





114 Hefling

connection, he argues, there can be only one analogy: the relation of the
natural order to God. Hence the philosophy of God in chapter 19 of
Insight becomes, as I mentioned earlier, the basis for filling out a
heuristic anticipation of the supernatural order that, in Insight itself, is
limited to a role in relation to the problem of evil. The main point, for
present purposes, is that divine transcendence as Lonergan conceives it
means that God is the same God whether or not he creates any
universe.’ If he does, that universe exists, and the fact of its existence
establishes the truth of the assertion that God has indeed created it.
Creation is thus an ‘asymmetrical’ relation of dependence in which the
whole natural order stands to God, who is nevertheless Creator
whether any universe stands in this relation or not. By analogy, if there
exist any supernatural entities, their existence will likewise establish
the truth of some contingent assertion about God, other than the
assertion that he has created — for example, a contingent assertion
that he has shared his own nature, or that he has given himself, or that
he has made humans “partakers of his divinity” (2 Peter 1:4). Putting
this the other way around, it is true that God has communicated
himself with mortals if and only if there exists within creation an
appropriate ‘external term,” or terms; and any such term has to be
irreducible to the fact of finite existence, since the fact of finite
existence is what makes it true that God has created. Lonergan’s
proposal is that the relevant external terms do exist, and that they
correspond, not to deity-in-general, but to deity as triune. The
supernatural order is what it is because God is what God is — Father,
Son, and Spirit.

To this point, Lonergan’s position is fairly clear, though it needs to
be studied in full detail. As every created reality participates naturally
in God’s existence — his being and goodness — so supernatural
realities participate in God’s essence, in divine love, of which there are
three divine subjects. The problem of interpretation I mentioned arises
because Lonergan has two ways of conceiving this supernatural
participation in divine life. They are not (so far as I can tell) the same,

39 Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, ed. by Frederick Crowe and Robert
Doran, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 3 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1992), p. 684.
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and neither of them (so far as I can tell) comes down to the other. One of
them — the one that the article follows in theses 29 through 32 —
appears in the two Latin treatises on Christology.*® The other appears
in De Deo Trino.

The first way begins, in one of Lonergan’s discussions of it, from
the notion of the good. There is absolute good, which is God, and there
are ‘goods by participation,” that is, finite goods, including particular
goods and the good of order. But there are also ‘goods by
communication,” goods that are common because of the communication,
the sharing, of the divine nature; in other words, because of divine self-
communication. There are three of these ‘goods by communication’

(1) One such good is eschatological — the Tight of glory.” It is a gift
that corresponds to God’s giving himself to be seen, that is, to the
‘beatific vision.” Since this vision is enjoyed only by the blessed and,
according to Lonergan, by Christ in his earthly life, we know nothing
positively about it.

(2) A second ‘good by communication’ also regards Christ, in this
case exclusively. It is a gift that corresponds to God’s giving of the Son
to humankind as one of us, and consists in a ‘secondary act of existence’
in the Incarnation. The reality of this external term is what makes it
true to say of Christ’s human nature that it was assumed by the divine
Word alone. Again, we are not in a position to know anything positive
about this good.

(3) Thirdly, however, there is a ‘good by communication’ that

corresponds to God’s giving of the Spirit to humans. And this good we
do experience, since it is sanctifying grace.
This scheme is quite elegant. Its three-part enumeration of ‘goods by
communication’ fits with a conception of salvation as ‘trinification,’
such that the mission of the Son and the mission of the Spirit conspire
in bringing men and women ‘home’ to the glory of the Father.

40 See Lonergan, De constitutione Christi ontologica et psychologica (Rome: Gregorian
University Press, 1964), §§51 and 52, pp. 51-53, and §73, p. 82; also De Verbo Incarnato (Rome:
Gregorian University Press ad usum auditorum, 1964), pp. 263, 315-316, and 566. Both treatises
are most detailed when it comes to discussing the esse secundarium of the Incarnation, but De
Verbo Incarnato also has a thesis on the beatific vision. These two, as I shall point out presently,
are invariably included whenever Lonergan speaks of supernatural participations in the divine life.



116 Hefling

Lonergan’s other way of working out the connections between the
supernatural order and the persons, processions, and relations of the
Trinity has a greater a priori authority, appearing as it does in De Deo
Trino. In this version, he speaks not of ‘goods by communication’ but of
‘absolutely supernatural entities,” of which he says there are not three
but four — the three listed above, plus the ‘habit of charity.” These four
are correlated, not with the divine persons but with the divine
relations, of which, as I have mentioned, there are four that are real
even though only three of these are really distinct.

It is this second way of proceeding that Robert Doran has studied
extensively, and has endeavored to transpose into categories based on
self-appropriation. As he recognizes, such a transposition has to meet a
number of conditions, one of which is that there must be two ‘external
terms,” two realities in the existing universe; and between these two
there must be a difference such as to justify speaking of human
participation in the two divine relations that are ‘active spiration’ and
‘passive spiration.’ Stated in somewhat more accessible terms, the
transposition depends on a self-appropriatable difference between the
habit of charity on the one hand and sanctifying grace on the other.

For ‘Systematics,’ then, there are two aspects to the problem under
discussion. The first pertains to Trinitarian theology as such. Are
supernatural participations in divine love to be thought of (1) as
relating created reality to the divine subsistent relations, of which
there are four? Such is Lonergan’s view in De Deo Trino. Or are these
participations to be thought of (2) as relating created reality to divine
subsistent relations that are persons, of which relations there are three?
Such is the position of Lonergan’s Latin Christology. The second aspect
pertains to the created realities as such, and in particular those which
are, or may be, knowable by self-appropriation — grace and charity. A
real difference between grace and charity is not hard to conceive in
metaphysical terms: charity is a habit of the will, whereas sanctifying
grace is an ‘entitative’ habit, ‘radicated’ in the essence of the soul. The
question, then, is whether this metaphysical difference, corresponding
to the difference between the soul as substance and the will as one of
its faculties, survives in what Lonergan calls the ‘third stage of
meaning,” the stage in which philosophy (and theology) begin to take a
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stand on interiority. It is the decisive question, I think. I am not yet
convinced that it has been answered altogether satisfactorily.

To attempt an answer of my own would be to make this essay
longer than it already is, so I will simply mention what seem to me to
be the two salient points. Although in Insight Lonergan still speaks of
‘will’ and ‘willingness’ in terms that strongly echo the old ‘faculty
psychology,” the ‘later’ Lonergan has made the transition to a
psychology of the subject and the subject’s conscious acts, which occur
on distinguishable ‘levels.” This is the context in which he speaks of
religious conversion as ‘being in love in an unrestricted way’ and
identifies it with sanctifying grace. Such statements amount to using
‘charity’-language with reference to grace. On the other hand, when he
says that being in love is a “habitual actuation™ of the whole person’s
whole capacity for self-transcendence, or says that “the converted have
a different self to understand,”®? he seems to be applying ‘entitative
habit’ language to conversion. On the whole, I think it fair to say that
either Lonergan’s ‘later’ works subsume both charity, as a habit of will,
and sanctifying grace, as ‘entitative’ habit, within a more global notion
of ‘unrestricted love,” or the ways he found to express himself in Method
are insufficiently differentiated to allow of drawing a distinction that
would imply two different participations in divine life. This is not to
say that such a distinction cannot be drawn, but only that to draw it
would be to go beyond Lonergan’s own statements — as Doran has, in
fact, done.

For purposes of my article, however, such refinements were out of
the question. The route I took was not only simpler and neater but also,
at least arguably, more in keeping with the ‘later’ Lonergan’s
standpoint.

INCONCLUSIVE CONCLUSION

This essay is of a kind that does not lend itself to a ‘conclusion’ in the
ordinary sense of the word. If you think of “Gratia: Grace and Gratitude”

41 | onergan, Method, p. 283.
42 Lonergan, Method, p. 246.
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as a meal — a pretty dry meal, admittedly — and its author as the
chef, then what the present essay has added is a tour of the kitchen and
a disclosure of the ingredients. The tour could have gone on longer, and
the ingredients analyzed more exactly. But at some point there has to
be a finish, if not a conclusion.

Nevertheless, there is perhaps a moral to be drawn. Even if the
meal turned out dry, preparing it was both exhilarating and
frustrating, and for both reasons it was instructive. In Method Lonergan
speaks of the functional specialty ‘Systematics’ as “really quite a
homely affair.”# That is no doubt true enough,by comparison with the
grandiose speculative idealisms he had in mind. Still, homely though
the task of understanding truths of faith may be, what Lonergan says
about the functional specialty ‘Dialectic’ should certainly be said as
well of ‘Systematics’: its aim is “high and distant.”# Just how high and
distant, I am beginning to perceive.

43 Lonergan, Method, p. 350.
44 Lonergan, Method, p. 129.



Over Thin Ice: Comments on Gratia, Grace and Gratitude 119

ADDITIONAL NOTE

Transcribed here, for the sake of completeness and because they
influenced my formulations in the central theses of “Gratia: Grace and
Gratitude,” are all of Lonergan’s English-language statements about
the Trinity that have been published, besides the ones in “Christology
Today” quoted above. They date from the his years as a professor of
dogmatics in Rome, when he was writing and lecturing on the
psychological analogy.

The earliest is a note, which the editors of Lonergan’s Collected Works
have included in the published version of his 1959 lectures on
education.

The Blessed Trinity: God as Rational Consciousness.

Procession of the Word: as rational judgment from grasp of
unconditioned: eternal Truth (sense of criterion)

Procession of the Spirit: as act of love from rational judgment of
value and infinite understanding of identity of understanding,
truth, being, good

Perfection of act; perfection of order (interpersonal as in society;
immanent in a single consciousness as in Imago Dei).#

The other two passages appear in the edited version of “Consciousness
and the Trinity,” a lecture that Lonergan delivered in 1963. The first is
in the lecture itself; the second is a comment, also transcribed, in
response to an undecipherable question.

45 Lonergan, Topics in Education: The Cincinnati Lectures of 1959 on the Philosophy of
Education, ed. by Robert Doran and Frederick Crowe, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol.
10 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993), p. 68 note 57.
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There is only one act [in the Trinity], but there is a distinction
because the three persons have the same consciousness
differently: [1] the Father is God in a manner analogous to the
grasp of sufficient evidence that necessitates one to judge; [2] the
Son is God in the same consciousness but now a consciousness
analogous to that of the dependence of the judgment on the grasp
of sufficient evidence; [3] the Holy Spirit is the same
consciousness in a third manner, namely, as the dependence of
the act of love on the grasp of sufficient evidence and the rational
affirmation.

The infinite act of understanding grasps that infinite perfection
is love, rational love. This necessitates the judgment: there must
be love. This judgment occurs within the consciousness of the
infinite act. Because it occurs within God, it must be infinite. If it
were finite, it would be outside God. But there is only one infinite
and consequently it must be identified with it. The difficulty is
not with explaining an emanation in the infinite, but in having
simultaneously the emanation and the identity of principle and
term. We can’t get that clear in consciousness.4

46 Lonergan, “Consciousness and the Trinity,” Philosophical and Theological Papers
1958~1964, ed. by Robert Croken, Frederick Crowe, and Robert Doran, Collected Works of
Bernard Lonergan, vol. 6 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996), pp. 135, 140.
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There is one thing stronger than all the armies of the world,
and that is an idea whose time has come.

THERE IS SOMETHING strangely compelling in this statement by Victor
Hugo. The words connote a sense of destiny about ideas, as though
ideas have a destiny independent of those who think them, as though
the thinker is a mere vehicle through which an idea emerges and
achieves its realization. It is not the seeming dispensableness of the
thinker that is compelling. Rather it is the power of an idea. I suspect
what is compelling about the power of an idea is the irreducibility of an
aspect of human life to the manipulation or control of any individual or
any group. Ideas have a life of their own. They can be thought, and
thought on purpose, but they cannot be generated at will. Ideas emerge
when their time has come, and to this extent they do indeed appear to
have a life of their own.

The story of Archimedes demonstrates this. King Heiron II of
Syracuse was suspicious that the new crown he had ordered was not
pure gold but, rather, that silver (and perhaps other less valuable
metals) had been added. The King asked Archimedes to devise a way to
discover the truth (preferably without melting the crown). Sitting in the
bath relaxing one day, Archimedes, noticing water spill over the sides of
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the tub, discovered the insight he needed to solve the riddle.! Like all
thinkers, Archimedes did everything in his power to solve the problem
or answer the question. However, the solution or the answer appeared
to “pop up” when it was least expected —while Archimedes was bathing.
Thus, we can strive to solve riddles or answer questions, but, as
Bernard Lonergan clearly shows, insights come when all the conditions
have been met. Those conditions are not controllable either individually
or communally because there are always unknown variables. Thus, we
do everything in our power to set up a problem in a way that will
achieve the desired solution or the insight. When all the pieces of the
puzzle have been put together properly, the solution or insight emerges.

There is an enigma here. On the one hand, an insight (or an idea)
appears to have a “life of its own” independent of the person who has
the insight. It appears this way because a person cannot force an
insight to emerge. Rather, a person can only try to set up the conditions
necessary for the insight to emerge. On the other hand, insights do not
emerge independently of those who think them.

There is a relationship between an insight and the person who has
the insight that bears some resemblance to the relationship between
destiny and freedom. This introduction serves to highlight that
relationship and provides the backdrop to what I will explore in this
paper: first, the perplexing relationship between destiny and freedom,
and second, what that relationship has to do with the “mysteriousness”
of the emergence of insights or ideas noted both in Victor Hugo’s
statement and in the example of Archimedes. In order to do this, I will

Michael Macrone explains Archimedes insight this way:

Take a lump of pure gold weighing exactly as much as the crown in dispute. Drop
the lump in a tub of water and measure (either by weight or by volume) the amount
of water it displaces. (This would be the amount of water that spills over if the tub
is full, or the amount the water rises in the tub if it isn’t full.) Repeat the process
with the crown. If both lump and crown displace the same amount of water, then
both have the same volume, and the crown is pure gold, since no other metal is
exactly as dense as gold. If, however, the crown displaces more water, it must be
composed of gold alloyed with a less dense metal—its volume would be greater than
that of the lump.

Michael Macrone, Eureka! What Archimedes Really Meant and 80 Other Key Ideas
Explained (New York: Cader Books, 1994) 77-78.
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draw on the thought of Bernard Lonergan and Julia Kristeva.2 In
exploring the theme of freedom and destiny, we are broaching a topic
that recurs consistently when one reflects on the history of ethics as
well as the current state of ethics.

In four steps, I will first consider the words destiny and freedom
indicating the tension between destiny and freedom. Second, I will
consider a few specific texts from Lonergan that deal with destiny and
freedom. Third, I give a brief overview of some pertinent aspects of
Kristeva’s work in order to understand what she has to say about
destiny and freedom. Finally, I will offer some insights from both
thinkers toward resolving the quandary set up at the beginning of this

paper.

DESTINY AND FREEDOM

There are two senses of the word ‘destiny’ found in the Oxford English
Dictionary. The first sense is “the predetermined course of events; that
which is destined to happen; the fate of a particular person, country,
etc.; the ultimate condition; a person’s lot in life.” So we have in this
first sense the unfolding of events in a manner that has been
predetermined and, thus, is beyond the control of individuals or groups.
We also understand from this first sense that there is a “plan” which is
being lived out both individually and communally. The second sense
refers to “the power or agency that (supposedly) predetermines
events.”3 Thus, this second sense refers to that which is responsible for
the unfolding of events or the “plan” of our individual and communal
lives. Although the word is not found in the Bible, there is a correlation
between destiny as understood above and the biblical doctrine of God’s
providence. In Matthew 6:28-29, we are told that not even a sparrow
falls without God’s knowledge and permission. Certainly the story of

?The topic of this paper is part of a broader project to work out some of the
convergences between Lonergan and Kristeva's thought. Part of that project,
although I will not deal explicitly with it here, is to articulate how Lonergan’s tools of
analysis that allow one to overcome what I think are the limits of Kristeva’s work.

3See “destiny” in The New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1993).
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Israel is a story of a people fulfilling their destiny. Thus, to have a
destiny can provide us with an identity. It can, in a very real sense, offer
us solace on our journey. It can provide meaning and dignity to the life
of the individual or the life of the community.4

Similarly, I would like to highlight two senses of the word
“freedom” found in the Oxford English Dictionary. First, freedom means
“exemption or release from slavery or imprisonment.” Second, it means
“the quality of being free from the control of fate or necessity; the power
of self-determination attributed to the will.”5 Thus, freedom as release
from imprisonment connotes a severing of the links between an
individual or a community and that which determines the fate of that
individual or community. It is freedom in a negative sense. Freedom
here means escaping from something that limits us. The second sense
of freedom is positive. It connotes the positive act of determining who
we are or what we become. Thus, freedom in this second sense means
the freedom to decide about our lives. It is a freedom that requires a
certain level of growth or maturity because it presupposes that we are
able to some degree, in this heightened development, to transcend
necessity.

Thus, there is a tension between destiny and freedom both in the
first and second senses of each word. In the first sense the tension is
between destiny as an Omnipotent Being guiding and directing our
lives and freedom as emancipation from forces (fate or destiny) outside
ourselves. In the second sense the tension is between destiny as a
predetermined course of events upon which we have no say or impact
and freedom as self-determination, where we decide about our lives.

1See “destiny” in The Westminster Dictionary of Christian Ethics, edited by James
F. Childress and John Macquarrie (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press,
1986).

5See “freedom” in The New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.

SFor a fuller explanation of these two senses of freedom, see Kenneth R. Melchin’s
Living with Other People: An Introduction to Christian Ethics Based on Bernard
Lonergan (Ottawa: Novalis, 1998).



Freedom, Destiny and Ethics in the Work of Lonergan and Kristeva 125

BERNARD LONERGAN

In Method in Theology’s chapter on “Meaning,” Bernard Lonergan
elaborates five quite distinct carriers of meaning: intersubjective
meaning, artistic meaning, symbolic meaning, linguistic meaning and
incarnate meaning. I would like to highlight two of the carriers of
meaning: art and language. Lonergan refers to a liberation that occurs
through art and language. It is this liberation as it is experienced
through the carriers of meaning that I will explore. In his explanation of
artistic meaning, Lonergan speaks of art as “the objectification of a
purely experiential pattern.”” Lonergan observes that art expresses an
elemental pattern that resonates with the perceiving subject. The
function of art is to evoke and enrich a human person’s affective life. Art
transforms the subject and transforms the subject’s world. Art is not
meaning fully developed which, according to Lonergan, “intends
something meant.”s. Rather, art is purely elemental, purely
experiential. It is the elemental or experiential purity of art that
transforms the subject and his or her world. This transformation, in
Lonergan’s view, is a liberation.

[The subject] has been liberated from being a replaceable part
adjusted to a ready-made world and integrated within it. He has
ceased to be a responsible inquirer investigating some aspect of
the universe or seeking a view of the whole. He has become just
himself: emergent, ecstatic, originating freedom.?

While elemental meaning is pure experiencing, the process of
expressing that meaning requires a distantiation. The artist must
distance himself or herself from the ecstatic purity of the experience in
order to convey that experience as meaning, thus, transporting the
perceiver of the art object into that elemental experience. Art
facilitates affective liberation. It facilitates the withdrawal “from

"Bernard Lonergan, Method in Theology (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1971) 61.

8Lonergan, Method, 62.

9Lonergan, Method, 63.
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practical living” so that one may “explore possibilities of fuller living in
a richer world.”10

If artistic meaning transports the subject to a world that is richer
than the “practical world” of everyday life, still the liberation that one
experiences in this world is affective, rather than the liberation of
developed consciousness that is found in language. In his observations
concerning linguistic meaning, Lonergan observes that “[bly its
embodiment in language, in a set of conventional signs, meaning finds
its greatest liberation.”l! While art makes possible an ecstatic
liberation of the individual, language, because “conventional signs can
be multiplied indefinitely,”12 is the highest accomplishment of human
beings’ capacity to collaborate and coordinate actions.3 Language
moulds developing consciousness, and orders one’s world. Yet Lonergan
qualifies that “greatest liberation” of meaning. He reminds us “that
conscious intentionality develops in and is moulded by its mother
tongue.” Thus, despite the potential liberation of meaning that
language affords the human subject, it is the language we are born into
which “takes the lead”?® in our lives. Language massively conditions
our capacity to know and understand. It measures out the horizon
against which we understand and make judgments in our world. It both
limits and liberates us.

In a 1963 lecture, Lonergan speaks of an understanding of destiny
which we can link to his comments above about the liberation and
constraint one finds in language. Lonergan is speaking of the autonomy
of the individual. Yet, he remarks that autonomy

is not the whole story. From the community [an individual] has
his existence, his concrete possibilities, the constraints that hem
him in, the opportunities he can seize and make the most of, the
psychological, social, historical achievements and aberrations
that constitute his situation. One can perhaps think of destiny

] onergan, Method, 64.

1] ,onergan, Method, 70.

2 onergan, Method, 70.

BJames Sauer, Notes on Method in Theology (Ottawa: The Lonergan Website,
2001).

4] onergan, Method, 71. (Italics added.)

5] onergan, Method, 71.
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as the working out of individual autonomy within the
community.16

There is, for Lonergan, an intrinsic relationship between the autonomy
of the individual and the individual’s destiny within a community. For
Lonergan, “individual destiny [is] the working out of autonomy within,
under the conditions of, human community.”?” Thus, it is through an
individual’s insertion into a community that autonomy is possible.
Autonomy, the condition of freedom for an individual, is realized only
through and in a community of others. Likewise, because of an
individual’s attachment to a community of others there are constraints
to his or her autonomy.

JULIA KRISTEVA

Lonergan’s understanding of how different carriers of meaning produce
different degrees of freedom, and his view of the role of destiny in
working out one’s autonomy contain significant correlations with the
overall thrust of Kristeva’s work. Let me elaborate by first speaking a
bit about her background which will help us to grasp her position on
freedom and destiny and her unique approach to ethics.

Julia Kristeva was born in the Balkan state of Bulgaria. She
spent the first 25 years of her life, until 1966, witnessing the political
violence and psychically absorbing the politically adrift and
disillusioned Bulgaria, formed as a result of the Second World War.
She witnessed the seizure of political power by the Communist party
under the surveillance and intervention of the Soviet Union. She grew
up during a time when religion was systematically repressed. To some
extent it was a time when religion was becoming subversive. The terror
of personal vendettas and political vengeance infiltrated the then
dogmatic political realm. The outlets (often subversive) of art and
literature at many levels absorbed the interests of the Bulgarian
people. Kristeva also lived in the midst of courageous resistance to the

$Bernard Lonergan, Philosophical and Theological Papers (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1996) 173.
YLonergan, Philosophical and Theological Papers, 173.



128 Jamieson

severe repression and isolation of the Chervenkov years when Marxist-
Leninism dominated all spheres of science and culture, and dissent and
individuality were suppressed. After 1949, Kristeva was one of the
children educated in the newly remodelled education system
(remodelled “in the spirit of socialism, proletarian internationalism,
and indissoluble fraternal friendship with the Soviet Union.”18).
However, despite the severe repression there remained a sense of
creativity in Bulgaria and something of a transcultural spirit. Absent a
strong sense of national identity (due to the political upheaval of the
twentieth century), the Bulgarian people showed an openness to
outside influence, a kind of spirit of receptiveness that was severely
lacking in Bulgaria’s more insular neighbours.

Kristeva received a scholarship in French literature and thus
travelled to Paris in late 1965 to pursue post-doctoral studies.
Although intellectually stimulating, most of those early years in Paris
under the auspices of a Franco-Bulgarian cultural agreement were
difficult for Kristeva. She was a foreigner in a city open to foreigners yet
keeping them at a distance, “set[ting] aside for the foreigner a solitary
curiosity, the weird charms of which soon prove to be a source of
scorn.”!® The experience of living in exile (a self-imposed exile in that
Kristeva chose to live in France because it offered the intellectual
stimulation and freedom unavailable in Bulgaria) led Kristeva to
reflect on that painful condition:

For me this situation [of living in exile] was painful, and thus it
pushed me to know more about myself, about exile as more than
a sociological fact, as part of my psychic structure: some people
choose to be foreigners not only in response to political pressures
but because they have never felt at home anywhere.20

BR. J. Crampton, A Short History of Modern Bulgaria (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987) 175.

19 Kristeva, Nations Without Nationalism, translated by Leon S. Roudiez (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1993) 30.

2 See Julia Kristeva, interviewed and translated by Edith Kurzweil and published
as “Psychoanalysis and Politics” in Julia Kristeva: Interviews, edited by Ross Mitchell
Guberman (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996) 147.
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Yet, she decided to explore precisely this experience of exile, what
Kristeva calls “foreignness” as the underlying dynamic of human
beings. Her task was to bring this dynamic into focus, to understand
how it plays out in human living. She does this initially through the
study of language and, later, the study of the psychic structure of
human beings.

THE SPLIT SUBJECT

For Kristeva, all human beings have the experience of exile in common
at a deep psychic level. In order to understand this phenomenon, it is
necessary to consider both language and psychoanalysis in terms of the
development of the “speaking subject.” Kristeva’s initial work in
linguistics led her to distinguish between two aspects of language that
are connected yet quite distinct. On the one hand, there is the “poetic”
dimension of language, the “materiality” of language —the actual
physical aspect of language —the sounds, rhythms, combinations of
letters, the form of texts, their articulation and style.?! This aspect of
language underlies, on the other hand, language’s capacity to convey a
message —the language of “transparency,” that is, “when the work is
forgotten for the sake of the object or concept designated.”?? (As we will
see, in Kristeva’s work in psychoanalysis, this dialectical dimension of
language parallels a dialectic within the psychic structure of the human
person.) Also relevant for Kristeva is an understanding of how language
conveys meaning. Words and phrases —sounds and articulations —-do
not convey the meaning of things in themselves. Rather, meaning
emerges from the relation between the sounds and articulations. More
than this, meaning evolves from the difference between sounds and
articulations. Language is a system of signs. The capacity of language
to convey meaning stems not from a correspondence between a word or
a sound and an object “out there.” Rather, language conveys meaning
indirectly through the difference between sounds that comes to

2A good example of this is James Joyce’s Finnegan's Wake.

2Julia Kristeva, Desire in Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art,
edited by Leon S. Roudiez, translated by Thomas Gora, Alice Jardine, and Leon
Roudiez (New York: Columbia University Press, 1980) 5.
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represent meaning. Kristeva focuses on the dynamic interplay between
the materiality of language and the transparency of language.
Language is not one or the other but both in dialectical relationship.

A key question for psychoanalysis is how an infant becomes a
speaking subject. How does the child enter language or how does the
child begin to speak? Originally, the child lives a symbiosis with its
mother. It does not differentiate between self and other. It is only
through language that this differentiation begins to take place. As the
child develops it begins to separate from the all-powerful and all-
encompassing mother. This refers to the mother-child relationship at a
strictly bodily level. The child, in its development, begins to break away
from the body of the mother. As well, division makes up the body of the
child itself. The child experiences drives within its body —oral drives
and anal drives, both related to openings in its body, both related to the
primal division of inside and outside, what is taken in and what is
expelled. The child’s original experience is in some sense a total ecstasy
in having all its drives and needs met in the body of the mother. There
are no constraints.

In order for the child to achieve an identity, a separation process
must begin to take place. The child and the mother must separate. This
separation in fact begins at the very origins of the human person, before
birth —the separating process within the mothers’ body starts to take
place at conception. Consequently, Kristeva posits that there is a
dialectic at the very foundations of the human person. What is this
dialectic? Kristeva refers to two processes within the human person,
the semiotic process and the symbolic process. The semiotic process is
equated with the infantile experience mentioned above, that is pre-
subject/object, before the child differentiates between itself and its
mother.22 The semiotic is not left behind as the child becomes a
speaking subject; rather the semiotic process enters a dialectical with
the symbolic process. The symbolic process emerges with the entrance
of a “third” to disrupt the child’s undifferentiated experience. What
interrupts, for the child, the mother-child relationship is the mother’s
distraction away from the child toward another person or another thing.

2]t may prove fruitful to explore whether there is a correlation between the
semiotic and Lonergan’s “purely experiential pattern.”
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The beginning of differentiation is the beginning of language. It is the
time in the child’s development that signifies a repression of the
undifferentiated maternal relationship where all drives and needs are
given full reign. This signifies the emergence of the initial stages of the
formation of the child’s identity, which is the child’s possibility and
capacity at once to become a speaking subject and an “I,” or one who
distinguishes between “I” and “other” through language. So the
symbolic refers to the restraints put on the child through “the
establishment of sign and syntax, of grammatical and social
constraints.”?* For Kristeva, this underlying structure constitutes the
speaking subject. Consequently, Kristeva would define the speaking
subject as a “split” subject, because although the repression of the
semiotic or maternal relationship is absolutely necessary for the
human person to achieve an identity, we must be aware of the
dialectical relationship between the semiotic and symbolic. If we, as
individuals and societies, repress one or the other of these two
processes that constitute who we are, it can lead either to a psychotic
state where there is no meaning, or to a totalitarian state with only law
and constraint but no creativity.

When Kristeva asserts that what we all have in common is that
we are all exiles, she is not so much referring exile from our mothers.
Rather, the condition of exile is what constitutes our very identity.
From the origins of our existence we emerge (literally) via the state of
being exiles. The semiotic dimension must be repressed in order for the
child to become a speaking subject. Yet it does not (nor can it)
disappear because our identity is constituted in the dialectic, not the
break or the repression. How does this work? One way to understand
this is through the distinction, noted earlier, between the transparency
of language and the materiality of language. Meaning, which emerges
in and through language, comes about through a dialectical
relationship with the materiality of language (the differentiation of
sounds, etc). But the materiality of language must be kept in the
background if meaning is to come to the fore. If one focuses on the

2Alice Jardine, “Opaque Texts and Transparent Contexts: The Political Difference
of Julia Kristeva” in The Poetics of Gender, edited by Nancy K. Miller (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1986) 96-116, at 109.
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sounds and the differences in sounds when someone is speaking, the
intended meaning is lost. That dimension of language must fade into
the background. If it becomes the focus, meaning and thus
communication is impossible. We regress into a meaningless world, a
strange world, an uncanny world where nothing is familiar.

Our lives are constituted in a separation. That separation is
between, first, the semiotic process where there is no constraint but a
fluidity without boundaries or censorship, and, second, the symbolic
process which comes about through constraints, rules, laws,
boundaries. This is the condition of being human, of being a speaking
subject, which we enter into relationships with at an individual level
and a group level.

