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EDITOR'S NOTES

In Lonergan Workshop 5 we are not only publishing papers from the

June, 1983 Workshop, but also practicing with a vengeance the already
occasionally adopted policy of including papers not yet published from
past summer workshops. We also welcome a lot of fresh and exciting new

talent to these pages.

Actually, it is astonishing how fresh and exciting Frederick E.
Crowe keeps on managing to be. His paper raises rather revolutionary
questions about the perennial imbalance that has traditionally marked
the Christian communities' attentiveness to the mission of the Word in

comparison to its attention to the mission of the Spirit.

The paper of Robert Doran clarifies a distinction absolutely
crucial both to his past work and to his current writing in the area of
foundations and systematics--namely, that between primary and secondary
processes in human development and decline. The papers by newcomers
Thomas Dunne, James Price, and William Mathews underline and illustrate
the stress Doran places upon locating the empirical referents of secon-
dary formulations within the data of primary psychological practice.
Thus, Dunne's paper transposes the theological virtues of faith, hope,
and love into the context of consciously elicited acts and attitudes.
Jamie Price's demonstrates the advantages resident in Lonergan's third-
stage foundations for adequately thematizing traditional mystical
phenomena. And William Mathews's lets us sense what vistas are opened
up for education in science by setting scientific achievement pedagogi-

cally back into the "pulsing flow" of what Doran calls primary process.

Charles Hefling's paper stands alone. It tries the unusual (but,
one hopes, soon to be more common) experiment of understanding and
assessing one of Lonergan's own more significant essays (on Christology)
in the light of Lonergan's standards as set in his most mature reflec-
tions on method in theology. Charles has learned, and we stand to learn

a great deal from such experiments.
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iv Editor's Notes

Four of the papers may be said to move in the genre of political
theology. Matthew Lamb's originated in a contribution to a Concilium
conference held in Germany. It offers reflections on the current status
quaestionis 1in theory-of-science debates 1in an attempt to situate
theology's shift into a political paradigm. Somewhat in the same vein,
that of another newcomer, Stephen Happel, treats the Christian sacra-
ments in relation to transubjective structures of soclety and culture in
order to raise urgent questions about their role in promoting a criti-
cally mature Christian consciousness. My own paper explores the meaning
of 'basic Christian community' in terms of Lonergan's foundations and
theology. Further and more 1intimate implications of this 'putting on”

Christ' are spelled out concretely by Sebastian Moore's paper.

Emil Piscitelli's paper also stands on its own. It comes from
the summer workshop on 1liberal education; and it 1s an extended and
detailed elaboration of dialectical options and tensions stemming from
positions and conterpositions correlative to the levels of conscious

intentionality.

In closing, a word of special gratitude to Julian Bull, Nancy
Woodhouse, and Paul and Paulette Kidder for word-processing the contents
of this journal; to Pat Byrne for his indefatigable work on keeping us
up with the fluxus quo of computer technology as we try to produce
print-ready copy for Scholars Press right here at Boston College; and
finally to Charles Hefling for constant and seemingly endless orches-—

trating, checking, correcting, and word-processing. Without them, non.

FRED LAWRENCE

Boston College
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SON AND SPIRIT: TENSION IN THE DIVINE MISSIONS?

Frederick E, Crowe, S.J.
Regis College

A remark of George Tyrrell's, in the work he completed just weeks
before he died, will serve to introduce my topic. It has to do with the
quest of the historical Jesus, as it came to be called, and specifically
with what Harnack found as he joined in that quest: “The Christ that
Harnack sees, looking back through nineteen centuries of Catholic dark-
ness, is only the reflection of a Liberal Protestant face, seen at the
bottom of a deep well” (Tyrrell, 1963:49). Nearly three—quarters of a
century have passed since Tyrrell's time to make us a sadder and a wiser
race. We no longer quote his remark with the smugness we might once
have felt. We know far too well by now that the general principle
latent in this particular case could be directed against any one of us.
Not only Harnack, not only Loisy whose Christ-figure seemed to Tyrrell
more Catholic than that of Harnack, but all of us throughout our his-
tory, from the four evangelists down to the latest liberation theologian
to claim Christ as a revolutionary—we have all tended to conceive a
Jesus, if not after our own image and likeness, at least after the model
we feel our times demand: the figure of one who will symbolize our deep-
est aspirations, illumine our self-understanding, inform our worldview,
guide our deliberations, and in every way be our leader in the flux and
chaos of our universe and our history.

