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Editor’s Introduction

The theme of the 34th Lonergan Workshop was “... the not too
numerous center,” the renowned phrase from Lonergan’s essay,
“Dimensions of Meaning.” As usual, some of our speakers centered on
that theme, and others were more “eccentric.”

Philip Berryman, former priest and journalist of the liberation
theology movement in Latin America and professional translator,
related Lonergan’s notions concerning the unity/differentation of
knowledge to other current proposals in a way that is mutually
illuminating in that one can see how Lonergan’s thought might be
helpful to these other influential projects summarized here, as well as
how these undertakings could be helpful to those working at similar
tasks out of Lonergan’s methodological framework.

Pat Byrne, Chair of Boston College’s Philosophy Department, uses
Lonergan’s ideas to sort out the complicated issues in science,
philosophy, and theology associated with debates about stem cell
research, sharing work on a project undertaken with Michael Stebbins
of Gonzaga in Spokane. David Coghlan, Trinity College, Dublin, uses
ideas from Lonergan to cast light on results of action research,
discovering ways they might enhance the discovery of styles of
interaction, leadership, and organization in organizations of all kinds.

Boston College Theology Department colleague, M. Shawn
Copeland’s paper raises needed questions regarding unreflected-upon
assumptions that may be inscribed in the ‘center periphery’ metaphor
of our theme from the viewpoint of the reflective discourses of
marginalized people. John Dadosky, who teaches systematics at Regis
College, works out possibly relevant models of church based on images
drawn from the work of Hans Urs von Balthasar as reflected upon
using ideas from Lonergan as he works toward an ecclesiology in terms
of the analogy of friendship.

Marquette University’s new Distinguished Theologian, Robert
Doran, SJ, brings to bear his years of experience as a teacher of
systematics and of reflection upon many of Bernard Lonergan’s
unpublished papers to envisage the tasks of a systematic theology that
will both interpret and guide in the making of history.
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The lecture of Charles Hefling, of the systematics section of BC’s
Theology Department, balanced off his critical treatment of
Schleiermacher with a positive account of what that great theologian
was doing in his Glaubenslehre. Here he contributes further reflections
on the Christology regarding the (self)-knowledge of Christ. The paper
by Joseph A. Komonchak, emeritus of Catholic University of America,
insists on the concrete historical reality of the church in order to resist
misleading hypostatizations and reifications into which much
traditional and current ecclesiological discourse falls.

Greg Lauzon, for many years audio technician for the Lonergan
Researach Institute in Toronto and now assisting Bob Doran at
Marquette, in a paper on the evolution of percussion technology in
music, gives some idea of his absolutely spell-binding power-point
presentation at the 34th Lonergan Workshop.

For many years, our expert on the thought of Boethius and
patristics scholar, Paul LaChance, has been studying closely different
aspects of Augustine’s Confessions. One emphasis of this paper is the
parallelism between Augustine’s work and Virgil’s Aeneid -with the
former using the myth of the founding of the pagan community of
Rome to illumine the meaning of the community founded on the
humanity of Christ.

The paper of the Director of Seton Hall’s Center for Catholic
Studies and of its Lonergan Center, Richard Liddy, recounts the story
of his and others’ memory of the Startling Strangeness — the title of his
latest book — at the heart of intellectual conversion. As Lonergan said
of that key discovery regarding the two diverse forms of human
knowledge, “one has not made it yet if one has no clear memory of its
startling strangeness.” Michael McCarthy, Emeritus in Philosophy at
Vassar College, narrates how his lifelong engagement with Lonergan’s
thought provides the red thread running through the stages and styles
of his exemplary career as a teacher at one of the nation’s great
colleges.

Canadian scholar of English now at a Baptist college in the
Maritimes, Gregory Maillet, started the 34th Lonergan Workshop with
the most remarkable lecture many had ever heard on T. S. Eliot’s Four
Quartets. Its title compactly conveys the artful interweaving of the
intelligibility-and-truth centered reading of this great poem in the
light of Lonergan’s thought. Fellow teacher in Canada, Hugo Meynell,
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formerly of Religious Studies at Calgary, spoke rather anecdotally and
lovingly about how the church’s handling of the sex abuse crisis is
connected to institutional recurrence schemes in need of further
reflection and reform.

One of the West Coast Methods Institute’s founders and present
organizer now at Loyola/Marymount University in Los Angeles, Mark
D. Morelli, has told me about the gestation of three great research
projects. He gave an early taste of the results of his research on Oxford
don J. A. Stewart at an earlier Lonergan Workshop; and his book on
that subject, At the Threshold of the Halfway House, has just appeared
in our supplementary series. The second great area of research is
about the relationship between Lonergan and Hegel, another figure
who exercised a great, if less remarked upon, influence on the writing
of Insight. Here we get a first taste of the results of that research.

Many years ago, University of Chicago colleague David Tracy
remarked that William Murnion (Philosophy/Works) had done a lot of
work on the great Indian sage, Shankara. This paper pulls off an
amazing and learned comparison of the respective wisdoms of
Shankara and Aquinas. Pastoral theologian and Lonergan Fellow,
Gerard Whelan, SJ, who was making the transition from teaching and
pastoral work in Kenya to his new position at Rome’s Gregorian
University, took his time as a fellow to envisage the tasks of a
contemporary pastoral theology, working from Lonergan’s perspective.

Montessori expert now interested integrating ideas from
Lonergan as well as the recent findings of research on the human
brain, Phyllis Wallbank, closed the 34th Lonergan Workshop by
sharing two sets of ideas on education geared to the development of the
small child into a young adult.

Many thanks to Regina Gilmartin Knox, without whom volumes
of Lonergan Workshop would never appear; and to business manager
and director of Boston College’s Lonergan Center, Kerry Cronin.

Fred Lawrence
Editor
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CONSILIENCE?
EDWARD O. WILSON, LONERGAN,
AND OTHER PROPOSALS
FOR THE UNITY/DIFFERENTIATION
OF KNOWLEDGE

Phillip Berryman
Temple University
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

IN THE INTRODUCTION to Insight, Bernard Lonergan states that the aim of his
endeavor is to end up “not only with a detailed account of understanding but also
with a plan of what there is to be known. The many sciences lose their isolation
from one another; the chasm between science and common sense is bridged....”
Decades before the World Wide Web, Bernard Lonergan felt the problem of the
ever more rapid expansion of human knowledge that “mocks encyclopedias.”

His way of addressing it was not primarily a grand unified scheme into which
every thing would fit — a “universe story,” for example — but a cognitional theory,
one of whose central features is differentiation: differentiation of the components
of knowing, differentiation of the diverse kinds of knowing, and a vision of the
sciences and scholarship as a scheme of collaboration across disciplines. In
carrying out his project over several decades, Lonergan himself exemplified the
restless quest to understand by drawing on not only philosophers and theologians,
but historians, sociologists, psychologists, and particular authors who had
synthesized large areas of work (e.g., Toynbee, Voegelin, Langer, Eliade).

In this paper I assume that we all share something of that same “unrestricted
desire to know” and agree that Lonergan’s work is decisive in enabling us to seek
to understand and to offer our own minor contributions to the collective endeavor.
Those of us who teach intend to communicate not only the results of our own

1Bemard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding (Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 3) (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992), 23, 12. (Original publication,
London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1957).
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specialization but to expand the horizons of our students to further worlds of
meaning. But we do so in our own time and circumstances, as Lonergan did in his.

In that sense, I first conceived of this presentation as a straightforward
comparison of Edward O. Wilson’s proposal for the unity of knowledge and that
of Lonergan, but as I worked on it, the paper developed its own “moving
viewpoint” and a larger cast of characters. I start with Wilson’s programmatic
proposal for the unification of knowledge, followed by some observations on
Howard Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences. I then take up three recent
examples of synthesis: Nicolas Wade on the emerging view of early humans,
sociologist Manuel Castells on the “network society,” and William H. and John
McNeill on the “human web” as a key for understanding history. These are
admittedly disparate projects that may give the impression of arbitrary choice. But
Lonergan’s own influences were disparate and wide ranging. In each case, I shall
make connections to Lonergan’s work on the unity/differentiation of knowledge
and seek to indicate the relevance to our own quest.

CONSILIENCE?

Having been impressed by Edward O. Wilson’s writings on the diversity of life
and his autobiography, I had great expectations for Consilience: The Unity of
Knowledge? when it appeared about a decade ago. But about halfway through I
had a visceral reaction to the blatant reductionism and returned it to the library.

In preparation for this conference, I thought it might be useful to reexamine
the book, perhaps simply as a negative contrast to Lonergan. However, as I read it
more closely I found certain things to admire and indeed sensed some qualities
Wilson shares with Bernard Lonergan. Both are generous in spirit and are
concerned about the full breadth of human knowing; they are both concerned
about the relationship between specialization and a grasp of the whole. Both
single out the importance of the Greek achievement. At one point Wilson says,
“The greatest enterprise of the mind has always been and always will be the
attempted linkage of the sciences and the humanities.” Both see reality as a
scheme moving upward from elementary particles through complex structures,
plants, animals, human beings, and complex human societies. Both insist that

2Edward O. Wilson: Consilience: The Unity of Knowledge (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1998).
This book builds on Wilson’s earlier forays beyond his field of entomology: Sociobiology: The
New Synthesis (1975) and On Human Nature (1978), both published by Harvard University Press.
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science seeks an understanding of things in themselves; both have little patience
with obscurantism. When Wilson says, “even today people know more about their
automobiles than they do about their own minds,” Lonergan would certainly
agree.’

The word “consilience” was coined in the 1840s by a British polymath named
William Whewell, who used it to refer to a situation in which induction from one
type of facts coincides with induction from a different such class. Wilson has
made it essentially synonymous with his own proposal. After some introductory
chapters, Consilience moves from the natural sciences, to the human mind, the
social sciences, the arts, and finally ethics and religion.

For Wilson, consilience means understanding that crosses various domains.
One illustration comes first from his own work in entomology early in his career.
Ants were known to communicate with other ants in a colony but how they did so
was unknown. Suspecting that it was through chemicals, he enlisted the aid of a
chemist to isolate the relevant chemicals (known as pheromones). He and a
mathematician then modeled how the chemicals could be communicative over a
distance. “We had crossed four levels — superorganism, to organism, to glands and
sense organs, to molecules.”

A second illustration comes from human fear of, and fascination with,
snakes. Pablo Aramango, a shaman and artist in the Peruvian jungle, uses
hallucinogenic drugs and dreams of snakes (which then appear in his paintings).
Wilson notes that fear of snakes is universal among human beings, and is shared
with other primates. In this case he is reaching across domains from human
activity (art), through the neurology of the brain, to chemicals, and thus to
molecules.*

To the charge that he is being reductionistic, Wilson unapologetically replies,
“guilty,” and defends the method of breaking things down to their smallest
component. However, he says that the aim is also to move in the opposite
(admittedly more difficult) direction of “predictive synthesis.”

Wilson proposes to make the “bridge between science and the humanities”
particularly through “gene-culture coevolution,” offering instances of what he
calls “epigenetic rules.” One example is that of words for color in the many
languages of the world. When languages have only two words for color, they are
inevitably black and white; when they have a third word, it is red; languages with

3Ch. 1 of Consilience is “The Ionian Achievement,” “... greatest enterprise ...” Consilience,
8. “... eventoday...”, 97
4“Four levels,” ibid, p. 70; Aramingo, 72 ff.
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only four words add either green or yellow, and so on up to seven. The relevant
point is that there are rules:

...[O]ur genes prescribe that we see different wavelengths of light a certain
way. Our additional propensity to break the world into units and label
them with words causes us to accumulate up to eleven basic color units in
a particular order.””

“The search for human nature can be viewed as the archaeology of the
epigenetic rules. It is destined to be a vital part of future interdisciplinary
research.”®

At various points he sharply criticizes the existing social sciences for their
lack of connection to the natural sciences, and because social scientists speak
different languages, are bound by tribal loyalty and are “still in thrall to the
original grand masters.” The social sciences are still on the level of description
and “have not yet crafted a web of causal explanation that successfully cuts down
through the levels of organization from society to mind and brain. Failing to probe
this far, they lack what can be called a true scientific theory.””

“Consilience” is thus Wilson’s proposal for the unity of knowledge through
the application of science across all realms of reality from elementary particles to
any form of human activity. It clearly does not exist, except in some limited
instances, but it is a program for research.

If one takes it in what could be called a “weak” form, it seems
unobjectionable. That some human behavior is rooted in epigenetic rules seems
clear. Perhaps the content of dreams can be traced toward our pre-human forbears
at one end and at the other yet can be turned into art. But if taken in its “strong”
form — which is that evidently intended by Wilson — consilience is indeed
reductionistic and can hardly offer the key to the unity of knowledge. Indeed,
although the book enjoyed considerable success among the general public, the
notion of “consilience’” has not proved at all persuasive to philosophers.

The following points may indicate in shorthand, some of the basic
shortcomings in the consilience proposal, particularly in the light of Lonergan’s
theory of cognition:

STbid., 163.

6bid, 165. Wilson vigorously rejects the assumption popular in some academic circles that there
is no human nature or that it is arbitrarily constructed and extremely plastic.

TIbid. All ch. 7 “The Social Sciences.” “...in thrall...”, 182; “...have not yet...true scientific
theory”, 189.



Consilience? Wilson, Lonergan, and Other Proposals 5

e Most crucially, in making the natural sciences the standard of knowledge,
Wilson makes any other form of knowing deficient. One of Lonergan’s great
strengths is his robust appreciation for practical intelligence while giving full
due to science. By differentiating them he highlights just what it is they do.

e Chapter 3, “The Mind,” is actually on the brain, which Wilson
characterizes as a “helmet-shaped mass of gray and white tissue about the size
of a grapefruit" and “a machine assembled not to understand itself, but to
survive.” This example may serve as an example of the consistent physical
reductionism that he asserts rather than establishes.8

e Insofar as humans are animals, human affairs can be studied using
methods analogous to those in the natural sciences, for example, in
epidemiology. However, insofar as humans create meaning, methods must be
appropriate.® As a building, a library could conceivably be viewed as
analogous to some animal shelters, but there is no animal analogue to the
books it contains, or any individual book, or any paragraph in any book.

¢ I find one point especially revealing. Wilson asks: “When did symbolic
language arise, and exactly how did it ignite the exponentiation of cultural
evolution?” and immediately begins the next paragraph: “Too bad, but this
great puzzle of human paleontology seems insoluble, at least for the time
being.”10 The whole phenomenon of language, which for Lonergan was the
means by which the child moves from the “world of immediacy” to the “world
of meaning,” is shrugged off. From a Lonerganian standpoint, this appears to
be a particularly telling example of an “oversight.”

“MULTIPLE INTELLIGENCES” —
DIFFERENTIATION OF COMMON SENSE

Over twenty years ago Howard Gardner, the Harvard developmental psychologist
who studied with Piaget, Erik Eriksen, and Jerome Bruner, proposed a theory of
multiple intelligences, which I believe constitutes a fruitful differentiation of what
Lonergan calls “common sense.” Gardner’s starting point was his dissatisfaction
with the assumption that intelligence is a single measurable factor, often called

81bid., 97, 96.

9Cf. Bemard Lonergan, “Questionnaire on Philosophy: Response,” in Philosophical and
Theological Papers 1965-1980", in Collected Works, vol. 17, 370-71.

WConsilience, 134
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“g” particularly as embodied in IQ tests. As Gardner points out, such tests rate
linguistic and mathematical ability. He thought it might be possible to isolate
various “intelligences” and to do so he devised a set of criteria for what would
constitute separate intelligence, namely that it be:

o at least partially separable in the brain (e.g., brain-injured people who may

lose one intelligence but retain others)

¢ plausibly the product of evolutionary development

» highly developed in some people (child prodigies)

¢ valued by at least some cultures

With these criteria, Gardner distinguished seven intelligences: 1: linguistic; 2.
logico-mathematical; 3. musical, 4. kinesthetic (as in dancers, athletes); 5. spatial
(as in people who can navigate by starlight); 6. interpersonal (being able to read
other people); 7. intrapersonal (insight into oneself).!! The exact number is open,
and indeed subsequently Gardner has considered the possibility of at least one
further intelligence, the ability to read signs of nature. That skill was highly
developed and prized among our forebears but is largely lost in those of us who
have lived in a world of asphalt and concrete for generations.

Gardner’s theory has greater acceptance among non-psychologists,
particularly educators, than among his fellow psychologists.

I would propose that the theory meshes very well with what Lonergan calls
common sense, or practical intelligence.

There are intelligent farmers and craftsmen, intelligent employers and
workers, intelligent technicians and mechanics, intelligent doctors and
lawyers, intelligent politicians and diplomats. . . . There is intelligence in
the home and in friendship, in conversation and in sport, in the arts and in
entertainment. 12

An intelligent furniture maker, for example, will employ spatial sense in
design and in seeing how the legs will be joined to the seat and the spindles in the
back and will use kinesthetic sense in sanding and finishing. Politicians and
diplomats, and indeed good conversationalists, not only receive and convey
information, but they read their interlocutors.

HThe basic theory is developed in Howard Gardner, Frames of Mind: The Theory of Multiple
Intelligences (New York: Basic Books, 1983), and discussed further in Howard Gardner, Multiple
Intelligences: The Theory in Practice — A Reader (New York: Basic Books, 1993). In Creating
Minds: An Anatomy of Creativity Seen through the Lives of Freud, Einstein, Picasso, Stravinsky,
Eliot, Graham, and Gandhi (New York: Basic Books, 1993), he explores his theory through
individuals, each of whom embodied a particular intelligence to an extraordinary degree.

2/nsight, 196.
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Gardner’s theory could be dismissed as a relativistic attack on intellectual
standards, for example, as if claiming that the skilled basketball player is as
“intelligent” as the nerd who excels in physics, but that would be to miss what he
is saying, and particularly the significance of his insistence that an “intelligence”
must be shown to be grounded in a region of the brain, that is that it represents a
Darwinian adaptation, and that it has been valued by some cultures. Gardner’s
work provides a richer sense of the matrix of human intelligence and the manifold
ways in which it develops.

In Lonergan’s cognitional theory, mathematics, the natural sciences, the
social sciences, and the humanities are specializations of an initially
undifferentiated practical intelligence that he calls common sense. Gardner’s
theory further specifies and empirically grounds the initial aptitudes and also their
embodiment in the practices of societies. In short, I am suggesting that there is a
good mesh between Lonergan and Gardner: as they solve problems in their
ordinary activities, human beings manifest intelligence.!3

I now turn to three recent works of synthesis. Although they have individual
authors or coauthors, they reflect the cross-disciplinary work of many scholars and
researchers.

EMERGING VIEW OF THE “ANCESTRAL PEOPLE”

In Before the Dawn: Recovering the Lost History of Our Ancestors'* the science
journalist Nicolas Wade has provided a synthesis of the current state of
knowledge and theory on the period starting from the first appearance of
characteristically human behavior first appeared through both the beginning of
history based on written sources and the rise of cities. In doing so he draws on
seven disciplines: paleoanthropology, archaeology, population genetics, historical
linguistics, primatology, social anthropology, and evolutionary psychology.
Insofar as their findings reinforce one another, they mutually reinforce the recently
emerging picture of how humans that are modern in terms of behavior appeared
and spread around the earth.

13They both seem to be at odds with Wilson, who apparently sees common sense as largely the
realm of error, or at least the realm where error and superstition generally prevail.

14Nicolas Wade, Before the Dawn: Recovering the Lost History of Our Ancestors (New York:
Penguin Press, 2006).
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The most impressive new development is the development of population
genetics. Through studying the male Y chromosome and the female mitochondria
of people around the globe today, population geneticists have been able to
reconstruct a family tree of the humans branching off from an original group in
northeast Affica.

Here I use three points to give a sense of Wade’s work: 1. the emergence of
“behaviorally modern humans” approximately 50,000 years ago; 2. their spread
from Africa shortly thereafter; 3. efforts to trace lineages of human languages.

Portrait of the “Ancestral People”

Wade draws our attention to the difference between “anatomically modern
humans,” who existed perhaps 200,000 years ago!> and “behaviorally modern
humans” who developed approximately 50,000 years ago in northeast Africa.
Genetic evidence strongly suggests that the ancestors of all modern humans lived
in a relatively small group, perhaps just a few thousand people.!¢ What made them
“pbehaviorally modem™ is that they had developed characteristically human
behaviors, namely, language, religion, and warfare.

Wade outlines two approaches to consider what these people were like. The
first is to consider the “human universals,” features found in virtually all known
human societies, such as cooking, dancing, divination, and fear of snakes. He
notes the concept of “Universal People,” (proposed by anthropologist Donald
Brown as a counterpart to Noam Chomsky’s “universal grammar”).!” The
reasoning is that if certain behaviors are common to all known peoples they must
have existed in the ancestral people. This is obviously not a watertight argument,
but it is strongly suggestive. Here is a list of some of these universals:

o the family is the basic unit of social groups, where groups are defined by
the territory they claim

o making shelter

e tools: cutting, pounding, string, weapons

e society organized along kinship lines

e sexual relations regulated

e reciprocity — exchange of goods or labor

15Thid., 30 ff. Since I am here distilling some points from Wade, who himself is reporting on
finds from a number of disciplines, every statement in this section has the implicit qualifier:
“insofar as the present state of research allows...”

16For explanation, cf. Before the Dawn, 51 ff.

171bid., 65 ff.
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e sanctions (e.g., ostracism) for offenses such as rape, violence, and murder
e supernatural beliefs; magic; divination; attempts to control the weather

¢ healing of the sick, medicine

e dress and fashion adorning of bodies; standards of sexual attractiveness

e dancing and singing!8

The specific content of these “universals” may vary widely — the point is that
all human societies have them in some form.

The claim here is not that we can deduce directly from existing hunter-
forager societies and those studied by anthropologists over the past century the
shape of the institutions among the ancestral people, but rather some probable
general features. For example, the hunting-foraging way of life imposes limits on
the size of a group that can be sustained in a given territory: when a group grows
larger than around 150 people it tends to divide. Another feature is that their
relations with other groups are typically defensive and hostile. That tendency to
define one group over and against others may help explain why languages have
multiplied so astonishingly. If groups in an area are hostile to one another, and if
language is a marker of differentiation, the result is likely to be linguistic
balkanization, as is indeed the case in Papua New Guinea, where each language is
on average spoken by 3,000 people living in from 10 to 20 villages.!9

The other angle is to consider the contemporary human group which,
according to genetic evidence, is the closest to the ancestral people, namely the
'Kung San people,?? an indigenous people in South Africa, Botswana, Angola and
Namibia. It is intriguing that they are physically similar to some Asians and
Australian aborigines.?! The !Kung San live from foraging (60-70% of their food),
are good trackers, and hunt with arrows with a powerful poison from the pupae of
certain beetles. Between foraging from 12 to 20 hours a week and maintaining
their tools and other goods for a similar period, they can meet their needs. They
live in small groups, traveling, carrying all their possessions, including children;

18For a very extensive list of such universals as compiled by Brown, see appendix in S. Pinker,
The Blank Slate: The Modern Denial of Human Nature (New York: Penguin, 2002), 435 ff.

191bid., 205.

20Sometimes called Khoisan or San. Theirs is a “click language,” the sound of which is indicated
by the !.

21wade notes “The 'Kung San themselves apparently recognize this similarity since they assign
Asians to the category of Real People like themselves, as distinct from !ohm, the category of non-
San Africans and Europeans.” Before the Dawn, 67.
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for example, a !Kung mother carries her child an average of almost 5,000 miles
before it walks by itself.22

The argument is not that our common ancestors lived like the contemporary
'Kung, but rather that the ancestral group may have resembled them and
Australian aborigines in appearance and that their way of life offers clues to that
of the ancestral humans.

Spread of “Behaviorally Modern” Humans

We have become familiar with the idea that bipedal hominids arose in the
African savannah and around 1.8 million years ago left Africa and spread through
Furasia, developing into homo erectus and homo neanderthalus.?> Wade’s
account points to a second “out of Africa”: around 50,000 BCE, a small band,
numbering perhaps as few as 150, who left Africa and crossed the southern part of
the Red Sea into the Arabian peninsula. As already noted, when hunter-forager
bands reach around 150 people they tend to divide, forming new groups. In this
manner, humans spread are believed to have spread along the southem coast of
Eurasia toward the Indian subcontinent.24 These people are assumed to have made
boats and practiced fishing, but any archaeological evidence was perishable or lies
undersea with the raising of sea levels after the Pleistocene ice age. Some
eventually reached the areas of Indonesia, and Australia, New Guinea, and
Tasmania, which were then continents rather than clusters of islands, and
eventually the Far East of Asia, and into the Americas. Another movement took
place from India to Turkey, Central Asia, and Europe. It is assumed that they
overcame the Neanderthals, perhaps in warfare or simply because of their superior
skills (language, hunting techniques, and ability to cooperate).

Languages

What are the relationships among the world’s 6,000 languages and to what
extent can their relationships and history be traced? Wade notes that languages are
not uniformly distributed: some languages are relatively widespread, while in
New Guinea, for example, the pattern is of small groups of people, speaking

22Because of the demands of this itinerant way of life, women examine newborns for signs of
defects and smother them. Such infanticide is not regarded as murder because life begins “when
the baby is taken back to camp, given a name and accepted as a Real Person.” Ibid., 68.

231t js speculated if modem humans had tried to leave African previously they were probably
defeated by Neanderthals surrounding Africa.

24Whatever archaeological evidence there might be has been buried as sea levels rose at the end
of the Pleistocene Ice Age.
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separate languages — what linguists call a “mosaic pattern.” If for tens of
thousands of years humans lived in mutually hostile small bands, language itself
might serve as a differentiation. How are we to account for areas where languages
have overcome the mosaic pattern and spread widely? Climate change could drive
out the existing groups and then be replaced by a single group later. Another
obvious possibility is warfare: a single group would dominate others and impose
its way of life, including language. Another possibility is that as some groups
began to practice agriculture and/or domestication of animals, they could sustain
larger numbers of people and their way of life spread, absorbing others as they did
SO.

We are familiar with the notion that European languages are members of the
Indo-European language group, which includes Sanskrit and many languages
which seem to have no obvious relationship to English. Linguists have generally
tended to say that languages change so quickly that it is impossible to trace them
back further than 5,000 years. However, Joseph Greenberg classified all the
world’s languages into fourteen superfamilies.2S Although many linguists were
skeptical of his approach, his findings mesh rather well with the human family
tree devised by geneticists mentioned earlier. Greenberg divided African
languages into four families, one of which is Afroasiatic, one branch of which is
West Semitic, which includes Hebrew, Aramaic, and Arabic. Thus the ancestor of
those languages of the “religions of the book” may not have arisen in the Middle
East, but in peoples from northern Africa who invaded perhaps 9,000 years ago.26

Let me bring these considerations back to the topic at hand,?? the question of
the unity of knowledge that is closely related to our self-understanding as human
beings. I have been describing three areas of findings about ancestral humans
from a number of disciplines that tend to converge (e.g., genetics and linguistics).
To summarize: around 50,000 years ago a single ancestral group of perhaps 5,000
or fewer people possibly similar in appearance to the contemporary Khoisan
people with a similar way of life had evolved the language and the characteristic
behaviors shared by all human groups since then. A small group departed and its

23Techniques include assembling lists of words (among those more resistant to change) from
different languages, estimating the matches and calculating the degree of relatedness.

26Tbid., 110-11.

27In passing I will note that Wade devotes a chapter to race, which he finds has a genetic basis,
thereby flying in the face of some who would claim that race is “socially constructed.” All humans
can mate and are one species, but different groups have developed genetically in different ways as
a result of their interaction with their environment. The differences are reflected in features such as
skin color, lactose tolerance and intolerance, and susceptibility to some diseases.
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descendents spread along the southern seacoast of the Eurasian continent as far as
the Indian subcontinent, and spread from there in various directions, eventually
populating the globe. The people practiced variations of a foraging and hunting
life, were generally hostile to one another, and their diverging languages reflected
and reinforced their differences. They spread into all the continents until the
beginnings of agriculture, the domestication of animals, and settied life
approximately 15,000 years ago.

The emerging picture of human emergence lends a new level of concreteness
to the sense of the unity of humankind affirmed by our own biblical and
philosophical traditions. It likewise provides details to the differentiations traced
by Lonergan.?8

In recent decades we have become accustomed to conceiving evolution as
occurring not simply in long seamless transitions but also during periods of rapid
change and adaptation. Although Wade does not make the point expressly, his
characterization of the emergence of behaviorally modemn humans seems to be an
instance of “punctuated equilibrium,” which means that humans apparently
developed language and many of the other features of “human nature” outlined
above in a short time, perhaps just a few thousand years, and this was
accompanied by genetic developments in brain capacity.

To pursue one line of speculation, let us suppose that human language
emerged in a primitive form (pointing, single-sound “nouns” or uninflected
“verbs” indicating actions) for tens of thousands of years. Then let us suppose that
it then developed rapidly from the ability to form sentences, tell stories, ask
questions, talk about things absent, propose chains of reasoning — in Lonergan’s
terms, not only to refer to data present to the senses but to grasp insights, make
judgments, and raise further questions. Somehow it seems more fitting that if
characteristically human behavior is indeed of a different nature from that of
animals, it should be the result of an evolutionary breakthrough and not an
imperceptible accretion of adaptive changes.?

281 onergan only occasionally reflected on the emergence of humans and only in passing. Cf.
“differentiations of consciousness,” in “The World Mediated by Meaning,” Philosophical and
Theological Papers — 1965-1980, 112, ff. See also Method in Theology (New York: Seabury
Press, 1972), 72.

29This is a matter of degree of course and even a few thousand years spans many generations.
There is also the interesting question of how “human” our anatomically human forbears were
before their behavior was undeniably human, i.e., approximately 50,000 BCE.
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THE “NETWORK SOCIETY”

Around 1984, the Spanish-born U.C. Berkeley sociologist Manuel Castells turned
his attention to nearby Silicon Valley, on a hunch that what was happening there
was significant not simply for the worlds of technology or business. With
colleagues he did studies of similar “technopoles” around the world, and he
considered the impact of these developments on cities.3? Meanwhile he was doing
individual studies on five continents and devouring thousands of reports and
studies.

In the mid-1990s fearing that his cancer left him little time to live, he
produced The Rise_of the Network Society (1996), which laid out his basic theory,
and also, in the following two years, two other volumes of a trilogy.3! Early in the
first volume, he uses Benetton clothing to illustrate a crucial insight: what is
essential is not the factories or stores that the company might or might not own,
but rather it is the network of relationships between suppliers from around the
world to the stores, all monitored from headquarters in northern Italy. His key
point is that it is not simply business or economies that are taking on network
features but society itself. The technology of the information age has made this
possible. Castells started his quest, it should be noted, more than a decade before
most people had heard of e-mail, and his trilogy was written before the Internet
became a mass-phenomenon in the mid-1990s.

When I picked up The Network Society in a bookstore in 1996, I was
immediately struck by its ambition. Its overarching title (“The Information Age:
Economy, Society, and Culture”) echoes Max Weber; and the three volumes
suggest Marx’s Capital. Castells is emphatic, however, that he is not writing a
theory for the ages but for our particular moment. His work is highly empirical:
the approximately 2,000 works in the bibliography of the trilogy are often
technical studies and reports. He illustrates his general ideas by very concrete
examples, for example, a twenty-page discussion of East Asian business
networks, contrasting Japanese, Korean, and Chinese models.32

30Cf. Manuel Castells, The Informational City: Information Technology, Economic
Restructuring and the Urban-Regional Process (Oxford: Blackwell, 1989), and (with Peter Hall),
Technopoles of the Worl: The Making of 21" Century Industrial Complexes (London and New
York: Routledge, 1994).

31Manuel Castells, The Rise of the Network Society (1996); The Power of Identity (1997); End
of Millennium (1998) (all Oxford, UK, Blackwells).

32Network Society, 172-90.
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Volume two explores identities with a number of detailed studies, for
example, of nationalism in Catalufia and of the Zapatista movement in Mexico. In
the latter case, a dozen pages written in 1996 highlight many of the novel features
of its relationship to the rest of Mexico, but he also shrewdly perceives the
dilemmas of the movement. Castells argues that the nation state is losing much of
its legitimacy, undermined by transnational forces.

Volume three is comprised of five case studies of network theory, the first of
which is the collapse of the Soviet Union, which he co-wrote with his Russian
wife, drawing on their earlier work in Russia. The root of the collapse was the
“inability of statism to manage the transition to the Information Age.” Along the
way he explores a number of issues, including the power structure of the Soviet
state and society. Certainly Castells will not have the last word, but his work is
worth examining, particularly when many seem satisfied with a “great man”
explanation of the collapse of communism, attributing it to Ronald Reagan or
John Paul II.

Castells’s connection to Lonergan might not be immediately obvious,
especially since he himself is secular in orientation and mentions religion in
passing only in connection with identities. First, I think his work is a remarkable
example of inquiry. He mentions that volume three concludes “12 years of
research effort to elaborate an empirically grounded, cross-cultural, sociological
theory of the Information Age.” Particular insights led to further questions and
higher viewpoints. Although he is the primary author of the trilogy, his work there
and elsewhere has really been a collaboration with a network of researchers and
institutions on five continents.33 In short, I am suggesting that Castells exemplifies
the kind of collaboration across disciplines that Lonergan envisioned.

To illustrate the possible fruitfulness of what Castells is saying, consider its
possible application to the churches today. The mainstream churches have tended
to look down on Pentecostals for their simplistic theology, their lack of developed
doctrine, their apparent rigidity, and to classify them as “fundamentalists.” If
Castells is right, however, Pentecostal churches might be an excellent example of
network organizations: little hierarchy, flexibility, organization around function,
focus on “customer satisfaction,” even the use of media (TV, but also
technological devices in worship services). From the standpoint of the “network

331In the acknowledgements to vol. 3 he thanks besides his own institution universities and think
tanks in Madrid, Moscow, Tokyo, Hong Kong, Taiwan, Beijing, Cochabamba (Bolivia), and
Geneva.
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society” might Pentecostal churches be better adapted to the twenty-first century
than are mainline denominations, including Roman Catholicism?34

INTENSIFICATION OF HUMAN WEBS

William H. McNeill and John McNeill conceived of The Human Web: A Bird’s
Eye View of Human History®® independently of Castells, but it has an obvious
overlap. The McNeills, father and son, have devoted their careers to larger
movements in history. Their aim, they say, is to help people, including
themselves, make sense of the overall movement of history. Unlike Castells, they
were writing fully aware of the World Wide Web.

A web — a set of connections that link people to one another — may take many
forms, “Chance encounters, kinship, friendship, common worship, rivalry, enmity,
economic exchange, ecological exchange, political cooperation, even military
competition.” The web dates back at least to the “development of human speech.”
The spread of bows and arrows throughout most of the world (except Australia) is
evidence of a “first worldwide web.” Agriculture and sedentarization were a first
intensification of such webs, and the first cities, storing “information, goods, and
infections™ led to the formation of metropolitan webs, that is, empires starting
with Sumer. An “Old World Web” comprising mostly of Eurasia and North
Africa was formed around 2,000 years ago. The world was finally knit into a
single web starting 500 years ago, and speedier communications starting with the
telegraph 160 years ago have led to the present global web.

The foregoing set of headings drawn from the work of the McNeills and
others, such as Castells, may indicate the use of networks or webs as a powerful
tool of explanation.36

34Cf. Phillip Berryman, “Churches as Winners and Losers in the Network Society,” in Journal
of Interamerican Studies and World Affairs (vol. 41, number 4, winter 1999, Special Issue
“Religion in America: Churches, Globalization, and Democratization,” Manuel Vasquez, guest
editor).

35, R. McNeill & William McNeill, The Human Web: A Bird’s Eye View of World History
(New York: W. W. Norton, 2003).

36The virtue of the McNeill’s book is its simplicity and succinctness in its the exploration of
webs as an explanatory key. A grander approach is that of David Christian, Maps of Time: An
Introduction to Big History (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004), which is a conscious
attempt at a “creation myth.” Christian, who has been instrumental in making “big history” a
recognized field, spends 2 hundred pages from the Big Bang to human emergence, and more than
another hundred before getting to what is normally understood as human history, which he
proceeds to treat in very broad strokes. William H. McNeill provides a laudatory foreword.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

Bernard Lonergan died in 1984 around the time that many of us were getting our
first personal computers. That was also the time when Manuel Castells set out on
the inquiry that ultimately issued in his trilogy. That coincidence may suggest why
in an essay on the unity/differentiation of human knowledge and the work of
Lonergan, I have devoted considerable attention to these three recent works of
synthesis.

We are familiar with the works of synthesis to which Lonergan was attracted:
Toynbee, Langer, Voegelin, Eliade, Piaget, and numerous others. They aided his
articulation foundational methodology as well as his proposals for collaborative
work in theology and across scientific and scholarly disciplines. In that spirit we
should be looking for similar works that can help our own personal and collective
endeavors. I suggest that Castells offers a very fruitful analysis and set of
categories for attempting to name and understand our own age, and that works
such as the McNeills’ offer ways of unifying our view of human history. Wade’s
work of synthesis suggests that the ancestors of the today’s six billion human
beings were, albeit not a primordial couple, a single small human community.

Precisely because human beings create meaning and do so endlessly, there is
not, and cannot be, a single overarching scheme for understanding human reality,
as is perhaps possible for the rest of nature, certainly through the simpler forms of
life. The unity of human knowledge is not to be found in any homogenizing
scheme (e.g. “consilience”) but in the human mind — or better, the human subject
— and that unity itself is enabled by differentiations of human awareness.
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PART I: HUMAN EMBRYONIC DEVELOPMENT
AND STEM CELL ETHICS

A. Background

MICHAEL STEBBINS AND I have coauthored an article entitled “The Ethics of
Embryonic Stem Cell Research.” While we are explicit in that article about our
reliance on Lonergan’s work, it is aimed at a wide audience that would not
necessarily be familiar with his work. As a result, there are several unstated and
unargued assumptions that underpin the positions we adopt in that paper. The
present article is intended to make explicit the ways in which Lonergan’s work
provides the foundations for our joint article. !

ISee Patrick H. Byrne and J. Michael Stebbins, “The Ethics of Embryonic Stem Cell Research,”
forthcoming. In a sense, our joint article is something like an exercise in the functional specialty,
Dialectics. The present article is perhaps not so much an exercise in Foundations as it is one of
Systematics. Although I draw attention to the Foundations we relied upon but did not make
explicit, still the present article makes no pretense at introducing any new foundational categories
over and above those Lonergan already worked out. Nor Stebbins or I propose any radically new
doctrines, unless our two major hypotheses be such. The main doctrines — such as the Dignity
Priniciple and the affirmation that human personhood begins at conception - are already in
circulation and affirmed by significant numbers of individuals and communities. Still those
doctrines are articulated in a variety of ways with certain difficulties. What I suppose this article
attempts is to draw upon Lonergan’s foundational work in order to refine and offer a coherent
understanding the relationships among some of the doctrines relevant to the ethics of human
embryonic stem cell research and therapies.

17
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Briefly, our joint article argues against the destruction of human embryos
either for purposes of scientific research or for clinical treatment. There are
several reasons why this issue has attracted such animated public discussion. The
first is that embryonic stem cells are of great interest to research scientists because
they are either totipotent or pluripotent — that is to say, they are capable of
developing into every type of cell in the human body. It is widely accepted within
the medical scientific community (though with some notable dissent) that these
cells could eventually be modified and inserted into human bodies to repair or
replace defective cells responsible for such devastating diseases as Parkinson’s
disease, diabetes, osteoporosis, spinal cord injuries, Alzheimer’s disease,
leukaemia, and multiple sclerosis.2 There are also nonembryonic stem cells (called
somatic or adult stem cells), which though multipotent are neither totipotent nor
pluripotent, and for this reason are considered by many to be less promising for
many lines of research.> Much of the controversy arises from the fact that
embryonic stem cells, unlike somatic stem cells, are procured by “harvesting”
them from, and thereby causing the death of, living human embryos. As in the
debate over abortion, a key point of contention involves the question of how to
determine the identity, and thereby the moral status, of the embryo in the course of
its development.

In addition to the potential therapeutic benefits themselves, proponents of
embryonic stem cell research also point to another fact in support of their position.
In vitro fertilization clinics routinely fertilize considerably more of a woman’s
oocytes than they plan to implant at that time. This is because the success rates of
implantation are relatively low, and the costs are very high for repeated
procedures. The excess fertilized embryos are preserved through cryogenic
(freezing) technologies. Although estimates vary widely, it appears that
somewhere between 200,000 to 500,000 human embryos are currently being

2See for example comment by British Health Minister Yvette Cooper, The Times, December 16,
2000; my appreciation to Prof. Neil Scolding for this reference.

3The distinction between totipotent, pluripotent, and multipotent is somewhat fluid in the
literature. [ am following the set of definitions adopted by the U.S. President’s Bioethics Council,
whereby: “totipotent” refers to stem cells of human embryos during about the first four days, when
the cells can differentiate into any cell type in the body plus the placenta; “pluripotent” refers to
the stem cells of the “inner cell mass” formed after about four days, which can differentiate into
any cell type, except for totipotent stem cells and the cells of the trophoblast (which differentiate
into the placenta, etc.); and “multipotent” refers to stem cells (usually in developed adults) that
lack the full range of pluripotency but can produce two or more different types of differentiated
cells. See http://www.stemcellresearchfoundation.org/About/FAQ.htm#1 and http:/www.
bioethics. gov/reports/cloningreport/glossary.htm.
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cryogenically preserved. The vast majority of these will never be implanted in the
oocyte donor or brought to birth. Proponents of human embryonic stem cell
research argue that these embryos will be wasted, unless put to other uses that will
greatly benefit humanity.

Almost no one would argue that anything would make it morally acceptable to
“harvest” cells from a human adult or child if this would result in their deaths.4
Those who argue that it is morally acceptable to destroy human embryos in order
to obtain their stem cells do so because they hold that embryos are not yet full
human persons. Rather, they hold that human embryos are at most only potentially
human persons. Therefore the values of scientific knowledge and potential cure of
debilitating diseases outweigh the dubious worth of “mere tissue” that is merely a
potential human being. On the opposite side, many opponents of human
embryonic stem cell research argue that because embryos are potential human
persons, for that very reason the embryos cannot be dismembered for research or
clinical uses. Proponents respond saying that by this line or argumentation is
absurd because it would also mean that special elevated status would have to be
accorded to an acorn or a pile of lumber or even an unfertilized oocyte, which are
potential oak trees, houses, and human persons respectively. The ethical issue in
this debate, therefore, soon becomes a metaphysical issue about potentiality and
actuality, and about when the developing embryo becomes a full human person
and therefore enjoys the moral status and protections appropriate to a human
person.

In the approach that Stebbins and I adopted, we do not rely upon arguments
regarding potential human persons. Instead, we claim that embryos are actual
human beings because embryos are actively developing, and that human
developing is the being of a human being. In order to do support this claim, we
explicitly drew upon two aspects of Lonergan’s work in Jnsight: (1) his technical
distinction between explanation and description, and (2) his explanatory account
of human development. We argued that each instance of human development is a
concrete, unified, intelligible whole — an intelligible wholeness that unifies all of
its data, processes, and stages beginning with fertilization. We further relied upon
what we refer to as (3) “a version of Kant’s Dignity Principle,” namely, that

41 say “almost no one” because I was recently on a panel where a bioethicist said that “parental
attachment” is the only reason that it is not morally acceptable to kill newborn babies, if their
tissues would lead to saving other human lives. He went on to say that “if somehow this attachment
were no longer the social norm” then such use of newborns would be acceptable.
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persons are always to be treated as ends in themselves, never only as means.>
Since killing embryos as means to obtaining their stem cells for research or
therapeutic purposes is a violation of the Dignity Principle, we therefore argue
that this would be ethically unacceptable.

B. Unstated Assumptions

There are several key points underpinning our argument, none of which we
were able to explicate fully in our joint article. In our article, we assumed rather
than explicated:

(1) that the concrete, intelligible, unity-identity whole of a human self (human
“thing”) is identical with its concrete, intelligible, human development.

(2) that the human self is a human person.

(3) that “a version” of the Dignity Principle can be formulated that is
appropriate for a developmental notion of human personhood that is so
dramatically different from Kant’s account of personhood.

(4) We also relied upon an intellectually converted reader, since this is
indispensable to properly recognizing the full significance of the
explanation/description distinction in general, and the explanatory accounts of
development and thinghood in particular.

(5) Finally, in tacitly relying upon intellectual conversion, we also tacitly
relied upon moral and religious conversion that is committed to a radically open
heuristic anticipation of the good.

In the later sections of this article I will attempt to make explicit the
foundations of our assumptions, and to indicate why they are important for an
adequate ethics of human embryonic stem cell research. First, however, I offer a
brief summary of some of the salient features of human embryonic development
that have been resulted from over a century of biological research.

C. Early Human Embryological Development: Description versus Explanation

Much the debate regarding the ethics of embryonic stem cell research suffers
from the limitations of what Lonergan calls “description” in contrast what he calls
“explanation.” Description regards things in their relations to our senses, needs,
concerns or interests, whereas explanation seeks to understand things in their
relations not only to us but also in the relations to all other things without

Simmanuel Kant, Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals, trans. James W. Ellington
(Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Co., 1981), 36.
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restriction.® Whereas the meaning of commonsense descriptions “is expressed, at
least in the last analysis, by appealing to the content of some human experience”
(102), the meaning of explanatory knowledge uses implicit definitions in order to
express only the intelligibility that has been understood, prescinding from any
experiences not ‘“necessary for the occurrence of the insight” (55). Hence
commonsense descriptive knowledge specializes in knowing what things look
like, sound like, feel like, seem like, can be used like, and so on, whereas
explanatory knowledge aims at situating descriptive relations within the larger
realm of all intelligible relations.

Most of those who advocate using stem cells for research and therapy do
so without regard to whether this entails the destruction of human embryos. Most
of their arguments rely upon bases that are descriptive at root. As representative of
this sort of position, consider the following remarks by journalist Michael
Kinsley:

An embryo used in stem-cell research (and fertility treatments) is three to
five days past conception. It consists of a few dozen cells that together are
too small to be seen without a microscope. It has no consciousness, no
self-awareness, no ability to feel love or pain. The smallest insect is far
more human in every respect but potential. Is destroying that microscopic
dot the exact moral equivalent of driving a knife through the heart of an
innocent 6-year-old girl??

Kinsey uses the visual appearances of postnatal humans as the standard for human
identity and dismisses early stage embryos solely on the basis of their descriptive
dissimilarities. Using a more measured tone, Peter Singer describes the earliest
stages of human development in similarly descriptive terms:

If we take the fertilised egg immediately after conception, it is hard to get
upset about its death. The fertilised egg is a single cell. After several days,
it is still only a cluster of cells without a single anatomical feature of the
being it will later become. The cells that will eventually become the
embryo proper are at this stage indistinguishable from the cells that will
become the placenta and amniotic sac...At 14 days, the first anatomical
feature, the so-called primitive streak, appears in the position in which the

6Bernard Lonergan Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 3, ed. by Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1992), 528; hereafter, page references to Insight appear in parentheses in the main text.

"Michael Kinsey, “The False Controversy of Stem Cells,” Time, vol. 162, issue 22 (May 31,
2004), 88.
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backbone will later develop. At this point the embryo could not possibly
be conscious or feel pain.®

Several other authors also approach the human embryo in similar fashions,
describing it as a “cluster of cells,” “just a clump of cells,” or “mere tissue.”
These descriptive characterizations are contrasted with the descriptive features
associated with more mature human stages of development: early stages do not
look like mature stages. Descriptive resemblance to later-stage features becomes
both the ontologically and morally decisive criterion for personhood. On this
descriptive basis alone, human personhood is denied to early stage embryos, thus
exempting them from the protection of the Dignity Principle.

These descriptive characterizations fall far short of the requirements of
explanatory scientific biological knowledge. Historian, William Coleman traces
the emergence of biology as a distinct science at the very beginning of the
nineteenth century. He observes:

General descriptive activity constituted the essence of natural history [of
the eighteenth century] and its practitioners may fairly be called
Naturalists... [But] Those who coined the term biology were hoping to
reorient the interests and investigations of all who studied life.!0

Coleman shows how this reorientation was away from “external appearances” and
toward functional and explanatory relationships among the parts of organisms. He
documents the central role played by the investigation of embryological
phenomena, in the quest to understand the relations among the successively
differentiating tissues and organs during embryological development.

In the two centuries since, embryology (now more commonly referred to
as “developmental biology”) has made massive advances in explanatory
understanding, at the same time making clear the vast amount that remains to be
understood. Nevertheless, a few key findings call into serious question the key
descriptive claims of proponents of human embryonic stem cell research.

(1) First and foremost, the attempts to characterize early stage embryos of any
species as mere tissue or as completely homogeneous “mere clumps of
indistinguishable cells” cannot be sustained in light of these researches. Even
before fertilization, the molecules of the oocyte’s cytoplasm are distributed in a

8peter Singer, Practical Ethics, op. cit., 136-37.

9See Byrne and Sebbins, op. cit., for details.

10William Coleman, Biology in the Nineteenth Century: Problems of Form, Function, and
Transformation, New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1971), 2.
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genetic method is guided by a basic heuristic notion - the “notion of
development.” Genetic method is therefore organized to discover and verify the
intelligibility proper to development.

According to Lonergan,

a development may be defined as flexible, linked sequence of dynamic and
increasingly differentiated higher integrations that meet the tension of
successively transformed underlying manifolds through successive
applications of the principles of correspondence and emergence (479).

This definition of development is daunting, which Lonergan himself
acknowledged. It may prove helpful, therefore, to clarify each of the key terms in
the definition “lest this prove a mere jumble of words” (479) as Lonergan put it.

First, then, the term higher integration means an interconnected set of
schemes of recurrence. Each single cell comprises, not merely one single scheme
of recurrence, but rather thousands of interlocking recurring schemes of
biochemical reactions. These include schemes of energy (ATP) extraction and
utilization; protein synthesis and repair; transportation of molecules across cell
membranes, and so on. Some schemes involve interactions with the “expressed”
sites of the DNA, while others take place solely among chemical constituents in
the cytoplasm. Moreover, these numerous schemes interact with and mutually
condition one another. The “higher integration” of a single cell, then, comprises
these interacting, mutually interdependent sets of schemes of recurrence. At the
higher level of multicellular complexity, the *“higher integration” comprises the
mutually conditioning schemes of interactions among cells and organ systems
(each of which, in turn, also comprises a multitude of biochemical schemes). Each
instance of development is a concrete whole, and it is made up of a temporal
sequence of components that Lonergan calls “higher integrations.” These higher
integrations are, so to speak, the units or parts of a whole development.

Second, in a development the higher integrations are not static, but rather
are dynamic. At each stage, a developing organism’s mutually interacting schemes
of recurrence function in such ways as to both infegrate its constituent
biochemical reactions, and also to modify these underlying biochemical structures
and processes.!7 As this series of self-modifications mount up, there comes a point
where the minimum conditions for the recurrence of the current integration have
been eliminated, and the cellular environment becomes inhospitable to that stage’s

17See §III. For more detailed illustrations, see also Byme and Stebbins, “The Ethics of
Embryonic Stem Cell Research,” 6-14.
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proper mode of functioning. What is remarkable in developing organisms is that
they do not perish as a result of these modifications that undermine the conditions
of integration (as do organisms suffering autoimmune diseases). Rather, the now
transformed biochemistry sets conditions for the emergence of new, more
differentiated schemes of recurrence — for new higher integrations. The marvelous
thing about development is that new higher integration emerges, Phoenix-like,
from by-products that are toxic for the old higher integration. The intelligible
unity of development is this remarkable connection among the successive higher
integrations — that each one prepares the way for the emergence of the next as it
simultaneously brings about its own demise. This is what Lonergan means by
referring to the higher integrations as dynamic.

A bit later Lonergan uses slightly more precise terminology, replacing
“higher integration” with “higher system” as “integrator” and as “operator” (489-
92). The term “higher system” is used to refer to the interacting and mutually
conditioning set of schemes of recurrence that constitute the organism. As
“integrator,” the higher system is an organized multitude of chemical reactions
that form recurrent, coherent, somewhat systematic, mutually conditioning
patterns. But because one and the same higher system is simultaneously an
“operator,” its functioning is only somewhat systematic.!8 As operator, this same
higher system is also functioning so as to bring about “the replacement of the
prior integration by a more developed successor” (i.e., a more differentiated
successor, 491). In the definition of development, therefore, the term dynamic
draws attention to this self-modifying, self-transforming function of the stages in a
development.

Third, this dynamic series of replacements occurs “through successive
applications of the principles of correspondence and emergence.” Lonergan
spelled out in great detail what he meant by the principle of emergence in his
discussion of emergent probability. In Lonergan’s analysis, the basic unit of
emergence is a scheme of recurrence. Schemes of recurrence are marvelous and
fascinating combinations of classical, intelligible connections among events that
happen to cycle back around. Still, schemes of recurrence are never completely
self-conditioning; rather, they are conditioned. Events in such schemes are linked
by classical correlations (“laws”) discovered and verified by the procedures of
classical heuristic methods (60-64). But since all classical correlations are
“abstract” in the sense that they hold only “other things being equal,” then the

18For Lonergan’s definition of purely systematic processes, see Insight, 71. For this reason,
Lonergan’s use of the term “higher system,” in combination with his sense of “dynamic” in the
context of development, is slightly problematic.
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connection of one event to its successor requires the prior fulfillment of other
conditions (131). Not only concrete instances of classical correlations, but also
concrete combinations of such correlations into schemes of recurrence also begin
to operate (“emerge”) only when requisite conditions are fulfilled (143-44). If the
whole scheme is to not only occur but also to recur with spontaneity, then more is
required than just the occurrences of any or all of its component events. In
addition to the events of the scheme, the conditioning events external to the
scheme must also be assembled. Once that assembly has come to pass, then the
occurrence of any one of the constituent events in the scheme will serve to
inaugurate the whole scheme’s occurrence and indeed its indefinite recurrences.