Identity is key. Qur psyche’s boundary condition can be fragile at
times. This fragility leads to two possible outcomes. First, certainly
people with psychosis have a difficult time maintaining the division.
The semiotic realm tends to invade their world and they live in
realities that literally do not make sense. Second, the need for identity
can also create an imbalance on the side of the symbolic realm. Too
severe repression of the semiotic dimension leads to a rigid adherence
to constraint, to law, to the dimension of identity. We grasp at an
identity as female or male, black or white, Canadian or American,
wealthy or poor, etc. We become entrenched in these identities so that
the “other” —what we are not or what is not us —becomes the enemy,
threatening our identity. Yet what is threatens our identity according to
Kristeva is not the “other” but the semiotic dimension of our psyches.
We project our fear of our own psyche’s fragility onto the “other,”
whoever or whatever that “other” constitutes. This psychic scheme
underlies Kristeva’s approach to freedom and destiny.

With this background in mind, we can begin to understand why
Kristeva maintains that it is that some measure of freedom is possible
only through psychoanalysis. Freedom, for Kristeva, is both the
realization of desires and a censorship of desire. Through placing
‘drives’ and ‘desires’ in dialectical relationship, Kristeva can maintain
this tensive relationship between realization and censorship of desire.
In her exploration of Freud’s thought, Kristeva draws attention to the
Freudian insight concerning “the emergence of thinking as realized in a
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shared language that reins in the drive and commands it.”? It is the
“command” of “thinking as realized in a shared language” that converts
biological drive into desire. This shift within the human psyche is a
shift from sheer biological drive to representation in desire. It is a shift
from self as biological being to self as speaking subject —that
mysterious process that makes shared meaning possible.

For Kristeva, psychoanalysis permits the speaking subject to
“discover her desire and to go to the depths of herself.”? It is precisely
this permission that makes psychoanalysis a vehicle of freedom. The
psychoanalyst listens and asks questions. The listening and the
questioning are designed neither to release nor to repress desire.
Rather, the psychoanalyst’s stance of listener and questioner
facilitates the emergence of a self-renewal or a rebirth. Yet Kristeva
remarks, “[i]f the history of psychoanalysis teaches us one thing, it is
surely that the psyche is too complex and unpredictable to know
completely in advance.”?” Thus, the psychoanalytic process is not
contrived, but creates an “open” space. The tool of psychoanalytic
listening is key for Kristeva in her task of relieving the suffering of
speaking subjects in a time of crisis. Kristeva’s book, In the Beginning
Was Love: Psychoanalysis and Faith, Kristeva describes the analytic
sessions with a patient she calls “Paul.” She states that,

Together, then, we created a world, which to the objective
observer (for objective observation is also part of my role as
analyst) is completely unreal and illusory, an amalgam of
pretences, games, and masks. We are in a sense actors who take
up our roles at the beginning of each session. But this imaginary
relationship is able to accommodate the very real violence of
Paul’s memory, rendered mortal and lethal by repression.28

Kristeva’s capacity to listen psychoanalytically creates an open
space within the analytic session where her patient is able to speak

#Julia Kristeva, “Psychoanalysis and Freedom” in Canadian Journal of
Psychoanalysis, 7:1 (1999) 1-21, at 4.

ZKristeva, “Psychoanalysis and Freedom,” 7.

ZKristeva, “Psychoanalysis and Freedom,” 9.

#Julia Kristeva, In the Beginning was Love: Psychoanalysis and Faith, translated
by Arther Goldhammer (New York: Columbia University Press, 1988) 17.
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and live the drama of his repressions. Thus, he is able, at the end of the
session, to walk away from the meeting “calm and neutral.”
Psychoanalytic listening is an attentive listening. It is a listening that
hears the meaning of the words being expressed, yet also hears the
wild, the inexpressible and the violent. It hears everything that cannot
be expressed through the transparency of language, in the customary
mode of listening outside the analytic session. The relationship
between analyst and analysand is crucial precisely because, according
to Kristeva, freedom is actualized in that bond where the relationship
“invites the reactualization of past experience, of memory, and
especially of traumatic memory, and their re-elaboration.”?® Precisely
through (symbolic) language the patient is able to communicate his or
her desire to the analyst even though, most often, that desire precedes
language. The goal of analysis is not an ending (of the analysis,
although that happens) but the possibility of continual beginning.
Kristeva relates this to what she discovered in St. Augustine’s:

Biblical preoccupation with “beginnings” (“In the beginning God
created . . .,” “In the beginning was the Word”) [which] becomes . .
. an insistence on that specific beginning that is the birth of each
human being, in its irreconcilable singularity: the simple fact of
this unique birth is the guarantee of our eventual freedom of
thought, will, and judgement, whose development needs to be
protected and nurtured.?

According to Kristeva, no other modern experience opens up the
space for this freedom. Psychoanalysis creates an openness within the
patient for what is irreconcilable about himself or herself and,
subsequently, about the world. Kristeva states that “[p]sychoanalysis
is. .. experienced as a journey into the strangeness of the other and of
oneself, toward an ethics of respect for the irreconcilable.”®! Thus, the
patient’s capacity for ethical relationships is opened up to the degree
that this freedom that psychoanalysis permits emerges. Kristeva calls
this freedom “freedom-revelation.” It is a freedom that “has to do with

PKristeva, In the Beginning was Love, 9.

NKristeva, In the Beginning was Love, 12.

$tJulia Kristeva, Strangers to Ourselves, translated by Leon Roudiez (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1991) 182.
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the revelation of self in the presence of the other through speech.” It is
freedom that is facilitated through the human aptitude for producing
meaning. This aptitude for producing meaning links the speaking
subject to another in a heightened sense. It is much more than
biological destiny. Not an idealistic reading of reality, it is both free
and dynamic.
Convergence

The depth of insight both Lonergan and Kristeva bring to their
consideration of destiny and freedom converge at two key points despite
vast differences in language and methodology.3 First of all, there is an
‘ecstatic’ freedom that both writers highlight and value. For Lonergan
we see this ecstatic freedom in his consideration of art as evoking
emotion and enriching human life. For Kristeva, ecstatic freedom occurs
in the release of the wild, the violent, and the inexpressible that each
person must repress in order to function in a symbolic world. Now, if
the ecstatic freedom of art and unrepressed emotion provide a vehicle
for a primal experience of liberation, that freedom would be understood
in the first sense of ‘freedom’ outlined above - freedom from restraint.
Yet, within this freedom from restraint there is an element of destiny
involved. Neither art as transforming the perceiver through elemental
meaning nor the human psyche as free of repression connotes self-
determination. Art “evokes” the experience of freedom within the
perceiver. The lifting of repression that is permitted in psychoanalysis
plunges the analysand into the depths of a wild, inexpressible freedom.
Thus, art and the lifting of repression provide us with an experience of
freedom that is primal. It links us to an experience that is preverbal
and so, beyond our capacity for choice or determination. It carries us, in
some sense, to a destiny beyond our deliberation and beyond our
imagining.

ZKristeva, “Psychoanalysis and Freedom,” 14.

¥Kristeva writes as a psychoanalyst and a linguist. Her writing is elliptical,
almost elusive in her effort to describe human experience and the role of
psychoanalysis. Kristeva evokes a response in her readers in much the same way a
poem might evoke emotion and possibly transformation. Lonergan is a theologian
and a philosopher who utilizes an empirical and logical style in much of his work.
Thus, the differences are significant but, in my view, not mutually exclusive.
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The second point of convergence between Lonergan and Kristeva is
more important. Neither Lonergan nor Kristeva restrict the experience
of liberation to that primal, ecstatic level. In fact, both point to a
heightened liberation that occurs at a higher level -the level of
(symbolic) language or linguistic meaning. At the level of language, we
have an understanding of freedom that relies on the human capacity to
convey meaning. Language, in its capacity to convey meaning, liberates
the human person in the second sense of freedom, freedom as self-
determination. As we saw above, for Lonergan, language is the vehicle
for meaning’s greatest liberation. It provides the means for
collaboration between human beings. It facilitates the human person’s
emergence from the murky realm of preconscious or impersonal
experience to the “human achievement of bringing conscious
intentionality into sharp focus and, thereby, setting about the double
task of both ordering one’s world and orienting oneself within it.”3¢

Similarly, when suggesting that no other modern experience apart
from psychoanalysis provides the possibility of freedom, Kristeva is
referring to psychoanalysis’ capacity to allow for meaning to emerge
within the relationship between the analysand and the analyst. The
constant process of questioning that occurs in the analytic discourse
actualizes what Kristeva calls “the timelessness of the unconscious”
and achieves a “psychic flexibility” within the analysand. Thus, the
analysand begins to be free of the rigidity of repression and, as that
occurs, begins to experience the freedom of self-determination. The
analysand is able “to take a position in order to assume responsibility
for a judgement in a specific situation, and being able to question it
from someone else’s place . . .”3%

Yet despite the heightened liberation of language, for both
Lonergan and Kristeva there remains a sense of destiny as understood
in the “lead” that language takes in the shaping of our lives. Lonergan’s
explication of the dialectical relationship between the autonomous
individual and the community where that autonomy is lived out speaks
explicitly of a destiny that is beyond the control of autonomous
individuals. Similarly, Kristeva recognizes how there is an

3L onergan, Method, 70.
*Rristeva, “Psychoanalysis and Freedom,” 15-16.
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unpredictability within the analytic session that emerges from the
relationship between the speaking subject and the structure of
language. Just as Lonergan recognizes the dependence of individual
autonomy on community, so Kristeva recognizes the dependence of the
speaking subject on the structure of language. Freedom as self-
determination in both Lonergan and Kristeva is a qualified freedom
because it is in related something larger than freedom. For Lonergan
that larger thing is community and for Kristeva it is the structure of
language. Thus, for our purposes, it suggests deeply the relationship
between freedom and destiny.
Conclusion

The query at the beginning of this paper concerning ideas and
insights as having a “life of their own” is clarified somewhat after this
exploration of the relationship between freedom and destiny. Especially
helpful are the contributions of Bernard Lonergan and Julia Kristeva.
Both draw our attention to the crucial relationship between a qualified
freedom and a qualified destiny. Human beings are neither completely
free nor completely destined, but there is an element of destiny and an
element of freedom in all our lives. These elements of freedom and
destiny are in tension with each other yet absolutely rely on each other.
One cannot exist without the other. To have freedom, we must have
destiny. To have destiny we must have freedom. Perhaps that is why
ideas and insights are not completely the creation of human beings.
Human beings play a crucial role in the creation of ideas and the
emergence of insights. But human beings do not have the last word. The
last word, it seems, relies on something beyond our capacity. It relies on
community and on language which shape who we are and facilitates
who we become.
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“An expected, moderate, measured, or measurable gift, a gift
proportionate to the benefit or to the effect one expects from it, a
reasonable gift...would no longer be a gift; at most it would be a
repayment of credit, the restricted economy of a difference, a
calculable temporization or deferral. If it remains pure and without
possible reappropriation, the surprise names that instant of
madness that tears time apart and interrupts every calculation.”!

“Experience of grace, then, is as large as the Christian experience of
life.”2

IN PREPARATION FOR this year’s Lonergan Workshop I went back to a
number of articles by Lonergan scholars who have worked to think
through Lonergan’s relationship to postmodernism. At the same time I
re-read a number of articles from Collection and A Third Collection. My
experience reading these essays was something like the famous Gestalt
drawings of the duck that turns into a rabbit and then back to a duck
—or the drawing of the young woman that becomes that of an old
woman, depending on how one looks at it. Lonergan’s voice in his
articles reminded me of the revolutions in Catholic thought and
education through which he lived and for which he was a leading
spokesperson: from classicist to historical thought, from faculty

1 Jacques Derrida, Given Time: I. Counterfeit Money, translated by Peggy Kamuf.
Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1992, p. 147.

2 Bernard Lonergan, “Mission and the Spirit,” in A Third Collection: Papers by
Bernard J.F. Lonergan, S.J., edited by Frederick E. Crowe, S.J. New York: Paulist
Press, 1985, p. 32.
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psychology to intentionality analysis, from an intellectualist theology
to a theology based on religious experience and the recognition of a
plurality of cultures. Lonergan in these articles clearly speaks from the
“cutting edge” in philosophy and theology.

At certain moments, however, another picture superimposes itself
on that of Lonergan the cutting-edge thinker. With his frequent
mention of “structures,” “presence,” “method,” and other terms that
have been cast into disrepute by postmodern thinkers, Lonergan begins
to look more old-fashioned, his voice apparently calling for stability and
moderation.? Those who have studied the relationship between
Lonergan and postmodern thought have marked out a third alternative
to the dilemma of Lonergan as cutting-edge vs. Lonergan as
traditionalist, finding common ground between Lonergan and
postmodern thinkers in their shared opposition to modernist
epistemology.4 At the same time, as Jim Kanaris has pointed out, a
consistent theme of most commentators has been to argue that
Lonergan’s thought has the advantage over postmodernism because
Lonergan is able to avoid postmodernism’s relativist implications.’

The present essay is informed by these debates but does not
attempt to enter them directly. Instead of taking on the general
question of Lonergan’s relationship to postmodernism, I propose to
make a rather narrow comparison of Lonergan and Derrida on a topic
that is central to both thinkers: the phenomenon of gift. I will begin
with an interpretation of Derrida’s two major works on the gift, Given

3 For a discussion of two ways Lonergan may be read through a postmodern lens,
see Jerome Miller, “All Love is Self-Surrender: Reflections on Lonergan After Post-
Modernism,” in Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies 13 (1) 1995, 53-81.

4 See, for example, James L. Marsh, “Reply to McKinney on Lonergan: A
Deconstruction,” International Philosophical Quarterly 31 (1991), pp. 159-173; Fred
Lawrence, “The Fragility of Consciousness: Lonergan and the Postmodern Concern
for the Other,” in Communication and Lonergan: Common Ground for Forging the
New Age,” edited by Thomas J. Farrell and Paul A. Soukup, Kansas City: Sheed and
Ward, 1993, and Jerome A Miller, In the Throe of Wonder: Intimations of the Sacred
in a Post-Modern World (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, 1992).

5 Jim Kanaris, “Calculating Subjects: Lonergan, Derrida, and Foucault,” in
Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies 15 (2), 1997, pp. 135-150. Kanaris suggests
that the charge of relativism against thinkers such as Derrida and Foucault is a
misreading since they may be writing in the artistic rather than the intellectual
pattern of experience.
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Time: 1. Counterfeit Money, and The Gift of Death (both published in the
early 1990’s).6 Following this, I will draw a comparison to the role of
gift in Lonergan’s thought, focusing on his late essay, “Mission and the
Spirit.” I hope that this comparison of Lonergan and Derrida on a topic
of fundamental concern to them both may shed light on broader
questions regarding their commonalities and differences. My own
experience is that the juxtaposition of these texts on the gift works a
kind of transformation on the image of both thinkers, such that Derrida
appears much more connected to some of the deepest concerns of the
Western tradition than I (at least) had expected him to be, and
Lonergan looks less and less like the defender of a stolid
traditionalism.

DERRIDA ON THE GIFT:
MARCEL MAUSS MEETS CHARLES BAUDELAIRE

Derrida’s work has often been preoccupied with questions that for him
are related to the phenomenon of gift.” In Given Time, he draws
connections among a number of texts, most notably Marcel Mauss’s
The Gift® and a vignette by Charles Baudelaire, “Counterfeit Money.”
Mauss’s essay, a classic of sociology, examines gift-giving practices in
diverse indigenous societies, with an eye to establishing that gift
exchange is an economic system that both predates market capitalism
and coexists with it in contemporary Western societies.® For Mauss,
gift exchange is distinct from buying and selling in several ways: it
concerns groups (often participating in a circle of exchange, in which the
one who receives a return gift is not identical with the person who gives

6 Jacques Derrida, The Gift of Death, translated by David Wills. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1995.

7 For a list of Derrida’s works concerning gift, see Given Time, footnotes 1 and 2,
pp. ix and x.

8 Marcel Mauss, The Gift: Forms and Functions of Exchange in Archaic Societies,
translated by Ian Cunnison. New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1967 (originally
published in French in 1950).

9 Mauss, p. 2. An excellent book on Mauss and other works on the gift is Lewis
Hyde, The Gift: Imagination and the Erotic Life of Property. New York: Vintage
Books, 1979.
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the initial gift) more than it does individuals; it governs not only
property but rituals, feasts, and consumable goods, and it maintains a
paradoxical balance between having to appear (or be) strictly voluntary
while being at the same time enforced by (sometimes severe) social
sanctions.!® While an exchange of goods through purchase usually
occurs all at once, gift exchange occurs over time (i.e., time must pass
between the original gift and the return gift). For this reason, and
because objects given retain a permanent association with the giver,
gift exchange builds long-term bonds of trust among participants.!! In
societies where gift exchange is dominant, one’s wealth is measured not
by how much property one accumulates but by how much flows through
one to others. At an extreme, gift exchange takes the form of the
potlatch, in which vast amounts of wealth are given away or simply
destroyed, in part as a means of establishing participants’ positions in
a social hierarchy.!?

Mauss concludes his essay by drawing “moral conclusions,”
arguing in favor of the adoption of aspects of gift exchange in modern
life, including the attitude that our possessions are not ours but that
we are trustees for others who are in need.!? He sees gift exchange as a
healthy corrective to the point of view that sees individuals as
motivated only by calculations of their own economic gain.

Derrida is known for his practice of addressing the world mediated
by written texts,!4 and in those readings for proceeding playfully but
attentively, undermining any unequivocal expressions of insight or
judgment by discovering double-meanings, paradoxes, and
unacknowledged contradictions.!’ Derrida follows just such practices in
his reading of Mauss, drawing out the following themes, all of which
involve an instability of meaning, a contradiction, or a paradox:

10 Mauss, p. 3.

11 Mauss, p. 31.

12 Mauss, pp. 371f.

13 Mauss, p. 66.

14 See Given Time, p. 100.

15 Derrida describes this practice himself in Deconstruction in a Nutshell: A
Conversation with Jacques Derrida, edited by John Caputo. New York: Fordham
University Press, 1997, p. 9.
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1) Derrida questions how Mauss can legitimately treat the various
manifestations of what he calls gift exchange, all of which occur in
different languages and cultures.!6

2) Following through on this concern for the mediation of meaning
through language, Derrida considers throughout the book the many
meanings of the words “give” and “gift” and related words in multiple
languages. Of special interest is the German use of the word Gift to
mean “poison,”!” which has a parallel in the use of the Latin dosis and
the Greek pharmakon, both of which can mean either medicine or
poison. Derrida cites as well the ways in which “giving” is linguistically
linked to its apparent opposite, “taking,” in many languages.!8 The
linguistic links between “giving” and “taking” indicate for Derrida that
the usual opposition between the two words is not final.

3) We saw above that Mauss describes a central paradox of gift-giving,
that a gift is supposed to be freely given and yet at the same time
obligatory, and that the very lapse of time between gift and countergift
and the uncertainty of a return of the original gift is what develops
trust among the participants in a circle of gift exchange. This paradox
is central to Derrida’s reading of Mauss. Arguing that a gift that
indebts someone is poisonous (Gift) and that a gift repaid is a gift
“annulled,”’® Derrida concludes that “there is (il y a) gift” only if the gift
is not only left unpaid, but also if it is not even recognized as a gift,
either by the giver or the recipient (for then it will be repaid by self-
congratulation or by gratitude).?? “Consequently,” he writes, “if there is
no gift, there is no gift, but if there is gift held or beheld as gift by the
other, once again there is no gift; in any case the gift does not exist and
does not present itself. If it presents itself, it no longer presents itself.”2!

One might be tempted to explain away the internal contradiction
between freedom and obligation in gift exchange by saying that gift is

16 Given Time, pp. 25-26.

17 Given Time, p. 36 and p. 81.

18 Given Time, p. 81.

19 Given Time, p. 12.

20 Given Time, pp. 13-14 and 23. Compare Derrida’s comments on this question in
Deconstruction in a Nutshell, pp. 18-19.

21 Given Time, p. 15.
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only a primitive form of market exchange (concluding that the
obligation to repay a gift is real and the freedom not to return a gift is
illusory). Derrida admires Mauss, however, for “stubbornly” preserving
gift as distinct from calculated self-interest (even at the price of
paradox). Derrida further notes that the phenomenon of the potlatch, in
which surplus property is destroyed, strains the already paradoxical
meaning of “gift” past the breaking point. To use the word “gift” to
describe such phenomena is truly “madness,”?? and yet it is a fitting
madness in that language itself is here “unable to return” to a central
meaning of the word “gift” just as gifts, to be gifts, must not return to
the giver.23

4) Derrida notes in a later discussion of these matters that this
madness or impossibility of gift, this (something) that cannot ever
appear as itself, nevertheless is what “gets things moving,” in the sense
of initiating a circle of exchanges.?* He concludes that while the
existence of gift is “impossible,” nevertheless “there is” gift, in a
Kantian sense of something that can be thought but not known.

In the latter part of the book, Derrida links Mauss’s essay to a brief
vignette by Baudelaire, “Counterfeit Money,” a story in which a man
receives a counterfeit coin in change at a tobacconist’s and passes the
coin to a beggar. Knowing the coin he gave the beggar was counterfeit,
he nevertheless appears to wish to take credit for doing a good deed (to
“win paradise economically.”) The narrator (his friend) decides not to
forgive him, concluding that “To be mean is never excusable, but there
is some merit in knowing that one is; the most irreparable of vices is to
do evil out of stupidity.”?

Derrida’s meditation on this story centers on the following themes:

1) The story begins at a tobacconist and thus invokes the image of a gift
that goes up in smoke?6 (as in the destruction of property in a potlatch).

2 Given Time, p. 39.

23 Given Time, p. 48.

24 See God, the Gift, and Postmodernism, edited by John D. Caputo and Michael J.
Scanlon. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1999, p. 60.

25 Given Time, pp. 32-33.

2 Given Time, p. 107.
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2) The story centers on a “gift that seems to give nothing” (i.e., the gift
of a counterfeit coin) and of “a forgiveness that is finally withheld.”??

3) The two friends who meet the beggar, having received gifts of fortune,
are obligated to make a return gift by the beggar’s need. His
appearance is a trial to them to see what they will offer in return.28
(This passage recalls Mauss’s account of the way gifts move in a circle
to the most needy participant.) There is an implicit competition or
potlatch between the two friends, a contest regarding which will offer
more. The friend apparently wins the potlatch, but admits that the coin
was counterfeit. His admission is open to multiple interpretations,
which the narrator silently considers. Since this is a work of fiction, it is
impossible to know the real intention behind the gift of the coin, and
perhaps there is no real intention even on the part of Baudelaire.2?

4) Forgiveness, which is withheld in the story, has a paradoxical
structure similar to that of gift, for it forgets or absolves a fault that
nevertheless remains a fault.30

5) Ultimately, the narrator withholds forgiveness because of his
friend’s “stupidity,” which Derrida interprets as the friend’s failure to
reciprocate Nature’s gift of a faculty of understanding.3!

I hesitate to draw out a central thesis from Derrida’s text, since
clearly one of the points of his writing is to show that every text is open
to a multiplicity of plausible readings. With that precaution in mind,
nevertheless it is safe to characterize Derrida’s purpose here as at one
level an exercise in deconstruction in the sense for which he is known.
Derrida has shown that the central terms on which Mauss relies
dissolve continually into their opposites and that the phenomenon
Mauss is trying to describe cannot possibly exist. In linking Mauss to
the Baudelaire story, Derrida implicitly raises the deconstructive
question about whether there is any difference generally between
originals and counterfeits.

27 Given Time, p. 115.
28 Given Time, p. 145.
29 Given Time, p. 152.
30 Given Time, p. 36 and 163.
31 Given Time, p. 169.
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Beyond the fact that the Mauss and Baudelaire texts invite
paradoxical and playful readings, what might Derrida’s interest be in
this topic? It might be based in the role of Mauss’s work in the early
development of structuralism. But Derrida’s concerns in the book go
deeper, in that he links the paradoxes of forgetfulness inherent in
Mauss’s account of the gift to those of Heidegger’s Being (and to his
account of Ereignis).3? The paradox of gift is thus the paradox of that
which in its giving disappears, while in its giving must not be thought
as a giver.

These links to Heidegger, as well as the links to language that we
have seen above, raise a more general question of our own role as
fundamentally recipients of gifts. The questions Derrida raises here in
some sense transcend the texts of Mauss and Baudelaire to reflect
back on the lived experience of Derrida’s readers, at least in the sense
that our own lives are mediated for us through the texts that have had
an impact on us. Derrida’s discussion of Baudelaire may lead his
readers to ask if we are obligated to repay in some fashion the gifts of
fortune and understanding that we have received. Derrida himself does
not claim that we as his readers owe such debts, or that we should take
Mauss’s “moral conclusions” seriously. In fact, he leaves us with so
many ambiguities that his own position can only be simply the
ambiguity and paradox with which he discusses these questions. At the
same time, the ambiguity he has raised is an ambiguity regarding gift
and responsibility, and so it has the effect of prompting a further
reflection on and openness to these questions.

THE GIFT OF DEATH

In The Gift of Death, Derrida fulfills these hints that the notion of gift
illuminates fundamental questions of responsibility and debt and
develops a connection to religion as an account of gifts received from
God and the debts we may or may not owe in return. The Gift of Death is
a commentary on one of Jan Patocka’s Heretical Essays on the
Philosophy of History. Patocka’s essay explores Europe’s Biblical and
Greek inheritance and the roots of contemporary questions of

32 Given Time, p. 23.
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responsibility. As distinct from the Platonic account of responsibility
as a rational and free response to the eternal Good, Christianity
according to Patocka situates responsibility in a personal relationship
to God as the wholly Other, one who sees without being seen.®
Christianity is a response to the “gift of death” in its multiple
meanings as 1) a reinterpretation of what death is,3* 2) the gift of
Jesus’ death as sacrifice,3’ and 3) the willingness to perform a sacrifice
of life as represented in Abraham’s willingness to sacrifice Isaac.3¢
Following Kierkegaard, Patocka and Derrida interpret the sacrifice of
Isaac as a betrayal of the (Kantian) ethics that must give a general
account of itself, in favor of a singular relationship to God. The paradox
of Abraham 1is that his very responsibility to God renders him ethically
irresponsible.

Derrida argues that Abraham’s paradox is not at all unique but
rather is commonplace in that every decision to respond to the needs of
someone entails not responding to all the others who are equally in
need.’” Like Abraham, we must remain silent about those whose
suffering we fail to address.3® This paradox of ethics goes beyond
individuals and implicates a whole society that “not only participates
in this incalculable sacrifice, it actually organizes it” for “ because of
the structure of the laws of the market that society has instituted and
controls, because of the mechanisms of external debt and other similar
inequities, that same ‘society’ puts to death or (but failing to help
someone in distress accounts for only a minor difference) allows to die
of hunger and disease tens of millions of children...”3"

Derrida further situates the paradox of Christian responsibility
within a gift economy, thus implicitly connecting this text to his
reflections on Mauss. Abraham’s sacrifice “without hope of exchange,
reward, circulation, or communication,” participates in an economy of

33 Gift of Death, p. 25.
34 Gift of Death, p. 33.
35 Gift of Death, p. 80.
36 Gift of Death, p. 64.
37 Gift of Death, p. 68.
38 Gift of Death, p. 70.
39 Gift of Death, p. 86.
40 Gift of Death, p. 96.
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risk, in which there is hope of rewards or “salary” to be paid in heaven
but there are no guarantees. Like the gift that must not appear as gift
lest it be annulled, Christian responsibility must deny itself (the right
hand is not to know what the left is doing). As in Mauss’s gift circle
which begins with the giving away or destruction of property without
guarantee of return, Christianity withdraws from a market of tit for tat
exchanges (eschewing revenge and retribution) and places its faith in
the “excess” or surplus value represented by doing good to those who
hate you.

As in Given Time, Derrida here leaves us with a deeply ambiguous
assessment of Judeo-Christian responsibility and of the Christian
participation in a kind of gift-economy with God. Derrida concludes the
book by citing Nietzsche’s claim that the belief in Christ’s sacrifice for
us is self-serving, and this citation along with his remarks on the
paradox of ethical responsibility (because one cannot respond to the
needs of one without neglecting the rest) and his identification of
Biblical revelations with (fragmentary and ambiguous) postcards
received from God*! leave one wondering whether Derrida’s assessment
of the role of gift in Judeo-Christianity is intended as a replay of
Kierkegaard’'s Fear and Trembling minus Kierkegaard’s affirmation of
faith, or whether Derrida is also affirming some aspect of the Christian
tradition.

My own sense is that he is at least affirming that the gift
dimension found in Mauss is basic to Christianity and therefore to the
inheritance of Western thought. But if gift is a basic aspect of both
Christian spirituality and ethics, then there are two consequences: 1) a
kind of wildness (paradox, excess) characteristic of gift exchange is
hidden within what sometimes appears to be the manageable
rationalist ethics and economics of Western societies, and 2) exploring
the paradox of gift within our spiritual, ethical, and economic heritage
may help open up new possibilities of political and economic life (i.e.,
possibilities based on something other than rational self-interest).

Gift then represents for Derrida, I think, a wild card within the
Western tradition that serves as the basis on which to find paradoxical
new interpretations of traditional texts. In another sense, it also may

41 Gift of Death, p. 91.
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symbolize for him the possibility of deconstruction itself as the
emergence of something new in a text when it is read by a new
interpreter. Insofar as Derrida associates gift with surprise, with lack
of guarantee, with destruction (as in the potlatch), with the impetus to
movement, and with openness to an unknown future, gift is an
appropriate symbol or placeholder for what makes deconstruction
possible and desirable (as well as potentially poisonous, like any gift).
To follow this line of thought further might lead us to ask whether
Derrida’s deconstructive project has the roots of its own possibility
within a (traditional) stream of thought concerning gift within the
history of Western philosophy.

LONERGAN AND GIFT IN “MISSION AND THE SPIRIT”

In the last section of this paper, I will argue for three similarities and
one difference between the role of gift in Lonergan’s thought and its role
in Derrida’s, drawing primarily on the essay, “Mission and the
Spirit.”#? Briefly, I am claiming 1) that the phenomenon of gift pervades
Lonergan’s account of human knowing, 2) that the role of gift in
Lonergan’s thought is one of the sources of his resistance to some of the
more objectionable tendencies of modernism, and 3) that the
phenomenon of gift is ambivalent for Lonergan for some of the same
reasons it is for Derrida. Finally, I will claim that Lonergan differs from
Derrida in his sense that to name a gift as gift somehow annuls or
destroys the gift. Yet at the same time Lonergan shares to a great
extent Derrida’s sense of mystery concerning the source of the gifts that
most concern him.