With that introduction I proceed to develop my topic in three
parts. First, I will briefly illustrate and analyze the tendency
Tyrrell so unerringly disclosed in Harnack; then, I will describe the
factors that at present call for and in some measure provide a new
approach; finally, I will indicate the kind of systematic theology that
might structure that new approach, and I will sketch the revised history
that might be written in the light of that theology. For those who are

wondering what this has to do with the Spirit who joins the Son in the
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title of my paper, or with the redemptive tension which is the theme of
this workshop, I may say in advance that neglect of the Spirit has been
partly responsible for the distorted Christ-figures I have referred to,
that this has resulted in a tension for us between the role of Son and
that of Spirit, and that I hope 1in this paper to help overcome that

tension through a better view of the unity in the two divine missions.

This first part of my paper is not so much a thesis as it is a
simple list of samples to illustrate a thesis that 1s now a commonplace.
To begin at the beginning, there is the commonplace that the New Testa-—
ment itself reveals a considerable variety of Christologies. Scholars
trace early forms in the sermons of Acts, and the Christ of Paul can be
delineated from his letters. But my first samples will be the more
familiar Christ—figures of the four evangelists, where we find the
rather stern and Jewish Jesus of Matthew, the strong Son of God battling
demonic powers in Mark, the more humanist Jesus of the apologist Luke,
and the only Son of John's gospel, the one who came from above and moves
with divine foreknowledge throughout his stay on earth. Are we dealing
here with four writers who construct a Jesus somewhat according to the
presuppositions of the author? We are not asking whether the picture
drawn is false, but simply whether it is slanted by selection, or empha-
sis, or some such means. To answer an empirical yes or no to the
question, we would need some independent source on the mind and reli-
gious situation of each writer, with which we might compare his Christ-
figure. But I notice that scholars move readily in the reverse direc-—
tion, that is, they construct the evangelist's character and situation
out of his gospel, thereby granting implicitly and in principle the very
link I am exemplifying.

More illuminating even than the gospels is the letter to the
Hebrews, for here the creative work of the theologian-writer is very
much in evidence as he shows us a Christ who is High Priest according to
the order of Melchizedek. The evangelists based their Christ-figures
more or less firmly on a narrative of the words and deeds of Jesus, but

the letter to the Hebrews cannot do that for the priesthood of Christ.
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Of course, the thesis is tied in a general way to the death on the cross
and to certain facts in the life of Jesus; but it cannot be validated in
the whole life of Jesus, for he did not belong to the Levitical tribe,
nor did the early tradition coming down to our author make a theme of
his priesthood. Hence the need, if one would have Christ be a priest,
to make him a different kind of priest, and give his priesthood a dif-
ferent basis, through recourse to the figure of Melchizedek (Bowman,
1962:17-18).

Leaving the New Testament now, I propose to add a few soundings
from later history, or, if “"soundings” is pretentious, then a few head-
ings that may recall a history you already know. There is, first, a
group of Franciscans in Ockham's time who were deeply moved by the ideal
of poverty set by their founder (as who is not?), but carried the enthu-
siasm to such an extreme as to assert that Christ, along with his
apostles, exemplified the pinnacle of perfection by giving up "all
dominion or ownership of property both 'singly and in common'" (Tekippe,
1983:147), Four centuries later we find a quite different Christ in a
quite different setting, but those very differences bring out the uni-
formity of approach. We read that for the philosopher, Immanuel Kant,
"The only true and sanctifying religion is that moral creed of which
Christ was but the most eloquent preacher and most convincing witness”
(de Grandmaison, 1932:283). Nearer our own times, I remember reading of
some liberal theologian of a century ago, for whom Christ was "an enthu-
siast for humanity.” I think also of the many books on spirituality of
Archbishop Alban Goodier, whose Christ is such a lonely figure, opposed
by his own people and those to whom he would bring his Father's work.
Then there is Bonhoeffer's Christ, the Man for others, and the
Teilhardian Christ, who is the Omega point, the fulfillment of natural
evolution.

Enough of random samples. One may find a much longer and better

documented list in King's On Being a Christian (Kiing, 1977:126-144), but

I have quite enough for a general picture. It is more important to
examine the credentials of the various authors in question, and to that
end I add two samples that are poles apart. At one pole we find Juan
Mateos and his radical, not to say revolutionary, Christ, who "rejected
all the Israelite institutions: temple, monarchy, and priesthood”

(Mateos, 1977:12). Mateos is a biblical scholar of some note and, as
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we would expect, documents his study rather carefully. At the other
pole there is Thomas a Kempis and a Christ (I owe this idea to a lecture
by Juan Luis Segundo) who is very much a medieval monk. And, of course,
34 Kempis, despite the scriptural text with which he starts The Following
of Christ, provides nothing remotely resembling a documented case for
his view.