In Lonergan’s discussion of emergent probability in the early chapters of
Insight, the prior conditions for the emergence of new schemes occur randomly
and nonsystematically. It is a matter of statistical method to determine the
frequencies with which prior conditions are likely to be assembled (143-44). But
in his later account of development and genetic method, Lonergan adverts to the
fact that conditions for the emergence of a new higher system are not being
assembled just randomly or nonsystematically. Rather, the prior-stage higher
system itself is assembling the conditions for the emergence of the next stage. It
accomplishes this assembly by transforming its “underlying manifolds” through
its dynamic, somewhat systematic, self-modifying mode as “operator.”

Again, the emergence of the new higher system as integrator is in accord
with the principle of correspondence. The principle of correspondence is a
principle of limitation: one cannot make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear. This
principle means that the possibilities for the new higher integrations are limited by
whatever materials the previous system as operator bequeathed to it. The new
higher system is limited to various ways that it can pull together the materials in
inherits from the previous stage. The higher systems as integrators that do emerge
have to be in correspondence with the “lower manifolds,” the molecular processes
needed in order for those higher schemes to occur and recur. For example, the
placental cells rely upon the prior functioning of lower schemes producing
specific types of proteins that emerge from the cells of the trophoblast. Without
those lower schemes, the placental system cannot function. There is therefore a
correspondence between the system of the placenta and those protein-producing
schemes. On the other hand, the liver system cannot emerge from the trophoblast
cells. The functionings of liver cells correspond to lower biochemical schemes of
recurrence that will not emerge from trophoblast cells.
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Fourth, development is not just one interesting higher system after another.
The successive higher integrations in a developmental sequence are ever more
differentiated. Differentiation means that a simple scheme of recurrence is
replaced by the emergence of two or more interrelated schemes of recurrence,
each of which can do something slightly different from what the original
undifferentiated scheme could accomplish alone. This process is repeated over
and over. The slight differences of self-modification accumulate and amplify.

This means of course that each successive higher integration can perform
both more numerous and more differentiated operations than its predecessors. One
clear sign of increased differentiation is the increasing range of environmental
conditions under which the developing organism can function. (Compare, for
example, the protective environments for larval or fetal stages with those of adult
stages). Cellular division and multiplication is the basic and most obvious
illustration of how organic development achieves increasing differentiation.
Where a single cell could perform only its own operations, two cells can perform
two slightly different sets of operations in coordination with each other. This
differentiation grows exponentially with the successive cellular divisions,
especially as the additional cells modify themselves into increasing diverging
modes of functioning. In embryogenesis, the embryoblast cells of a mammalian
organism differentiate into ectodermic, mesodermic, and endodermic cellular
layers, which in turn further differentiate into multifaceted tissues and systems,
especially those of the schemes of recurrence in the developing nervous system.

Fifth and most importantly, development as such is not merely this or that
higher system, either as integrator or as operator, no matter how differentiated
they may be. Rather, development is the entire /inked sequence of dynamic higher
systems. As Lonergan puts it, “the principle object of genetic method is to master
the sequence itself, to understand the development” (486, emphasis added), for the
“operators form a flexible series” (491, emphasis added). It is the whole of the
interconnected sequence of operators that constitutes the intelligibility of a
development as such. The prior operator is intrinsically and inextricably
connected to the next operator. The prior operator is operating in such a way that,
under given conditions, what emerges is the higher system as operator in the next
stage. Likewise, the operator in the next stage is concretely and intelligibly
constituted as what it is by having been brought about by the prior stage operator.
Each higher system as operator is constituted to be what it is as a part, as a stage,
within the whole, intelligible sequence which is, for Lonergan, the explanatory
meaning of “development.”
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Thus the entire course of an organism’s development has a unified
intelligibility. One can be misled into thinking that one or another higher
integration alone constitutes a complete, unified intelligibility. This however
would be an incomplete view, for it would regard a particular stage of higher
integration in abstraction from its own concrete wholeness. Explanatory
investigation seeks insights that answer the questions, “What is this organism
doing?” and “Why is this organism operating in these ways?” If one’s answers
were framed solely in terms of some particular stage of the concrete, intelligible
integrations of the underlying biochemical reactions, these would only partially
answer the questions for explanation. Answers in terms of the specific form of
integration at a given stage do not even explain all of the data on the organism at
that stage, let alone the data on the whole development. The search for complete
explanatory understanding of all the data of a stage impels scientists to study each
given stage as an operator as well as an integrator. When Lonergan identifies the
central task of genetic method as “specify the operator” (491), he has in mind the
task of identifying how presently functioning schemes of recurrence are gradually
transforming the underlying biochemical materials and processes so as to bring
about an entire sequence of successive operators. In order to understand any
particular stage in a fully explanatory way, the investigator must also understand
how the transforming activities of the operator are related to the subsequent stages
of integrator-operator functioning. Thus the concrete and explanatory answer to
the question “What is the organism doing?” is “It is exercising its higher system
as operator, which concretely is but the present manifestation of its entire
developmental sequence.” In other words, concretely the answer is, “The
organism is enacting its entire development, which is manifesting itself at this
stage as this particular higher system as operator.” Developmental biologist
Maureen Condic captures the intelligible unity of the developing embryo.

Embryonic development is one of the most fascinating of all biological
processes. A newly fertilized egg faces the daunting task of not only
generating all of the tissues of the mature animal but organizing them into
a functionally integrated whole...

If a developing embryo is not to end up a mass of disorganized tissues, it
must do more than generate adult cell types. Embryos must orchestrate and
choreograph an elaborate stage production that gives rise to a functional
organism. They must direct intricate cell movements that bring together
populations of cells only to separate them again, mold and shape organs
through the birth of some cells and the death of others, and build ever
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more elaborate interacting systems while destroying others that serve only
transient, embryonic functions. Throughout the ceaseless building,
moving, and remodeling of embryonic development, new cells with unique
characteristics are constantly being generated and integrated into the
overall structure of the developing embryo.!9

Finally, concrete developments are conditioned. Lonergan only hints at
this contingency of development in his definition (i.e., when he speaks of the
sequence of higher integrations as “flexible™). Nevertheless, the conditionality of
development becomes quite clear in his expanded discussions (487). Just as every
scheme of recurrence is conditioned by events outside of its own functioning, so
also each and every concrete instance of development is also conditioned by
factors not of its own making. This dimension of development is revealed
especially in Lonergan’s discussions of “minor and major flexibility.” He refers to
the experiments of Hans Driesch who subjected early stage sea urchin embryos to
a variety of abnormal, stressful conditions.2® While some of the most extreme of
these conditions proved fatal, the embryos revealed a remarkable ability to adapt
to less extreme conditions by embarking upon one of the alternatives from a
flexible repertoire its characteristic developmental pathways. Developmental
biologists have cataloged numerous other such instances of “minor flexibility” in
a wide range of species including humans. Minor flexibility can arise in response
to either external environmental (e.g., toxic) conditions, or from internal genetic
or other mutations. The most commonly appearing pathways are called “normal”
by a merely descriptive mentality, while the relatively rare pathways are given the
descriptive appellation “abnormal.” (Such descriptive terminology is invoked
especially for those pathways yielding serious organic and neurological
impairments). Yet from an explanatory perspective, a vast range of so-called
abnormal developmental pathways are evidence of the flexibility of genuine
human development. They are still instances of the minor flexibility that
maintains our species’ developmental intelligibility under a variety of conditions.

On the other hand conditions can vary so greatly as to substantially alter
the intelligibility of the linked sequence itself. The clearest instance would be a
genetic mutation that brings about a new, explanatorily distinct species. Such
genetic mutations may be caused by cosmic rays or environmental toxins or
simply by unusual coincidences during genetic replication. When conditions so
dramatically alter the developmental pathway as to issue in a new species,

19Maureen L. Condic, “The Basics About Stem Cells,” First Things 119 (January 2002): 30-34,

at 30.
20/nsight, 475. For more complete details, see Gilbert, Developmental Biology, 58-61.
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Lonergan calls this “major flexibility.” Both minor and major flexibility attest to
the fact that development is not to be understood by looking to some rigid, fixed,
predestined final stage outcome. Rather development is to be understood as a
flexible linked sequence that can manifest its own form of intelligibility under a
wide, but not unlimited, variety of conditions.

Explanatory understanding of development therefore intends the
intelligible, flexible, connected wholeness of the entire sequence of higher
integrators-operators. It is this intelligible wholeness of the entire sequence that is
the explanatory meaning of development.

It should be clear how Lonergan’s generic, heuristic account of
development dovetails with the facts of early human embryology. First and
foremost, the early stages form a unified intelligible sequence, as Maureen Condic
makes clear. Moreover, the stages are both higher systems integrating biochemical
and intercellular schemes, as well as self-modifying operators that set the
conditions for the emergence of the next stage. Each cell in each early stage
participates in the characteristically human modes of dynamic self-modification.
Moreover, these modifications produce increasingly differentiated cells and
biochemical schemes of recurrence which are nonetheless remarkably integrated.
This is already manifest in the newly fertilized zygote, where the underlying
epigenetic and cytoplasm molecules are already being transformed in a
characteristically human fashion. It is already manifest in the second stage of
cleavage, where rotational cleavage distinguishes human development from all of
the alternative, nonmammalian modes of second stage cleavage. The entire linked
sequence of human development continues to manifest itself in each of its
successive stages of self-modification up to and including that of the
preimplantation human blastocyst.

Hence it is a serious departure from the goal of explanatory understanding
to characterize the earliest stages of human embryonic development in ways that
abstract from their concrete wholeness. Human embryonic stems cells, whether
totipotent or pluripotent, are parts in dynamic higher integrations. These dynamic
higher integrations themselves, in turn, are stages in a linked series that constitutes
a whole development. The concrete whole of human embryonic development is
the whole linked sequence of increasingly differentiated higher systems.

Still it is important to repeat that explanatory understanding of human
development is not formulated in terms of some fixed, inevitable, uniform
outcome. Rather, explanatory understanding formulates development in terms of
its conditioned, characteristically flexible, linked series of operators-integrators.
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Each and every stage manifests itself precisely as a member of that flexible linked
sequence. Each stage bears a conditional intelligible connection to future stages,
even if those stages fail to actualize because conditions prove inhospitable. Hence,
the intelligible, linked series of integrators-operators is the identifying feature of
human development, not one or few late emerging stages. From the objective of
reaching explanatory understanding, therefore, it is incorrect to say that a humanly
developing embryo is not genuinely human because some violent intervention
prevented the emergence of later stages of sensitivity or memory or rationality.
The flexible, conditional intelligibility of the stages, not their ultimate outcome, is
the defining notion of human development. The manner of developing remains
intelligibly and characteristically human throughout its series of higher
integrations, no matter how far they are permitted to continue,

Of course the intelligibility unity of human development extends beyond
the stage of implantation to include the further higher stages of integrators-
operators through fetal development, birth, infancy, childhood, adolescence,
adulthood and advanced aging, to which we will return in Part 1.

E. The Unity of Things and Developmental Unity

It is one thing to comprehend early human embryonic development as part
of a unified developmental intelligibility. It is another to argue that this
developmental unity enjoys the status and deserves the protection of a human
person. It is to that task that I now turn.

The first step is the hypothesis that the concrete, intelligible sequence that
constitutes the development of a developing thing is the concrete, intelligible
unity-identity-whole of that thing. Or more briefly, my hypothesis is that the
thinghood of a developing thing is identical with its development. This is perhaps
the most radical of the positions Stebbins and I assume in our joint paper. It is a
position about which I admit a certain tentativeness. Up to the present, I have not
been able to think of what might be incorrect about equating human development
with human selfhood (“thinghood™).2! Still, since I cannot claim for myself the
absence of all further pertinent questions (which is the ultimate criterion for
unconditional affirmation of an insight), I can only advance this only as a probably
true hypothesis.

I have come to this hypothesis through reflection upon Lonergan’s account
of development in light of his definition of a thing:

21 Actually there is at least one major difficulty - having to do with the dialectic of the individual
human being — to which I will return in § V.
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By a thing is meant an intelligible, concrete unity (278)...the notion of a
thing is grounded in an insight that grasps, not relations between data, but
a unity, identity, whole in the data; and this unity is grasped, not by
considering data from any abstractive viewpoint, but by taking them in
their concrete individuality and in the totality of their aspects...Thus
things are conceived as extended in space, permanent in time, and yet
subject to change (271).

The heart of our argument, then, consists in identifying the intelligible
linked sequence of a development with the intelligible “unity, identity, whole” of
a thing. I offer the following reflections in support of this hypothesis:

In general any ‘“notion” in Lonergan’s sense is some kind of an
anticipation of an unknown to be known — of something not-yet experienced or
understood or affirmed that will become determinate through anticipated acts of
experiencing, understanding or judging. In particular the notion of a thing is the
anticipation of something to be known through insights that grasp the unity,
identity, wholeness of all the data pertaining to that thing.

Lonergan knew that this was a radical and profound departure from the
ordinary, descriptive criterion of unity and reality. He emphasizes the dramatic
difference between the explanatory unity of “thing” as intelligible and the
descriptive unity of “body” as some “subdivision of the already out there now
real.”22 The profundity of the contrast shows up most starkly when one considers
the issue of temporality in relation to unity. To be a body (in the sense defined by
Lonergan) is to be completely contained in the present, to exist completely in the
present. This descriptive, bodily sense of reality as temporal presence is conveyed
in the “already” and “now” defining features of body. By way of contrast, the
explanatory intelligibility of “thing” is not captured or isolated in the present. The
insight anticipated in the notion of “thing” will be an insight that grasps the unity-
identity-whole of all of the data on that thing, including its data that are
temporally distinct and spread across a wide duration of time. The data on a thing
are not limited to any specific moment present in time, as are the data of a body.
As Lonergan puts it, because of their intelligibility, things are conceived as
“extended in space, permanent in time, and yet subject to change.” Temporal
differences are embedded in data; data are “given” at different times. Stiil, those

22Gtrictly speaking “body” is a function of the extroverted aspect of the biological pattern of
experiencing, rather than of the ordinary commonsense descriptive orientation of understanding.
However, the latter emerges from the former so easily and spontaneously that it is only with great
effort and care that the distinction can be made effectively.
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empirical differences in time ultimately pertain to the empirical residue. Hence,
merely empirical temporal differences do not add any immanent intelligibility of
their own to the intelligibility that unities temporally distinct data (51-52).

This means of course that the mere succession of time, in and of itself,
does not modify the intelligibility of either things or developments. In other
words, one and the same intelligible unity, whether of a thing or of a development,
unites the different data on the different temporal stages of the thing or
development. Although several philosophers would dispute this claim, at least for
Lonergan there is neither a new thing nor a new intelligible development for each
and every moment. Rather, there are new stages at different times, but not a new
intelligible linking of those stages. We sometimes speak of “a new development,”
when we actually mean “the emergence of a new stage of a development.” In
other words, descriptively we sometimes use “development” instead of
“emergence.” Lonergan’s usage, however, is fully explanatory: development is not
an emergence, but an intelligibly linked sequence of emergences. Hence things
and developments remain intelligibly the “same” (i.e., the same intelligibility
permanent through time) despite the merely empirical differences in the data on
their stages (i.e., data that differ temporally in virtue of their empirically residual
temporal differences).

While both things and developments are permanent in time, nevertheless,
all finite things really do change and all developments really are dynamic. As
Lonergan puts it, “knowing change consists in grasping the same identity
[intelligible wholeness]...at different times in different individual data” (307).
What changes are the data at different times. Those different, changing data really
are constituents of the fully concrete thing or development. The concrete thing or
development is truly changing although its intelligibility does not. What remains
permanent are the intelligibilities — whether thing or development — that connect
these data across time.

On the other hand, if one adheres to the strict sense of “body” as
“subdivision of the already out there now,” then bodies cannot be said to either
permanent in time or subject to change. For what is “already out there now” exists
only in the present moment and is gone in the next moment. An ontologically
novel body takes the place of the previous one in the next “now” instant.23 Strictly
speaking, then, bodies are never permanent but instead are evanescent. Neither
can bodies strictly be said to change. They simply exist in their infinitesimally
brief moment in time and instantaneously perish. For something to change, it

23However, given that the empirical residue of temporality is continuous, the concept of “the
next instant of time” is incoherent, as Aristotle already recognized.
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would have to have one characteristic at one moment and a truly different
characteristic at a subsequent moment. But this is impossible for bodies in the
strict sense. Of course people who operate from a commonsense descriptive
mentality have no difficulty believing that bodies change — commonsense people
think this all the time. However this is because, as Lonergan puts it, by “a ‘body’
is meant secondarily any confusion or mixture of elements taken both from the
notion of a thing and from the notion of a ‘body’ in its primary meaning” (279).
Common sense descriptive thinking can and does easily slip into confusions and
mixtures whose practical consequences do not show up immediately.

These general metaphysical points are more easily understood through the
concrete illustration of a baseball. The data on a baseball are temporally different.
A baseball in motion curves, spins, follows a parabolic trajectory and vibrates
violently from the force of the batter’s impact. Over its lifespan it gets dirty. In
addition, a small number of molecules evaporate from its surface, while it also
absorbs a larger number of water vapor and other atmospheric gas molecules.
These interact with its original molecular structure and change it, hardening or
softening it, for example. Yet it remains one and the same baseball through its
lifetime. This sameness, this unity-identity-wholeness does not consist in it having
exactly the same, unchanging appearance — the same data throughout all time. Nor
does its identity consist in having exactly the same underlying “matter” through
all time — in being composed of exactly the same molecules or subatomic particles
throughout all time. Its sameness, rather, is its own specific, concrete intelligibility
that unites all these changing data into a single, unified intelligible
interconnectedness.

Still, the intelligible unity of a baseball is not the kind of intelligible unity
that is characteristic of any developing thing. The unity of developing things is the
intelligible interconnectedness of a linked sequence of integrator-operators.
Unlike biological organisms, baseballs do not “successively transform their
underlying manifolds” so as to bring about “increasingly differentiated higher
integrations.”

Even so, there is a basic commonality between the thinghood of a baseball
and the intelligible unity of development. Because the unity of things as well as
the unity of developments is their unifying intelligibility, they both encounter the
same resistance from non-conversion to their trans-temporal unity as real. To a
descriptive mentality, the reality and unity of a baseball is just what it looks like in
one, single snap-shot-like appearance, frozen in time. So also a descriptive
mentality tends to regard some limited (and usually well-advanced)
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developmental stage frozen in time as the genuine reality and the unity of a
developing entity. In the case of a baseball, this metaphysical imprecision is
usually quite inconsequential. But in the case of developing human beings, the
bias toward description and bodily-reality can have dire consequences.

Description tends to treat the data on this or that stage as all there is to the
entity. But this descriptive way of thinking is abstract in its arbitrary privileging of
the present (the “already out there now™). It abstracts from the explanatory,
concrete wholeness of development. Fully explanatory understanding grasps
stages as stages of a development, not as isolated units or things. Lonergan argues
that there are no “things within things,” (283-84); likewise, stages are not “stage-
things” within a “development-thing.” Hence, the temporally distinct data on
stages are more properly understood to be data on the intelligible wholeness of the
development that unifies and constitutes the stages as stages. Therefore, just as is
the intelligibility of things, so also the intelligibility of development is a
unification of differences in data at different times.

If the thinghood, the concrete intelligible, unity-identity-whole of a
developing thing is its development as I am proposing, why then didn’t Lonergan
say so? Perhaps this is because of the moving viewpoint. When Lonergan first
introduced the notion of thing, he did so heuristically — in terms of the general
kind of insight that would be ingredient in the knowledge of a thing. In this
generic heuristic sense of course every thing has a unity that is “like” the unity of
every other, since knowledge of all things involves the same generic sort of an
insight. Yet the insight that grasps the intelligible linked sequence of integrators-
operators does seem to comply with Lonergan’s generic stipulation.

According to Lonergan what differentiates things from one another is not
different kinds of insights into their unity. Rather, Lonergan says that things are
differentiated by the components that they unify. The intelligibility of a thing
unifies not only its diverse empirical elements but also its diverse conjugates: “the
notion of a thing as an intelligible, concrete unity differentiated by experiential
and explanatory conjugates clearly implies the possibility of different kinds of
things” (280). Now developments also unite and are differentiated by their
explanatory conjugates. The higher systems as integrators unite into complex
integrated schemes of recurrence vast arrays of intracellular biochemical reactions
and intercellular organic processes. The higher systems as operators connect the
conjugates involved in the earlier stages of schemes to the conjugates of later
stages of schemes. So we may say that developing things are not only
differentiated by their underlying explanatory conjugates but are also
differentiated by their characteristic developments — their characteristic sequences
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of linking and connecting the explanatory conjugates ingredient in their successive
higher systems. Clearly, there are inanimate things whose unities would not be
developmental unities. Yet the things that do develop are distinguished not only
by their possession of different explanatory conjugates but also by their
developmental, intelligibly linked sequences of those conjugates as they function
in higher integrators-operators. Again, it would seem that what Lonergan says
about differentiation of things corresponds to the differentiation of developmental
unities as well.

Hence, like things, developments are concrete intelligible unities. Like a
thing, a development (i.e., the intelligible unity that links the successive stages) is
extended in space, permanent in time, yet subject to change. Like things,
developments are differentiated by their conjugates. Is the development of a
developing thing, therefore, identical with its thinghood? Put more bluntly, is the
thing its development, or does the thing have a development? Is a developing
thing a still greater unity that has its development as a kind of meta-property? Are
there any data on a developing thing that is left over to be understood after all of
its concrete developmental intelligibility has been understood??* If so, then there
is some further intelligibility to a developing thing than there is to be found in the
intelligibility of its linked sequence of integrators-operators. If not, then it would
seem reasonable to say that the intelligible unity-identity-whole of a developing
thing is completely and exactly its development. The latter is the first of the
hypotheses that I present in this article as probably true.

240f course, the merely empirically residual aspects of the data on a concrete development are
not immanently intelligible to the insight that grasps that development in all of its interconnected
concreteness. Yet this is also true in the case of a nondeveloping thing; its intelligible unity also
prescinds from its empirical residue. Still, it may be that the data on disease, degeneration, and
death cannot be brought within the ken of genetic methods. If so, then the intelligible unity of
developing things goes beyond their developmental intelligibility. The still further cases of biases,
evil, sin require the introduction of dialectical methods and invite hope for up the possibility of a
still more complex kind of intelligible unity than that of development. However, it should be noted
that we are then no longer simply talking about developing things, but about dialectical things. For
the sake of the present argument, which concerns the ontological and deontological status of the
first five days of human development, these further considerations do not seem to constitute
relevant objections.
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PART IIl: DEVELOPMENTAL UNITY AND PERSONS

F. Unity of Self, Unity of Subject, and Developmental Unity

Although Lonergan avoids the impersonalism of the term “thing” when referring
to human selves,?5 it is clear that he understood human selves to be highly specific
and very advanced kinds of things — distinguished and characterized by their
specifically human cognitional explanatory conjugates. Indeed, he uses the very
terminology for things in his definition of a self:

By the ‘selff what is meant is a concrete and intelligible
unity-identity-whole (343).

Insight’s chapter on self-affirmation calls upon the reader precisely to affirm
herself or himself as a concrete, intelligible unity-identity-whole. It is clear,
therefore, that to be a human self is to have the special kind of intelligible unity
that pertains to things.

Moreover, it is also clear that to be a human self is to be a developing
unity. Lonergan explains that by self he means a unity-identity-whole that is
“characterized by acts of sensing, perceiving, imagining, inquiring, understanding,
formulating, grasping the unconditioned, and judging” (343-44).26 For Lonergan,
these conscious activities are constituted to be what they are in virtue of their
places in the “formally dynamic”?’ integration of conscious acts that he calls
“cognitional structure.” The self’s prior acts of experiencing, understanding,

25To be precise, just as Kant can anticipate the existence of rational beings (persons) which are
not human, Lonergan’s definition of “self” does not exclude the possibility of non-human unity-
identity-wholes that are also characterized by this same dynamic structure of conscious activities.
What these other kinds of selves might be, and what would make them nonhuman, is beyond my
comprehension at present. David Jones has suggested that they might be so different in their
organic constitution and development that they would constitute essentially different species.
However, Lonergan’s way of specifying explanatory species would seem to exclude this
possibility; whatever has the cognitional structure is a self, regardless of the formation of its
underlying organic conjugates.

26For the moment I am leaving aside the question of whether a “self” so understood is also
“person” in something like Kant’s sense, that is to say, is an instance of a value so exalted as to
merit privileged status of the Dignity Principle. I return to this issue in § IV.

2'Bernard Lonergan, “Cognitional Structure,” in Collection, Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 4, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1988), 206.
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expressing, and judging are organized into habits of knowing which correspond to
higher integrations in his account of development. Still, the even more
foundational manifestations of human intelligence and reasonableness are to be
found in the new questions for intelligence and reasonableness that arise. Guided
by the direction provided by new questions, the cognitional self-as-operator draws
upon all of the prior achievements of itself-as-integrator and calls forth new
experiences and imaginative constructions as well as old memories, ideas, and
judgments. In doing so, the self-as-operator is setting the conditions for the
emergence of new direct and reflective insights, new judgments, still further
questions, and so on in a recurring, dynamic, self-correcting process. In the long
run this self-correcting process eventually results in the emergence of the epochal
differentiations of consciousness — the diverse modes of common sense, as well as
the religiously, artistically, theoretically, scholarly, and interiorly differentiations
of consciousness.?® The cognitional self-correcting process is therefore a prime
instance of development — of the self as operator transforming its activities of
consciousness and their contents along paths of increasing differentiation. The
cognitional self is self-transcending. Hence, it is clear that cognitional selves are
developing selves. Human selves are developing, intelligible unity-identity-
wholes that are also dynamically intelligent.

Still, the activities and intelligible dynamic patterns of cognitional selves are
only parts of a larger story. In reality, cognitional activities are always
complemented and augmented by the further conscious acts and structures of
value inquiry, value reflection, grasping and judging virtually unconditioned
values, intentional feeling, choosing, and loving. In order to do justice to the more
concrete unity that performs this enlarged structure of activities, Lonergan
eventually shifted his terminology to that of the developing “existential subject.”2
The more complete human subject not only understands and knows but also
evaluates, deliberates, chooses, and loves. As such, to be a human subject is also
to be a developing unity — a unity-identity-whole characterized by dynamic, self-
transcending acts of cognition and existential self-constitution. The human
subject’s acts of knowing, feeling and choosing what is of value are the most
profound acts of self-transformation. Hence, the human existential subject is also
a developing unity-identity-whole.

28Bemard Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York: Herder and Herder, 1972), 272-75.
29See for example Bernard Lonergan, “The Subject” in A Second Collection, ed. William F. J.
Ryan and Bernard J Tyrrell (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1974), 79-84.



Foundations of “The Ethics of Embryonic Stem Cells Research” 43

G. Unity and Embodied Human Development

Although the developing human subject is far more concrete than the
developing cognitional self, still even the existential subject seems to lack the full
concreteness of incamate embodiment. Yet this is not so much an oversight on
Lonergan’s part as it is a misleading impression that arises from his choice to
write Insight from a moving viewpoint. The fuller embodied concreteness of
human subjectivity is dealt with at a later phase in that moving viewpoint.
Lonergan was no fan of Cartesian dualism with its disembodied cogito desperately
seeking some pineal gland to connect it with a body. Rather, as Insight unfolds,
Lonergan situates the cognitional self within his brilliant account of human
development as a whole. According to him, human development is to be properly
understood as an integrated process proceeding along three distinct generic levels
of schemes of recurrence: organic, psychic, and intellectual.3® Once all three levels
of schemes are operating, they interact and mutually condition one another.

Organic, psychic, and intellectual development are not three independent
processes. They are interlocked with the intellectual providing a higher
integration of the psychic and the psychic providing a higher integration of
the organic [and neural]...What the existentialist discovers and talks
about, what the ascetic attempts to achieve in himself [or herself], what the
psychiatrist endeavours to foster in another, what the psychologist aims at
understanding completely, the metaphysician outlines in heuristic
categories (494-95).

Yet these three levels do not all emerge simultaneously. Organic
development alone begins with fertilization. Human organic development
proceeds for a considerable period of time before the schemes of recurrence that
constitute the nervous system begin to differentiate from the schemes of the other
organic systems.

As the nervous system continues to develop, it eventually reaches the point
where it has set the conditions for the emergence of consciousness in psychic acts
and schemes of recurrence. These psychic schemes are primarily sensory-motor —
beginning with the undifferentiated conscious awareness and representation of
neurological responses to changing environmental pressures by the primitive,

30fnsight, 494-504. At this point Lonergan is using the term “intellectual” to abbreviate both the
second and third levels of consciousness (intellectual and rational). Although he had not yet fully
worked out in Insight the level responsibility of the existential subject, by implication the more
differentiated structure of human intentionality is also to be situated in this incarnate context of
chapter 15.
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undifferentiated sense of touch. As the primitive nervous system further
differentiates, it sets conditions for different conscious representative schemes, as
undifferentiated touch-consciousness differentiates into consciousness of sound,
pain, taste, smell, sight. But psychic schemes do not share the same explanatory
genus as do the organic schemes. Psychic schemes meet the criteria that Lonergan
specifies for an explanatory higher genus.3!

As the psychic schemes further differentiate, they set the conditions for the
emergence of acts and schemes of intelligence. It was Lonergan’s great realization
that what Aristotle meant by “ta men oun to noetikon en tois phantasmasi noei’3?
is that insights emerge when phantasms (psychic images) happen to fall into
suitable constellations. Yet insights and their intelligible noematic contents
themselves are not merely impoverished images, Locke to the contrary. Rather,
insights and their intelligible contents “supervene” upon the schemes of psychic
acts and representations. Intellectual acts and schemes are still higher systems that
are generically distinct from psychic higher integrations. Likewise, the acts and
recurring structures of the still higher conscious levels of reasonableness and
responsibility also begin to operate once the lower levels set the conditions for
their emergence. As Lonergan put it, “We need a flow of experiences to have a
single insight, and a flow of insights to have a single judgment.”33 These flows are
produced by the human subject as operator setting the conditions for the
emergence of the higher acts.

Human development in its full concreteness, therefore, begins organically,
but eventually the sequence of integrated organic differentiations sets the
conditions whereby “through successive applications of the principles of
correspondence and emergence” generically distinct higher integrations of
conscious, psychic activities emerge and begin to function recurrently. Likewise,
psychic integrations differentiate and multiply until generically distinct activities
and schemes of intelligence, reasonableness, and existential responsibility emerge
and begin to develop.

All these higher integrations form one, single, concrete, unified,
intelligible linked series of integrators-operators. The various higher levels of

31See Insight, 280-84. There Lonergan uses “sensitive psychology” to refer to the generic level
that he later calls “the psychic.” In particular, the “lower viewpoint [of organic neurophysiology] is
insufficient as it has to regard as merely coincidental what in fact is regular,” (281) and hence the
need for the higher viewpoint of sensitive psychology.

32 Aristotle, On the Soul, 111.7, 431b2.

3Bernard Lonergan, Topics in Education, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 10, ed.
Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993), 178.
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consciousness emerge as stages of differentiation and as components in this
unified, developmental process. They emerge when the prior operators set the
conditions for their emergence. But this is exactly what the operators were doing
during the purely organic stages of development. The emergence of conscious,
intelligent, and responsible higher integrations is no more and no less miraculous
than the phoenix-like emergence of a new organic higher integration to replace its
organic predecessor. Their emergences of conscious levels do not mark the
beginning of new developing unity-identity-whole. It is not that there was no
human subject, but then a human subject starts to exist once the conscious levels
begin to emerge. As emergent differentiations, they are stages of one and the same
intelligible development that begins with organic fertilization and continues
through complex, differentiating stages of organic, psychic, intellectual, rational,
and responsible higher integrations.

The various characteristics usually taken to be the human-defining features
(such as rationality, tool-, language-, or symbol-use, etc.) emerge as
differentiations within the more basic, unified and integrated developmental
process that really does constitute the being of a human being. Descriptive
approaches focus solely upon one or another of those emergent features apart from
the integrated developmental process as a whole. But to do so constitutes a relapse
into the abstractions that are the weaknesses of the descriptive approach. This
descriptive relapse is characteristic of the numerous attempts to justify
experimentation on human embryonic stem cells. They attempt to define
personhood by focusing exclusively on some late stage, rather than attending in
explanatory fashion to the whole of development. They arbitrarily select some
truncated segment out of the whole, intelligible sequence of developmental
functioning over the organism’s entire lifespan. From a descriptive standpoint,
personhood is thought to begin only when some recognizable quality or qualities
of personhood appear to the senses at some later stage of the development,
qualities that were not apparent to a descriptive approach at the beginning of the
development. On this basis, only when the being manifests these descriptively
recognizable qualities is it then deemed a person.

However, from the explanatory perspective, the very manifestation of such
qualities is something that the developing human subject characteristically does. It
gives rise to its own recognizable linguistic and other qualities by executing its
development. The stage at which it manifests these qualities merely makes its
development finally recognizable as the development of an embodied human
subject — finally recognizable, that is to say, to someone who approaches it solely
from a descriptive mentality. For someone whose approach is explanatory,
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however, its development is ever and continuously recognizable as characteristic
of a human subject. If some descriptive quality of a stage is an indisputable sign
of human subjectivity, then much more so is it a sign that the whole developing
being is a human subject — because that stage is what it is by being a component of
that whole development, and because “‘subject” refers to the wholeness. Such a
stage does not constitute what makes a human being be a human subject. Its
ongoing, characteristically human development is what makes it be a human
subject. It follows, of course, that destroying an embryo destroys a human subject
by terminating the whole, developing being that it is.

The full range of human self-modification and development moves in
flexible and intricate and fascinating ways to differentiate into a plethora of
unique human achievements and personalities. While this way of drawing
attention to the glories of human development may seem to suggest that human
subjectivity is confined to only the most advanced and most differentiated paths of
human development, this would be an incorrect impression. The so-called
“abnormal” pathways are also characteristically human and no less constitutive of
human subjectivity. The phrase “abnormal” arises out of merely descriptive
approaches that privilege “normal” later stage appearances as properly human, and
tends to denigrate different-appearing later stage appearances as not fully human.
In a truly explanatory approach, a very flexible range of human developmental
pathways are indeed characteristically human - including those that are
descriptively referred to as “abnormal human developments.” (But such
descriptions still betray an implicit awareness of these pathways as human.)

Yet no matter how long, intricate, or unique this sequence of emerging
differentiations is for any given individual, it is still one, single, intelligibly
unified process of development that is characteristically human. This process is
the very being of this developing human subject. Its various qualities of
consciousness or sophistications of rationality are but the manifestations of the
unity that makes their emergences possible, and to which they contribute by their
own self-modifications.

This unified developing process is therefore the fundamental reality of
human subjectivity. A embodied human subject, therefore, is @ developing being
that is always doing one and the same thing: executing its own characteristically
human development. This is true of being human at all points in its development,
even the earliest. It does not start its characteristically human developing only
when a certain stage of differentiation has emerged. Being human does not begin
at some arbitrary stage, as descriptive approaches would have it. According to an
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explanatory approach, therefore, it is more accurate to focus upon the whole of
“its development at this stage,” rather than in isolation upon “this stage of its
development.”34 Rather, all stages are stages of differentiations within a concrete
unified, developing subject. If some quality of a stage is an indisputable sign of
human subjectivity, then much more so is it a sign that the whole developing
being is a subject — because that stage is what it is by being a component of that
whole development. Such a stage does not constitute what makes a human being
be a human subject. Its ongoing, characteristically human development is what
makes it be a human subject.

Many people engaged in the debate have difficulty in grasping this idea -
that at each stage the concrete activity of an organism (whether human or not) is
properly understood as executing the intelligibility of its linked sequence of
stages, and that it is not properly understood only in terms of how it appears at
some particular point in time. Two analogues may provide some light. The first is
the baseball on its parabolic path. At each instant of its flight, the baseball has a
slightly different position and a slightly different velocity than it has at any other
instant. One could say that what the baseball is doing at a given instant is moving
with that instantaneous velocity, no more, no less. But this is just an abstraction.
What the baseball is concretely and fully doing at each and every instant of its
flight is moving along its intelligibly unified flight path (expressed algebraically
in the equation for a parabola). In order to be fully concrete, each of its
instantaneous movements must be understood as more than just instantaneous;
each instantaneous movement really is integrated with the rest as components of
the total parabolic movement. At a given moment, the baseball is not just moving
with an instantaneous velocity; it is moving in that part of a parabolic arc.

A second analogy is that of a story. Toward the beginning of a story, the
protagonist is doing various things — talking, thinking, feeling, moving. The
meaning of these activities can seem to be fairly transparent or relatively obscure.
As the story progresses — provided it is a genuinely good story — the meaning of
these activities becomes clearer to the reader as later events reveal meanings that
the reader suspected but was unsure about, or as meanings that the reader failed to
consider earlier on. Nevertheless, the meaning of the character’s earlier activities

34A number of other authors have made this point in roughly similar terms, although without
basing it expressly on the distinction between descriptive and explanatory accounts of
development. These include George and Lee, op. cit. and Robert P. George, “Embryo Ethics: On
the Biological and Moral Status of Nascent Human Life,” Daedalus (forthcoming); Mark Johnson,
“Ouaestio Disputata: Delayed Hominization? A Rejoinder to Thomas Shannon,” Theological
Studies 58 (1997): 708-14; and Nicola Poplawski, “Ethics and Embryos,” Journal of Medical
Ethics 17 (1991): 62-69.
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do in fact have the meanings that they have in the context of the whole story. The
protagonist is always doing one and the same thing in each and every one of those
activities. The protagonist is always doing “the work of the free and responsible
subject producing the first and only edition of her or his life”35 as Lonergan put it
so eloquently. This does not mean that the protagonist first writes the whole script
of her or his life, initially working out the insights and feelings that constitute that
whole life’s plot line, and then acts it out. Rather, the story is written through
being enacted (212). One’s life story is composed and enacted through the
conscious and self-correcting schemes of being attentive, intelligent, reasonable,
responsible, choosing and loving. When does this story begin to be enacted? Not
when the story is first fully comprehended; indeed, that supreme level of self-
understanding seldom happens in a person’s own lifetime. Nor is it only being
enacted when choices are deliberately and freely made, for a life story is already
being fashioned in the child before it becomes capable of truly deliberate choice.
Nor again is one’s life story being enacted only when insights and judgments
begin to emerge, for a child’s pre-intellectual experiences are elements in its story
as well.

In light of the foregoing, I can now state my second major hypothesis,
namely: that the unity-identity-whole of an embodied human subject is the unity
of its multilayered human development. It is necessary to expand the account that
Lonergan gives, focusing on the cognitional self as “a concrete and intelligible
unity—identity—whole...characterized by acts of sensing, perceiving, imagining,
inquiring, understanding, formulating, grasping the unconditioned, and judging”
(343-44). These acts occur as stages of the unity of human development, but they
are far from its only acts or stages. The human unity is also characterized by the
flexible, linked sequence of dynamic organic higher integrations that set the
conditions for the emergences of these later psychic and intellectual stages.
Moreover, the human unity is also characterized at the higher end by acts of
intentional feeling, deliberating, valuing, choosing, and loving. Hence the human
unity is the embodied human subject — a concrete and intelligible unity-identity-
whole, an entire developmental unity. That developmental unity is a linked
sequence of higher integrations that begin as purely organic higher integrations
only to become the interconnected higher integrations of organic, psychic, and
higher conscious levels. The unity and identity of an embodied human subject,
therefore, is the unity of this multileveled, characteristically human development.

35“The Subject,” 83.
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If there is a distinct or a more encompassing intelligible unity to a
developing embodied human subject besides the intelligibility of its development,
I have not been able to think of it. If there are concrete data on a developing,
embodied human subject that are not brought into unification by the unity of the
intelligible, linked sequence of human higher integrations, I have not been able to
discern them. But if there is more to the intelligibility of a developing subject than
the intelligibility of her or his development, then my second hypothesis is
mistaken.

There is, of course, one serious problem with my second hypothesis.
Unlike nonhuman developing organisms, at a certain point human beings begin to
act not only intelligently, reasonably, and responsibly, but also unintelligently,
unreasonably, and irresponsibly. The normativity of the self-correcting self-
modifying functions of intelligence, reflectiveness, evaluating, and deliberating is
not always respected. Biases introduce distortions into human actions and living.
The unified intelligibility of authentic development gives way to the distorted
dialectical processes that are all too familiar in human living. Actual human life
stories are not pure instances of development. Actual life stories are mutually
interfering sequences of progress, decline, and recovery. Do these patterns have a
deeper dialectical unity, or do the surds of human living make human living
irreversibly fragmented? These are larger questions that need to be addressed by
the broader approach of theological methods. As such, they are beyond the
immediate scope of this paper.3® While these questions cannot be ignored
indefinitely, they can be momentarily postponed for one simple reason: these
questions do not immediately affect the response to those who argue in favor of
human embryonic stem cell research. Those who argue that embryos can be
destroyed to promote medical research argue that they are not yet human persons.
They rest their arguments on the fact that conscious activities of rationality or the
ability to experience pain have not yet emerged, and until they do emerge, there is
not a full human person. These points I have already addressed, since acts and
schemes of psychic and higher levels of consciousness are acts of intelligibly
unified development, and because by definition these acts and schemes emerge
before the biases raise their ugly heads to distort them into fractured, dialectical
patterns. So while I explicitly acknowledge the importance of addressing the
complicated questions of the unity of a dialectical self, these are not questions that
are immediately pertinent to the present state of the debate over the uses of human
embryonic stem cells.

361 do however briefly sketch elements of a response in Part III §1.
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H. Developmental Unity, Originating Value, and Personhood

Still more difficult to answer is the question of whether the unity of
development that constitutes an embodied human subject is also a person. This
question arises because of the exalted moral value that is attributed to personhood
— at least as that term is now commonly understood. Persons almost by definition
are to be treated with dignity. So we must address the further question: does the
ongoing, characteristically human development that constitutes an embodied
human subject also qualify as a person? Is embodied human subjectivity identical
with human personhood and does it, therefore, deserve the dignity and respect that
personhood merits?

The problem in answering these questions is the problem of determining
what is meant by “personhood.” In fact, there are a great many meanings in
circulation that weave in and out of the debates concemning stem cells. What
constitutes personhood for utilitarians is quite different from what deontologists
take personhood to be. Even within these broad movements, individual authors
differ and change their minds about the definitions of personhood — sometimes in
the same article. So for purposes of this essay, I will take the more limited, though
strategic approach. I will consider the Immanuel Kant definition of personhood
and dignity because his version of the Dignity Principle has become classic and
widely influential:

Act in such a way that you treat humanity, whether in your own person or
in the person of another, always at the same time as an end and never
simply as a means.37

Kant carefully prepares the way for his enunciation of the Dignity Principle. The
gist of his argument in his Grundlegung is as follows:

Kant claims that there “already dwells in the natural and sound” ordinary
understanding a concept of duty, in virtue of which we are “well able to
distinguish, in every case that occurs, what is good or evil.”38 He saw his task, not
to teach to human beings the concept of duty, but rather to “elucidate” the concept
that already exists. Duty carries with it the austere sense of obligation and
necessity. Yet for Kant, necessity belongs only to universals, never to mere
particulars. Thus the concept of duty receives its initial elucidation in the first
formulation of the “one and only” Categorical Imperative, namely: “Act only

37Kant, op. cit., 36.
38Kant, op. cit., 39.
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according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time will it to become a
universal law.”39

Dignity and respect first arise in Kant’s Grundlegung, not in connection
with persons, but in connection with the universality of moral law (the Categorical
Imperative). As he puts it, “Duty is the necessity of an action done out of respect
Jfor the law.”*0 Because of its necessity and universality, moral law merits respect.
As Kant will argue, respect is the most autonomous, the most free (in fact, the
only free) act that rational beings perform. Respect (Achfung), Kant argues,
consists in “recognizing the law as law for me.” It is by one’s own act of
respecting the law that one makes the law one’s own. One thereby makes the law
constitutive of one’s own rational being. By the act of respect, one incorporates
the law into oneself. One becomes an embodiment, so to speak, of the law that is
inherently deserving of respect. By the act of respect, one makes the law to “dwell
within” one’s ordinary understanding. The rational person who respects the law
thereby embodies the law. Hence, the person merits the same respect as does the
law. From these observations there follows the Dignity Principle, itself a variant
formulation of the Categorical Imperative: “Act in such a way that you treat
humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of another, always at the
same time as an end and never simply as a means.” In other words, treat each
rational being with the respect that the law itself deserves as the end of moral
action itself. The moral law is not a means to some other, less noble end; it is the
end of moral action itself. Hence, persons also are ends, not merely means to
something less noble.

However, it seems that the now well-established details of human
development pose significant problems for Kant’s grounding of the Dignity
Principle. At what stage does a developing human being attain the level of
universal reason that underpins Kant’s Dignity Principle? At what developmental
stage does a human being reach the level of autonomy, the level of “recognizing
the law as law for me”? According to Jean Piaget’s extensive studies of the
development of childhood intelligence, knowledge of the categorical imperative,
certainly in its first formulation, would have to occur at the level of formal
operations.®? Piaget proposes that children do not achieve this level before age

39 ant, op. cit., 30.

40K ant, op. cit., 13, emphasis added.

41Kant, op. cit., 14, n. 14, emphasis added.

42In formal operations, children achieve the ability to operate intelligently both on propositions
rather than concrete states of affairs, and also to operate with regard to the connections among not-
yet realized possibilities by using operations on propositions. Kant’s first version of the categorical
imperative stipulates that one must operate on “one’s maxim” (i.e., proposition of a proposed
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twelve (and outside of Switzerland, probably a bit later). Do children prior to this
age not merit treatment according to the Dignity Principle? It would seem not,
since there does not yet “dwell within their understanding” a concept that
presupposes this advanced level of intellectual development. Yet on the other
hand, it is quite clear that Kant regarded young children as truly possessing the
concept of duty, and therefore meriting the respect due persons.*3 (On a somewhat
humorous note, twelve is also about the age when children begin to suspect that
their parents do not merit treatment according to the Dignity Principle, and parents
begin to wonder whether their children really are persons after all.)

Be that as it may, at least with regard to the self-correcting cycles of
inquiry, insight, formulation, and higher viewpoints, there is great compatibility
and complementarity between the works of Lonergan and Piaget. In fact,
Lonergan frequently articulated his admiration for the work of Piaget. All this
underscores the need to rethink the meaning of personhood on a dynamic,
intellectual, developmental foundation, rather than on the static, conceptual
foundation that Kant offered.

My suggestion, my third hypothesis, is that the new and proper
foundational category for the austere value of human dignity is what Lonergan
refers to as “originating value.” Originating value is one of Lonergan’s more
tantalizing and enigmatic notions. He mentions it but rarely, and discusses it
almost not at all. The term appears perhaps for the first time in chapter 18 of
Insight:

Values are terminal inasmuch as they are objects for possible choices, but
they are originating inasmuch as directly and explicitly or indirectly and
implicitly the fact that they are chosen modifies our habitual willingness,
our effective orientation in the universe, and so our contribution to the
dialectical process of progress or decline...terminal values are subordinate
to originating values, for the originating values ground good will, and
good will grounds the realization of the terminal values (624-25).

If there is any doubt about what Lonergan means by “the originating values that
ground good will,” it is cleared up a few pages later when he observes, “Good will

course of action), so this is a clear instance of the level of formal operations. See, for example,
Jean Piaget, The Psychology of Intelligence (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1950). For an overview
of Piaget’s research, see John H. Flavell, The Developmental Psychology of Jean Piaget (New
York: D. van Nostrand Co., 1963).

43“Even moderately young children feel this impression [of a righteous act done with a steadfast
soul], and duties should never be represented to them in any other way.” Kant, op. cit., 22, n. 2.
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is never better than the intelligence and reasonableness that it implements” (652).
Although he does not say so explicitly, “originating value” is the subject as
subject, the intelligently, reasonably, and responsibly dynamic, self-correcting,
developing human being. When we reach the highest stages of our development,
we originate values through our acts of choosing. In one sense, we can be said to
originate “terminal values” through our choices. When we choose a career in a
healthcare profession, we originate a series of vital values. When we start a
company or a political action committee or begin a career in law, we originate
social values. When we compose a work of art, publish a scientific discovery,
write a paper in philosophy or theology or literary interpretation, we originate
cultural values.

Yet of course the most profound and most fundamental value that we originate
as human subjects is the value of ourselves. We originate ourselves as healthcare
professionals, entrepreneurs, politicians, lawyers, artists, scientists, or scholars. By
our ongoing, developing linked sequence of acts of choosing, we constitute
ourselves to be the persons we are to be. We modify “our habitual willingness, our
effective orientation in the universe.” Originating value, as Lonergan would later
put it, is “the free and responsible subject producing the first and only edition of
her or his life.”# Originating value is not merely the value of some highpoint
stage of our life. Originating value is the value of the whole development, the
whole story that is our life. At later stages we incorporate and endow earlier acts
and stages with meaning and value by our psychic, intelligent, reasonable,
evaluative, deliberative, and choosing acts. Nevertheless, those earlier stages were
actually and concretely preparing us and setting the conditions so that those later
choices could be made. Those early stages are therefore also constitutive of us as
ongoing, developing instances of originating value. The later stages are what they
are as concretely and intelligibly linked to the earlier stages. As developing beings
we are continually self-modifying ourselves to constitute who we are. This
activity of self-modifying gradually becomes conscious, and then intelligent, and
then reasoning, and then deliberate and responsible. But it remains that it is one
and the same concrete, intelligible developing story that is being composed
throughout the whole of our development. If some later stages of deliberate
choosing are the crowning glory of our lives, still they are only parts of a story that
is already being composed even before we come to know ourselves as selves,
come to know the value of being a self, and deliberately and freely choose to take
up the responsibility for continuing to compose the value that is our human living.

44“The Subject,” 83.
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Lonergan again briefly mentions originating value in Method in Theology:

Correlative to terminal values are the originating values that do the
choosing: they are the authentic persons achieving self-transcendence by
their good choices. Since [persons] can know and choose authenticity and
self-transcendence, originating and terminating values can coincide...At
root this consists in the transcendental notions that both enable us and
require us to advance in understanding, to judge truthfully, to respond to
values. Still, this possibility and exigence become effective only through
development 4>

In these words Lonergan clearly shows that he understands originating value to
mean the ongoing, developing subject whose value is the value of one who
constitutes her or his own value by the dynamic, self-modifying, self-correcting
series of higher integrations that are attentive, intelligent, reasonable, responsible,
and loving. Still, this series of operations is no more than one important part of the
whole intelligible sequence of operations that constitute one’s whole human
development. Originating value is the intelligible, unified developing whose
earliest stages begin organically in the fertilized zygote and are intrinsically parts
of the same whole as are the later, deliberate, and responsible self-constituting
stages.

Clearly, the notion of human subjects as originating values is a major shift
from Kant’s concept of personhood. For Kant being rational is what constitutes a
person. Being rational in his sense means having concepts. In the specific matter
of personhood and human dignity, conceptual rationality means “recognizing” the
universal concept of the categorical imperative “as law for me.” Once this
rational, conceptual recognition occurs, personhood is realized and complete and
remains unchanged for the rest of a life. Personhood is not a developing reality for
Kant. (He did worry, however, about how persons could ever go beyond mere
recognition to actually perform in accord with duty, given the massive counter-
pulls of the inclinations.)

For Lonergan, on the other hand, personhood as originating value is itself
an ongoing, intrinsically developmental value. As constituted thus far, we are the
integrator, the quasi-terminal value embodied in our life story up to this point. But
this is never all that we are. More deeply still, we are the operator, the
constituting, self-developing subject that corrects and creatively improves upon
that story. Our deepest value is our own developing origination of the value we

45Method in Theology, 51, emphasis added.



Foundations of “The Ethics of Embryonic Stem Cells Research” 55

are. No single completed stage — not even the noble stage of consistently
respecting the dignity of every person - can ever exhaust the depth of value that is
the developing, originating value of human subjectivity.

While Lonergan differs profoundly from Kant’s static conception of
personhood, he nevertheless explicitly agrees with Kant on the exalted status of
the value of human personhood. Lonergan explicitly affirms that “terminal values
are subordinate to originating values.” In the context of Insight at least, the
subordinated terminal values “are hierarchic.” Lowest are particular goods which
are objects of desire and “are values only inasmuch as they fall under some
intelligible” good of order (624). Goods of order, in turn, are themselves
hierarchic, because “some of these orders include others, some are conditioning
and others conditioned, some conditions are more general and others less” (625).
In other words, the standard for higher value in nsight is that which emerges from
the prior conditioning of the lower. This means, of course, that originating value
stands at the highest level of value. (In Method in Theology, this notion of
hierarchy is enriched through his readings of Scheler and von Hildebrand into the
scale of value preference: vital, social, cultural, personal, and religious.46) Later in
Insight he extends his hierarchy of values “beyond human values” to encompass
the universe of value.

Finally, intelligible orders and their contents, as possible objects of
rational choice, are values; but the universal order which is generalized
emergent probability conditions and penetrates, corrects and develops
every particular order; and rational self-consciousness cannot consistently
choose the conditioned and reject the condition, choose the part and reject
the whole, choose the consequent and reject the antecedent...So the good
is identified with the intelligibility intrinsic to being (628-629).47

This of course implies that all the prehuman schemes of the physical, chemical,
and biological universe are themselves values. It also implies that since these
prehuman values condition human schemes and values, they too are subordinated
to originating value. This, then, is the value of the dignity of the human person —
originating value stands as the supreme value within the order of proportionate
being.®8 In the order of proportionate being, therefore, it can be truly said that
human persons (originating values) alone are properly to be treated always as ends

46Method in Theology, 31.

47For a fuller discussion, see Patrick H. Byme, “The Goodness of Being in /nsight,” American
Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 81 (2007): 43-72.