1) First, then, the phenomenon of gift is pervasive in Lonergan’s account
of human knowing. In Lonergan’s descriptions of the experience of the
unfolding of the desire to know through the levels of cognition, it is easy
to infer that this experience shares the qualities of gift-giving as open-
ended and contingent that we have seen emphasized by Mauss and
Derrida. Like the one who initiates a gift exchange, we give our effort to

42 1 am indebted to Fred Lawrence's discussion of this essay in “Fragility of
Consciousness.”
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unraveling some problem, but we can never be sure that an answer will
come to us in return for our efforts. Questions, images, insights, or
judgments are not experienced as our own doing but as something new
and surprising that comes to us.#3 In “Mission and the Spirit” Lonergan
alludes to the way answers come to us as if by a gift when he describes
the role of a “passionateness of being” that “underpins and reaches
beyond the subject as experientially, intelligently, rationally, morally
conscious.” What Lonergan terms a “quasi-operator” “presides over
the transition from the neural to the psychic,” serving the desire to
know by shaping images, recalling overlooked evidence, bringing to
mind our own misdeeds, and providing symbols important to our
psychological development .43

In addition to describing the experience of unfolding inquiry in
ways that display some of the qualities of gift exchange, Lonergan here
goes further to claim that the development of human consciousness
toward ever greater self-transcendence is a gift in the sense that it is
brought about by God through the operation of vertical finality (our
participation in ends higher than our proportionate ends)*. Lonergan
writes that as “the cause of the whole universe” brings about from
lower species the emergence of higher species, so God also works to
bring human consciousness through its levels of operations to greater
self-transcendence. By placing the human desire for knowledge/self-
transcendence in the context of vertical finality, Lonergan places the
whole of his cognitional theory in a theological context. If for Lonergan
God is the source of our quest for knowledge, it seems plausible to say
that our experience of self-transcendence as gift is borne out by a
theological understanding and judgment.

[$

2) My second claim is that the gift-character of Lonergan’s cognitional
theory is one of the sources of his resistance to modernism. As I
mentioned above, when one asks a question, it is as if one begins a
circle of gifts with no guarantee of a return. This lack of a guarantee in

43 See Lawrence, “Fragility of Consciousness,” p. 198.
44 “Mission and the Spirit,” p. 29.
45 “Mission and the Spirit,” p. 29.
46 “Mission and the Spirit,” p. 24.



Derrida and Lonergan on the Gift 151

the process of inquiry is characteristic of vertical finality, according to
Lonergan’s description of it in “Mission and the Spirit:”

“Vertical finality is to its end, not as inevitable, but as a possibility. Its
ends can be attained. They need not be attained. They or may not be
attained.

“Vertical finality is multivalent. There need not be just one end beyond
a given proper proportion. Indeed, the lower a being is in a hierarchic
scale, the more numerous are the higher ends beyond its proper reach.

“Vertical finality is obscure. When it has been realized in full, it can be
known. When it is in process, what has been attained can be known, but
what has not, remains obscure....

“Vertical finality to God himself is not merely obscure but shrouded in
mystery. In this life we can know God, not as he is in himself, but only
by deficient analogy. God himself remains mystery...”

As participating in vertical finality with its contingency and open-
endedness (which I have equated with the qualities of a gift exchange),
the unfolding of human knowing and doing, far from being the mirroring
of nature, the intuition of eternal essences, or the imposition of static
Kantian categories on sense data, is for Lonergan always partial,
multiple, open-ended, uncertain, and mysterious. In this sense the gift-
character of his account of human knowing is a source of its resistance
to modernist epistemologies.

3) The third claim I am making is that the gifts of unfolding knowledge
are for Lonergan, as they are for Derrida, ambiguous (as for Derrida,
they may amount to nothing, or they may be poisonous,). Just as the
quasi-operator described in “Mission and the Spirit” may cooperate
with the movement of self-transcendence by throwing out questions,
images, and insights that assist inquiry and bring us to awareness of
our own shortcomings, so it may instead operate out of egoistic, group,
or commonsense bias (which Lonergan here attributes to sin),4

47 “Mission and the Spirit,” pp. 26-27. See Fred Lawrence’s discussion of this
passage in “Fragility of Consciousness, p. 189. My argument in this section has
some affinity to Jerry Miller’s characterizations of Lonergan as sharing the concerns
of deconstruction; see his essay “All Love is Self-Surrender.”

48 “Mission and the Spirit,” p. 31.
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suppressing images, insights, and further relevant questions. Through
the workings of bias, “the intelligence of progress is twisted into the
objectification of irrational bias,” followed by rationalizations to
legitimate a now-distorted situation. For Lonergan, then, the gifts of
insights that come to us from our own questioning, as well as the
inherited meanings we have received from our languages and our
traditions, contain poisonous distortions. For Lonergan as for Derrida,
it seems plausible to say that such inherited meanings can only benefit
from a deconstructive reading to discover the tensions and paradoxes
within them.

4) As Lonergan names bias “sin,” he names the gifts that break down
sin as “grace.” Both the outer word of Jesus’ life and mission, and the
inner word of the Spirit (“God’s love flooding our hearts”) play an
essential role in the overcoming of sin in individuals and societies.*® At
the end of “Mission and the Spirit” Lonergan places the whole
discussion of self-transcendence and the overcoming of bias in the
context of grace, claiming that “experience of grace...is as large as the
Christian experience of life.” “It is experience of man’s capacity for self-
transcendence, of his unrestricted openness to the intelligible, the true,
the good. It is experience of a twofold frustration of that capacity: the
objective frustration of life in a world distorted by sin; the subjective
frustration of one’s incapacity to break with one’s own evil ways. It is
experience of a transformation one did not bring about but rather
underwent, as divine providence let evil take its course and vertical
finality be heightened, as it let one’s circumstances shift, one’s
dispositions change, new encounters occur, and —so gently and quietly
—one’s heart be touched...”s?

In this passage Lonergan could never be mistaken for Derrida, for
he names the gift as gift and expresses gratitude to the giver. Even the
ambiguities and distortions of bias and social decline seem to have
their place as part of a providential plan. In their responses to gift at
this basic level, Derrida and Lonergan appear to part ways. Derrida
remains content never to name a giver, express gratitude, or describe

49 “Mission and the Spirit,” p. 32.
50 “Mission and the Spirit,” p. 33.
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an expected outcome to the process of textual and political inquiry in
which he is engaged.

In a roundtable discussion at Villanova University, Derrida told a
story of a man who met the Messiah dressed in rags at the gates of
Rome. Recognizing him, the man asked the Messiah, “When will you
come?” Derrida interprets this story in part as saying that our
responsibilities are not in the future but here and now. He also
interprets it as saying that “the Messiah is the one I expect even while I
do not want him to come. There is the possibility that my relation to
the Messiah is this: I would like him to come, I hope that he will come,
that the other will come, as other, for that would be justice, peace, and
revolution...and, at the same time, I am scared.... [A]s long as I ask you
the question, ‘When will you come?, at least you are not coming. And
that is the condition for me to go on asking questions and living...”s!
Derrida’s comments here epitomize the role of the deconstructionist as
one who is waiting expectantly for something that he is profoundly
reluctant to name, perhaps for fear of falling into the same closure of
possibilities that he has worked to correct in his readings of traditional
texts. Lonergan, in contrast, to Derrida, is eager to name that which he
awaits, using traditional theological and pastoral terms such as grace,
salvation, Son, and Spirit.

In affirming what Fred Lawrence has called a “friendly universe,”s2
even while maintaining that God’s purposes are mysterious, does
Lonergan go too far in the direction of making God appear to be an
object of knowledge, of “annulling” the gift in Derrida’s terms? I don’t
know how to answer that question; at this point I can only point to it as
a point of disagreement —perhaps a basic one —between Lonergan and
Derrida. In spite of this disagreement, however, I have become
convinced of the perhaps unexpected conclusion that there is much that
unites Lonergan and Derrida. The Gestalt of each of them with which I
began has changed in the course of my work on this paper; I trust that it
will change further through the give and take of discussion in the
Workshop.

51 “Deconstruction in a Nutshell,” p. 25.
52 “Fragility of Consciousness,” p. 206.
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LONERGAN’S REMARK IN Method about “bolder spirits” developing an
“analogy of science” based on the procedures and precepts of the
conspicuously successful science of their time is of particular relevance
for understanding Aristotle’s notion of science as it is expressed in the
Posterior Analytics.! For a number of reasons, philosophers of nature
had by Aristotle’s time made little progress in achieving common
methods and principles for investigating the world of human
experience.? The story of the mathematical sciences, specifically the
science of geometry, was quite different. Remarkable progress had been
made in geometry by the 5th Century, working out a common method
and vocabulary, common definitions, elements and principles, and
common criteria for assessing whether a problem had been solved
successfully.? In particular, its method of demonstrating conclusions
about its objects based on antecedently established principles caught
the eye of Aristotle. It was Aristotle’s goal to establish an analogy of
science patterned on the method of geometry that could serve as model
for any scientific investigation.# The Posterior Analytic is Aristotle’s
basic articulation of this analogy of science.

1 Bernard J. F. Lonergan, Method in Theology (New York: Herder and Herder,

1972), p. 3.
2 These reasons are detailed in Richard D, McKirahan, Jr., Principles and Proofs:

Aristotle’s Theory of Demonstrative Science (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1992) pp. 7-16.

3 McKirahan, Principles and Proofs, pp. 16-18.

4 McKirahan, Principles and Proofs, pp. 19-20.
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Lonergan’s admiration for the brilliance of Aristotle’s
philosophical achievement is evident throughout Lonergan’s
intellectual career. In particular, Lonergan was convinced that
Aristotle’s reflections on the act of direct insight into sensible
experience and his heuristic specification of the goal of theoretical
intelligence in terms of specific explanatory questions represent
permanently valid achievements in the history of western philosophy.s
However, despite Lonergan’s appreciation of Aristotle’s achievement,
he was also critical of some key aspects of Aristotle’s position. One
criticism that increased in importance for Lonergan after the
publication of Insight focused on Aristotle’s presentation of scientific
knowing in the Posterior Analytics.® More specifically, Lonergan was
critical of Aristotle’s view that science can attain demonstrative
knowledge of explanations that are known to be true of necessity. For
Lonergan, even on Aristotle’s own account of the ground of scientific
knowing, such knowledge is not, without more, attainable by human
beings.

The purpose of this paper is to present Lonergan’s criticism of
Aristotle’s understanding of scientific knowing on this point. That is,
we will explore why for Lonergan science cannot, even on Aristotle’s own
terms, achieve knowledge of explanations that that are known to be
true of necessity.

To my mind, the importance of this topic for Lonergan cannot be
overstated. Attempts by thinkers after Aristotle to achieve his notion
of scientific knowledge had far-reaching and deleterious consequences
for the history of western thought. One of the most important
consequences was the degeneration of philosophical and scientific
theory into what Lonergan termed “conceptualism.” In its search to
achieve demonstrative knowledge of scientific explanations known to be
true of necessity, philosophy and science tended toward “static
abstractions” that were unsupported by any real understanding of

5 See, e.g., Bernard J. F. Lonergan, Understanding and Being, Collected Works of
Bernard Lonergan, vol. 5, edited by Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1990), pp. 29-30.

6 Cf. Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 400, editors note d.
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things and events in the concrete.” This degeneration into
conceptualism was most evident in the aftermath of the Augustinian-
Aristotelian controversy that occurred during the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries at the University of Paris.® The negative
assessment of Aristotle’s substantive works in physics, biology,
psychology and metaphysics implied by the condemnation of 1277
against the Latin Averroists meant that Aristotle’s logical works came
to take center stage in both theology and philosophy.® Increasingly, the
focus of thinkers such as Duns Scotus and William of Ockham was not
to understand things and events in the concrete but to satisfy
Aristotle’s requirements for achieving scientific knowledge:

[Duns Scotus and William of Ockham] were by-products of the
Augustinian-Aristotelian conflict. They accepted Aristotle’s
logical works. His other writings they discarded as merely pagan.
In consequence they took the Posterior Analytics at face value.
Their basic concern was whether or not this or that issue could be
settled demonstratively.!0

The results of conceptualism were twofold. First, because only the
employment of analytic propositions seemed to satisfy Aristotle’s

7 Bernard J. F. Lonergan, A Second Collection, edited by William F. J. Ryan and
Bernard Tyrell (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1974), p. 47.

8 Cf. Bernard J. F. Lonergan, Philosophy of God, and Theology, (London: Darton,
Longman & Todd, 1973), p. 30; Method, pp. 280, 297. The controversy was
precipitated by the introduction of Aristotle’s physical, biological, psychological and
metaphysical works to the Latin West during this period in the form of Arabic
translations and commentaries. See Gorden Leff, Paris and Oxford Universities in the
Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1968), pp.
128, 187. Prior to their introduction, the theological perspective of the monastic and
cathedral schools shaped the curriculum at the University of Paris. Generally,
theology stood at the summit of the curriculum, supplying the intellectual synthesis
for the seven artes liberals. See, David L. Wagner, The Seven Liberal Arts in the
Middle Ages (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1983); Mark D. Jordan,
Ordering of Wisdom: The Hierarchy of Philosophical Discourse in Agquinas (Notre
Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1986). What the Arabic translators and
commentators presented was a “rationalism” that challenged the theological
synthesis of the curriculum. Cf. M. D. Chenu, O.P., Toward Understanding St.
Thomas (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1964), pp. 33-39.

9 Second Collection, p. 196.

10 Philosophy of God, pp. 30-31.
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requirement that science attain demonstrative knowledge of
explanations known to be true of necessity, increasingly knowledge of
reality was relegated to the realm of faith, conceived along voluntaristic
lines.!! To the extent that certain questions were still treated
philosophically, there was a shift to analysis in terms of the logical
doctrine of suppositio. Second, there emerged the decadent scholastic
rhetorical form of disputation that focused on the defining of terms and
the subdividing of distinctions. Its focus on the defining of terms led to
an excessive verbalism that amounted to little more than a process of
reifying the common sense meaning of terms.!2 Its focus on the
subdividing of distinctions led to a collapse of the distinction between
philosophical reflection and rhetoric: “[Distinctions] enabled a
disputant to add his afterthoughts, and while such thoughts could be
brilliant, they also could be convenient inventions of the moment over
which there was no effective control.”13

Much of modern philosophy that emerged with Descartes can be
understood as a reaction to the philosophical skepticism and decadent
scholasticism wrought by the degeneration of philosophical and
scientific theory into conceptualism. In general, Descartes sought to
overcome philosophical skepticism by transposing into an
epistemological context Aristotle’s requirement that science attain
knowledge of explanations known to be true of necessity.'4 In so doing,
Descartes conceived science as a logically ordered system of necessary
truths derived from self-evident epistemological principles:

For Descartes, scientific knowledge is the logically ordered
system of true ideas that accurately represents the causal order
in nature . . .. To construct a systematic order of truths, the mind
must identify those elemental ideas and axioms whose truth
value can be determined by a single self-authenticating act.
These privileged internal representations are the foundations of

11 Etienne Gilson, Reason and Revelation in the Middle Ages (New York: Charles
Scribner’s and Sons, 1966), pp. 85-89.

12 Bernard J. F. Lonergan, A Third Collection: Papers by Bernard J. F. Lonergan,
S.J., edited by Frederick E. Crowe (New York: Paulist Press, 1985), pp. 41-42.

13 Third Collection, p. 42.

14 See generally, Stephen Toulmin, Cosmopolis: The Hidden Agenda of Modernity
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992).
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Cartesian science . . .. They provide the self-evident principles
required for a system of knowledge modeled on deductive
geometry. The task of foundational epistemology is to discover
these ultimate truths, to establish their certainty, and then to
erect the edifice of knowledge upon them.!5

Postmodern thought can itself be understood in many ways as a
critical reaction to modern philosophy’s attempt to attain within an
epistemological context scientific explanations known to be true of
necessity.!s In this regard, Lonergan’s own criticism of Aristotle’s
understanding of science is in continuity with this aspect of postmodern
thinking.!” However, unlike the tendency of postmodern thinking to
revert to a new form of philosophical skepticism as a consequence of its
critique, Lonergan’s own critique opens to an understanding of
authentic scientific praxis as the attainment of probable knowledge of
verified explanatory possibilities. Accordingly, Lonergan’s position
serves as a needed corrective to the postmodern critique in that it seeks
not the “destruction” of the possibility of scientific knowing but a
“reconstruction” of its philosophical basis consistent with the intention
vetera novis augere et perficere.'8

We will first explore those aspects of Aristotle’s understanding of
science relevant to Lonergan’s critique. Two caveats are in order. First,
my presentation of Aristotle’s position is in no way exhaustive. I have
focused on only those elements of Aristotle’s position that are essential
for understanding why Lonergan is critical of it. In particular, many
details regarding Aristotle’s requirements for demonstration, details
that comprise a large portion of Aristotle’s reflections in the Posterior
Analytics, are not discussed because they are not relevant to the

15 Michael McCarthy, Crisis in Philosophy (New York: State University of New York
Press, 1990), p. 185.

16 Cf. Second Collection, pp. 69-73.

17 For discussion of the continuities and differences between Lonergan and
postmodern thought, see generally, Frederick G. Lawrence, “The Fragility of
Consciousness: Lonergan and the Postmodern Concern for the Other,” Theological
Studies 54 (1993); Frederick G. Lawrence, “Lonergan, the Integral Postmodern,”
Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies 18 (2000).

18 Bernard J. F. Lonergan, Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, Collected Works of
Bernard Lonergan, vol. 2, edited by Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997), p. 222-27.
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question at hand. Second, my presentation of Aristotle is in no way
definitive. There is still a fair amount of disagreement among scholars
as to the proper interpretation of Aristotle on a number of issues,
including issues that are of relevance to understanding Lonergan’s
critique.’ On these points, I have endeavored to present an
interpretation of Aristotle’s position that approximates Lonergan’s own
interpretation because, obviously, it is this interpretation that was the
subject of Lonergan’s critique.2?

After we have completed our review of relevant themes in
Aristotle’s understanding of scientific knowing, we will turn to a
presentation of Lonergan’s own position on human knowing,
concentrating in particular on Lonergan’s notion of the “remote”
criterion of truth. It is this notion that forms the basis for Lonergan’s
critique of Aristotle’s understanding of science. Lastly, we will examine
the implications of this criterion for scientific knowing. This
examination will show why for Lonergan science cannot attain
knowledge of explanations that are known to be true of necessity.

ARISTOTLE’S UNDERSTANDING OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWING

Aristotle makes his most basic statement about what he means by
scientific knowing in terms of two requirements set forth at the
beginning of Section 2, Book I, of his Posterior Analytics:

We think we that we know each [fact] without qualification . . .
when we think that (a) we know the cause through which the
[fact] exists [or occurs] as being the cause of that [fact], and that
(b) the [fact] cannot be other than what it is.2!

19 T would like to make special mention at this point of my gratitude to Patrick
Byrne for his insightful comments on a previous draft of this paper. His efforts, in my
judgment, have improved the presentation on several key points.

20 Tn a number of cases, I employ Lonergan’s own reflections on Aristotle’s position
to guide my interpretation.

21 Posterior Analytics 71b10-13. As a general rule I employ Hippocrates G.
Apostle’s translation of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics
(Grinnell, Iowa: The Peripatetic Press, 1981). However, I do at times deviate from
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The first requirement Aristotle specifies for knowing to be
scientific highlights that for Aristotle science is concerned primarily
with knowing the “causes” through which “facts” exist or occur.”2 In
other words, scientific knowing is not of the “mere fact” but of the
“reasoned fact.”?3 The “mere fact” is a thing or event known in terms of
one’s sense experience of it.2* For example, to use one of Aristotle’s
favorite illustrations, the “mere fact” of a lunar eclipse is a lunar
eclipse known in terms of one’s sense experience that “the moon is
darkened without its visibility being obstructed.”? It is the “mere fact,”
understood as sense experience of a thing or event, that for Aristotle is
the point of departure for scientific investigation.

The “reasoned fact,” by contrast, is a thing or event known in
terms of the reason that explains the “mere fact” as a consequence of
that reason.2?6 For example, the “reasoned fact” of a lunar eclipse is a
lunar eclipse known in terms of the explanation of the sense experience
of the “the moon being darkened without its visibility being
obstructed.” In Aristotle’s day the explanation of a lunar eclipse was
already well known; namely, the reason that explains the sense
experience of “the moon being darkened without its visibility being
obstructed” as a consequence of that reason is that “the earth is
interposed between the moon and the sun.”?’ It is the “reasoned fact,”
understood as a thing or event known in terms of the reason that
explains the thing or event as experienced, that for Aristotle is the goal
of scientific investigation.

his translation for either stylistic reasons or for purposes of emphasizing an aspect of
Aristotle’s position that is of relevance to Lonergan’s critique. In the preceding
passage, I have change “thing” to “fact” based on Apostle’s remarks in note 2 of his
Commentary on Book I. Lonergan himself often makes reference to this passage
when articulating Aristotle’s understanding of science. See, e.g., Second Collection, p.
139; Third Collection, pp. 41, 136-317.

22 Cf. Understanding and Being, CWL 5, pp. 8-9.

2 Posterior Analytics 78a22-79a17.

24 See Patrick H. Byrne, Analysis and Science in Aristotle (Albany: State University
of New York Press, 1997), p. 89.

25 See, e.g., Posterior Analytics 93a40-41.

26 See Terence Irwin, Aristotle’s First Principles (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988),
pp. 117-20; Byrne, Analysis and Science, pp. 81-91.

27 Posterior Analytics 90a19-20.



162 Maxwell

Knowing a thing or event in terms of the reason that explains it is,
for Aristotle, knowing the explanatory “what” or reality of that thing or
event. In other words, the explanation of one’s sense experience of a
lunar eclipse is the reality of a lunar eclipse from an explanatory
perspective — a lunar eclipse is “the moon being darkened without its
visibility being obstructed” because “the earth is interposed between
the moon and the sun.” As Aristotle relates this point:

For it is evident that in all these the whatness and the why are
the same. Thus, to the question “what is an eclipse?” one may
answer, “It is the privation of light from the moon, [caused] by
the earth’s interposition”; and to the question “Why is there an
eclipse?” or “Why is the moon being eclipsed?’, one may answer,
“Because its light disappears when the earth is interposed
between the sun and the moon.28

The second requirement Aristotle specifies in his basic statement
of what constitutes knowing to be scientific is that one must know that
“the [fact] cannot be other than what it is.” This means that to possess
scientific knowledge one must know that the reason that explains one’s
sense experience of a thing or event is the necessarily true explanation of
that sense experience.?® The necessity at issue is not that the thing or
event to which the explanation pertains always exists or occurs. If this
were the case, there could not be scientific knowledge of an event such
as a lunar eclipse, which occurs only “sometimes” or “recurrently.”
Rather, the necessity at issue is that the thing or event is of “such and
such a kind” (as explained) assuming its existence or occurrence.’® This
is why for Aristotle science seeks knowledge of particular things and
events not as particular (as actually existing or occurring) but as
“falling under” a universal (as such and such a kind). As Aristotle
comments in this regard:

As for demonstrations and sciences of thing which happen
frequently, e.g. of an eclipse of the moon, it is clear that qua

28 Posterior Analytics 90a15-17.

29 McKirahan, Principles and Proofs, pp. 23, 101-02, 107-10.

30 For a discussion of the connection between necessity and universality, see Irwin,
First Principles, pp. 118-20.
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being of such and such a kind, they are always [true], but qua not
always existing, they are [true] under certain circumstances. As
in the case of an eclipse, so it is in other cases.3!

There are basically two aspects to knowing that the explanation of
a thing or event as experienced is true of necessity.3? First, one must
know that the existence or occurrence of the thing or event as
experienced entails of necessity the fulfillment of the conditions
specified by the reason that explains the sense experience (the
existence or occurrence of the thing or event as explained). Second, one
must know that the fulfillment of the conditions specified by the reason
that explains the sense experience (the existence or occurrence of thing
or event as explained) entails of necessity the existence or occurrence of
the thing or event as experienced. For example, one knows that the
explanation of a lunar eclipse as experienced is true of necessity if one
knows both that: (1) the occurrence of the a lunar eclipse as experienced
(“the moon is darkened without its visibility being obstructed”) entails
of necessity the fulfillment of the conditions specified by the reason
that explains it (“the earth is interposed between the moon and the
sun”); and (2) the fulfillment of the conditions specified by the reason
that explains it (“the earth is interposed between the moon and the
sun”) entails of necessity the occurrence of a lunar eclipse as
experienced ( “the moon is darkened without its visibility being
obstructed”). It is basically a matter of if and only if A (the fulfillment
of the conditions specified by the explanation), then B (the occurrence of
the thing or event as experienced).33

31 Posterior Analytics 75b21-37.

32 The question of what Aristotle means by this requirement is not a settled issue
among scholars. See, e.g., Irwin, First Principles, pp. 523 n. 20; 528 n.7.

33 That this is how Lonergan interpreted Aristotle on the question of necessity is
indicated by two sources in his writings. The first source is Lonergan’s discussion in
Understanding and Being at page 126 that scientific knowing is only probable
because it cannot establish “If A, and only if A, then B” (the italics are Lonergan’s).
To know that B follows only if A is to know that the occurrence of the thing or event
as experienced (“B”) entails of necessity the fulfillment of the conditions specified by
the explanation (“A”). Likewise, to know that B follows if A is to know that the
fulfillment of the conditions specified by the explanation entails of necessity the
occurrence of the thing or event as experienced. The second source is Lonergan’s
usual translation of Aristotle’s requirement in the Posterior Analytics as knowing
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For Aristotle, knowing that the explanation of a thing or event as
experienced is true of necessity entails knowing all the reasons that
explain why this explanation is the true explanation of the relevant sense
experience.3* Generally, these reasons for the truth of the explanation
are known when all questions about why the explanation is the true
explanation have been raised and answered.’* In other words, when one
knows the reasons that establish the unquestionable truth of the
explanation of the relevant sense experience, one knows that the
explanation of the relevant sense experience is true of necessity.
Lonergan’s own approach to analyzing knowledge of these reasons will
be helpful for understanding this point.36 Lonergan makes a distinction
between, on the one hand, the conditions for the truth of an explanation
that are implied by the reasons proffered in support of the truth of the
explanation and, on the other hand, the fulfillment of these conditions
that is asserted by these reasons.’” Accordingly, knowing the reasons
that establishes the unquestionable truth of an explanation involves

that “the effect cannot be other than it is.” See, e.g., Third Collection, pp. 41, 136-37.
This translation implies the second aspect of knowing that the fulfillment of the
conditions specified by the explanation entails of necessity the occurrence of the thing

or event as experienced (the “effect”).

34 Cf. McKirahan, Principles and Proofs, pp. 82-3.

35 As Irwin notes in First Principles, page 130: “To justify the conclusion [the
explanation of the thing as experienced], in [Aristotle’s] view, we must show
conclusively, with no further questions to be raised, that it is derived from premises
[reasons] that are prior and better known. We have not shown this if we can only
offer a local demonstration [reason not themselves established by reasons] since that
leaves open a further question about the status of the premises [reasons).”

36 This topic will be discussed more fully below.

37 In this regard, Lonergan makes the following relevant comments in an early essay entitled “The
Form of Inference”: “It appears a fact that spontaneous thinking sees at once the conclusion, B, in
apprehending the antecedents, A. Most frequently the expression of this inference will be simply
the assertion of B. Only when questioned do men add that the ‘reason for B’ is A: and only when
a debate ensues does there emerge a distinction between the two elements in the ‘reason for B,’
namely, the antecedent fact or facts, A, and the implication of B in A (if A, then B). Thus the
transition from informal to formal inference is a process of analysis: it makes explicit, at once in
consciousness and in language, the different elements of thought that were present from the first
moment. For when B simply is asserted, it is asserted not as an experience but as a conclusion;
else a question would not elicit the answer, B because of A. Again, when this answer is given,
there would be no meaning to the ‘because” if all that was meant was a further assertion, A. On
the contrary, the casual sentence (because A, therefore B) compresses into one the three sentences
of the formal analysis (if A, then B; A; .. B).” Bernard J. F. Lonergan, Collection, Collected
Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 4, edited by Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1988), pp. 4-5.
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knowing both the conditions for the truth of the explanation and the
fulfillment of these conditions.

Returning to the example of a lunar eclipse, one knows that the
explanation of a lunar eclipse as experienced is true of necessity only if
one knows the reasons that establish the unquestionable truth of the
explanation. One reason for the truth of the explanation of a lunar
eclipse is that “the moon is something illuminated by light from the
sun.” In other words, one reason it is true that “the earth being
interposed between the moon and the sun” is the explanation of “the
moon being darkened without its visibility being obstructed” is because
“the moon is something illuminated by light from the sun.” The
conditions for the truth of the explanation implied by this reason is
that “something illuminated by light from the sun is darkened without
its visibility being obstructed because the earth is interposed between
it and the sun.”

Aristotle’s typical approach in the Posterior Analytics for
displaying knowledge of reasons for the truth of an explanation is to
cast these reasons in the form of one or more deductions or
“syllogisms.” Generally speaking, a syllogism for Aristotle is “discourse
in which, certain things being stated, something other that what is
stated follows of necessity from their being so0.”38 The “certain things
being stated,” which are statements “affirming or denying something of
something,” are the premises of the syllogism.3 The “something other
than what is stated” that “follows of necessity from their being s0” is
the conclusion of the syllogism. The main point of a syllogism is to
display both knowledge of the conditions for the truth of a scientific
explanation and knowledge of the fulfillment of these conditions. The
major premise of a syllogism displays knowledge of the conditions for
the truth of the explanation.4® The minor premise displays knowledge
of the fulfillment of these conditions. The conclusion, as following from
the premises, displays knowledge of the scientific explanation as a

38 Prior Analytics 24b19-20. I am employing A.J. Jenkinson’s translation of the
Prior Analytics in The Complete Works of Aristotle, edited by Jonathan Barns,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985).

39 See Byrne, Analysis and Science, pp. 31-32.

40 See, e.g., Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 118.
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conditioned known to have its conditions for truth fulfilled. As
Lonergan notes in this regard:

What is the function of a syllogism? Is the function of a syllogism
a matter of writing down a formula that exhibits what happens
in mental chemistry, the way the chemical formula represents
what happens in chemical processes? The function of writing out
syllogisms, or clarifying your thought to the point where you are
able to put your assertions as conclusions from other premises,
is that it puts into form the object of reflective understanding.
Reflective understanding is aided by the syllogistic form of
exposition because the syllogism exhibits the conclusion, the
prospective judgment, the conditioned, as a [a conditioned having
its conditions fulfilled]. You have the question, Is B true? Is the
proposition or set of propositions under consideration true? The
act of reflective understanding grasps that the propositions or
set of propositions is [a conditioned having its conditions
fulfilled]; because of that grasp you have a grasp of an absolute,
and you say, “Affirm B; B is true.”!

