in love. To have this attitude of ‘truth’
is to be authentic.

Notice that in the first definition, although it is cur inner judgment
which reaches a truth, it is to something other than our inner processes
themselves to which our judgment refers. Like the pearl of great price,
such a truth may be so valuable for our living that we sell everything
we have to make this truth our own. 5till, we never would have noticed
the pearl in the first place unless we were already possessed of ‘truth’
in the second sense. That is, unless we were already obedient to the
inner drive towards all that is more intelligible, more fully real, mere
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appreciable and lovable, we would have been deaf, mute, and blind
to any such ‘truth’ in the first sense.

Thus it is that the Gospels present many ‘truths’ in the first sense,
but they depend on the prior, inner attitude of “truth” in the reader’s
heart searching for all that is transcendent. Furthermore, the Gospels
also present many such searchers; Nicodemus, the Woman at the Well,
Matthew the tax-collector, Zachaeus in the tree, the Rich Young Man,
the Prodigal Son, and so on. If you want the ‘truth’ of these stories,
there is no need to verify that they ‘really happened’. What counts,
what obviously counted in the mind of the Scriptural writers, is that
those who walk in the ‘truth” welcome the Gospel.

It is quite natural for Christians today to think that nothing more
is necessary than to welcome Jesus into our lives. And that means obey-
ing the ‘truths’ of the Gospel and of the Church which authoritatively
interprets that Gospel. It is natural because we have never been taught
about inner space, never explored the movements that take us beyond
ourselves. We are forgetful of the inner drive to wonder, even while
we wonder about all kinds of things. We stand in awe as we gaze up
at the stars, but only the profounder people also stand in awe at awe
itself.

However, if any ‘truth’ (in the first sense) is primary in Christian-
ity, it is that God gave the divine self in two gifts, not one—not only
the gift of the eternal Word in our history but the gift of the eternal
Spirit in our hearts as well.

So it is quite appropriate that God work through emblems because
they point more readily than accurate histories to the inner work of
the Spirit. This is not to deny the absolute worth of certitudes and fac-
tual accounts within the Gospel narratives. But in order to live out those
certitudes, we depend on first walking the path of ‘truth’, which means
living in the Spirit of God, in every aspect of our lives.

Response ta Question 4

The full-blown theory of dialectical materialism was not worked
out by Marx, but by his disciple, Frederick Engels. It can be briefly sum-
marized like this: The world of nature and the world of history are
both essentially contentious. In nature, the evolution of the cell, the
transformations of matter and energy, and the evolution of biological
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species occur because of struggles between opposites. Likewise new
social forms appear in history because of struggles between the op-
pressed and oppressors, just as molecules appear from atoms because
of struggles between electrons and protons. All matter evolves by a
fundamental dialectical process, and all reality, including social reality,
is a manifestation of it.

Dialectical materialism has been criticized on many fronts, so we
need not attempt that here. We only want to contrast it with Lonergan’s
view of the dialectical nature of history.

For Marx/Engels, the poles of the dialectic are social classes, some
classes being dominant, some subservient, For Lonergan, the poles
of the dialectic are authenticity and inauthenticity— where people obey
the transcendental precepts, social progress results; where they disobey
them, social decline results.

Furthermore, the Marxist dialectic is ultimately determinist, al-
though Marx and Engels believed that a revolutionary “praxis” was
necessary to accelerate the evolutionary process towards its inevitable
end. Lonergan, on the other hand, sees the dialectic of authenticity
and inauthenticity as open; there is no telling ahead of time what
history must eventually be. The only “praxis” that will promote human
liberation is obedience within,

Finally, the Marxist view of history considers the human person
to have been good-willed, but unenlightened; so all that was needed
for a permanent liberation was the correct view of history. Lonergan
follows the classical Christian belief that the human person is not
always good-willed, not always enlightened, so that both a healing of
sin and an enlightenment of mind is needed, and will continue to be
needed because of the biases to which human consciousness is per-
manently prone by nature (neurosis, egoism, group-centeredness, and
suspicion of the long-range view).

Let us now compare this view to the Manichaean. By the way,
although few people talk about “Manichaeanism” nowadays, many
people view the struggle for moral living to be such a warfare between
the powers of good and the powers of evil. And evidence abounds
in our history that “God"” is not very strong against “Evil.” The forces
of evil easily take on the same emblematic character as the forces of
good.
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Were we talking about history only from the point of view of em-
blems, then such terms as “forces of evil” would indeed be useful
because they incite the affectivity and rouse the imagination. But Lon-
ergan’s dialectical view of history is not emblematic. It is meant to
ground both speculative history and critical historiography. That is, it
articulates an intelligibility intrinsic to historical process and it gives his-
torians a question-raising structure for investigating historical periods.