48For Lonergan, of course, human originating value is not, however, the ultimately supreme
value. That appellation belongs to God alone.
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and never simply as a means. For this reason, I would contend, each developing
human being, each human originating value, is properly regarded as a human
person. Each developing human being, therefore, merits the respect of this
modified Dignity Principle. It follows therefore that the originating value of the
developing human being cannot be sacrificed for the sake of any lesser terminal
value. The third hypothesis that grounds the ethics of human embryonic stem cell
research, therefore, is the equation of originating value with the value of human
personhood.

L Originating Value, Personhood, and Personal Relations

There is yet one further dimension to the claim that the proper
understanding of human person is as originating value. Lonergan hints at it when
he writes that our originating value “modifies our habitual willingness, our
effective orientation in the universe, and so our contribution to the dialectical
process of progress or decline” (624). In other words, originating value is not a
solipsistic enterprise. By our ongoing, developing exercise of ourselves as
originating values, we thereby also constitute ourselves as contributors to the
ongoing emergent probability of proportionate being. We also thereby participate
in constituting the glorious and tragic drama of human history.

Therefore, the “larger and more concrete context” of personal relations
(731n) is more fundamental still than our own individual subjectivities as
instances of originating values. For it is within the rich heritage of value-laden
personal relations that we exercise our own originating value. Personal relations
refers, not to what we do with one another, but how we treat one another. In
exercising our originating value we modify the destiny of humanity and contribute
our part to the unfolding story that we write, not as isolated individuals, but
corporately in personal relations with others.

In the most profound sense, therefore, to be a person is to be a “term
implicitly defined” (36-37) within a rich network of the history of personal
relations. And yet the network of personal relations depends upon the “terms” of
who are and must be instances of originating value. Without originating values,
there can be no personal relations; without personal relations, there are no
originating values. Lonergan makes this abundantly clear in Method in Theology:

When each member of the community both wills authenticity in himself
[or herself] and, inasmuch as [one] can, promotes it in others, then the
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originating values that choose and the terminal values that are chosen
overlap and interlace.4?

This is the more concrete specification of originating value and
personhood. It is the transposition into Lonergan’s context of Kant’s norm of “the
kingdom of ends” (i.e, his fourth formulation of the Categorical Imperative). This
situates persons and personal relations into a fully developmental context.

J. Dialectic and Personal Relations

However, the suggestion that personal relations constitute the ultimate
context of the dignity and value of personhood does raise a serious question. Does
this suggestion imply that the value of a human person is no more than what it is
constituted to be by the status assigned in a given society and culture? After all,
human history is rife with evidence that humans treat other humans in the most
vile, degrading, and demeaning fashions. Historically persons have been valued
for no more than their expertise, or treated as slaves, or objects for sexual
pleasure, or as mere animals or machines, or have been tortured, murdered, and
discarded as worth less than refuse. Returning to the immediate topic at hand,
there is little evidence that the context of personal relations in American society
endows human embryos with the dignified status of human persons. Does the
contextualization of originating value in the historical context of personal
relations not therefore run the risk of reducing the universality of the value of
persons to whatever value a society chooses to assign to this or that individual? Is
this not the implication of saying that to be a person is to be constituted in an
ongoing, historical network of persons?

Here I return to the dialectical and theological problems hinted at in §G
but deferred to this point. Until now I have prescinded from some of the most
obvious facts. Once human development reaches the stages of conscious,
intelligent, and responsible developing, the distortions of bias and
nondevelopmental decline also begin to appear. Pure human development is an
ideal, but the distorted dialectic of human living is far more concrete. If we could
abstract from this dialectic, then there would be no problem with claiming that the
actual historical context of personal relations is the foundation for the full dignity
of human persons. But as it is, the actual history of human relations is far from
dignified. As Lonergan puts it:

OMethod in Theology, 51.



58 Byrne

But concrete human living has become the function of a complex variable;
like the real component of such a function, its intelligibility is only part of
the whole (255).

The other part of the whole of concrete human living is an inattentive,
unintelligent, irrational, irresponsible, hateful, and violent residue. This residue is
the “social surd” that plays a major role in how human beings “constitute” the
personhood of their fellow players in the drama of human history. When faced
with these brute facts, Kant’s grounding of morality seems enticing and attractive.
Kant’s moral philosophy has its universal, rationalistic, static, conceptual
specification of the dignity of the person and the kingdom of ends. As such, its
normativity stands outside of the contingencies of human bias and historicity.
While Kant worried about whether the kingdom of ends could ever be realized, at
least the normativity of his ideal of personhood and dignity remains untouched by
the deep biases of the human condition.

Lonergan of course was profoundly aware of this problem. What he meant
by “the larger and more concrete” context of personal relations includes but does
not end with the problematic context of exclusively suman personal relations. He
meant the complete and ultimately concrete context of personal relations, human
and divine — “a new and higher collaboration of [humanity] and God” (742). The
three divine persons are not limited by whatever a given human community so far
may have made of the value of this or that human individual. The value of all
human persons, all individual instances of human originating value, is to be
settled by the ultimate story of human history, the history of personal relations.
But the ultimate story of human history is not determined by human beings alone.
It is to be the product of the collaboration of the human and divine persons. The
missions of the Word and the Spirit are operative in human history, developing
and transforming its meaning through the cooperation of authentic, self-modifying
acts of human subjects. It is the missions of the divine persons that meet the
problem of the dialectic of personal relations at its deepest level.5

Lonergan notes that human beings “can know and choose authenticity and
self-transcendence, originating and terminating values can coincide.”s! If this is a
possibility for human beings, it is a certainty for God. The ultimate story of human
history is a story in which the profound dignity of all human beings is upheld by

50This in no way addresses this issue fully or satisfactorily. Arguably Lonergan’s whole career
was devoted to this issue and to this issue alone. For a slightly more detailed treatment, see Patrick
H. Byrne, “Human Rights or Personal Relations?” in Christianity and Human Rights, forthcoming.
51 Method in Theology, 51.
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God’s evaluation and loving choice. This divine valuation includes all of those
unjustly consigned to poverty, oppression, violation, torture, terrorism, and who
seem to perish unnoticed. It also includes human embryonic developing beings
who, because of the dialectic of history, are not regarded as meriting the dignity of
human persons. Nevertheless, God’s valuation of all persons will not be
accomplished by some extrinsic divine fiat. It will be accomplished only through
the ongoing, developing cooperative collaboration of individual developing
human beings with the divine persons.

K. Conversion and the “Not Numerous Center”’s2

Since Stebbins and I wrote our paper, I have had several conversations about
the position we have developed regarding the ethics of human embryonic stem
cell research.>3 Perhaps it should not have surprised me, but I have nevertheless
been quite discouraged to see how few have been persuaded. While I put most of
the blame on myself and my failures to make a stronger case, it at least has made
me more aware of how foundational are the roles that the three conversions will
need to play in this ethical debate.

As mentioned earlier, the ethical issue in this debate soon becomes a
metaphysical issue — an issue about what is real and especially about what a
human person really is. Most of those who have rejected the position we have
presented do acknowledge that real human persons merit the status accorded by
the Dignity Principle — which means that real human persons deserve the
protections articulated in the form of human rights. They do not, however, accept

52“Not Numerous Center” was the theme for the Lonergan Workshop conference at Boston
College, June 18-22, 2007 at which this paper was presented. The phrase comes from Berard
Lonergan, “Dimensions of Meaning,” Collection, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 4,
ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1988), 245:
“But what will count is a perhaps not numerous center, big enough to be at home in both the old
and the new, painstaking enough to work out one by one the transitions to be made, strong enough
to refuse half measures and insist on complete solutions even though it has to wait.” Concerning
solution to the question of the value of early stage human embryos, it seems to me that ultimately
commitment to the reality of what is known in verified explanatory understanding is indispensable,
and this in turn presupposes as foundation triply converted subjects — who may not be numerous at
the present time.

53Actually some of the conversations were about a talk by Princeton Prof. Robert P. George,
who articulated a position quite similar to ours, without the fully differentiated Lonergan
background. See his “Embryo Ethics: On the Biological and Moral Status of Nascent Human
Life,” Deadelus, forthcoming.
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our argument that human embryos really are human persons. Their resistance
comes in the forms mentioned briefly in §1.C of this article.>*

Several of those with whom I have discussed these issues are far more
intellectually serious than, say, Michael Kinsey.>> Even so, like Kinsey, they also
rely on a fundamental notion of reality that privileges the descriptive orientation
of commonsense. In itself, common sense is an intellectual differentiation, albeit
only part of the larger enterprise of inquiry and correct understanding.
Nevertheless, the common sense descriptive orientation does have a tendency to
constrict into the criterion of reality proper to the biological pattern of experience.
When this happens, the insights and judgments of the explanatory orientation take
on the aura of unreality. As Lonergan puts it,

while explanatory knowledge includes descriptive, descriptive knowledge
is the part that is prone to fall under the illusion of being the
whole...[Then] there is erected a pseudo-metaphysics whose elements
stand in a happy, if ultimately incoherent, conjunction with sensitive
elements and imaginative presentations. Then the real is the already out
there now [and] knowing is taking a good look.>

This is what happens when the commonsense descriptive approach regards a
six-year old girl as a person, but is unconcerned to ask how this stage of the girl’s
life is explanatorily related to both earlier and subsequent stages. Is a five-year old
girl also a person? Is a newborn?’ A three-day embryo? Where does
commonsense description draw the line? Why does it draw the line there rather
than elsewhere? These are questions that are not only foreign to but also
disturbing to the general bias of common sense, especially when it becomes
caught up in the allure of the biological pattern’s notion of reality.

For Lonergan, of course, the remedy to this incoherence is acceptance of the
objectivity and relevance of explanatory knowledge. Still, any such acceptance
presupposes intellectual conversion. As with any conversion, intellectual
conversion is a decision. It is a matter of knowing and deciding to accept oneself
as one really is. This means knowing and accepting oneself as an intelligible,
developing, unity-identity-whole characterized by the conscious activities of
cognitional structure. It is a matter of knowing and accepting that objectmty

54See the fuller discussion in Byrne and Stebbins, op. cit.

55See note 7.

56Insight, 529.

57At least one university professor, a bioethicist no less, does not regard a newborn as a person;
see note 3.
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consists in authentically following the immanent norms of that cognitional
structure. But perhaps most fundamentally, it is a matter of knowing and deciding
to accept the implications of self-knowledge — namely, that reality is whatever is
to be known by understanding correctly. It is a decision to be committed to the
position that reality is intrinsically and completely intelligible, and that there is no
more adequate criterion of reality than unconditioned intelligibility. Explanatory
knowledge is one kind of correct understanding and therefore meets the criterion
for reality, even when it lacks the qualities of the “already out there now” reality
which are so comforting to merely descriptive knowledge. The dramatic difficulty
in coming to this knowledge and decision has been well described by Lonergan:

From the homns of that dilemma one escapes only through the discovery
(and one has not made it yet if one has no clear memory of its startling
strangeness) that there are two quite different realisms (22).

The decision for intellectual conversion is played out in accepting the
fuller view of reality that is intended in explanatory understanding and judging. At
least as Lonergan understands it, explanation is committed to the pursuit of the
pure intelligibility of relations and things. Any claims that reality is the intelligible
and that intelligibility is what is to be known best in the explanatory approach will
appear preposterous to a commonsense descriptive orientation caught in the grips
of the biological pattem’s criterion of the “already out there now” reality.

At bottom, then, the foundation for the ethics of human embryonic stem
cell research is intellectual conversion. This brings home to supreme importance
to “make conversion a topic, and thereby promote it”5® in intellectual circles.
Primarily, intellectual conversion entails a vast expansion of what one will regard
as real. Secondarily, it will involve a relegation of what one once took as to be
fully real to the status of but a component of that fuller reality: “It is just as much
a matter of judgment to know that an object is not real but apparent, as it is to
know that an object is not apparent but real.”’s

I should have said “almost at bottom” the foundation is intellectual
conversion. For I have begun to better understand the complex interplay between
intellectual, moral, and religious conversion. This has been brought home to me
by some of the other ethical positions that are taken by those who reject the
personhood of human embryos because they do not “look like” human persons. I
have already mentioned the professor who does not think newborn infants are

58Method in Theology, 253.
59Bernard Lonergan, “Cognitional Structure,” 218.
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persons.6® Others claim that the elderly who suffer dementia, criminals of various
categories, and even the indigent are not persons. Concretely then people make
judgments about what is and is not real within a more basic horizon that settles for
them the prior question of what is and is not good and worthwhile.

Perhaps moral conversion can be characterized in a way that parallels
Lonergan’s criterion of intellectual conversion. Intellectual conversion involves a
vast enlargement of what counts as the real. Likewise, we might say that moral
conversion involves a vast expansion of the notion of what is good, what is
worthwhile. Moral conversion consists in a decision that shifts from the good that
is merely limited to one’s own self-centered interests and concerns. It is a decision
to orient oneself toward the goodness of everything about everything. In other
words, moral conversion chooses as good whatever is to be known by
unconditioned judgments of value, and this means to choose the entirety of being
as good — the entirety of the reality embraced in intellectual conversion. One’s
own self-centered particular goods (“satisfactions”) are recognized to reside
within and are relativized by this vastly larger realm of goodness. Yet the reverse
can also be true. One’s ethical orientation can be settled by a choice that the
“good” is but some fragment of the totality of the good. In this case the ethical
orientation will also distort and contract the notion of reality into conformity with
this restricted notion of the good. Hence, if the argument that Stebbins and [ have
developed has intellectual conversion as its foundation, still more basic is the
ethical orientation of moral conversion.

Lastly, religious conversion is also involved in the foundations of this
debate. Is it an accident that most opponents of the destruction of human embryos
in order to obtain their stem cell research have religious affiliations? Certainly the
proponents of human embryonic stem cells think this is no accident, for they
frequently disparage their opponents’ arguments as privileging merely private,
sectarian, dogmatic, religious beliefs into the arena of public rational debate,
where such emotional opinions do not belong. In all too many cases, of course,
these proponents have legitimate criticisms.

Still, it is quite unfair to characterize all religious conversion in this way.
Like intellectual and moral conversion, religious conversion is also a decision. It
is a decision that responds to something very real and true about oneself — namely,

60See note 4. Princeton’s Peter Singer has also voiced a similar view. See his “Unsanctifying
Human Life,” in John Ladd (ed.), Ethical Issues Relating to Life and Death (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1979), 46.
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that one finds oneself gifted by “being in love in an unrestricted fashion.”s!
Religious conversion responds to the “the question of God in a new form.”

Will I love [God] in return, or will I refuse? Will I live out the gift of
[God’s] love, or will I hold back, turn away, withdraw?62

Religious conversion is the decision to accept the gift of unconditional love, to
live it out — or at least to try, and when one fails (as one will), to repent and try
again.

Many proponents of embryonic stem cell research regard their opponents
as benighted religious fanatics who follow ignorant religious beliefs out of a
fundamental fear of being condemned by a vengeful God. No doubt, some
opponents are so motivated. But this is not a fair representation of the totality or
the most authentic of religiously motivated people. Authentic religiously
converted persons are people who, in the words of Rosemary Haughton, are
convinced that “Love exists. It works. I know it.”63 Authentic religious conversion
is the choosing the reality of love and its ethical efficacy. If love is real and good,
if it is the deepest reality and goodness, then the decision for unconditional love
eventually presses against the arbitrary restrictions that one has placed upon one’s
own notions of the good and the real. Religious conversion does not necessarily or
inevitably produce or guarantee moral or intellectual conversion. The witness of
history makes this abundantly clear. Nevertheless, the developmental tendency of
religious conversion is toward moral and intellectual conversion.

The case Stebbins and I have developed will probably not be convincing
absent the foundation of the three conversions. On the other hand, because there
never is unambiguous and unconditional evidence for the absence of conversion,
it is best to proceed in the hope that one can reach the reality of unconditional
love, and the unrestricted desire to know and value unconditionally that resides in
each and every person, no matter what ethical or metaphysical counter-positions
they tend to express. The ultimate foundations of stem cell research therefore are
the “foundational reality” of the conversions, as Lonergan argues so powerfully.s4

61 Method in Theology, 106.

52)Method in Theology, 116.

63Rosemary Haughton, Transformation of Man: A Study of Conversion and Community (New
York: Paulist Press, 1967), 95.

64 Method in Theology , 267.
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L. Concluding Summary

This essay has attempted to supply the unarticulated foundations for the
article, “The Ethics of Embryonic Stem Cell Research” by Michael Stebbins and
myself. In that article we argue that any use of human embryonic stem cells that
involves the destruction of the embryo is ethically impermissible. We argue that
from the earliest stages human embryos are human persons, and therefore merit
protection according to a modified version of the Dignity Principle. We argue that
embryos are human persons because human personhood is identical with human
development. We further argue that the knowledge of human development
requires the adoption of an explanatory approach to knowledge, because in such
an approach embryos are understood to be stages of the more fundamental unity of
human development. Most if not all of the arguments by proponents of human
embryonic stem cell research suffer from the limitations of a strictly descriptive
approach.

The crucial premise of our argument is the claim that every concrete instance
of human development is a human person. This claim is crucial to our argument,
since we thereby identify every stage of development, including the earliest
embryonic stages, as stages of a human person. Yet our basic premise rests upon
still more basic affirmations. In this article 1 have endeavored to both articulate
those more basic judgments and to show how they supply the conditions for our
basic premise. Since I canmot myself claim to have reached virtually
unconditioned certainty about all of these judgments, I advanced three of them
only as very probably true hypotheses.

In Parts I and II, I presented brief overviews of salient scientific facts from
the scientific researches of developmental biology and situated those facts within
the more general context of Lonergan’s account of development and genetic
method. In Part III, I then proceeded to articulate the more basic judgments and to
explain their connection to the basic premise equating human development and
human personhood. First, I argued that the concrete, explanatory intelligible unity
of a developing organism is equivalent to the intelligible unity that Lonergan calls
a “thing.” Second, I extended the argument to claim that the concrete and
intelligible unity-identity-whole that Lonergan calls a “self” is also properly
understood as the unity of its development. Third, I further argued that this
developmental unity is called a cognitional self as long as it is being characterized
merely in terms of its cognitional activities; but that one and the same developing
unity is more completely characterized by the prior developmental activities of
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organic and psychic development, as well as by the higher activities of
responsible, existential subjectivity. Therefore the concrete and intelligible
developmental human unity is more appropriately called the embodied human
existential subject. Fourth, I argued that the concrete, intelligibly developing
human subject is what Lonergan means by “originating value.” I further argued
that originating value is a far more adequate understanding of “person” than was
offered by Kant. That is to say, there is a profound “position” regarding the high
moral status of persons in Kant’s moral philosophy. However, his position on
“person” is vitiated by his conceptual, idealist, and static counter-positions about
reason. Nevertheless his fundamental position can be recast in an intellectually
converted and more differentiated context that relies upon the notion of
originating value. Fifth, I further argued that the human subjects who are properly
called “originating values” are also persons in the more profound sense of having
their value realized and constituted in the context of the historical reality of
human and divine personal relations.

Lastly, I acknowledge that even this fuller and more explicit grounding would
be but sound and fury signifying nothing, apart from the truly foundational and
interdependent realities of religious, moral, and intellectual conversion. Unless
readers share something of the expanded horizons regarding love, the good, and
reality, the basic judgments underpinning our ethical argument will make little
sense. Any serious foundational work of ethics, therefore, must take seriously the
challenge of moving from dialectic to dialogue, making conversion a serious
topic, and thereby promoting it.

TECHNICAL APPENDIX: HUMAN PERSONHOOD
AND THE METAPHYSICAL ELEMENTS

In response to the original presentation of my paper at the Lonergan Workshop in
June 2007, Fred Lawrence raised a possible objection, namely, that Lonergan
himself says that there is a real distinction between nature and person:

It remains, then, that the required real distinction between nature and
person is an inadequate minor real distinction.65

65Bernard Lonergan, De Verbo Incarnato, unpublished manuscript, Thesis 3, Preliminary note
1. See also Insight, 514: “Minor real distinctions are between the elements or constituents of
proportionate being, that is, between central and conjugate potency, form, and act.” In addition, he
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Furthermore, at least once in his various discussions of this distinction Lonergan
explicitly uses the phrase, “the developmental unity of a person’s life” to refer to
human nature.¢ Taken together these remarks would seem to undermine my
arguments in this paper, and so this appendix addresses this problem. While it
would be advantageous to explain the fuller context of Lonergan’s theological
discussions, this paper is already quite lengthy, and I will offer only an
abbreviated response.

In the context of his discussions of natures and divine persons, Lonergan
draws upon his explanatory metaphysics in Insight to clarify the various possible
meanings of “one” that occur in Christological formulations — that “one and the
same” Christ is truly divine and truly human. Although he does not employ the
precise terminology of his metaphysics, Lonergan says, in effect, that “one” can
mean either central potency, central form, or central act.¢”

Central potency is the oneness that is known solely through intellectually
patterned experience of the empirical residue. Hence, a merely coincidental
aggregate (e.g., a “pile of stones™®) has a merely empirical kind of oneness of
accidentally all being gathered together in the same expanse of space and time. A
second pile of stones would be a second “one” also by its merely empirically
residual difference from the first — being collected in a different place and/or at a
different time. Yet in the case of a coincidental aggregate, there is by definition no
corresponding single, unified, intelligible answer to “Why are they all here and
now?” Each stone had its own intelligible line of causality that brought it to this
resting place at this time. Its prior history need not have any intelligible
connection with that of any other stone, if this is truly just a coincidental
collection. Again, two entities could be precisely alike in every explanatory,
intelligible respect (e.g., two isolated protons both in exactly the same quantum
states), and yet they could each be one instance of that kind of proton in virtue of
mere empirically distinctness. Each proton is an additional instance that is

calls a minor real distinction “inadequate” if it is a distinction between a unified proportionate
being and one of its elements. In the theological writings he generalizes the point in order to apply
it to the distinction between a transcendent being (person) and a proportionate element (human
nature).

66Bernard Lonergan, “The Origins of Christian Realism,” 4 Second Collection, op. cit., 258.

67For the background, see Insight, 457-63

68 onergan’s own example; see Bernard Lonergan, The Ontological and Psychological
Constitution of Christ, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 7, trans. Michael G. Shields,
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2002), 31.
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additional, not by some intelligible difference, but only in virtue of its merely
empirically residual difference from others in the collection.

Central form is the oneness that is known solely in explanatory
understanding of unity-identity-wholeness. In the present context, this would be
the intelligible oneness of explanatory development, that is, the intelligible unity
of a linked sequence of operators-integrators (the “developmental unity of a
person’s life”).

Central act is the oneness known in virtually unconditioned acts of judging
insights about some intelligible unity-identity-wholeness. Central act is known in
Jjudgments such as “A is; B is; A is not B.” Central act is the “proper content”
added by such judgments (300). The affirmative judgments know the existences
of intelligible unities A and B; the negative judgment knows those unities to have
their own existence as distinct from the existence of the other.6? For example, a
scientist could design a possible, intelligibly linked sequence of organic operators-
integrators — possible embryological development of a possible biological species.
This design would be the conceptualization of an intelligible unity. But if this
intelligibly unified embryological design never came to exist, there would never
be “one” of these intelligible, developing unities. Again, good authors compose
intelligible and “realistic” plot lines for characters that do not exist. These plot
lines are “one” in the sense of intelligibly unified, but the characters never are
“one of us” because unlike us they do not really exist, nor can they therefore be
really distinct from us. “One” in this sense pertains to central act.

In these theological writings, Lonergan argues that the proper understanding of
“person” as it emerges in the church’s early doctrinal development is “one” in the
sense of central act. His discussions of “nature” are mainly in this context of the
divine persons. Hence, there is no extended discussion of human persons.
Lonergan is primarily concemed to explain why Christ is a divine person with a
divine and a human nature (“developmental unity™), but that Christ is not a human
person. Still, the implication of this discussion is that there is also an inadequate

%9In his theological discussions, Lonergan uses “identity” as a substitute for central act. His
reasons for doing so have to do with the logical principles of identity and difference. It is in virtue
of affirmative judgments that the existential identity of A is established and that non-A is thereby
excluded. In doing so, Lonergan changes the meaning of “identity” from its meaning in chapters 8
and 11 of Insight. There “identity” is used interchangeably with “unity” and “whole” without
distinction in order to denote what later he would call central form. As a result the changed
meaning of “identity” in these later theological writings can cause some confusion. It is possible
that in chapter 8 Lonergan was already using “unity-identity-whole” to denote intending both
central form and central act in a compact and undifferentiated way. But this does not seem to be
the most likely reading of the passages.



68 Byrne

minor real distinction between person and nature in those beings, apart from
Christ, who actually exist and who have a human nature (developmental unity).

Does this assertion undermine my argument? While I do not think so, it does
call for a more technical qualification of my argument. In the main paper I used
phrases like “concrete and intelligible developmental unity” to abbreviate the
compound of central form and central act in a compact and undifferentiated
fashion. In doing so, I was following Lonergan’s own lead in chapter 8 of Insight
about things, without adding in the technical distinctions that the later chapters
call forth.” To be more precise, a human person is not merely her or his central
form; nor strictly speaking would it be correct to say that a human person is her or
his central act. Rather, the human person is the unity of her or his central potency,
central form, and central act (534-38). Central potency is the empirical residue of
places and times which are a person’s own. Central potency as empirically
residual places and times are the indispensable conditions in order that embodied
human subjects can “live and move and have their being” in the universe and in
human history. Central form is the intelligible unity of the linked sequence of
organic, psychic, intellectual, rational, responsible, and loving integrators-
operators. It is the intelligible, multileveled uniting of this linked sequence that
constitutes the meaningfulness of a human life story. Still, that life story might be
nobody’s life story. Unless the central form of this human story also has a central
act, unless some person is enacting this development, there is only an interesting
story but no actual person. Still, as the body of this article has argued, the enacting
of the intelligible story is not to be thought of as solely the work of a fully
conscious, intelligent, responsible subject making choices. Rather, the enacting of
the story is the central act stretched across time that constitutes the real existence
of an entire development. That unified development is already real as it is being
enacted in its organic and psychic stages, before the levels of intelligence,
rationality, and responsibility emerge. Just as the developmental unity is
intelligibly one across all of these stages, so also the enactment of that unity
across and through all of its time is actually one existence.

While it is true that there is no human person without central act, still central
act does not float in a vacuum. Central act of a human person is the central act of

70To be completely accurate, there are of course no nonexisting things, so Lonergan would have
been more exact in chapter 8 to have said “the notion of a thing is grounded in an insight and
Jjudgment that grasps and affirms, not relations between data, but a unity, identity, whole in the
data” It should be noted, however, that the terminology of chapter 8 on things precedes his
discussions of the act of judgment.
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a concrete developmental unity that is manifest in the central potency of its own
spaces and times. While I have argued that the intelligible unity of development
(which, strictly speaking, means central form) should be counted as a person, it
would have been more accurate to say that the unity of central potency, central
form, and central act is a human person. While I did neglect this technical
discussion in the body of my article, I hope this can be excused given my
objectives. The first of those objectives was to argue that one and the same human
person is the executor of the earliest stages of human embryonic development that
is also the executor of the more descriptively familiar advanced stages of human
personhood. In order to make that argument, the proper stress had to be on
intelligible unity — central form. The second of my objectives was to move the
issue from the ontology of personhood into the realm of the value of personhood.
My second objective was not Lonergan’s primary concem in his theological
writings about nature and personhood, although I believe it is consistent with his
positions. I hope that with this technical clarification this possible objection to my
hypotheses has been answered sufficiently.
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MosT OF OUR lives are spent engaging with the continuous and endless sets of
practical issues, meeting the exigencies that arise in the concrete course of our
personal and professional lives, where we seek to apply intelligence in the service
of practice. A particular focus of attention is how we apply conscious
intentionality to issues of concern where we seek to solve problems and change
structures and patterns of behavior and thereby contribute both to more effective
action and to our knowledge of structures, behaviors and the process of changing
them. A question arises, how can we engage in attending to the practical of the
everyday in a manner that has some quality and rigor and which may be
considered “scientific.” In “The Ongoing Genesis of Methods” Lonergan states
that after experimental, historical and dialectical method, there is praxis which
asks the question, “what are you going to do about it?””! He locates the question in
the context of the end of the age of innocence, where it is only then that praxis can
become an academic subject. He describes the twofold hermeneutic, a
hermeneutic of suspicion as well as a hermeneutic of recovery which work from
above downwards, where authenticity cannot be taken for granted and where
Jjudgments have to discern between products of authenticity and inauthenticity. He
argues that praxis is a distinct method where there is a compound of theoretical
and practical judgments of value. In this paper, I introduce the theory and practice
of action research as a way of exploring praxis as an academic subject.2?Action
research is an established approach to conducting social science research and, as

1Bernard J. Lonergan, “The Ongoing Genesis of Methods,” in 4 Third Collection, ed. F. E.
Crowe (Chapman: London, 1985), 146-65.

20. Eikeland, “Action Research as the Hidden Curriculum of the Western Tradition,” in The
Handbook of Action Researc, ed. P. Reason and H. Bradbury (London: Sage, 2001), 145-55.

3David Coghlan, “Insider Action Research Doctorates: Generating Actionable Knowledge.”
Higher Education (54, 2007): 293-306.

71



72 Coghlan

such, it is taught as an academic subject. The paper is structured as follows. First I
review the area of commonsense knowing as the practical world of the everyday
where we seek to exercise praxis. Secondly, I provide an introduction to action
research, describing its main tenets and practices. Thirdly, I explore how action
research and Lonergan’s work have resonances that may form the ground of a
science of praxis.

COMMONSENSE KNOWING

What we know and how we know in day-to-day living is the domain of common
sense, in Lonergan’s terms. It is the intelligence applied to the particular. It is a
specialization of knowledge. Its interests and concerns are of human living and the
successful performance of daily tasks and discovering immediate solutions that
will work. It differs from scientific knowing in that it has no theoretical
inclinations and does not aim at the universal. Rather it is focused on the
particular, is often content with only what it needs for the moment and is practical.
It has no use for technical language, though it typically does use it. It moves
fluently between saying and meanings and undertakes communication as a work
of art, drawing on resources of language, support of tone and volume, eloquence
and facial expression, pauses, questions, omissions.

One of the particular characteristics of common sense is that it varies from
place to place and from situation to situation. What is familiar in one place may be
unfamiliar in another. Commonsense knowledge consists in a set of clusters of
insights, such that one is able to decide that no further insights are needed or that
one or more are needed to deal with the situation at hand. A remembered set of
insights are only approximately appropriate to the new situation. They are insights
into situations which are similar but not identical. No two situations are identical.
Time has passed, place has changed, we remember differently. As Lonergan puts
it,

1. with a good look around, shrewd eye, one can decide what’s up and needs
to be done. Add a further insight, adjusting general to the concrete
situation.

2. Egocentric concerned with how I am to behave
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3. Mode of all concrete understanding and judgment — I’m in this situation
which is before me and don’t want universal truths and science.

Subjectively we operate within several patterns of experience, and I
highlight the symbolic and dramatic in this context. I also advert to the four
dialectical tensions within the dramatic pattern which inhibit inquiry:

1. the dramatic bias that blocks, censors and diverts questioning,

2. individual bias of our egoism and efforts to control and exploit,

3. group bias that polarizes intergroup relations,

4. the general bias that splits common sense from theoretical knowing and
fails to value both.

In Understanding and Being, in response to questions, Lonergan notes that
common sense cannot develop its own theory, for to do so would take it beyond
its own domain.> He also says the problem in social science is where the “object is
an empirically, intelligently rational conscious subject that develops in his
intelligence and reasonableness” and has to be approached differently from the
study of atoms.S It is compatible with common sense to have a sophisticated
understanding of its practices and operations within a specialized domain. This
paper is based on the assumption that common sense can be the foundation for
social science.” It seeks to explore how action research can provide a method of
praxis by integrating the concern for the practical, particular and everyday with a
quality of inquiry that can rightly be termed “scientific.” Action research provides
a way of engaging in theoretical reflection on the subjective and objective poles of
common sense, where the concern is for the desire to act, and ultimately to
transform, with a view to articulating a method of praxis.

Commonsense knowing has not been explored much in the Lonergan
literature outside of the basic commentaries and discussion of Insight. Fitterer’s
master’s thesis appears to be the only direct investigation of the topic.? Morelli
explores how Lonergan has succeeded in recovering common sense and how he
(Lonergan) affirms the possibility of a self authenticating, cognitive self-

“Bemard J. Lonergan, Topics in Education, The Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 10,
ed. F. Crowe and R. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993), 72.

SBernard J. Lonergan, Understanding and Being, The Complete Works of Bernard Lonergan,
vol. 3, ed. F. Crowe and R. Doran (University of Toronto Press: Toronto, 1990).

SUnderstanding and Being, 363.

F. van Hoolthoon and D. Olsen, Common Sense: The Foundations for Social Science (Lanham,
MD: University Press of America, 1987).

8R. J. Fitterer, The Notion of Common Sense in Bernard Lonergan'’s Insight. Unpublished M.
Div. dissertation, Regent’s College, Canada, 1996.
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appropriation by people of common sense on the level of common sense.® Morelli
concludes,

The direct mediation of cognitional self-appropriation is not the
cosmopolitan withdraw from practicality to save practicality from itself, of
Lonergan’s Insight. It is an immersion in practicality to assist practicality
in its spontaneous normative efforts to save or authenticate itself. (original
emphases) 10

ACTION RESEARCH

I now introduce action research as the focus of cognitional self-appropriation by
common sense at the level of common sense. What is action research? As the
name suggests, action research is an approach to research which aims at both
taking action and creating knowledge or theory about that action. Torbert refers to
it as “a kind of scientific inquiry conducted in everyday life.”!! The outcomes are
both an action and a research outcome, unlike traditional research approaches
which aim at creating knowledge only. In the words of two of its leading scholars,
action research is,

a participatory, democratic process concemed with developing practical
knowing in the pursuit of worthwhile human purposes, grounded in a
participatory worldview which we believe is emerging at this historical
moment. It seeks to bring together action and reflection, theory and
practice, in participation with others, in the pursuit of practical solutions to
issues of pressing concerns to people, and more generally the flourishing
of individual persons and their communities...and to a more equitable and
sustainable relationship with the wider ecology of the planet of which we
are an intrinsic part.!2

In effect, action research is about creating forms of inquiry that people can use in
the conduct of their lives and involves changing what we take as knowledge. It

9Mark Morelli, “Authentication of Common Sense from Below Upwards: Mediating Self-
Correcting Folk Psychology” Lonergan Workshop, vol. 15, ed. Fred Lawrence (Boston College,
1999), 117-39.

10Morelli, op. cit., 139

1'W. R. Torbert, The Power of Balance: Transforming Self, Society and Scientific Inquiry
(Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1991), 220-21.

12p_Reason and H. Bradbury (eds.), The Handbook of Action Research (London: Sage, 2001),
1-2.
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reflects a concern for the “action turn” to replace the linguistic turn of
postmodernism.!3 It has origins and roots in such diverse fields as the pragmatic
philosophy of John Dewey, the social psychology experiments of Kurt Lewin and
organization development, the liberationist work of Paolo Freire and feminist
thought.'4 Eikeland locates action research in the work of Aristotle.!S Through
exploration of Aristotelian terms such as phronesis, techne and episteme, he
shows how Aristotle’s praxis-orientation is central to action research through
dialogue and dialectics which is focusing on learning, inquiry and research.

Argyris et al. summarize Lewin’s concept of action research. 16

1. It involves change experiments on real problems in social systems. It
focuses on a particular problem and seeks to provide assistance to the client
system.

2. It, like social management more generally, involves iterative cycles of
identifying a problem, planning, acting and evaluating.

3. The intended change in an action research project typically involves re-
education, a term that refers to changing patterns of thinking and action that are
currently well-established in individuals and groups. A change intended by change
agents is typically at the level of norms and values expressed in action. Effective
re-education depends on participation by clients in diagnosis, fact-finding and free
choice to engage in new kinds of action.

4. It challenges the status quo from a participative perspective, which is
congruent with the requirements of effective re-education.

5. It is intended to contribute simultaneously to basic knowledge in social
science and to social action in everyday life. High standards for developing theory
and empirically testing propositions organized by theory are not be to be
sacrificed nor the relation to practice be lost.

13P. Reason and W. R. Torbert, “The Action Turn: Toward a Transformational Social Science,”
Concepts and Transformation, 6, no. 1 (2001): 1-37.

14D. Greenwood and M. Levin, Introduction to Action Research. 2™ ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage, 2007).

150. Eikeland, “Phronesis, Aristotle and Action Research,” International Journal of Action
Research, 2, no. 1 (2006): 5-53.

16C. Argyris, R. Putnam, and D. Smith, Action Science (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1985), 8-9.
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FIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTION RESEARCH

Action research is a varied field, covering many approaches which may apply in
specific research domains, such as education, business and organization studies,
social studies and so on. Across the varieties of practice, five broadly shared
characteristics can be drawn.!?

Worthwhile
purposes

Participation Emergent
& <:> Developmental <:> li(nng:::gg:
Democracy Form

Many ways of
knowing

Figure 1 Five Dimensions of Action Research (Reason and Bradbury, 2001: 2):

Knowledge in Practice
A primary purpose of action research is to produce practical knowledge that is

useful to people in the everyday conduct of their lives. A wider purpose of action
research is to contribute through this practical knowledge to the increased well-

17Reason and Bradbury, Handbook of Action Research, 2.
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being — economic, political, psychological, spiritual — of human persons and
communities, and to a more equitable and sustainable relationship with the wider
ecology of the planet.

Many Ways of Knowing

Action research starts with everyday experience and is concerned with the
development of living knowledge. It draws on diverse forms of knowing as we
encounter and act in our world, not only empirical and rational ways of knowing,
but including the experiential and tacit, the presentational and aesthetic, the
relational and dialogical, the spiritual, the propositional, and the practical. In
action research this is typically referred to as an “extended epistemology” and
juxtaposes itself in relation to positivist science that values propositional knowing
only.

Participation and Democracy

As we search for practical knowledge and liberating ways of knowing, working
with people in their everyday lives, we can see that action research is participative
research. Human persons are agents who act in the world on the basis of their own
shared meaning; human community involves mutual sensemaking and collective
action. Action research is only possible with, for and by persons and communities,
ideally involving all stakeholders both in the questioning and sensemaking that
informs the research, and in the action which is its focus. A participatory
worldview places human persons and communities as part of their world—both
human and ecological—embodied in their world, co-creating their world. A
participatory perspective asks us to be both embedded and reflexive, to be explicit
about the perspective from which knowledge is created, to see inquiry as a process
of coming to know, serving the democratic, practical ethos of action research.!8
Human Flourishing

Action research is not about knowledge for its own sake, but knowing in the
pursuit of worthwhile purposes-which may be described as the flourishing of
human persons, communities, and the ecologies of which they are part. What we
choose to attend to is, of course, a form of inquiry in its own right. Action
research is emancipatory, it leads not just to new practical knowledge, but to new
abilities to create knowledge.

Emergent, Developmental Form

In action research knowledge is a living, evolving process of coming to know that
is rooted in everyday experience; it is a verb rather than a noun. This means action

18Reason and Bradbury, Handbook of Action Research, 6-7
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research cannot be programmatic and cannot be defined in terms of hard and fast
methods. Good action research is heuristic and emerges over time in an
evolutionary and developmental process, as individuals develop skills of inquiry
and as communities of inquiry develop within communities of practice.

These five characteristics provide a flavor of the broad scope and intent of
action research with the ultimate aim of “the flourishing of individual person and
their communities.” Action research approaches are radical to the extent that they
advocate replacement of existing forms of social organization. Action research
challenges normal science in several action-oriented ways. Sharing the power of
knowledge production with the researched subverts the normal practice of
knowledge and policy development as being the primary domain of researchers
and policymakers. Action researchers work on the epistemological assumption
that the purpose of academic research and discourse is not just to describe,
understand and explain the world but also to change it. The issue is not so much
the form of the knowledge produced or the methodology employed to gather
data/evidence but who decides the research agenda in the first place and who
benefits directly from it. In short, the contrast of roles is between that of detached
observer in positivist science and of an actor and agent of change in action
research. As Riordan expresses it, (action research) is

...a kind of approach to studying social reality without separating (while
distinguishing) fact from value; it require a practitioner of science who is
not only an engaged participant, but also incorporates the perspective of
the critical and analytical observer, not as a validating instance but as
integral to the practice.!®

In its original Lewinian form, the action research cycle comprises a pre-step
and three core activities: planning, action and fact-finding.20 The pre-step involves
naming the general objective and reconnoitering the situation. Planning comprises
having an overall plan and a decision regarding what the first step to take is.
Action involves taking that first step, and fact-finding involves evaluating the first
step, seeing what was learned and creating the basis for correcting the next step.
So there is a continuing “spiral of steps, each of which is composed of a circle of

19p. Riordan, “The Philosophy of Action Science, Journal of Managerial Psychology 10, no. 6
(1995): 6-13.
20 K. Lewin, “Action Research and Minority Problems,” in K. Lewin, Resolving Social
Conflicts: Selected Papers on Group Dynamics, ed. G. Lewin (Original publication 1946;
reprinted Washington, DC: American Psychological Association, 1997), 144-54.
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planning, action and fact-finding about the result of the action”.2! Stringer uses a
simple “look, think and act” as his framework for action research.2?

Coghlan and Brannick present an action research cycle comprising a pre-
step, context/purpose and four basic steps, diagnosing, planning action, taking
action, and evaluating action.23 Drawing on the work of Mezirow, they identify
three forms of reflection: content, process and premise. These are useful
categories. Content reflection is where the issues are reflected on. Process
reflection is where strategies, procedures and how things are being done are
considered. Premise reflection is where underlying assumptions and perspectives
are critiqued. When content, process and premise reflections are applied to the
action research cycle, they form the meta cycle of inquiry. This inquiry into the
steps of the cycles themselves are central to the development of actionable
knowledge. It is the dynamic of this reflection on reflection that incorporates the
learning process of the action research cycle and enables action research to be
more than everyday problem solving. Hence it is leamning about learning, in other
word, meta learning.

There are several modes by which action researchers can participate and
inquire into their experience. These three modes integrate the “in-here” subjective
world, the “among-us” interactional world and the “out-there” objective world
that we take as our reality.2* First person inquiry/practice is typically
characterized as the forms of inquiry and practice that one does on one’s own and
so addresses the ability of the individual to foster an inquiring approach to his or
her own life, to act out of awareness and purposefully. 25 First person research can
take researchers “upstream” where they inquire into their basic assumptions,
desires, intentions and philosophy of life. It can also take them ‘“downstream”
where they inquire into their behavior, ways of relating and their action in the
world. Second person inquiry/practice addresses their ability to inquire into and
work with others on issues of mutual concern, through face-to-face dialogue,
conversation and joint action. Second person poses an important challenge as to
who is involved in the research and how. As action research is integrally

2L ewin, op. cit., 146.

22E, T. Stringer, Action Research, 2™ ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2000).

23D, Coghlan and T. Brannick, Doing Action Research in Your Own Organization, 2™ ed.
(London: Sage, 2005).

24p_Reason and W. R. Torbert, “The Action Turn: Toward a Transformational Social Science,”
Concepts and Transformation 6, no. 1 (2001): 1-38.

25, Marshall, “Living Life as Inquiry,” Systemic Practice and Action Research 12, no. 2 (1999):
155-71; W. Torbert and Berrett-Kohler, Action Inquiry (San Francisco, 2004).
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collaborative and democratic, the quality of second person inquiry and action is
central. Through third person research/practice they can move beyond immediate
first and second person audiences to the impersonal wider community and make a
contribution to the body of knowledge. Contributions might include shared
knowledge and continuous learning via the facilitation of shared sense making,
interpretation and continuous experimentation and how the ability to suspend pre-
conceived and well indoctrinated categories and analytic rules such that new
knowledge can be created and acted upon. Traditionally, research has focused on
third person — researchers doing research on third persons and writing a report for
other third persons. In a more complete vision of research as presented by action
research and many other transformational inquiry approaches, authentic third
person research integrates first and second person voices.

Reason asks what constitutes good action research and suggests that instead
of using the term “validity,” which in his view has strong allusions to positivist
research and which suggests that there is only one validity, we explore how
quality in action research may be grounded in the choices an action researcher
makes.26 Choices with regard to pursuing worthwhile purposes, democracy and
participation, many ways of knowing and emergent developmental form need to
be transparent and subject to critique. As no one can engage in an inquiry that
addresses all the dimensions fully and completely, there will always be choices
about what is important to attend to at any given moment. Accordingly, in
Reason’s view, quality in inquiry comes from awareness and transparency about
the choices that the action researcher makes at each stage of the inquiry.

EXAMPLES OF ACTION RESEARCH

There are many settings in which action research is conducted and there are many
accounts of its practice. In organizational settings, one of the earliest accounts is
Lewin’s own work in industrial plant. 27 The researchers were essentially asking
how to introduce technological change into the factory where there was perceived
strong resistance to change. They set up two approaches to introducing change —
representation and total participation in discussing the implementation. Using the

26p, Reason, “Choice and Quality in Action Research Practice,” Journal of Management Inquiry
15, no. 2 (2006): 187-203.

271, Coch and J. R. P. French, “Overcoming Resistance to Change,” Human Relations 1 (1948):
512-32.
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two approaches they were able to show the differing effects of each approach on
productivity and the acceptance of change. The results indicated that productivity
increased faster beyond previous levels in groups where total participation was
used as a means for introducing the change. A contemporary example is where a
biopharma company sought to develop its learning capabilities and by engagement
in three projects through action research developed cognitive, structural and
procedural learning processes. 28

Baker Collins engaged with a group of women who were members of a food
cooperative in Niagara Falls, Canada and who lived in poverty.?? Together they
explored tissues of well-being, the stress of living in poverty and sole of social
assistance and discussed the contribution of local knowledge to an understanding
of poverty as well as the limitations of participation in changing social policy.
Coghlan and Jacobs provide an account of an action research project in a
residential healthcare provider in which service users, staff, members of
management committees, trustees, managers and central office staff participated
in listening to each another and in working together toward building capacity for
creating their own vision of how the organization might move into the future
according to its values and ethos.3® The project was called “learning through
listening” to reflect the ethos of the founder. In doing so they developed ways of
engaging in reflective conversation that enabled progress toward a strategic
direction. The organization consequently articulated “listening” as a key result
area and institutionalized “listening” as a criterion for its annual evaluation. The
project articulated how conversation may be used to develop organizational
learning, particularly like organizations and those that seek to involve their
residential service users in the development of the service.

HOW IS ACTION RESEARCH “SCIENTIFIC”?

How is action research scientific? In what has become the most referenced article
on action research, Susman and Evered discussed how the positivist approaches
which have dominated organizational science are “deficient in their capacity to

28], Roth, A. B. (Rami) Shani, and M Leary, “Facing the Challenges of New Capability
Development within a Biopharma Company” Action Research, 5, no. 1 (2007): 41-60.

295, Baker Collins, “An Understanding of Poverty from Those Who Are Poor,” Action Research
3, no. 1 (2005): 9-31.

30D. Coghlan and C. Jacobs, “Building Capacity for Learning and Change through Reflective
Conversation,” International Journal of Action Research 1, no. 2 (2005): 243-62.



82 Coghlan

generate knowledge for use by members of organizations™! They suggest the
following perspectives on organizations.

1. Organizations are artifacts created by human beings to serve their ends.
They obey laws that are affected by human purposes and do not existent
independently of human beings. This accords with Lonergan’s account of
community created by meaning.

2. Organizations are systems of human action in which the means and ends
are guided by values. Hence they operate as schemes of recurrence.

3. Empirical observation and logical reconstruction of organizational
activities are not sufficient for a science of organization because

a. Organizations are planned according to their members’
perceptions of the future
b. Organizations can be understood experientially by

organizational researchers so that the truth of many
propositions about organizations need not be supported
empirically or validated logically.

4. Organizations can be legitimate objects of scientific study only as single
cases without considering whether such cases are subsumable under
general laws.

They argued that the conditions from which people try to learn in everyday life are
better explored through a range of philosophical viewpoints: Aristotelian praxis,
hermeneutics, existentialism, pragmatism, process philosophies and
phenomenology. They propose that action research provides a corrective to the
deficiencies of positivist science by being future-oriented, collaborative, implying
system development, generating theory grounded in action, agnostic and
situational. Susman and Evered conclude that action research

constitutes a kind of science with a different epistemology that produces a
different kind of knowledge, a knowledge that is contingent on the
particular situation and which develops the capacity of members of
organizations to solve their own problems.?

Schon contrasts how researchers can view practice from the high ground,
where they can study issues from a distance, for example because they are not
organizational members or because their data are based on pre-constructed

31G. 1. Susman and R. D. Evered, “An Assessment of the Scientific Merits of Action Research,”
Administrative Science Quarterly 23 (1978): 582-601.
32Susman and Evered, op. cit., 601



Action Research as a Method of Praxis 83

surveys or interviews.?} Or they can be immersed in “swampy lowlands” where
problems are messy and confusing and incapable of a technical solution, because
they are either organizational members, whose actions influence the reality they
see or are outsiders who are contracted to influence what they see. He concludes
that unimportant issues may be studied from the high ground according to
predetermined standards and rigor, while the critically important ones, such as
how to generate whatever changes in practice we wish to see, can only be
confronted by being immersed in the swampy lowlands. In his view work in the
swampy lowlands involves a new scholarship which requires a new epistemology.

TOWARD ACTION RESEARCH AS A METHOD OF PRAXIS

There are several ways in which action research resonates with Lonergan’s work
so as to provide the basis for a method of praxis.

e Action research has explicit concern for the good of order and it seeks to
influence schemes of recurrence. Through its action and reflexive process
it seeks to enhance cycles of progress and halt cycles of decline.

* The generalized empirical method whereby we attend to data, grasp their
intelligibility, affirm by judgment, and make decisions and take action on
the basis of judgments of value is at the core of action research cycles of
action and reflection.

e Inits emergent and unfolding form action research is heuristic.

e In specific terms, engaging in action research draws on the twofold
hermeneutic of suspicion and recovery, whereby action researchers engage
with the challenges of bias (individual, group and general) in confronting
issues which inhibit inquiry into issues of concern. In an earlier paper 1
have addressed this specifically and explored how Argyris’s notion of
action science provides valuable insight into the movement from insight to
judgment by identifying inferences and attributions.34

e The three forms of inquiry, first-, second- and third-person, integrate the
“in-here” subjective world, the “among-us” interactional world and the

33D. A. Schon, “Knowing-in-Action: The New Scholarship Requires a New Epistemology,”
Change, November/December (1995): 27-34

34D. Coghlan,“Toward a Science of Practice: Lonergan’s Common Sense Knowing and Argyris’
Action Science,” Paper presented at Lonergan Centre, Milltown Park, Dublin, Ireland, March
2007, Milltown Studies (forthcoming).
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“out-there” objective world and so the object of research, the process of
research and the person engaging in the research may be viewed as a single
horizon. This is integral to differentiation of consciousness and realms of
meaning where by commonsense, theory and interiority are integrated in
action research.

e The “swampy lowlands” of everyday life capture the dynamics of the
realm of common sense — where situations change and what is familiar in
one place may be unfamiliar in another and no two situations are identical.
In these settings, commonsense knowledge consists in a set of clusters of
insights, such that one is able to decide that no further insights are needed
or that one or more are needed to deal with the situation at hand. Action
research provides a method for inquiring into such shifting settings.

e Further work is needed to explore the role of history and dialectics.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

As action research is a form of inquiry into practical everyday actions aiming at
both improved action and the generation of actionable knowledge, I have explored
the relationship between commonsense knowing and the forms of inquiry into
everyday actions that constitute the field of action research. Both emphasize the
operations of the knowing and acting subject. Lonergan’s emphasis on the
cognitional and affective operations of the self-transcending subject is pertinent to
the first person praxis-reflection methodology of the action researcher (first
person), how the action researcher engages in shared inquiry with others (second
person) and how the process and outcomes can be disseminated to articulate
actionable knowledge to an impersonal audience (third person).

Lonergan’s work is unknown to the action research community and action
research is unknown in the Lonergan community. This paper seeks to develop my
own self-appropriation and to share it with the Lonergan community in order to
provoke exploration of how we can we can be scientific in the realm of common
sense. Lonergan has an answer in his notion of consciousness differentiation and
realms of meaning. Action research provides methods of engaging in inquiry-in-
action that can elaborate on Lonergan’s call for praxis as an academic subject.
Lonergan’s method of praxis moves from above downwards. It is grounded in the
judgment of value that assents to an issue of concern that invites or demands
action. It marks a commitment to dialogue, constituted by a desire to understand, a
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capacity to judge reasonably and to evaluate, openness to value and love and a
desire to act.35 Ultimately, it is this desire, capacity, openness, love and desire to
act that underpins engagement in practical knowing through participation that
seeks to contributes to human flourishing and the ecologies of which we are part.

35P. Riordan, “Reconstruction, Dialectic and Praxis,”Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies, 9,
no. 1(1991): 1-22.
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FIRST PUBLISHED FORTY years ago, “Dimensions of Meaning” was an address
that Bernard Lonergan gave at Marquette University in 1965.! Lonergan
concluded his remarks with these now familiar and intriguing words:

There is bound to be formed a solid right that is determined to live in a
world that no longer exists. There is bound to be formed a scattered left,
captivated by now this, now that new development, exploring now this and
now that new possibility. But what will count is a perhaps not numerous
center, big enough to be at home in both the old and the new, painstaking
enough to work out one by one the transitions to be made, strong enough
to refuse half-measures and insist on complete solutions even though it has
to wait.2

My hunch (more work is necessary) is that during the late 1950s and through
the mid to late 1960s, a majority of theologians and exegetes would not have
recognized the term center as a possibly analytic tool. To be sure, they would have
caught Lonergan’s contrasts of center to left and right, that is, contrasts to stances
or standpoints, that correspond to nostalgia, on the one side, and innovation, on
the other. Theological debates regarding potential and results of the Second
Vatican Council would have made the notion of center, left, and right, quite
palpable to Roman Catholics. Moreover, during this same period, increasingly
various peoples throughout the world rose up to claim their human dignity and
autonomy. These were years of religious, cultural, and social (i.e., political,

1Bernard Lonergan, Collection, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 4, 2™ rev. ed.
Edited by Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1988),
308.