The foregoing can be illustrated with the construction of a
syllogism that displays knowledge of one reason for the truth for the
scientific explanation for a lunar eclipse:

Major_Premise: Something illuminated by light from the sun is
darkened without its visibility being obstructed because/when (if and
only if) the earth is interposed between it and the sun.

Minor Premise: The moon is something illuminated by light from the
sun.

Conclusion: Therefore, the moon is darkened without its visibility
being obstructed because/when (if and only if) the earth is interposed
between the moon and the sun.4

41 Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 119. See also, Bernard J. F. Lonergan,
Topics in Education, Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 10, edited by
Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1993), p. 148; Bernard J. F. Lonergan, Insight: A Study of Human Understanding,
Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, vol. 3, edited by Fredrick E. Crowe and Robert
M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992) pp. 305-06.
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The preceding syllogism displays a reason for the truth of the
explanation for a lunar eclipse as experienced by showing in part why it
is true that the interposition of the earth between the moon and the
sun explains the moon being darkened without its visibility being
obstructed.#? This reason is in terms of the moon as “something
illuminated by light from the sun.” In other words, one reason “the
earth being interposed between the moon and the sun” explains “the
moon being darkened without its visibility being obstructed” is because
“the moon is something illuminated by light from the sun.”# The major
premise of the syllogism (“something illuminated by light from the sun
is darkened without its visibility being obstructed because the earth is
interposed between it and the sun”) displays knowledge of conditions
for the truth of the scientific explanation. The minor premise (“the
moon is something illuminated by light from the sun”) displays
knowledge of the fulfillment of these conditions. The conclusion
(“therefore, the moon is darkened without its visibility being obstructed
because the earth is interposed between the moon and the sun”), as
following from the premises, displays knowledge of the scientific
explanation as a conditioned known to have its conditions fulfilled.

The reason for the truth of the explanation set forth in the
syllogism does not, however, by itself, establish the necessary truth of
the explanation because it does not establish the unquestionable truth
of the explanation. In other words, all questions pertinent to knowing
both the conditions and their fulfillment for the truth of the
explanation are not answered by this reason. There are further
questions about the truth of the reason itself that are pertinent to
knowing the conditions and their fulfillment for the truth of the
explanation. One may ask, for example, in connection with this reason
“Why it is true that something illuminated by light from the sun is

43 For Aristotle, one cannot, strictly speaking, demonstrate the “what” of
something. However, in the present case, a lunar eclipse does not, strictly speaking,
have a “what” because is not actually a substance or a “something.” Rather, it is an
attribute of the moon due to its location relative to the locations of the sun and the
earth.

44 Tt should be noted from the foregoing that the reasons for the truth of an
explanation of a thing or event as experienced usually involves additional
explanations that pertain to things or events that may be the same or different from
the things or events referenced in the conclusion.
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darkened without its visibility being obstructed when the earth is
interposed between it and the sun”? The process of answering this and
related questions takes one in the direction of a theory of optics that
explains why these conditions for the truth of the explanation are
themselves true.45 Hence, one does not know the reasons that establish
the necessary truth of an explanation unless and until one has raised
and answered all questions about the truth of these reasons.® The
implication of this is that one knows that an explanation is true of
necessity only if one also knows that the reasons for its truth are true of
necessity.4

The preceding analysis poses serious difficulties for Aristotle’s
understanding of science. On the one hand, for Aristotle one does not
achieve scientific knowledge unless one knows that the reason that
explains a thing or event as experienced is true of necessity by
answering all questions relevant to the truth of the reasons that justify
the explanation. On the other hand, the reasons achieved in answering
these questions seem only to generate further questions about their
own truth. The result is an infinite regress in the giving of reasons for
the truth of previously given reasons.®® Aristotle’s solution to this
dilemma is his position that the giving of further reasons eventually
terminates in knowledge of immediate, indemonstrable reasons
termed “principles” that are known to be true of necessity without
recourse to additional reasons.*® His basic notion is of reasons for the
truth of a scientific explanation whose truth is unquestionable because

45 Cf. Byrne, Analysis and Science, p. 104, These additional reasons would include
an explanation of the fact that the interposition of the earth between the sun an
object illuminated by light from the sun results in a darkening of that object because
the object is deprived of light from the sun by the interposition. These additional
reasons could be displayed syllogistically with the premises of the original syllogism
being deduced as conclusions. See generally, McKirahan, Principles and Proofs, pp.
149-63.

46 Trwin, First Principles, p. 130.

47 This is the reason for Aristotle’s requirement that premises of a demonstration
be necessary. See, e.g., Posterior Analytics 73a22-28. As it stands, then, our
syllogism for a lunar eclipse does not qualify as a demonstration of the “reasoned
fact” of a lunar eclipse.

48 Posterior Analytics 72b5-24.

49 See generally, Byrne, Analysis and Science, pp. 123-63; McKirahan, Principles
and Proofs, pp. 21-49.
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their truth is self-evident.’0 In other words, the reasons “contain” or
“establish” the fulfillment of their own conditions for being true. As
such, these reasons are known to be true of necessity without recourse
to additional reasons:

Things are true and primitive which are convincing on the
strength not of anything else but through themselves; for in
regard to the first principles of science it is improper to ask any
further for the why and wherefore of them; each of the first
principles should command assent in and by itself.5!

The most important characteristic of the principles that state
these reasons is that they involve “essential” or per se predication.s?
Recall that for Aristotle the premises that express reasons for the
truth of a conclusion are always a proposition “affirming or denying
something of something.”s The “something” that is affirmed is an
understanding involving additional things or events that functions as
the predicate of the premise. The “something” of which the predicate is
affirmed are these additional things or events. For example, the minor
premise of the syllogism for a lunar eclipse expresses an understanding
of the moon (“the moon 1s something illuminated by light from the
sun”). The predicate that is affirmed of the subject is the
understanding (“something illuminated by light from the sun”). The
subject of which the predicate is affirmed is the thing understood (“the
moon”).

For Aristotle, a predicate belongs to a subject per se when
knowledge of the fulfillment of the conditions for affirming the
predicate of the subject follow from knowledge of the very “what it is” (¢
esti) of either the subject or the predicate. 54 For purposes of
illustration, the minor premise in the syllogism for a lunar eclipse

50 See Irwin, First Principles, pp. 130-33.

51 Topics 100230-100b20. I am using W. A. Pickard’s translation of the Topics
found in The Complete Works of Aristotle, edited by Jonathan Barns, (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1985).

52 See generally, McKirahan, Principles and Proofs, pp. 23, 80-121.

53 Posterior Analytics 75a20-22,

54 See generally, Byrne, Analysis and Science, pp. 94-99, 125-371; McKirahan,
Principles and Proofs, pp. 80-102.
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would involve per se predication if knowledge of the fulfillment of the
conditions for affirming the predicate of the subject (“the moon is
something illuminated by light from the sun”) followed from knowledge
of the “what it is” of either the subject (“the moon”) or the predicate
(“something illuminated by light from the sun”). In other words, the
affirmation of “the moon” as “something illuminated by light from the
sun” would establish the fulfillment of its own conditions for being true
if its truth followed from either what it is to be “the moon” or from what
it is to be “something illuminated by light from the sun.” If this
requirement is satisfied, the truth of the affirmation is true of
necessity because it establishes, as a matter of definition, the
fulfillment of its own conditions for being true.

The basic problem with Aristotle’s account is that is seems to beg
the question. Although the affirmation of the predicate “B” of the
subject “A” is true of necessity if one assumes that it is true of
necessity that the “what” of “A” is that “A is B,” how does one know
that it is true of necessity that “A is B”? Aristotle’s approach to
justifying knowledge of reasons that establish the fulfillment of their
own conditions for being true succeeds only if he can establish that one
can achieve a knowledge of the “what it is” of “A” such that one knows
that “A is B” is true of necessity. Aristotle’s explanation of how
knowledge of these reasons is achieved fails to do this, however.

Aristotle’s explanation is that these reasons are known by nous
through immediate induction from sense experience.’5 Aristotle gives a
description of knowing by immediate induction from sense experience
in an often celebrated and usually disputed passage at the end of the
Posterior Analytics that is the point of departure for Lonergan’s eritique:

35 For discussions of knowing principles by nous through induction from sense experience,
see Irwin, First Principles, pp. 26-50, 134-37; Byme, Analysis and Science, pp. 165-89. Because
induction is the knowing by which principles are known, for Aristotle it is the ultimate ground of
all scientific knowing: “[S]ince scientific knowledge and [induction] are always true and no genus
[of knowledge] exists with is more accurate that scientific knowledge except [induction]; since the
principles of demonstration are [by nature] more known that [what is demonstrated], and all
scientific knowledge is knowledge by means of reasoning whereas there could be no scientific
knowledge of the principles; and since nothing can be more true than scientific knowledge except
[induction]; it follows from a consideration of these facts that [induction] would be the [habit or
faculty] of principles, and that a principle of a demonstration could not be a demonstration and so
[the principles] of scientific knowledge could not be scientific knowledge. Accordingly, if we have
no genus of a true [habit] other than scientific knowledge, {induction] would be the principle [or
starting point] of scientific knowledge.” Posterior Analytics 100b10-16.
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Accordingly, from a sensation there arises a memory, in the
manner we have stated, and from many memories of the same
thing there arises [one] experience (for many memories [of the
same individual] are a single experience). Again, from
experience[s] or from every universal which is now stabilized in
the soul and which, being one besides the many, would be one
and the same in all of them, [there arises] a principle of art or of
science . . . of science if it is a principle about being. So neither
are these habits [i.e., principles of science and art] present in the
soul [from the start] in any determinate way, nor do they come
into being from other more known habits. [They arise] from
sensation, like a reversal in battle brought about when one man
makes a stand, then another, then a third, till a principle is
attained. * * * Let us state once more what has just been said
but not clearly. When one of the [things] without differences has
made a stand, [there is formed] in the soul the first universal . . .
and then again another [universal] among these makes a stand,
[and the process goes on] till a universal which has no parts
makes a stand . . .. Clearly, then, we must come to know the
primary [universals] by induction.5

The meaning of the passage can be illustrated with the reason for
the truth of the explanation for a lunar eclipse set forth in the syllogism
above. Knowledge of the fulfillment of conditions for the truth of the
explanation (“the moon is something illuminated by light from the
sun”) is known by immediate induction from sense experience. The
relevant sense experience is a sensible aspect of the moon that an
attentive observer would notice. This sensible aspect is that the
illuminated side of the moon is always toward the sun whenever the
moon is observed. The question arises, “Why is the illuminated side of
the moon always toward the sun whenever the moon is observed?” In
response to this question, one “induces” that the reason for this
sensible aspect of the moon is that the moon is illuminated by light
from sun, which reason is expressed in terms of conditions and their
fulfillment in the major and minor premises of the syllogism. Aristotle
himself makes reference in the Posterior Analytics to the induction from
sense experience that is the basis for the major and minor premises:

56 Posterior Analytics 100a5-100b6. See Irwin, First Principles, pp. 32-33.
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Acuteness is the discerning of the [reason why] in an
imperceptible time. For example, having observed that the moon
has its lighted side always toward the sun, a man quickly
thought of the reason for it, namely, that the light comes from
the sun.’’

This example of induction from sense experience is certainly not
an example of knowing from the “what it is” of “A” that “A is B” is true
of necessity. This would be the case only if there were no further
questions about the truth of this affirmation. But in fact, there are
further questions. In particular, there are questions about why the
sense experience of “the illuminated side of the moon being always
toward the sun whenever the moon is observed” leads to, or is evidence
for, the affirmation that “the moon is illuminated by light from the
sun.” Stated another way, there are questions about the correctness or
adequacy of the conditions for the truth of the affirmation that are
implied by the reason for affirming it; namely, the condition that
“something with its illuminated side always toward the sun whenever
it is observed is illuminated by light from the sun.” The answering of
these questions would, once again, move one toward a theory of optics
that, along with other areas of investigation, could provide reasons for
explaining why this sense experience is evidence for the reason offered.
Lonergan’s basic difficulty with Aristotle’s position comes to light as
soon as one generalizes these considerations and realizes that there is
always the concrete possibility of further questions about the truth of a
reason based on induction from sense experience.’8 It is to Lonergan’s
critique that we now turn.

57 Posterior Analytics 89b10-12.

58 The point at issue here is not the traditional scholastic problem that there is
the possibility of further sense data that would contradict a universal definition (i.e.,
an instance of “S is not P” contradicting the definition “All S are P.” As will be
developed through the rest of the paper, the point at issue is that the unlimited
scope of pertinent questions in science leads to ever-widening explanatory contexts
such that each answer to a pertinent question brings to light further questions with
explanatory significance. I am indebted to Patrick Byrne for alerting me to this point
of clarification.
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LONERGAN'’S CRITIQUE OF ARISTOTLE

Lonergan’s basic criticism of Aristotle’s understanding of scientific
knowing stems from Aristotle’s position that it is possible to arrive at
reasons for the truth of a scientific explanation by induction from sense
experience that are known to be true of necessity because they
establish their own conditions for being true. Stated simply, Lonergan
does not think that such knowledge is properly attainable by human
beings. On the one hand, a reason that establishes the fulfillment of
the conditions for its own truth because the fulfillment of these
conditions follow from the definition of either the subject or the
predicate of the proposition that expresses the reason is merely an
analytic proposition whose truth is tautological.’¥ On the other hand, a
reason that is based on an induction from sense experience is always
subject to further questions about why the relevant sense experience
leads to, or is evidence for, affirming the reason. The most that science
can achieve is knowledge of explanations that are probable; that is,
explanations that are verified possibilities known to be true within the
limits of the questions that have been raised and answered about their
truth. As Lonergan notes in an important passage in A Third Collection:

In the second chapter of the first book of [the Posterior Analytics]
one is aware that Aristotle’s basic concern is with causal
necessity. We think we understand, he notes, when we know the
cause, know that it is the cause, and know that the effect cannot
be other than it is. But straightway this concern with things and
their causes is transposed into syllogistic theory. We are told
how knowledge of causal necessity is expressed in appropriate
subjects and predicates, premises and conclusions, and thereby
manifests its nature as science. * * * But when at the end of the
second book it is asked how the initial premises are obtained on
which the whole deductive structure has to rest, we are told
about a rout followed by a rally. The line breaks. Sauve qui peut!
But as the fleeing line scatters in every direction, somewhere
someone will turn and make a stand. Another will join him, and
then another. The rally begins. The pursuing enemy now is

59 See Insight, CWL 3, pp. 329-34
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scattered. Victory may be snatched from the jaws of defeat. 1
think this military analogy is sound enough. For it represents
the chance accumulation of clues that can combine into a
discovery. But it is not at all clear that a necessary truth will be
discovered and not a mere hypothesis, a mere possibility that
has to be verified if it is to merit the name not of truth but of
probability. If the only premises the Posterior Analytics can
provide are just hypothesis, verifiable possibilities, then we have
many words about causal necessity but no knowledge of reality.5®

The remainder of this paper is devoted to explaining Lonergan’s
critique of Aristotle on this point, beginning with Lonergan’s notion of
the remote criterion of truth.

1. The Remote Criterion of Truth

On Lonergan’s account, human knowledge of reality is achieved through
a reflective grasp of the “virtually unconditioned.” A virtually
unconditioned is a conditioned known to have its conditions fulfilled.
The “conditioned” is the content of a possibly true act of direct insight
on the level of intelligence that is arrived at in response to, and
satisfaction of, a question for intelligence.®! The question for
intelligence is itself the expression of a concern to reach an
understanding of some aspect of sense experience that will in some way
“makes sense” of it.62 The question for intelligence can be articulated in
various ways, including “What is it?” or “Why is it what it is"?63 The
content of the direct insight achieved in satisfaction of the question for
intelligence is a possibly correct understanding of sense experience. It is
this content of a direct insight that is the conditioned in the grasp of
the virtually unconditioned.

The reflective grasp of the virtually unconditioned occurs in
response to a question for reflection, which is the expression of a
concern to know whether the content of a direct insight is indeed the

60 Third Collection, pp. 136-37.

61 Insight, CWL 3, pp. 304-06; Understanding and Being, CWL 5, pp. 112-15.
62 Understanding and Being, CWL 5, pp. 21-32.

63 Insight, CWL 3, pp. 33-34; Understanding and Being, CWL 5, pp. 149-51.
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true or correct understanding of the relevant experience.®* The question
for reflection can be articulated in various ways, including “Is such and
such understanding true?” or “Is such and such explanation the way it
really is”?65 The content of the act of reflective insight achieved in
satisfaction of the question for reflection is a grasp of sufficient reason
for affirming the conditioned. This grasp of sufficient reason involves
both knowledge of the conditions linked with the conditioned, which are
the conditions for the truth of the conditioned, and knowledge of the
fulfillment of these conditions.®6 It is this knowledge of both the
conditions and their fulfillment for the truth of a conditioned that for
Lonergan constitutes knowledge of a virtually unconditioned, which is
expressed by a judgment of fact that such and such understanding is
the way things really are.5’

Lonergan illustrates the grasp of the virtually unconditioned in
Insight by means of a simple deductive syllogism:

If X is material and alive, X is mortal
But men are material and alive
Therefore, men are mortal

Similar to our discussion above in regard to the syllogism for a lunar
eclipse, the premises of this syllogism express a reason for the truth of
the explanation stated in the conclusion. The major premise (“If X is
material and alive, X is mortal”) expresses knowledge of conditions (“If
X is material and alive) for the truth of the conditioned (“X is mortal”).
The minor premise (“But men are material and alive”) expresses
knowledge of the fulfillment of these conditions. The conclusion
(“Therefore, men are mortal”) expresses knowledge of the conditioned
as virtually unconditioned relative to the conditions stated in the major

64 Collection, CWL 2, p. 207; Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 149; Third
Collection, pp. 28-29.

65 Understanding and Being, CWL 5, pp. 111-12.

66 Insight, CWL 3, pp. 304-06; Understanding and Being, CWL 5, pp. 112-15.

67 As Lonergan articulates this point: “A prospective judgment will be virtually
unconditioned if (1) it is a conditioned, (2) its conditions are known, and, (3) the
conditions are fulfilled.” Insight, CWL 3, p. 305. Lonergan distinguishes the virtually
unconditioned from the formally unconditioned. The formally unconditioned has no
conditions to be fulfilled. Insight, CWL 3, pp. 305, 402, 682, 692.
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premise; that is, a conditioned known to have its conditions for truth
fulfilled.

Lonergan notes in Insight that the judgment of fact displayed by
this syllogism is not the most basic example of knowing the virtually
unconditioned because “it presupposes other judgments to be true.”ss
Lonergan’s point is that knowledge of this reason for the truth of the
judgment expressed in the conclusion is based on a set of additional
judgments whose truth is presupposed relative to this judgment. More
specifically, when a judgment is expressed as the conclusion of a
deductive syllogism, the conditions for the truth of the conditioned
expressed in the major premise are known by an additional judgment.
Likewise, the fulfillment of the conditions expressed in the minor
premise is known by yet another judgment.

Of course, knowledge of the truth of the judgments underpinning
each of the premises is also based on a reflective grasp of both the
conditions for their truth and the fulfillment of these conditions.
Furthermore, knowledge of these conditions and their fulfillment may
be known by yet a further set of judgments that are part of a total
context of judgments. The consequence is that knowledge of the
meaning and truth of any judgment in the context is dependent on,
relative to, and limited by, knowledge of the meaning and truth of all
the judgments in the context:

[Y]our grasping of [a virtually unconditioned] can depend on past
judgments, as soon as someone disputes the judgment, you begin
invoking those past judgments to justify our present judgment.
Again, you invoke them to limit, qualify, clarify, and explain just
what you mean when you make this judgment. A judgment
occurs within a context of other judgments, within a context of
some determinate development of intelligence, and this
contextual aspect of judgment is fundamental. We know our
worlds not by one judgment but by an accumulation of
judgments, as the fruit of a long series of judgments, and the
meaning of any judgment is dependent upon a retinue of other
connected judgments that explain it, give its presuppositions,

68 Insight, CWL 3, p. 306. Hence, in the example, the conditioned is only virtually
unconditioned relative to the fulfillment of the condition displayed by the premises.
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exhibit its consequences, exhibit all the other complementary
things that, in some extremely delicate fashion, qualify and
elucidate the particular judgment we are making.6

The foregoing analysis leads to the same difficulty we encountered
in our discussion of Aristotle; namely, the infinite regress that results
if one is always establishing knowledge of the conditions and their
fulfillment for the truth of a judgment by additional judgments. The
solution to this problem for Lonergan is to recognize that knowledge of
the conditions and their fulfillment for the truth of a judgment is not
always supplied by additional judgments. Rather, it can be supplied by
components within the structure of cognitional intentionality itself:

[1]f A and B, as representing the conditions and conditioned in a-
virtually unconditioned, must always be judgments, then we are
driven back to an infinity of prior judgments before we can have
one. There has to be an infinity, because every final judgment,
every judgment B, depends on other judgments. If, however, we
can find A [the minor premise] and the major premise, if A, then
B, within the prior process of knowing, and reflective
understanding capable of using A and B as they exist in this
prior state, then we can get the judgment.”

Of immediate relevance to our present discussion is how the
conditions and their fulfillment for the truth of a judgment are known
as components within cognitional process when the judgment under
consideration is what Lonergan terms a “concrete judgment of fact.””!
With a concrete judgment of fact, knowledge of the conditions for the
truth of the conditioned is had on the level of intelligence by a direc_t
insight that specifies that certain sensations must occur on the level of
sense experience in order to affirm the conditioned as virtually
unconditioned. Knowledge of the fulfillment of these conditions is had
on the level of sense experience by the occurrence of the relevant
sensations. Knowledge of the virtually unconditioned, as a conditioned
known to have its conditions fulfilled, is had on the level of rational

69 Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 115. See also, Insight, CWL 3, p. 573.

70 Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 120.

71 See generally, Insight, CWL 3, pp. 306-08; Understanding and Being, CWL 5,
pp. 120-21.
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reflection by a reflective insight that grasps the fulfillment of the
conditions specified by the direct insight by the occurrence of the
relevant sensations:

(In a concrete judgment of fact] you will have the fulfillment of
the conditions on the level of experience; links between
conditions and conditioned — a conjunction of the two (major
premise) — on the level of intelligence; and a grasp in the two of
the virtually unconditioned on the level of rational
consciousness.”

The judgment that “the moon is something illuminated by light
from the sun” is an example of a concrete judgment of fact. The
conditions for the truth of the conditioned are known on the level of
intelligence. It is an understanding of the conditions that must be
fulfilled on the level of sense experience in order to affirm the
conditioned (“something that has its illuminated side toward the sun
whenever it is observed is something that is illuminated by light from
the sun”). The fulfillment of these condition is known on the level of
sense experience. As was discussed above, it is simply the experience
that an attentive observer would have about the moon; namely, that
“the moon has its illuminated side toward the sun whenever it is
observed.” Lastly, the virtually unconditioned is known on the level of
rational reflection. It is the knowledge that the conditions of the
conditioned have been fulfilled, which is expressed in the judgment that
“the moon is something illuminated by light from the sun.”

As the preceding analysis indicates, Lonergan’s notion of concrete
judgments of fact correlates closely with Aristotle’s notion of knowledge
by induction from sense experience, for they are judgment whose
fulfilling conditions are known immediately on the level of sense
experience. Similar to Aristotle’s position that the ultimate basis of
scientific knowing is knowledge of reasons by induction from sense
experience, it is Lonergan’s position that knowledge of the conditions
and their fulfillment for the truth of any judgment in a context of
judgments is ultimately based on a set of concrete judgment of fact
whose conditions for truth are fulfilled immediately by sense

72 Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 121.
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experience without recourse to additional judgments. Furthermore, like
Aristotle, Lonergan recognizes that that the conditioned that is
affirmed in a concrete judgment of fact involves an “intellectual leap”
beyond sensations and memories, memories and experiences, to the
grasp of a “universal.””

Lonergan seems more cognizant, however, of the implications of
this “intellectual leap.” More specifically, that the leap beyond the level
of sense experience to a grasp of intelligibility on the level of
intelligence is discontinuous with, and irreducible to, what is known on
the level of sense experience.” For example, the grasp of intelligibility
that “the moon is something that is illuminated by light from the sun”
that explains the sense experience that “the illuminated side of the
moon is toward the sun whenever it is observed” is not an
amalgamation, generalization or “impoverished replica” on the level of
intelligence of what is known on the level of sense experience. One
cannot, as such, experience “the moon is illuminated by light from the
sun” because this is not an object of sensation. Rather, it is an object of
understanding that explains an object of sensation; namely, “the
illuminated side of the moon is toward the sun whenever it is
observed.”

Because of the discontinuity in concrete judgments of fact between
the conditions for the truth of the conditioned known on the level of
intelligence and the fulfillment of these conditions known on the level of
sense experience, a question inevitably arise as to how one knows the
truth of concrete judgments of fact. As was the case with our discussion
about knowing the truth of reasons based on induction from sense
experience, this question concerns how one can know that the conditions
for the truth of a concrete judgment of fact specified by a direct insight
on the level of intelligence, which are that certain sensations must
occur on the level of sense experience, are the necessary and sufficient
conditions for affirming the conditioned as virtually unconditioned.
This question is important because knowledge of the conditions and

73 That Aristotle was aware of this characteristic of understanding, see Byrne,
Analysis and Science, pp. 133-37.

74 For a good discussion of this point, see Patrick H. Byrne, “Lonergan’s Galileo,”
paper given at the First International Lonergan Workshop, May 10, 2001, pp. 22-
23.
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their fulfillment for the truth of any judgment in a context of judgments
is ultimately “reducible” to knowledge of the conditions and their
fulfillment for the truth of the concrete judgments of fact that underpin
the context.

For Lonergan, knowledge of the truth of concrete judgments of fact
is achieved by what he terms “judgments on the correctness of
insights.”’”5 A judgment on the correctness of insights is a judgment
that the direct insight that specifies the conditions for the truth of a
concrete judgment of fact is correct in the sense that it specified the
necessary and sufficient conditions for the truth of the concrete
judgment of fact. Like any judgment of fact, a judgment on the
correctness of insights is based on a reflective grasp of both the
conditions for the truth of a conditioned and the fulfillment of these
conditions. Like concrete judgments of fact, knowledge of these
conditions and their fulfillment is not supplied by further judgments.
Rather, it is supplied by the dynamic structure of cognitional
intentionality.”®

The conditioned in a judgment on the correctness of insights is
simply whether the direct insight that specifies the conditions for the
truth of a concrete judgment of fact is correct (specifies the necessary
and sufficient conditions for the truth of the concrete judgment of fact).
For example, with respect to the concrete judgment of fact that “the
moon is illuminated by light from the sun,” the conditioned would
concern whether the direct insight that specifies the condition for the
truth of this judgment (“something with its illuminated side toward
-he sun whenever it is observed is illuminated by light from the sun”)
correctly specifies the necessary and sufficient conditions for affirming
shis judgment. The conditions for the truth of the conditioned in a
judgment on the correctness of insights are that all questions pertinent
t0 a determination of whether the direct insight is correct have been
raised and answered. In the case of the judgment that “the moon is
illuminated by light from the sun,” these questions would involve a
wumber of issues, including issues that are addressed in a theory of
optics. The fulfillment of the conditions is the actual raising and

75 See generally, Insight, CWL 3, pp. 308-12.
76 Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 120.
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answering of the pertinent questions through the self-correcting process
of learning. As Lonergan summarizes the foregoing:

Such, then is the basic element in our solution. The link between
the conditioned and its conditions is a law immanent and
operative in cognitional process. The conditioned is the
prospective judgment, “This or that direct or introspective
insight is correct.” The immanent law of cognitional process may
be formulated from our analysis. Such an insight is correct if
there are no further pertinent questions. At once if follows that
the conditions for the prospective judgment are fulfilled when
there are no further pertinent questions.”

In judgments on the correctness of insights, the link is that the
insight is correct if there are not further pertinent questions, and
the fulfillment lies in the self-correcting process of learning
reaching its limit in familiarity and mastery.’8

For Lonergan, knowledge of the fulfillment of the conditions for the
truth of a judgment on the correctness of insights through the self-
correcting process of learning is the remote criterion of truth.’” When
there are further pertinent questions to be raised and answered, the
direct insights that specify the conditions for the truth of concrete
judgments of fact are still “vulnerable” to modification, qualification
and revision by further insights and judgments. As these further
pertinent questions are raised and answered through the self-correcting
process of learning, these direct insights undergo modification,
qualification and revision by the addition of further insights and
judgments. At the limit, when there are no further pertinent questions
to be asked and answered, the direct insights are “invulnerable” to
further modification, qualification and revision. As such, they specify
the necessary and sufficient conditions for the truth of the concrete
judgments of fact that underpin a context of fact judgments. As
Lonergan comments in regard to the self-correcting process of learning:

77 Insight, CWL 3, p. 309.
78 Insight, CWL 3, pp. 3, 340.
7 Insight, CWL 3, p. 573.
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Let us . . . distinguish between vulnerable and invulnerable
insights. Insights are vulnerable when there are further
questions to be asked on the same issue. For the further
questions lead to further insights that certainly complement the
initial insight, that to a greater or lesser extent modify its
expression and implications, that perhaps lead to an entirely
new slant on the issue. But when there are no further questions,
the insight is invulnerable. For it is only through further
questions that there arise the further insights that complement,
modify, or revise the initial approach and explanation.80

The remote criterion of truth implicates the intellectual
authenticity of the knower because it demands not the raising and
answering of questions that seem pertinent to me but the raising and
answering of questions that are pertinent period:

It is not enough to say that the conditions are fulfilled when
no further questions occur to me. The mere absence of further
questions in my mind can have other causes. My intellectual
curiosity may be stifled by other interests. My eagerness to
satisfy other drives may refuse the further questions a chance to
emerge. To pass judgment in that case is to be rash, to leap
before one looks.8!