On this showing, the “forces of evil” have no metaphysical reality
in themselves. Basic evil is a failure in what ought to be, a deliberate
suppression of attention, or intelligence, or reason, or responsibility,
or love. From such basic “failures” there follow the absurd situations
that resist further attention, intelligence, reason, responsibility, and
iove, even when these are not suppressed. Such is the nature of “struc-
tural evil”

Finally, we should add that both basic evil and the structural evil
which results from it are to be distinguished from the “evils” inherent
in a world of emergent probability. In other words, there are accidents
and blind alleys in both nature and history that do not result from
deliberate suppression of transcendental precepts; they are an intelli-
gible component of the ongoing process of learning and of reacting
to the unforeseen.

Response to Question 5

To understand Progress and Community as emblems, a bit of history
might be helpful here.

Hegel, with his view that history is being guided by a Cunning
of Reason above history, set the stage for the rising hope that somehow
things are taking care of themselves, in spite of how badly we humans
do. But Auguste Comte may be called the father of the modern ideal
of Progress because he raised it to the level of science, understood in
its modern, empirical sense. ‘Automatic progress’ became the hope of
those who thought modern science, once it understood the “laws” of
history, could cooperate with it much more effectively. Marx, far more
aware of the dialectical workings among human institutions, also ex-
pected a kind of automatic progress, but one precipitated by social
revolution rather than by scientific guidance. Spencer too, the originator
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of what we call “social Darwinism,” expected automatic progress, but
more along the lines of “survival of the fittest.”

We must realize that what these thinkers actually said and what
commonsense understanding heard are two different things. Com-
monsense expections are always emblematic, never historical. So the
average devotee of the achievements of science now had confidence
that such a hope was also founded in the thoughts of philosophers.
Optimism reigned around the turn of the century, until, of course, two
world wars made most people think again.

As these hopes were being shaken, another movement was tak-
ing place among novelists, dramatists, social scientists, philosophers,
and theologians. They began to realize that the small, local community
which mediated between the individual and society at large was be-
coming functionally irrelevant. Family ties and clan loyalties were
breaking down as the “intermediate community” began to disappear
from the face of the earth. In the West, bureaucracy gained the power
and family units became isolated from one another as the need to find
work split up ethnic groups. In the East, oligarchies wielded the power
and the clan expanded into “the masses” who were perhaps affectively
bonded but politically impotent. It was a significant loss of a valuable
reality: a middle-level social body which was both affectively strong
and capable of wielding political and technological power.

So, as the guardians of our cultural riches decried the loss of com-
munity, commonsense understanding again perceived Community
emblematically. That is, not as a sociologically precise analysis or a
properly historical critique, but as an amorphous symbol of nearly
everything we lost in the good old days.

As we have suggested, the emblems of Progress and Community
are antithetical. But this is largely because they each connote ideals
far more imaginary than a solid understanding of human nature war-
rants. So we turn to philosophic interiority, as Lonergan has done,
to ground a more realistic emblem of human hopes.

Community is the achievement of common meaning; that is, of
common experience, common understanding, common judgment,
common responsibility, and common love. These refer to activities that
go on at the five levels of consciousness of all humans. Notice that they
do not say “common sights, comumon concepts, common truths, com-
mon behavior, and common care-taking.” These are static notions, too
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easily disconnected from thejr roots in self-transcendence, while com-
munity is a changing reality, and essentially a matter of inner obe-
dience. So we should avoid any emblem of community which does
not involve the struggle for authenticity and self-transcendence.

Progress can be defined heuristically as whatever results from
authenticity. That is, where people obey the transcendental precepts
within, there will result (in the long run), increasing intelligibility in
the social order, growing awareness of what we know and what we
need to learn, more effective mastery over the problems of nature and
human bias that keep recurring, and above all that, holding it together,
the garment of love.

So community and progress are the same thing, in principle, pro-
vided we keep in mind that being a person in community means strug-
gling against bias and depending on the faith, charity, and hope that
flow from transcendent love.

What emblem might represent our hopes? There are many pos-
sible ones, and only history will test them adequately. I suggest that
at least the Christian churches speak of history as a Dialogue between
God and humanity. Or, when speaking to the secular world, to speak
of the Dialogue each person has with the longing of his or her heart,
which is the same thing as transcendent love. Such an emblem has
the advantage of being easily verifiable: doesn’t everyone hold inner
dialogue with themselves? It also has the capacity for representing the
most profound Christian doctrines of God’s Covenant and of the work-
ings of God's “Word” and “Spirit” in our history.
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