2 Ibid., 245.
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economic, and technological) ferment in which meanings and values were tested
and contested.

For some time now, several contemporary theologians and exegetes have
employed the paired terms — center and margin — to identify breakdown and
decline in the social good of order; to uncover the role of bias in that breakdown
and decline; to call attention to the oppression that such breakdown, decline, and
bias inflict upon human persons; and to pose the relevance of intellectual, moral,
and religious conversion for reversing decline. These theologians and exegetes
have exploited these paired terms — center and margin, alternatively center and
periphery ~ in order not only to recount individual and collective human
experiences of alienation and deracination, of lives invisible and unassimilated,
but also to foster human agency and belonging, healing and creating,
transformation and change in society.

The widespread reception, use, and interpretative capacity of these
metaphors may be grasped even by citing the titles of works of critical theory,
exegesis, theology, and literature written over the past five decades. Nominally,
the list is lengthy, but three works should suffice to illustrate: Feminist Theory:
From Margin to Center, Voices from the Margin: Interpreting the Bible in the
Third World, Opting for the Margins: Postmodernity and Liberation in Christian
Theology.? These works connotatively utilize the relation of space and movement
to narrate the struggles of women and men for control of their own cognitive,
constitutive, communicative, and effective meaning.4 Since, on Lonergan’s
account, “culture is the set of meanings and values that inform a way of life,™
these struggles can never be abstract, for the very survival of both individuals and
whole peoples is at stake.

3bell hooks, Feminist Theory: From Margin to Center (Boston: South End Press, 1984); R. S.
Sugirtharajah, Voices from the Margin: Interpreting the Bible in the Third World (Maryknoll /
London: Orbis & SPCK, 1995); Joerg Rieger, ed., Opting for the Margins: Postmodernity and
Liberation in Christian Theology (Oxford / New York: Oxford University Press and the American
Academy of Religion, 2003).

4For some other examples see, Ngugi Wa Thiong’o, Decolonizing the Mind: The Politics of
Language in African Literature (London: James Currey / Heinemann, 1986), Kwasi Wiredu,
Cultural Universals and Particulars: An African Perspective (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1996), Emmanuel Chukwudi Eze, Achieving Our Humanity: The Idea of a Postracial
Future (London / New York: Routledge, 2001).

5Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York: Herder & Herder, 1972), xi.
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Sri Lankan biblical exegete Rasiah Sugirtharajah grasps the import of the
breakdown of meaning in Thomas Macaulay’s famous 1835 statement on Indian
education;

[I]t is impossible for us, with our limited means, to attempt to educate the
body of the people. We must at present do our best to form a class who
may be interpreters between us and the millions whom we govern; a class
of persons, Indian in blood and colour, but English in taste, in opinions, in
morals, and in intellect.6

Sugirtharajah recognizes the way colonialism not only shoves and holds the
masses of people to the margins through territorial, military, and political
domination, but manipulates the control of meaning, 7

Nigerian Igbo novelist Chinua Achebe grasps the consequences of such
manipulation in Things Fall Apart. In this first novel, Achebe narrates the arrival
of the European road and religion, and their invasions into village vital living,
cooperations, religio-cultural customs, and personal as well as into communal
habits; the novel also recounts the villagers’ breaches of common loyalties and
commitments, of common moral and religio-cultural traditions.

Achebe tracks the pressure from colonial and personal forces in the collapse
of common meaning in the village of Umuofia through the life of Okonkwo,
whose fear and pride overtake him, bringing about personal, familial, and tribal
tragedy. In his effort to redress an offense, Okonkwo kills a messenger sent by the
district colonial administration. When the men of Umuofia refuse to take up his
call to war, Okonkwo, in fear and shame, hangs himself, and so a great man
becomes an abomination to his people. Religio-cultural custom forbade
Umuofia’s people to touch the body of a suicide; they ask the district
commissioner to have his men bury Okonkwo. The commissioner complies, but
does not understand. Returning to the court, he thinks only of the book he plans to
write:

Every day brought him some new material. The story of this man who had
killed a messenger and hanged himself would make interesting reading.

One could almost write a whole chapter on him. Perhaps, not a whole
chapter but a reasonable paragraph, at any rate. There was so much else to

6Thomas Babington Macaulay, “Minute of 2 February 1835 on Indian Education,” Macaulay,
Prose and Poetry, selected by G. M. Young (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 1957),
721-24, 729, http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/1833macaulay-india.html/ (accessed 12 June
:2007).

"Sugirtharajah, Voices from the Margin: Interpreting the Bible in the Third World, 459.
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include, and one must be firm in cutting out details. He had already chosen
the title of the book, after much thought: The Pacification of the Primitive
Tribes of the Lower Niger®

For the British district commissioner, the villagers are but samples for an
anthropological study; he marginalizes the meaning of Okonkwo’s act, of
customary Igbo responses, of traditional Igbo life. Moreover, the European
religious, cultural, and social seduction of titled members of the village shatters
their unity and disrupts the common meanings and values constitutive of
individuals as members of the Igbo people and concretized in individual Igbo
children, women, and men. Obierika, the dead man’s closest friend, observes,
“[The European] has put the knife on the things that held us together and we have
fallen apart.”® Achebe chooses as the epigraph to his novel the well known lines
from W.B. Yeats’s “The Second Coming”: “Turning and turning in the widening
gyre / The falcon cannot hear the falconer / Things fall apart; the centre cannot
hold / Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world.”19 With such poignancy these lines
capture the gravity of the cultural disruption and collapse of meaning that Achebe
recounts.

Marginality does not always connote a position of powerlessness and
vulnerability. The poor, Gustavo Gutierrez insists, have power.!! The knowledge
and practices of subjugated peoples may prove transformative. Sugirtharajah
observes, “[IJnnovation can be easier on the fringes . . . where the centre’s
hegemony is less fierce.”'2 On the other hand, Edward Said cautions that
marginality may tumn into separatism, and resistance may harden into dogma.!? Or
the center may be reified as the negative, the oppressive and any so-called move
toward the center reduced to collusion with one’s own oppression. Thus, the terms
— center and margin — as employed by contemporary theologians and exegetes
resonate ambivalently. These terms and their usage are as disconcerting as they
are suggestive. Yet the use of these terms has consequences for theology’s own
praxis: terms may slip from description to putative explanation, or the weight of

8Chinua Achebe, Things Fall Apart (New York: Doubleday Anchor, 1959), 208-209.

9Tbid., 177.

10William Butler Yeats, “The Second Coming,” 820, in The New Oxford Book of English Verse
1250-1950, chosen and edited by Helen Gardner (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972). Achebe
takes this stanza of the poem as the epigraph to his novel.

1 Gustavo Gutierrez, The Power of the Poor in History (Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 1993).

12Gugirtharajah, Voices from the Margin: Interpreting the Bible in the Third World, 2.

13Edward Said, Culture and Imperialism (London: Chatto and Windus, 1993), 63.
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their technical meaning may be blunted when misused in the realm of common
sense.

The meaning Lonergan assigns to the word center in the phrase “not
numerous center” differs from that given to the term by certain liberation or
liberal or constructive or postcolonial theologians and exegetes. The “not
numerous center” is neither spatially literal, nor merely metaphoric. The “not
numerous center” is not so much an aggregate or group of theologians and
exegetes and scholars as it is a group of theologians and exegetes and scholars and
church members in all fields and in all specializations engaged in common and
complementary experience, common and complementary understanding, common
Jjudgments, common decisions — a group of theologians and exegetes and scholars
and church people collaborating in all fields and in all specializations.

If the “not numerous center” is an incarnate instance of intelligence in
collaboration, taking Lonergan’s account of our global situation as monstrous, 4
then that “not numerous center” in potency can only realize itself in collaboration
with certain liberation or liberal or constructive or post-colonial theologians and
exegetes, who, although neither students nor disciples of Lonergan, share at least
three of his concerns. These are: attention to the concrete, the particular; attention
to experience; and self-correction. Something on each of these:

1. Attention to the concrete, to particularity: Contemporary theologians
have made us aware of the “other,” of concrete human children, women, and men.
Indeed, Anselm Min writes, they have made it possible for us “to encounter them
in all the concreteness of their mediating social conditions.”!s But, Lonergan
reminds us, humanity as a concrete reality embraces the billions of human beings
who ever have lived or are living or will live.!6 Each and every human person is a
part of the whole of interpersonal relationships, which constitute human history.
Humanity is more than an aggregate of autonomous, atomized, isolated monads.
We are intrinsically and metaphysically connected. Lonergan’s articulation of the
natural and essential unity, the interdependence of humanity ought to recast
debates about human rights, affirmative action, immigration, or even so-called
reverse discrimination in quite a novel light.

14 Method in Theology, 40.

5Anselm Min, The Solidarity of Others in a Divided World: A Postmodern Theology after
Postmodernism (New York: Continuum, 2004), 15.

16Matthew L. Lamb makes this same point in, “The Notion of the Transcultural in Bernard
Lonergan’s Theology,” Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies 8, no. 1 (March 1990): 55.
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2. Attention to experience: The ubiquity of the term “experience” in
contemporary theology and critical social theory detracts from its capacity to be
technically precise. Lonergan takes note of the polymorphic character of human
consciousness, which flows in different dynamic patterns of experience. He
identifies seven distinct patterns — the biological, aesthetic, artistic, dramatic,
practical, intellectual, and mystical.'” These patterns may blend or mix, may
intrude upon one another, may clash or collapse. Such specificity about
experience might well aid in clarifying the analyses of contemporary theology as
well as enhance those analyses and strengthen their conclusions.

3. Self-correction: This concem is at once obvious and difficult. No
theologian — none of us — wants or seeks to be wrong, to be incorrect in
understanding, judging, deciding, and, yet, at times, sadly, we are. But absolute
certitude is possible only if we board the flight from understanding; if we covet
and cultivate blindness (scotoma); if, to borrow a phrase from Phillip McShane,
we “live without minding.” Judgment remains a risky endeavor; it depends upon
serious inquiry, adequate understanding, a supple moral grasp, and love.

Attention to particularity, to experience, to self-correction can help us meet
and collaborate with those with whom we may differ, to be at home in both the
old and the new, to painstakingly work out needed transitions, to be strong in
resisting half-measures, to insist on complete solutions, and to support one
another in creative work and waiting.!8

17 onergan, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 3, /nsight, ch. 6.
18] onergan, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 4, Collection, 245.
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IN THE WORK of Hans Urs von Balthasar (1904-1984) there is a short reflection
on the Church that is subtle yet profound in its implications for Roman Catholic
ecclesiology. In this presentation I would like to flesh out that significance and
begin to develop it in light of previous articles I have written on two basic
theologies of the church. I cannot be certain that Balthasar or his students would
agree with me, nor do I claim to be a Balthasar scholar. I view his entire opus as a
treasure chest, and I would like to share with you some of the jewels I have
discovered. I would like to reformulate these in terms of some insights from the
thought of Bernard Lonergan in order to continue the twofold ressourcement —
aggiornamento development of post-Vatican II Catholic ecclesiology. The
resource will be the theology of the church in the Gospel of John as interpreted by
Balthasar; the “bringing up to date” will consist in incorporating the notion of
mediation into that of two churches articulated by Balthasar in order to ground
two dimensions of ecclesial understanding going forward at Vatican II:
communion and friendship.

Balthasar identifies two ecclesiologies of the church from his reading of the
Gospel of John — the official church and the church of love.! He draws out the
distinction between the two as reflected in the figures of Peter (the official church)
and John (the church of love) in two separate scenarios: 1) their approaching the

IHans Urs von Balthasar, “Offical Church and Church of Love (According to the Gospel of
John),” in The Balthasar Reader, ed. Medard Kehl and Werner Léser {(New York: Crossroad,
1997), 277-76.

93



94 Dadosky

tomb together and 2) in the Appendix chapter, in the same Gospel’s narrative of
the gathering of the fish.

Balthasar’s account uses metonymy to interpret allegorically the episode on
Easter Sunday, when John and Peter run to Jesus’s tomb together. “Love
unencumbered” (John) runs faster, while “office” (Peter) approaches more slowly
because of having more things to consider. When they reach the tomb, love,
seeing “well what can be seen,” lets office go into the tomb first. Office, because
it “takes everything into view,” enters the tomb and gives a kind of nihil obstat
based on the evidence present. Love enters the tomb and assents to the evidence
that office points to (faith). “This first episode results in a two-peaked church,
official church and church of love, in harmonious tension: office working for love,
love respectfully giving precedence to office” (276).

Balthasar extends the allegory to the Appendix chapter of John’s gospel.
Peter leads the fishing vessel (the ship of the church) which is unsuccessful
without the Lord. They are directed by the “hidden” Christ on the shore to cast
their nets to the other side (the obedience of the church to the signal of the hidden
Christ). Following the miracle of the fish, John (love) identifies the hidden Christ
and directs Peter’s attention to him. Peter immediately dresses himself and runs to
the shore to embrace Christ. The disciples follow, eventually joining Peter and
Christ on the shore with the catch, which is an eschatological symbol for
Balthasar. In Balthasar’s distinctive interpretation, John’s private love for the
Lord is transferred to Peter who extends that love to the entire flock. In this way,
“the unity of love and office is thereby sealed” in Peter. Yet the Beloved Disciple
remains and so Peter asks, “Lord, what about this man?” To which the Gospel
concludes with the last words of Jesus to Peter, “What is that to you?” For
Balthasar, the answer must remain veiled from Peter because it resides in the
“freedom of the Lord of the church.” Peter has been given his marching orders, to
love and serve the people of God. “Peter should love; he should thus as far as he
can manage be the church of love.”

Therefore, John’s Gospel leaves us in what Balthasar describes as a
“suspended middle-point” between “two impossible ecclesiologies.” On the one
hand, Peter does not have the liberty to declare that all religions are equal insofar
as they are based on love. He should uphold the specific love of Christianity and
its salvific implications. On the other hand, Peter cannot espouse the opposite
opinion that the visible members of the church have the guarantee of love and
salvation.
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Hence, in light of this allegory of the two churches one can ask: Can we
compare living in the suspended middle point to living in the lonely center of
creativity and fidelity that Lonergan hints at in his famous quote regarding the
“not numerous center”?

There is bound to be formed a solid right that is determined to live in a
world that no longer exists. There is bound to be formed a scattered left,
captivated by now this, now that new development, exploring now this and
now that new possibility. But what will count is a perhaps not numerous
center, big enough to be at home in both the old and the new, painstaking
enough to work out one by one the transitions to be made, strong enough
to refuse half measures and insist on complete solutions even though it has
to wait.2

MEDIATION AND THE TWO CHURCHES

In my own work of reflection on the basic ecclesiology going forward at Vatican
I and since, I have argued that there are two basic ecclesiologies. One has been
identified by the official church in 1986 as communion ecclesiology and the other,
which still needs to be developed, would be based on friendship. The latter
invokes the Gospel of John as the scriptural basis for the analogy of friendship.3

In terms of the church’s self-understanding, one can speak of an authentic
self-mediating identity in which the church has a specific identity and mission
rooted in the person and message of Jesus with a task to proclaim the truth of this
message to humanity throughout the ages until Christ’s return. However, what is
unique about Vatican II is that the for the first time the Church officially
recognizes that it also has mutual relations with the Other — both in the sense of
‘the world” and in the sense of other faiths. This is exemplified by “The Church
and the World as Mutually Related,” the final chapter of Gaudium et Spes. In
other words, Vatican II is an unprecedented development in the church’s self-
understanding in that it issues forth the explicit recognition for an understanding
of the church that involves authentic mutual self-mediation in addition to the one
of self-mediation. Therefore, there remains a need in the post-Vatican reflection

2Bernard Lonergan, “Dimensions of Meaning,” in Collection, Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 4 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993), 245.

3John Dadosky, “The Church and the Other: Mediation and Friendship in Post-Vatican II
Roman Catholic Ecclesiology,” Pacifica (October 2005): 302-22.
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on the church for a self-conception that accounts for the mutual relations with the
Other.

In Lonergan’s famous quote on “the not numerous centre,” the “solid right”
would refer to those with a classicist and strictly self-mediating ecclesiology. That
ecclesial stance presumes doctrines of the church as laws or first principles, which
one mediates uncritically to an Other. This occurs when the official church gives
one-sided priority to its role as teacher over its as leamner, as suggested by Fred
Crowe.* Learning involves mutual self-mediation inasmuch as one cannot truly
learn without being changed, enriched, and challenged oneself. On the other hand,
the “scattered left” of Lonergan’s quote refers to those who are in danger of losing
their identity in the face of pluralistic worldviews and multiculturalist
methodologies that would throw out the very traditions that gave them life, so that
identities become diffuse or diluted.

In this context, then, the “not numerous center” would comprise those few
who are “centered” in the tradition of the church and simultaneously engage the
both the contemporary world and other faith traditions. Perhaps this is analogous
reframing of Balthasar’s “suspended middle point.”

In terms of today’s ecclesial practice, the “solid right” clings to its
conception of the tradition and tries to communicate it in a strictly self-mediating
way. In contrast, the “scattered left” overly accommodates itself to the
contemporary context and therefore risks its identity either by lacking familiarity
with its traditions, or simply by disregarding them. In this way, the “not numerous
center” is at home both in the old and the new, so that Church tradition is not a
preservation of ashes, but a fire constantly rekindled by the fresh oxygen drawn
from ever-changing historical circumstances.

In terms of Balthasar’s reading of John and the two churches, I suggest that
if we think of the the self-understanding of the Petrine, official church, as
functioning like “the not numerous center,” it would enact the authentic self-
mediation of the church in its charge to protect the treasures of the deposit of faith
given to it by Christ and also to communicate and share these treasures with all of
humanity. Similarly, the self-understanding of Balthasar’s Johannine church of
love (that I will argue below must also be considered in conjunction with Mary)
functions as the mutually self-mediating church.

4Frederick E. Crowe, “The Church as Learner: Two Crises, One Kairos,” Developing the
Lonergan Legacy.: Historical, Theoretical, and Existential Themes (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 2004), 370-84.
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THE TWO CHURCHES AND THE TWO GIFTS

The medieval church reflected on questions that we have forgotten, or may even
dismiss as pious tales. Nevertheless, the medieval theological argument
concerning the “two gifts” is both subtle and profound in implications for
developing Balthasar’s imaginal distinction of the two Churches. Recall Benedict
Ashley’s recounting of the story of Blessed Christina of Stommeln (d. 1312), a
medieval Dominican, noted for her piety and knowledge of spiritual matters.5
Occasionally she would host other friars and they would debate various
theological mysteries. A popular debate concerned whether Christ’s gift of the
Church to Peter, or Christ’s gift of his Mother to John was the greater gift. The
story of the two gifts — Christ’s declaration of Peter as the petros, the rock upon
which he will build his church, and the second gift at the foot of the Cross when
Jesus gives Mary to John — gives us a glimpse at medieval biblical hermeneutics
and also provides a hint for connecting the two churches in John.. Regarding the
latter gift, Balthasar emphasizes that Mary also adopts John — he receives a
mother. This means, of course, that Mary adopts us all. The other side of the coin
is that Mary receives a home; more significantly, in this way a mutual self-
mediation is enacted at the foot of the Cross. I interpret this to mean that Jesus
sanctions a mutually self-mediating relationship between John and Mary, thus
providing a scriptural basis for the self-understanding of the church as mutually
self-mediating.

If this interpretation is valid, there are several implications specifically for
the church of love and Mariology: First, Balthasar’s Johannine church of love is
inextricably intertwined with Mary. Just as John takes Mary into his home, so the
church of love embodies a love between Mary and John; hence, central to a
Johannine ecclesiology is Mary, or the relationship of mother and the son; one
might even add, mystical friendship. Because this relationship is mutual the two
cannot be separated.6

SBenedict Ashley, O.P., The Dominicans (Collegeville, MN: Michael Glazier, 1990), 43.

6There is a sense in which Mary is the principle of mutual self-mediation. This is apparent both
at the foot of the Cross in the sanctioning of mutuality by Jesus, but in the account of the Visitation
as well. Mary’s “Yes” to God (and to humanity) accepts to bear the Son of God, leaving her in a
class by herself, alone. However, when she goes to visit Elizabeth she exemplifies mutual self-
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This does not mean that the official church of Peter does not nurture and
cherish the role of Mary. The official church upholds the Marian dogmas, affirms
them as objective truths, promotes devotion, and protects her unique status in the
church. Historically, it defended against iconoclastic attacks on the image of the
Mother of God, and against Protestant attacks on Mariology during the
Reformation. However, especially when functioning in terms of what Avery
Dulles identifies as the institutional model of church, the strictly self-mediating
official church’s Mariology tends to view Mary with one-dimensional emphasis
on her obedience to God and to set her up as such a paragon of virtue that human
beings cannot relate to her. While the explication of the role of Mary in the
authentically self-mediating official church is needed, the church of love is more
liable to take seriously the deep personal relationship that John has with Mary. In
the Johannine ecclesiology, the Marian dimension is based on a two-way intimate
relationship as the mutual love between the child and the adoptive parent. This
reflects the tradition of Christian spirituality that regards Mary as inextricably
related to her Son; as for example, as in St. Louis-Marie de Montfort’s (1673-
1716) The True Devotion to Mary.? John Paul I in his encyclical Redemptoris
Mater (§ 111, 3; March 25, 1987) sanctioned the specific devotion characteristic of
this text.

At the foot of the Cross, John enters into a new relationship of love that
reorders and reorients his life; he takes his new mother into his home from that
day forward. Bernard Lonergan calls unrestricted being-in-love the first principle
that reorients and transvalues our values. In the Johannine-Marian ecclesial
reality, a relationship with Mary can be the first principle in light of which people
“fall in love” with the Mother of God, not as deified but because “consecration to
Christ through the hands of Mary [is] an effective means for Christians to live
faithfully their baptismal commitments” as John Paul II states (RM, § III, 3) — an
intense relationship with Mary, however, that is an individual choice to which not
everyone is called. The Marian dimension to the church of love exemplifies a
theological component within the church of love. To be sure, individual devotion
to Mary may vary, but I believe that it represents a development of Balthasar’s

mediation. That is, Elizabeth receives the joy of having Mary to assist her in her pregnancy. Mary
receives solace in her aloneness since Elizabeth will bear a special child as well (the Baptist).
Together, they can mutually rejoice in the gifts that both of them bear and are consoled in their
respective solitary vocations.

7St. Louis-Marie Grignion de Montfort, True Devotion o Mary, trans. Fr. Frederick Faber
(Rockford, IL: Tan Books, 1985).
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reading of the church of love. The Johannine church inextricably includes a
central Marian dimension. Together at the foot of the Cross, Mary and John set
the precedent for the church of love as the mutually self-mediating aspect of the
church’s ecclesial identity. As I will argue below, they are co-sufferers with the
marginalized.

CONCEIVING THE UNITY OF THE TWO CHURCHES

If we extend Balthasar’s reflection on the two churches to Luke-Acts we find John
and Peter working together, speaking and healing in unison, as a team (e.g., Luke
Acts, chap. 3, 4). Therefore, the question arises, if Peter and John (John-Mary)
represent two churches, then how are we to conceive of them without creating a
kind of split personality in the church’s self-understanding? I propose conceiving
their unity by 1) clarifying the distinct ecclesiology in terms of analogous
categories drawn from a contemporary lineage of Japanese Zen, and 2) then by
complicating matters a little by identifying a third ecclesial dimension to the two
churches in John’s Gospel pertaining to the hidden Christ.

Amidst the cultural ruins of postwar Japan, Doshin So (1911-1980)
attempted to revitalize the cultural values of his devastated country by creating a
martial art named Shorinji Kempo and a corresponding religious philosophy that
was based on the techniques of the art — Kongo Zen. Both the martial art and the
religious philosophy upon which the art is based are very complex. For the
purposes of this paper we need only be concerned with one of the basic tenets, riki
al funi.® Literally riki, means “power” or “strength,” ai means “love,” and funi,
means “not two.” This is glossed, “love and strength are not separate” (or they are
one).” But perhaps it is better, “should not be separated” rather than thinking they
are one, at least if one thinks of oneness as the dissolution of one into the other.
The rationale is that love and strength should not be separated because love
without strength leaves love open to be attacked, victimized, violated, and so
forth; with strength (power) love is protected. Conversely, strength alone without
love becomes brute strength and open to abuse.

Hence, this philosophy of riki ai funi makes good sense for martial arts
practitioners, to prevent them from being helpless victims on the one hand, or

80n Shorinji Kempo and a summary of its philosophy, the basic manual in English is World
Shorinji Kemp Organization, Shorinji Kempo Fukudoku-hon (Textbook) (Tadotsu, Japan: WSKO,
1991), esp. 12.
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abusive bullies on the other. In fact, Shorinji Kempo has been very successful in
Japan and remains an important part of the postwar cultural movement to
transpose the Samurai warrior archetype into a more peaceful and acceptable
mode, as exemplified by Aikido’s success in the West.

For our purposes, the analogy of riki ai funi guides us to understanding the
distinct roles and the relationship between the official church and the church of
love.

In terms of the distinct roles, the official church has the function of
protecting the church of love. Conversely, the church of love has the role of
constantly directing the official church to the hidden Christ, in accord with the
image of the official church running to embrace him on the shore.

Moreover, we can apply here an insight from Lonergan’s “dialectic of
authority,” which grounds the distinction between power and authority® by saying
that in terms of structures and governance the official church has the ecclesiastical
power, while in terms of the Spirit the church of love represents the church’s
authority. When the church is in crisis, the church of love has the authority, even
if does not wield official sanctions. Think of the mediating role that Catherine of
Siena played historically in trying to reunify the papacy. What authority did she
possess besides her saintliness as a woman of prayer, mystically espoused to
Christ?

Conversely, just as the separation of riki (strength) from ai (love) leads to
the misuse of power, so, when the official church functions independently of the
church of love, it runs the risk of abusing its power and of corruption. In fact, the
constant reforms in the church throughout its history can be viewed in part in
terms of withdrawals of the official church from the church of love and
subsequent returns in which when the church of love reorients and redirects the
official church back to the hidden Christ (Ecclesia semper reformanda). This
process of renewal has usually occurred through religious communities that began
on the margins of society. Recall the early movement within post-Constantinian
Christianity of Egyptian monasticism to resurrect the spirit of the preceding period
of martyrdom within a rapidly expanding age of politicization.

The authority of the church of love is figured in the following ways: 1) it
recognizes Christ and directs the official church to him, 2) it mediates between the
official church and Christ, just as John mediated between Peter and Jesus at the
Last Supper, and 3) it remains with Jesus at the foot of the Cross, just as did the

9Bernard Lonergan, “Dialectic of Authority,” in 4 Third Collection (Mahwah, NJ, Paulist Press,
1985), 5-12.
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Beloved disciple and Jesus’ Mother. Nevertheless, if the church of love is to
perdure throughout human history, it needs the “institutions” proper to the official
church, with its structure and organization for protection and stewardship. I
believe that Vatican II started the reconception of some of those official structures
in terms of mutual self-mediation, I will expand on this below.

From the perspective of mediation, we may begin to understand how the
official church, as authentically self-mediating, can fall into the danger of
becoming strictly self-mediating if it fails to make room for the mutually self-
mediating principle foundational to the church of love. In fact, I wonder whether
this is not the crossroads that the post-Vatican II Church finds itself in now? The
Catholic moment for an ecclesiology does not reside in some idealistic conception
of church, nor is it located solely in the soil of constantly revisited historical
sources exploited at the cost of the transcendent aspect of the church. More
probably, the moment will issue forth in a development of the church’s self-
mediating understanding by integrating the principle of mutual self-mediation into
its structures, whereby the foundational principle of the Johannine-Marian church
of love will permeate and “bring up to date” the structures of the official church of
Peter. Such a development in self-understqanding, if set in motion at Vatican II,
has unfortunately continued to inspire the “solid right” to dig in their heels and the
“scattered left” to flounder from trend to trend. Just what impact the integration of
mutual self-mediation into the self-mediating structures of the official church will
have is beyond the scope of this paper to describe. Instead, I conclude this paper
by drawing out a “hidden” third ecclesial dimension in Balthasar’s reading of
John.

THE CHURCH OF THE HIDDEN

Balthasar is aware of the importance of the role that the figure of John plays in the
mediation between the Petrine Church and the Marian Church. As stated above,
my reflections differ from Balthasar’s in that I think the church of love is
grounded in the mutual self-mediating relationship between John and Mary.
Nevertheless I concur that John’s role of mediator. Rather than agreeing with
Balthasar that John recedes as Peter comes to the forefront,!® I conceive of the

10Balthasar views John as a mediator between the Petrine and the Marian churches. He also sees
John’s roles as one of simultaneously uniting and vanishing. John recedes while Peter comes to the
forefront. It is John who “stands under the Cross in place of Peter and on his behalf receives the
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church of love as also mediating between the official church of Peter and what I
call the ‘unofficial church of the Hidden.” Suffice it to say that there are several
senses of the “hidden” as regards ecclesial reality that are not necessarily distinct
from the official church; for the most part it relies on the mediation of the church
of love, in solidarity with the love of John and Mary standing with the hidden
suffering of our world at the foot of the Cross.

A first aspect of the church of the Hidden is the church persecuted whenever
anyone is persecuted in the name of Christ. Historically, the practicing Christians
under the persecution of Christianity in feudal Japan were actually called “Hidden
Christians.” This aspect of the hidden approximates Peter’s experience of
undergoing martyrdom himself, his final amends for abandoning Jesus during his
last hours before death.!!

The second aspect of the ecclesial reality of the hidden concerns all the
manners in which God chooses to manifest divine love for us, including the
invisible missions of the Spirit and the Son — the Spirit blows where it wills. The
spermatikos, as both the seeds of the Word and the fruits of the Spirit, can be
hidden in any religion, cuiture, or media God chooses. God’s ways are not our
ways. The foundation for the ecumenical relationship with other Christian faiths,
other religions, and other cultures lies in this dimension of Christian experience,
which presupposes that sometimes Christ is hidden from the eyes of official
church; then the church of love becomes the mediator that identifies and directs
the official church to the hidden Christ in the Other.12

Marian Church.” Hans Urs Von Balhthasar, The Office of Peter and the Structure of the Church
(San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1986), 225. My reflections diverge from Balthasar on this
interpretation. I see the emergence of two churches, the self-mediating one, Christ’s gift of Peter to
the Church, and the mutuaily self-mediating ecclesial reality in Christ’s giving of his mother to
John (Marian-John).

18} (30 noteworthy that John and Mary as closest to Jesus suffer with him and in this way perhaps
one could say they are spared from a martyr’s death by having already co-suffered with Christ.
Nevertheless, since in Peter’s role as steward and protector the official church should always be
willing to die for the faith at a moment’s notice. To be sure, not everyone is called to a martyr’s
death, and it is fair to say that most Christians are called to @ martyr’s life, that is, one with a
continued kenosis of excessive self-interest and one that “witnesses” to the Gospel if not always in
word, necessarily in deed. In this regard St. Francis, whom Jaroslav Pelican described as the most
significant figure in Christian history after Jesus Christ, is the example par excellence.

12This is partly why I have argued in previous work that we need a second ecclesiology that
captures the full impulse of the ecumenical spirit of Vatican II. An ecclesiology of friendship can
complement the ecclesiology of communion not only to ensure an ecclesial understanding that is
faithful to the full spirit of Vatican II, but friendship as a method for engaging the Other.
Moreover, the importance of discernment should be noted in this endeavor. While I do not have
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The third aspect of the ecclesial reality of the hidden is perhaps the most
provocative. The hidden are the marginalized that society rejects, and at times
even those whom the official church rejects in cases when it functions without the
mediation of the church of love. The church of love on the other hand, like Mary
and John at the foot of the Cross, opts in favor of the presence of the hidden, Jjust
as Jesus did to the dismay of the religious officials of his day. Of course, if the
mutual self-mediating ecclesial dimension becomes integral to the structures of
the self-mediating official church, there would never be any rejection of the
hidden.

Besides the hidden there are the hiding. The interpretative perspectives of
René Girard and James Allison are helpful here. When, in virtue of the fact that
they are hiding, the hiding scapegoat the hidden, they become the violent.!> When
the hidden suffer at the hands of the violent, the church of love suffers with them.
As integral, the official church also suffers with the hidden, as when Peter, once
he recognizes him as such, runs to the shore and embraces Christ without
hesitation. Nevertheless, it is John who identifies Christ, and John is never asked
whether he loves Jesus. The official church always bears the burdens of proving
its love.

I think I have said enough to stimulate your imaginations and inquiry. My
intention has been only to give you a peek at the direction of my explorations with
these reflections. I am convinced that the jewels I have taken from Balthasar’s and
Lonergan’s treasure chest, as well as that of others, will be fruitful in providing
foundations for a post-Vatican II ecclesiology centered in the richness of the
authentic spirit of the Gospel message and of the tradition that continues to reflect
on that message to meet the exigencies of our time.

space to develop it here, appropriation of one’s consciousness in discernment stands to what
Lonergan called a fourth stage of meaning, as the critical appropriation of one’s consciousness in
understanding and judging stands to the third stage of meaning. For future theology, this means
that the fourth stage of meaning will require a critical appropriation of one’s faith tradition.
Moreover, among other things, this may mean that the sacraments of initiation will be more
individualized.

3y goes without saying that physical violence is just one form of violence.
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A RECENT REVIEW of my effort entitled What Is Systematic Theology? indicated
impatience with the way Lonergan-based theologians like myself continue to
postpone actually doing theology in favor of more and more sharpening of their
tools.! The comment is reminiscent of something Karl Rahner was reported to
have said about Lonergan himself. Rahner’s comment as reported to me ran
something like this: “He’s always sharpening his knife. When is he going to cut
something with it?” Rahner’s comment, if serious and accurately reported, was
unfair to Lonergan, who cut through a great deal in his long and wonderful life.
But the reviewer’s comments on my book echo my own criticism of myself over
the past couple of years: “Okay, you’ve set the stage for what you want to do, now
do it!”

In response to my own self-critique I have made at least a feeble effort to
begin a book entitled The Trinity in History, which would be the first installment
on a proposed systematic theology whose overall title, I suspect, will be The Law
of the Cross: A Systematic Theology, or perhaps even Lex Crucis: A Systematic
Theology. 1 propose in the present paper simply to share with you something of
what appears in the draft completed to date and to ask for your feedback, whether
positive or critical.

1 propose to set forth in detail in this volume what I would call the “unified
field structure” of a contemporary systematic theology. I sketched the unified field
structure in What Is Systematic Theology?? But now it has to be unfolded in an
ordered, systematic, and relatively complete manner. The unified field structure is

Michael McGuckian, Review of Robert M. Doran, What Is Systematic Theology? Heythrop
Journal 48 (2007): 497-99.

2See Robert Doran, What Is Systematic Theology? (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
2005), index under “Unified Field Structure.”
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an open set of conceptions — open in the sense that additions are expected as
questions emerge that demand new categories — that embraces the field of issues
presently to be accounted for and presently foreseeable in systematic theology. It
integrates in systematic fashion what, in his 1962 lectures on “The Method of
Theology” at Regis College, Toronto, Lonergan called the dogmatic-theological
context.3 “Context,” Lonergan says there, is a remainder concept; it is the rest.
When someone says, “Your interpretation is all out of context” or “Your objection
disregards the context of the remark,” the word “context” refers to “all the rest
that is relevant to understanding correctly what is being said.” Lonergan’s point is,
“If a person makes any statement that regards either dogma or theology, there is a
whole circle of other statements that are relevant to the exploration of exactly
what each word means, to the defense of that proposition, to the solution to all the
objections that can be brought against it. There is an immediate and rather large
circle that goes around any particular dogmatic or theological statement, and it
forms the context of that statement. But all these other statements each have their
own circle, and so one goes out to a circle of circles. But the thing does not go off
into infinity. There is such a thing as the dogmatic-theological context at any
given time.”

This “rest,” this remainder, is usually not very well defined, and it seems to
me that a systematics would do well if it could articulate this context at the outset,
as this context exists and functions at the present time. Articulating it will, of
course, entail making doctrinal and systematic statements, but if these statements
really are part of the dogmatic-theological context, then they furnish something of
the remainder that provides a setting for the other statements that the theologian
will make. Thus, on the structure suggested here, statements in ecclesiology or
sacramental theology are set within a circle of circles of Trinitarian and
Christological presuppositions. Furthermore, in our time there is going forward
the work of transforming the dogmatic-theological context itself from its previous
classicist form to a new, historically minded way of proceeding. That transition is
still under way, and it is bound to take time — something that in perhaps feeble
self-defense I would call to the attention of the reviewer whose challenge to me I
narrated at the beginning.* It is one of the transitions that Lonergan is talking

3An audio recording of these lectures has been made available through the work of Greg
Lauzon, and an edited transcription of them will appear in volume 22 of the Collected Works.

4McGuckian seems to shy away from the implications of that transition, if [ understand correctly
the upshot of his article “The Role of Faith in Theology: A Critique of Lonergan’s Method,” Irish
Theological Quarterly 71 (2006): 242-59.
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about in the quotation that provides the theme of this workshop: “... what will
count is a perhaps not numerous center, big enough to be at home in both the old
and the new, painstaking enough to work out one by one the transitions to be
made, strong enough to refuse half measures and insist on complete solutions
even though it has to wait.” We proceed at this workshop, I trust, with the
conviction that Lonergan’s method is capable of guiding these transitions. In fact,
it may be that history will show that this method was preeminent in preserving the
center between the solid right of classicism and the scattered left of relativism and
ultimately of nihilism.

Lonergan indicated in 1962 that the dogmatic-theological context not only
is passed on but also develops. Moreover, in Lonergan’s view in 1962 (a view that
remains true today, I believe), basic doctrinal parameters within which further
development is possible are firmly established in only some of the areas of the
church’s constitutive meaning: namely, with regard to Trinitarian and
Christological doctrine and with regard to the doctrine of grace; but there are other
areas that call for development even with respect to basic doctrinal commitments;
in one discussion session at the 1962 Institute on “The Method of Theology,”
Lonergan singled out church and sacraments as areas calling for such doctrinal
determination, but, it seems to me, we may add such theological elements as
revelation, creation, redemption, and eschatology; and even within Christology,
there is a great deal of work to be done on the historical causality of Jesus and on
the relation of the divine and human consciousnesses and the divine and human
knowledge of Jesus. It is not the case, of course, that there are no doctrines, either
ecclesial or theological, to be submitted to systematic understanding in the areas
of sacramental theology and ecclesiology, or for that matter in these other areas. It
is rather the case that in these areas there has not yet occurred in the doctrinal
history of the church as clear a demarcation within which further development
may unfold as that which marks the church’s doctrinal commitments regarding the
Trinity, the Incarnation, and the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in grace.5 The
development of theological doctrines in these areas is one way in which the

5“The degree of thematization differs in different cases. The fundamental developments are the
Trinitarian doctrine in which the key element is the ‘consubstantial’; Christological doctrine: ‘one
person and two natures’; the idea of the supernatural habit and act. There is then the field in which
the categories are not yet fully developed. For example, categories as to the instrumental causality
of the sacraments; they have to be developed more fully. There is also everything regarding history
and the mystical body, and the church; all these need further development.” Quotation taken from
question session 4 of the 1962 Regis College Institute, “The Method of Theology.”
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church’s dogmatic-theological context can develop. There is for Lonergan, then,
as for myself, something about the doctrinal commitments that the church has
already taken in regard to the Trinity, Christ, and grace that clearly sets parameters
within which further development, both doctrinal and systematic, may
legitimately occur, and outside of which what might pass for development is
really deformation. As John Courtney Murray is reported to have said with respect
to the conciliar dogmas regarding Trinitarian and Christological matters, “Having
come this far, we cannot but come this far before we move on.” A similar
statement with respect to the other issues that [ have mentioned can of course be
made, at least up to a point, but it would lack the fullness or “thickness” of
meaning that attaches to the church’s Christological and Trinitarian commitments
and to the doctrinal developments that have occurred with respect to the
outpouring of God’s grace in the gift of the Holy Spirit. And, I suggest, it is
particularly in the mutual self-mediation of theology with the natural and human
sciences and with contemporary cultural movements not specifically attached to
the church that these developments will occur, in a manner analogous to the
developments reached by Aquinas through his appropriation and transformation of
the Aristotelian corpus.

The nuanced character of the dogmatic-theological context, according to
which it is more pronounced and clear in some areas than in others, throws light
also on the matter of what, with David Tracy, we may call the focal meanings of a
systematic theology.® Some of the mysteries of faith have been formulated in
dogmatic pronouncements, and I agree with Lonergan that systematics must for
the most part begin here. But it must be added that at least two of the mysteries of
faith that have been included from the beginning in creedal affirmations have not
been dogmatically formuiated, namely, the resurrection of Jesus from the dead
and the redemption wrought through the cross and resurrection of Jesus, and that
these are of a standing in the church’s constitutive meaning equal to that of the
dogmatic pronouncements on the Incarnation and the Trinity. Thus they must be
included along with the dogmas among the primary focal meanings of any
systematic theology that would attempt a synthetic understanding of the realities
that are central to the constitutive meaning of our faith community. They
furnished, if you will, the dogmatic-theological context, the remainder, even for
the definition of Christological and Trinitarian dogma.

6Tracy employs the notion of focal meanings throughout his book The Analogical Imagination:
Christian Theology and the Culture of Pluralism (New York: Crossroad, 1981).
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We come, then, to the question of how the dogmatic-theological context
might be expected to develop in our day. If we consider the areas that need even
doctrinal development, I think we may find the solution to the problem of how to
move systematic theology forward in our time. And I think there is evidence in
Lonergan’s notes written at the time of his breakthrough to functional
specialization that he espoused a similar solution. The issues in the areas of
ecclesiology, sacramental theology, soteriology, revelation, creation, and an
eschatology built on the creedal affirmation of the resurrection of Jesus all have to
do with history. And in the notes that he wrote in 1965 as he was working out the
significance of his insight into functional specialization, Lonergan assigned as the
mediated object of the functional specialty “Doctrines” what he called
“redemption in history,” and as the mediated object of the functional specialty
“Systematics” Geschichte, history, the history that is written about. In other
words, the doctrines, ecclesial and theological, that the theologian working in the
functional specialty “Doctrines” affirms are not an unorganized list of
affirmations but are already organized into some kind of integrated pattern
governed by a doctrinal commitment that affirms that God works redemptively in
human history. And the attempt to understand these doctrines will take the form of
a theological theory of history, of Geschichte, of the history that is lived and
written about, that history that throughout his career Lonergan understood in terms
of the three approximations of progress, decline, and redemption. In order to
elevate ecclesiology, sacramental theology, soteriology, the theology of revelation,
the theology of creation, and an eschatology based in the resurrection of Jesus to a
status in the contemporary dogmatic-theological context that enjoys the clear
parameters already characteristic of the doctrines of Trinity, Incarnation, and
grace, there is required in theology a development of a position on the immanent
intelligibility of human history.

At any rate, for an elaboration of the unified field structure that would
integrate the contemporary dogmatic-theological context, I turn to two
developments: first, to Lonergan’s four-point hypothesis linking the four divine
relations and four created participations in and imitations of divine life, and
second, to the theory of history to be found in Lonergan’s own work and in my
book Theology and the Dialectics of History. The four-point hypothesis provides a
potential systematic unification of the understanding of the doctrines of the
Trinity, the Incarnate Word, the inhabitation of the Holy Spirit in grace, and the
eternal life that is promised us in the resurrection of Jesus. It includes principally
though not exclusively the special basic terms and relations of a systematic
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theology, that is to say, those terms and relations that are peculiar to theology. But
more is needed to constitute a unified field structure. The “total and basic
science™ of cognitional theory, epistemology, metaphysics, and existential ethics
that grounds the theory of history includes the general basic terms and relations as
well as some derived general terms and relations; and the theory of history itself
provides a principal set of derived terms and relations both general and special.
But that theory of history must be further articulated to include another set of
derived special terms and relations, which will be largely constituted by a
systematic position on the constituents of what the New Testament calls the reign
of God: a heuristic, if you wish, of the social grace that is anticipated in
Lonergan’s chapter on the divine missions in The Triune God: Systematics, and
that would stand over against the social sin that the present dogmatic-theological
context already acknowledges.

Thus we have special basic (and some derived) terms and relations in the
four-point hypothesis; general basic (and some derived) terms and relations in the
“basic and total science”; derived terms and relations both general and special in
the theory of history; and further basic and derived special terms and relations (the
consequences of Christian witness in history) in a transposition of the notion of
the reign of God into a theology of social grace. Such is a rough sketch of the
parameter of the categories. I have no doubt that it needs further nuancing, but for
now I am content to leave that for the process of implementing the vision here
offered.

The manuscript in its present form has four chapters, all of them in draft
form, though the first is more complete than the other three. The first is entitled
“The Starting Point,” the second “Initial Issues,” the third “Mimesis,” and the
fourth “Sacralization and Desacralization in History.” These four chapters, along
with a fifth that will present the materials to be transposed from the biblical
narrative into a systematic position on the reign of God, would constitute a first
part of the book or perhaps even a short introductory volume. By analogy with
Method in Theology, this first part may well be conceived as “Background,”
because these chapters represent a synthesis of the background set in my own
mind by previous work on aesthetic-dramatic operators and elemental meaning,
on the structure of history, and on methodological questions in systematics. While

"For Lonergan’s claim to have provided the total and basic science, see Bernard Lonergan,
“Questionnaire on Philosophy,” in Philosophical and Theological Papers 1965-1980, vol. 17 in
Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Robert C. Croken and Robert M. Doran (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2004), 355, 357, 381.
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this may sound like just more postponing of the actual systematic work, just more
attempts to sharpen a knife, it is essential to the unfolding of the systematic vision
that I now hope to present. In fact, a good deal of that systematic vision is
contained in these chapters themselves.

I will summarize each of the four chapters completed in draft form to date,
and will comment briefly on the issues entailed in the major steps of the

argument.

1. THE STARTING POINT

Chapter 1, “The Starting Point,” consists of the article that I published in
Theological Studies in December 2006, “The Starting Point of Systematic
Theology,” supplemented by material contained in a lecture that I delivered at
Marquette University in October 2006 entitled “Being in Love with God: A
Source of Analogies for Theological Understanding.” The latter lecture was also
presented in abbreviated form at the Third International Lonergan Workshop in
Mainz in January 2007, and has been submitted for publication elsewhere. In this
chapter, 1 present Lonergan’s four-point hypothesis and indicate the need to
integrate it into a theological theory of history. I also suggest that the hypothesis
provides us with a new form of the psychological analogy for understanding the
divine processions, an analogy from within the order of graced experience itself.
And I propose that systematic theology itself has evolved to the point where it can
begin with a position that integrates the divine processions with the divine
missions from the outset of the systematic enterprise. Let me address briefly each
of the three components of this first chapter.

1.1 The Four-Point Hypothesis

There are four divine relations: paternity, filiation, active spiration, and passive
spiration. Three of these — paternity, filiation, and passive spiration — are really
distinct and are identical with the three divine persons. Active spiration is not
really but only conceptually or notionally distinct from paternity-and-filiation, the

8Robert M. Doran, “The Starting Point of Systematic Theology,” Theological Studies 67 (2006):
750-76.
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Father and the Son together, Agapé and its affirming Word, “breathing” the
proceeding Love that is the Holy Spirit. There is a created supernatural
participation in and imitation of each of these divine relations.

Lonergan speaks of a “secondary act of existence of the incarnation,” and he
refers to it as the created supernatural participation in and imitation of divine
paternity. What does this mean?

We begin with an affirmation of faith. The divine Word, the Son sent by the
Father, is incarnate in the human being Jesus of Nazareth. Nothing more is
required for the mission of the Son to be constituted than the relation of origin
according to which the Son proceeds from the Father. But the affirmation
expresses three contingent truths: there is an incarnation, the incarnation is in the
human nature derived from Mary, and the incarnation is the incarnation of the
divine Word, of the Son, alone. There is required a created consequent condition
for the contingent truth of the affirmation “the divine Word, the Son sent by the
Father, is incarnate in the human being, Jesus of Nazareth.” The created
consequent condition, in the real order, of the contingent truth of that proposition
is called the secondary act of existence of the incarnation, the esse secundarium
incarnationis. And what is that? It is the real relation of the assumed nature to the
Son alone. As such, the secondary act of existence is the external, created,
contingent, appropriate term required if it is contingently true that there is an
incamation of the divine Word in Jesus, that the complete humanity of Jesus is the
complete humanity of the divine Word.?

In the four-point hypothesis presented by Lonergan in the final chapter of
The Triune God: Systematics, this real relation of the assumed nature to the Son
alone is also a created participation in and imitation of divine patemity, of the
Father. That hypothesis — and it is nothing more than a hypothesis — expresses the
kind of Christology that is most apparent in the Gospel of John but not absent
from the synoptic Gospels, and in fact could even be argued to provide a kind of
elemental theological context for the portrayal of Jesus in the synoptic Gospels.
“The Son can do nothing by himself; he can do only what he sees the Father
doing; and whatever the Father does the Son does too. For the Father loves the
Son and shows him everything he does himself” (John 5:19-20). “My teaching is
not from myself: it comes from the one who sent me” (John 7:16). “To have seen
me is to have seen the Father” (John 14: 9). Etc., etc., etc. The divine Word

9See Bernard Lonergan, The Ontological and Psychological Constitution of Christ, vol. 7 in
Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, trans. Michael G. Shields, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and
Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2002), part 4 passim.
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immanent in the Godhead does not speak; the divine Word is spoken; in
Thomas’s and Lonergan’s Trinitarian theology, its distinguishing notional act is
dici, not dicere: to be spoken, not to speak. The incarnate Word speaks, but he
speaks only what he hears from the Father. The relation of the assumed humanity
to the person of the divine Word alone is also a created participation in and
imitation of the divine Father, a participation in and imitation of the relation to the
Son that we call paternity.

Next, the Holy Spirit is sent by the Father and the Son. Nothing more is
required for that mission to be constituted than the relation of origin according to
which the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father and the Son. But as with the
mission of the Son sent by the Father, so here too a mission as contingent and
temporal requires an appropriate external term, not as constitutive of the mission
but as a consequent condition of the truth of the proposition that affirms the
mission. “... just as a divine person is and knows and wills and operates by the
divine essence, and is distinguished as generating or generated, or as spirating or
spirated, by a divine relation of origin, so also a divine person is constituted as
sending or as sent by a divine relation of origin ... [But] the fact that a divine
person sends or is sent cannot have the correspondence of truth through the divine
perfection alone, and therefore requires an appropriate external term.”!0

Since the mission of a divine person is the eternal procession of that person
with the addition of an appropriate, consequent external term in time, the Holy
Spirit is sent as what the Holy Spirit is, proceeding Love. Essential divine love is
common to the three divine persons, and it is by this love that the Father and the
Son and the Spirit love all that they love. Proceeding love, however, is the Holy
Spirit spirated by the Father and the Son breathing love, and it is by this spiration
that the Father and the Son love themselves and one another and us by the Holy
Spirit.!! The Holy Spirit is thus sent as a “special and notional divine love,” where
the term “notional” refers to that by which we know the distinctions among the
three divine persons. The special divine love as which the Holy Spirit is sent is
“that according to which the just are loved as ordered to the divine good.”!2 The
appropriate, consequent external term of the mission of the Holy Spirit is what has
been known as sanctifying grace. But, says Lonergan, “although the Spirit alone

10Bernard Lonergan, The Triune God: Systematics, vol. 12 in Collected Works of Bemard
Lonergan, trans. Michael G. Shields, ed. Robert M. Doran and H. Daniel Monsour (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2007) 465, 467.

1See ibid., 473, 475.

121bid., 481.
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according to his proper perfection is gift, still, since to give one’s entire love is the
same as to give oneself, and since the Father and the Son give their entire
proceeding Love, they also give themselves and therefore are said to come and
dwell in the just.”!3 Thus, in Lonergan’s hypothesis, sanctifying grace is the
created supernatural participation in and imitation of active spiration, that is, of
Father and Son breathing the Holy Spirit; and the habit of charity is the created
supernatural participation in and imitation of passive spiration, that is, of the Holy
Spirit, the divine Gift. The dynamic state of being in love without restrictions,
qualifications, reservations, or conditions is the created supernatural participation
in and imitation of the Father (Agapé) and the Son (Word), as together they
“breathe,” spirate the proceeding Love that is the Holy Spirit. Father and Son are
the divine Agapé and its Word, its Logos, its Judgment of Value, its Verbum
spirans Amorem. Sanctifying grace is conceived as a created participation in and
imitation of the divine Agapé issuing in the judgment of value, as from these
together a proceeding love is breathed forth. What is breathed forth in created
participation in and imitation of the divine Gift is charity. As the Holy Spirit is the
Amor that proceeds from divine Agapé and its Verbum spirans Amorem, so what
in the terms of Insight is called the gift of a universal willingness proceeds from
the created participation in and imitation of Father and Son together breathing the
Holy Spirit.

The bulk of the quite lengthy first chapter is devoted to an attempt to
articulate the dynamics of these special basic relations. More work will remain to
be done on that issue, I know, but because I believe that it is precisely here that we
will find special basic relations in the first place, the effort is in my view
eminently worthwhile.14

131bid., 471.