The implication of the knower’s intellectual authenticity by the
remote criterion of truth means that achieving a judgment on the
correctness of insights with respect to any issue of intellectual
significance is not an easy task. In particular, because human
intellectual authenticity is itself conditioned by the sensitive and
psychic dimensions of human existence, the achievement of such a
judgment involves the concrete development of the whole person. As
Lonergan notes in this regard:

It is not easy to settle by a general rule when we have reached
invulnerable insight. There is not formula for producing men of
good judgment. Some people are temperamentally rash, and
some are temperamentally hesitant. The rash are nearly always

80 Insight, CWL 3, p. 309.
8t Insight, CWL 3, p. 309.
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sure and definite, the hesitant nearly always slow to make up
their minds and rarely are they certain. * * * Again, psychic
disturbances can eclipse judgment, for the level of judgment is a
much more delicate level, one on which the balance of control is
more difficult. * * * In short, a man may be rich, over rich, in
insights, but the control needed for judgment may be lacking.
One needs for judgment a fuller control of all faculties than one
needs for insight. The control of judgment requires a poise of
consciousness and the control of sensitive presentations and
images that can be disturbed in the human makeup. If that
control is disturbed, judgment is disturbed.82

Because the remote criterion of truth is a function of how many
pertinent questions have been raised and answered, the meaning and
truth of any context of judgments is relative to, and limited by, the
scope of pertinent questions raised and answered in reaching
judgments about the correctness of the direct insights that specify the
conditions for the truth of the concrete judgments of fact that underpin
the context. In other words, the context of judgments is known to be true
only if, and to the extent that, one knows that the questions pertinent
to a determination of the correctness of direct insights that specify the
conditions for the truth of these concrete judgments of fact have been
raised and answered. The consequences of this for scientific knowing
are what led Lonergan to his critique of Aristotle’s position of scientific
knowing.

2. The Implications for Science

What distinguishes science from other realms of human knowing, such
as common sense knowing, is that its specific concern is to understand
things and events in terms of the complete set of relations that obtain
among those things and events. Accordingly, scientific knowing is not
restricted like common sense to understandings that define things and
events in terms of human experience of them.83 Rather, its goal is to
reach understandings that define things and events “by their internal

82 Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 123; See also, Topics in Education, CWL
10. pp. 150-153.
83 Insight, CWL 3, p. 103.
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relations, their congruencies, and differences, the functions they fulfill
in their interactions.”8® The “world” correlative to this goal is the
“comprehensive, universal, invariant, nonimaginable [world]”8 that
was “approximated by Plato’s distinction between the flux of
phenomena and the immutable forms;” was “affirmed . . . in Aristotle’s
distinction between what is first for us and what is first in itself;” and
“reappears in Eddington’s two tables: one brown, solid heavy; the other
colorless, mostly empty space, with here and there an unimaginable
wavicle.”86

In relationship to this goal of scientific knowing, the scope of
further pertinent questions for reaching judgments on the correctness of
insights is unlimited. A pertinent question is any question whose
answer would in any way lead to a modification or revision of the
insights that specify the conditions for the truth of its concrete
judgments of fact. The pursuit of answers to these questions leads to
ever more comprehensive contexts of explanation. In the limit,
knowledge of the fulfillment of the conditions for the truth of judgments
on the correctness of insights is not achieved until a systematic
explanation of all data in a given domain of investigation is achieved:

The law of the lever is simplicity itself. But to have an
independent measurement of weights, one needs the law of the
spring. To test the law accurately, one needs the geometry of
perpendiculars. Automatically one has embarked upon a
vectorial representation of forces, an assumption of Euclidean
geometry, a theory of the application of forces at a point, a
parallel investigation of the tension of wires, and a certain
amount of dabbling with gravitation. Further questions arise.
Not only do they arise from the concrete problems set by tension
and gravitation. What is far more significant is the presence of
the highly abstract theorems and procedures. Can every force be
represented by a vector? Are all forces applied at a point? Did
Euclid have the last word? The initial abstraction allows one to
return to the concrete only after the exploration of successively
widening circles of inquiry. Statics is mastered only to raise the

84 Method, p. 82.
85 Insight, CWL 3, p. 319.
8 Third Collection, p. 241.
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problems of kinetics. Kinetics is mastered only to reveal that
thermal and electromagnetic phenomena may be the
antecedents or the consequents of local movement. One begins to
get the lot in line and to feel that the future of physics is a
matter of determining accurately a few more decimal points
when along comes a Plank and an Einstein with their further
questions.’7

This concern toward compete, systematic explanation of all data
in a given domain that is a consequence of the unlimited scope of
further pertinent questions in authentic scientific praxis means that
science never reaches virtually unconditioned judgments on the
correctness of insights because the limit of knowing that no further
pertinent questions remain to be asked and answered is never
satisfied. There is always a concrete possibility of further questions
whose pertinence is not currently known or recognized:

Systematization is no more than probable until the limit of no
further pertinent questions is reached. But that limit is not
reached, first, if there may be further unknown facts that would
raise further questions to force a revision, or secondly, if there
may be further, known facts whose capacity to raise such further
questions is not grasped.s8

The implications ramify through the whole domain of scientific
knowing. One cannot know with certainty that the conditions for the
truth of judgments on the correctness of insights are fulfilled; therefore,
one cannot know with certainty that the insights that specify the
conditions for the truth of concrete judgments of fact are correct;
therefore, one cannot know with certainty that the necessary and
sufficient conditions for the truth of these concrete judgments of fact
are fulfilled; therefore, one cannot know with certainty that the
conditions for the truth of any scientific explanation known by
judgments within the context underpinned by these concrete judgments
of fact are fulfilled. Accordingly, science does not achieve knowledge of
explanation that are known to be true of necessity. Rather, it only

87 Insight, CWL 3, p. 327.
88 Insight, CWL 3, p. 327.
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attains knowledge of verified hypothesis known to be true as a matter
of probability:

[Tlhe virtually unconditioned really does involve and
absolute. Positively, the scientist can say that if the theory or
hypothesis is true, then it conforms to the data. But he cannot
establish the alternative; namely, that there is no other theory
that would cover all the data we have at present and account for
further data that at the present are not accounted for. His
argument, then, is really a matter of affirming the consequent;
and the hypothetical argument in which one affirms the
consequent is not logically valid. The scientist does not reach the
virtually unconditioned. The scientific argument from
verification is generally of the following type: If A, then B; but B;
therefore A. If the theory, A, is true, then we have all these things
that we account for; but we have all these things accounted for;
therefore, the theory is a fairly good account of them. This is not
a logically valid argument; but it is an approach towards having
A established. When you establish “If A, and only if A, then B,”
then you can say, “B, therefore A.” But in general, scientific
theory is not that kind of thing, and consequently the scientist
says his theory is probable; he 1s satisfied to keep on explaining
as many of the data as he can, moving on to more and more
satisfactory theories and hypotheses.%

CONCLUSION

Although science does not reach explanations that are known to be true
of necessity, this does not mean for Lonergan that science does not
reach true knowledge of reality. It is in this area that Lonergan’s
position i1s most need as a corrective to the tendency of postmodern
thinking toward skepticism. The fact that science does achieve
explanations that are probable means that these explanations are
based on at least some measure of attainment in the answering of
questions pertinent to explaining the data in a given domain of

89 Understanding and Being, CWL 5, p. 126.
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investigation. Accordingly, within those limits and to that extent,
science does reach judgments that are virtually unconditioned in a
qualified sense. Furthermore, then, the greater the attainment in
answering pertinent questions, the more probable, the more true, are
the scientific explanations based on the answers to these questions. In
other words, all explanations are not equal, and the better ones are
those that are based on answers to a broader scope of questions.

Furthermore, because scientific explanations are based on some
measure of attainment in the answering of pertinent questions, any
further attainment, even one involving a “leap” to a higher viewpoint
that results in a fundamental revision of principles, does not entail a
radical negation or “deconstruction” of the explanations already
achieved. Rather, it entails a “reconstruction” of these explanations on
a new and fuller basis:

[The Chemist] knows that even if there were to arise some
fundamental revision of chemical concepts, such as arose in
physics through relativity and quantum mechanics, nonetheless
any further new theory would have to contain in equivalent form
all the correlations he has already established. So you can see
how science is moving toward wisdom. It is closing in upon a
wisdom in the measure that its differentiation of being becomes
ever fuller, ever more exact, and extends to a wider embrace.%

The true wisdom of science, then, resides not with the attainment
of knowledge that is true without question. Rather, it resides in the
attainment of knowledge that is true within the limits of the questions
that at any given time it has been able to raise and answer.

90 Topic in Education, CWL 10, p. 153.
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THE CLAIM THAT, if God does not exist, everything is possible,
everything permissible, presupposes that if human living is not
grounded in and governed by a normative order that transcends history,
the most horrific historical possibilities will be unleashed. This
presupposition leads to a horrified recoil from historicity and gives rise
to what is now known as the “foundationalist” enterprise~-the attempt
to securely anchor culture to an order prior to and independent of
historical time. The terror of history has profoundly influenced, if not
governed, our political, philosophical and theological traditions. It
underlies and informs, for example, Plato’s description of the
devolution of the polis from philosophical rule to an-archy, as well as
the efforts of natural law theorists to ground ethical theory in an
ontological order prior to human action. Given the foundationalist logic
of our traditions, it was inevitable that the heightening of historical
self-consciousness—the recognition that human existence is, in fact,
historical through and through—would produce a profound cultural
crisis, especially since those contesting the tradition did not reject
foundationalist logic itself, which weds the concept of normative order
to a recoil from history; but only its minor premise, i.e., the belief that
human knowing can transcend its historical conditions. This crisis
seems interminable because the dilemma that produced it seems
intractable: the choice between a belief in normative order that recoils
from historicity and an affirmation of historicity that abandons
normative order or historically relativizes it.

In the reflections which follow I will explore the possibilities that
open up when we liberate our thinking from the presuppositions about
both historicity and normative order that underlie this dilemma. In
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doing so, I will be guided by and thematizing, the revolutionary
understanding of time operative in Lonergan’s theory of emergent
probability and his account of human existence. Lonergan himself does
not, to my knowledge, explicate the revolutionary understanding of time
immanent in his work or explain its relevance to unraveling the
relationship between historicity and the human response to normative
order. His principal philosophical preoccupations concerned the aporia
of modernity as crystallized by Kant, not the deconstructive aporia of
post-modernity that threaten to unhinge historicity from normative
order. Moreover, his own foundationalist orientation, along with the
rhetoric of modernity he sometimes employs, tends to cover up, even to
repress, the most ground-breaking implications of his thought. This is
why I believe a post-modern re-thinking of Lonergan is a pre-requisite
for a Lonerganian re-thinking of post-modernism. However, precisely
the spirit animating Lonergan’s thought, which his modernism is
unable to repress, provides the clue to these revisions and the
revolutionary understanding of time they require. I would describe this
spirit as impassioned openness to the future. It is operative in
Lonergan’s philosophizing insofar as the latter has no fixed horizon, is
guided by a moving viewpoint and is motivated by a passion to inquire
that continuously pushes further into the unknown as unknown.
According to Lonergan’s own account, the emergence of such
impassioned openness brings to culmination the historical evolution of
a universe which is itself open to the unprecedented future. In what
follows I will explore how this conception of the impassioned subject
presupposes a radical re-thinking of time and leads to a radical re-
thinking of our relationship to normative order.

Let me begin with Heidegger’s conception of the future, which construes
it not as another “now,” not as a horizontal extension of the present,
but as radically heterogeneous from the present. OQur efforts to make
the future conform to our plans for it are not only symptomatic of our
desire to repress this radical alterity but the evidence that we are
already exposed to it. If we recoil from the future in its radical alterity,
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this is because we are always already caught in the throe of it, always
already borne toward the “not” from which we shrink.

This Heideggerian conception of the future is, I would suggest,
immanent in the Platonic view of time and helps us to appreciate the
Platonic recoil from history. I think it is a mistake to argue, as
countless interpreters including Heidegger are wont to do, that Plato’s
recoil from the radical “not” of the future is provoked by a dread of
nothingness. To be sure, the soul of the philosopher shrinks from the
“not” and desires to re-gain possession of the unchanging “is;” it recoils
from historical possibility in its very character as possibility and
desires re-turn to eternity. But it does so because justice is eternal, and
because the historical future is inherently a threat to justice insofar as it
moves away from the “is.” Plato’s recoil from the historical future is
animated not by a dread of nothingness but by moral horror-by his
belief that the historical future necessarily obscures the trace of
eternity indelibly inscribed in the soul and leads it to become ensnared
in possibilities that are not tethered to normative order. Indeed, from
the very moment it is embodied, the soul is already ensnared; the throe
of history in which it is caught will plunge it into a gyre of violence
unless it re-collects itself from its dispersion in possibility and
retrieves its knowledge of the normative/ontological order that exists
prior to and independently of history. Precisely because historical
possibility is not tethered to this order, it is problematic not only from
an ontological but from a normative point of view.

Two “moments” in this Platonic response to history are, I believe,
present in all foundationalist thinking, and give it what I will argue is
its tragic character. On the one hand, there is the recoil of the soul from
the throe of history in which s/he is already ensnared; on the other,
there is the desire of the soul to secure its hold on normative order so
that its operations can be grounded in it, and not be subject to the an-
archy of possibility. This desire, according to Plato, is “heavenly
eros”—in the language of the schools, intellectual appetite~but it is not
“pure” and “detached.” It is not, in fact, love of the Good. For what it
desires is possession of the Good, so that the desire to possess privileges
possession of the Good over the Good to be possessed. This is an irony
inherent in foundationalist thinking, justifying a deconstructive
critique of it. For in seeking to securely ground himself in normative
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order, the foundationalist is, like Oedipus, prioritizing his own desire to
be securely grounded over the exigencies of normative order itself. This
subverts the relationship of the subject to the Good. Thus, the
foundationalist’s recoil from the possibility of moral horror, like
Oedipus’s recoil from murder and incest, sets in motion the very evil it
is intended to avert. This terrible irony does not excuse or mitigate the
evil thus committed. As Aristotle explained, it gives this evil a
majestic, tragic character, and awakens in those who appreciate its
horror an uncanny shudder of pity for those who commit it and the
terrifying suspicion that we ourselves are among them.

If Aristotle’s own ethical theory provides a purgative to this tragic
irony, it is because, together with his ontology, it is receptive to
possibility in a way that Platonic thought is not. Here the historical
future is not contrasted with an eternity from which it threatens to
separate the soul, but instead is understood in terms of the
potentialities immanent in “natures.” The possible—the historical
future—is still bound up with the “not,” but the “not” is now the “not
yet”—a not-yet actualized potentiality intrinsic to an already existing
essence. Living beings are open to the future insofar as they are capable
of development; but the range of possibilities to which they are open is
pre-determined by the nature which is constitutive of them, and the
process of self-actualization is grounded in and anchored to a nature
that is antecedent to and presupposed by it. Normative exigencies are
identified not with an eternal order to which the soul must adhere but
with a natural order that is open to and, indeed, calls for development.
Because Aristotle grounds the possibilities to which beings are open in
their natural potentialities, his thinking does not seem to be
characterized by the same “terror” of possibility and recoil from history
that governs Platonic thought.

However, the Aristotlean conception of nature, like all such
conceptions, is itself a historical achievement, and one which requires,
as Aristotle’s own methodological preoccupations suggest, a very
sophisticated differentiation of consciousness. The understanding of
natural order cannot provide a secure basis outside of history for
making moral judgments about historical possibilities because this
understanding is itself conditioned by history and by particular ways of
responding to history. The foundationalist attempt to ground
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normative order in “natural law” can succeed only if it can ground its
understanding of nature in nature and so make it independent of
historical conditions. But the very quest for such a ground is itself a
recoil from history even if it also testifies to the inescapability of
shifting historical conditions. A Heideggerian critique of Aristotle’s
theory of possibility suggests, correctly I think, that such a recoil is
operative in it. In Aristotle, the dread of historical possibility, so
pronounced in Plato, is abated, but only because the future has been
domesticated and its radical alterity covered up. Understanding the
“not” constitutive of the future as a potentiality that has “not yet” been
actualized enables Aristotle to assimilate the future into his
understanding of the present. The future, understood as an avenue of
horizontal development for a “nature,” which is antecedent to and
independent of history, does not fill us with foreboding. This
Aristotelean “naturalizing” of the future represses its constitutive
heterogeneity. It makes the Platonic recoil from history unnecessary by
repressing that which makes the future dreadful from the Platonic
standpoint: its unprecedented, un-presence-able character.

o

If Aristotle “naturalizes” history, Lonergan “historicizes” both our
understanding of nature and nature itself. He assimilates Aristotlean
metaphysics into his conception of world-process in a way that radically
transforms it by opening it to what it represses: the unprecedented
future. I believe Lonergan’s theory presupposes a Heideggerian insight
into the radical alterity of the future which Lonergan never thematizes,
but makes relevant to the evolution of the cosmos, a topic which
Heidegger egregiously ignored.

Evolution, understood as emergent probability, is not only absent
in Aristotlean cosmology but impossible in as much as the range of
possibility in Aristotle is predetermined by the “nature” in which it is
immanent. The “not-yet” is derivative from the “already;” nothing can
emerge in the future that is not explainable in terms of the actual,
where the actual is specified primarily by “form,” conceived as an
already existent intelligible nature. Were we able to know the
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intelligible natures of beings completely, we would be able to know
everything that can possibly happen and anticipate all natural
developments. Formal, efficient, and final causality explain the
actualization of possibility by appealing to principles that are anterior
to it. In the theory of emergent probability, on the other hand, it is
possible for an intelligible order to emerge that is not explanatorily
reducible in terms of any already extant order. Such a possibility is
utterly unprecedented; from the point of view of the classical science
that understands the already extant intelligible order and all that is
possible in terms of it, the eventuality is not just a surprise but an
impossibility in so far as it is not a “not-yet” actualized possibility
immanent in the “nature” of what already is. The order existing in the
present is actually open to this possibility as to a future that radically
transcends it, a future that is radically heterogeneous from and cannot be
reduced to it. Immanent in this future is a radical “not” which makes it
irreducible to the “is” of the already actual. This irreducibility of the
intelligible order that emerges to any preceding intelligible order
means that the universe is open to and moves into an unprecedented
future that cannot be located on a horizontal time-line of “nows.” The
evolution of world-process 1s not horizontal but vertical; the future into
which it moves is not situated within the horizontal sequence of “nows”
constitutive of time Aristotle’s conception. The universe as a whole is
not just open to but irretrievably caught in the throe of a future that is
unprecedented.

Hence, insofar as openness to the unprecedented future is
constitutive of historicity, not just Dasein but the universe itself is
historical. The emergence of the human subject does not, as for
Heidegger, inaugurate history. This does not mean, however, that this
emergence is not revolutionary, for with the human subject openness to
the future takes on an entirely new meaning—or, to put it more
accurately, takes on meaning for the first time. The universe is open to
the radical future but the emergence of the human subject renders this
openness intelligent, rational, and responsible for the first time. This is
revolutionary because, while the universe as a whole moves toward the
radical future and hence is historical, the lower intelligible orders
within the universe are “natural” in a way that the human subject is
not. Occurrences at these lower levels take place in accord with
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“classical laws;” the operations of the beings belonging to these orders
are governed by their natures, i.e., by the intelligible patterns explained
by classical laws. On these levels, the Aristotlean understanding of
“nature” as a principle which accounts for the range of the possible
remains appropriate, since the actions occurring at these levels
horizontally actualize potential immanent in the intelligible order that
governs, and hence can be said to “ground” them.

The subject as subject, on the other hand, is always already caught
in the throe of an unknown future that is radically heterogeneous from
and not grounded in any order anterior to it. Wonder and dread, for
example, are not “horizontal” extensions of sensory experience; they
throe the subject open to an unknown which is irreducible to the given
as accessible to all the senses. All the operations of the subject as
subject occur inside this throe and are, in one way or another, a
response to it. There is no ready-made intelligible order that grounds
the operations of the subject as subject. Rather, the operations of the
subject themselves engender or fail to engender an intelligible ordering
of human existence. We might be tempted to say that it is human
nature to be intelligent, rational and responsible since intelligence,
reason, and responsibility are immanent “givens” for the subject as
subject. But if these capacities break us open to an unknown which is
radically heterogeneous from immediacy, a future which cannot be
adequately understood in terms of the present, the fact that they are
inescapable means precisely that the subject is always already
historical, always already caught in the throe. If the movement of the
universe into the vertical future becomes intelligent, rational and
responsible in and through the emergence of the human subject, it does
so precisely because of the fact that the verticality of the future is
constitutive of the subject and conditions the exercise of intelligence,
reason and responsibility.

Moreover, if the operations of the subject are inextricably bound
up with the throe of the future, this means that these operations are
groundless. This is an insight Lonergan never thematizes and the
Lonerganian foundationalist contests it by insisting that self-
appropriation provides the “intellectually converted” subject a secure,
invulnerable basis for all her operations. However, as I have argued
elsewhere, “self-appropriation” in Insight ought to be understood as a
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“moment” within the process of “self-surrender” described in Meihod. It
invites the subject to realize that insights are not grounded in
sensations, that judgments are not grounded in insights, and that the
knowledge to which we are brought by entering into the throe of the
cognitional process cannot be verified independently of that process
itself. The cognitional process as a whole cannot be grounded in the
universe of being because we have no access to this universe except by
entrusting ourselves to the throe of this process.

But while I would insist that, at its core, Lonergan’s thought is not
foundationalist, I would also argue that the foundationalist project
influences not only his rhetoric but also the substance of his thought to
some degree. It does not prevent him from entering into what I have
called the throe of thinking, but it does prevent him from thinking
through the meaning of the throe. This is perhaps most evident in the
priority which he gives to wonder as the primal opening of the subject to
the unknown as unknown, the future as future, and in his almost total
neglect of the experience of dread which Heidegger, I believe rightly,
argues to be primordial. The mystery of the unknown beckons us—and
makes us tremble. The future in its radical heterogeneity awakens
longing, and fills us with foreboding. Wonder evokes in us the passion
to know and engenders questions; dread of the unknown, of its radical
heterogeneity from all that is familiar, tempts us to recoil from it and
to repress the process of questioning that leads us we know not where.
The verticality of all human operations makes subjectivity dreadful.
These operations do not extend the “horizon” of familiarity; because
they are groundless, they involve our plunging into a throe that we
experience as an abyss. They lead us, Lonergan insists, toward the
universe of being—but only, Heidegger retorts, by exposing us to the
possibility of nothingness.

But this is not all. If we know only by entrusting ourselves to the
throe of inquiry, then not just our knowledge of the universe of being but
also our knowledge of normative order is groundless. We cannot bring a
knowledge of normative order with us when we enter into the throe of
history because we are always already caught in this throe, and have no
knowledge prior to or independently of our participation in it. And if
knowledge of normative order is groundless, so too are the choices the
existential subject makes. Caught in the throe of history, the subject is
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throe-n open to unprecedented possibilities without having any secure
grounding in normative order enabling her to evaluate these
possibilities and know which ought to be chosen. Precisely this prospect
provokes Platonic thought into recoiling in moral horror from the throe
of history. This recoil itself is deeply problematic not just because, as
Nietzsche and Heidegger charge, it involves repressing the
dreadfulness of historicity but because the heuristic of the ground it
leads us to employ subverts normative order by subordinating it to our
desire to be securely grounded in it.

Now if the recoil from the throe of history is a morally tragic
subversion of normative order, entering into the throe of history must
itself be a fundamental normative imperative—the very fundament of
moral existence. The question is, how can this possibly be the case if
entering into this throe deprives us of the grounding in normative order
that we would like to have and requires that we open ourselves, without
any inhibitions, to the dreadful abyss of possibility?

m

Consider, then, what it means to open oneself.

We are always already caught in the throe of possibility, always
already throe-n open. Insofar as we are already and irretrievably throe-
n, our existence is historically determined. But historicism understood
in terms of the heuristic of the throe differs fundamentally and
dramatically from the kind of historicism that grows out of a science
dependent on the heuristic of the ground. What is “determined,” i.e.,
utterly inescapable, is precisely our being borne into a future that is
radically heterogeneous from what is anterior to it. The historical
subject as subject cannot not be open to the future as future, the
unknown as unknown. She cannot escape or succeed in repressing the
throe as throe. And precisely because the throe throes the subject open
to possibility, it does not determine how the subject responds to
possibility. In this sense, the throe frees: it makes it possible for the
subject to open herself to or recoil from the future into which she is
always already being borne.
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Now insofar as one is already being borne toward the future,
opening oneself to it involves first undergoing the throe and allowing it
to have its impact. To open oneself is to suffer, in the etymologically
original sense of the term. Passio—to suffer—is both the etymological
and existential root of passion. Suffering, however, in this sense, is not
to be confused with sheer passivity, because to say “one suffers” is to
speak in the active, not the passive voice. To suffer the future is to open
oneself to it-to allow oneself to be affected and moved by it. All the
affections are rooted in the suffering of a throe that is at once wondrous
and dreadful. But the affective dimension of wonder and dread is
inseparable from their cognitive character; for dread and wonder are
awakened precisely by our cognitive awareness of the unknown as
unknown. Allowing oneself to be moved by the unknown involves
allowing it to draw one toward it, allowing it to provoke in oneself the
passion to explore it.

But this passion itself is no longer simply the passio of suffering.
To be impassioned does not mean simply to undergo or allow or, as
Heidegger would say, to let be. It involves giving oneself entirely,
without inhibitions or reservations, to that toward which one is drawn.
The subject is always already throe-n open to the future; but opening
herself to it involves not just allowing it to move her but throe-ing
herself into it. Passion, in short, is donative. It is not, as the
Aristotelian conception of possibility requires us to say, an exercise in
self-actualization. For it involves entrusting oneself to the radical
heterogeneity of the future and participating in a possibility that does
not belong to but rather transcends oneself. Such self-transcending
participation is at once ec-static and dreadful; it involves giving oneself
to the throe of a mystery accessible to us only by entering an
abyss—only by opening oneself to the “not” constitutive of the future as
future. Love is this impassioned self-donation and vulnerability—the
“pure,” “disinterested,” “unrestricted” surrender of oneself to the
dreadful throe of history.

But just as it is possible for us to give ourselves to this throe, so
too it is possible for us to recoil from it and from the “not” that makes it
threatening. This recoil occurs in and as desire, which is antithetical to
passion. Whereas passion is self-donative, desire is acquisitive and
possessive, irrespective of what it desires—irrespective of whether it is,
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in Plato’s terms, “heavenly” or “carnal.” At first glance desire seems to
be focused on the good it desires; but in fact, it subordinates whatever
good it seeks to the goal of gaining secure possession of it. Desire is not
love but an attempt to repress the possibility of losing what is loved, a
possibility which is immanent in the future as future. Desire recoils
from and attempts to repress the throe of history. Such repression is
perhaps most evident in the constriction of inquiry and the refusal to
ask the question that will rupture assumptions; it occurs, at an even
more primordial level, when the subject closes himself off to wonder
and dread by sinking into sensory immediacy. But it is also operative
whenever practical intelligence seeks to dominate the future in an
effort to insure that the future will conform to its plans. Paradoxically
but not surprisingly, the heightened historical self-consciousness of
modernity and the development of modern technology has turned this
desire to control the future into a deliberate, self-conscious obsession.

The fact that human desire is antithetical to passion does not
mean it is equiprimordial with it or that, together, they form one of
those binary oppositions whose poles presuppose each other. Human
desire is not, as Lonergan sometimes implies, the intrusion of the
sensory into the “higher” operations of the subject. Desire, as I have
defined it, is a uniquely human, indeed, a uniquely historical
phenomenon. Only a being that is historical, only a being that is caught
in the throe of the future, is capable of recoiling from this future. Desire
derives from passion: it the inversion of passion, its turning in upon
itself to protect itself. It is the recoil of passion from its own
vulnerabilities, its flight from its own dreadful possibilities, its refusal
to undergo the suffering that is constitutive of historicity. This has
profound implications. It means that it is profoundly misleading to say
simply that desire’s projects are among our historical possibilities,
because this fails to take into account the fact that, while the actions
driven by desire are historical, their underlying purpose is precisely to
repress the radical heterogeneity of the future—to repress possibility as
such—to repress history.

Now the exigencies of normative order are categorical: they do not
condone the subordination of the good as such to anything other than
itself, but rather demand that we give ourselves wholeheartedly,
unreservedly, without inhibition, to a good which both transcends us
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and invites us to participate in it. It follows from this that we can be
responsive to exigencies of normative order only through an impassioned
openness to the radical future. As beings who are historical through and
through, we can give ourselves to the good only by entering into the
throe of the future and never by recoiling from this throe. Normative
order comes to us from and as the future toward which we are borne, by
which we are called. Our understanding of the Good is always prophetic:
we subvert it when we employ the heuristic of the ground in an effort to
gain possession of it; we access it only by abandoning the heuristic of
the ground in favor of the heuristic of the throe. It is not true, as Plato
feared, that such uninhibited openness to the future will throe us open
to possibilities that ought to fill us with moral horror. Only desire and
its violences are morally horrific, and these violences, though they occur
in history, are attempts to recoil from and repress the throe of history.
Openness to evil is a contradiction in terms because we do evil precisely
by closing ourselves off from, by fleeing or evading or trying to control,
the mystery of the good into which we are always already borne and in
which we are called to participate. Evil is, to be sure, a possibility, but
we commit it precisely by repressing possibility and refusing to enter
the throe of history. We cannot do evil by entering into the throe of
history because this throe is the is the throe of the Good itself.

The fact that we are inescapably historical means that our lives
cannot be grounded in normative order; to shift to the idiom with which
I began, they cannot be anchored in God. But it does not follow, as the
opponents of post-modernism fear, that once this is recognized human
history is doomed to devolve into a gyre of violence. Underlying this fear
is the failure to appreciate the fact that normative order itself calls the
human subject to intelligently, rationally and responsibly enter into
the throe of the future. Lonergan’s thought not only provides an account
of the universe that enables us to understand the emergence of the
historical subject; it also articulates the normative exigencies which
enjoin the subject to donatively participate in a Good that transcends
her. To be attentive, to be intelligent, to be rational, to be
responsible-these “transcendental precepts” are not imperatives that
the self-appropriating subject legislates for itself, exigencies which
come to us from and draw us toward a “universe of being” which we can
enter only by giving ourselves attentively, intelligently, rationally, and
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responsibly, to the throe of radical mystery. If, at the behest of the
prophetic imagination, we agree to call this mystery divine, we must
say that God comes to us as the future which ruptures us—and that, as
Dawvid Plante has written, if God does not exist, nothing is possible. To
enter into the future in its radical heterogeneity is dreadful for it costs
“not less than everything.” But who among us does not know, in our
heart of hearts, that it is by opening ourselves to death that we become
participants in life and that by abandoning all we desire to possess we
enter into the terrible mystery which, from our very inception, has been
beckoning us?
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IN My PAPER, I attempt some understanding of sexual desire. In this
search, I am attempting to reverse the flight from understanding in its
most vigorous form, and since it is Lonergan alone who has warned us
of this flight as an ever-present temptation, presiding over the longer
cycle of decline, I consider this paper eminently Lonerganian. And since
our theme for this year is polymorphism, well, need I say more? As
Charles Goldsmith, my Jungian therapist for many years, once said to
me, “you name it; somebody has been turned on by it!”

In this pursuit, I am addressing a feeling among the Catholic laity
that I sense is worldwide and world-old, that is often expressed but
more often unexpressed: that the church, when it talks of sex, is talking
a language that does not touch their experience of it. This gap is more
often named than addressed. I want to suggest that this failure of
church teaching to touch our sexual experience is due to something far
more basic than the lack of sexual experience on the part of the clergy
(other than of the furtive kind, that makes things worse) It is that the
mind behind the teaching does not honor sexual desire as what it is,
namely how people awake sexually to each other. If it is desire that is
the generic force of humanity, to which we awake in the morning and
which moves us about our day, then sexual desire has to be seen as this
vital force channeled into mutual attraction.

Understood in this way, sexual desire is obviously a good thing.
But do we know what it is, other than by experience? Obviously we
know this ostensibly, by pointing and telling stories and discussing
novels. But what is good about it? How is it a part of human
flourishing? Why should I thank God for an erection, or for the more
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diffused bodily pleasure of a woman? It is easy to see the role of sexual
desire in creating a lasting relationship, but this is an assessment of it
post factum, and says nothing whatever to the experience of wanting
someone overwhelmingly. And this is what the church teaching is
always doing, pointing to results, invoking the big picture, ignoring the
tubes of paint and the palette. This is where the church talks past the
people.

Is there anything about sexual desire that would make us want to
value it highly? Well yes, there is, if the experience of wanting someone
“that way” could be understood as a significant human moment, a
flourishing of what normally we are content simply to live and often to
suffer.

We think by comparisons. So what is the difference between
wanting someone and wanting a better computer? Why are we
obscurely conscious that wanting someone is a bid for happiness in our
being not just in our having?

Now would it help us in our search if we were able to locate sexual
desire on a map comprising all desire? Then the difference between
wanting that person and wanting another computer could be
understood by locating these desires at different places on the map of
desire. This is not just of intellectual interest. It will encourage me to
scrutinize my experience, to remember certain feelings, in ways I would
not do if I had no map. The best definition I know of a hypothesis is that
of Charles Hefling, that it enables us to think simultaneously of many
different things, to obey the great E. M. Forster precept, “only connect!”

For what I am after can only be a hypothesis, a generous suggested
way of looking at the whole. The hypothesis is that of Rene Girard (who
never claims more than hypothetical status for his theory), and it runs
as follows. With the quantum leap from the animal to the human,
instinct is “sublated” by, lifted up into the larger world of, desire. And
desire involves us in each other in a way most radical, for desire is
something I first woke to in myself by seeing it in someone else. John
and Peter, age two, are in their playpen. John picks up a toy, and Peter
finds that toy attractive in a way the others aren’t. The whole of
advertising, especially in our “designer” age, exploits this fact of the
coloring of desirable objects—cars, computers, trainers—by the
suggested desires of others.
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Thus we have a triangle: the desired object, the toy; John’s desire
for it, evoking Peter’s desire; and the tussle between John and Peter.

Now what happens to this triangle when desire is sexual? The two
persons involved no longer look to each other for stimulus in their
rivalistic pursuit of an object. One of them, both if they’re lucky, finds
the other the object of desire. Let us concentrate on one of the two. Is
the other only the object of desire? No, the other “models,” suggests
desire. The other is “sexy.” The other suggests excitement. Girard was
fascinated by the observation of Proust, that the girls Marcel sees on
the beach are exciting him by making him jealous of a desire they have
for themselves. Marcel feels excluded from a circle, and wants in.

But something more important is afoot. Not only do I want that
person: I want that person to want me. And how do I go about getting
this result? I find myself, quite out of character, wanting to expose my
desire, to risk making a fool of myself, to show my desire to her or him
in a way that beautifully balances her showing me desire in her.

Beautifully is the word. And the beauty we meet here, the
invitation to two people to lose themselves to each other, is the beauty,
the effulgent goodness of sex, about which the teaching church manages,
in defiance of the facts, to be boring.

Now let us return to our map. What is the meaning, the
intentionality of the intense mutual involvement of us created by the
mimetic, or unavoidably imitative, nature of desire? If we believe in a
finality for the human at all, this intentionality is love. Don’t we then
suddenly see that sex 1s the way it is because it is a halfway house
between desire in the raw—John and Peter in the playpen,. and most
adult non-sexual desire—and love. At this midpoint, I want to make a
fool of myself, which is out of character, but not at all out of alignment
with “the awful daring of a moment’s surrender which an age of
prudence can never retract.” Eros gets a whiff of agape. And in so far as
the teaching of the church does not trust eros to get this smell, the
church is failing humanity in a radical way. To speak boringly of what
people sometimes experience as the most exciting thing in life, is the
greatest disqualification a teacher could have.

So sexual desire is a hint of the ultimate mystery of us that is
love. And this quality of mystery shows itself in sexual desire’s feeling
different from just ordinary wanting things. But we can say quite a lot
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about what makes this difference. We can say that when I am turned on
to wanting something by the sight of someone else who is after it, [am
inclined not to let on that I too want it, whereas when I am being turned
on sexually by someone, I want above all to let on! I am inclined to
expose myself to the risk of being snubbed. I am inclined to act out of
character. The sexiness that I see in that person excites my sexiness to
show itself to him or her. Desire, in this new mode of itself, is the
invitation to a game that is unpredictable and risk-laden with the risk
worth taking. Thus sexual desire parts company from common desire in
the direction of fun and risk; and, looking further, of life’s mystery.
When the risk pays off, people come into the feeling whose
representation by a cliché only proves its universality and importance:
This is bigger than both of us! Recognition of the shallow water is a
part of culture. One of the most boring things about our culture today is,
that unlike the French, we do not flirt.

It is the “bigger than both of us” in deeper waters, and the
varieties of fun in the shallower, that is what we experience as sex; and
about which we feel that the church is not talking when it talks about
sex. People experience sex as the mystery in their lives, while the
guardians of mystery show no sign of understanding this. A more
fundamental failure in communication could hardly be imagined. That
our contemporary culture is taking the mystery out of sex and making
it, like everything else, a commodity, does not change this situation. It
makes it worse. For the church attempts to put things right by
concentrating on the mystery, its way, which is not the way they
experience it. Further, the clues they are given—to say “No” to
contraception and to homosexuality for instance—are palpably not
talking about their “sex.” The church insists on the mystery, but
ponderously.

Pope John Paul has given us a book, The Theology of the Body,!
comprising five years of weekly audiences. His training and preferred
way of thinking is phenomenological, yet one searches in vain in all this
for a phenomenology of sexual desire. Indeed its absence is
phenomenal! He assembles an armory of symbols biblical and

! John Paul II, The Theology of the Body: Human Love in the Divine Plan, (Boston:
Pauline Books & Media, 1997).
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otherwise, and sex without symbols is merely exhausting, yet none of
the symbols evoked in this treatment work for us as we read the book.
There’s no fun anywhere, as Luke Timothy Johnson points out in a
review entitled “A Disembodied Theology of the Body.”? All that the
great symbols are allowed to do is keep in place a life-long commitment
of a man and a woman to each other with a procreative outcome. It’s as
though we had a refined description of a superb piece of machinery,
with no mention of oil—indeed, of fuel!

Pope John Paul has named a space never named by a pope—or
priest for that matter—before. But what is in the space is sex in all its
protean beauty and brutality and absurdity, above all sex which, not
understood in its own right, keeps closed the door to the Garden of
Love—not just as in Blake but as in the Song of Songs.

That this treatment does not extend its phenomenology to sexual
desire rampant, mountant and mounted, was rather painfully shown at
the time of these papal audiences, when the world press was suddenly
awakened by the statement that husbands could, and should not, lust
for their wives. The trouble was a categorial poverty that indicates no
homework done, and by an author who certainly does not shirk
homework; I mean, that there was clearly no concept of “sex at full
blast” other than the concept of lust—which is a splendid word,
especially as against the papal desert of noble postures, but which is
the moralist’s word for sexual desire preferred over all mutual respect.
If the only word you have for this most exciting and crucial of human
emotions is a word that means its pursuit in contempt of another
person, then this emotion is, for the theologian, under the sign of
Muddle, or perhaps Muggle! That is what the pope ran into, and that
Reuther picked up.? At one point, I remember, he was asked what he
thought about what people call sex, and his reply used words such as

2 Johnson, Timothy, “A Disembodied Theology of the Body,” Commonweal Jan 26,
2001.

3 This is a case of the absence of the control of meaning, which is what is
happening when the meaning of a word changes without the writer being aware. In
the audience of October 1, 1980, the pope is saying that a husband cannot be guilty
of “lust in the heart” for his wife, but a week later, in the conference of October 8th,
he states confidently that even husbands “can sin in this fashion.” Clearly lust does
not mean the same thing in both places.
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joy, connotive of the peace rather than the storm. No, the homework
was still undone. The world that most people live in, certainly the world
most fruitful in crises, of people making out together, remained
untouched.

How untouched this fact of sexual desire remained was shown by
the fact that tens of millions of people who have this desire do not have
1t for a member of the opposite sex. Sexually, homosexuals show up on
this map as non-persons—especially in a papal treatment of sexuality
unprecedented in its would-be thoroughness.

This failure of the pope’s phenomenology to extend to sexual desire
is the theme of the review-article by L. T. Johnson to which I have
referred. He said, “I would welcome from the pope some appreciation of
the goodness of sexual pleasure-any bodily pleasure, come to think of
it!”

But how shall the pope honor sex as it actually happens, given
language the way it now is? I mean, how can one speak of it without
using words like “fun,” “a bit of a giggle” and so on, which would not be
appropriate for a papal document Why not? people will ask, but that
really is a silly question and, much more importantly, it takes our
attention away from the real problem, which is the absence of serious
language for sexual desire. There is no funomenology!

But there is good theory. I like the scientist’s objection to some
bright experiment: it works all right in practice, but does it work in
theory? The point being that if you don’t have a good theory your
practical solution will turn out to be partial. And nothing, I think, in
moral philosophy is more in need of a good theory than sexual desire.
We all know that sex can be done in ways that are abusive, but what is
wrong in these ways of behavior? The nearest we seem to get to an
answer is that in these ways the other person is not respected. But
respect for another person is required in every conceivable connection
between persons, so sexual wrongness is not being specifically dealt
with this by this criterion. I would suggest that sexual disrespect is
what children, who are native moralists, would call cheating. It is not
making a fool of myself, not exposing myself, not taking a risk, not
entering the game which is the prelude to the mystery. I don’t capture
another person for myself sexually the way I do this in the market. I do
it in a way offensive to life’s mystery embodied in us.
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To use more traditional philosophic language, wrong sex (let’s
learn from the pope’s experience and not talk of lust!) is disordered
sexual desire. But what is ordered sexual desire? And here, not
surprisingly, we run into the erroneous assumption that underlies all
modern philosophy until the discovery of phenomenology: that order is
something imposed on the body by the mind, that order comes from an
authority external to the to-be-ordered. Eugene Gendlin, the discoverer
of Focusing, exposes this error in a new book, Thinking Beyond Patterns,
not yet published but down-loadable. So what is the order in sexual
desire?

I think we get a hint of the answer when we locate sexual desire as
a halfway house between desire in its rivalistic playpen form which of
course extends into industry, and love as the ultimate intentionality of
human togetherness. The order of sex is the game. That’s why
“cheating” is such a good word here; for cheating happens at a game. It
is not surprising that Wittgenstein who has liberated philosophy from
the straitjacket of order-as-imposed, discovered the language game.

Now it so happens that, in trying to explicate in Girardian terms
the saying of John Stuart Mill that we demand that other people
resemble ourselves, I reached the conclusion that I want others to be
like me because I am already like them; and this may prove to be the
clue we want. My likeness to you underlies your modeling for me, but it
1s not conscious, I only know unaccountably that your manifest desire
for something awakens mine. Now with sex, this submerged likeness to
you surfaces and comes together with your likeness to me. Sex is
mutual admiration. Sound familiar? Are we not already touching, with
our theorizing, the real world? Sex is a drama of confluence, in which
people’s desire for each other is fired by the desire they are awaking in
each other. Lacan, who got so much so right, said that lovers want to
feel themselves as causing desire in each other. Sound familiar? Are we
not at least nearer the terrain so systematically fenced around by the
pope—the garden of love in fact, the middle garden between Eden and
Gethsemane? Phyllis Trible, in God and the Rhetoric of Sexuality, which
is the best piece of biblical theology that I know, says that in her
fantasy “the cherubim and the flaming sword appear to guard the
entrance to the garden of the Song. They keep away those who lust,
moralize, legislate, or explain. They also turn away literalists. But at
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all times they welcome lovers to romp and roam in the joys of
eroticism.”

A few years ago, I preached a sermon to our boys, in which I moved
through three axioms: Envying, I reduce myself. Admiring, I become
myself. Admired, I change things. People liked it. But it was quite
chaste! It said nothing about what was in the heads of most of my
congregation most of the time and that is giving them the agenda for
the next few years. It had them sailing through from meanness to
incipient sanctity without sex.

To recapitulate, sex between people internalizes the desired. The
desired is no longer the object, John’s toy for Peter, Peter’s toy for John,
but it’s Peter for John and John for Peter. Oops! John for Mary and
Mary for John of course! With mature love, the object has become “God”
or “the life-force lived with” or cosmic as with D. H. Lawrence. But in
sexual desire we are halfway there, as Pius XI implied in parts of Casti
Connubii, that Lonergan picked up when he pointed out that the pope
was saying that married people are pursuing the beatific vision
together. That is not far from what an irreverent friend once called the
great F-k in the sky!

So in sexual desire, desire is manifestly love trying to happen.
This is the halfway house. Incipient love is fed by the other’s desire for
the desirer become now the other’s object; the toy, the zest-maker, is
internalized, is between the lovers, and is being fed by being the
desired; is mutual admiration; is “I want you like me because I'm like
you” all conscious at once. I am rather floundering here, and no wonder
considering “the state of the question”! Try saying that the object is
internalized so that the partners become object to each other m a
desire that is mutually mimetic. They are imitating each other’s
imitation of each other, in a way that may lead to take-off. It's hilarious
nonsense, like contemplative prayer.

Now I suspect that sexual desire, acquiring for the first time ever
droit de cite in pastoral discourse, thus breaking a long, long silence,
will surprise us. For with sexual desire, sexual pleasure, as the focils of
discussion, everyone has a stake in it, for pleasure is not confined to

4 Trible, Phyllis, God and the Rhetoric of Sexuality, (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1978), p. 102.
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heterosexuals! Having been sexual non-persons in a funless and
irresponsible theology of the body, homosexuals will find themselves
recognized as possessed of the only thing now under consideration. A
new solidarity of gay and straight people follows on the decision to take
sexual desire as the to-be-understood. This solidarity is arising today
among younger people. We seem to be returning to an Elizabethan age
of sex abundant and going off its regular tracks all over the place, the
world of Shakespeare in Love. Freud says of that world, and of the
world of the Greeks, that the question was not, “am I heterosexual or
homosexual?” but “how do we keep this damn thing under any sort of
control?”

In this showing, homosexuality may look more like a sexual excess
than a sexual deviance, the latter classification now abandoned by the
American Psychological Association and other modern bodies and clung
to by the CDF that has left the sphere of dogma for its own home-made
psychology. And gay men do seem to suffer from too much “mutual
admiration” which characterizes sexual desire generally, a pitfall
shared with all, but especially to look out for. Slowly sanity and sex
come closer to each other. It is a pity that the teaching church is the
slowest to appreciate this, although there is a place for dragged feet on
this dancing floor.

We may be rediscovering the gaiety of sex. Until we get some clue
of this, we shall not have homosexuality right. For this new meaning of
“gay” is not all that new. Rosemary Haughton, in her big book The
Passionate God,’ sees the birth of romantic feeling and poetry in the
eleventh century as a huge corrective of an excessively legalistic moral
code, based not on an Aristotelian order but on a freshly appreciated
order of feeling, with courts of love, the most famous one presided over
by the Countess of Champagne! To this “gai saber,” both Nietzsche and
Marx said that we owed all that we really know about love. And
Nietzsche took over that title, “Gay Science,” for his book, the one that
contains the parable of the Madman in search of a lost God. We shall
never know just how or why this movement got connected with the
Albigensians, because of the scorched earth policy of the crusade, when
the fury of Christendom was turned in on itself. It is what a Jewish

5 Rosemary Haughton, The Passionate God, (London: Longman and Todd, 1982).
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friend of mine used to call the old Christian rage, the warped mind that
could see Pinochet as upholding Christian civilization. This is, 1
suppose, too general a matter to provide the theme for one of the papal
apologies for our past. Look, folks, we're the oldest thing around, and
we’re just sorry!

It is difficult to keep all this stuff under control, and that’s the only
real difficulty with sex. But I think I am touching now on what is really
meant when it is said, so often, that on sex “the church” and “the laity”
aren’t speaking the same language. We mean, that there is a common
language, and it has not yet been found. I think Girard’s theory of desire
points the way to it.

And when all is said and done, Revelation is ahead of us. For no
one can possibly deny today that the Song of Songs is celebrating
sexual desire. And the whole monastic reading community down the
ages has seen that text as the preeminently revelatory one for those
who pray. That monks are spearheading a revolution in our
understanding of something that monks aren’t supposed to have, has at
least the force of irony.

But I have still to look at an area of sexuality in which official
church teaching is most vulnerable, that of the homosexual. I shall
conclude that this increased vulnerability of received teaching is due to
the fact that sexual desire, never properly understood, is most
obviously not understood in its “improper” form. An unusually
insightful book on the gay lifestyle bears the title The Culture of Desire.
Richard Holloway, in his Godless Morality, has a chapter entitled “Is
the Trojan Horse Gay?” suggesting that the newly articulate and
clamant gay culture will turn out to be the Trojan Horse for settled
Christian sexual teaching.

Following this hint of Holloway’s, let us look at homosexual desire
in terms of my halfway house language. But first let me expand a bit on
this language. The image 1s helpful, for placing sexual desire between
the two extremes of rivalry and divine union. And it is helpful to see
that the halfway position partakes of both the extremes, of physical
violence and spiritual transformation. We now have to say that sexual
desire, so placed, is manifestly what I once described desire as, love
trying to happen. Our secretary at Campus Ministry in Marquette
University found a lecture note of mine headed “Desire is love trying to
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happen” and said, “Spot-on! That’s the only thing you've ever written
that I understand.” Carol had a wisdom that I covet. So sexual desire, a
halfway house between violence and love, is love trying to happen.

Now the way the church has handled sex so far avoids the
phenomenology of sexual desire by going straight on from love to
procreation. Sexual desire is not love trying to happen but a baby trying
to happen. Sexual desire between same-sex partners cannot be a baby
trying to happen; that oversight or process-skipping is not available to
us; so it has to be love trying to happen! Thus we have the paradoxical
result already pointed out that it is the homosexual fact that forces the
church to take sexual desire seriously as thresholding love. The queers
are teaching the church that thinks she’s straight!

And here we meet the overwhelming witness of the mature
homosexual: that it is love between two persons that the homosexual
experience is all about. They see their coupling as love enfleshing itself
differently, so that Rome’s concentration on the act of sex misses the
point, misses them. It also misses, and avoids, the phenomenology of
sexual desire. It is the same miss!

Once sexual desire has been recognized as love trying to happen,
there is no way homosexual desire is going to answer to Rome’s current
definition of it as “objectively disordered,” a definition arrived at by
observing that it is not a baby trying to happen and bypassing love
altogether.

For me at least the attempt to place sexual desire on the human
map suggested by Girard shows the definition of homosexual desire as
objectively disordered as off the map, as well as deeply offensive to
homosexuals. It scandalizes them in the Gospel sense brilliantly
unfolded by Girard. It causes them to stumble. It was with this scandal
in mind that Cardinal Hume spoke in praise of “homosexual love” after
hearing of two homosexual suicides provoked by the CDF’s 1987
statement. That more than a decade later Archbishop Bertone could
require Robert Nugent to say, “I adhere with religious submission of
will and intellect to the teaching that the homosexual inclination,
though not in itself a sin, constitutes a tendency towards behavior that
is intrinsically evil, and therefore must be considered objectively
disordered,” shows how impervious Roman authority is to the bitter
facts of people’s lives.
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The introspective homosexual is uniquely qualified to focus on and
explicate sexual desire, because he is not subject to the “process-
skipping” (Gendlin) or “oversight” (Lonergan) of thinking of it simply as
a baby in the making. Catholic teaching, by its unique emphasis for
most of its history on the procreative finality of sex, discouraged people
from understanding sexual desire as the working of God in them
bringing them into his love, which of course is the only climate babies
can grow in to become real men and women. The church’s besetting sin
is erophobia, which is the fear of life—homophobia is only a subset of
this. This is now climaxing in blasphemous assertion that one form of
sexual desire that is, Fr. Bede Jarrett told me when I was a boy, world-
wide and world-old, and so God-given, is “objectively disordered.”

The Trojan Horse is in today’s seminaries, so let us look at the
long-standing tradition of religious celibacy male and female. The
institution of religious celibacy was, from the point of view of the social
engineer, a brilliant invention. It enabled men and women who for
whatever reason did not want to get married a meaningful and a
fulfilling existence. Dame Gertrude More, one of our Benedictine
contemplative models, says that she became a nun because she didn't
want to marry. Among such were homosexuals, and in fact many of the
most creative religious celibates have been what is now called gay. So
what you had was a social empowerment of sexual desire. Feeling
attracted to other men was something one could bring into the cloister,
not in search of quarry but rather to be able to think of one’s sexuality
not as something odd and awkward, which it would be in a society bent
on ordinary mating, but as the theme of a renunciation shared with
“ordinary” men. The gay person found his of her sexual desire
empowered in this special society. This empowerment was still
empowerment, even though sexual desire was not supposed to be
allowed its full physical scope. It was empowerment at the vital level of
self-esteem. You weren't odd as a homosexual monk, as you were as a
homosexual in society. The sometimes horror in growing-up gay was
offset by something else, and something very powerful, the whole
monastic tradition. We had other things to talk about than our latest
nocturnal escapades.

Now this traditional social empowerment of the homosexual finds
itself confronted today with another empowerment, that set going by
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the Stonewall revolution. In this confrontation, the more noisy, media-
hyped empowerment tends to swallow the older, gentler and more
prayerful empowerment, as the taste of Classic Coke might wipe out
the nascent taste for a good claret. The result, noted by Cozzens in a
careful and tolerant book has been the creation of a gay-clerical
subculture that makes straight members feel unwelcome.6 This huge
role reversal, with the gays calling the shots, is asking for, and getting,
a reaction of authority that epitomizes the epistemology of panic. Gays
shall be screened out from the ranks. So what was originally a
significant strength in clerical society becomes the enemy!

Now what most interests me in this situation is that its main
casualty is the understanding of sexual desire. Sexual desire of the gay
variety is now a menace, so there is no incentive to understand it. The
fireman is not about to ask what exactly fire is. The sign of the Flight
from Understanding here is that Authority, asked to justify the
exclusion of homosexuals from the ranks, falls back on the notion that
sex is for procreation. These dangerous invaders of the celibate
community are non-breeders. That's what’s wrong with them: that they
can’t do what the sound members of the celibate community could-and
of course mayn’t! And just to push a little harder, the celibate
community which formally was able to assure the gay member that he
wasn’t odd, now has to tell him he is. Odd, and out!

It was never enough to define sexual desire as a baby in the
making. The demand of sexual desire to be understood presses upon us
the more where desire is drawn to a member of the same sex. The baby
explanation, never adequate, is now unavailable.

When Dan Maguire, over the heads of the alumni establishment,
was invited to speak at Boston College some years ago, he asked, “what
is God trying to tell us through homosexuals?’ I have to report that [
was vaguely shocked by the question at the time. What was really
shocking, I now think was the implication that God might have a
special role for sexual desire as a unifier not as a baby-maker, as a
unifier of a couple who can’t make a baby.

6 Donald Cozzens, The Changing Face of the Priesthood: A Reflection on the Priest’s
Crisis of Soul (Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2000).
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Maybe Holloway is right. Nowhere does the failure of Christian
thinking about sex show up so clearly as in our handling of
homosexuality. The reason for this is that the ungrasped nettle is
sexual desire, and where straight sex is concerned we have a cover-story
for not grasping this nettle: sexual desire is a baby-in-the-making.
With the homosexual, the cover-story is torn away, leaving us the
option: grasp or get stung. We are being badly stung just now.
Paradoxically, it i1s when we find ourselves incapable of giving any real
help of a teaching kind to an unusual form of sexuality that we come to
see that we haven’t been of much use to those of the usual persuasion.

This triggers my old-age total-recall syndrome. I was in Rome
during the days of the papal commission on birth control, and an Irish
priest with whom I was having lunch said to me, “You know, you'll never
persuade Rome to give on this one. In the Roman mind, the Catholic
soul is basically virgin!” This takes us back to Gregory VII and his
reform of the church largely inspired by Peter Damian, monk and
mystic. The reform saw the secular priest as a monk without a cloister,
bound to celibacy and the daily recitation of the hours. Now this flawed
notion of priestly life as quasi-monastic was applied above all in the
area of sex. The celibacy whose original and proper context was the
same-sex community was enjoined on the priest not so supported, with
enormous and painful consequences. And there is another aspect to this
expansion of the monastic model. It affects our understanding of the
homosexual. The official position on this, that there is nothing wrong
with being homosexual, only you mustn’t express it physically, makes
good sense in a monastic community because there is a good reason for
it other than the belief that homosexual coupling is “unnatural”: namely
that it is unfair to the heterosexual members, who aren’t allowed their
kind of sex. But take away the monastic setting, and you take away the
good reason for the official line and expose the latter to the challenge of
the articulate homosexual, which I think is unanswerable: as Andrew
Sullivan says to his church, that is very much his church, “this is the
argument of my life, and I have to win it!”

It is the attempt of the official position to hold its own in the cold
draught of this challenge that we see in the wrestle with words as we
try to make sense of an orientation, a direction of a person’s libido, that
is simply the way some people are, and therefore is good, that
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nevertheless (poor tired old “nevertheless”) is “tempted” to do
something that is against nature. Now temptation is the rhetoric that
persuades a good desire to follow the urge of ego, self-love to be selfish.
But there is supposed to be nothing wrong with my sexual attraction to
another man, Wyatt then will temptation do with this attraction? It
will make it selfish, exploitative. (It will make it all the things that
furtive homosexuality on the part of some priests tends to be, as “the
boys in the square” know full well.) But no, we're not allowed this
answer, which dangerously implies that there is generous homosexual
coupling. We have to give the answer that temptation here urges the
following of a desire already admitted to be good! Sorry, it won'’t do,
Holloway has seen something that is not about to go away.

When I was a boy at Downside, I read a Catholic Truth Society
“Pamphlet on Purity” by Fr Bede Jarrett O.P. In it I read that some
people are attracted to their own, not the opposite sex. This attraction,
he said, “is worldwide and world-old.” It is only the action that is sinful.
These were the words of a saintly and humane Dominican. They made
sense in a context of religious life vaguely expanded beyond itself into a
Catholic world.

For some perhaps, this context still exists, and we must not allow
ourselves to be bullied by liberals out of seeing homosexuality in some
as a vocation to an uncommon relationship with God in people. There
have been many people whose homosexuality led them to monastic life.
I may be one of them, but the older I get the more I puzzle myself. What
about those people today, people who might say, not “the world’s my
oyster” but “the world’s my cloister”?

Now the huge lacuna which we have been looking at in our sexual
thinking as church, the overall failure of the teaching to touch people’s
lives, and the new problem of the emergence of a clerical gay subculture
due to a swallowing of the ancient empowerment of the homosexual by

7 “The boys in the square’ occur in James Alison’s new book, Faith Beyond
Resentment: Reflections Catholic and Gay (New York: Crossroad Publishing, 2001).
The boys in the square are male prostitutes some of whose customers are priests
who by day fulminate against homosexuality. The kids call this “lace by day, leather
by night.” I find I have to be careful not to “rejoice” in this “iniquity,” thus coming
under the stricture of 1 Corinthians 15, which is what Alison’s book is really about I
think.
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celibacy in the clamorous empowerment of gay pride, all this points to a
need for new resources in human living, for it is only in the resolution
offered by more creative living that these problems can hope to find
ways forward. Let me end a somewhat distended paper by introducing
you to what are for me the two principal resources for creative living
now on offer. The first is focusing, which I have already shared with you.
The second is the staggering discovery made by Eckhart Tolle. Here is
his account:

“I cannot live with myself any longer.” This was the thought that
kept repeating itself in my mind. Then suddenly I became aware
of what a peculiar thought it was. “Am I one or two? If I cannot
live with myself, there must be two of me, the T’ and the ‘self
that ‘T’ cannot live with.” “Maybe,” I thought, “only one of them is
real.” I was so stunned by this strange realization that my mind
stopped. I was fully conscious, but there were no more thoughts.
Then I felt drawn into what seemed like a vortex of energy. It was
a slow movement at first and then accelerated. I was gripped by
an intense fear, and my body started to shake. I heard the words
‘resist nothing’, as if spoken inside my chest. I could feel myself
being sucked into a void. It felt as if the void was inside myself
rather than outside. Suddenly, there was no more fear, and I let
myself fall into that void. I have no recollection of what happened
after that. I was awakened by the chirping of a bird outside the
window. I had never heard such a sound before.... That day I
walked around the city in utter amazement at the miracle of life
on earth, as if I had just been born into this world.... Later I
understood that the intense pressure of suffering that night
must have forced my consciousness to withdraw from its
identification with the unhappy and deeply fearful self, which is
ultimately a fiction of the mind. This withdrawal must have
been so complete that this false, suffering self immediately
collapsed, just as if a plug had been pulled out of a collapsable
toy.8

The other great resource is Focusing, discovered by Eugene Gendlin
some thirty years ago and now world-wide. The discipline of the Power

8 The Power of Now, by Eckhart Tolle, Hodder and Stoughton.
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of Now, which is nothing other than the sacrament of the present
moment taught by de Caussade, dovetails wonderfully into the practice
of focusing. Tolle gives us the taste for now, Gendlin the taste of now. I
am still to “have a dream” when the world brought into being by these
newfound skills of inwardness swallows up the moral world of Catholic
statements on sex so that these tumble like old towers into a new
solution in which nothing of their truth is lost, and all their harmful
rubbish goes “into the shit-hole,” to follow John Dominic Crossan’s
scholarly translation of that saying of Jesus. Sorry to end on this
gauche note, but it is a direct quote from the Gospel!