14Note that Lonergan does not mention “special basic relations” in his methodological statement
regarding systematic categories, Method in Theology, 343: “As has been worked out in our
chapters on method, on religion, and on foundations, general basic terms name conscious and
intentional operations. General basic relations name elements in the dynamic structure linking
operations and generating states. Special basic terms name God’s gift of his love and Christian
witness. Derived terms and relations name the objects known in operations and correlative to
states.” My hypothesis, linked to Lonergan’s four-point hypothesis, is that special basic relations
lie in created participation in and imitation of the divine relations of active and passive spiration.
These divine relations are the Blessed Trinity, since active spiration is identical with Father and
Son, and passive spiration with the Holy Spirit. Special basic relations, then, emerge from our
participation in the indwelling Trinity precisely as Trinity, that is, precisely as spirating and
spirated. To Lonergan’s statement, then, may be added a final sentence: “Special basic relations
name created participations in and imitations of the divine relations of active and passive
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Finally, in the four-point hypothesis, the light of glory, which is the created,
consequent condition of beatific knowledge, is conceived as the created
supernatural participation in and imitation of filiation, of the Son, the divine
Word, as he bring us, children by adoption, and his brothers and sisters, perfectly
back to the Father.

1.2 An Analogy

A second step taken in this first chapter is the suggestion that the dynamics
of the special basic relations that obtain between the gift of God’s love and the
proceeding disposition of self-sacrificing love on our part might provide a new
locus for the psychological analogy that may be used as we reach for a feeble,
halting, obscure, but perhaps fruitful understanding of the mystery of the divine
processions. It stands to reason that this should be so, if indeed there is any merit
to the very hypothesis of these special basic relations themselves. For if the
relations between sanctifying grace and charity are created participations in and
imitations of the relations, active and passive spiration, then they are remote
images of the Trinity, and so to articulate them carefully might provide an analogy
for the divine processions. I do not have the time to develop the analogy here, but
its basic lines of development may be seen in the Theological Studies article that
will inform this first chapter.!s

1.3 Theological Evolution

Finally in chapter 1, there is presented an argument that has to do with the genetic
sequence of systematic achievements. The argument is to the effect that, if the
four-point hypothesis can be developed as providing one element in a unified field
structure for systematic theology, then perhaps we may envision a systematics that
begins, not with the divine processions alone, but with the processions and
missions considered together. If this is correct, then introducing history into
theology will affect in a profound way the very ordering of theological ideas. I
suspect Lonergan was on to this, however remotely, in some of the things that he

spiration.” That statement, of course, is more than methodological. It is theological, very
theological, and it is not impossible that Lonergan may have had something like this in mind that
he could not include in a work on method, where methodological and theological questions are
sharply distinguished on several occasions.

15See above, note 8.
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wrote in Divinarum personarum, where there are very interesting speculations
about the role of history in theology that for some reason were removed from the
text when he rewrote it as De Deo trino: Pars systematica.'® This remains a
suspicion at present, a surmise, something that has to be pursued in order to see
whether it leads anywhere.

The problem may be formulated by pointing to a basic contrast between the
respective approaches of Lonergan and Hans Urs von Balthasar. Randall
Rosenberg expressed the difference clearly in the paper he presented this spring in
Los Angeles. Lonergan and Balthasar both start with explicit affirmations of the
Christology of Chalcedon. But Lonergan “gives strong attention to an ontological
and psychological analysis of the human person with a careful defining of the
terms used and tightly and systematically ordered theses,” while in Balthasar we
find a determination to avoid what might appear extra-historical, static,
essentialist, a “part one” Christology “smoothly unfolding into a soteriological
‘part two.””17 Rosenberg writes, “In order to preserve the drama of the life of
Christ, [Balthasar] shifis from ontological terms to obediential terms. Hence,
Balthasar offers what might be called a mission-structured Christology.”!#

To cut to the chase, within the limits of this relatively short paper, 1
believe that both the ontological emphases of Lonergan and the mission-oriented

16See The Triune God: Systematics, 753-61. Consider, for instance, the following passage: ...
the fourth way {that is, in addition to commonsense exegesis, doctrinal theology, and systematic
theology as traditionally conceived] in which the same truth is understood is a new step in
comprehension. Besides systematic exegesis ..., there is historical exegesis, which, far from
omitting the accidentals, includes them synthetically [note that “synthetically” is what distinguishes
this from commonsense exegesis, which includes the accidentals in piecemeal fashion). Besides
systematic theology, there is a theology that is more concrete and more comprehensive, which
deals with and seeks to understand the economy of salvation as it evolves historically. This new
step in comprehension has over a lengthy period of time been gradually prepared by copious
studies in the biblical, conciliar, patristic, medieval, liturgical, ascetical, and other areas of
research, but in such a way that its synthetic character is not yet clearly apparent, since today’s
scholars seem to resemble more the twelfth-century compilers than they do the thirteenth-century
theologians in the proper sense. Still, just as the diligence of Peter Lombard and other collectors of
‘sentences’ initiated and laid the groundwork for the theology that followed, so also those today
who are engaged in learned and solid research in scripture and patristics and other fields can surely
look forward to a theology at some time in the future that is at once more concrete and more
comprehensive.”

17Randall S. Rosenberg, “Bernard Lonergan and Hans Urs von Balthasar on Christ”s Beatific
Knowledge: A Dialectical Conversation,” unpublished paper distributed and read at West Coast
Methods Institute 2007, Loyola Marymount University, 14 April 2007, 1.

181bid.
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emphases of Balthasar can be respected, not only in Christology but more
fundamentally even in Trinitarian theology. Precisely because of the Trinitarian
theologies of Aquinas and the early Lonergan, theologies that begin with the
processions, move to the relations, progress to the persons, and end with the
missions, and especially because of the four-point hypothesis articulated at the end
of Lonergan’s systematics of the Trinity, we are now able to come full circle, I
believe, and begin a systematics of the Trinity somewhere else: namely, with a
synthetic position that treats together the divine processions and the divine
missions, the ontology and the historical and obediential contexts. The missions
are the processions in history. The “somewhere else” where we begin does not
depart from the starting point found in Aquinas and the early Lonergan, but
sublates the ontological starting point in the divine processions into a more
comprehensive dogmatic-theological context that has emerged or is emerging
partly as a result of their, and especially of Lonergan’s, work. The four-point
hypothesis itself is part of what I am proposing as a starting point, not part of a
conclusion, as it is in Lonergan’s systematics of the Trinity, where it appears
toward the end of the final chapter. And it aims at an obscure understanding not
only of the divine processions but also of the divine missions and of the created
consequent conditions of the missions precisely as they (1) provide a new set of
analogues from which we can gain an obscure understanding of the divine
processions and relations themselves, and (2) constitute the realm of religious
values that my earlier work on the scale of values relates to the dialectical
structure of history by means of the other levels of value: personal, cultural,
social, and vital. This will mean too that the biblical category of the reign of God,
the central element in the preaching of Jesus, can now be transposed to the very
heart of a theology of history.

Theology is an ongoing enterprise, and what was not possible for Aquinas,
simply because of the historical limitations of the dogmatic-theological context of
his time, and what Lonergan arrived at only toward the end of his systematics of
the Trinity, may well be the starting point for another generation, precisely
because of Aquinas’s own gains in understanding and Lonergan’s firmer rooting
of these gains in interiorly and religiously differentiated consciousness. Just as the
way of discovery in Trinitarian theology through the early centuries of the
Christian church ended with Augustine’s psychological analogy, which then in
Aquinas became the starting point of the way of teaching and learning, so
Lonergan’s particular embodiment of the way of teaching and learning ended with
the four-point hypothesis, which now informs the starting point of a new venture
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along the same kind of path: an ordo doctrinae, a venture that also allows
systematics to appropriate and transpose a central New Testament category as the
key to a systematics whose mediated object is Geschichte. If we are beginning a
systematics in its entirety at the point where Lonergan ended his systematics of the
Trinity, it is only on the basis of the development in his own Trinitarian theology
that we are able to do so. He began with the processions. Balthasar begins, as do
the scriptures, with the missions. I am suggesting we begin with the processions
and missions together, affirming with Lonergan’s assistance that they are the same
reality, except that the mission includes a created contingent external term that is
the consequent condition of the procession’s being also a mission.

In other words, the basic hypotheses that will have a profound effect on the
remainder of the systematic theology envisioned here are more complex than
those found at the beginning of Aquinas’s or Lonergan’s Trinitarian systematics.
That greater complexity is a function of a theological history, which has been
decisively influenced by Aquinas and Lonergan. This history now permits us a
new beginning by adding to the natural analogies employed in understanding the
divine processions and relations the graced participations in those relations; and
so we begin our Trinitarian systematics with the processions and missions at once.
These graced participations constitute the realm of religious values in the theory
of history constituted internally by a normative scale of values. That theory of
history displays the historical significance and influence of these participations in
and imitations of the divine relations. From above, the special basic relations of
sanctifying grace and charity condition personal integrity and authenticity, which
itself is the condition of possibility of genuine and developing cultural values. The
latter, in turn, influence the formation of integrally dialectical communities at the
level of social values, and such communities functioning in recurrent schemes of a
good of order alone guarantee the equitable distribution of vital goods to the entire
community.

Such an analysis will result in a doctrine of social grace. As recent theology
has enlightened us about social sin, so now it is time to propose a theology of
social grace. [ am suggesting a way of going about that task, a way that also
connects with Lonergan’s redefinition of “the state of grace” as not an individual
but a social reality. It is the divine-human interpersonal situation that resides in
the three divine subjects giving themselves to us. That gift itself, Lonergan writes,
while “intensely personal, utterly intimate,” still ““is not so private as to be solitary.
It can happen to many, and they can form a community to sustain one another in
their self-transformation and to help one another in working out the implications
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and fulfilling the promises of their new life. Finally, what can become communal
can become historical. It can pass from generation to generation. It can spread
from one cultural milieu to another. It can adapt to changing circumstances,
confront new situations, survive into a different age, flourish in another period or
epoch.”? It is no exaggeration to relate social grace, thus understood, precisely to
the reign of God proclaimed by Jesus and accomplished in his own person in the
Jewish context of his time and place.

2. INITIAL ISSUES

Chapter 2 introduces the notion of “autonomous spiritual procession” as an
expression of the way what is meant by emanatio intelligibilis is to be understood;
in fact, it is a translation of that term into something close to contemporary
English. Emanatio intelligibilis is the key notion to be grasped in order to
understand any variant on the psychological analogy, including the one proposed
here. This chapter, then, begins with an extensive presentation and interpretation
of Lonergan’s Trinitarian theology, but of that theology sublated into the
explanatory starting point that considers procession and mission together. In this
chapter the notion of “act from act” (processio operati and by analogy processio
per modum operati)® is introduced, and the convention “autonomous spiritual
procession” is suggested as a way of characterizing in more or less contemporary
language those instances of emanatio intelligibilis that provide appropriate
analogies for the divine processions. Inner words, for instance, proceed as acts
from acts of understanding, and they do so “from sufficient grounds known to be
sufficient and because they are known to be sufficient.”?! This second chapter as
presently constituted comments briefly on the various examples Lonergan
provides of such processions of act from act, and I suggest how the examples can
be extended to cover the autonomous spiritual processions that I am suggesting in
the order of grace. “Autonomous spiritual procession” is defined by modifying
slightly Lonergan’s definition of emanatio intelligibilis: the conscious origination
of a real, natural, and conscious act from a real, natural, and conscious act, both

19Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2003), 130-31.

20See ibid., 144-81.

21Bernard Lonergan, Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert
M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997), 207, emphasis Lonergan’s.
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within the spiritual dimension of consciousness and also by virtue of the spiritual
dimension of consciousness itself as determined by the prior act.2? [ try to explain
in this chapter Lonergan’s meaning in the complicated discussion of per modum
operati in The Triune God: Systematics, chapter 2; the conclusion of the chapter
highlights the contemporary significance of the notion of emanatio intelligibilis or
autonomous spiritual procession in terms, first, of the relation between language
and understanding and, second, of issues raised in René Girard’s mimetic theory.
It is especially in terms of the resolution of the latter issues that I believe the
“imitation of the divine relations” of which the four-point hypothesis speaks can
be rendered extremely fruitful.z3

Thus, based on Lonergan’s explicit affirmation of two ways of being
conscious? (in The Triune God: Systematics “through our sensibility” and
“through our intellectuality”) and to his distinction of spontaneous and
autonomous processions within both ways of being conscious,? I argue that the
discrimination of the two “ways of being conscious” is an extraordinarily sensitive
and delicate business. For the first “way of being conscious” permeates the
second, and it does so either in support of the transcendental orientation to
intelligibility, truth, being, and the good, or in conflict with that orientation. Or
again and more precisely, it precedes, accompanies, and overarches the intentional
operations that constitute the second “way of being conscious.” In that sense it is

2Gee The Triune God: Systematics 141. The word “natural” here is opposed not to
“supernatural,” but to “intentional.” See ibid. Thus the definition can apply as well to processions
in the order of grace.

23Helpful here, however, are the cautionary remarks on imitation of the divine or of Christ in
Raymund Schwager’s wonderful book, Must There Be Scapegoats? Violence and Redemption in
the Bible, trans. Maria L. Assad (New York: Crossroad, 2000), 177-78. 1 am talking here about
created imitation known as such to God, not about deliberate external imitation.

24« we are conscious in two ways: in one way, through our sensibility, we undergo rather
passively what we sense and imagine, our desires and fears, our delights and sorrows, our joys and
sadness; in another way, through our intellectuality, we are more active when we consciously
inquire in order to understand, understand in order to utter a word, weigh evidence in order to
judge, deliberate in order to choose, and exercise our will in order to act.” Ibid. 139.

25Within both sensitive and spiritual process, a distinction is to be drawn between the emergence
of act from potency and the emergence of act from act. At the level of the spiritual, this becomes a
distinction of spontaneous and autonomous processions. Spontaneous procession is exemplified in
the procession of understanding from questions; it is a procession of act from potency.
Autonomous procession is the procession of act from act such as is exemplified in the three
instances that Lonergan presents: concept from understanding, judgment from grasp of evidence,
decision from the judgment of value. What confers autonomy on the procession is precisely the
fact that the procession is of act from act.
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partly constitutive of the vertical finality, the “tidal movement” or “passionateness
of being” that Lonergan refers to in, respectively, “Natural Right and Historical
Mindedness™?6 and ‘“Mission and the Spirit.”27

Distinguishing intellectually and negotiating existentially the two “ways of
being conscious” calls for what the Christian spiritual tradition has called
discernment. For what “we undergo rather passively” in “what we sense and
imagine, our desires and fears, our delights and sorrows, our joys and sadness”
affects the entire range of vertical finality as it actually unfolds. Under optimal

26« . must not the several principles [of intentional consciousness, of the second “way of being
conscious”] be but aspects of a deeper and more comprehensive principle? And is not that deeper
and more comprehensive principle itself a nature, at once a principle of movement and of rest, a
tidal movement that begins before consciousness, unfolds through sensitivity, intelligence, rational
reflection, responsible deliberation, only to find its rest beyond all of these? I think so.” Bernard
Lonergan, “Natural Right and Historical Mindedness,” in 4 Third Collection, ed. Frederick E.
Crowe (Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, 1985), 174-75.

27« .. [the] passionateness [of being] has a dimension of its own: it underpins and accompanies
and reaches beyond the subject as experientially, rationally, morally conscious.

“Its underpinning is the quasi-operator that presides over the transition from the neural to
the psychic. It ushers into consciousness not only the demands of unconscious vitality but also the
exigences of vertical finality. It obtrudes deficiency needs. In the self-actualizing subject it shapes
the images that release insight; it recalls evidence that is being overlooked; it may embarrass
wakefulness, as it disturbs sleep, with the spectre, the shock, the shame of misdeeds. As it channels
into consciousness the feedback of our aberrations and our unfulfilled strivings, so for the Jungians
it manifests its archetypes through symbols to preside over the genesis of the ego and to guide the
individuation process from the ego to the self.

“As it underpins, so too it accompanies the subject’s conscious and intentional operations.
There it is the mass and momentum of our lives, the color and tone and power of feeling, that
fleshes out and gives substance to what otherwise would be no more than a Shakespearian “pale
cast of thought.”

“As it underpins and accompanies, so too it overarches conscious intentionality. There it is
the topmost quasi-operator that by intersubjectivity prepares, by solidarity entices, by falling in
love establishes us as members of community. Within each individual vertical finality heads for
self-transcendence. In an aggregate of self-transcending individuals there is the significant
coincidental manifold in which can emerge a new creation. Possibility yields to fact and fact bears
witness to its originality and power in the fidelity that makes families, in the loyalty that makes
peoples, in the faith that makes religions.

“But here we meet the ambiguity of man’s vertical finality. It is natural to man to love with
the domestic love that unites parents with each other and with their children, with the civil love that
can face death for the sake of one’s fellowmen, with the all-embracing love that loves God above
all. But in fact man lives under the reign of sin, and his redemption lies not in what is possible to
nature but in what is effected by the grace of Christ.” Bernard Lonergan, “Mission and the Spirit,”
A Third Collection, 29-30.
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circumstances, this whole dimension bolsters and supports the second “way of
being conscious,” where “we consciously inquire in order to understand,
understand in order to utter a word, weigh evidence in order to judge, deliberate in
order to choose, and will in order to act.” But those optimal circumstances are rare
indeed, and to the extent that they do not obtain, we can speak of a statistical near-
" inevitability of distortion precisely in the spiritual dimensions of human operation.
There is a realm in which human desire and human operation are autonomous, not
in the sense of a self-asserting effort at what Erest Becker called the causa sui
project,2® which belongs precisely under the Girardian heading of the illusion of
autonomy, but in the sense of our operating under transcendental exigencies for
the intelligible, the true and the real, and the good. There are moments in that
transcendental operating in which act flows from act: concept from understanding,
judgment from grasp of sufficient evidence, decision from judgment of value. But
that realm, as Lonergan says of human authenticity, is ever precarious; it is
reached always by withdrawing from inauthenticity. It is the realm of the pure,
detached, disinterested desire to know that Lonergan highlights in Insight, and of
the equally pure, detached, disinterested sublation of the desire to know by the
transcendental intention of value. No one, not even the greatest saint, lives in that
realm untroubled, serene, and free of temptation and some distortion.

Treating this question close to the beginning of the work might forestall
difficulties that some (especially Girardians) might bring against an appeal to an
“autonomous” dimension of consciousness; and it will also highlight precisely in
what consists the created participation in or imitation of the divine and how this is
distinguished from elements of consciousness that are more a function of the
passive undergoing of “our desires and fears, our delights and sorrows, our joys
and sadness,” where our desire is again mimetic, but now not of the divine
processions. In that sense, taking this approach will help us to fine-tune our
portrayal of the psychological analogy. What is it to imitate the divine relations
through created participations in them, and how does that differ from other forms
of mimesis? That is the question that I wish to introduce at this point, partly in
order to get hold of the analogy of autonomous spiritual procession and partly to
indicate the profound significance of such a Trinitarian theology for the
understanding and guidance of historical process.

28Emest Becker, The Denial of Death (New York: The Free Press, 1973), passim.
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3. MIMESIS

Chapter 3 takes up Girard’s mimetic theory to make a theological contribution to
that theory. I will not go into detail here, because the contents, though not the exact
wording, of this third chapter will appear soon in an article in METHOD: Journal of
Lonergan Studies entitled “Imitating the Divine Relations: A Theological
Contribution to Mimetic Theory.”?® Here, let me simply indicate my views
regarding the momentous theological significance of Girard”s work. (I say this
without taking a position on the more controversial elements in his work, such as
the theory of hominization.) The original temptation is represented in the Book of
Genesis as awakening a desire to be like God (or like gods). The first murder
recorded in the Bible is prompted by mimetic rivalry. The Gospels of Mark and
Matthew tell us that Pilate knew that the chief priests had handed Jesus over out of
jealousy (Mark 15:10, Matthew 27:18). Even the extraordinarily insightful N. T,
Wright does not emphasize this verse and the dynamics that it reflects as much as I
believe he should in his otherwise brilliant discussion of “The Reasons for Jesus’
Crucifixion.”3? I regard as essential the contributions Raymund Schwager has made
to the overall project that Wright and the late Ben F. Meyer have so laudably
begun, precisely because he does take these emphases seriously. Lonergan was on
the same track, I believe, without having studied Girard’s work, especially because
of his recognition of the importance of Max Scheler’s book Ressentiment. 1 support
the efforts of John Ranieri to rearticulate Lonergan’s theory of the biases in terms
of Girard’s mimetic theory; and those like James Alison who have turned to Girard
to understand the meaning of “original sin” in the Christian tradition, even if the
etiological dimensions of Girard”s contribution stand in need of qualification.

If these observations are true, then any systematic theology purporting to be a
theological theory of history must take Girard’s work with utmost seriousness. If

29Robert M. Doran, “Imitating the Divine Relations: A Theological Contribution to Mimetic
Theory,” to be published in METHOD: Journal of Lonergan Studies 23, no. 2 (Spring 2005).

30See Wright's book Jesus and the Victory of God (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1996), and
especially chapter 12.
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the divine relations of active and passive spiration, means what Jesus says it
means, then it is set directly over against the deviated transcendence that is rooted
in another form of mimesis. For being perfect as our heavenly Father is perfect
means precisely “Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you; in this
way you will be children of your Father in heaven, for he causes his sun to rise on
the bad as well as the good, and his rain to fall on the honest and the dishonest
alike” (Matthew 5:44-45). Again, it means precisely uttering the verbum spirans
amorem that issues in the universal willingness of charity. I fully expect these
emphases to permeate the work that I have begun, and I only hope that I will have
learned them well enough in my own life that I can adequately integrate them into
the theology to which I hope to contribute.

4. SACRALIZATION AND DESACRALIZATION IN HISTORY

The fourth chapter reworks a paper that I delivered at the Lonergan Workshop
several years ago on sacralization and desacralization in Lonergan and Girard.
Again, I judged that, before I can proceed any further with the systematic themes
already introduced in chapter 2, I had to outline the historical significance of
autonomous spiritual procession in the supernatural order, precisely in the
constitution of authentic religion under God. The Catholic Church today is still
debating the issue of sacralization and secularization, and in my view has yet to
reach an adequate formulation of what Lonergan called *“(1) a sacralization to be
dropped and (2) a sacralization to be fostered; (3) a secularization to be welcomed
and (4) a secularization to be resisted.”! Again, omitting details of the contents of
this chapter, I can only indicate that it takes the same directions that I suggested in
the 2004 paper, emphasizing the sacral prerogatives of life lived under the law of
the Cross and calling into question all other pretensions to sacral status of person
and work if they are unrelated to the central dynamics of self-sacrificing love.

31Bernard Lonergan, “Sacralization and Secularization,” in Philosophical and Theological
Papers 1958-1964, vol. 17 in Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Robert C. Croken and
Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004), 264.
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5. ENVISIONING CHAPTER 5

In conclusion, I envision a fifth chapter in this “Background” portion, in which I
transpose insights principally from N. T. Wright, Ben F. Meyer, and Raymund
Schwager regarding the kingdom of God proclaimed and inaugurated by Jesus
into the systematic framework constituted by the four-point hypothesis and the
theory of history proposed in Theology and the Dialectics of History. With this
“Background” work completed, I hope to proceed to unpack in detail the four-
point hypothesis and to integrate its significance into the same theory of history,
precisely in the realm of Lonergan’s scale of values, thereby completing this part
of the volume.

One final comment is in order. Why am I selecting precisely these New
Testament exegetes and not others? What has influenced that decision?

Let me ask, then, whether there is not possible today a far more detailed
dialectical engagement of exegetical methods and results on the part of the
systematic theologian than was possible when Lonergan wrote Method in
Theology. If the answer is yes, then in my view the work of the late Ben F. Meyer
should be given the principal credit. Meyer’s writings employ a straightforward
and unapologetic employment of Lonergan’s critical realism in the task of New
Testament exegesis; and Lonergan has influenced the work of scholars such as N.
T. Wright and James D.G. Dunn largely through Meyer.32 These and others
(especially Larry Hurtado?3) represent at least a minor revolution in New
Testament exegesis, one that in Meyer, Wright, and Dunn is based explicitly in
critical realism. Going out on a limb here (that theologians working in either
phase might want to cut while I’m sitting on it), I think their work enables the
doctrinal theologian actually to do what Lonergan approvingly cites Pope Pius XII

32Ben F. Meyer, Critical Realism and the New Testament (San Jose, CA: Pickwick, 1989);
Reality and Illusion in New Testament Scholarship: A Primer in Critical Realist Hermeneutics
(Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1994); The Aims of Jesus (Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2002);
N. T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of God (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992); Jesus and
the Victory of God (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996); The Resurrection of the Son of God
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003); James D. G. Dunn, Jesus Remembered (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2003).

3BLarry W. Hurtado, Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christianity (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2003).
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as encouraging theologians to do, namely, to show how the doctrine defined by
the church is contained in the sources. This was not, of course, the explicit
intention of these authors. But because they employed a consistent critical realism
in their work they have made this still very noble theological task possible for
others to do. Because of their work, it also becomes possible to integrate New
Testament Christology with the dogmatic and systematic Christology of
Lonergan’s theology not only as already achieved, but as envisioned in his
methodological prescriptions that the mediated object of the functional specialty
“doctrines” is redemption in history and the mediated object of systematics is
Geschichte itself.

Reading Meyer and Wright, [ start to believe that a task that I dare say none
of us was ready to undertake thirty-five years ago is beginning to be possible.
Lonergan-inspired theologians can take heart now in the possibility of a new
integration of first-phase and second-phase work in theology, and this precisely in
the manner that Lonergan intended. That means in a way that (1) the second,
dogmatic phase does not unduly influence work in the first phase; and that (2) still
manages to integrate the two phases without detriment to the church’s doctrinal
commitments; and that (3) provides some content from Jesus’ proclamation and
inauguration of the kingdom of God in the context of first-century Judaism, which
is actually transposable to the context of a systematic theology whose concern is
the mediation of the reign of God with the contemporary global network of
cultural matrices.

Together with Meyer and Wright, Schwager constitutes my principal
exegetical inspiration because, while his method is not explicitly rooted in
Lonergan’s critical realism, it is compatible for the most part with what Meyer and
Wright are doing. He adds what I believe are essential hermeneutical determinants
from his critical appropriation of René Girard’s mimetic theory. The fifth chapter
will attempt to integrate, then, the work of three New Testament exegetes —Meyer,
Wright, and Schwager — and to suggest the appropriate direction in which to
transpose their disengagement of the meaning of the kingdom or reign of God into
the theological theory of history that constitutes one dimension of the
contemporary dogmatic-theological context.
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God the Word has become a man
so that taking on what is ours he might give us what is his.

BERNARD LONERGAN

SOME YEARS AGO I wrote an article with the title, “A Perhaps Permanently
Valid Achievement.”! Its functional specialty was Interpretation in so far as I was
concerned with “the doctrine of X on the topic of ¥,” where X was Lonergan and ¥
the atonement. More technically, the topic was Christ’s “satisfaction.” This has
not been an altogether satisfactory notion, so to say. Anselm introduced it into
theology in a way that left it open to distortions, some of which are still with us.
Mel Gibson’s Passion of the Christ exemplifies one of them. My argument was
that if Lonergan managed to do nothing else, he did at least correct past
distortions, and that his positive treatment of satisfaction could do much to
counteract the same sort of distortion today. That is what I meant by borrowing
his own phrase to refer to his treatment of satisfaction as, perhaps, a permanently
valid achievement.2

ICharles C. Hefling, Jr. “A Perhaps Permanently Valid Achievement: Lonergan on Christ’s
Satisfaction,” METHOD: Journal of Lonergan Studies 10 (1992): 51-76.

2See “An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.,” in Bernard Lonergan, A Second
Collection, 209-30, at 211-13.
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This paper undertakes much the same kind of project. As before, my topic is
Christological. Y is Christ’s knowledge, with special reference to his knowledge of
himself, Like satisfaction, it is a topic that is likely to have only limited appeal,
even for theologians. What Christ knew and how he knew it are not the objects of
animated discussion at present. For one thing, Christology as a whole seems to be
passé. If any of the traditional doctrines treated in systematic theology has taken
center stage, it is the Trinity. But what really lowers the probability of anyone’s
taking Lonergan’s theological work seriously is that at its best it represents an
attempt, against formidable odds, to bring theology out of the seventeenth century
and into the twentieth. His aim was to address significant traditional questions in a
modern way. That whole endeavor is now regarded, in many quarters, as a mistake.
What for Lonergan was a project of vetera novis augere et perficere, a contribution
to aggiornamento, can now be, and is, dismissed as hopelessly pre-postmodern.
And of course the same is true of the idea that there could even be a “permanently
valid achievement.”

I do not propose to make a case that Christ’s knowledge is, in fact, a relevant
topic or that Lonergan takes a relevant approach to it. The question of relevance,
even relevance for Lonergan specialists, is not the relevant question here. I will be
content with expounding a few aspects of Lonergan’s position. Thus the paper is
mostly buildup. There is no exciting revelation at the end. Nor will I try to press
Lonergan’s views much beyond the point he reached himself. Frederick Crowe has
already done that,3 and what follows here is in some ways a set of notes that fill in
the background.

LONERGAN’S LATIN CHRISTOLOGY

Although Lonergan wrote a great deal about doing theology, the theology he
actually did is contained, nearly all of it, in Latin works written between Insight
and Method in Theology while he was teaching in Rome. There are two book-
length treatments of Christology and a bipartite treatise on the Trinity, all of which
have remained comparatively unknown, mainly owing to the demise of Latin as a
scholarly language. Recently, however, the shortest and earliest of the three major
Latin writings has been published in a dual-language edition: The Ontological and

3Frederick E. Crowe, “Eschaton and Worldly Mission in the Mind and Heart of Jesus,” in his
Appropriating the Lonergan Idea, ed. Michael Vertin (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of
America Press, 1989), 193-234.
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Psychological Constitution of Christ.4 This supplement, as Lonergan titled it, was
written for the benefit of students in his course on the incarnate Word, which he
taught using an existing textbook. Not long afterwards, he wrote a textbook of his
own, De Verbo incarnato. Their subject-matter overlaps on at least part of the topic
I will be discussing, and although there will be much to say about De Verbo
incarnato for reasons that will appear in due course, I begin with the newly
available Constitution of Christ.

It is not easy to know what to make of this book. Crowe has stated the
opinion that it is one of the most neglected masterpieces of the twentieth century.
Lonergan himself says in the preface that it was written rather hastily and alludes
wearily to teaching obligations and the pressure of imminent examinations.
Afterward, with one very notable exception, he hardly mentioned it in English,5
although his treatise on the Trinity as well as the textbook on the incarnate Word
refer to certain parts of its argument. There is a logic to the organization and
contents of its six parts, which Lonergan lays out in advance, but it would be
possible to argue that it is not so much a book as a set of three or four pamphlets,
more or less independent.

In any case, one critic found it a baffling book. More ominously, he found its
position heretical and his critique consequently drew from Lonergan an unwontedly
fierce counterattack, “Christ as Subject: A Reply.” As republished in Collection
and now in the Collected Works, “Christ as Subject” has probably served, for most,
as their only glimpse of De constitutione Christi generally and what Lonergan held
about Christ’s knowledge in particular. The article, however, is not altogether
representative either of his method or his views, if only because the selection and
the ordering of material are governed mainly by the aim of refuting a
misrepresentation. One of the issues that will concern us here is a case in point.

4Bernard Lonergan, The Ontological and Psychological Constitution of Christ, trans. from the
fourth edition (Rome: Gregorian University Press, 1964) of De constitutione Christi ontologica et
psychologica by Michael G. Shields; Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 7 (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2002). In citations hereafter, page numbers separated by a virgule are
Latin and English, in that order. ‘

5See his notes to Bernard Lonergan, “Christ as Subject: A Reply,” Collection, 2nd ed., Collected
Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 4 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1988), 290-294 at 290.
The article itself is ch. 11, 153-84.

61 will discuss this exception in a moment. There is an interesting but very brief reference in the
lectures on education that Lonergan gave in the summer of the year after De constitutione Christi
was published. See Bernard Lonergan, Phenomenology and Logic: The Boston College Lectures on
Mathematical Logic and Existentialism, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 18 (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 2001), 243.
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in point. Lonergan’s critic had found “an obscurity in [his] view of the relationship
between Christ’s human consciousness and Christ’s beatific vision.” This is the
tenth of ten objections that Lonergan addresses, and his reply is that the
relationship will be “plain as a pikestaff”? if one has followed the argument of his
replies to the previous nine objections. Those replies, however, are framed in terms
of the interpretation of Thomas Aquinas expounded in his Verbum articles. It
would seem that what Lonergan is especially concerned to establish in “Christ as
Subject,” understandably enough, is the authentically Thomist lineage of his views
on knowledge as applied to Christology. In other words, the emphasis falls on
vetera rather than on novis augere et perficere.

De constitutione Christi itself gives a somewhat different picture. The
relationship between Christ’s human consciousness and his beatific vision is a
central concem, indeed the culmination of the book, which comes at the end of a
long, brilliant exercise in “dialectic” as Lonergan conceived it at the time.® The
argument goes forward, however, not so much on the basis of Thomas’s authority
or anyone else’s, as on the gnoseological basis of radical difference between
position and counterposition on what it is to know. From there Lonergan proceeds
to applications that regard consciousness as such, human consciousness, and the
humanly conscious knower who was Jesus Christ.

The conclusions are speculative, in the technical sense with which Lonergan,
at the time, used the term for one branch of theology. Today they might also be
regarded as speculative in the looser and usually pejorative sense of gratuitous
surmise. Nevertheless the speculation might still bear on questions that people who
read the gospels find themselves asking. Broadly, it is the question of how much
Jesus of Nazareth knew about himself and his mission. More specifically, it is the
question whether he knew who he was. And most specifically, if he was in fact the
Son of God, kow did he know it?

It is this last question that I propose to begin with, partly because in
Constitution of Christ Lonergan gives an answer that is very explicit, very clear —
and somehow not very convincing. It raises further questions that I will try to
address later on in the paper. But I will start in medias res with the answer itself,
and then outline the Christological context it presupposes. This will entail a brief
discussion of Lonergan’s understanding of the classic doctrine of the Incarnation,

T«Christ as Subject,” Collection, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 4, 178.

8There is probably no better example in Lonergan’s work of how “dialectical method,” in the
sense the phrase has in Insight and prior to Method in Theology, might be applied to a concrete
issue. This methodological relevance of Constitution of Christ will come up again below.
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with attention to his philosophy of God, and a somewhat longer discussion of his
transposition of this doctrine into what is in effect a context of intentionality
analysis. After touching on the difference between being conscious and knowing,
properly so called, and on knowing God by “beatific vision,” I will return to the
conditions which, according to Lonergan, are required and sufficient for Jesus’
knowing himself to be the divine word made flesh. The second half of the paper
will propose that a thesis on Christ’s knowledge in De Verbo incarnato moves
beyond the point where Constitution of Christ left off some eight years before. In
the later textbook, Lonergan considers not just the possibility but the actuality of
Christ’s human knowledge. The thesis does not directly address the question of
Christ’s self-knowledge, but I will suggest that it does provide all the elements of a
satisfactory answer. Moreover, it serves to bring Lonergan’s Christology to bear on
some important questions that arise in connection with his Trinitarian theology and
his theological theory of history.

CHRIST’S SELF-KNOWLEDGE

Answering the question whether Jesus knew himself to be God depends on what is
meant by the affirmation that he did. What is meant, methodologically speaking, is
that the conditions of the possibility of this act of knowing were fulfilled. An
explanatory understanding of the question whether they were fulfilled, whether the
affirmation is true, would therefore consist in enumerating these conditions of
possibility and explaining how they could have been fulfilled. In Constitution of
Christ Lonergan formulates in the following assertum the two most proximate
conditions:

Christ as man, through his human consciousness and his beatific knowledge,
clearly understands, and with certainty judges, himself to be the natural Son of
God and true God.®

The syntax is odd, but the translation is accurate. The assertion is that Jesus of
Nazareth understands himself to be, and arrives at certain judgment that he himself

9Constitution of Christ, 204/205; the italicization is not Lonergan’s. “Beatific knowledge”
translates beata scientia.
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himself is, truly God, God’s own Son; and that this occurs by reason of his human
consciousness and his “vision of God.”10

The broad lines of what is meant here will be evident. On Lonergan’s
cognitional theory, knowing, properly so called, is a compound of experiencing,
understanding, and judging. In the case of knowing oneself, the relevant experience
is not sense-experience but that experiential presence-to-self which, for Lonergan,
is consciousness. Consciousness provides the empirical component, the data. In this
conscious experience is verified some hypothetical conception, some definition of
P, such that “I am P” is known to be true by the same one whose consciousness it
is. Thus the assertum quoted above would seem to parallel the judgment that
Lonergan invites readers of Insight to make for themselves in chapter 11. There P
is a knower. What it is to be a knower has been explained. I, the reader, understand
what the explanation means; that is, I grasp the link between a set of conditions,
and the truth of affirming myself to be a knower. I am invited to verify this
understanding in my own experience by grasping, further, that the conditions are
fulfilled. In so far as I do in fact discern the evidence for their fulfillment, I know
myself to be a knower. And this self-knowledge is mine, not on the basis of
experience alone but through a true judgment. Since Insight had been written
(though not yet published) when De constitutione Christi first appeared in print, we
can perhaps presume that there is at least some similarity between the self-
affirmation of the knower and Christ’s knowing of himself. But there are two
important differences, which should be made explicit.

(1) Judging that something is P rests on understanding what it is to be P. In
this case, P is God. But what it is to be God, quid sit deus, is understood by human
intelligence only through beata scientia, generally called the vision of God. It is so
understood by Christ as man, according to Lonergan’s assertum. The
understanding, however, is not a matter of grasping intelligibility in data. The
beatific vision is Jike an insight, in the sense that it attains the intelligible, indeed
Intelligence itself, but unlike an insight in that there are no data on God. It follows
that a true understanding of God does not fall within the range of human
intelligence precisely as human, since, as human, intelligence has the intelligible in
experiential data as its proportionate object. Beatific knowledge, then, is
disproportionate to knowers such as we are. To that point we shall return.

10The equivalence of what is meant by the name “Jesus of Nazareth” and the technical term
“Christ as man” will be explained presently, as will that of the commonsense phrase “vision of God”
and the more theological scientia beata, “beatif knowledge.”
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(2) The Insight question, “Am I a knower?”, is a general question. It asks
what 1 am. By contrast, the judgment which, according to Lonergan, Jesus arrives
at is a particular judgment: it answers a question of who I am. If Jesus, per
impossibile, had read Insight, he would have arrived at exactly the same judgment,
“T am a knower,” in exactly the same sense in which anyone else arrives at it. But
the relevant question here is, Who is being this knower? Who is performing these
acts of experiencing, understanding, and judging? To that question, as Lonergan
puts it, the incarnate Word gets an answer different from anyone else’s, not because
his consciousness is different but because he whom his consciousness makes
present is different.!!

Here the point to notice is that if Christ knew himself to be God, two different
conditions had to be met. In the first place, there had to be human consciousness,
“interior experience of oneself and one’s acts, where ‘experience’ is taken in the
strict sense of the word” — the sense of “a preliminary unstructured sort of
awareness that is presupposed by intellectual inquiry and complemented by it.”12
This awareness is ex parte subiecti, on the side of the subject; what comes to
awareness is the intender, the operator, irrespective of what is intended or what
operation is being performed. In the second place, there had to be beatific
knowledge ex parte obiecti, on the side of the object. This object is intended by the
operating subject in the case of the operation of “seeing God face to face.” So, on
the one hand, any conscious operation —here Lonergan would provide such a list as
I will presume readers are familiar with — makes the man Christ Jesus present to
himself. The one who is present to himself through any such operation is the
eternal Son, who is true God. But on the other hand, the one who is present to
himself knows himself to be God the Son if and only if, besides interior experience
of himself and his acts, he understands what it is to be God and Son of God.
Moreover, if it is the man Christ Jesus — the incarnate Word precisely as incarnate —
who knows this, then it must be by a human operation that he understands what it is
to be God; and according to Lonergan there is only one such operation, namely the
operation of “seeing” God by his essence. Without that knowledge, Christ might
conjecture that who he was and what it is to be God are the same, but he could not
know it in the sense of reaching the certainty of judgment.

Y Constitution of Christ, 268/269-270/271.
2Constitution of Christ, 156/157. “Unstructured”: informis. “Awareness”: notitia.
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ONTOLOGICAL CONDITIONS: CHRIST’S CONSTITUTION

The two conditions mentioned in Lonergan’s asserfum are the epistemological
conditions of Christ’s knowing himself to be who he in fact was. But “who he in
fact was” denotes some particular construal of the Incarnation. What the assertum
says about Christ’s self-knowledge makes sense, that is, on the position Lonergan
takes with respect to Christ’s constitution but not on other positions. Thus before
arguing for how Christ knew who he was, Lonergan devotes some 200 pages to
who it was that Christ would know by knowing himself.

To anyone who has taken note of the brief discussions of Christology in his
English writings, it will come as no surprise that on the constitution of the
incarnate Word Lonergan was thoroughly traditional and in that sense “orthodox.”
In Christ there is one person, but there are two natures, as the council of Chalcedon
declared. Christ is one being, one reality, who nevertheless can and must be
understood in two quite different ways: as being like us in all things, sin excepted,
and as being all that the Father is. That is what the Nicene creed says, without using
Chalcedon’s quasi-technical terminology.!?

For theologians, of course, things are more complicated than this. It is one
thing to define person in the purely heuristic sense of what there is one of in Christ,
and nature as what there are two of; it is something else to understand in an
orderly, systematic way just what is one in Christ, what is two, and what sort of
difference there is — for logically there must be some difference — between them.
Such an orderly, systematic understanding depends on method, that is, on wisely
choosing and deploying basic terms and relations. Thus Parts 1 and 2 of
Constitution of Christ are concerned with clarifying the terms person, subsistent,
one, intellectual nature, and so on. Part 3, however, addresses the methodological
question of what theological understanding consists in, and how it stands in
relation to a (philosophical) analysis of (finite) being.

(Here a short excursus is in order. Part 3 of Constitution of Christ,
“Theological Understanding,” cannot but be of interest to students of Lonergan as
theological methodologist, whether they are interested in his Christology or not.
We know that he intended Insight to be “an exploration of method in other fields,

13For the continuity of meaning between the Nicene creed and the council of Chalcedon’s
definitio fidei, see Lonergan, “The Dehellenization of Dogma,” 4 Second Collection, 11-32 at 26.
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prior to trying to do method in theology.”'4 The intention could not be carried
through, and Insight ends philosophically, with a proof for God’s existence in
chapter 19 and an apologetic argument for the supematural in chapter 20. The short
epilogue that follows contains important hints, but not much as to how the hints
might be implemented. We also know that by the time Lonergan came to write the
first part of his Trinitarian treatise — the second part was already written, and
underwent little change — his ideas on theological method had begun to move in the
direction of Method in Theology.

There is no evidence for any such move in Constitution of Christ, which
preceded the first part of De Deo Trino by several years, and there are explicit
statements which indicate that no movement had yet begun. I will hazard the guess
that Part 3 of Constitution is the closest thing there is to what might have been
chapter 21 of Insight, if Lonergan had not “rounded off” the book with an epilogue
so he could start his teaching in Rome. In particular, the scheme of analysis and
synthesis — resolution into “causes” and composition from them —and the role
assigned to “positive” theology are very much in line with the position outlined in
the epilogue of Insight.

Between the program of Insight and Constitution of Christ on the one hand,
and the program that is emerging in De Verbo Incarnato and, more ambiguousty, in
De Deo trino, on the other, the difference might be put in an epigram: the “later
Lonergan” was working to get history into (theoretical) theology, whereas earlier
his aim was to get theory into (theological) history. End of excursus.

To resume the main thread: Part 3 of Constitution considers what theological
understanding consists in, and how it stands in relation to philosophical analysis.
More clearly than in Insight itself, Lonergan points out exactly why proportionate
metaphysics cannot serve, in relation to God, the function it serves in relation to
everything else. Briefly stated, the reason is that everything we know in the usual
way — by understanding and judgment — is both composite and contingent. Because
every concrete being is composite, insight must grasp a unity in its multiplicity.
Because it is contingent, the existence of its unity must be verified by judgment.
God, however, is neither composite nor contingent but simple and necessary. It
follows that there is no explaining God, either by the intrinsic, formal causality that
insight grasps, or by the extrinsic causality posited by arriving at a virtually
unconditioned judgment.

14Among other places, see “An Interview with Fr. Bemard Lonergan, S.1.,” 4 Second Collection,
213.
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Certain conclusions follow that bear on theology generally and on
Christology in particular. If it is true that the Word is God, and true that the Word
became flesh, then it is true that in the incarnate Word there is both transcendent
and proportionate being, both that which is not and that which is isomorphic with
the structure of the cognitional activities by which human intelligence comes to
know the real. More particularly, according to the conciliar definitions of the
Incarnation, the man Jesus of Nazareth includes a divine person. Any attempt to
conceive the Incarnation will consequently have to make use of an odd “grammar.”
Two of its oddities should be mentioned.

(1) On the one hand, the Incarmation was not necessary. It was not
soteriologically necessary, since there were other ways for God to save the human
race; but that is not our present topic. The Incarnation was not necessary, either,
from the standpoint of the person who was incarnate. It is necessary for God to be
God,; it is also necessary for the Word to be Word, that is, to proceed eternally from
the Father, to be begotten, to be “spoken.” It was not necessary for God to create a
universe, and it was not necessary for the Word to become a being within that
universe. God is intrinsically the same, whether he has created or not, and the Word
is intrinsically the same whether or not he has become a man. In both cases —
affirming that God has in fact created and affirming that the Word was in fact made
flesh — the affirmation is a “contingent predication” of the divine.

(2) On the other hand, no such contingent predication is true unless there
exists a suitable reality that is not God. “[I)f at any instant it is true that God
understands, affirms, wills the existence of Alexander’s horse Bucephalus, then the
metaphysical conditions of the truth are [1] the existence of God and [2] the
existence of Bucephalus,” and though Bucephalus’s existence had a beginning and
an end in time, still God’s understanding, affirming, and willing it are eternal.!s
Exactly the same reasoning applies to the Incarnation, which similarly had a
beginning (though not an end) in time. A contingent fact, the existence of
everything in the incarnate Word that is proportionate to human knowing, is one
condition of the truth of the (contingent) statement that God understands, affirms,
and wills the Incarnation. As with Bucephalus, the only other metaphysical
condition is God’s existence.

That being said, it should be emphasized that the meaning of the statement
that God effects the Incarnation is not the same as the meaning of the statement that
the Word became incarnate. For the Word, not the Father or the Spirit, became a

15Bernard Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, 5th ed., Collected Works of
Bernard Lonergan, vol. 3 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992), 685.
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became a man and nothing else or other.!¢ If this further, specifically theological
statement is true, there does need to be a suitable “external term,” a reality that is
not God. But it cannot be a proportionate being. If it were a proportionate being,
the Incarnation would be just an instance of creation. Lonergan’s proposal is that
this being, this reality, this external term is the being-assumed of a concrete human
nature, of body and soul, of central potency and central form. This esse
secundarium is constitutive of the Word’s being-a-man, though not of his being or
his being one.!” That which is, both as God and as man, that which “subsists” in
both divine and human natures, is the person of the Word, and that whereby he is
whatever he is — eternally or contingently, as God or as man —is the divine esse. It
is not, then, that divine being has been received in and limited by a finite, human
essence — a sort of process-philosophy “Incarnation.” Rather, to put it as the
Athanasian creed does, Christ is one, “not by conversion of the Godhead into flesh,
but by taking of the Manhood into God.”

CHRIST’S PSYCHOLOGICAL CONSTITUTION

So much for the ontology of the Incamnation. The question worth asking, in a
context that does not favor metaphysical discourse, is how all this bears on the
psychological constitution of Christ, and consequently on his knowing. Here
consciousness is the central notion. Crowe has observed more than once that
Constitution of Christ is by far Lonergan’s most extensive and detailed account of
consciousness. Certainly it adds depth and nuance to what he says in Insight. As for
Method in Theology and the essays that followed it, there Lonergan seems to

A

16To put this a little more technically, the Incamation is not only soteriologically contingent but
ontologically contingent, and that in three senses: (1) the Father or the Spirit, or both, or all three
divine persons could have become incarnate, but only the Word did; (2) the Incamation could have
involved a nature other than human, but the Incamate was and is a human, not a feline, a bovine, or
whatever; (3) there could have been no Incarnation at all, but there is. See Constitution of Christ,
138/139.

VConstitution of Christ,114/115, 232/233. Note that to say that this “substantial act” is
constitutive is not to say it is a constitutive cause. Later, in De Verbo Incarnato, Lonergan seems to
deny that there is any sense in which the esse secundarium makes the Word be a man, and there are
passages in Constitution of Christ that point in the same direction. See 146/147 and 138/139; also
De Verbo Incarnato, 31d ed. (Rome: Gregorian University Press ad usum auditorum, 1964), 265.
(The whole of Assertion 9, 259-66, is on the esse secundarium.)
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handle the notion almost automatically, as though using it in a sense that had
already been settled. For present purposes there are three points to be noted.

(1) Only in Constution of Christ does Lonergan discuss the ontology of
consciousness. Prescinding for the moment from God, it would seem that
consciousness is in some sense optional. After all, nobody is conscious all the time.
Lonergan acknowledges that no (finite) being is conscious per se, but he also
denies that consciousness is an accident, in the technical sense. Rather,
consciousness is a matter of ontological perfection. Animals, being conscious, are
more ontologically complete than plants, which have no consciousness. Human
beings, who are (sometimes) intellectually as well as sensitively conscious, are, as
beings, more complete still.

(2) It was in this book, it seems, that Lonergan first began to characterize
consciousness as presence of oneself to oneself.!8

(3) Related to the previous point, and also new in Constitution of Christ, is
the sharp distinction Lonergan draws between the conceptions of consciousness he
names conscientia-perceptio and conscientia-experientia, consciousness-as-
perception and consciousness-as-experience. The root of the difference is the
dichotomy between Platonist and Aristotelian views of knowing with which the
concluding chapter of Verbum begins.!”® On the Platonist view, knowing is
confrontation; it presupposes a duality of knower and known and finds knowing in
a further, consequent movement. Since consciousness is a kind of knowing, ittoo is
a matter of encounter with something that is somehow other than the subject who
encounters it. On the Aristotelian view, which of course is Lonergan’s, knowing is
grounded primarily in identity. Accordingly, “it is not too difficult to conceive
consciousness as experience strictly so called, which is in the operating subject on
the side of the subject, and through which the operating subject is rendered present
to itself,” not yet as understood, conceived, or (properly speaking) known, but

18Constitution of Christ,186/187: quaedam sui-praesentia-sibi; also 254/255. In his notes to
“Christ as Subject,” which was published in 1959 and in which the notion of consciousness as self-
presence is more prominent, Crowe tentatively dates the first unambiguous use in Lonergan’s
English work to the Halifax lectures he gave in the summer of 1958 and suggests that the source
may have been an article by Georges Van Riet that appeared in the same summer and is quoted in
“Christ as Subject.” But the first edition of De constitutione Christi had already been published in
1956.

19Bernard Lonergan, Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, 2nd ed., Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 2 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997), 192.
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speaking) known, but simply as experienced.20

Such is the conception of consciousness that Lonergan introduces into the
theology of the Incarnation. As he would later put it, “the doctrine of one person
with two natures transposes quite neatly into a recognition of a single subject of
both a divine and a human consciousness.”?! The transposition can be summarized
as follows.

(1) By an ontological subject is meant the subject of acts or operations. By
certain of these acts or operations, their subject is rendered self-present, which is to
say conscious. A psychological subject, then, is an ontological subject — person —
who is 6perating psychologically and who thus is conscious.

(2) Existing and operating both belong to a person by reason of that person’s
nature. To have an intellectual nature is to be capable, at least, of operating
psychologically. The incarnate Word, as defined at Chalcedon, has two natures,
both intellectual. According to the same definition, they are the natures of one and
the same person. That one person, it follows, acts or operates in two ways. Each
renders him present to himself. As the subject of divine operation, he is divinely
conscious; as the subject of human operations, he is humanly conscious.

One and the same being, the incarnate Word, thus exists at two levels of
ontological perfection: as divinely conscious and as humanly conscious. In the
present context, the main interest lies in his human consciousness and the
cognitional operations by which he is humanly conscious. But his divine
consciousness should at least be mentioned.

THE INCARNATE WORD'’S DIVINE
AND HUMAN CONSCIOUSNESSES

God, then, is both ipsum intelligere and ipsum amare, an infinite act of intelligence
itself and love itself. Accordingly, God is conscious. In one of Lonergan’s later
formulations, divine self-presence is analogous to “that higher synthesis of
intellectual, rational, and moral consciousness that is the dynamic state of being in
love.”?2 Notice that this is an incoherent conception if consciousness is a kind of

Constitution of Christ, 254/255. Where the translation has itself, the word might equally (and
perhaps better) be himself or herself.

21Bernard Lonergan, “Dehellenization of Dogma,” 4 Second Collection, 25.

22Bernard Lonergan, “Christology Today: Methodological Reflections,” in 4 Third Collection,
ed. by Frederick E. Crowe (New York and Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, 1985), 74-99 at 93
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consciousness is a kind of perception. In that case, Sartre was right: an utterly
simple God cannot be conscious, because there is no other for such a God to
perceive.?

In order to understand the Incarnation, however, it is not enough simply to
acknowledge that God is, analogically speaking, conscious. Consciousness is self-
presence. But in God the divine consciousness makes not one but three subjects
present to themselves: the Father who begets the Son, the Son who is begotten, and
the Spirit who is “spirated.” Moreover, each of these three is conscious, not only on
the basis of what is technically called essential act, the utterly simple act of
understanding-and-loving that is God, but also on the basis of a notional act proper
to himself. On the psychological analogy, the Father is dicens, a Speaker who utters
a word and does so consciously; the Son is an expressive word of rational
affirmation or judgment, whose being uttered is conscious. As Word, his divine
consciousness is analogous to “the dependence of the judgment on the grasp of
sufficient evidence.”?4

The important point is that the person of the Word, a person really distinct
from the Father and the Spirit, is conscious. Only the Word, not the Father or the
Spirit, has become a man. To affirm the Incarnation, then, is to affirm that one
divinely conscious subject, but not the other two, is also the subject of a human
consciousness. The one who is present to himself in all that Christ consciously did
and suffered, and who is present to no one else, is identical with the one who is
eternally begotten by the Father.