APPENDIX A

There is another huge ramification of the failure of our teaching on sex.
It is the indiscriminate outlawing of condoms. So as not to clutter up
this paper, I confine this to an appendix.

The same curious detachment from the fact of sex as the main physical
bond between people, that exasperates the more well-to-do, is dictating
a policy in the poorer worlds of today which is wasting millions of lives
and has been described, not without reason, as homicidal. This is the
elevation of the condom to the status of an absolute evil. In Sub-
Saharan Africa fatalities from AIDS have reached epidemic
proportions. Given the near starvation level of the majority of the
population, the immediate measures that are needed are education,
the ample provision of free condoms, and massive injections of finance.
Although a vaccine is being developed, it is estimated that it will be at
least ten years before it can be freely available in Africa. The palliative
therapy available in the affluent countries is way beyond the present
resources of the poorer countries. The tragic situation, at present, is
that not only are adults dying of AIDS, who may be deemed by some to
be responsible for the consequences of their sexual behavior, but the
HIV virus is being passed on to hundreds of thousands of children who
rapidly die of AIDS. This is a crisis in which all the agencies wishing to
help need to speak with one voice and to spend their money in order to
save lives. The official Catholic position on the use of condoms is
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gravely discordant, and can be justly accused of being at best
unrealistic and at worst profoundly immoral

This paragraph has been written by my friend Brian Butler, who
works with an AIDS-related charity. He wrote it before either he or 1
had paid attention to the following observations in L.T. Johnson’s
article. “Fourth, the absolute prohibition of artificial birth control
becomes increasingly scandalous in the face of massive medical
realities. One might want to make an argument that distributing
condoms to teenagers as a part of sex education is mistaken, but that
argument, I think, has to do with misgivings concerning sex
education—and a general culture of permissiveness—as a whole. But
what about couples who can no longer have sexual relations because
one of them has innocently been infected by HIV, and not to use a
condom means also to infect the other with a potentially lethal virus?
When does “openness to life” in every act become a cover for “death-
dealing”? Given the fact that in Africa AIDS affects tens of millions of
men, women, and children (very many of them Christian), is the refusal
to allow the use of condoms (leaving aside other medical interventions
and the changing of sexual mores) coming dangerously close to
assisting in genocide? These are matters demanding the most careful
consideration by the church and the deepest compassion. It is difficult
to avoid the sense that the failed logic supposedly marshaled in the
defense of life is having just the opposite result. If the political
enslavement of millions of Asians and Europeans led the papacy to
combat the Soviet system in the name of compassion, and if the
enslavement and murder of millions of Jews led the papacy to renounce
the anti-Semitism of the Christian tradition in the name of
compassion, should not compassion also lead at the very least to an
examination of logic, when millions of Africans are enslaved and killed
by a sexual pandemic?’

Here finally is a horror story of my own. About ten years ago, I
happened to read a report of a statement made by the Dean of the John
Paul II Institute for Marriage and the Family. He was reported as
saying that if one of the partners to a marriage had tested HIV-
positive, they should abstain, but if this would imperil the marriage,
then they should have intercourse without a condom. He justified this
extraordinary opinion by saying that they would thus be preferring the
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good of love to the good of health. I wrote to the Tablet, and the editor
checked the Italian original, which was what [ had read. I published the
matter, ending my letter by saying, “all that is left to us is outrage.”
There were no replies.

APPENDIX B

I think the keynote to this paper is my statement, desire is love trying
to happen. I have not realized until recently just how intuitive this
statement is, and I should like to expand on this and thus, I hope, add
firmness to my grasp in this paper.

“Love trying to happen” refers to love without naming a subject.
Love itself is the subject. But how can this be? It is people who love, as
it is people who desire. Clearly two people are implied in the
statement, but they stand in a peculiar relationship to the “love” that
1s “trying to happen.” Neither of them initiates it. It is rather as though
love were a higher activity or state of action, and one or both of the
persons, by a new insight or generous impulse, were consenting that
this higher activity be happening between them. Desire trying to be love
1s a willing leap to a higher level that is “already there.” It occurs to me
that this vital insight into the emergence of love has been hijacked by
romanticism that has put its stamp on the event. “This is bigger than
both of us!” has become a romantic statement. In reality, it is nothing
of the kind, it is a statement about the levels of being. We are in the
area of “what you guys call grace,” to quote the memorable rejoinder of
Gendlin to McMahon and Campbell when they asked whether his
results would follow on a correct use of his procedure.

Now we ought to be able to say more about this idea of love as a
higher level, reachable only by a quantum leap. And indeed we can.
What is involved here is a whole notion of the universe that has been
dawning on us during the last century, associated with the work of
Gurdjieff and Ouspensky, with its disastrous sidestep into Scientology.
I have recently met with it in a book called Masters of the Universe, by J.
G. Bennett. This “work,” as the followers of Gurdjieff called it, is not
academically reputable; but it has this crucial edge on the world of
academe: that it offers and requires a practice, as reputable as
contemplative prayer. Bennett, whom the movement led into the
Catholic Church, came to see love as the highest energy in the universe,
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and Jesus as love’s acknowledged representative. Contemplative
prayer would be a prime example of love as desire trying to happen.
Abbot Chapman, one of our leading masters, dared to name as closely
as “idiotic” the state of desire on the way to being love.

A wonderful advantage of this “levels of energy” theory with love
as the highest energy is that it lets us off the hook of David Hume: If
God is all-powerful he cannot be all-loving. If he is all-loving, he cannot
be all-powerful. My beloved confrere Illtyd Trethowan, toward the end
of his life, was saying—rather in private—that God is doing all he can
to bring things to a loving outcome. This implies a not-almighty
God—hence the privacy, Illtyd was tired of ensures—but not
necessarily. The fact is that theodicy is a bit of a bummer, because all
it gives us to play with are the infinite and the finite. On the one hand
an ultimate reality whose “omnipotence” has to be qualified with
“whatever that means,” and on the other, the vast and infinitely
complex world of “creatures,” the latter name concealing its content as
much as the name “creator” conceals its.

How shall we define love? It is not an attraction—at least not a
being attracted by. Rather it is a being attracted to, as Peter was
attracted to Cornelius or Philip to the eunuch. And once we see this, it
becomes clear that love is a world-wide and world-old conspiracy. In
pulling people up to its level, it opens them to each other. So the
communion of saints is not known via the doctrine, but the doctrine via
a vibrancy of the highest energy level of the universe. It becomes more
and more evident that we are discovering an inner rhythm of which the
fact of Jesus and his resurrection and people-inspiriting is the
enfleshment in our world.

I have already referred to the most dramatic instance of
transformation that I have ever heard tell of itself. Elkhart Tulle said,
“lI can no longer live with myself’ and experienced a longing for
annihilation. Then he thought what a peculiar thought this was. “Are
there two of me? Perhaps only one of them is real. I was so stunned by
this strange thought that my mind stopped. There were no more
thoughts.” Then that inner suction felt in the centre of the body—the
focusing place, incidentally—and the growing terror, with the words
“resist nothing!” Then the accelerated suction, then the total surrender,
and oblivion. Later, the awakening to the sound of a bird like a
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diamond in music. Then the rapid progressive rebirth into a world
whose beauty has, since then, only increased. Then the attraction
exerted on others, and a spreading network of souls in transformation. I
am more impressed with this than with anything I know of hagiography
or the doctrine of the communion of saints. This is the mechanics of the
thing, laid bare for the modern science-shaped mind.

And this is what must be meant by love, whose transformative
influence is the nearest thing we can know, by experience, to
omnipotence. And is surely to know enough of omnipotence. An ancient
Latin collect praises God who manifests his omnipotence most
(maxime) in the exercise of mercy and deliverance.

The leap of desire to the level of loving is of course massively
documented in the world of the classical mystics, St. John of the Cross
being the clearest. It is satisfying to be locating this in a wide-ranging
conspiracy, in sexuality especially. The “moment critique” in a sexual
relationship is this moment of floundering, of lostness of desire, with
its imagined subject, In a bewilderingly larger world.

I wonder, by my troth, what thou and I

Did till we loved. Were we not wean’d till then
Or snorted we in the seven sleepers den

Or sucked on country pleasures childishly?
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THE TWIN DOORS

There are those who have pushed through

the invisible swing doors of the universe

into an unimaginable bliss.

Eckhart Tolle and Thérese of Lisieux

(Who said I don’t get over it but under it)

There is no way to describe this way

this sudden given generosity

under the given words Resist nothing.

There are hints of this way in the middle

When the great pile-up of incompatibles of people’s stories

is taken into the body, not taken out on it by the exasperated
mind.

There is the sudden capacity for non-existence

of everything so far taken as me

in the sure knowing that this is grace.

It was taken, I believe, in the Garden of Olives

when the twin doors gave onto the Angel of the Passion.

I have to say I believe

across history’s huge sea of doubt

but then there are moments when everything converges

for me on the other side of the sea

and I am in the cloud of witnesses

the cloud of unknowing

and my nostrils cool-quicken to new breath.

Buckets of non-existent then

left behind at the twin doors into now

Countless mouths to devour us

if the Lord had not been on our side;

I can just taste myself as someone’s juicy mouthful
happily as I slip between the doors.

-Holy Week, 2001
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I wisH TO address the question of the relationship between theology and
philosophy from the perspective of systematic theology. In Lonergan’s comments
on the functional specialty Systematics, he calls for a new collaborative synthesis
between theology and philosophy.! In that light, I wish to begin with two
remarks from Lonergan regarding theology and philosophy. These remarks consist
of, first, a general comment on the dynamic character of the notions philosophy
and theology and, secondly, a comment on the differentiation between and
integration of these disciplines. Following these preliminary remarks, I shall
explore what a synthesis may look like today given Lonergan’s own claim that we
have moved from a stage of meaning governed by logic to one governed by
interiority. Furthermore, since Lonergan calls upon theology to mediate religion to
culture, I shall develop the lines of such a synthesis between theology and
philosophy in the context of the relationship between faith’s avowal of God as
Creator and the event of modern science.

I. PRELIMINARY COMMENTS: THEOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY

Comment One: Character of the notions

Characteristic of Lonergan’s reflection on the notions of theology and philosophy
is a recognition of their dynamic quality. Lonergan reminds us that philosophy

! Bernard Lonergan. Philosophy of God and Theology (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,
1973). p. 32. Method in Theology (N.Y: Herder, 1972) pp. 335-340.
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and theology are not static notions.2 They do not represent fixed meanings about
fixed disciplines. Both disciplines have a history. In that history there is
continuity and discontinuity. A continuity, at least at a surface level, is reflected
where present initiatives recognize an identity through historical developments.
The air of a family resemblance among philosophers and theologians persists
across the ages. Yet, within these families there are also the stories of existential
dramas and these existential dramas testify to the fact that both philosophy and
theology have changed.

This dynamic quality does not suggest arbitrariness, nor does it suggest that
theology and philosophy are reactionary responses to random events and
challenges. More profoundly, the dynamism reflects an effort of meaning on the
move. Furthermore, I would suggest that for Lonergan it is an effort of meaning
structured by two specific poles: knowledge of self and the objectification of
horizons.3 These poles relate to one another in a form of mutual tension and
support. A mutual reciprocity exists between self-understanding and an enriched
understanding of the world. In my judgment, how that reciprocity reflects an act
of authentic subjectivity and self- transcendence and how that reciprocity reflects
“the open and unrestricted desire to understand,” help us to understand the nature
of the encounter and conversation between theology and philosophy.

Comment Two: Differentiation and synthesis

We are accustomed to speak of differentiation and of the relative autonomy
of distinct disciplines, of the plurality and diversity of human discourse, the
polymorphic character of human discourse. This being said, I believe Lonergan
suggests that communication is possible between theology and philosophy not
simply because each discipline continues to refine its own questions and methods
to the point where both may reach consensus or a common language. Rather,
communication is predicated upon the differentiation and mediation of meaning.
However, given our previous comment, I would suggest that a more fundamental
point of encounter between philosophy and theology occurs by adverting to and
by attending to psychic, intellectual, moral and religious conversion, keeping in
mind Lonergan’s view that religious conversion precedes and grounds moral

2 Philosophy of God and Theology, p. 45.
3 See, for example, Lonergan comments regarding the functional specialty ‘Dialectics’ in
Method in Theology, pp. 245-250.
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conversion and both religious and moral conversion precede and ground intellectual
conversion.4

In light of this, one of the features of Lonergan’s approach to the
relationship between theology and philosophy which I have found to take on new
significance is his call for a new integration between theology and philosophy.
Lonergan laments the loss of a synthesis which once characterized the relationship
between philosophy and theology.> He gives as a concrete example the separation
between philosophy of God and systematic theology.6 The present situation has
relegated the study of the philosophy of God to the philosophy department.
Lonergan maintains that it properly belongs to the theology department and to the
systematic theologian. His reason for this is that both the theologian and the
philosopher love and seek an understanding of the same God. Such a love and such
an understanding are bomn of an experience of God as the originating moral agent of
the universe, a view of the universe as the goal of God’s moral act, and our self-
understanding as persons is grounded in the priority of religious conversion,’ in
short, the combination of the experience of the Holy Spirit “flooding our hearts”
and the deep and abiding knowledge in faith that “we live in a friendly universe.”8

The present state of affairs is the result of truncated and static notions of
philosophy and theology, notions which have, for Lonergan, not made the
transition from the stage of logic to interiority. The concrete effect of this
separation is, unfortunately, a truncated philosophical and theological formation
of the student whom we teach and who desires to understand God,!0 “sending
them away empty,” writes Lonergan.!! Given Lonergan’s appeal to philosophy

4 Method in Theology, p. 243. On Robert Doran’s identification of and summary elaboration of
the role of psychic conversion see, “System and History: The Challenge to Catholic Systematic
Theology,” Theological Studies 60 (1999): 652-678, pp. 666-668.

5 Philosophy of God and Theology, see especially Chapter 2.

6 Method in Theology, pp. 336-339.

7 Method in Theology, p. 116.

8 Method in Theology, p. 117.

9 Bernard Lonergan, “Philosophy and Theology,” 4 Second Collection (PA.: Westminster,
1974), pp. 193-208.

10 “The main purpose is the development of the person...” Philosophy of God and Theology, p.
20. ... philosophy of God and the functional specialty, systematics, [...] have a common goal in
the development of persons” ibid., p. 59. Worth recalling are Augustine’s and Aquinas’ similar
emphases. The Prologue of De Doctrina Christiana focuses on the formation of students (Eng:
Teaching Christianity: De Doctrina Christiana. [The Works of Saint Augustine A Translation for
the 21* Century] Trans. Edumund Hill, O.P., John E. Rotelle, O.S.A., editor, NY: New City
Press, 1996), p. 101. Note the similar emphasis in the Prologue to Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae.
Note also the emphasis in the Respondeo dicendum ST 1a, q.1, a.1.

11 Method in Theology, p. 337.
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and theology as dynamic realities, we realize that the corrective is not to return to
the specific form of the medieval or Thomistic synthesis. While the angelic
doctor’s achievements were grand, they did not reflect developments in modem
science, philosophy or scholarship. Thus my own question: What would a
synthesis between theology and philosophy look like which has been informed by
modern developments in science, philosophy and scholarship? And, just as
Lonergan offered a concrete example of such a synthesis in Aquinas’ organization
of questions in the Summa with respect to the notion of the Trinity,!2 I would
also like to focus on a concrete case, namely: What would an interpretation of the
doctrine of creation look like which is informed by a synthesis based on a turn to
conversion and interiority?

I shall develop my remarks in two stages. First, I shall say a word about the
relationship between science and philosophy. My aim is not to show how this
relationship can clarify the contents of science. Rather, I wish to emphasize how
modern science represents a spiritual crisis for philosophy and how philosophy
has had to come to terms with that crisis. Paradoxically, it is in coming to terms
with that crisis that a validity of scientific reasoning emerges, a validity deeper
than one which science on its own could claim for itself. At this point I argue that
it is precisely the role of philosophy to elucidate something of the reciprocity
between self-understanding and objectification of horizons that takes place in
science as an act of reason.!3 Furthermore, in the elucidation of this experience,
philosophy radicalizes our experience of our “open and unrestricted desire for
understanding” which can be open to a possible encounter with an experience of
faith, namely, the avowal of God as Creator.

Secondly, I claim that the theologian is one of the beneficiaries of the
spiritual drama of philosophy. We can call this the spiritual crisis of reason — not
in the sense that theology will gain from the limits, fragility or weakness of its
interlocutor, but rather that theology may learn something of its own spiritual
crisis. If the theologian has followed the differentiation of the act of understanding

12 See his account of Aquinas’ development from the Contra Gentiles to the Summa with
respect to the question of the Trinity in Method in Theology, p 346.

13 Jean Ladriére emphasizes that we need to be careful not to regard philosophy as simply a
critical instance independent of science. Philosophy seeks to discern something which is true
about the life of reason in science. “Il serait injuste de réduire la pensée scientifique & son aspect
opératoire et formel, et de réduire la pensée philosophique 4 son instance critique la plus radicale.”
See, Jean Ladriére, “Le destin de la rationalité,” Bulletin de ['Académie Royale de Belgique.
Classe des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques (Discours, séance publique du lundi 18
mai, 1992) 5(1992) 161-173, p. 163.
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in the dynamic character of philosophy, he/she can only heighten his/her own
awareness of a struggle to understand. How can the theologian be the beneficiary
of this crisis? By appropriating the positive existential core of the act of
understanding and rethinking our own historical effort of an “open and
unrestricted desire” to understand God.

I shall attempt to show how this form of the question invites us to approach
with new eyes the first creation narrative of Genesis (Gen. 1,1 — 2, 4). My aim
here is not to exegesis, but to show how experience can speak to experience, how
theology, in the elaboration of the inner structure of the experience of God as
Creator, can attune itself to the inner experience of reason in science, in short, to
show how religious experience may communicate with culture. In this way, I hope
to contribute to Lonergan’s own call to think the polymorphic character of
modern disciplines within the horizon of a synthesis.

II. PHILOSOPHY, THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PHILOSOPHY
AND SCIENCE, AND THE LIFE OF REASON

In an essay entitled “Insight: Preface to a Discussion,”14 Lonergan underscored
the priority of cognitional operations for understanding understanding.
Metaphysics and metaphysical terms, he argued, are always derived. This said,
the cognitional operations, that is, experience, understanding and judgment, do not
exist in the abstract. They are found in acts of reasoning and are empirically
verified in developments occurring in our interpretation of the material universe.
Since modern science is a privileged locus of our understanding of the material
universe, it is clear that developing an understanding of understanding cannot
ignore developments in modern science. Changes in how we understand the
material universe have led to changes in our understanding of understanding and,
consequently, in our understanding of philosophy.15

Lonergan’s argument also reflected a historical background, namely, an
interpretation of the stages of meaning and the shift from a static and logical form

14 Bernard Lonergan, “Insight: Preface to a Discussion,” in Collection, vol. 4 in Collected
Works of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Frederick E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1988), pp. 142-152.

15 1t must not be forgotten, however, that the priority Lonergan placed on cognitional
operations remained a function of another relationship, the relationship of “the interdependent
procedures” between ontological and cognitional operations. “Insight: Preface to a Discussion,” p.
144.



230 Pambrun

of reasoning to a more dynamic form of conceiving philosophy. The emergence of
modern science represented a dramatic moment for modern philosophy.
Philosophy can only develop an understanding of reason based on its
identification of cognitional operations. Such an understanding is affected by
developments in modern science. But science has claimed its autonomy from
philosophy: there has been a splitting. A crisis develops, one internal to the life of
reason. I call this dramatic crisis a spiritual crisis also, for something of the self-
understanding of reason, of the nature and task of philosophy is at stake.
Philosophy must step back, divest itself of a certain authority, open itself to a
new encounter and relation. But, in light of what?

Following Lonergan’s advice, the answer to the crisis demands that
philosophy shift from logic to interiority. Philosophy cannot compete with
modern science. Modern science works! It is successful! Nor can philosophy set
itself up as a competing discipline in face of modern science. That would not
advance an understanding of reason at work. The key to interiority is the
discovery on the part of philosophy of the truth of reason which is operative
within all acts of understanding and operative within all disciplines. In order to
progress in its own effort of self- understanding, philosophy must recognize the
validity of operations intrinsic to the diverse disciplines. How can this take place
in such a way that we acquire an enriched understanding of reason at work? How
does this lead to a deeper appreciation of the work of philosophy? And, finally,
how does this lead to a renewed understanding of the relationship between
theology and philosophy?

With respect to operations specific to modern science, I am broadening the
conversation with Lonergan to include the voice of a Belgian philosopher and
philosopher of science, Jean Ladriére. Ladriére’s approach is characterized by a
meticulous and precise attention to the meaning of the notions and operations of
modern science. At the same time, Ladriére demonstrates how, by following
scientific reason in its diverse acts and differentiated disciplines, we are introduced
to the wider dynamism of the act of reasoning. My remarks on Ladriére are a way
of following Lonergan’s own advice to the systematic theologian: work it out for
yourself!

I shall not go into a full account of Ladriére’s own speculative and
phenomenological account of scientific operations. 1 shall limit myself to two
remarks. The first concerns the role of theory in scientific investigation, and the
second, the role of an affirmation of concrete world in judgment. I focus on these
two features in order to expose how Ladri¢re, through his own attention to these
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operations, identifies novelty to be at the core of understanding and how this
awareness of novelty invites us to attend to the relationship between a heightened
awareness of self and an enriched understanding of the world (objectification of
differentiated horizons).

i.Theory

At the heart of scientific reasoning is the role of theory.!6 What is
particularly significant about theory is that it is an act of interpretation and, as
such, moves beyond data to construct a way of imagining and re-imagining the
world. Theory is a moment of novelty. Students and professors routinely draw
upon theories to ask questions and solve problems. However, we should not
overlook how any theory represents an incredible moment of human creativity. In
that moment, a decision is made about intelligibility. The word hypothesis defines
this moment. In modern science, hypotheses anticipate a recurrent and ordered set
of relations. Data on their own do not account for this. Theory and hypothesis are
introduced as moments of construction, of freedom, a poetic moment I would say,
in which we are invited to anticipate how, in the way we learn to ask questions,
the world shows itself to us.!7 Is this not what it means essentially to learn a
discipline, e.g., physics, chemistry, biology, etc., that is, to leamn to ask questions
and to anticipate in this way the novelty of the world? This being said, I
underscore that, although this is a moment of novelty, it never abandons the data.
Theory is not arbitrary, for there are answers to questions. This leads me to my
second point — on affirmation.

16 See, for example, Jean Ladriére,”La science est-elle proportionnée aux exigences
intellectuelles de I’homme contemporain?” in La Science face aux attentes de 1'homme
contemporain [Archives de I’Institut International des Sciences Théoriques, 26] Colloque de
I’Académie Internationale de Philosophie des Sciences, 5-6 avril 1983, Séville - La Ribida.
Bruxelles: Office International de Librairie, 1984, pp. 24-48. “La Science, la philosophie et la
foi.” in Articulation du Sens I. Discours scientifique et parole de la foi [Cogitatio Fidei, 124]
(Paris: Cerf, 1972), pp. 161-190. [Engl.: “Science, Philosophy and Faith,” in Language and
Belief. Trans. Garrett Barden (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1972) 117-148. Les
Enjeux de la rationalité: Le défi de la science et de la technologie aux cultures (Paris: Aubier-
Montaigne/UNESCO, 1977 [Eng.. The Challenges Presented to Culture by Science and
Technology (Paris: UNESCO: 1977)].

17 Jean Ladriére, “La pertinence d’une philosophie de la nature aujourd’hui,” in Pierre Colin, De
la Nature. De la Physique Classique au Souci Ecologique [Institut Catholique de Paris,
Philosophie, 14] (Paris: Beauchesne, 1992), pp 63-93, esp. pp. 83-85.
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ii. Affirmation

Scientific theory, as a moment of initiative and novelty, is quite a complex
operation and it draws upon significant resources. Mathematical reasoning, models
and forms of representation converge. As an operation, theory remains purely
formal and open. It needs a language of relations and the language which responds
to that need is normally mathematics. Mathematics is also by nature a formal
order of reasoning. It itself remains open. In order to mediate between
mathematical form and the concrete world, models are designed or adopted. The
virtue of a model is its ability to represent structured sets of relations, functioning
operations and, eventually, to allow for experimental verification. There is a give-
and-take between models and theories. Science is a practical activity. Theory uses
experimentation in order to attune itself to the way some‘thing’ shows itself.18
Theory reflects upon model, Ladriére suggests, in order to anticipate the concrete
fulfilling conditions, their structured pattern and ordering. If these conditions are
met through experimentation, we say that there exists an attunement between the
theory and the self-disclosure of a feature of the world’s existence, its thingness.!?

What is remarkable about affirmation and judgment is, again, novelty.
Perhaps we are so accustomed to performing scientific operations that we lose a
sense of this. The affirmation of what exists is never really a confirmation of what
is already perceived with data. Lonergan and Ladriére remind us that what is
disclosed in the affirmation is an enriched understanding of the world. More
specifically, Ladriére draws our attention to the prospective character of theory
and why, in science, we privilege operations.20 Yes, theory anticipates a return to
the concrete world. But its return is by way of a knowledge of the world which
elucidates the original data. The singularity of data is seen anew in the augmented
knowledge of the world, which is informed by the passage through theory. The

18 The relationship between theory and model is complex and concerns the role of imagining
and how theories construct their account of operations and relations of the world. See Jean
Ladriére, “Model, Representation and Reality,” in The Information Society: Evolving Landscapes.
Edited by Jacques Berleux et al. (NY, North York:Springer-Verlag, Captus Press, 1990), pp. 424-
448. Moreover, we should not forget that modem science and its findings are not the result of the
application of one theory. Disciplines consist of a complex set of mutually supporting theories,
and scientific disciplines themselves are part of a larger set of empirical disciplines on the move.

19 We intend by the word ‘thing,’, a notion developed by Lonergan. Bemard Lonergan, Insight:
A Study of Human Understanding, vol. 3 in Collected Works of Bernard Lonergan, ed. Frederick
E. Crowe and Robert M. Doran (Toronto: University of Toronto, 1992), pp. 270-295.

20 See Ladriére’s emphasis on the operative character of modem science in The Challenges
Presented to Science by Science and Technology, pp. 28-30.
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world may have been anticipated in the direction informed by theory. But the
world, once affirmed in light of the operations and sets of conditions identified by
theory, is known in a remarkable newness and complexity.

I believe this is Lonergan’s principal argument in his article to which I
referred earlier, “Insight, Preface to discussion.” At the end of the article, he
distinguishes between intuition of existence and knowledge of existence, that is,
the knowledge which brings to a term the full complex and ordered set of
cognitional operations.?! If judgment simply confirmed what is already there, that
is, what is intuited in sense experience, there would never be an enriched
understanding of the world, nor an act of knowing which merits the designation
knowledge.

What is the significance of these two moments of scientific investigation,
theory and affirmation? I believe science helps us to radicalize our experience of
the relationship between self-knowledge and objectification of horizons.
Something new is discovered about the world. In Ladriére’s terms, “it is a
remarkable thing that there are answers to questions.”?? Yet, this something new,
this enriched and differentiated view of the world, has as its correlate a heightened
awareness of self.

We see here the difference between logic and interiority. Science is
remarkably formal in its procedures. As such, it provides no simple and inevitable
logical development from one level to the next, that is, from acts of scientific
investigation and their discoveries to our discovery of self and new horizons. A
leap to a higher viewpoint takes place. Is this not what Lonergan means by
conversion? We become aware of this relationship between the enriched view of
the world, objectification of horizons, and the heightened awareness of the sense
of self. 23 This recognition of the relationship between self and the world requires
that we attend to a dynamism of understanding which is wider than the dynamism
of scientific investigation on its own. Thus, attending to interiority is itself a
higher order insight. Interiority is itself a theory contributing to the novelty of a
differentiated and critical philosophical moment, one which transcends scientific
disciplines and sets the modern emergence of science within the wider life of
reason.

21 “Insight: Preface to a Discussion,” p. 152.

22 Jean Ladriére, “Théologie et le langage de P'interprétation,” in Articulation du Sens II. Les
langages de la foi. (Paris: Cerf, 1984), pp. 110-134, p. 122.

23 « . he will have a different self to understand.” Method in Theology, p. 246.
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At the same time, such understanding is a deepened understanding of the
singular data of the diverse disciplines, including those of modern science.
Philosophy has benefited from the emergence of modern science. Philosophy is
reflexive and critical. It comes back over this experience from a higher viewpoint.
There is a doubling, Ladriére refers to a “redoublement,” of the reading of
experience. This is one of the striking features of Ladriére’s own account of the
history of this ‘splitting’ between science and philosophy. This event of the
splitting constitutes, on the part of reason and philosophy, a stage whose own
effort of a heightened self-awareness resolves the inner “disjunction”24 within the
life of reason. The question then is: How do we articulate the structure of that
wider experience?

As I indicated, the philosophical moment is a heightened awareness of the
relationship between an enriched sense of self and fuller horizons, but now, not
only as a person who knows, but also as one who is responsible. In his chapter on
‘Dialectics,” one of the fundamental features Lonergan identified as a result of
intellectual conversion was the ability to encounter the other.25 The discovery of
a new sense of self in relation to a richer world allows one to see this relationship
in the other and to open lines of genuine communication. The real fruit of
experience of intellectual and moral conversion, then, is generosity, a capacity for
communication and an attunement with the genuine desire in the other.

I believe this is what Lonergan himself emphasized when he referred to
authenticity. The fruit of authentic subjectivity is objectivity. Objectivity is
disinterested, that is, it seeks to discover the inner conversation in the other, to
discover how a relationship between knowledge of self and objectification of
horizons is also mediated in the other. Because of this, a potential for
communication, Lonergan’s eighth functional specialty, exists. And because this is
rooted in the structure of a bond between knowledge of self and the objectification
of differentiated horizons, we realize that the foundation for this communication is

24 Jean Ladriere, “Philosophie et langage,” in Philosophie et Langage [Annales de ’Institut de
Philosophie et de Sciences morales] (Bruxelles: Editions de I'Université de Bruxelles, 1982), pp.
21-38, esp. pp. 22-23. See also, “Philosophy and Existence,” in The Question of Christian
Philosophy Today. Edited by Francis J. Ambrosio (NY: Fordham University Press, 1999), pp.
267-291.