With this one, however, we are concerned inasmuch as he is present to
himself in human acts. We are concerned, that is, with the man Christ Jesus.
Ontologically, Christ as man is a divine person subsisting in a human nature that is
like ours except for sin. Provided that he was not dreamlessly asleep, Christ was
experientially aware of himself through acts of seeing, hearing, understanding,
judging, deciding, and so on. It follows that a divine person, one who is God, is
present to himself through those same acts. Certain things do not follow, however,
and they should perhaps be made explicit.

23Lonergan mentions this Sartrean conclusion in Constitution of Christ, 254/255; see also “Christ
as Subject,” Collection, 172-73.

24Bernard Lonergan, “Consciousness and the Trinity,” in Philosophical and Theological Papers
1958-1964, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 6 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1996), 122-141, at 135. Note that this “paper” is the transcription of a lecture, and that the phrase
quoted was spoken in response to a question from the audience. For a much more differentiated
discussion of consciousness in the Trinity on the basis of essential and notional acts, see
Constitution of Christ, 194/195-200/201.
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(1) In the first place, from the fact that Christ’s humanly conscious acts made
a divine person present to himself it does not follow that these acts were
supernatural. Whether they were or not is a further question. What specifies an act
as supernatural is not the conscious subject who consciously intends, but the object,
that which is intended. The object of seeing is color. Since colors are not God,
seeing them is not supernatural. Nevertheless, if Christ the man saw colors, he saw
them consciously. By seeing them he was aware of his seeing and ~which is the
point — aware of himself, seeing.2’ The same argument applies to his other
conscious, human acts.

(2) In the second place, to say that Christ, in performing any or all of the
human acts he did perform, was conscious of himself is not to say that he knew
himself. Consciousness alone is not self-knowledge, any more than sense-
experience alone is knowledge properly so-called. The point is important because
the question whether Christ knew he was God is not the same as the question
whether he was aware of the person he was. If he was conscious, he was so aware,
because it was the person he was who was (experientially) aware of himself. What
this same person did or did not (intellectually) know, including himself, is again a
further question. Addressing it will take the discussion back to the assertum in
Constitution of Christ from which I began.

Since human knowing is a compound operation, Christ as man did not know
anything without adding insight and judgment to experience. If, in particular, he
knew himself, he had to understand who he was; and if to be who he was is to be a
divine person, he had to understand what it is to be divine. That understanding, as I
have mentioned, belongs to beatific knowledge, the “vision of God,” a notion that
calls for further explication.

Knowing God by his essence, heuristically defined, is an end. It is the
adequate object of the desire to know, the goal of what Lonergan calls in Insight
the notion of being and in Constitution of Christ the “intending intention of being.”
In those of us who are still alive, this intending is in process, manifesting itself in
questions, to which our answers give us a glimpse of “the eternal rapture” that is
God.?¢ Those, on the other hand, who have arrived at the end of human becoming
and desiring — the blessed — “know the triune God through the divine essence and,
in proportion to the perfection of this knowledge, ... know all other things in God

25For a more technical statement, see “Christ as Subject,” 182 or §95 in Constitution of Christ,
232/233-242/243, which deals with a series of similar difficulties and potential misconstruals.
26[nsight, 706. ’
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things in God as secondary objects.”?” In other, Insight words, they know the
primary and secondary components of the idea of being. They may know this more
or less completely. In any case, their knowledge is strictly and absolutely
supernatural, because “proper knowledge is an act of understanding in virtue of a
form proportionate to the object; hence proper knowledge of God must be in virtue
of an infinite form, in virtue of God himself; [and] such knowledge is beyond the
natural proportion of any possible finite substance.”?® To say, then, that in his
earthly life Christ enjoyed the beatific vision is to say that he already had the *“face
to face” knowledge of God that belongs eschatologically to the redeemed.

FULFILLMENT OF THE CONDITIONS
OF CHRIST’S SELF-KNOWLEDGE

It has taken nearly half this paper to explain what the question whether Christ knew
he was God means. That is not surprising, perhaps. As a question about knowing,
its meaning will vary depending on one’s cognitional theory. As a question about
Christ, it will vary with different philosophies of God and different explanations of
the Incamation. Such are the underpinnings of Lonergan’s lapidary statement of the
conditions of the possibility of Christ’s having known, as man, what Christianity
has traditionally taught about him. Those conditions, as Lonergan lists them,?? are
four:
(a) human consciousness, of which
(b) the subject is, in fact, God and Son of God;
(c) clear understanding of what it is to be God, that is, beatific knowledge; and
(d) a grasp of the identity between (b) and (c), between the subject of Christ’s
human consciousness and what is clearly understood through his “vision of
God.”
The linking of these conditions with the conditioned, that is, with true
knowledge of himself on the part of Christ the man, will perhaps be clear from my
discussion so far. The fourth condition, however, calls for closer scrutiny.

21 Constitution of Christ, 206/207.

28Bernard Lonergan, “The Natural Desire to See God,” Collection, Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 4, 81-91 at

29For his own list, which instead of letters uses numbers (in a slightly confusing way), see
Constitution of Christ, 214/215. The confusion is pointed out in note 8 on 217.
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It seems clear that condition (d) is the act that makes Christ certain of (b),
which is to say certain that he is who in fact he is. What is most interesting about
Lonergan’s argument is his assertion that condition (d) is fulfilled at once, statim,
when the other three are met. “For through his beatific knowledge Christ as man
knew not only the triune God as primary object but also the incarnate Word as
incarnate as a secondary object. In this secondary object of his beatific vision,
therefore, Christ as man saw everything that became manifest to him through his
human consciousness.”3® But what became manifest to him through his human
consciousness, as with any other human consciousness, was the subject of that
consciousness (that is, himself), together with that subject’s conscious acts (that is,
his own). In this case, the subject was God the Word; the acts were human and
humanly conscious; and so a divine subject was present to himself, as subject,
through human consciousness. But through beatific knowledge, which is an act
within this same (human) consciousness, the same (divine) subject, the Word, was
present as object, as intended, and present not only as Word but as incamate, that
is, as subject of human consciousness. Thus the humanly conscious subject that
was the object of Christ’s vision of God, and the humanly conscious subject that
was the subject of his conscious acts, were one and the same. As soon as both are
present to him within his one human consciousness — the object, through beatific
knowledge; the subject, through any conscious act whatever — Christ instantly
grasps their identity.

Such is Lonergan’s position in Constitution of Christ. There is something
vaguely unsatisfying about it. The reasoning, no doubt, is cogent. Still, it would
seem that Christ’s act of knowing himself (himself experienced as subject) to be
identical with himself (himself “seen” as object) occurs automatically, as it were.
Furthermore, it would seem that a clear grasp of who he was, both as God and as
man, must have belonged to him from birth, if not before. If Christ was like us in
every way, sin excepted, then condition (a), consciousness, was met as soon after
his conception as he began to operate psychologically, whenever that happened. As
for condition (c), the beatific vision does admit of degrees, but unlike (human)
consciousness it is perpetual, not intermittent but always “in act.”3! The implication
is that at whatever point it was during his earthly life that Jesus became humanly
present to himself through any natural, psychological operations, at that point it
began to be true, and has been true ever since, that “through his human

30Constitution of Christ, 216/217-218/219; “became manifest” translates innotescebant.
31According to Lonergan, this is Thomas Aquinas’s position, which he follows without significant
modification.
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human consciousness and beatific knowledge Christ as man clearly understands
and with certainty judges himself to be the natural Son of God and true God.”32

On the one hand, then, Jesus’ self-knowledge was human. Granted the
ontological condition (b) that he was a divine subject, the psychological conditions
of his knowing himself in a human way, (@) and (c), are themselves human. On the
other hand, however, there was evidently no cognitive process that led up to this
clear understanding and certain judgment; nor was there any development in what
Jesus knew, once he knew it — which he did from the first. His human knowledge
of himself seems to be human only in a Pickwickian sense.33

This objection has, of course, a context. It presupposes, among other things,
the sort of debate about the “historical Jesus” that has been going on since the
nineteenth century and shows no signs of abating. But while it is true that the
successive quests have rested on methodological foundations that are in many ways
dubious, still they were pursuing legitimate questions, some of which have a real
bearing on systematic theology as the homely exercise of seeking to understand
beliefs.34 Let it be granted that Christ the man was a divine person subsisting in a
human nature. Let it even be granted, following Lonergan, that he was a divine
subject of a human consciousness. Can this judgment of belief be understood in
terms of Christ’s having lived a human life, where by human life is meant a
historical process of growth and development, self-constituted within a world
mediated by meaning? And, if it can, how? In particular, how could Christ, as man,
be like us in all things apart from sin, and yet know clearly, certainly, and
perpetually, his eternal identity in the Word? There would seem to be a prima facie
case that he could not, and Constitution of Christ provides no help at all towards
understanding how he could.

32 Constitution of Christ, 216/217; compare 204/205.

33Later on in Constitution of Christ, Lonergan does speak of Christ’s “getting an answer” to the
question, “Who am I?”; but his point is to draw a distinction between “Who am I?” and “What am
I?” and not to suggest that either of these questions, as articulated, arose for Jesus of Nazareth. See
Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 7, 268/269. Moreover, the translation here could be
misleading. What Lonergan wrote, more literally translated, is that “Christ’s human consciousness
differs [from ours], not because the question, What is [this], would be responded to otherwise [than
for us], but because the question, Who is [this], would be otherwise responded to; and it is otherwise
responded to, not because something other is perceived through Christ’s human consciousness, but
because someone other perceives.”

340n the homeliness of functionally specialized systematics, see Method in Theology, 350.
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To infer that Lonergan was not aware of this difficulty when he wrote the
book would be to argue from silence. Such an argument is all the weaker here, in
that Lonergan was writing about the hypostatic union, about how Christ is
constituted, not about his human life. Moreover, he was writing “supplementary
notes.” His students already had a textbook written by his own dissertation
supervisor, Charles Boyer. Whether Lonergan thought Boyer had dealt adequately
with questions pertaining to Christ’s human knowledge, as distinct from his human
consciousness, we do not know. We do know he went on to write his own
textbook, De Verbo Incarnato, the first version of which appeared four years after
De constitutione Christi.

CHRIST’S KNOWLEDGE IN THE FIRST VERSION
OF “DE VERBO INCARNATO”

The relation between these two Christological works is complex and interesting.
Once his own textbook was in print, Lonergan added a note at the end of the
preface to De constitutione Christi: “I have set forth this same material, though for
a different reason and in a different order, in a set of mimeographed notes, De
Verbo incarnato ... 3 The note is a little misleading. De Verbo incarnato’s six
hundred pages deal with many more topics than De constitutione Christi. Nor does
everything in the earlier booklet reappear in the later treatise, which occasionally
refers to it.37 On consciousness in general, however, and on Christ’s consciousness
in particular, the two books do for the most part overlap.

35“Christ as Subject,” 153.

36 Constitution of Christ, 6/7; “this same material” translates [elandem ac hanc doctrinam. De
Verbo incarnato was printed by cyclostyle and bound (as were all three of the major Latin works) in
paper-covered fascicles. The same note goes on to mention “Christ as Subject,” which had been
published in 1959.

37There is also nothing in De Verbo incarnato that corresponds to the third, methodological part
of De constitutione Christi, and the omission is more significant than it might seem. De Verbo
incarnato does not in any obvious way follow the program for “speculative theology” that De
constitutione Christi had set out. Whether this is because De Verbo incarnato is “only” a textbook, a
set of notes, or because Lonergan had completely abandoned the scheme of analysis-and-synthesis
he had followed in De constitutione Christi (and in De Deo Trino, though with important
modifications) is too complicated a question to address here.
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In De Verbo incarnato there is a forty-four page thesis De conscientia Christi
at the end of part three, “Theological Conclusions regarding the Hypostatic Union,”
which is divided into a section on “Person” with four theses and another on
“Subject,” with the one thesis on Christ’s consciousness.38 So far as Christ’s
consciousness is concerned, this thesis presents to all intents and purposes the
“same material” as De constitutione Christi. It says nothing, however, about
Christ’s knowing the conscious subject of his human consciousness. The acts by
which Christ was humanly present to himself are reserved for the following, fourth
part of De Verbo incarnato, which treats grace, freedom, sinlessness, and
knowledge, each in a thesis of its own.?

The thesis on Christ’s knowledge in the final, 1964 edition of De Verbo
incarnato is the last piece of theological writing (as distinct from methodology)
that Lonergan finished.4° It differs almost entirely from the thesis that had appeared
in the edition of 1960 and again, unchanged, in 1961. The difference is worth
noticing.

Quite a lot of De Verbo incarnato is conventional. Arguably the whole of
thesis 12, “Christ’s Knowledge,” in its earlier version, belongs to the category of
“practical chores.”! Lonergan acknowledges that he has borrowed its basic terms
from Thomas, and suggests that the only problem, really, is that different authors
conceive in incompatible ways what is meant by these terms. On the other hand,
after covering much the same ground that Thomas had covered, he ends the thesis
on a note of frustration. A correct understanding of the Thomist position is all well
and good, but advancing beyond it would mean taking on a series of large and
disputed questions. It would be necessary to have “a clear exposition of the
differences (1) between the Greek and medieval conception of science, and the
reality of modern science, (2) between scientific and philosophical knowledge, and
(3) between these disciplines and common sense with its variations according to

38 onergan was not consistent in giving titles to the various divisions of De Verbo incarnato. |
have conflated the list in the /ndex (table of contents) of the third edition (Rome: Gregorian
University Press ad usum auditorum, 1964), 311-312, with what appears on 211 and 267.

39Note that these correspond precisely with the set of post-conciliar questions belonging to “a
distinct but dependent context of theological doctrines” that Lonergan mentions in Method in
Theology, 314.

40There exists an extensive but unfinished treatment of redemption, in Latin, closely related to the
last three theses in De Verbo incarnato but not structured according to the thesis-format of that
book. It seems most likely that this was a revision or recasting of those theses, but since the theses
themselves were written for the first version of De Verbo incarnato and allowed to stand unchanged
in later versions, the fragmentary typescript is impossible to date more closely.

41«An Interview with Fr. Bernard Lonergan, S.J.,” A Second Collection, 211.
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to places, times, and cultures.” In brief, understanding Christ’s knowledge depends
on understanding understanding. It would be helpful to read Insight. Furthermore,
“all this should be attempted only through a clear and exact method; and since
theology does not yet seem to have arrived at the highest perfection of its method,
perhaps it might begin there.”¥2 Understanding theological understanding is
necessary.

Given these limitations, Lonergan’s main concemn in the earlier thesis is to
establish that the incarnate Word had human knowledge — any human knowledge at
all. But the argument he uses, interestingly, is an a priori argument from conciliar
doctrine: to deny human knowledge in Christ amounts to Apollinarianism, the
heretical opinion that the constitution of Christ was such that he lacked a “rational
soul.” As for what Christ knew as man, and how he knew it, the thesis says next to
nothing. There are just five sentences on “acquired knowledge,” one of which is to
the effect that only on the basis of acquired knowledge could Christ the man
himself have exercised common sense (Lonergan uses the English term), which
does not understand itself.43

CHRIST’S KNOWLEDGE
IN “DE VERBO INCARNATO” (SECOND VERSION)

All in all, the thesis I have been discussing seems to be an example of Lonergan
“doing what he could” — affirming what the best tradition had affirmed, and
indicating what it would be to understand the affirmations in a modern context, but
not working out the understanding in any concrete detail. The later thesis on
Christ’s knowledge is quite another matter. Lonergan did not simply revise the
earlier version. He replaced it. The new thesis is twice as long, not counting some
twenty pages of Patristic quotations. The only substantive repetition is a very short
scholion about the desirability of further considering the “historical causality”
exercised by Christ the man.

There is a sense, however, in which the thesis has begun to supply what this
scholion calls for. To hazard a guess, between the earlier and later treatments of
Christ’s knowledge in De Verbo incarnato, “what was going forward” was an
effort on Lonergan’s part to work out what would be entailed in attributing

42Bernard Lonergan, De Verbo incarnato, 2nd ed. (Rome: Gregorian University Press ad usum
auditorum, 1961), 361-62.
43De Verbo incarnato, 2nd ed., 360.
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“historical causality” to Christ as man and more exactly as knower. He seems to
have recognized that the historical causality exercised by Christ depends on what
might be called historical causality exercised in Christ.

What I mean is this. If Christ was like us in all things, we may presumably
think of his human, historical life as interacting with other human, historical lives
in such a way as to mediate meaning in a human, historical way. He was, after all, a
teacher. But if Christ was like us, his historical life was mindful. It had a cognitive
component, like ours. It was an ongoing process, constituted by conscious acts of
meaning. The question for systematic theology would be whether and how those
acts and their meaning can be conceived, while maintaining the ecumenical
doctrines on Christ’s constitution, transposed to embrace its psychological
manifestation. I do not say that Lonergan puts the aim of his new thesis in just this
way, but I do think that is what the thesis achieves —and it is, perhaps, a
permanently valid achievement.

The new thesis on Christ’s knowledge is most notable for its explicit break
with the medieval problematic. For the medievals, Thomas included, inquiring
about Christ’s knowledge is not a matter of asking what he was doing when he was
knowing. Knowledge, scientia, is a habitus or, in the conceptuality of Insight, a
conjugate form. When in the earlier version of thesis 12 Lonergan distinguishes
between “infused” and “acquired” knowledge, the distinctions are distinctions of
habitual knowledge, which is precisely not conscious knowing, not knowledge in
act but only knowledge in (second) potency. It is quite possible to know, in the
sense of having a habit of scientia, without actually knowing, in the sense
answering any question for intelligence; and it is possible to be quite certain of this,
that, or the other without, at the moment, actually conceiving the borrowed content
of those judgments.

Twice in the later version of the thesis on Christ’s knowledge, Lonergan tells
his readers that if they want to learn about thar kind of knowledge — if they happen
to have that question — they can go and read Thomas Aquinas. His own question,
which he evidently thought readers would share, is not about habits. It is a question
about the cognitional acts by which the man Christ Jesus lived. Lonergan has no
intention of abandoning Christ’s scientia beata. But whereas Constitution of Christ
seeks to distinguish and relate beatific knowledge and Christ’s consciousness, the
final version of the thesis in De Verbo incarnato seeks to distinguish and relate
Christ’s beatific knowledge and his other acts of knowing.
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ACTUAL KNOWING IN CHRIST THE MAN

“The alternative to distinguishing is confusion.”# Following his own precept in the
new thesis, Lonergan introduces quite a bevy of distinctions: eternal life / historical
life; beholder/ pilgrim; ineffable/ effable; supernatural / natural; immediate /
mediated. Though ultimately they serve to prevent confusion, they can themselves
be confusing. A small inverse insight is therefore needed. I have listed the
distinctions in pairs, but the pairs do not — as one might spontaneously anticipate —
line up. How they do sort out I have tried to show in the diagram. It is an attempt to
elucidate the basic terms and relations in Lonergan’s thesis, which is this:

In his earthly life, Christ had both effable and ineffable human knowledge
as well as his divine knowledge. As a beholder, he knew God immediately,
by the ineffable knowledge that is also called beatific. In the same act, but
mediately, he knew everything else that pertained to his work. As a pilgrim,
however, he elicited by effable knowledge the cognitional acts, natural and
supernatural, that constituted his human, historical life.45

44“Cognitional Structure,” Collection, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 4, 205-21 at
214,
43De Verbo incarnato, 31d ed., 332. This is the opening statement of Thesis 12.
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Five comments on the position summarized in the diagram will lead back to
the assertum in Constitution of Christ that presented the problem we began with,

(1) The thesis on Christ’s knowledge presupposes what precedes it, and what
precedes it is not substantially different from Lonergan’s position in Constitution of
Christ. There is one Lord Jesus Christ, a divine person subsisting in two natures
and so also a divine subject of two consciousnesses. The natures, and so also their
psychological manifestations in consciousness, are in Chalcedon’s words “without
confusion, without change.” It is therefore possible to prescind from divine
consciousness and conceive the one Christ inasmuch as he is the subject of human
consciousness, which is to say precisely inasmuch as he is incamate, having
become a man. Similarly, it is possible to prescind from human consciousness and
conceive him inasmuch as he is the subject of divine consciousness. The
distinction is a theological commonplace. It appears on the left-hand side of the
diagram in the standard terminology: Christ as God, Christ as man.46

(2) To speak of Christ’s divine life and divine knowledge — the top row of the
diagram - is to speak of () the Trinitarian life that the Word shares with the Father
and the Spirit, (b) the knowledge that all three persons share by reason of the one
essential act of understanding love that is God, and (c) the knowledge that pertains
to the Word by reason of the proper act of being uttered or begotten that pertains to
the Word alone.*” None of this is in any way limited or conditioned by any created
being, including Christ’s humanity. On the other hand, of course, if the Incarnation
is a reality then the Word, as God, knows this reality by divine knowledge, in the
same way and for the same reasons that he knows everything else that exists.

(3) Everything below the top row of the diagram pertains to the incarnate
Word as incamnate, and thus as humanly conscious. Each of the four boxes in the
middle of the diagram represents actual knowledge, knowing in act, on the part of
Jesus in his earthly life. They fall into two divisions, as indicated on the left-hand
side of the diagram. Lonergan retains this much of Thomas: a distinction between
Christ as comprehensor or “beholder” Christ as viator, “pilgrim.” The meaning of
this metaphorical language was alluded to above. Christ, as man, lived both in via
and in patria, both on the way towards his last end and a that end. Still, it is one
thing to affirm so paradoxical a notion and something else to have a glimmer of

46For more on this distinction see Lonergan, Constitution of Christ, 298/209-210/211.
47The technical term is not proper but notional. See Constitution of Christ, 194/195— 200/201.
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insight into what might be meant by it. Lonergan’s thesis endeavors to provide the
glimmer.

(4) Inasmuch as his life was everlasting life, life that had a beginning but will
go on endlessly, Christ lived in and by knowledge that Lonergan terms “ineffable.”
It is really the same as “beatific vision,” but differs notionally in three ways. First,
it sidesteps the possibly misleading ocular metaphor. Knowing God by his essence
is a matter of intelligence in act. Second, it avoids the implication that, as
conferring beatitude, this knowledge was incompatible with suffering.® Third, on
the positive side, it suggests the point on which the whole argument turns, namely
expression and mediation. The now-archaic English word effable refers to that
which is capable of being uttered, spoken, expressed, “worded.” What is ineffable
cannot be so mediated. Hence the distinction in the third column does line up with
the one in the second.

(5) Tuming to the first, “upper” division, Christ’s ineffable knowledge as
“peholder,” T mentioned earlier that to know God immediately, by his essence, is
also to know what comes within the scope of God’s power, which includes
everything that God has in fact created. This further knowledge (the second box
from the top) is mediated by the divine essence. A tradition that goes back to
Augustine refers to it as knowing “in the Word.” It is knowledge of finite realities,
things and events that are not God, and it admits of degrees, but it does not admit of
multiplicity or sequence. There is nothing empirically residual. Things known “in
the Word,” whether they are possible or actual, are known “not immediately in
themselves, not one by one, not one after the other, but all together.”#® What this
implies will need to be considered in greater detail.

AN OBJECTION REVISITED

Let me return, then, to the misgivings that the passage in Constitution of Christ
mentioned earlier might evoke. The objection was to the effect that to conceive
Christ as “already” knowing he was God, “already” knowing the Word, and
“already” knowing the incarnate Word, is to be guilty of docetism. Such a Christ
could only have seemed to be human. In a way, De Verbo incarnato magnifies this
difficulty. The earlier book asserts only that Christ knew the Incarnation. The later

48pe Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 340.
49De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 341.
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one adds the further consequence of his having enjoyed the “vision of God”: he
knew all of Christology, so to say. He knew not only his person, that is, but also his
work, and everything that pertained to it. Now there is a difficulty here. But if it is
to be addressed in a differentiated way there are at least two red herrings that need
to be disposed of.

(1) One source of difficulty in assimilating Lonergan’s position on Christ’s
ineffable knowledge is the “umbilical cord” of imagination.s° It is all too easy to
paint a mental picture of Christ as knower that makes his knowing “in the Word”
fantastic. The Magi come to Bethlehem bearing their gifts, and the baby in the
manger says to himself, “Yes, I see it all. They have brought me gold, because I am
a king, and incense, because I am God, and myrrh, because my death will be a
sacrifice.” The fact that this is obviously an exaggeration is not the reason why it is
mistaken. The mistake is more radical. Ineffable knowledge is a technical, not a
thetorical phrase. It means what it says: such knowledge is inexpressible, even fo
oneself. It is neither perceptual nor discursive, for reasons to be elaborated
presently. Attempting to imagine what exercising it would be is attempting the
impossible.

(2) Ineffable knowledge can be conceived, though not imagined. Yet even if it
is conceived as Lonergan conceives it there can be a reluctance to accepting that
Christ had it. For having it would seem to have given Christ special advantages,
and once again there is conflict with his having been like us in all things. Logically
speaking, the conflict arises only if “like us in all things” is construed as equivalent
to “not unlike us in anything.” That construal is, however, very common at present.
The argument is thus that Christ’s having made use of any sort of “insider’s”
knowledge is no different from cheating on the stock market. This ultra-anti-
docetic Christological egalitarianism is perhaps as much a feeling as a considered
judgment. In any case, the reply is simply that we cannot have it both ways: Jesus
either did or did not introduce into the human conversation something that goes
beyond the knowledge humankind has achieved, or ever could achieve.5! We may
not want that to be the case; but, if so, our dissatisfaction is not so much
intellectual as moral, and it comes down to the Nietzschean objection against
Christianity as a whole.

0Seelnsight, 15.

S1Compare Bernard Lonergan, “Belief: Today’s Issue,” 4 Second Collection, 87-99 at 97: “God
could and did enter into the division of labor by which men come to know, [and] his contribution
was one that could not be replaced by human effort.”
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Otherwise stated, the point at issue is revelation. A traditional way of saying
that Christ has made an irreplaceable contribution to “man’s making of man”
would be that he revealed “mysteries hidden in God, which, were they not revealed,
could not be known by us.”5? A biblical way of saying it would be that there is no
discontinuity between the Father and the words spoken by Jesus.> Either way,
what is affirmed is cognition on the part of Christ the man that is extraordinary as
well as beneficial. Grant that, and the question becomes one of how best to
conceive the extraordinariness.>

As for Lonergan’s way of conceiving it, the point to be emphasized is that if
Christ the man, a “beholder” in his earthly life, exercised ineffable knowledge, we
can say nothing whatever about what he knew. That which is ineffably known is by
definition unutterable. What this means can best be explained by contrasting
knowledge “in the Word” with knowledge that readers and author alike are familiar
with.

The central act around which human knowing revolves is the act of
understanding. By this act we grasp intelligibilities. But any intelligibility we grasp,
we grasp in data, in the experiential. Thus it is mediated by what is experienced in
one form or another. Readers may or may not grasp the intelligibility of this paper
but, if they do, they grasp it through the mediation of certain black marks, suitably
arranged on a white background by the author. It is this empirical component that
ineffable knowledge omits. Christ’s knowledge “in the Word” of what pertained to
his work — his knowledge of human moral impotence, say, or the Law of the Cross,
or the grace of union, or the Father’s love for the Son, or what not — was not
mediated by anything sensible, anything imaginable, anything finite, but by the
divine essence. If, however, Christ the man, as man, expresses what he knows,
what he knows becomes effable ipso facto. It does not matter whether the vehicle
of expression is articulate sound, or gesture, or deed. It does not matter whether he
expresses it to anyone besides himself. What comes to expression, any expression,
is mediated by something other than its own intelligibility.

S2Method in Theology, 321, quoting the first Vatican council’s constitution Dei Filius.

53See Preliminary Note 2 to the thesis on Christ’s knowledge, De Verbo incarnato, 3rd. ed., 385-
89.

54There is a further discussion of revelation and its connection with Lonergan’s Christology in
Charles Hefling, “Insight and/as Revelation,” in The Importance of Insight: Essays in Honour of
Michael Vertin, ed. John I. Liptay Jr. and David S. Liptay (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
2007), 7-115.
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Lonergan’s argument is that “rendering in an effable and palpable way what
in him was ineffable” was “the principal and original thing in the life of Christ the
man.”5 In my judgment, that is also the principal and original thing in Lonergan’s
position on Christ’s knowledge. As the Word, in God, is precisely word, the
expression of what “eternal rapture” grasps, so also the point of the Incarnation was
for the Word to express, in time, the Father’s eternal love and will. The expressing
was thus a process, and “this process in Christ the man, a process of rendering
effable what was ineffably possessed, was ... the human and historical life of
Christ itself.”56

In a sense, this is no new contention. It amounts to saying that Christ, as man,
is the Mediator between God and humankind. In Lonergan’s reformulation of an
ancient epigram, “God the Word has become a man so that taking on what is ours
he might give us what is his.”’57 One thing he gave us was an expression of
inexpressible insight. In order to give it, however, he had to know, effably, what he
was giving. There had to be some kind of becoming-expressible, some transition
from knowledge mediated by the divine essence to knowledge mediated by images,
phantasms, diagrams, words in the sense of vocabulary items, gestures,
intersubjectivity, and all the rest. How to conceive this transition is the next
question.

FROM BEHOLDER’S KNOWLEDGE TO PILGRIM’S KNOWLEDGE

The point that needs to be clarified, in so far as it can be, is the relation between the
knowledge by which Christ the man was a “beholder” and the knowledge by which
he was a “pilgrim.” The beholder understood, consciously, but did so without
intending any presentations or representations in which he grasped the
intelligibility of what he understood. As a first, oversimple, and possibly
misleading approximation, we might say that whereas other human minds draw
insights out of diagrams, Christ had to find diagrams to put his understanding into.
He had to discover the means that would best mediate, effably, the ineffable
intelligibility he grasped without any such mediation. Discover might seem too
strong a word, but Lonergan observes that “it was not without novelty” for Christ to
come to know things as we do — not all at once but one after another; not by

55De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 408.
56De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 408.
57De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 313.
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intelligence alone but by inner and outer experience, inquiry and understanding,
conception, reflection, weighing the evidence, and judgment; and not in a single,
perpetual act but in many acts that depended on various occasions, times, places,
persons, and objects. 8

In any case, this transition from knowing ineffably to knowing effably begins
from a “vision” that is absolutely supernatural. Any way of conceiving it that
improves on the one mentioned above will therefore be analogical at best. Three
analogies, drawn from different aspects of conscious intentionality as we can
experience it, may, taken together, be helpful.

(1) First, there is the analogy of knowing something in one way, and then
coming to know the same thing otherwise. Geometry is one of Lonergan’s
examples. From ordinary Euclidean geometry, you might advance to analytic
geometry, and from there to Riemannian. The intelligibilities remain the same;
their mediation differs. Another example is translation. Suppose you were
thoroughly acquainted with the whole Divine Comedy. You would know everything
that you had to translate, but nothing as yet about how it would be expressed in
your translation. Nor would you know this, until the translation — the new diagram,
as it were — was finished. Extrapolating from this example, Lonergan proposes the
droll analogy of an eminent theologian, well versed in the Summa theologiae, who
is also a very accomplished cinematographer and sets out to turn the Summa into a
film. This polymath “knows in its entirety what has to be represented, yet the
entirety of how to represent it remains to be discovered.”®

(2) Each of the examples mentioned so far involves comparing two instances
of knowing, both of which depend on some sort of empirical data. An analogy that
differs in that respect, and is in some ways closer, is the “light of intellect” itself,
the intention of being, the desire to know. This “light” does for us what scientia
beata did for Christ. “For just as we proceed from the intention of being to the
acquisition of our effable knowledge, so also Christ the man proceeded from his
ineffable knowing to the formation of Ais effable knowledge.”s% Our desire to know
is in itself ineffable; by it all knowledge is in some way imparted; of it our lives are
the expression. Just so, Christ’s human life was the expression of that which was
ineffable in him. Our desire to know does not provide us with facts or concepts or

58De Verbo incarnato, 31d ed., 342.

59De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 343. Characteristically, Lonergan adds that such examples, though
of course they limp, may nevertheless be useful in so far as readers determine for themselves how
far they illustrate the point under consideration, and how far they fall short.

60De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 338; emphasis added.
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concepts or formulas, much less with pictures, and so unobtrusive is it that most
people never notice it and would probably say it has no place or role in their
consciousness. Conceive Christ’s ineffable knowledge on that analogy, and the
objection vanishes, it was a kind of database, somehow downloaded into his
mind.5!

Still, as with any analogy, along with similarity there is a difference. In us, the
intending of being, the light of intellect, is a desire for knowledge of God, which,
as mentioned earlier, is its adequate end and object. We operate, therefore, from
intending fo attaining, whereas “Christ the man diffused goodness from an end
achieved, beheld, and loved.”¢2 That diffusing was, again, his human and historical
life. It was also, to draw a metaphor from Lonergan’s later work, the pure case of
“development from above downwards.”

(3) To these two analogies, explicitly drawn in De Verbo incarnato, 1 think a
third can be added. It is the analogy of faith and belief, conceived as distinct in the
way Method in Theology outlines in the chapter on religion. Lonergan’s discussion
there has caused no little perplexity. Faith, he writes, is apprehensive; it is
knowledge; it is “bomn” of love; what it apprehends is value. Belief, including
religious belief, is acceptance, on the ground of value apprehended and judged, of
Jjudgments that others have held and communicated. In the case of religious belief,
a judgment that to accept what others have accepted would be good is a judgment
which itself rests on faith.6? Beliefs, by definition, are mediated, chiefly though by
no means only, through language. It follows that their content can be stated.
Whether faith, for Lonergan, has a cognitive content of its own is more difficult to
determine. Although his formulations are quite general, they nevertheless belong to
one tradition —a broad tradition, but nevertheless different from others. Faith, it
seems, turns out to be a name for the basic conceptual stratum of an identifiable set
of beliefs. On that reading, the distinction Lonergan draws is a distinction without a
difference.

But another reading, and I think a better one, is possible. It is true that there is
no way to express the knowledge in which faith consists, except by formulating
statements which, as statements, would have to be classified as statements of belief,
But that is not because faith is belief, in an undifferentiated form. Rather, the
reason is that faith, in itself, is ineffable knowledge, in the sense in which De Verbo
incarnato uses the term, whereas belief is effable. The ineffability of faith is the

81 De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 338; see also Crowe, “Eschaton and Worldly Mission,” 205-206.
82De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 406.
63Method in Theology, 115, 118, 119.
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is the cognitional counterpart of the unrestrictedness of the love from which it is
“porn.” On this interpretation, to articulate one’s own faith — and that is arguably
what Lonergan was doing when wrote the general characterization of faith that
appears in Method in Theology — would be to effect a transition from ineffable to
effable knowledge. Such a transition, of course, need not take place only in the
intellectual pattern of conscious experience. To take the act of expressing one’s
faith as an analogy for the transition in Christ’s human consciousness is not to say
he was a theologian. In so far as the analogy is valid, its point is that just as people
of faith live their lives by what they believe in the light of that faith, so Christ, who
had no need of faith, lived his life by effable knowledge held in the light of his
“vision of God.”

There is support for this third analogy in the fact that Lonergan’s distinction
between faith and belief is not altogether new. What he terms faith, the ground of
belief, an “older and more authoritative tradition” would have termed lumen
gratiae or lumen fidei, the light of grace or of faith.%¢ And at one point in De Verbo
incarnato the light of faith is coupled with the light of intelligence as the ineffable
dynamic that functions in our conscious living as ineffable knowledge of God does
in Christ’s.65 Moreover, this third analogy would seem to be, in principle, even
closer than the second, since faith, in the Method in Theology sense, is presumably
still supernatural, like beata scientia and unlike the light of intelligence. There is,
on the other hand, a disadvantage in that while Lonergan had a great deal to say
about the light of intelligence, his remarks on faith, as distinct from belief, are few
and sometimes cryptic. But he would almost certainly have said in reply that what
finally counts, in both cases, is self-appropriation, heightening of consciousness,
attention to one’s own inner experience.5¢

64Method in Theology, 123.

65De Verbo incarnato, 31d ed., 406.

661n this regard, see Crowe, “Eschaton and Worldly Mission,” 208, 221-226, and especially 223,
n. 44, Crowe’s use of Lonergan’s later writings on faith and belief in the context of conceiving
Christ’s knowledge is compatible with what I have written above, but he moves for the most part in
a different direction.
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CHRIST AS MEANER AND THE WORLD MEDIATED BY MEANING

Meanwhile, lest this paper become even longer than it is, we should return to the
diagram. [ have been concentrating on a movement “from above downwards,” from
the (first and) second box to the third. That is where “the principal and original
thing in the life of Christ the man” takes place, so to say. But something remains to
be said about the lower two boxes. Christ, then, being like us in all things, not only
had a human body, soul, and consciousness but also lived in a human world. It
would seem to follow that “the way from above downwards” operated, not only
immediately and interiorly but mediately — not only in respect of the transition from
his ineffable to his effable knowledge, but also in the sense that his effable
knowledge, precisely as effable, was his knowledge largely through socialization
and acculturation, through finding his way into a tradition, through accepting what
others knew and valued. This is what I meant earlier by speaking of historical
causality in Christ the man.

While Christ’s historical development might seem to be a straightforward and
irreproachable conclusion from his ontological humanity, Thomas Aquinas is
notorious for having said that any receiving from other men and women was not
necessary and not even appropriate for Christ, whose humanity Chalcedon
pronounced to be perfect or complete. This unwillingness to admit cooperation and
cognitive growth in Christ the man lasted right to the end of Thomas’s life. Only in
the Pars tertia does he (twice) retract his former view. Still, the earlier tradition
held its ground. Lonergan, in the first version of his thesis on Christ’s knowledge,
has to insist that Christ Aad human knowledge. On how this knowledge might have
been acquired, the thesis has nothing to say. When Lonergan replaced it, however,
he opened a floodgate. In the later version Christ in some sense learned everything
in, and from, a world mediated by meaning.

Notice I have said that in some sense Christ leamed from others. There is a
theological point at issue, and an important one, which was mentioned earlier but
bears repeating. The whole reason for positing the “vision of God” or ineffable
knowledge or beata scientia in Christ’s human consciousness is that Christ is to be
believed. The logic of believing which Lonergan lays out in Insight, and from
which he never departed, is such that the truth of any belief rests on the truth of
immanently generated knowledge. Otherwise the situation would be like the
economy of the fairytale island where everyone makes a living by taking in each
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other’s laundry. Someone must know, in the proper sense of the word know, or
there is no one to trust and all belief is equally conjectural. The “someone” may be
a community, as in the case of scientific knowledge, which as Lonergan points out
is largely a matter of belief, and the same might be said for religious knowledge.
But just as scientific knowledge depends ultimately on original discoveries made
by empirical investigators, so too, on the Christian position that Lonergan takes,
knowledge of divine mysteries depends ultimately if remotely on Christ’s
knowledge.

In Crowe’s formulation, “{w]hat Jesus knows as a religious teacher, he knows
on his own, without asking anyone, without having someone to vouch for him,
without even needing, as the prophets needed, to have the word of the Lord come
to him.”6” Nevertheless, as Crowe goes on to say and as I have been saying here,
Jesus’ knowing-on-his-own did not include words or concepts, sensations or
feeling. All these he had to acquire. Here a lengthy quotation from Lonergan will
be appropriate.

We say, then, that Christ did not accept an adult but an infant humanity, and
that he made himself an adult by his own acts of experiencing, knowing,
and choosing. We say that he not only had but also formed his own
disposition, his own character, his own way of behaving, acting, speaking,
and living. ... We say ... that Christ accepted not only the humanity of an
infant but also a humanity descended from David, in the land of Palestine,
in the time of Augustus, such that he spoke Aramaic, was educated under
Jewish law, ad grew up among Galileans. We say not only that he was born
in that determinate human world, but also that he made that world, that
language, that culture, his own.%8

Within this “making his own,” however, Lonergan distinguishes between
formal and material components. As sense is only the material cause of intellectual
knowing, so also everything said and done by parents, friends, teachers, and anyone
else is the material cause of the process by which any of us forms his or her own
disposition and character, talent, and mind-set. Some people, “drifters” in the
Kierkegaardian term Lonergan would later borrow, never get very far beyond
accepting their subjectivity from others. “By contrast, the more I exercise my own
originality and constitute for myself my own end for my own life, the more is my
accepting from others a material accepting only, and the more radically do I convert

67Crowe, “Eschaton and Worldly Mission,” 202.
68De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 345, 346.
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radically do I convert and transform to my own uses and ends everything I
accept.”® What Lonergan is suggesting, then, is that if we extrapolate from the
“drifter,” through the person who authentically “ex-ists,”70 we may arrive, in the
limit as it were, at the self-constitution of Jesus of Nazareth, a pilgrim freely and
responsibly “producing the first and only edition” of the beholder he was.’!

Let me gather the threads of what I have been saying in these last few
paragraphs. On the one hand, what Christ knows as a religious teacher —“everything
that pertains to his work,” in Lonergan’s phrase — he knows on his own, without
asking anyone. But that knowledge is inexpressible. On the other hand, then, the
expression of what he knew depended for its material component —the vehicles of
its meaning — on his seeing, hearing, tasting, and touching, on his inquiry and
reflection, insight and judgment, on the world mediated by meaning in which he
lived and on those who directly or indirectly mediated it, and finally on his
decisions to speak and act and be in particular ways. In those decisions, which
constituted Christ’s human, historical life, ineffable knowledge was manifested.

The life of Christ was the word through which the Word humanly worded the
Word he was and knew. Christ’s Existenz, we might say, was an instance of what in
Method in Theology Lonergan calls — and his language is surely deliberate —
incarnate meaning.’? The difference is that in this case the meaning that was
incarnate was the meaning of God that is God.

CHRIST’S SELF-KNOWLEDGE AS HISTORICAL

I have been discussing how it might be possible to think of Christ as expressing to
others the inexpressible knowledge that was his by the gift of “seeing God.” From
the standpoint of Christianity’s “outer word,” its doctrines and theology, beliefs and
practices, this communication of meaning is of course what is most important. But
Jesus’ teaching included teaching about himself, and what he expressed as teacher
he did not, presumably, express without thinking about it. Thus we return to the

%De Verbo incarnato, 3rd ed., 408.

70Although he seems never to have done so in English, in Latin Lonergan occasionally borrowed
Jaspers’s convention, spelling ex-sist with a hyphen to have a verb corresponding to Existenz. See
Lonergan, Constitution of Christ, 19, n. 12. The context of De Verbo incarnato, 31d ed., 408, on
which I am drawing, is very similar.

71“The Subject,” 4 Second Collection, 83.

2Method in Theology, 73; 113, which likewise alludes to Newman’s motto cor ad cor loquitur, is
also relevant.
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to the question of his self-knowledge.

By entering a world mediated by meaning, by learning a language, Jesus
learned not only words and grammar but ways of thinking about God, about the
human condition, and about how God deals with the human condition. If, then, he
thought discursively or imaginatively or conceptually about himself, about who he
was and what he was for, his thinking was an acceptance and a transformation of
commonsense notions and imagery in the light of his ineffable knowledge. There is
no more reason to suppose that as a baby Jesus had well-thought-out career goals
than there is to suppose he could program a computer. But neither is there any
reason to suppose that he entered his ministry with a clear conception, in humanly
expressible terms, of where it would lead. The statement in the gospel of Luke that
the twelve-year-old Jesus grew in wisdom (which occasioned endless consternation
for the Fathers) need not be limited to his adolescence. Moreover, even if Christ
did know, “in the Word,” what would result from his going to Jerusalem, it does
not follow that when he went there he knew it effably. The Gethsemane episode, if
nothing else, suggests that even then he did not regard the outcome as determined
in every respect.

The same line of reasoning can be applied to his self-knowledge. Recall that
according to Constitution of Christ, Jesus of Nazareth, “through his human
consciousness and his beatific knowledge, clearly understands, and with certainty
judges, himself to be the natural Son of God and true God.” That understanding
and judgment were not, as [ have tried to explain, expressed as Lonergan expresses
them, either in English or in Latin, or for that matter in Hebrew or Aramaic. They
were not — because they could not be — expressed at all. If this ineffable self-
knowledge ever did come to expression, it did so by the process of “translation” for
which three analogies were mentioned earlier. There was some material component
of articulate sound or imaginable marking, some linguistic or symbolic diagram,
some commonsense combination of these. That material was already a vehicle of
meaning; in it, some finite intelligibility available in first-century Palestine could
already be grasped. To it, however, by a kind of converse insight, a new, further
intelligibility was added.”

Stated more concretely, it would seem that we can best think of Christ’s
effable self-knowledge as a transformation of existing, meaningful images and

73Most of the Patristic excerpts that Lonergan transcribes in the later version of Thesis 12 of De
Verbo incarnato are comments on Luke 2:52 and often attempts to explain away.

74Note in this regard Lonergan’s brief observations on “the original meaningfulness of any
language, ordinary, literary, or technical,” in Method in Theology, 255-56.
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narratives and concepts that were available to him. To judge by the canonical
gospels, the ones that proved to be most suitable were bar-nasha, “son of man,” the
servant of Yahweh in the book of Isaiah, the notion of an eschatological prophet,
and perhaps (though the point is hotly disputed) the notion of a, or the, messiah.
These, it seems, each with its circle of connotations, were the “diagrams” that could
and perhaps did convey, effably, Christ’s ineffable knowledge of himself, both to
himself and to others.

All this, of course, is largely speculative, a hypothesis that does not exclude
alternative hypotheses.” Such is the nature of systematic theology. In any case the
concepts I have mentioned, like any other concepts, are qua concepts abstract.
Concretely, the “diagram” in which Jesus had to find a sensible mediation of the
ineffable meaning that he grasped ineffably was the unfolding series of humanly
conscious decisions by which he constituted his earthly life, including his willing
acceptance of suffering and death. It would be a mistake to think of the incarnate
Word’s human consciousness as intellectually differentiated. There is much to be
said for Austin Farrer’s suggestion that Christ’s self-knowledge was more a matter
of knowing-how than of knowing-that. According to the Letter to Hebrews, he
“learned obedience by the things he suffered,” and we might say, generalizing the
point, that his life was a process of learning how to be God’s Son, how to be the
expression of his Father’s love and understanding, in a world mediated by
meanings that include the surd of unintelligibility and failure of love.

My paper thus returns to the point it set out from. Lonergan’s “permanently
valid achievement” with respect to atonement lies in showing how Christ’s
acceptance of his passion and death — not his suffering as such, but his acceptance
of suffering — can be understood as an expression of meaning, a judgment of value
regarding human sin and, at the same time, an answer to the question of what is to
be done about the evils that sin looses on the world. This expression is all of a
piece with the rest of Christ’s human, historical life, and not least importantly with
his uttered words. The “permanently valid achievement” I have been discussing
here lies in Lonergan’s explanation of how it was possible that “the just and
mysterious Law of the Cross,” which Christ expressed by making it'is own, could

75In “Eschaton and Worldly Mission,” Crowe is reluctant to hypothesize in this regard: “I do not
see any religious reason for supposing that the Lord Jesus went around trying to understand himself,
or searching the scriptures for passages that pertained to him” (210). But while there may be no
religious reason, there is, I think, a theological reason to ask, for example, whether Jesus, in
accepting his Passion, not only knew what he was doing but knew who was doing it. I have tried to
indicate the outlines of an argument on this point at the end of “Christ and Evils: Assessing an
Aspect of Marilyn McCord Adams’s Theodicy,” Anglican Tl heological Review 83 (2001): 869-82.
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own, could be known to him, not only as a mystery hidden in God, but as a mystery
intrinsic to his own identity as the meaning of God incarnate.
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IN THIS PAPER I am not going to attempt a review of the flourishing field of
theology devoted to an understanding of the Church. To try this in one lecture
would be certain to result in a superficial survey. Instead, I wish to take the
proposal that Bernard Lonergan made in the last chapter of his Method in T} heology,
namely that the Church be considered “a process of self-constitution within
worldwide human society,” and, after briefly explaining the notion, to show how it
can ground an approach to three of the most important discussions in Roman
Catholic ecclesiology since the Second Vatican Council.

¥ Kk ok

Lonergan formally introduces the topic of the Church in the last chapter of Method
in Theology.! (There are, of course, categories [terms and relations] presented
earlier in the book that can be exploited in an ecclesiology.?) Lonergan begins the
chapter with short sections on meaning and ontology. After summarizing what he
had said earlier about the cognitive, constitutive, communicative, and effective
functions of meaning, he turned to common meaning as the formal constituent of
community. The four functions of meaning were then applied to community the
genesis of whose common meaning is “an ongoing process of communication, of
people coming to share the same cognitive, constitutive, and effective meanings.”
Lonergan then offered a clarification of three terms: society, state, church. Society
was once conceived as “the organized collaboration of individuals for the pursuit of
a common aim or aims,” a notion that underlay traditional discussions of Church
and State as two “perfect societies,” that is, autonomous in their own spheres.

IBernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York: Herder and Herder, 1972), 355-68.
2See my Foundations in Ecclesiology (Lonergan Workshop, 1995).
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societies,” that is, autonomous in their own spheres. Lonergan preferred to borrow
from sociologists and social historians an empirical notion of the social as
“anything that pertains to the togetherness of human beings, which in our day
increasingly yields the idea of a single worldwide human society,” with sovereign
states simply “territorial divisions within human society.” This provides the larger
context in which to think about the Church.

“The ideal basis of society,” Lonergan went on,” is community,” which can
be based on moral, religious, or Christian principles. The moral principle is
individual and collective self-responsibility and grounds universal dialogue; the
religious principle is God’s gift of his love and grounds interreligious dialogue;
the Christian principle adds to the inner gift of God’s love “its outer manifestation
in Christ Jesus and in those that follow them,” and this grounds Christian
ecumenism. But community is always imperfect. To the ignorance and
incompetence that make it difficult for many to achieve a fully responsible
freedom are added the individual, group, and general bias that lead to human
decline.

To offset this decline and to ground and constantly to renew community
within general human society and within states, Lonergan continued, there are
needed “individuals and groups and, in the modern world, organizations that labor
to persuade people to intellectual, moral, and religious conversion and that work
systematically to undo the mischief brought about by alienation and ideology.
Among such bodies,” Lonergan drily adds, “should be the Christian church.””

The Church is then described as “the community that resuits from the outer
communication of Christ’s message and from the inner gift of God’s love.” The
focus is on the message whose meaning is cognitive — what is to be believed;
constitutive — crystallizing “the hidden inner gift of love into overt Christian
fellowship™; and effective — “directing Christian service to human society.” To
communicate the message to others requires that those who do so themselves
know the message (cognitive), live it (constitutive), and practice it (effective). On
this basis, Lonergan can write the paragraph pertinent to our purpose today:

3John Coulson criticized this introduction of the Church as bureaucratic: “...in describing the
task of the eighth or ‘major’ specialty — communications — Lonergan rarely rises above what might
be called the language of middle-management”; “Front-Line Theology — a Marginal Comment on
Newman and Lonergan,” in Looking at Lonergan’s Method, ed. Patrick Corcoran (Dublin: The
Talbot Press, 1975), 189. One does get the impression that by the time Lonergan reached chapter
14, he was eager to be done with his book on method. This final chapter has something of the
character of an outline; the prose is often telegraphically concise, and there is little in it to warm
the cockles of anyone’s heart.
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Through communication there is constituted community and, conversely,
community constitutes and perfects itself through communication.
Accordingly, the Christian church is a process of self-constitution, a
Selbstvollzug. While there still is in use the medieval meaning of the term,
society, so that the church may be named a society, still the modem
meaning, generated by empirical social studies, leads one to speak of the
church as a process of self-constitution occurring within worldwide human
society. The substance of that process is the Christian message conjoined
with the inner gift of God’s love and resulting in Christian witness,
Christian fellowship, and Christian service to mankind.

(The last sentence should be noted, lest anyone think it Pelagian for the
Church as a process of self-constitution: the substance of the process,
Lonergan says, is the Word and the grace of God.4)

This description has no doubt confused many people. Not only does the old
meaning of the word “society” still linger in their minds, but they are more used to
thinking of the Church (and, for that matter, other social relations and bodies, e.g,
institutions) in terms of something more solid than process, as an almost tangible,
visible, reality in the world, a community, a people, an institution, etc.’ They
may also think that to speak of it as a “process of self-constitution,” a
Selbstvollzug (self-realization) is singularly uninformative. So let me try to tease
things out.

4Two quotes indicate well that Lonergan was aware of the full theological richness of the
Church. Speaking of what a Christian existentialism might mean, he wrote: “That is the existing of
one whose heart is flooded by God’s love through the Holy Spirit given him or her (Romans 5:5).
It is a being-in-love manifested, to the discerning, in joy and peace, patience and kindness,
goodness and fidelity, gentleness and self-control {Galatians 5:22). It is a being-in-love that is
eschatological, looking toward a last end in hope, that responds with faith to the preaching of the
gospel, that joins with all the faithful in desiring and praying for and contributing to the human
destiny we name salvation, a salvation that consists in God’s gift of himself to us in this life and,
more fully and overtly, in the next.” A paragraph later he expands on the theme: “For it is authentic
Christian experience that is alive. It is that experience as shared by two or more that is
intersubjective; that, as shared by many, is community; that, as transmitted down the ages, is
historic; that, as intended for all Christians, is ecumenical and, as intended for all men, is
universalist; it is the same experience, as headed for an ultimate goal, that is eschatological. So a
single human reality, in its many aspects, and through its many realizations, at once is alive and
intersubjective, communal and historic, ecumenical and universalist and eschatological”; Bernard
Lonergan, “A New Pastoral Theology,” in Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 17,
Philosophical and Theological Papers 1965-1980 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004),
221-39, at 232

5This would consider the Church as something already out there now real, instead of as a unity,
identity, whole characterized by certain features.
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I was once on a university campus and on the door of a room I was passing
was pasted a sign that read: “EVENT IN PROGRESS”, meaning, [ suppose, that
one shouldn’t enter and disturb the meeting. I thought that might make a good
description of the Church: “EVENT IN PROGRESS.”¢ Here is why.