25 Method in Theology, p. 247.
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not arbitrary.26 But what is the full measure of the inner self and the inner
conversations that we are, to borrow a phrase from Gadamer?27

The experience of the encounter with the other brings with it new questions,
which intensify the drama of philosophy. What, we may ask, is the outcome of
this desire and dedication to this desire??8 Yet, at this precise moment the very
question of the self-understanding of reason emerges in its deeper existential
density. Philosophy itself becomes the home of the radicalization of the
experience of existence. Is it possible to hold out hope for human reason? Is the
entire enterprise of authentic knowing worthwhile? It would be too quick to
suggest that it is precisely at this point, where the question of hope and meaning
are radicalized, that religion or faith simply appear on the horizon.

If we have learned from the experience of understanding, the answer is not
found in another realm. Neither philosophy nor, eventually, theology desires to
escape from finitude. Rather, in Ladriére’s language, we wish to radicalize this
experience, to deepen it. Theology does not speak to emptiness and failure but to
the effort to understand. Moreover, if philosophy has learned from modern
science, can we not also say that, at least structurally, the correlate of that desire
i an anticipation of encounter and event?

Authentic selfhood seeks encounter2? and is open to the novelty of event.30
But here we do not mean an event which science identifies as part of order of
events within the emergence of the order of nature. Rather we intend, as
philosophy has shown, that more radical novelty which is at the basis of the
intrinsic ‘eventful’ character of the world and its own capacity for novelty. Life

26 «__ the basic idea of the method we are trying to develop takes its stand on discovering what
human authenticity is and showing how to appeal to it. [...] man’s deepest need and most prized
achievement is authenticity.” Method in Theology, p. 254.

27 See Jean Grondin’s reflections on this feature of Gadamer’s thought which emphasize
Gadamer’s re- reading of Augustine’s notion of the inner word. Jean Grondin, Introduction
Hans-Georg Gadamer (Paris: Cerf, 1999), pp. 181-208.

28 Emmanue] Levinas® opening phrase of the preface to his Totality and Infinity: An essay on
Exteriority. Trans. Alphonso Lingis [Duquesne Studies; Philosophical Series; 24] (Pittsburgh:
Duquesne University Press, 1969) reads, “Everyone will readily agree that it is of the highest
importance to know whether we are not duped by morality,” p. 21.

29 “The significance of our life is suggested to us by the encounters which we have. But those
encounters are according to our measure. The generous man encounters great circumstances, and
the shabby man encounters circumstances which are devoid of exaltation. [...] To believe that there
is meaning and that it belongs to us only to reveal it, this is hope of reason.” Jean Ladriére,
“Hegel, Husserl, and Reason Today,” Modern Schoolman xxxvit (March 1960), pp. 171- 195, p.
193.

30 «“La perspective eschatologique en raison,” ibid, p. 190-191.
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is! The world exists! It is the experience of radical givenness, of gift, which holds
in union both knowledge of self and new horizons. For Ladriére there is a desire
for fullness which is testified to in the experience of gift, which corresponds to the
deepest desire of philosophy and the deepest hope of reason.3! Can theology
speak to this experience and contribute to a form of synthesis grounded in such a
turn toward interiority?

1. THEOLOGICAL MOMENT:
ISRAEL AND THE AVOWAL OF GOD AS CREATOR

What implications do these reflections on the life of reason, its form in the
encounter between philosophy and science, have for theology and for the
relationship between theology and philosophy? Before theologians can
appropriate the experience of reason, they must not only appreciate but also make
their own the spiritual crisis of reason. This means that theologians increasingly
are asked to revisit the developments within their own discipline, for these
developments themselves are based on understanding on the move. In light of
developments in understanding understanding, new questions need to be asked of
our own theological traditions; new questions regarding doctrines and the history
of doctrines are to be raised.

For this reason, the following remarks invite the reader to shift to a different
context in order to follow not the inner drama in philosophy’s encounter with
science, but the inner drama in theology’s encounter with the interpretation of the
biblical text. It is my hope that this second effort of interpretation, one more
proper to the act of theology, will expose a drama in the act of understanding
which, in its cognitional and existential features, is not foreign to the drama just
exposed between philosophy and science. In the long run, by exposing these two
disparate dramas in two distinct stages, I intend to show how theology and
philosophy can encounter one another in their common participation in the self-
transcending act of understanding itself.

31 Ladriére, “La perspective eschatologique en philosophie,” p. 190. Jean Ladriére, “Peut-on
penser philosophiquement une espérance,” in Emmanuel Lévinas et I'histoire [Actes du Colloque
international des Facultés universitaires Notre-Dame de la Paix (20-21-22 mai 1997)] ed. Nathalie
Frogneux et Frangose Mies. (Paris-Namur: Cerf/Presses universitaires de Namur, 1998) , pp. 263-
290. Is this appeal to ‘gift’ not as well the focus of the potential encounter between Lonergan and
postmodern thought. See, for example, Fred Lawrence, “Lonergan, The Integral Postmodern?”
Method: Journal of Lonergan Studies 18 (2000), pp. 95-122.
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In this second stage I shall take up the question of the creation. I mentioned
above how new developments in understanding how understanding works have led
theologians to re-read their theological traditions. With respect to the doctrine of
creation, for example, we are constantly asked to read and re-read classical texts
with new eyes. How does an education of understanding help us to re-read texts,
in particular classical texts of creation? As systematic theologians, what does this
mean for our interpretation of scripture and, in particular, for our reading of
creation?32 In what follows I propose that one of the major insights we have
learned from the relationship between science and philosophy and the need to
follow the inner operations of a discipline is the need to attune ourselves to the
inner drama in the other. Intellectual conversion is an openness to encounter the
other. So, with respect to the experience of God as Creator, I ask: What is the
inner drama of Israel such that Israel is seized by this experience of God as
Creator and places this experience at the opening of the Torah?

That question calls for us to identify operations specific to reading a biblical
text: first, operations which attune us to the self-constituting identity of a people
and, secondly, operations which attune us to the act of reading going forward
within scripture itself. I shall explore these operations by widening the
conversation partners again, this time to include two biblical theologians and
exegetes: Ben Meyer and Paul Beauchamp. My aim is to show that novelty
emerged with the avowal of God as Creator in which Israel discovered a
knowledge of self given unimaginable new and differentiated horizons of hope.

i. Ben Meyer: Reading and the Self-constituting Identity of a People

In his book The Church in Three Tenses, Meyer writes that “revelation is
entrusted to a people defined as such by receiving it.”33 There is an insight into
reading history which is born of an understanding of the role of the self-
constituting acts of identity and meaning.34 Transposed to the scriptural text, such a

32 At this point, the question of the relationship between exegesis and systematic theology
deserves to be taken up. However, given the limitations of this paper such a topic would need to
be taken up in a different context. As an indication of recent discussions, see for example,
William M. Thompson, The Struggle for Theology’s Soul. Contesting Scripture in Christology
(NY: Crossroad, 1996). Michael Cahill, “The History of Exegesis and our Theological Future,”
Theological Studies 61 (2000), pp. 332-347. Marie Anne Mayeski, “Quaestio Disputata: Catholic
Theology and the History of Exegesis,” Theological Studies 62 (2001), pp. 140-153.

33 Ben Meyer, The Church in Three Tenses (NY: Doubleday, 1971), p. 75.

34 See also, Ben Meyer, The Early Christians: Their World Mission & Self-Discovery [Good
News Studies 16] (Wilmington, Delaware: Michael Glasier Inc. 1986). Ben Meyer, Christus
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hermeneutical reading suggests that the avowal, the praise, of God as Creator (not
just the doctrine of creation) is an insight into experience of God which constitutes
the truth of a people defined as such by hearing the Name of God. It is important,
in light of this ongoing historical effort, to recall that the first creation narrative,
while placed at the beginning of the Pentateuch, is a rather late edition. And it
increasingly appears, moreover, that the form of the Pentateuch is fixed
simultaneous with this heightened experience of God as Creator. All indications
are that this experience was born of a spiritual crisis, the event of the Exile, an
experience which raised at its core the question of the future of the people of
Israel and its inner self-understanding.

However, to catch such an act of self-understanding in the biblical texts
requires that the empirical data be more than simply the smallest identifiable
textual units (e.g. Gen. 1,1 - 2, 4a; Gen 2, 4a - 3, 24). Following Ben Meyer, a
further textual moment of sufficient breadth, reflexive and critical in nature, is
needed in order to catch this act of intentionality and meaning.35 In light of this
and in order to take it a step farther with respect to the notion of creation, I
myself find particularly helpful the work of the French exegete and biblical
theologian, Paul Beauchamp.36

ii. Paul Beauchamp and reading the biblical text

a) Pentateuch as Narrative and Law

In his approach to the reading of Scripture, Beauchamp identifies the
interaction of the three major classes of writings which make up the First
Testament: the Pentateuch, the Prophets and the Writings (Wisdom Literature).37
In this light, I would suggest that the basic textual unit for the first creation

Faber: The Master Builder and the House of God [Princeton Theological Monograph Series; 29]
(Allison Park, PA.: Pickwick Publications, 1992).

35 Ben Meyer, “The Temple: Symbol Central to Biblical Theology,” Gregorianum 74, 2
(1993), pp. 223- 240. In the opening paragraphs of this article, Meyer refers to the criteria of the
enterprise he proposes for a Biblical Theology. Among them, “The point, rather, is to grasp the
whole of biblical tradition as a continuity culminating in Jesus and the New Testament” (p. 224).

36 For general remarks on the work of Paul Beauchamp, see my “Systematic Theology and
Scripture: Reflections on the Contribution of Paul Beauchamp,” Theoforum 31 (2000) 153-188.
Similar to Meyer, see note 35 above, Beauchamp reads the inner movement of scripture within the
perspective of “Christ as the fullness of the Scriptures.” See Paul Beauchamp, “Accomplir les
Ecritures, un chemin de théologie biblique,” Revue Bibligue 99- 1 (1992) 132-162.

37 With respect to a reading in light of the three classes of writings, see Paul Beauchamp, L ‘un
et l'autre testament: essai de lecture (Paris: Seuil, 1976) and “Théologie biblique,” in Initiation a
la pratique e la théologie ™ Tome 1: Introduction (dir.) Bernard Lauret et Frangois Refoulé
(Paris: Cerf, 1987), pp. 185-232.
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narrative, its empirical unit of meaning, is the Pentateuch, the Torah, the Law. The
question becomes, then: what does the creation narrative mean which is placed at
the beginning of a text which ends with the death of Moses, named the greatest of
all prophets, and the entrance of the people into the land of Canaan? The fact that
we have a remarkable unit of meaning here is evidenced by the general structure of
the Pentateuch which is made up of narrative and law. If it were just some kind of
foundation text of historical beginnings, we might with Von Rad speak of a
Hexateuch. But an earlier historical narrative was cut and reinterpreted by Law.38
In this conjunction of narrative and Law, the Torah has become the foundation
text. To it Israel will refer with respect to the truth of its existence and the truth of
its historical order.39 Thus the closure of the Pentateuch is a historical literary
operation, a canonical act, a principle of reading and, as such, constitutes an act of
interpretation which re- reads the historical traditions and offers an interpretation
of what it means to be Israel.40
b) the operations of typological reading

How does this act of interpretation take place? As there exist rational
operations to scientific method, there exist rational operations internal to Israel’s
acts of self-understanding. Paul Beauchamp, drawing upon the work of the Jewish
scholar Michael Fishbane, 4! reminded us of the typological character of this act
of interpretation.42 Typology identifies and isolates specific events, personages

38 Beauchamp emphasizes how Deuteronomy refers to a “second (Deutero-) law (nomos).” See
Beauchamp’s reflections on ‘deuterose’ in L'un et l’autre testament 1, pp. 150-163.

39 There are clear similarities to Eric Voegelin’s reading in Israel and Revelation, Order and
History I (Baton Rouge, LA: Louisiana University Press, 1956). The manner in which
Beauchamp views the interaction of the three classes of writings and his analysis of narrative,
given attention to the operations of writing, provide distinct emphases of meaning.

40 “Les problémes soulevés par les modalités du canon restent donc foisonnants, mais ils ne
mettent pas en danger la décision de prendre le principe canonique come principe de lecture.” Paul
Beauchamp, “La théologie biblique,” p. 218.[Eng: “The issue of canonical forms teems with
difficulties, but these do not endanger the decision to adopt the canonical principle as a principle
of reading.”]

41 paul Beauchamp, “Le Pentateuque et la lecture typologique,”Le Pentateuque. Débats et
Recherches XIV® Congreés de I’ Association Catholique Francaise pour ’Etude de la Bible, Angers
(1991){Lectio Divina 151] Pierre Haudebert (dir.) (Paris: Cerf, 1992), pp. 241-259. Regarding
Michael Fishbane, see his Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1985). Also, Garments of the Torah: Essays in Biblical Hermeneutics. [Indiana Studies in
Biblical Literature] (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1989).

42 Questions have been raised with respect to the relationship between typological exegesis and
modern biblical exegesis. Addressing these in light of modern exegesis, see Anne-Marie Pelletier,
“Exégése et histoire,” Nouvelle Revue Théologique 110 (1998), pp. 641-665. See also, note 32
above. With respect to Beauchamp’s own thoughts on typological exegesis, see Paul Beauchamp,
“Exégeése typologique, exégése d’aujourd’hui,” Connaissance des Péres de I’Eglise 51 (1993), pp.
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or situations with a view to establishing a correspondence between what
happened in an earlier time with what is happening in the present in light of a
novum, a new future.43 Similar to novelty in science, there are particularly
significant hermeneutical features to this operation of typology.

First, in such an act of interpretation Israel is not simply recounting a linear
or successive series of historical events. Recognizing that a correspondence exists
between former and present events is the fruit of an insight into the present.
Secondly, the discernment of a novelty in the present with respect to past events
is born of an anticipation of a new future. This reference to the future is not
purely a formal, contentless openness. Rather, it is precisely because there has
been an experience of novelty in the past, e.g., the Exodus event, that novelty can
be anticipated in the present. Furthermore, for Israel, there is an ontological
character to this. The past event is the res (the reality, the truth) of God’s
powerful action. God has acted in the past; God’s power is discerned to be active
in the present.

Thus, in typological interpretation, the newness breaking into the present is
viewed as the place where the relationship between a future and a past intersects.
But hermeneutically, just as the events are not seen purely as moments within a
series of successive events, the meaning of both the future and the past is
deepened, radicalized to express a sense of origin and fullness. The future, which
is an interpretation of God’s own power, is seen as a fullness of hope which
breaks open time. Past events become the reality (res) of God’s active presence
and are interpreted as events which reveal the source of the emergence of history
in the first place. For this reason, the foundation text, the Pentateuch or the Torah,
is regarded not as a chronological beginning in a historical series of events, but
rather as an origin which refers to the constituting relation of God to Israel.

Consequently, the origin itself is perceived within a horizon of hope.
Creation is fundamentally an eschatological truth. Beauchamp emphasizes how it

19-20. Paul Beauchamp’s contribution to the topic of “L’apport des différentes méthodes
d’exégése,” in Les Cent ans de la Faculté de théologie sous la direction de Joseph Doré avec la
participation de Mgr P. Guiberteau (Paris: Beauchesne, 1992) 207-212. In addition, typological
exegesis is called for by the nature of the use of figures internal to scripture and by virtue of the
eschatological orientation of the scripture. See on this Paul Beauchamp, “Le Pentateuque et la
lecture typologique,” pp. 243-247. On this use of typology, see Ben Meyer, “The Temple:
Symbol Central to Biblical Theology,” pp. 226-227. It is precisely, writes Meyer, an
eschatological horizon which calls for the use of types and anti-types. With respect to a reading of
history, see also Pierre Gibert, “Vers une intelligence nouvelle du Pentateuque?” Recherches de
science religieuse 80 (1992), pp. 55-80.
43 Paul Beauchamp, “Le Pentateuque et la lecture typologique,” p. 243
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is only in the correlation between a notion of origin and eschatological fullness that
a past event can be recalled and become a figure of newness occurring now, in
present events. Creation only emerges when there is first an experience of new
creation.#4 How does this relate to our question of the first creation narrative and
the Pentateuch?
¢) Reading the experience of creation

Following upon Beauchamp’s insights, it is important to examine the
experience of creation from the side of the prophets, the second class of writings.
Without an experience of newness (novum) there is no typological reading. But
where does this newness show itself. Paradoxically, in the Exile, at that moment
when the Exile begins to be read and understood not as the end of Israel’s
existence but as the inbreaking anew of God’s creative power. Isaiah, in the Book
of Consolation, is one of the first instances where we begin to see this spiritual
experience taking form.45 In Isaiah we also find one of the first expressions of
God as Creator. Among the principal operations of interpretation in Isaiah is the
rereading of the Exodus. The Exile is interpreted as a new Exodus.

However, this should not imply that it anticipates a future which will
simply become a return to the beginnings, simply a restoration of Israel to its form
of its existence before the Exile. The power of God is not shown in the restoration
of a first creation but in the establishment of a new creation.46 Along this line,

44 “The only time the Old Testament stops to consider the theme of creation at any length is
when it takes up the notion of a second creation.” Paul Beauchamp, L’'Un et I’Autre Testament 1,
p. 255.

45 See the comments of Carroll Stuhlmueller, “Deutero-Isaiah: Major Transitions in the
Prophet’s Theology and in Contemporary Scholarship,” The Catholic Biblical Quarterly 42
(1980), pp. 1-29. Stuhlmueller identifies an insight in Deutero-Isaiah which was moving Israel to
think “beyond Israel to include the Nations” p. 14. Stuhlmueller refers to “hints of universal
salvation” (p. 18), to “an ever deepening attitude of faith” (p. 19), to “the slow ticking away of the
time bomb, soon to explode in favor of universal salvation” (ibid), to “the colossal leap [...] to
world salvation” (p. 27). On the relation to the idea of Yaheweh as “Creator of the Universe,” see,
p- 13.

46 1 cannot overemphasize the importance of a reading of the full text of Isaiah. It is precisely
the present insistence among biblical scholars to divide their commentaries between First and
Second Isaiah and Third Isaiah which leads to a different, a less enriched and differentiated
meaning of hope. On the implications of the full reading of the book of Isaiah with respect to a
fuller objectification of the horizon of hope, see Anne-Marie Pelletier, “Le livre d’Isaie et le temps
de I’histoire,” Nouvelle Revue Théologique 112 (1990), pp. 30-43. If the Book of Isaiah is read in
segments, one may believe that what is at issue is the restoration of Israel. However, if read to the
end — the empirical unity of meaning being the entire book — the newness has something to do
not with restoration to a previous form of existence, but with Israel’s relation to the Nations. See
Don Levenson, Sinai and Zion: an entrance into the Jewish Bible (Minneaplois: Winston Press,
1985).



242 Pambrun

Beauchamp remarks how, through abiding the experience of the Exile, the
prophetic literature radicalizes the experience of death. The prophets advert to a
fundamental difference between life and non-life. Paradoxically, Israel experiences
its utter fragility not before its enemies, but at that moment in history where the
origin of life appears to withdraw. Yet, it is precisely in abiding with this
experience of the silence of God that Israel discovers an instance of a deeper
interiority, a radicalization of its experience of the new possibilities of life.47

What does this signify? The newness interprets the present event, the Exile,
as the in-breaking of the fullness of time. This is taking place now where God, the
source of Israel’s history, acts just as God has acted in the past. The new creation
is the work of the Creator who abides with Israel in its history. This relationship
with God, the Creator, remains, as is shown in the Torah, the inner form of
Israel’s existence.48 It is inconceivable, writes Beauchamp, that the formation of
the Pentateuch was not related to this event of the spiritual self-understanding of
Israel. 49 However, such a closure does not take place independent of a rereading
of earlier traditions, indeed, a rereading of the earlier Law or Torah. This is why,
Beauchamp argues, there is a Deuteronomist reading, literally a second (Deutero-)
Law (nomos). At this time, the definitive act of the closure of the Torah occurs.
And in this act, the earlier events read in light of the Torah are seen as the
prototypes of newness. The Torah contains the figures, the prototypes (e.g.the
desert, Sinai, Moses as the greatest of all prophets, the crossing of the Jordan,
etc.), which become the acquired capital of the expression of the abiding presence
of God and his action in the present.50

But if there is a radicalization of this experience of origin as the presence of
God who is Creator, it reflects a corresponding radicalization of hope, of the
experience of newness. Typology is typically a discourse generated by an

47 « . la nouveauté qui déborde ’espérance” Anne-Marie Pelletier, “Le livre d’Isaie,” p. 41.

48 «Le Pentateuque et la lecture typologique,” p. 250.

49 “]| ne peut pas ne pas y avoir un lien entre le processus littéraire et canonique de la
constitution de la Torah comme corpus, d’une part, et la fermeté des déclarations du temps de
P’exil sur la spécificité d’une ére qualifiée comme ancienne” Beauchamp, “Le Pentateuque et la
lecture typologique,” p. 248

50 See, for example, Beauchamp’s comments on the major figures of the ‘mountain,’ the
‘desert’ and the ‘Jordan.’ L’un et l’autre testament 1., pp.44-65. But again, these referencess are
not simply to earlier chronological events, but events as figures of a newness, the creative power
of God taking place in the present. Earlier events are preserved in their typological significance.
These events remain the truth (res) not just “as they really happened,” as if they corresponded to
the “already out there now.” They are indeed literal events, but as interpreted events (verba et
gesta), and these words which interpret can never be severed from their relation to those particular
events.
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eschatological understanding. The fullness and novelty expected is unexpected. Let
us recall the two poles Lonergan identified in ‘Dialectics.” A knowledge of self
increases with the objectification and differentiation of horizons. The more
enriched the horizon, the greater and deeper is the knowledge of the self.

As an indicator of this, let us recall the entrance of Israel into the land of
Canaan. What is fascinating about the opening of the book of Joshua is the nature
of the report which the scouts bring back. They do not come back with strategic
information suitable for a battle plan. Rather, they come back with the remarkable
news, “we have heard the greatness of your God!” In other words, Israel does not
enter into the land of Canaan until such time as the other has “recounted history
according to the narrative of Israel.”>! Only where the inner word of the Spirit of
God has gone does the movement of the outer word follow. With respect to the
spiritual crisis of the Exile and the avowal of God as Creator, something is
happening at the level of Israel’s self- understanding. The truth of Israel’s
existence involves Israel’s relationship to the Nations.52

In my judgment, the novelty in the order of Israel’s existence is the
discovery that, in its covenant with God, Israel discovers that God desires a
covenant with the Nations. The writing of Israel’s story has an audience, a third
party. Fundamentally, it is not a story for God, not a story simply for Israel, but
a story to be told to the other and on behalf of the other. Israel’s knowledge of
itself bursts the limits of its own self-determined image. Are self-determined limits
not precisely what the prophets challenge? Israel’s knowledge of self bursts the
limits of an earlier covenant experience at that moment when, in an utter and
unexpected insight, Israel discovers a horizon in which the very truth of its
existence is that in Israel God desires a covenant with the Nations. In light of this
the Pentateuch is not the narrative of the origins of Israel. The Pentateuch is the

51 Paul Beauchamp, “L’universel et 1’unique dans 1’Alliance,” Le récit, la lettre et le corps
{Cogitatio Fidei 114] (Paris: Cerf, 1992), pp. 235-248. especially p. 245. For a futher exetegical
account of this passage, see Jacques Briend, “Le Dieu d’Israél reconnu par des étrangers, signe de
universalisme du salut,” in «Ouvrir les Ecritures». Mélanges offerts 4 Paul Beauchamp a
I’occasion de ses soixante-dix ans. Sous la direction de Pietro Bovati et de Roland Meynet (Paris:
Cerf, 1995), pp. 65-76, esp. pp. 65-69.

52 Paul Beauchamp, “Le peuple juif et les nations & partir de 1’Ancien Testament,” Pontificium
Concilium PRO DIALOGO inter religiones. Bulletin XXVL _ 1 (1991) 43-60. Paul Beauchamp,
“Election et universalité dans la Bible,” Etudes 3823 (mars 1995), pp. 373-383. Paul Beauchamp,
“L’universel et ’unique dans I’Alliance.” Also, Fred Lawrence, “Athens and Jerusalem: The
Contemporary Problematic of Faith and Reason,” Gregorianum 80, 2 (1999), pp. 223-224. “We
understand that Jesus Christ as savior of the world and not just the Jews is a deeply Jewish belief
about the expected messiah.” n. 8 p. 225.
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narrative of the relationship between Israel and the Nations.53 God desires that all
human beings have life. To recall one of Lonergan’s favorite scriptural phrases,
“God wills all people to be saved” (1Tim 4, 10)

This paper does not allow a full and complete account of this experience.
However, is it possible, through exegeses of texts and the interaction of classes of
writings, to discover a depth to the self-understanding of Israel which transformed
it completely and led to the adoption of the Torah at the beginning of which is
God’s act of Creation? Typology, figure, builds upon typology and figure;
historical experience abides with history and, at a critical moment, insight occurs.
What is that insight of newness, of the unexpected in-breaking into Israel’s history
in the present? My hypothesis is that Israel discovers what it means to be a
covenant people at that precise moment when Israel discovers that the God of
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob who desires that Israel exist, that Israel be, is the
Creator who desires that all humanity be. What does this mean for Israel? It means
that Israel discovers that the inner truth of its existence before God is the truth of
all peoples before God. In Israel, in the depth experience of Israel’s own inner
dialogue, Israel discovers a presence so radical and so interior to itself a
communication with the other becomes possible.

The evidence for this, I believe, is Wisdom literature and the array of the
traces of this Wisdom throughout the Pentateuch. Wisdom is the universal truth of
all people.54 The emphasis is not on Israel’s predefined desire for newness, not
on Israel’s expectation of hope ‘already out there now,” but on the radicalization
of an inner dialogue, the inner attunement of Israel’s desire to God’s own desire
for humanity. We have seen that intellectual conversion, for Lonergan, leads to
communication. Authentic interiority comes with a discovery of a depth to my
own experience that allows me to attune myself to the experience in the other.35
The singularity of Israel’s experience is religious conversion. Yet the truth and
authenticity of that religious conversion is that Israel can see this truth of its

53 «L *organisation narrative de la Genése suggére plutdt que ce qui compte est moins [’histoire
d’Israél que I’histoire des relations entre Israél et les Nations. Nous devrions nous interroger
davantage sur le danger de déformation apporté par I’habitude de présenter I’Ancien Testament
comme I’histoire d’Isragl. Bien davantage, /’Ancien Testament est l'histoire du monde vue du
point de vue d’Israél” (emphasis Beauchamp). Paul Beauchamp, “Le peuple juif et les nations a
partir de L’ Ancien Testament,” p. 50.

34 “Par la Sagesse, Israél jouit d’étre universel, mais c’est encore Israél. [...] Pour honorer
’universel, il faut se connaitre soi-méme” Paul Beauchamp, L ‘un et 'autre testament 1, p. 118,

55 On the significance of an encounter with the other, see Bernard Lonergan, Method in
Theology, p. 247. On the significance of this for an encounter between the Church and culture, see
Bob Doran, “System and History,” p. 674.
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covenant relationship, can discover it in the other as God’s own abiding desire that
the other be as the other. This relationship with Israel as covenant people remains
the perpetual truth (res), the revelation of God’s love for and desire on behalf of
all humanity.56 Its pre-eminent expression is the avowal of God as Creator.

IV. CONCLUDING REMARK:
RETURN TO PHILOSOPHY AND THEOLOGY

Lonergan called us to think from the perspective of a synthesis. I attempted to
develop a heuristic for conceiving the synthesis between theology and
philosophy. My focus was on Lonergan’s notion of interiority which held in
mutual tension and support both knowledge of self and objectification of
horizons. Through Jean Ladriére’s reading of the dynamism of science and Paul
Beauchamp’s reflections on creation in scripture, I have suggested that the
radicalization of the experience of understanding in science and in the covenant
experience of Israel can speak to one another. Both experiences are rooted in an
“open and unrestriced desire” grounded in religious conversion and recognized
first, not our desire for God, but God’s desire for us. God’s desire is the inner
drama of love which desires that the world be and that this world have life in its
fullness. For Israel it was the Exodus experience, narrated and re-narrated, of
God’s abiding presence among the covenant people. Isaiah discovered, in the
reality (res) of the Exodus, a truth about itself which was greater than Israel could
possibly imagine. To communicate religion to culture was also to discover the
truth of this truth (res) in other. In the avowal of God as Creator and Lord of the
universe, Scripture reveals a depth in our notions of origin and fullness.

The truth of science is also a truth about the act of interpretation in its own
history. The genuine scientist discovers in his/her scientific investigations an inner
dynamism which attunes itself to the emergent character of the world. In the
expectation of the emergence of unexpected events, the world discloses its own
relation to a form of genesis. This relation in turn awakens our wonder to the
event character of the world as world, and the uttter and singular experience of the
truth that the world is, it exists! In this way, placed culturally and philosophically
within the wider life of reason, science testifies to a sense of origin and a sense of

56 Fred Lawrence cautions against a “supercessionist” reading of Israel. See his “Athens and
Jerusalem: The Contemporary Problematic of Faith and Reason,” p. 225, n. 8.
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fullness, that is, life as pure givenness and gift, which, in my judgment, becomes
the existential core of scientific investigation.

The heart speaks to the heart, as Newman wrote (cor ad cor loquitur).
Christian tradition refers to two books of revelation, nature and scripture. Modern
philosophy, in the polymorphic character of disciplines, perhaps even in the
experience of their fragmentation, in the ‘splitting’ of science from philosophy, is
the story of the inner drama of reason. Abiding with this history is a spiritual
experience, a testimony of philosophy’s ability to attune us to the newness of
life. For the theologian, an attunement to this drama in the inner life of reason
helps to attune him/her to newness testified to in the inner and outer word of
scripture. God desires that the universe be37 and that we have life to the full!
There is an analogical truth between these two books>8 in the sense that the
reality (res) of the world (God’s act as Creator) becomes the abiding truth of
God’s revelation in history.

57 “But in the light of faith {...] terminal value is the whole universe” Bernard Lonergan,
Method in Theology, p. 116.

58 “Nous apprenons Dieu en lisant 1’Ecriture, mais nous 1’apprenons aussi en lisant le livre du
monde.” Jean Ladriére, “ La science est-elle proportionnée aux exigences intellectuelles de
I’homme contemporain?” p. 29.