First of all, for Lonergan meaning has a constitutive function. Meaning and
value are part of what makes a person the distinct individual that he is; his
personal horizon is a construction of meaning and value. But this is also true of
larger human realities:

Just as language is constituted by articulate sound and meaning, so social
institutions and human cultures have meanings as intrinsic components.
Religions and art-forms, languages and literatures, sciences, philosophies,
histories, all are inextricably involved in acts of meaning. What is true of
cultural achievements, no less is true of social institutions. The family, the
state, the law, the economy are not fixed and immutable entities. They
adapt to changing circumstances; they can be reconceived in the light of
new ideas; they can be subjected to revolutionary change. But all such
change involves change of meaning — a change of idea or concept, a
change of judgment or evaluation, a change of the order or request. The
state can be changed by rewriting its constitution. More subtly but no less
effectively it can be changed by reinterpreting the constitution or, again, by
working on men’s minds and hearts to change the objects that command
their respect, hold their allegiance, fire their loyalty.”

For Lonergan, community is a construction within the world constituted by
meaning and motivated by value. His view goes against the tendency to reify it —to
forget that it is the product of human activity® — and insists that it exists because
certain events take place within the subjectivity and intersubjectivity of several
people. They have some experience in common; they understand it in common or
complementary ways; their common judgments yield a common world; on the
basis of these common experiences, understandings, and judgments they commit
themselves to common goals. This is what makes an aggregate of people a

6Fifty years ago there was a discussion within ecclesiology as to whether it was more
appropriate to speak of the Church as “event” or as “institution,” a distinction there is reason to
question. Institutions, after all, exist only as events in progress.

TMethod in Theology, 78. One might think of the current debate on what constitutes a marriage.

8See the notion of reification in Peter Berger and Thomas Luckman, The Social Construction of
Reality (Garden City, NY: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1967). 89: “the apprehension of the products
of human activity as if they were something else than human products — such as facts of nature,
results of cosmic laws, or manifestations of divine will.”
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community, and community begins and ends with common meanings and values.
In John Searle’s language, the ontology of community is subjective.?

But community can continue to exist only if and to the degree that events of
meaning and value continue to occur and continue to be shared. It is not a fixed
reality; it has no existence outside the acts of shared meaning that link its
members. The communication of meaning and value constitutes community, and
community realizes itself through continued communication. A community can be
described, then, as a process of self-constitution. Community is process,
community is event.

An Italian ecclesiologist, Severino Dianich, has constructed an entire treatise
on the Church on the basis of an analysis of the Church as an event of
communication.! The primary event that gives birth to the Church is the
communication and appropriation of the message about what God has done in
Jesus Christ. On Pentecost, Peter interpreted the extraordinary events as signs of
the messianic age; he then narrated the life, ministry, death, and resurrection of
Jesus of Nazareth, and ended with the solemn announcement: “Let all the house of
Israel know most assuredly that God has made both Lord and Messiah this Jesus
whom you crucified,” and by faith, repentance, and baptism that day were added
about three thousand souls (Acts 2:14-36).

Another text describes the genesis of the Church even more succinctly; it is
the first verses of the First Epistle of St. John. They begin almost with a stutter:
“What was from the beginning; what we have heard, what we have seen with our
own eyes, what we have looked upon and our hands have touched — about the
word of life — and the life was made known and we have seen and now testify and
announce to you, the life eternal which was with the Father and has appeared to
us.” And then the essence: “What we have seen and have heard we announce to
you, so that you also may have fellowship with us, and this fellowship of ours is
with the Father and with his Son, Jesus Christ. And we write these things to you
so that our joy may be fulfilled” (1 John 1:1-4).

Here the apostles are inviting others into fellowship (koinonia) with
themselves on the basis of what they experienced and are now announcing — the
word of life; they are offering others the opportunity to believe and thereby to
enter into fellowship with them because of the eternal life that appeared to them,
and the fellowship that the apostles already enjoy is not just another human
fellowship: it is fellowship with the Father and the Son. The koinonia basic to the

9John Searle, The Construction of Social Reality (New York: Free Press, 1995).
10Severino Dianich and Serena Noceti, Trattato sulla Chiesa (Brescia: Queriniana, 2002).
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Church is constituted by the communication and appropriation of the message
about Jesus Christ.

That is the basic communication that makes the Church exist as a
community across generations; in fact, it is the basic communication that gives
birth to the Church every day.!! Where that event occurs, the Church comes to be;
where that event does not take place, the Church does not exist; where that event
has ceased to take place, the Church has ceased to exist. The continued
communication and appropriation of that message is the process by which the
Church realizes itself — makes itself a reality in the world constituted by meaning
and motivated by value. The Church is “a process of self-constitution occurring
within worldwide human society.”

One great advantage of this approach is its concreteness. The Church’s
genesis, self-realization, is an event within this world, a distinct moment in
mankind’s self-realization. There are larger dimensions of the event, of course: the
message about Jesus Christ has roots in the story of his people and their God; the
community yielded by the communication and appropriation of the message about
Christ began almost two millennia ago, exists in many other places and among
many other peoples all over the world, and will be brought to perfection as the
Kingdom, that is, the people blessed by the immediate presence of God. But even
when expanded out to its full universality, to include all the saved from Abel to
the last of the just, the Church remains something concrete: it consists in human
beings brought together by the message about Christ received in faith thanks to
the inner gift of the Holy Spirit.!2

H'The Venerable Bede expressed this self-constitution: “Everyday the Church gives birth to the
Church.”

12Consider the concreteness of this text of Augustine: “The house of God is itself a city. For the
house of God is the people of God; because the house of God is the temple of God. And what did
the Apostle say? ‘God’s temple is holy, which you are’ (1 Cor 3:17). The house of God is all the
believers, not only those who now exist, but also those who were before us and have fallen asleep,
and those who will be after us, those who have still to be born until the end of the world,
innumerable believers gathered into one, numbered by the Lord, however, about whom the Apostle
says: “The Lord knows who are his own’ (2 Tm 2:19); those grains which now groan among the
chaff, which are to form a single mass, when at the end there is a winnowing (Mt 3:12); the whole
number of holy believers, who are to be changed from being men to being equal to the Angels of
God, to be joined with the Angels who now do not wander but await us when we return from our
wandering; all of us together make one house of God, and one city” En. in Ps. 126, 3; PL 38,
1668-1669.
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A first advantage of this approach is that it enables one to make a basic distinction
that puts some order among the various images and concepts of the Church that
are sometimes put into competition with one another: People of God, Body of
Christ, Temple of the Holy Spirit, mystery, sacrament, communion, etc. These are
all concepts that either have been presented in the books of the New Testament or
have arisen out of efforts to understand Christian community. Some of them are
instances of what Lonergan said required the elaboration and application of
“special theological categories,”! that is, dimensions of the Church that are
“objects proper to theology” and do not “come within the purview of other
disciples as well as theology.” But besides the effort to understand such concepts
as elaborated in the Scriptures or in the Tradition, there is also the question: to
what do these concepts refer; what are they describing? The easy answer is that
they refer to the Church, but what is meant by this “Church” that is the referent of
the variety of images and concepts?

I believe the question can be answered by a primary notion of the Church,
one that is suggested precisely by reflection on the Church as an event of self-
realization. It is the idea of the Church as the congregatio (convocatio, communio)
fidelium, the Church as the assembly, community, or communion, of believers.
This notion is primary in both a sociological and a theological sense.
Sociologically, it identifies the meanings that constitute this human community
and distinguish it from all others: this community consists of people brought
together because of a common faith in what God has done in Jesus Christ.
Theologically, apart from God’s grace, there is nothing prior to faith, the
beginning of justification, as the Council of Trent called it. All of the sacraments
presuppose faith; Aquinas called them sacramenta fidei, and he also said that the
strength of the whole edifice of the Church was the strength of its faith.14 All of
the relations that constitute the community that is the Church presuppose
communion in the grounding and centering faith in the gospel of Jesus Christ.

It is to this community, so constituted and defined, that the other concepts of
the Church apply. It is this community that is the People of God, the Body of
Christ, the Temple of the Spirit, communion in divine mystery, sacrament, sign

3Method in Theology, 282, 288-91.
8«Fides est sicut fundamentum, ex cuius firmitate tota firmatur ecclesiae structura”; St.
Thomas Aquinas, Commentary on Colossians, ch. 1, 1. 5 (Marietti n. 57).
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and instrument, of salvation. Efforts to explore the meaning of these concepts
must include efforts to show what they mean as descriptions of that community of
believers. Hans Urs von Balthasar once published an essay entitled “Who are the
Church?” Long before, and much more concretely, Augustine had asked, with
reference to an image of the Church as a “fruitful vine”: “Sed in quibus?” In
whom is this true?!> And of any other image, description, concept, model of the
Church it is possible, and necessary to ask, “Of whom is this true? In whom is this
a reality? And how is it true of them?” Such questions are necessary if
ecclesiology is not to be a study of abstractions.

* ¥k ok

A second set of questions to which is pertinent this emphasis on the Church as the
assembly of believers that results from a process of self-constitution concerns the
relationship between local Churches and the so-called universal Church. The
matter has been an object of great debate since the local Church has become the
focus of ecclesiological attention in the decades after the Second Vatican
Council.!¢ The Council itself did not develop a full theology of the local Church;
in fact, its perspective was largely universalistic; but in its statement about
particular eucharistic communities and about the need for the Church to embody
itself in the variety of cultures, it laid some foundations on which a large number
of theologians have built.

This development has aroused fears in some, not least of all in Joseph
Ratzinger and the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, of a one-sided
emphasis on particularity that ends in considering the local Church as an entity
sufficient unto itself. As a response, the man who is now pope and the
Congregation he used to head repeatedly defended the priority of the universal
Church over the local or particular Churches. They spoke of an ontological
priority, of a universal Church that preexists creation and gives birth to particular
Churches. In the course of discussions about this matter — including the question
who could possibly be in a Church that preexists creation? — Ratzinger clarified
this to mean the preexistence of God’s intention of a Church that is universal in its

15Hans Urs von Balthasar, “Who is the Church?” in Spouse of the Word (Explorations in
Theology, II) (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1991), 143-91; Augustine, En. in Ps 127, 11; PL 38,
1684).

16 See Joseph A. Komonchak, “The Local Church and the Church Catholic: The Contemporary
Theological Problematic,” he Jurist, 52 (1992): 416-47.
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scope; he now calls it “teleological priority”: protology is eschatology, as some
scholars put it. He also defends the historical priority of the universal Church,
seeing in the account of the events of Pentecost the creation of a Church that is
already universal and that then gives birth, first, to the local Church of Jerusalem
and then to all other particular local Churches. This grounds the Congregation’s
claim that the universal Church is, historically, the mother of all the particular
Churches.

Many find the fear to which this position is a response exaggerated. Only a
very few theologians who have written on the matter defend the priority of the
local Church. The vast majority of ecclesiologists think that the question of
priority is itself poorly posed and indicates an inadequate understanding of the
realities under consideration. Almost all of them agree on two statements: (1) the
universal Church is not the result of a federation of preexisting local Churches; (2)
the local Church is not simply an administrative subdivision of a preexisting
universal Church. They try to retain the nice balance that is found in two
statements in Lumen gentium 23, where it is said, first, that the particular
Churches are formed in the image of the universal Church, and, second, that the
universal Church exists in and out of the particular Churches. The first statement
seems to assign a priority to the universal Church, which supplies the image other
Churches must follow. The second statement seems to imply a priority to the local
Churches since it is not only in them but out of them that the one universal
Church exists. Most ecclesiologiss think the only way properly to address the
issue is to say Yes to both statements and then to try to understand how they can
both be true.

Although Ratzinger vigorously denied this, more than a few observers
regard his position as simply a more sophisticated way of defending the universal
authority of the pope and the Vatican, so little theological valence does he give to
the local Church. A decade before Ratzinger began to set out his position, Louis
Bouyer had a position like that in mind when he criticized a view that sees the
Church from the outset as “a sort of enormous apparatus of global reach, a
‘Gesellschaft’ destined to establish branch offices everywhere, which for this
purpose would deploy a centripetal network for systematic evangelization, so as
little by little to set up a chain of cultic or charity ‘stations.””” Against a view to
which modern ecclesiology often approximated, Bouyer went on:

St. Peter did not found the Church by rushing right away to Rome, as to
the center of the ancient world, in order to establish there a network of
committees that might then methodically implant their subsidiaries
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throughout the universe. He founded the Church, on Pentecost, by
announcing the risen Christ to those around him, by himself baptizing or
having his apostolic collaborators baptize “those who came to believe,” by
having them share in the first celebrations of the eucharistic banquet, and
by thus involving them in a common life of thanksgiving and of charity.
The Church of all times and all places was founded, then, in a first local
Church, the Church of Jerusalem, and it has been propagated from then on
in other local Churches, similar to it, as if by cutting and planting.

Against the modern view, Bouyer insisted that the Church “proceeds from
essentially local communities and, truly speaking, has never had actual existence
except in them: in “Gemeinschaften” where concrete people concretely live a
common life of shared faith, of unanimous prayer, of communion in praise and
charity. Everything else in the Church is only in the service of these communities
and has no real spiritual existence except in their actual life.” Bouyer suggests that
Catholic ecclesiology could learn from Congregationalists “who deny to the
Church any existence apart from the concrete ‘congregations’ in which believers
come together to hear the Word, to pray, to celebrate the Lord’s Supper, and thus
to be involved in a life, indissolubly communal and personal, of faith and
charity.”17 These are the persons and the communities quibus constat Ecclesia, to
use Augustine’s phrase quoted below, in whom the Church consists. An
“ontology” of the Church requires study of the subjectivity by which a person
becomes a Christian through faith, hope, and love and of the intersubjectivity by
which believers are brought together as assemblies. There is no suprapersonal
entity above and apart from these believers and their assemblies. The Ecclesia
universa is the communion of all such believers and their assemblies, and this
communion is an event within a shared consciousness, the communion that results
from or, rather, consists in, the common faith, hope, and love that God’s word and
grace enable and effect.

The basic question, I believe, is: Where, in whom, and how does the Church
come into being today? When the question is translated into the terms employed
by Lonergan, and developed in some independence by Dianich, it asks: Where, in

"Louis Bouyer, The Church of God, Body of Christ and Temple of the Spirit (Chicago:
Franciscan Herald Press, 1982), 278-79. See also p. 281: St. Paul and his contemporaries “never
envisioned the ‘Church’ as a generalized abstraction, detached (or detachable) from every concrete
assembly of worship and charity, nor as an organization of these ‘Churches,’ envisioned
independently and separately.” For St. Paul the Church “is never an abstraction nor, still less, some
sort of organization which, while capping all these assemblies, could be conceived as having
existence outside them.”
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whom, and how does the event of communication that is the Selbstvollzug of the
Church take place? And the answer to that seems to me to be obvious: It always
occurs locally, in a specific place and time, as one or more persons announce the
Good News of what God has done in Jesus Christ, and it is received in faith by
one or more persons. The Church is not constituted by the divine initiative in
Word and grace alone but also by the free human response created by that Word
and that grace. As such, it is always a concrete reality: this group of men and
women, at this time and place, within zhis culture, responding to the Word and
grace by which God gathers them into Christ. It is not an abstract Word that 1s
preached and accepted in faith, but a Word that illumines a particular situation,
responds to particular questions, and is expressed in particular languages,
symbols, gestures, rites, etc. Redemptive grace also is always concrete, an
overcoming of particular instances of sin, a liberation from particular bonds and
addictions. The Church that comes to be through faith, hope, and love is not a
realm beyond culture, history, and society, but a concrete manifestation in human
communities of particular places, times, and cultures of the one transcendent and
redemptive grace of God.

Now, I insist, this is not to consider the universal Church something
secondary, something derivative. The divine initiative itself is universal in
purpose and scope, both the divine Word and the divine grace. But it is to say that
what is called the universal Church is the communion of all the local Churches;
that is, it is a concrete universal. If one wishes to take the parish as the typical
small community, then a diocese is the communion of such local communities of
faith, and the one Church is the communion of communions of local communities.
Apart from the local Churches the universal Church does not exist; it is, as Pope
Paul VI said, an abstraction, an ens rationis. Apart from the local Churches, the
so-called universal Church does not act. The one who presides over the universal
communion may urge “the Church” to do such-and-such, or to avoid such-and-
such, but the Church only does what he urges or avoids what he counsels against
only if and to the degree that the local Churches do it or avoid it.

Yves Congar has illuminating comments that point up the consequences of
the shift when the Church ceases to be considered the assembly of believers. He
was writing about the notion of the Church as “Mother.”

To the Fathers the Church was the “We of Christians.”... Jerome writes:
“The Church of Christ is nothing else but the souls of those who believe in
Christ.” In the juridical ecclesiology of the modern age, the aspect of the
Church as made up of believers has been almost entirely forgotten in
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favor, almost exclusively, of the aspect of the Church as making believers.
The Church is considered as the suprapersonal reality which mediates the
salvation of Christ to men. The latter are nothing more than her children;
she is set up over them. Of the two dialectically opposed viewpoints from
which the Fathers contemplated the motherhood of the Church, one has
been evacuated, namely that according to which the believers are seen as
giving birth to the Church...When the Church is no longer considered as
made by believers, but is seen chiefly as a mediating institution, then the
mission and motherhood of the Church are seen as being exercised in the
external valid acts of the established ministry instead of being drawn from
the Cllngistian character of love and prayer by which her members are
living.

Something similar, it seems to me, takes place when the universal Church is
considered to have a priority that sets it over and against the local Churches. In
Ratzinger’s view the universal Church takes precedence at every point. While he
says that it forms the local Church in its own image, he gives scant attention to the
fact that it is itself formed by the local Churches. The relationship has ceased to be
dialectical. As, in Congar’s description, a suprapersonal motherhood of the
Church neglected the subjective acts of believers, so today the dimension of the
one Church as constituted by the subjectivity of the many Churches is being
neglected to the degree that the only thing being stressed is their being ad
imaginem Ecclesiae universalis.

%k %k %k

Another topic in ecclesiology that may be illumined by the approach we have been
pursuing is the question of sin and the holy Church. The question, sometimes
posed as whether the Church itself may or must be said to be sinful, was already

18Yves Congar, “Au lecteur,” in Karl Delahaye, Ecclesia mater chez les Péres des trois
premiers siécles: Pour un renouvellement de la Pastorale d’aujourd’hui (Unam Sanctam 46;
Paris: du Cerf, 1964), 10; an English version can be found as “Mother Church,” in Joseph
Ratzinger, et al., The Church Today (Cork: Mercier Press, 1967), 38. Here are three texts in which
Augustine describes the ecclesial dialectic by which Christians are at once children of the Church
and themselves Mother Church: “The Church is to herself both a mother and her children; for all of
those of whom the Church consists, taken together, are called a mother, while those same
individuals, taken singly, are called her children” (Quaestionum Evangeliorum, 1, 18:1; PL 35,
1327). “All the Christians hurrying together to Church are said to be children rushing to their
mother, even though the one who is called mother consists of those same children.” (De diversis
quaestionibus, 59, 3; PL 30, 48). “We are called children of that mother even though she consists
of us” (Ibid., 75, 2; PL 40, c. 87).
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being agitated before Vatican II and was an object of debate at the Council itself.
The Council avoided calling the Church itself sinful and was content with the neat
phrase “sancta simul et semper purificanda” (at once holy and always in need of
being purified), spoke of the Church’s having always to pursue the path of
repentance and renewal, and admitted possible failures in its activities, etc. After
the Council John Paul II became so intent on admitting the failures of Christians
in a host of areas that he was accused by some in Rome of “mea-culpism”; the
Pope generally avoided the term “sinful Church,” although in one talk he did
speak of the Church as at once “holy and sinful.”

The reigning interpretation seems to be the one proposed by Charles
Journet: “The Church is without sin but not without sinners.”!® In a large degree
this interpretation rests on the view that the Church has a personhood of its own
distinct from the persons of its members; Journet was of the view that to speak of
the Church in terms of its members is to use a restricted, even an impoverished,
sense of the term.20 It is the Church in its full sense that is unfailingly united to
Christ as Body to Head, that is indefectibly holy in its being and in its activity. To
it belong individual Christians in virtue of that in them which is holy, which lives
by supernatural charity; in that in them which is unholy, however, they do not
belong to the holy Church. They may be said to be members of the Church, but
their sin is theirs and not the Church’s. In that sense it can be said that the Church
is without sin but not without sinners.

A passage in Journet’s writings illustrates rather well the difference between
this view and the way in which Augustine and Aquinas approached the question.
In his commentary on the Apostles’ Creed, at the point at which he was explaining
the holiness of the Church, St. Thomas continued to make use of the notion of the
Church as the assembly of believers: To explain why the Church is said to be holy
he passed easily from “Church” to “the faithful of this assembly,” and he said that
the latter are holy first because “washed in the blood of Christ,” second, because
of “a spiritual anointing that makes them holy,” third because of the indwelling of
the Holy Trinity, “since any place where God dwells is a holy place,” and, fourth,

19See a collection of his papers in Charles Journet, L Eglise sainte mais non sans pécheurs
(Paris: Ed. Parole et Silence, 1999).

20See Charles Journet, “On Three Ways of Defining the Word ‘Church’ and on the
Corresponding Ways of Assigning her Causes,” in The Church of the Word Incarnate, vol. 1,: The
Apostolic Hierarchy (New York: Sheed and Ward, 1955), 45-59.
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because they are called by his holy Name.2! Notice how concrete this is. That the
Church is holy means that the faithful who are assembled in it and as it are holy.

But in a move that I think was quite unconscious, so habituated was he to
view the Church as distinct from its members, Journet wrote: “The Church is
holy,” wrote St. Thomas, “because it washes believers in the blood of Christ, as is
said in the Apocalypse, ‘He loved us; he washed our sins in his blood, and he has
made us kings and priests for God and his Father,’ and in Hebrews: ‘Jesus, having
to sanctify the people by his blood, suffered outside the gate.””?2 What in the
biblical texts and in Aquinas’s commentary is the work of Christ, in his saving
passion, Journet attributes to the Church in her sanctifying, sacramental role, and
the Church which Aquinas had identified with believers as the recipients of that
great act of redemption, has now been set over and against believers to the point
that it is now the Church that washes believers clean.

The concreteness of Aquinas’s approach is also apparent when he says that
“to be the glorious Church, ‘without spot or wrinkle,’ is the final goal to which we
are being drawn by the passion of Christ. This will, therefore, be the case in the
state of the homeland, but not in the state of the journey during which ‘if we say
that we do not have sin, we deceive ourselves’ (1 John 1:8).”23 Journet, on the
other hand, believed the Church to be already without spot or wrinkle.

One can see how the traditional view, represented by Aquinas, corresponds
to an approach to the Church as the community that results from the “process of
self-constitution” we have explained as the communication and reception of the
Gospel. The process and its result are something quite concrete: it consists in the
assembly of believers. This assembly is holy because it consists of people blessed
beyond merit by God in Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit. But what might be called
the objective holiness of God’s justifying and sanctifying love has to be lived out
in a response of love for God and for one’s neighbor. The Church will be as holy
as are its members, and the Church in the singular will be as holy as are the
individual Churches in which alone does it exist and act.

21Note, not so by the way, that Aquinas’s notion of holiness is very biblical here; it does not
refer to an ethical quality, but to the fact that the holy God has blessed it in the ways described;
that is why the Church is said to be holy.

22Charles Journet, L 'Eglise sainte mais non sans pécheurs (Paris: Ed. Parole et Silence, 1999),
50.

23Aquinas, Summa theologica, 111, q. 8, a. 3, ad 2m. Augustine was just as concrete. If the
Pelagians admit that they were sinners, he asked them: “How then is the Church of this time
without stain and wrinkle, since you are its stain and wrinkle?” (Sermon 181; PL 38, c. 980).
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The authenticity in which this holiness consists in the maturing and
developing person is, of course, an ongoing thing:

So human authenticity is never some pure and serene and secure
possession. It is ever a withdrawal from unauthenticity, and every
successful withdrawal only brings to light the need for still further
withdrawals. Our advance in understanding is also the elimination of
oversights and misunderstandings. Our advance in truth is also the
correction of mistakes and errors. Our moral development is through
repentance for our sins. Genuine religion is discovered and realized by
redemption from the many traps of religious aberration. So we are bid to
watch and pray, to make our way in fear and trembling. And it is the
greatest saints that proclaim themselves the greatest sinners, though their
sins seem slight indeed to less holy folk that lack their discernment and
their love.24

That is why, Lonergan says, “there is always a great need to eye very critically any
religious individual or group and so discern beyond the real charity they may well
have been granted the various types of bias that may distort or block their exercise
of it.””25

The quote calls to mind Lonergan’s outline of a dialectic of history in terms
of progress, whose principle is intelligence, of decline, whose principle is the
irrationality that is sin, and of redemptive recovery, whose principle is the
converted self blessed by the word and grace of God. Lonergan developed the
analysis of evil in terms of individual, group, and general bias, and .he did not
think the analysis without relevance to the Church: “Not only is there the progress
of mankind but also there is development and progress within Christianity itself;
and as there is development, so too there is decline; and as there is decline, there
also is the problem of undoing it, of overcoming evil with good not only in the
world but also in the church.”26

Perhaps it is not necessary to dwell on individual sins, familiar enough to us
all. But it is worth noting that Lonergan does not exempt religious leaders from
this sad fact; in fact, one of the three ways in which he sees a particularly perilous
threat to the unity of faith is “when the absence of conversion occurs in those that
govern the church or speak in its name,” a subject, as I have remarked elsewhere,

28Method in Theology, 110.
25Method in Theology, 284.
26Method in Theology, 291.
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on which the literature is not great.2’” We Catholics have in recent years become
all too well aware of the possibility of sin in our religious leaders. (This is an
important point because many people have misunderstood the statement that the
Church itself cannot be considered sinful to be referring to the hierarchy or to the
“institution,” which is certainly mistaken.)

The analysis in terms of group bias can also be verified within the Church,
not only among various groups — religious orders (one could think of the Chinese
rites controversy), various kinds of movements, theological schools, bureaucratic
centralization (monopolizing the selection of bishops), clerical careerism (‘“the
shabby shell of Catholicism™28), etc. — but also in various defensive postures and
policies adopted to preserve the Church’s own prerogatives, whether in the
Middle Ages and at the Reformation,2® the creation of that separate little world of
Roman Catholicism,3° the decline into inauthenticity, which then becomes
canonical, in religious orders, theological traditions, etc. (“Unauthenticity can
spread and become a tradition.”3!)

Finally, there is the general bias that common sense, with a dash of holiness,
suffices for the Church to meet its redemptive responsibilities. “If one does not
attain, on the level of one’s age, an understanding of the religious realities in
which one believes, one will be simply at the mercy of the psychologists, the
sociologists, the philosophers, that will not hesitate to tell believers what it really
is in which they believe.”32 This is perhaps where one might place Lonergan’s
insistence on what happens when intellectual conversion and differentiations of
consciousness do not accompany religious and moral conversion,®* or when

2T Method in Theology, 330. I have developed some ideas on this in “Authority and Conversion,
or: The Limits of Authority,” Cristianesimo nella Storia, 207-29.

28Method in Theology, 3217.

29 “If from no other way at least from experience we have learned that professions of zeal for the
eternal salvation of souls do not make the persecution of heretics a means for the reconciliation of
heretics”; Bernard Lonergan, A Third Collection, 106.

30Newman: “We are sinking into a sort of Novatianism, the heresy which the early Popes so
strenuously resisted. Instead of aiming a being a world-wide power, we are shrinking into
ourselves, narrowing the lines of communion, trembling at freedom of thought, and using the
language of dismay and despair at the prospect before us, instead of, with the high spirit of the
warrior, going out conquering and to conquer.”

31Collected Works, vol.17, 87.

32Method in Theology, 351.

33After discussing the necessity of pluralism in communications, Lonergan pointed up its
difficulties: “On the one hand, it demands a many-sided development in those that govern or teach.
On the other hand, every achievement is apt to be challenged by those that fail to achieve. People
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divine healing is thought sufficient without human creativity, when the Church’s
redemptive action is not matched by its constructive action.

For just as the creative process, when unaccompanied by healing, is
distorted and corrupted by bias, so too the healing process, when
unaccompanied by creating, is a soul without a body. Christianity
developed and spread with the ancient empire of Rome. It possessed the
spiritual power to heal what was unsound in that imperial domain,. But it
was unaccompanied by its natural complement of creating, for a single
development has two vectors, one from below upwards, creating, the other
from above downwards, healing. So when the Roman empire decayed and
disintegrated, the Church indeed lived on. But it lived on, not in a civilized
world, but in a dark and barbarous age in which, as a contemporary
reported, men devoured one another as fishes in the sea.34

Already in Insight, Lonergan regretted the fact that Catholic apologists
always seemed in the unfortunate position of arriving at the latest scene of battle
“a little breathlessly and a little late.”35 His “Epilogue” to that book ended with a
brief description of what theology might contribute to empirical human science
and of what empirical human science has to contribute to the rescue of mankind.36
It is surely significant that Method in Theology ends with a similar preoccupation
now stated in terms of the need for the Church to become “a fully conscious
process of self-constitution,” which I take to mean that the Church has to
understand itself as an event of meaning within worldwide human society and to
undertake there a redemptive and constructive role. What this means Lonergan
immediately sets out:

But to do so it will have to recognize that theology is not the full science

of man, that theology illuminates only certain aspects of human reality,
that the church can become a fully conscious process of self-constitution

with little notion of modern scholarship can urge that attending to the literary genre of biblical
writings is just a fraudulent device for rejecting the plain meaning of scripture. Those with not
tasste for systematic meaning will keep repeating that it is better to feel compunction than to define
it, even if those that attempt definition insist that one can hardly define what one does not
experience. Those, finally, whose consciousness is unmitigated by any tincture of systematic
meaning, will be unable to grasp the meaning of such dogmas as Nicaea and they may gaily leap to
the conclusion that what has no meaning for them is just meaningless” (Method in Theology, 329-
30).

34Bernard Lonergan, “Healing and Creating in History,” 4 Third Collection, 107-108.

35msight, 733.

36Insight, 743-47.
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only when theology unites itself with all other relevant branches of human
studies.

The integrated human studies that Lonergan proposed, “correspond to a profound
exigence in the contemporary situation.” marked by “ever increasing change due
to an ever increasing expansion of knowledge.” But to meet this challenge, the
Church will have to embark “on a course of continual renewal” that “will remove
from its action the widespread impression of complacent irrelevance and
futility.”3? On the other hand, he was not in favor of reducing the philosophical
and theological training of Jesuits who would be pursuing “professional” studies:

Without that development [the one philosophy and theology can effect in
the Jesuit] only too easily will they tend to be not only specialists in other
fields but also secularists, unable to bring their special knowledge within a
Christian context and so give the Christian community (in its effort to
sublate the whole of human living) the advantage of the technical
knowledge they possess and the community wished them to attain. Unless
Christian specialists are something of generalists, they are like the seed
that does not fall into the ground to die but itself remaineth alone.38

These last considerations bring us back to the statement that the Church is a
process of self-constitution within worldwide human society. “Worldwide human
society,” of course, is what human beings have made and are making with their
individual and collective decisions. That achievement of common meaning and
value bears all the marks of human grandeur and misery, and its misery needs
healing if the greatness is to be achieved and sustained. As Christ represented
God’s intervention in man’s making of man, so the Church is the community of
people in the world that is supposed to be the instrument of Christ’s healing word
and grace and to make a constructive contribution to reversing human evil and
advancing human progress. The Church undertakes this task, however, in quite
specific and concrete communities of faith, hope, and love, communities that are
themselves subject to the dialectic of authentic greatness and inauthentic misery.
But this sad fact should only be a reminder that nothing — no institution, no
tradition, no sacramental system — nothing substitutes for conversion, intellectual,
moral, religious, and Christian, the conversion that is at once the basis and the

37Method in Theology, 364-67.
38Bernard Lonergan, “Questionnaire on Philosophy: Response,” Collected Works of Bernard
Lonergan, vol. 17, 352-83, at 372.
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fruit of “the community that results from the outer communication of Christ’s
message and from the inner gift of God’s love.”
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OPERATORS

THERE 1S A dynamism that pushes music forward. Parameters within a given
musical system have a finite range of variables. The more these variables are
explored the harder it becomes to create music that does not sound cliché. That
thirst for the “new sound” compels the artist to explore new frontiers for how
music is made. There are numerous operators in the evolution of music. I have
chosen four as being most relevant to this paper:

1. New technology

2. Development of new playing methods

3. A radical combination of seemingly unrelated musical styles

4. Role of audience

I thought the first three operators were my own ideas. However, through my

subsequent research I found examples that were similar to these three. I also found
the fourth and many others. I chose to focus on these four because they seem most
relevant to what I would like to contribute to music at this time through the
development of new instrument designs and playing methods:

1. Polyrhythmic Knob Twiddling

2. The Spring Dulcimer

3. The Tabludu Kit

Pictures and sound bites of instruments and music discussed in this paper can

be found at http://www.greglauzon.com.
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Composer Burt Bacharach once said that his hands were his greatest enemies.
What he meant by this statement was that it is difficult to avoid revisiting the
same parameters with which you are most oriented. The hands of the composer
tend to want to go to the same places they are most comfortable on the instrument.
They form habits. However, experimentation with new parameters can foster
insights into new developments. Musicians and composers must face these
challenges in order to grow. And through these struggles new ideas are born. Carl
Jung once said, “We need difficulties; they are necessary for our health.”

POLYRHYTHMIC KNOB TWIDDLING

The ability of drummers to play a rhythm with one hand while playing another
rhythm with the other hand is a foundational skill. The drum rudiments associated
with this skill are called polyrhythms. A common example of this is the
paradiddle, which combines single and double strokes alternated between the left
(L) and right (R) hands.

RLRRLRLL

Traditionally, the art of drumming is thought of in terms of the up and down
motions of drumsticks or hands-striking services. There is a familiarity within the
range of these motions and the percussive sounds associated with them. What if
the parameters of these motions were expanded or adapted to a new form of
instrumentation? Instead of up and down, perhaps left and right, back and forth, or
a circular clockwise/counterclockwise motion. Within these motions lie a new
range of sensory affects to be discovered. The familiarity of motions changes.
Such an example can be found in the method of rhythmically manipulating the
control knobs of an effects module, Hence the name: Polyrhythmic Knob
Twiddling.

To illustrate this method imagine a sound generated by an oscillator plugged
into a pitch shifter controlled by the left hand, which is then plugged into a
manual Jet Phaser controlled by the right hand. A Jet Phaser simulates the phasing
sound associated with a jet taking off or a race car coming and going. The
paradiddle described above is played through alternating turns of these modules’
knobs. There is also the option of different knob rotation patterns within the same
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polyrhythm. The pattern can start with both knobs set to the left, to the right,
pointing toward each other or away from each other.

L = Left hand
R = Right hand

< or > = Direction of knob rotation
Rotation Pattern 1

RLRRLRLL

> < < > > < < >

Rotation Pattern 2
RLRRLRLL
< < > < > > < >

Rotation Pattern 3
RLRRLRLL
> > < > < < > <

Rotation Pattern 4
RLRRLIRLL
< > > < < > > <

This is the transposition of rhythmic patterns that evolved from one form of
instrumentation to a new form. A new gestalt emerges within the musician’s
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method mediated by the limitations and parameters of the new instrumental form.
And from this new gestalt can emerge a new set of patterns that may be more
suitable for that instrument. The primary operator of Polyrhythmic Knob
Twiddling as a contribution to music is that it is a new playing method.

Most electronic music such as Techno and Industrial has become very
computer based. Compositions are often a collection of electronically produced
drumbeats and samples. The sounds are manipulated by a programmed computer
sequencer. Sounds that are manually manipulated through effects are often brief
slap shot samples strung together via computer sequencing as well. A rudimentary
system of manually manipulated knob rotation patterns provides the option of
including more performance-based parts to electronic music.

One might wonder what advantage there is to learning this new performance
skill if these rotation patterns could easily be programmed with computer
sequencing. The issue is not one of practicality but of creativity and knowledge.
Nonmusicians could theoretically create and program their own polyrhythmic
rotation patterns via computer sequencing and then deliberate their artistic merit
and what changes to make when listening to the sequencer play them back. This
process is much slower and mechanical than manual performance. Real time
performance more intimately integrates the action/reaction dynamics between the
musician and the instrument as the musician responds to creative insights. This
creative process influences the outcome. Performance bears different fruit than
sequencing. It is a matter of an artistically differentiated consciousness.

SPRING DULCIMER

Percussion can be either tonal or atonal but is usually one or the other exclusively.
A hammered dulcimer is strictly for melody while a Tabla set is strictly for
thythm. What if a percussion instrument could combine tonality and atonality? A
kind of semiinharmonic sound that could go either way depending on its
application.

Springs have a unique sound because of their tonal fuzziness or inharmonicity.
Proper selection of spring type based on coil diameter, wire thickness, and length
will bring the spring into a tunable tonal range when stretched across a
soundboard. This is the spring dulcimer. It is the antithesis of a traditional
hammered dulcimer, which has a sweet, ethereal sound with long bridge pieces in
fixed positions. The variable tension of the wire strings is tuned with pegs. The
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spring dulcimer, however, has a heavy, dirty sound. The springs have a fixed
tension. Adjustable bridge pieces for each spring assist tuning by creating nodes
within the spring.

The tonal fuzziness of the springs influences how the spring dulcimer can be
played. Unlike a traditional hammered dulcimer, the spring dulcimer cannot be
used to play a rapid succession of notes. The characteristics of its timbre are such
that it would sound too undefined. It is more suitable for slower note progressions.
A similar example can be found with distortion and the electric guitar. A distorted
guitar will work for certain applications in rock music such as power chords and
lead solos. However, unmuffled strumming of dissonant chords often lacks clarity
when played through distortion. A clean guitar sound would seem more
appropriate. The parameters of limitation help define an instrument’s place in
musical style.

The trade-off to this partial tonal vagueness of the spring dulcimer is that it is
appropriate for certain types of music such as performance-based Industrial.
Stefan Weisser from California is credited for pioneering a metallic sounding
form of percussion as a high art in the early 1970s. But as a distinct musical style
the Industrial sound emerged in pop culture around 1980 in Europe and has often
been referred to as Noise music. The most notable acts from this period were Test
Department from Britain and Einsturzende Neubauten from Germany.
Performances were often very percussion based and involved scraping and
bashing of metal, clanging pipes, and any other form of found percussion or
unconventional instrumentation.

The prehistory of this approach to music dates back to early twentieth- century
Italian composer and Futurist painter, Luigi Russolo and his 1913 manifesto,
l'arte di rumori (The Art of Noise). He wanted to find the music hidden in the
elemental sounds of nature and modern urban environments. He believed that the
use of “pure sounds” in music placed too many restrictions on emotional
expression. It certainly has been the case that there has always been an esthetic
appeal to some inharmonic sounds. Gongs have been used for thousands of years
in spiritual practices. Russolo’s reverence for all sounds as having musical
potential was later echoed by some twentieth-century experimental composers
such as John Cage. Many of Cage’s early compositions were purely percussive
involving the use of various objects found at the junk yard such as brake drums,
hub caps, and spring coils.

But at what point is this approach considered musical and at what point is it
considered a kind of quasi conceptual/performance art or merely sound
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exploration? For music to be present there must be the apprehension of a rhythmic
or melodic gestalt or pattern. John Cage attempted to give form to the dissonant
chord structures of twelve tone music by using moments of silence as markings in
the composition. Whereas other composers relied on harmony and consonance to
give music its form Cage used innovative time-based structures that he referred to
as micro/macrocosmic rhythms.

In 1983 came the advent of MIDI (Musical Instrument Digital Interface) - a
binary protocol that allowed instruments to communicate with each other and
computers. Subsequent widespread use of digital sequencing and sampling soon
followed. Sounds could now be manipulated by computer in ways that were
previously not possible. This gave Industrial music the potential for greater
musical coherence and to incorporate more melody blended with industrial
sounds. This technology allowed commonly heard everyday sounds, such as car
horns for example, to be recorded or “sampled” and then played on a keyboard.
The pitch of the sound could be either lowered or raised by pressing a lower or
higher key on the keyboard. Many Industrial musicians as well as film composers
and postproduction engineers responsible for film sound effects adopted this
technology, which continues to this day. Performance-based Industrial music was
eclipsed. Whereas MIDI has touched other forms of performance music in some
way, it has not become their foremost tool of creation to the same extent. Perhaps
this result could have been offset for Industrial music had there been developed a
more systematic method of performance-based instrumentation. Enter — the spring
dulcimer.

Established forms of performance music are closely identified with an
instrument(s) with specific methods and rudimentary systems in which they are
played, that is, the guitar and blues or the violin and classical music. Early
Industrial never reached that stage of development before it became digitized.
This is not to imply that the spring dulcimer is destined to be the savior of early
Industrial music. But every development in music needs an audience for its
acceptance. It is from the audience that new players emerge bringing their own
talents and ideas to further develop the style. The audience along with the musical
style, the playing method, and the instrument become closely identified with each
other. The spring dulcimer would likely be embraced by an Industrial music
audience because of the instrument’s sound. But it need not be limited to this. The
double bass, which was used in classical music, was adopted by jazz musicians. A
new playing method emerged. The hands were used instead of the bow giving jazz
its characteristic walking bass line. And from this a new audience emerged.
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TABLUDU KIT

The integration of two established musical traditions into one requires the creation
of a new musical language. This includes not only the development of new
playing techniques but also a new form of instrumentation. The tabludu combines
the tabla from India for hand percussion and the udu from Nigeria as a kick drum.
This enables Eastern and Western drumming techniques to be incorporated into
one drum kit. However the idea of fusing these two radically different traditions
was the main operator for the tabludu because that is what set its developments in
motion. The sequence of events determines the operator’s status.

The Western drum kit is a combination of drums from various cultures and
traditions. The kick pedal for the bass drum was a key component because it made
it possible to play several drums at one time. It was first used by the early trap
drummers or the one-man bands of the late nineteenth century. Traditionally, the
bass drum, cymbals, and snare were each played by separate people in early
ragtime bands. The kick pedal allowed one to do the job of two or three.
Additional drums were added and modified to form what eventually became the
modern drum kit. From this evolved traditions of playing techniques that
co-developed with the music of the times along with additional modifications to
the drum kit design and set up. Jazz drum kits and rock drum kits are designed
differently from one another because the playing techniques associated with them
are different from each other.

In India there is a family of cylindrical drums called the mridang. They have
skins on either side that are played with the drum in a horizontal position. Over
the course of several thousand years there evolved many variations of cylindrical
drums with different tonal qualities and names. Each of these designs were
associated with specific musical traditions. Playing techniques vary between
traditions but the hand strokes bear some basic similarities. The tabla is believed
to have evolved from the pakhawaj, which was from the cylindrical family of
drums. The tabla is unique because it is two drums, each with one skin, which are
played in a vertical position. The design and tonal quality of the tabla influenced
how the playing techniques were adapted from the cylindrical family of drums.
The most notable characteristic of the tabla is the technique for bending the sound
of the lower tones.

The udu drum is a clay pot with a hole in the side. It produces a round bass
sound that rises in pitch when the hole is stricken with the hand and then released.
The sound is similar to the bending of pitch sound produced by the tabla. It
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originated from Nigeria as a standard water jug that evolved into an instrument
when its musical potential was discovered. Integrating Eastern tabla playing with
Western kit drumming into one style poses interesting challenges. Each style has
its own rhythmic syntax. Certain combinations of strokes and rhythmic phrases
particular to each style need to be adjusted in order to work for the tabludu. The
groups of operations within the tabla player’s style are mediated by the addition of
the udu as a kick drum. The groups of operations within the kit drummer’s style
are mediated by the parameters playing techniques of the tabla as a form of hand
percussion — but also slightly by the sound of the Udu because of its ability to
bend pitch. The udu is used as a kick drum because its sound is more compatible
with the tabla. A specially built floor level stand keeps the udu in a stationary
position. A silicon gel pad attached to a flat beater mallet is used with a kick
pedal, which is attached to the udu stand. The use of the gel pad kick pedal
simulates the traditional hand slapping technique.

There are factors that could impede the acceptance of the tabludu. Most
percussionists do not know both Eastern and Western styles of drumming.
Western kit drumming is often learned by ear, which makes it more accessible.
However, the tablas have a variety of strokes that need to be leamed before
rhythms can be played effectively. This often requires some basic training with a
teacher to get the proper technique down. Tabla teachers are not as available in the
West.

EMERGING PROBABILITIES

Polyrhythmic Knob Twiddling_is a method that has not quite found a home in an
instrument yet. The present form of instrumentation is a bit crude and
underdeveloped. Audience response has hitherto been either lukewarm or
downright negative. However, there have been developments in recent years with
CD player scratchers, which are used by some DJ’s as an alternative to turntable
scratching. This would allow CDs with customized sounds to be used for what
could be called “Polyrhythmic Scratching” or “Scratch and Twiddle.” CD player
scratchers are a technology that has already been established as an instrument.
And it can be used for a polyrhythmic method of playing when used in tandem
with effects modules. This would be the entry point for acceptance. Modifications
could be made to make the technology more suitable for that style of playing.
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The spring dulcimer as an instrument is an operator in musical evolution
because it is a new technology. This sets it apart from a traditional hammered
dulcimer both in sound and playing method. It is best suited as a one-handed
accompaniment to another percussive instrument such as a steel pan drum. The
pan drum could have a metallic sounding snare plate among its notes. A
customized bass pan drum could be used as a kick drum. This setup could be a
kind of Industrial sounding steel drum kit that could be used for both rhythm and
melody within the same instrument. The adjustable bridge pieces of the spring
dulcimer along with the fixed tension of the springs make tuning easy and stable.
This makes it a suitable candidate for exploring micro-tuning schemes such as
quarter tones, or as American composer Charles Ives put it, “The notes between
the cracks of the piano keys.”

Tabludu playing could include the use of cylindrical drums such as the Khol
drum instead of the tabla. The khol drum produces sounds that are similar to the
tablas but was designed to be played in an elevated horizontal position. The tablas
were meant to be played sitting down. The tabludu requires that the tablas be
elevated, which results in the loss of some bass. Perhaps a tabla skin could be
fitted onto a drum with a funnel protruding down to the floor such as a dumbek or
djembe drum. This could help reclaim some of the lost bass. The result of this
modification would be a new kind of drum. It is difficult to accurately speculate
how this would affect the sound or whether modifications to playing technique
would be required. The technique is closely linked to various tones the tablas
produce. However as Albert Einstein once said, “We can’t solve problems by
using the same kind of thinking we used when we created them.” Thus, continues
the journey into emerging probabilities.

Controlled Microphone Feedback

I would like to talk a bit now about some areas of exploration that I have
recently become interested in developing. One has to do with a phenomenon that
we have all experienced at some point at conferences and lectures. I’m referring to
microphone feedback.

Some years ago during an improvisational jam session with some friends I
was running the vocalist’s microphone through various effects devices. This
caused the microphone to feedback terribly which was quit unpleasant to listen to.
This happened to be recorded on tape. I later took this recording and decided to try
and smooth out the loud volume spikes. Upon doing this I discovered that the
feedback mixed with the voice and the effects sounded rather pleasing and
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interesting. It was then that I decided to try and find a way to use microphone
feedback musically. 1 subsequently began experimenting with various ways to
control and manipulate feedback to create melodies using various methods and
equipment. The results were unpredictable and difficult to replicate, but I did
manage to record a handful of melodies successfully. I have some ideas that I
would like to explore to possibly improve the method.

I like to compare this experience to the process of evolution in nature.
Mutations and accidents may be unsuccessful in one environment but may adapt
very well to a new set of circumstances. The microphone feedback was an
accident that occurred when I was looking for something different. When I
transferred the recording of the microphone feedback to an environment where 1
was able to control the volume spikes I was able to look at it in a different way.
And from this T was able to experience new insights. This evolutionary process
can also be found in science. Many paradigm shifts in science have occurred as
the result of these “happy accidents.”

Urban Sound Exploration

Another area of interest that I discovered only recently is the exploration of
old abandoned factories and their acoustic properties. With the exception of
theaters and cathedrals, modern architecture tends to focus on the visual
appearance and or functional purpose of buildings. What I would like to explore is
the overlooked artistic potential of industrial sounds found in factories.

At a recent visit to an abandoned brick factory I found several objects within
its walls that had great potential as percussion instruments. These included large
networks of air ducts and large metal doors. What I also discovered was the
influence that these objects had on the types of rhythms I played on them. I
brought with me a bass drum kick pedal with a modified rubber ball beater mallet
to make it more suitable for beating on metal. I also brought with me modified
drumsticks that were covered with a rubbery plastic — again to make them more
suitable for beating on metal objects.

Some of the rhythms that I felt moved to play seemed to have a temporal
ambiguity uncharacteristic of the rhythms that I often played on a traditional drum
kit. At times it was difficult to tell whether the rhythm had a standard 4/4 time
signature or a triplet groove. This temporal ambiguity was similar to that found in
many African rhythms. It is for this reason that African rhythms do not easily fit
into linear Western classical time signatures. These are often referred to as
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groove-based rhythms because of the “ground up” approach in which they are
created.

African drumming by and large uses the hands instead of drum sticks. This
tends to make the rhythms seem more temporally organic reflecting the natural
rhythmic inclination of the player. Drumsticks behave according to exact laws of
physics as far as how they strike services and bounce. The player’s natural
rhythmic inclination is mediated through the exact behavior of the drumstick thus
resulting in less temporal ambiguity. The drumsticks that I used in the factory had
less bounce because of their plastic rubbery covering thus simulating some of the
temporally ambiguous qualities found in hand percussion.

Elemental Meaning and Music

I was once asked to explain how one knows when they have it right when
creating music. I was a bit stumped by this question and so I decided to explore it.
In the course of my search I came across some articles on the relationship between
music and language.

When speaking, the pitch of one’s voice rises and falls. This appears to be
isomorphic with one’s emotional responses. In this there is elemental meaning.
The emotional responses to music are the result of tension and release created by
the relationship between notes in melodic progression as well as tonal quality and
rhythm.

Examples of elemental meaning in music can be found in interspecial
communication. We are all familiar with the comical experience of a dog howling
to music. A more sophisticated example can be found with attempts to
communicate with whales through music. An organization called Interspecies has
successfully used music to communicate with Orcas using underwater speakers in
which guitar music was played. The Orcas’s responses seemed to indicate that
they were trying to imitate the notes. This would seem to be indicative of
elemental meaning in the relationship between music and language. Whales have
a fairly sophisticated form of oral communication compared to most other species.
Interspecies has a website: http://www.interspecies.com

Eugene Gendlin developed a process called Focusing as a way of identifying
the true nature of one’s feelings. According to Gendlin, we feel emotion
throughout our bodies. He refers to this state as “felt sense.” And through focusing
on the subtleties that we feel in our bodies during this state we gain greater clarity
about why we feel the way we do. This state of “felt sense” as a form of elemental
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meaning is akin to the creative process by which a musician knows when he has it

right.
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[T]o ask whether theology is a praxis ... is to ask whether there are basic
theological questions whose solution depends on the personal development
of theologians.!

The church is the community that results from the outer communication of
Christ’s message and from the inner gift of God’s love. Since God can be
counted on to bestow his grace, practical theology is concerned with the
effective communication of Christ’s message. The message announces what
Christians are to believe, what they are to become, what they are to do.2

1. INTRODUCTION

THE PURPOSE OF this essay is to introduce a reading of the Confessions by which
the text may be seen in its entirety as a unified whole, in which the first ten books
about the author are intimately related to the last three books in which Augustine
turned from himself to Scripture structured. In further study I would like, with the
help of a classicist, to expand this understanding of the text by adverting to
Augustine’s use of and departure from the conventions of epic poetry and what he

Bernard Lonergan, “Theology and Praxis,” in A4 Third Collection: Papers by Bernard J. F.
Lonergan, S.J., ed. Frederick E. Crowe (New York: Paulist Press, 1985), 184-201; here 185.
2 Method in Theology (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990), 361-62.
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saw as the literary tropes of the Bible. In this paper I will attempt to make a case
for a twofold structure of the Confessions according to which the books
themselves and the complexly interwoven themes may be related within a literary
whole. I will begin with an overview of the structure of the Confessions. This
structure, I will argue, has some relationship to the structure of Virgil’s Aeneid,;
therefore I will indicate, in part 2, some intertextual correspondences between the
Confessions and the Aeneid. There is a hermeneutic difficulty that we must face in
speaking about Augustine’s wanderings, and that is the problem of interpreting
the precise nature of descent and ascent in the text. The question that the reader
encounters is, “When does Augustine begin his Christian ascent?” Only after
addressing this question, will I set out in positive terms the essential relationship
among the individual books of the Confessions by means of which the text may be
read as a unified whole. Thus, section 3 contains the explanation of a chiastic
structure relating the first and second halves of the work and the individual books
to each other. In the fourth section I will offer brief remarks on the problem of
dialectic and the interpretation of the Confessions. This is a text that deliberately
and pedagogically makes demands on the reader to undergo the kind of personal
development that Lonergan indicated is necessary for resolving theological
difficulties. It is in the willingness to undergo these developmental changes that
one becomes an increasingly luminous and voluntary participant in the work of
providence in the world and in the evocation of a community founded upon the
humble Christ.

1.1 Overview of Structure

The Confessions, I suggest, is a work in two parts in which the relationship
of the books in each part forms a chiasmus. The two-part structure is informed by
Virgil’s Aeneid and alerts the reader to the author’s intention to supply a Christian
edition of the Latin classic that had become so central to the cultural formation of
Augustine’s readers. This underlying structure consists in a division of the text
into two parts constituting a wandering narrative and a founding myth. In the case
of Virgil’s Aeneid, several similarities between the first and the seventh books
indicate that at this later point in the text Virgil is making a new beginning.
Leaving those similarities aside, we need only remark that in the proem to book 7
Virgil announces a greater order of things and his greater work (Maior rerum mihi
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nascitur ordo,/ Maius opus moveo).> Augustine’s wandering narrative interprets
his early upbringing and education and his intellectual encounters with the natural
philosophers, Manicheans, Academics, and Platonists. This narrative constitutes
the autobiographical material in books 1 through 7. Books 8 through 13 contain
Augustine’s greater theme — inner transformation and the founding of the church.
This part contains three books of awakening, or of Christ’s overcoming of
Augustine’s self, and three books on the foundations of the church from eternity
and the divine dispensations in time. The first three of the last books then center
on the inner word of grace, and the last three on the outer word, the witness of
Scripture and the ministers of Christ. God’s transformation of Augustine’s heart
in books 8 to 10 is followed by God’s foundation of the church from eternity and
in history in books 11 to 13.

The sequence of themes in the second part of the text indicate that whereas
Augustine conceived of his wanderings in Virgilian terms, he understood his
participation in divine providence in terms of the stages of the Christian life
suggested to him by the rich imagery of the days of creation in Genesis 1. The
commentary On Genesis Against the Manichees* contains a brief summary of the
stages of the Christian life that become the topics of the last six books of the
Confessions. Thus there is a progressive movement in books 8 through 13 from
faith in things made visible by the light to an appreciation of the distinction
between the lower and upper waters of flesh and spirit, culminating in the vision
of and desire for eternity. On the strength of this the mind, as if it were standing
on dry land, separates itself from the disturbances of the temptations of the things
of the flesh. Experience in the discernment of sensible things leads the mind to
recognize the difference between the unchangeable truth shining in the soul like
the sun, and the dim perception of things in this life illuminated, as it were, by the
lesser lights. This leads the mind to greater insight into the eternal source of
beauty, goodness and order. In this way the soul is made stronger and begins to
produce fruit and living things, activities that promote friendship and engender the
quest of the truth in Scripture. Finally, a live soul is produced that is moved by
spirit and serves truth and justice, ministering to the higher and lower needs of
other souls leading them to human perfection.

3Virgil, Aeneide: Testo a fronte, trans. Rosa Calzecchi Onesti. (Torino: Giulio Einaudi editores
s. p. a., 1967 and 1989), book 7, lines 44-45.

40n Genesis: A Refutation of the Manichees, trans. Edmund Hill (New York: New City Press,
2002), 1.25.43.
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The second structure underlying the Confessions is a chiastic relationship
between the first six and the last six books. The two parts of the Aeneid may be
said to be related as prophecy and fulfillment. Similarly, Augustine’s greater
theme fulfills the promises of the first part — the fulfillment retraces in reverse
Augustine’s wanderings, healing the effects of sin, from its most recent
manifestations in the life of the hero, his reluctance to believe the Scripture and to
be duped by the church as he had by the Manicheans, to its root causes in the reign
of sin. Augustine conceived of Christ’s office of mediation, in part, as a
reduplication and reversal of human weakness. That is, as St. Athanasius
formulated it, Christ saves what he assumes. Books 8 through 10 include a
reversal and healing of Augustine’s own weaknesses. Thus, books 8, 9, and 10
correspond to books 6, 5, and 4. The latter books take up and heal the principle
difficulties in the earlier books in reverse order. Books 11, 12, and 13 take up in
reverse order the principle difficulties in books 1, 2, and 3 in reverse order. Thus
whereas books 1 through 3 contain a narrative of Augustine’s initiation into the
ways of human custom, books 11 through 13 present the City of God as the
reversal and healing of human society.

2. A CHRISTIAN AENEID

In speaking of the structure I am referring to an x-ray of the text. Now an x-ray
image is a function of the possibilities and limitations of technology. Likewise,
the skeletal image offered here is a function of the heuristic or questions that I
brought to the text. I have chosen to identify aspects of the various books and
parts of the Confessions that answer to two specific sets of questions. The first set
of questions I have brought to the work concern the author’s retrospective
interpretation and esteem of his earlier self and his understanding of his personal
development in the context of culture and providence. The second set of questions
concerns the way in which narrative and didactic passages illustrate and clarify
those interpretations and evaluations. Other heuristics might yield other valuable
readings. Robert McMahon in Augustine’s Prayerful Ascent® offered a literary

5(Athens, GA: The University of Georgia Press, 1989). McMahon identifies a structure of ascent
in the Confessions from memories (1-9) to Memory, the inner faculty that makes memories
possible, (10) to time as the condition for memory (11). From time Augustine moves to that which
is prior to time: the Heaven of heavens and the formless void (12) and God’s eternal will to form
the church (13). McMahon also notes an interior movement in books 11 through 13 from human
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reading employing a different set of questions. He explored Augustine’s use of
imagery from the book of Genesis and showed how the various books lead up to
and are recapitulated in the final book.

In addition to my two basic sets of questions, I have attended to additional
clues to the structure of the Confessions that arise from a consideration of the
relationship between this Christian work and Virgil’s Aeneid. It is not uncommon
to hear Augustine’s work described as a Christian Aeneid. Virgil was a dominant
feature of Augustine’s education (1.13.20-22), and at Cassiciacum Augustine and
his friends were reading Virgil together. At first blush, it is easy to see how the
text might be taken as a Christian edition of the themes of wandering and of quest.
Augustine presented himself as a sort of Aeneas, wandering from philosophical
school to philosophical school, and questing for happiness amidst the vicissitudes
of daily life.6 Yet the Aeneid is about more than the wanderings of Aeneas. That
is, Virgil brought together in one work Homer’s Iliad and Odyssey and rewrote
the Homeric epics for the Latin world. In doing so, Virgil wove together themes of
wandering and of founding as the frameworks for his deeper concern — to replace
Homeric virtue with a Roman form of virtue and piety and to invest Caesar’s
empire with mythic legitimacy by writing a founding narrative. If Augustine did
intend to write a Christian Aeneid, then we would expect to find in his text these
Virgilian themes recast for a Christian culture. I will provide here a few
observations that may bolster the face-validity of the claim that there may be some

attention (11), to volition (12), to divine will (13). McMahon has recently brought light to
Augustine’s text by comparison with Eric Voegelin’s. Drawing on Voegelin’s philosophy,
McMahon observes that human life participates in the process of reality, a universal divine-human
movement and explains the movement of the Confessions as simultaneously individual and
corporate., “Augustine’s Confessions and Voegelin’s Philosophy,” Modern Age 48, no. 1 (2006):
37-47. The church is implied in the restless heart’s desire to praise God and is embedded in
“Augustine’s understanding of the meaning of creation and the purpose of human history (38).”
Whereas McMahon’s article employs Voegelin to identify the invariants shared by Augustine and
his readers, I have chosen Lonergan’s philosophy which I find sympathetic, though more
explanatory.

SIn his prologue to “On the Happy Life” (De Beata Vita, 4), a work written in the year prior to
his conversion, Augustine summarizes his intellectual wanderings from the natural philosophers, to
the Manicheans, to the Academics, and finally to the Platonists. The language and imagery in this
autobiographical account are from Virgil. This suggests that at one time he was inclined to imagine
and occasionally did imagine his own intellectual and spiritual journey in Virgilian terms and saw
himself as a new Aeneas. By focusing on Virgil, I do not mean to suggest that he was Augustine’s
only literary model. It seems that a close inspection of the parallels between the Confessions and
Apuleius’s Metamorphoses (the Golden Ass) are in order. Both works are a narrative and
confessional involving the conversion of a sinner who commits himself to divine service.
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such relationship between the two texts’ and restrict my interest to the
Confessions itself. On the hypothesis that Augustine’s Confessions was strongly
influenced by the Aeneid and is a book about a founding myth as much as it is a
book about Augustine’s spiritual and intellectual wanderings, we might expect,
and do find, that Augustine’s work is composed of two parts. In the first part,
Augustine recounts his intellectual and spiritual wanderings under the dialectical
influence of sin and providence. In the second part, Augustine undertakes to offer
an account of Christian piety and to establish the mythic foundations of the
Christian kingdom, the city of God, the church.8 Augustine’s role as founder is to
allow Christ to lay the foundations for the Temple of the Spirit in his own heart
and to take his place within a preexistent community.

2.1 Virgil’s Aeneid and Augustine’s Confessions: A Few Observations
Concerning Books 1 through 3 in Each Text

Virgil’s Aeneid opens with scenes of tumult in heaven and on earth. In
heaven, Juno is complaining that the Aeneas and his ships have escaped the
destruction of Troy and seem destined to make their way to Italy and found the
world’s greatest empire. Juno would have her sponsored city, Carthage, become
the center of the world instead. Augustine knew the opening verses of the Aeneid
well; for, in addition to committing the entire tale of the wanderings of Aeneas to
memory, he received accolades for rendering into prose Juno’s complaint
(1.17.27). Juno takes her anger out on the Trojans by convincing Aeolus, the god
of the winds, to embroil the sea. In this Aeolus exceeds the bounds of his own
charter usurping the power of Neptune. Amidst the tumult the reader is assured in
a prophecy uttered by Jupiter that Aeneas will found a city in Italy that will
remove rage or fury from the earth through law and might. Nevertheless, the
reader must wonder how, with such turmoil in heaven, Aeneas is to fulfill his
destiny to bring order to land and sea.

7On the relationship between Augustine and Virgil, see Sabine MacCormick, The Shadows of
Poetry: Vergil in the Mind of Augustine (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1998). Though
MacCormick brings out the prominence of Virgil in Augustine’s early works leading up to the
Confessions and in his latter works, her book does not deal with the Confessions in any detail.
David Leigh also expresses a belief that there is a relationship between the two works. See,
“Augustine’s Confessions as a Circular Journey,” Thought 60 (1985): 73-88, here 74.

8As Virgil offered his own epic as a critique of and in response to Homer, so too Augustine
might be expected to critique and respond to Virgil. Thus, a closer analysis of the relationships
between the two works might indicate the precise nature of Augustine’s criticism and response.
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The Confessions opens upon the infant Augustine already at sea on the
waves of human custom with no evident means of getting his bearings or of
finding safe harbor: “Woe, woe to you, you flood of human custom! Who can
keep his footing against you? Will you never run dry? How long will you toss the
children of Eve into a vast, terrifying sea, which even those afloat on the saving
wood can scarcely cross?” (1.16.25) However, the cause of the trouble is not, as in
Virgil, an eternal corruption subjecting heaven and earth to divisive passions. The
human situation is one in which God, who loves and is unmoved, angry and
unaffected (1.4.4), rules all things ineluctably; and humanity is the cause of its
own exile by virtue of its vicious customs and parental mismanagement. Children
will, of necessity, follow the examples of their elders. And, what examples!
Amidst his pains, confusions, and errors the narrator assures us that Providence
sees and rules all by an unfailing law leading them to their perfection and rest
(1.20.31). To Virgil’s question, “Is there such fury among the gods?” (tantaene
animis caelestibus irae? 1.11), Augustine answered a clear “No! There is no
passion in heaven.”

In book 2 of the Aeneid Aeneas enjoys the hospitality of Dido’s court and
relates to her the tale of the fall of Troy. The Trojans were taken in by a false
friend against the priest Laocoon’s famous advice, “Beware of Greeks who bear
gifts” (timeo Danaos et dona ferentis, 2.49). But this perjury of a Greek spy was
apparently corroborated by a hideous sign, a sea serpent which came ashore and
devoured Laocoon together with his two sons. Still worse, it would appear that the
gods actually approve of the iniquitous subterfuge (2.257). An important question
in this book, then, is whether the cause of the Trojan ruin was Greek deceit and
misplaced trust, divine collusion in human treachery, or simpleminded credulity
(2.54-56). If the gods do not support iniquity as the root to human success, they
seem either to send uncertain oracles or to remain altogether silent in the face of
treachery.

In book 2 of the Confessions, we see Augustine emerging into puberty and
committing adolescent crimes with his companions. Echoing the Aeneid,
Augustine wove into this book themes of false friendship and God’s apparent
silence. Friendship is a divine gift for the correction of vice and a guide in virtue.
In consequence of peer pressure, however, Augustine felt embarrassed to appear
sexually inexperienced and willingly stole pears from a neighbor’s orchard: “What
an exceedingly unfriendly friendship that was! It was a seduction of the mind hard
to understand, which instilled into me a craving to do harm for sport and fun”
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(2.9.17).9 Augustine also wonders whether God, amidst these false leadings, was
silent. He reassures the reader though that in reality it was Augustine who failed to
heed the sure and salutary oracles of St. Paul and Monica regarding continence
and marriage (2.2.3 and 2.3.7). In these he later discerned the clear voice of God.
In book 3 of both texts the heroes are said to set out from their native lands.
In these books both heroes also emerge from the domain of their sires, for better
or worse, as self-governing individuals. Another similarity is the presentation of
the power of spectacle. It is in book 3 that Aeneas leaves Troy and arrives first on
the Thracian shores where he encounters the Ovidian marvel of a soul, that of
Polydorus, entrapped in a myrtle bush. For Aeneas this marvelous omen (mirabile
monstrum, 3.26) is a sign that the land is polluted by the violation of hospitality
and is not the spot where he is destined to found his city. For its part, Augustine’s
third book includes a critique of theatrical performances, such as Augustine
enjoyed in Carthage and which enjoyment he referred to as mirabilis insania
(3.2.2).19 Augustine’s critique is founded on the notions that truth exists in the
mind and not in things and that human desire is mutable and may be shaped by art
for better or for ill. The spectator who is living outside himself and looking for
truth and beauty in perceptible things, themselves, is susceptible, as was Aeneas,
to mistake signs for truth. And, individuals who are not aware that one ought to
love better what is of greater value, and that what is of greater value is
apprehended by reason, are susceptible to the corrupting influence of artistic
images on the passions. Morally suspect performances teach spectators to love or
to pity what is base, or else to experience sympathy without the ability or intention
to render service (3.2.2-3.5). Of course, Aeneas acts to perform the rites whereby
to grant rest to the entrapped soul, but the impression left on the reader is that
souls reside in merely sensible things. Augustine recognized that this is a mistake
of extrinsicism: living outside himself, he sought to love sensible things, “yet
these were soulless (non haberent animam), and so could not be truly loved.”
(3.1.1) Augustine transformed Virgil’s mirabile monstrum to a mirabilis insania.
He was amazed, not at the transformation taking place on the stage or in the
poem, but at that taking place in the hearts and minds of the audience. This theme
of gaping in amazement at the transformation that human nature is capable of

9English translation are taken from The Confessions, trans. Maria Boulding, O.S.B. (New York:
Vintage Books, 1997).

10Latin excerpts are taken from The Confessions of Augustine: An Electronic Edition, ed. James
J. O’Donnell, originally published by Oxford University Press,1992. Available at Stoa Consortium
http://www.stoa.org/hippo/.
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undergoing was frequent in ancient literature and the central theme of Apuleius’s
Metamorphoses, a text with which Augustine was quite familiar.!!

Another salient image in these third books of both the Aeneid and of the
Confessions is food. By misinterpreting an oracle of Phoebus, Aeneas is led by his
father toward Crete on which he endeavors to establish his newfound city. Here
plagues of wind, heat, and insects destroy crops and livestock leaving the Trojans
in the desperate situation of starvation. From Crete they sail to the Strophades and
are beset by Harpies as they attempt to make for themselves meals of the herds of
oxen grazing in the fields. In addition to spoiling their efforts to avoid starvation,
the Queen of the Harpies issues a prophecy that the Trojans will only build walls
for a city on Italian land when hunger so gnaws at them that they eat their own
tables (3.255-257). Like Aeneas, Augustine finds himself in book three in the
situation of starvation but with no appetite for divine truth which alone will satisfy
his hunger, his desire having been conditioned to love sensible things (3.1.1). In
this book Augustine also accused the Manicheans of supplying their devotees with
food that does not nourish and of himself as supplying the slop of rhetoric to
others. The themes of metamorphosis and of food are eventually united in a
comparison between the fictions of the poets and those of the Manicheans:

1 was certainly roving far from you, and debarred even from the pods I was
feeding to pigs. He fables of schoolmasters and poets are far better than
the snares then being set for me; yes, verses, songs and tales of Medea in
light are undeniably more wholesome than myths about the five elements
being metamorphosed to defeat the five caverns of darkness. These latter
have no truth in them at all and are lethal to anyone who believes them,
whereas I can turn verse and song into a means of earning real food.

et longe peregrinabar abs te, exclusus et a siliquis porcorum quos de
siliquis pascebam. quanto enim meliores grammaticorum et poetarum
Jfabellae quam illa decipula! nam versus et carmen et Medea volans
utiliores certe quam quinque elementa varie fucata propter quinque antra
tenebrarum, quae omnino nulla sunt et occidunt credentem. nam versum et
carmen etiam ad vera pulmenta transfero (3.6.11).

It is possible that the mature Augustine indulged his imagination in thinking about
the Manicheans as Harpies who snatched from him any sort of real nourishment.

U Figures fortunasque hominum in alias imagines conversam et in se rursum mutuo nexu
refectas ut mireri. (Apuleius, Metamorphoses 1.1).
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Virgil’s epic seems to operate with what Eric Voegelin termed the
anthropological principle as the source of order in society. Virgil was not content
to establish the legitimacy of Roman supremacy on the will or actions of the gods
or the designs of fate. Roman greatness rests squarely on the virtue of its citizens.
Virgil’s founding myth evokes the necessary form of piety that will ensure the
stability of the Empire and the happiness of its people.i? The communication of
the myth has the dual purpose of legitimizing the Roman Empire and of creating
the conditions for its continued success. Those conditions reside both in the
transformation of the individual by virtue and the shaping of the Roman civic cult.
Augustine is up to something similar in the Confessions.

Augustine’s Confessions is a Christian Aeneid, and to this Virgilian
framework he wedded Christian, specifically Pauline, themes. A text from Paul’s
writings that proved determinative to Augustine’s thought is the passage in
Romans 7 concerning moral impotence and the source of salvation in Christ. In
Virgil’s myth the principle obstacles to Roman peace are failures to understand
virtue and the nature of human happiness, and misconceptions of providence and
the passions of the gods. Augustine recognized that human happiness and the
stability of the Christian kingdom rest on Christ’s overcoming the self, God’s
eternal will to unite all believers to himself, and the dispensations in time that
constitute the history of salvation and the history of the church.

Like Virgil, Augustine was concerned with human happiness, both
individual and corporate. The first book of the Aeneid announces that the main
obstacle to human happiness is the irrational anger and fractiousness of the gods.
Happiness lies in correctly thinking about human nature and the gods, and in
establishing political society on virtue and piety, strength of arms, and good laws.
By contrast, in book 1 Augustine’s identified his main themes as God’s
incorporeality and impassibility. The source of human misery lies in sin,
especially pride, and the destructive effects of human custom. The problem for
Augustine is not the passion, rebelliousness, and mismanagement in the realm of
the gods, but the passions and pride of his own soul and the mismanagement and
leadership of his caretakers and teachers. Human happiness is the result of
providence in personal and human history and of an inner transformation of the
heart and mind brought about by the grace of Christ.

Aeneas’s wanderings are a matter of reeducation, but they are a journey of
self-discovery from which the hero emerges as a willing participant in destiny’s

12For an illuminating analysis of this theme, see Eve Adler, Vergil's Empire: Political Thought
in the Aeneid (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2003).
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provident plan for the human race. Aeneas’s heroism is founded on the insight and
virtue he has acquired in the course of his travels. Augustine adopted the Virgilian
wandering-motif and the imagery of the sea, but he did not present himself as
emerging a new man from a series of difficult adventures. Aeneas’s wanderings
are formative, Augustine’s are deforming. They are deforming in the way that all
good things in creation may be perverted by human ignorance and vice. Yet they
are subject to the divine law by which even evil may be transformed into good.
Augustine’s wanderings are shaped by a series of dialectical relationship: a natural
desire for happiness or rest and the soul’s insistence against the universal order of
things that its own preferences be the source of its happiness, the integrity of
human intelligence and the wickedness of the soul’s deliberate ignorance, the
beauty of created goods and distorted love of these good things, and, finally, every
instance of rebellion and an ineluctable providential order. The image of God in
the human person may be distorted but never expunged and no human being can
escape God’s providential care. Thus Augustine is never wholly without natural
and divine assistance. However, there remains a specious character to all the
indicators of Augustine’s healing or ascent in the wandering narrative. Only when
the theme of wandering is joined by the grace of the Incarnation and the humility
of Christ, do the experiences become truly salutary. The trials of the early books
do not lead to personal development without the inner change of heart narrated in
the first three books of the second half.

2.2 Wanderings — The Odyssean Half

The task of interpreting Augustine’s wanderings and ascent is complicated
by the fact that there exist many diverse opinions concerning where in the text
Augustine’s ascent actually begins. Augustine declared that he wished to write in
a deliberately rich, symbolic, and ambiguous style so that no reader would be
excluded from finding some meaning appropriate for her or his spiritual journey
(12.31.42). For this reason, one would not wish to say, against the intentions of
the author himself, that these opinions were simply excluded by the text.!?

13C. Jan Swearingen notes in her article, “Homiletics and Hermeneutics: The Rhetorical Spaces
in Between”: “All meanings perceived by readers convey part of the truth and help in the common
enterprise of understanding. A diversity of readings, in Augustine’s teaching, is not confusingly
contradictory but rather is to be understood as a gift of divine plenitude: “For what could God have
more generously and abundantly provided in the divine writings than that the same words might be
understood in different ways which other no less divine witnesses approve?” (De Doctrina III 27).”
Studies in Literary Imagination 28 (1995): 27-42, here 30. Leigh, in “Augustine’s Confessions as
Circular Journey,” draws the reader’s attention to evidence of a reverse parallelism in books 1 to 9
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However, I suggest here that if we follow the assessments of the author, we may
safely say that the ascent proper does not begin until book 8, and that the first part
of the text is 2 wandering narrative conceived in terms of exile and a flight from
God, who notwithstanding is never far from Augustine and who proceeds
Augustine’s every step.

Augustine does not begin to wander; rather, he comes to consciousness as a
wanderer. His ordeal began before he had any say in the matter, in the social
sickness inflicted upon him. His odyssey begins at birth or, rather, before birth.
Though Augustine maintained an agnostic position with respect to the origin of
the human soul, he knew one thing both by observations of other infants and on
the authority of Psalm 50(51) that he was born in sin. From this bleak starting
point things go from bad to worse, as the impressionable child is handed over to
moral incompetents. Thus sin grows as individuals formed according to human
customs measure their world and their God according to their own likes and
dislikes. As a result of his education and of the examples set before him,
Augustine learned to love more ardently what is of less value and to neglect the
true love and goodness of God.

For Augustine the source of human misery lies in disordered love. In adults
there resides an ill-formed love of what is in itself of less value, and they raise
their children to desire what they desire. As a child, Augustine preferred games to
study, although study was of more value; and he preferred the delights of literature
over the tasks of grammar, although the latter is of more value and would serve
him better in his later life. Augustine was taught to admire the wandering Aeneas
but to neglect his own spiritual errors, to pity the god-despising Dido, and to find
enjoyment in the illicit acts and irrational passions of the gods. The spiritual
health of children is also mismanaged through ignorance, as in the case of
Augustine’s forestalled baptism — instead of being washed in the waters of
baptism, the boy is commended to the hideous ocean of human custom lest
something sacred be consigned to the waves and torrents.

In book 2 the autobiographical topics are Augustine’s puberty and
forestalled marriage arrangements and the theft of a pear in the company of the

with a turning point at book 5, representing an exile and return motif in the autobiography. I would
not dispute Leigh’s findings, though it appears to me that Leigh has identified an important subplot
in the text relating to the effective difference in Augustine’s self-understanding of providence and
grace. There are salutary effects of providence present amidst Augustine’s farthest wanderings.
Nonetheless, Augustine insisted that the Christian ascent proper is a humble response to the grace
of Christ incarnate. Further, the esteem Augustine had for the name of Christ even from his
childhood is not identical with the love for Christ that lifts him from his sinful attachments.
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companions of his youth. Emerging into his adolescence, Augustine found little in
his life to help him to discern the beauty of chaste affection. His parents failed in
their duty to instruct him in virtue. Concerned more for his career than for his self-
control, they do not arrange for him to marry; otherwise, he might have been
benefited from the restrain on passion offered by the institution of marriage. But
the model for this book is clearly the story of the Fall in Genesis and not Virgil.
The theme of the absence of social restraints on disordered desire is coupled with
a deliberate and unmotivated willfulness on the part of the sinner. Augustine
himself could have listened more carefully to the words of St. Paul’s advice to the
Corinthians conceming the cares of marriage and the freedom of the bachelor. But
Augustine believed that God was silent, and he did not take Scripture seriously.

The first mention of rising up to God occurs in book 3 in which Augustine
encounters Cicero’s Hortensius. The text taught him to love the whole of
philosophy and to care more for meaning than for style and even changed the
character of his pray and of his love of God. “I began to rise up in order to return
to you” (surgere coeperam ut ad te redirem, 3.4.7). As salutary as it was,
however, this inspiration to fly from all worldly things on the wings of
philosophical wisdom turns out to be contrary to Augustine’s mature
understanding of the Christian ascent.!® Further, after discussing Cicero,
Augustine admits that he had not begun to ascend:

Yet through loving humility we find our way back to you. You purify our
evil dispositions; you are merciful toward the sins of those who confess to
you; you hear the groans of captives and set us free from the bonds we
have forged for ourselves, provided only we no longer defy you in the
arrogance of a spurious freedom, greedy to have more and thereby
incurring the loss of everything, loving some advantage of our own better
than yourself, who are the good of all (3.8.16).

Cicero did not introduce Augustine to this pathway back to God.

This newly awakened desire for God was not integrated into his life, nor did
he have an adequate notion of the God whom he desires. While in Thagaste a very
dear friend died, and Augustine could find no consolation in his idea of God.
Despite the lesson of the Hortensius, he still mistook the part for the whole and
loved creation more than the Creator: “Woe to the madness that thinks to cherish
human beings as though more than human!” (4.7.12) He had not yet ascended

'40n Augustine’s rejection of the notion of ascent as flight from the world, see Martha
Nussbaum, “Augustine and Dante on the Ascent of Love” in Gareth B. Matthews, ed. The
Augustinian Tradition (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999), 61-90.
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beyond the senses, and did not yet recognize that truth is not sensible and does not
reside in things. Accordingly, his love was guided by his senses rather than his
intellect. But, the author does not remember this as an innocent mistake.
Augustine was responsible for not learning what creation and attention to his own
mind were meant to teach. His pride kept him from going beyond the life of the
senses. In accordance with his own vanity he thought of God in corporeal terms.
He knew himself to be subject to change; and, motivated by pride, he preferred to
believe that God was also mutable (4.15.26). The pain he suffered for his own
failing is manifest. This changeable God was no sure place of rest and offered no
consolation in the face of his loss.

Similarly, in book 5 Augustine’s impiety carried him further away from God
to the point that, under the influence of the Manicheans, he attributed sin not to
himself but to some separate substance. He thought of this evil substance in
material, fleshly terms. This made it impossible for him to accept the Incarnation.
At this point Augustine was completely cut off by his own thinking from the
source of healing. In fact, even in his encounter with Ambrose, he seems to have
taken a step back from the Hortensius, the first book he admired not for its style
but for its substance: “I was taking no trouble to learn from what Ambrose was
saying, but interested only in listening to how he said it, for that futile concern had
remained with me, despairing as I did that any way could be open to humankind”
(5.14.24). As we shall see, the genuine ascent includes the replacement of despair
with hope.

Book 6 marks perhaps the lowest point in Augustine’s life and perhaps the
final stage of his wanderings. Augustine experienced a series of disappointments:
an inability to give his assent to the Catholic faith out of fear of being misled, the
revelation of his own vain pursuit of rhetoric, frustrations with his teaching, and
the separation from the woman whom he had loved for four or five years and the
mother of Adeodatus. This separation led him into a cold despair. His desire for
happiness was frustrated in all the areas in which he had hoped to find it: “Though
I was so enamored of a happy life I feared to find it in its true home, and fled from
it even as I sought it” (6.11.20). Only after his conversion was Augustine able to
discern in all this the hand of providence, saving him by mixing into all his earthly
pleasures a little bitterness, for wisdom is a jealous lover and God will not deign
to be held together with falsity. In book 6 Augustine indicated the truth that he
would only later (in book 8) come to accept and to love, that happiness belongs to
those “brought to a new birth by grace” in the church (quos de matre catholica per
gratiam regenerasti, 6.3.4).
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For these reasons, it appears that the movement of the first six books is,
from the human perspective, quite simply an aimless wandering more away than
towards God, and I take it that Augustine’s ascent begins in earnest only in book
8. Book 7 is a curious turning point. There is no clear point prior to book 8 at
which Augustine unequivocally affirms that he had begun his real ascent to Christ.
However, the difficulty in interpreting the text is a consequence of a central thesis
of the Confessions. God is nearer to us than we are to ourselves. God is never
distant from us though we may withdraw from God. And, God’s presence is
always providential.

Augustine’s encounter with Cicero (book 3), a non-Christian though wise
physician (book 4), the natural philosophers (book 5), the Academics (book 6),
and even a proud Platonist (book 7) are all indications of the hand of providence.
God never stops giving good things, which are true and beautiful as far as they go.
The fault lies in loving created things as if they were uncreated and temporal
things as if they were eternal. The message of the Hortensius and that of the
Platonists is healing medicine for many who are ignorant of the powers of the
intellect and attracted to lesser goods, while, at the same time, it is inadequate and
potentially misused.

The effect of providence in providing goads and instruction should not be
doubted, nevertheless, it is distinct from the loving return to God by way of
humility empowered by grace. For this reason there is something in John J.
O’Donnell’s analysis of the three lusts in books 2 through 4 and of the healings in
books 5 through 7. O’Donnell notes that from books 2 through 4 Augustine sins
according to the disordered desires of the flesh (2), of the eyes or curiosity (3), and
of secular ambition (4). Augustine’s moral recovery “follows a reverse pattern: his
zeal for his public career fades first at Milan, then his adhesion to the spirit of
curiosity that had led him to the Manichees, and only last his enslavement to the
desires of the flesh.”'® However, return by grace to God is along the devout path
of humility by which the soul is healed and elevated. Further, no one does well
who does well who does not enjoy the God that he does. The problem of return in
the text is that simply being subject to the eternal law which mixes bitterness into
every illicit pleasure, desiring to possess God, and performing the right actions are
not enough. Drawing from his attention to his soul, Augustine offered a narrative

15O’Donnell, Augustine Confessions, vol. 1. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), xxxv-xxxvi.
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of his return to God from the point of view of interiority with attention to the
transformation of desire by grace.!®

2.3 Turning Point: A Homeland, of Sorts, in Book 7

We may say that there is a dividing point between the two parts of the text at
book 7, though this is a rhetorical not necessarily a biographical center. Book 7
includes a summary of the Christian ascent and the path toward happiness, but
Augustine indicates that at this point he was not yet on that path. This is a liminal
book. Augustine introduced the books of the Platonists in which he found a
solution to his most serious intellectual difficulties concerning the nature of God,
the soul, and evil. From the books of the Platonist, Augustine had been
admonished to return to himself and to apprehend the spiritual character of the
human mind. In virtue of this turn to his own mind, he discovered an analogy for
God and was released from the habit of thinking about God in corporeal form.
However, the goal of the Confessions is not the solution of intellectual difficulties,
or intellectual conversion, but the formation of a heart that loves and enjoys God
above all else and admires creation in relation to God. The intellectual clarity, in
fact, only illuminated the moral and spiritual fog in which he has been living.
Book 7 thus brings to a close Augustine’s intellectual search only to call attention
to his sickness and his need for healing before he could devote himself to and
enjoy what he knew to be true.!”

In retrospect Augustine recognized that he had come to a dangerous part of
his journey. O’Donnell points out that Augustine “thought he was on the straight
path to orthodox Christian truth; it was only in retrospect that he saw that he was
not.”18 The danger of a false confidence is characterized in a passage that also
contrasts the earthly wilderness of human custom with the order of God’s city:

It is one thing to survey our peaceful homeland from a wooded height
but fail to find the way there, and make vain attempts to travel through
impassable terrain, while fugitive deserters marshaled by the lion and the

16There is also reason to suspect that the ascent begins in book 7, in which Augustine describes
his discovery of the books of the Platonists and explains how the soul rises with Christ the
Mediator. More will be said about this book, but the important thing is that again Augustine
explains that this pathway home is along the broad road of humility and that he was not yet ready
to imitate the humility of Christ and set out along this road.

174 similar autobiographical point is made in The Soliloguies in the transition from the first to
the second book.

18 4ugustine Confessions, vol. 2, 471.
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dragon obstruct and lurk in ambush; and quite another to walk steadily in
the way that leads there, along the well-built road opened up by the
heavenly emperor, where no deserters from the celestial army dare commit
robbery, for they avoid that way like torment (7.21.27).

Augustine’s careful attention to the restless stirrings of his heart showed him that
he had not yet reached his homeland:

Accordingly I looked for a way to gain the strength I needed to enjoy
you, but I did not until I embraced the mediator between God and
humankind, the man Christ Jesus, who also is God, supreme over all
things and blessed for ever. Not yet had I embraced him, though he called
out, proclaiming, I am the Way and Truth and Life, nor had I known him
as the food which, though I was not yet strong enough to eat, he had
mingled with our flesh; for the Word became flesh so that your Wisdom,
through whom you created all things, might become for us the milk
adapted to our infancy. Not yet was I humble enough to grasp the humble
Jesus as my God, nor did I know what his weakness had to teach (7.18.24).

The only sure path home is along the open and well-built road in the company of
believers nourished by Christ’s humanity. Yet, to embrace this humble way
requires strength that Augustine professed he did not posses. Augustine returned
to Christ’s role as Mediator in book 10, which brings to a close the self-
overcoming allowing Augustine to embrace, enjoy, and learn from the weakness
of Christ (10.42.67).

2.4 Ascent — The Illiadic Portion

As indicated above, Augustine’s ascent may be read in terms of the stages of
the Christian life identified in the earlier commentary on Genesis: (1) faith in the
visible things proclaimed by Scripture and the church is reflected in Augustine’s
conversion and newfound willingness to accept the teachings of the church; (2)
the disciplined appropriation of the things of the spirit culminates in the vision of
eternity at Ostia; (3) in book 10 Augustine grants the reader privileged access to
his own examination of conscience by which he attempts to effect the separation
of the mind from the torrents of fleshly temptation; (4) the themes of book 11
cover the perception of unchangeable truth and the eternal source of goodness,
beauty, and order; (5) the works befitting the soul in the interest of fraternity and
fellowship include the harmonious proclamation of heavenly truth, as seen in the
relationship among friendship, voice, and the quest of truth in Scripture of book
12; and, finally, (6) the production of a living soul in the image of God, filling the
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earth with spiritual offspring and leading them to human perfection is
accomplished in the ministers of the church. Additionally, the Christian healing
and ascent is founded on faith, hope, and love, as Augustine had explained in an
earlier text.!9 The one seeking healing must believe that one may be healed by
adhering to Christ, must have hope that Christ will make this grace available, and
must love and desire Christ’s light more than the accustomed darkness. As we see
in the course of books 8, 9, and 10 Augustine makes his ascent as he moves from
confused notions of God to knowing and accepting Christ to be the source of
moral continence and happiness and from despair at being able to raise himself
Augustine learns to trust in Christ’s promise of grace and hope for recovery (book
8), and from accustomed attachment to success and honor to delight in the
sweetness of Christ and even a taste of eternity (book 9).

In virtue of his love of God, Augustine learns to love God’s creation. In
book 10 Augustine reassesses everything he had come to expect about the life of
the sage and the happy life. By paying careful attention to Scripture and his own
inner life, Augustine attempted to articulate the lesson that Christ’s humility and
his life in the flesh were meant to teach. Happiness consists not in a Stoic or
Platonic escape from material conditions and a desire to cease to be human but in
an ordered love of creation and willingness to be the kind of creature God created,
that is, a2 member of a community of pilgrims and servant to God’s people
(10.4.6). Augustine also explains in the course of his investigations how one can
be happy while seeking God. Prior to his conversion Augustine thought of
happiness in terms of possessing something. What he learned about God’s
immateriality convinced him that God could not be possessed. On his account of
human nature in book 10, the key to knowledge and to happiness consists in
giving full reign to this restlessness desire of the heart for truth. Augustine
articulated his understanding of the desire for truth from an explanatory
perspective. This desire is the foundation and source of knowledge as well as of
curiosity and of the experience of forgetfulness. The desire for God is part of
human nature, but it does not operate automatically to bring about ascent, it will
not lead us to happiness in spite of ourselves or against our will, for no one is
made involuntarily happy. In order to allow this desire to become the controlling
principle in one’s life, all other desires must be put in order, quieted, or replaced
where necessary. The font of well order desire and virtue is humility and
acceptance of the True Mediator.

19The Soliloquies, 1.6.12.
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The last three books are ostensibly a commentary on the first verses of
Genesis. The lessons that Augustine drew from these texts concerned principally
God’s eternal providence. Naturally, he began with a reflection on the relationship
of time and eternity in book 11. In book 12 he argued for God’s creation from
eternity of the Heaven of heavens or the house of God, which he called our true
Mother and the heavenly Jerusalem, and which he describes as the heavenly origin
of the church on earth and the heavenly goal of wayfaring Christians. In this way
Augustine unfolded the foundations of the truly unchanging kingdom of peace. In
book 13 Augustine shifted his focus from the eternal foundation of the church to
its dispensation in time. The various acts of God in time are allegories of the many
ways in which God has providentially provided for the health and happiness of the
souls of believers.

In the course of these three books Augustine also offered his readers lessons
in charity. Book 11 thus contains teaching on justice (temporal dispensations of
the eternal law). In a just human society acts are in accord with divine reason and
the acts flow from the desire to please God. The fruit of good actions is the
enjoyment of God’s law. Thus a right action is not necessarily a good action.
Moral rectitude that proceeds from any other desire than the desire to please God
is flawed. Book 12 contains teaching on friendship and the spirit of charity that
should govern the community of Christians who seek knowledge of God in the
Scriptures. Finally, in the city of God, in which believers are acting rightly and
enjoying the fruits of their acts, individuals are motivated by charity to care for the
material and intellectual needs of others (13.17.21) and to assist others in the use
and control of the passions of the soul, which are the servants of reason
(13.21.31).

3. A CHIASTIC PATTERN

The preceding sections have focused on the different halves of the Confessions
and the way in which Augustine separated the tale of wandering from that of the
founding of the eternal city. In the following sections I would like to explore the
way in which the text folds in on itself, taking up in reverse order in the second
half difficulties from the first — this according to the popular logical maxim that
the first to arrive is the last to leave. Here I will follow Augustine’s ascent from
books 8 through 13, taking up each book together with its mirrored opposite in the
first part so as to highlight the relationship of problem and solution. What we are
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noticing is the manner in which Augustine addressed philosophical and
theological problems that required for their solution his personal development.

3.1 Books 6 and 8: Self-Control

Book 8 marks the genuine beginning of Augustine’s spiritual ascent,
although as in the case of book 7 the way of humility is portrayed as a broad road
that precedes Augustine’s journey and which he does not construct. The
achievement of Christ goes before the hero of the narrative and others are baptized
before him and provide assistance, making his path a bit easier by their example.

Here Augustine places before the mind of his reader a host of images in
support of his text: the conversion and public confession of Victorinus, the
Prodigal Son, Antony of Egypt, and the monks of Ambrose.20 This proliferation of
image recalls the many images of strife in the eighth book of the Aeneid at which
point Aeneas takes up the sword to establish peace in Italy. There is a special
advantage, Augustine claims, in the stories of persons of note who are converted
to Christ, since the “enemy is more thoroughly trounced in a person over whom he
had a more powerful hold, or through whom he had a hold over a greater number
of others; and stronger is his grip over those who on pretext of nobility are proud,
stronger too his hold over many another on pretext of their authority.” (8.4.9) It is
rhetorically persuasive then that the well-respected Victorinus stands in the breach
between the Aeneid and the Confessions. Victorinus was once a staunch defender
of the popular Roman cults drawn from the theology of the poets,2! “yet he was
not ashamed to become a child of your Christ and be born as an infant from your
font, bending his neck to the yoke of humility and accepting on his docile brow
the sign of the ignominious cross” (8.2.4).

The appearance of Lady Continence concludes the parade of images and
dominates the book, taking up and healing what Augustine had presented as the
lowest point of his descent into exile. The problem was not that solutions to his
problems were wanting, but that Augustine lacked the willingness to believe
(6.4.6). In book 6 Augustine had declared that he had despaired of being able to

20Several connections with Aeneid 8 are present in this book: the verdant settings and the
confused and divided minds of the heroes, the proliferation of images relevant to the central
themes of the respective works (Virgil’s images of strife on Vulcan’s shield and Augustine’s
images of conversion and humility), the vision of a mystical figure to offer guidance and support
(Virgil’s god, Tiber, and Augustine’s Lady Continence), and Augustine’s final reference to the
Aeneid (8.698f.), which marks the limits of classical culture’s influence on Augustine’s Christian
self-understanding.

21 Augustine here quotes from the Aeneid 8. 698f concerning the monstrous deities.
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attain self-control on his own and was virtually reconciled to his weakened state.
In the earlier book Alypius was an icon of the failure of self-reliance. Augustine
included here the story (curiously out of sequence) of Alypius’s introduction to
the gladiatorial games. Alypius believed that he could overcome the lure of the
entertainment by refusing to give his eyes then his mind to the violence of the
scene. He found, however, that he was unable to restrain himself from becoming
intoxicated by the savagery. His cure came a long while later when God taught
him to rely not on his own strength but on God (6.8.13).

If the first stage of healing consists in knowing that Christ is the divine
physician of souls, the second stage consists in maintaining the hope that Christ
can and will administer the healing. This hope was granted to Augustine in the
image of Lady Continence, the Bride of Christ and mother of many spiritual
children?2:

There I beheld the chaste figure of Continence. Calm and cheerful was
her manner, though modest, pure and honorable her charm as she coaxed
me to come and hesitate no longer, stretching kingly hands to welcome
and embrace me, hands filled with a wealth of heartening examples. A
multitude of boys and girls were there, a great concourse of youth and
persons of every age, venerable widows and women grown old in their
virginity, and in all of them I saw that this same Continence was by no
means sterile, but the fruitful mother of children conceived in joy from
you, her Bridegroom. She was smiling at me, but with a challenging smile,
as though to say, “Can you not do what these men have done, these
women? Could any of them achieve it by their own strength, without the
Lord their God? He it was, the Lord their God, who granted me to them
(8.11.27).

This is the image that was present in all the other images, but which
Augustine did not have eyes to see. It is an image at once of an inner virtue and of
the Christian community as bride and mother, which Augustine finally embraced
as the broad way of Christ’s empire. In the construction of this image, Augustine
indicated how the witness of the Christian community led him to embrace
Scripture. On leaving the garden, he takes up Paul’s letters, and reading the
command to put on Christ and to make no provision for the flesh (Romans 13:13-
14) his heart is flooded with certainty (8.12.29).

Book 8 contains a discourse on the conflicts within the will that lead many
to conclude that there are multiple wills. This reflection helps Augustine to

22The church as the mother of spiritual children echoes 6.3 4.
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articulate the relationship of disordered desire to providence. The restless heart is
a natural gift by which human beings are led to seek and to praise God. This
restlessness leads to dissatisfaction when God is sought is the wrong place.
Augustine presented his own unhappiness as a matter of mistaken perception. His
desire for a comfortable life in pursuit of wisdom and his belief that happiness
might consist in an earthly concord of love among friends prevented him from
learning the lessons his unhappiness was meant to teach. The lesson that
happiness does not consist in an intellectual escape from discomfiture or in a stoic
denial of suffering, but in humble acceptance of the yolk of Christ is only learned
in the course of moral self-transcendence. He became convinced later that God
had been working secretly to lead him from vice to virtue. The more miserable he
was, the nearer he was to God, for God was leading him (6.16.26). What he could
not even guess at was that the mercy of God is the source of virtue and happiness
and that virtue must precede wisdom and does not follow as a natural
consequence (6.11.18-20). In book 8 he accepts that there is no pleasure or
achievement without prior discomfort and distress (8.3.7). His acceptance of
humility and of the Christian community in book 8 thus provides the solution to
the problem of happiness in book 6 and provides the way forward in the release of
his will from attachment to its own powers.

3.2 Books 5 and 9: Curiosity and Piety

In book § we see Augustine engaged with the natural philosophers, the
Manichean Bishop Faustus, and the Academics. What is common to the schools
of thought contained in this book is the absence of wisdom. The natural
philosophers are those who are able to discourse about creation without any
recognition of the Creator. These lack both piety and knowledge of God, and
Augustine commented that these must be the unhappiest of people. However, by
the time he met Faustus, Augustine’s own training in the liberal arts had provided
him with sufficient knowledge of creation to protect his mind from Faustus’s
fabulous explanations of reality. Faustus too is convicted of impiety in his own
vanity. The folly and impiety of the Academics needs little comment.

As a result of the conversion in the garden, his free will, buried deep within
the habit of accustomed corruption, was “called forth in a moment, enabling me to
bow my neck to your benign yoke...” (9.1.1). This is the definition of a moral
conversion in the Confessions. His intellectual assent in book 7 was not followed
by delight and proper yearning. Whereas previously Augustine openly affirmed
that eternity was of more value than time and the unchangeable was greater than
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the changeable, he had no love of God’s eternity. What follows is the freedom to
love and to delight in Christ and in the Psalms. Augustine contrasts this freedom
and delight with his inability, a year earlier, to be moved by hymns and psalms
sung by Ambrose’s congregation amidst persecution by the Empress Justina
(9.7.15) and by the stories of healings associated with the discovery of the
incorruptibles (9.7.16). Following his baptism, his delight in the things of God
culminated in the vision at Ostia. Augustine enjoyed a conversation with Monica
filled with a fervent longing for eternal Wisdom: “as we talked and panted for it,
we just touched the edge of it by the utmost leap of our hearts...” (9.10.24).
Delight in God’s eternity enabled Augustine to discover the images that led to
some partial insight into the nature of eternal life.

3.3 Books 4 and 10: Truth

Book 10 is a wonderful recapitulation of the many themes interwoven into
Augustine’s autobiography. In this sense it stands to the first nine books as the last
book stands to the previous twelve. Book 10 also bridges the discussion of
Augustine’s life spread out through the times and the union of his heart and mind
with eternity. The universal desire for happiness seems to be frustrated by
temporal existence. The gift of continence gathers into a unity the self scattered
and dispersed through time (10.29.40). However, there is an eschatological
character to this promise of unity and its fulfillment, which is highlighted by
Augustine’s examination of conscience and admission of weakness. Augustine’s
account of the happy life in the first ten books of the Confessions begs for
completion in the final three.

Nonetheless, there is a central theme that unites this book to the fourth, its
counterpart in the chiasm. The philosophical problem that unites these two books
is the problem of verbal expression and inner meaning. If truth is in the mind and
not in things, then the attainment of truth is a matter of the right ordering of the
mind and not of correct statements. In book 4 Augustine wrote that he was for a
time attracted to the Astrologers. This was a period in his life when he loved not
the immaterial but “brilliant material objects,” not the true eternal God but “make-
believe gods” (4.1.3). Astrologers held his curiosity since he could not figure out
how it was that they so often seemed to make predictions that later proved true. In
a fortuitous encounter with a wise physician, Augustine was offered the solution:
chance. Just as there is a distinction between the chance meaning discovered by a
curious reader in a poem and the deliberate intention in the mind of the poet, in
the same way “we should not wonder if, in response to some prompting from
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above, an utterance issues from the human mind unaware of what is happening in
it, and this utterance corresponds to the circumstances and actions of the client”
(4.3.5). Augustine did not appreciate the solution and remained confused as to
how truthful statements could issue from a human mind and not be the
consequence of skill. But he did not forget the explanation holding it in his
memory as “an outline of the truth I was later to search out for myself” (4.3.6).
That later search is recounted in book 10.

Another theoretical point of contact is the immateriality of the mind and the
illumination of the mind by divine light. During the period narrated in book 4,
Augustine attempted a short book on beauty, with which even at the time he
seems to have been dissatisfied. He later wrote that he could not explain the
nature or cause of beauty because he was fixated on corporeal forms. This vice
clouded his thoughts: “if the rational mind itself is vicious, errors and
wrongheaded opinions corrupt our life. Such was the condition of my mind at this
time. I did not realize that it needed to be open to the radiance of another light in
order to become a partaker in the truth, for it is not itself the essence of truth”
(4.15.25). Attracted by the power of the senses, Augustine believed that truth
exists in things and is perceived by the senses. He did not realize that the senses
perceive only a part of what the soul is meant to love and rejoice over (4.11.16).
Under the influence of this kind of perceptualism, Augustine was unable to solve
the problem of human happiness. How can one be assured of happiness amidst the
vicissitudes of daily life without either fleeing them or denying them any
relevance? The correction of the perceptualist error together with the solution to
the problem of happiness amidst change is the main focus of the longest book in
the Confessions.

Book 10 contains the prayer:

Late have I loved you, Beauty so ancient and so new,

late have I loved you!

Lo, you were within,

but I outside, seeking there for you,

and upon the shapely things you have made I rushed headlong,
1, misshapen. (10.27.38)

These first few verses of Augustine’s prayer summarize his difficulty -
extrinsicism — and its solution — interiority. Augustine sought truth and happiness
in external forms. He did not yet grasp that beauty, unity, and truth are
apprehended by the mind and not in the senses, for he did not yet understand his
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own soul, particularly the relationship between knowing and loving, and the
distinction between these powers and God, the source of these powers.

The focus of Augustine’s reflections is, of course, memory. Memory refers
to the repository of all images of things experienced, imagined, feared, hoped for,
willed or rejected; but memory also refers to the capacity of the mind to consider
not just objects but questions about objects, to think not just about words but
about grammar, to ascend from arguments to the science of logic, and from things
that ought to be believed to the nature of belief. Memory, thus, also means insight.
It is the ability of the mind to understand what is meant by a line even though
none of the images given to the senses fits the definition (10.12.19).

Memory, finally, is self-presence. It is memory’s presence to itself and the
mind’s ability to know itself. For, by the term memory the mind understands
something in itself that is not seen by the senses (10.15.23). It is the ability to
remember how a mathematical truth was learned, how it was communicated
through the use of the senses and how to acknowledge its truth no longer requires
the cooperation of the senses (10.13.20). Remembering how one has come to
know also means the ability to be aware of the difference among giving assent to
the content of another’s mind, knowing something for oneself, and assenting to a
truth spoken by God inwardly though uttered (knowingly or unknowingly) from
the mouth of another person. In this way, Christ is the universal Teacher (10.4.5).
What is perhaps most important for the Confessions as an autobiography in this
book is Augustine’s account of memory as the power that made it possible for him
to become aware of the difference between how he previously understood and
loved things as a young man and how he understood and loved things later. He
was able therefore to offer an account of his previous mistakes and to pass correct
judgment on himself.23

2In his commentary on book 8, O’Donnell states, “The central issue, conversion’, is presented
in terms that were only possible for A. after he reached the positions he expressed in div. qu. Simp.
1.2. To modern readers, the tension between the events as lived and the later interpretation A.
imposes is irksome. It is far from clear that A. would have felt our objections, which are no less
valid and perplexing for that reason. The reading of this text was perhaps for a long time free of
this tension, but it can never be free of it again” (The Confessions of Augustine: An Electronic
Edition). Part of the modern difficulty may be the lost sense of ancient rhetoric and an author’s
poetic self-presentation as something of more value than straightforward history, and a specifically
twentieth-century focus on individual as opposed to common meanings with a consequent
forgetfulness of the communal character of knowledge. See Brian Stock, Augustine the Reader:
Meditation, Self-Knowledge, and the Ethics of Interpretation (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1996) for a fuller discussion of these themes. Augustine seems to have been
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As a foundation to the Confessions as a work of theology, Augustine offered
an account of the nature of forgetting and used this to elaborate an explanation of
the human desire for God whom we can not fully comprehend. The experience of
forgetting is founded on self-presence. What is understood passes, we might say,
into the fabric of the mind and becoming habitual knowledge that, when recalled,
is recognized as familiar (simul adseufacta notitia, 10.19.28). When something is
forgotten, the mind is aware that something familiar or habitual is absent. A part
of what it was accustomed to hold together as a whole is missing. The missing
piece is sought after in virtue of what has been retained and in virtue of the feeling
of “limping along” (quasi detruncate conseutudine claudicans, 10.19.28). Being
in possession of partial happiness, we desire the fullness of happiness. We desire
to possess the whole of what we possess now only in part. The complete joy that
we desire is founded on the partial joy that we remember.

Augustine then moved to explain how the things that we desire as the
fulfillment of our joy may be deemed worthy of that desire. Since all people admit
that they would rather rejoice over truth rather than take joy in falsity, the desire
for happiness is a desire to enjoy truth (10.22.32). But this universal experience
also points to the distinction between knowing and loving. It is possible to take
pleasure in and to rejoice over depraved actions or spectacles. As the desire for
truth may be deformed into a desire to be right, a possessive lust for truth, so the
will not to be deceived may be deformed into a refusal to be convicted of
falsehood. The desire to love and to be loved must be directed wisely to what is
truly good. God’s presence to the mind enlightens the mind, even in the subtle
awareness that one is not one’s own creature. In virtue of this partial apprehension
the whole of God’s being is desired even though this cannot be comprehended,
and God