Are we, then, to say that there was indeed a problem with the
Christ-figure of earlier times but that now, with the advent of biblical
scholarship, we may hope for the real Christ, described with greater
objectivity? We may indeed so hope, and we may certainly not dispense
with scholarship, but just as certainly scholarship is not enough. The
simple fact appears from the contradictory conclusions reached by
scholarship, as when one author devotes his talent and diligence to
proving that Jesus was married, and another devotes equal talent and
diligence to showing Jesus as the model for celibate religious orders.
The general explanation of the fact 1is found in the current view that
praxis is complementary to learning in determining religious doctrine,
so that a medieval monk just might see what is hidden from the eyes of
an exegete. More specifically, research, interpretation, and history—
all, however objective their methods and techniques, are conducted by a
subject with a particular horizon, and the results obtained by the
researcher, interpreter, or historian, will correspond to that horizon.
There is needed, then, a dialectic of horizons that goes beyond scholar-
ship, and a foundation for one's position that 1lies deeper than the
technical rules of the discipline in question. Further analysis may be
found in a work familiar to those attending this workshop, Lonergan's

Method in Theology (Lonergan, 1972:149-293), so I conclude here the

first section of my paper.

11

If I say now that the times demand and present thinking makes
possible a new approach, I wish also to be moderate in my claims. It
was not from a perverse motivation that Christians of all times
described such personal Christ-figures, but from a deeply felt need. We

remember Bonhoeffer's question, "What is bothering me incessantly is the
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question what Christianity really 1is, or indeed who Christ really is,
for us today?” (Bonhoeffer, 1971:279 [letter of April 30, 1944]), and
that phrase "for us today” brings home to us the need we have in Toronto
or Boston today, for God among us, a need that is not satisfied by God
in Palestine in biblical times. Nor is it an altogether perverse theol-
ogy that makes of Jesus a chameleon to appear in various forms to suit
the diversity of human cultures, for scripture proclaims his infinite
resources: "all things are held together in him" (Col 1:17), and in him
we are “"brought to completion” (Col 2:9). Do not such resources argue
an equally infinite adaptability, so that, wherever and whenever we
live, under whatever conditions, we are to find in him "the way ... the
truth ,.. and ... life" (Jn 14:6)?

I am not a radical, setting out 1n a new enlightenment to over-
turn the wisdom of centuries., But neither do I wish to be a reaction-
ary, going through life with my back to the future. Our loyalty to the
past involves understanding, testing, and evaluation, as well as accep-
tance; and, over and above that, we have a duty to the future, to add in
the twentieth century our little increment to the wisdom of the previous
nineteen. One thing this century has made clear is the pluralism and
extreme variety of human meaning, human value, human ways and cultures.
We have to ask how this affects our relation to Jesus of Nazareth, to
whom we are drawn by the Father but in whom we find much that is strange
to us; we have to distinguish in his words and deeds what was particular
to his situation and what is valid for everyone, always and everywhere.
Further, if his life on earth does not provide the detailed blueprint we
think we need to lead our own, we must ask what other resources our
religion provides to have God-with-us in our pilgrimage. These two
headings will structure the second section of my paper.

The general thesis of the multiplicity of cultures, each with its
own legitimacy, is well established, and it will be enough to quote a
thematic statement of Lonergan on the matter. The thesis was not, of
course, his discovery, but he contributes, in the way that is character-
istic of his work, to 1its clarity, its generalization, its integration
into a comprehensive view of what it is to be human. There is the
further advantage of putting the case in terms that will be familiar to
participants in this workshop. He tells us, then, in a paper entitled

"The Transition from a Classicist World-View to Historical-Mindedness,"
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that it is quite possible to view man as such, "and man as such, pre-
cisely because he is an abstraction, also 1is unchanging” (Lonergan,
1974:5). This is the “classicist™ view, which has had so long a reign
in our tradition. The reign, however, has come to an end, yielding now

to another view.

On the other hand, one can apprehend mankind as a concrete
aggregate developing over time, where the locus of development
and, so to speak, the synthetic bond is the emergence, expansion,
differentiation, dialectic of meaning and of meaningful per-
formance. On this view intentionality, meaning, is a
constitutive component of human 1living; moreover, this component
is not fixed, static, immutable, but shifting, developing, going
astray, capable of redemption; on this view there is in the
historicity, which results from human nature, an exigence for
changing forms, structures, methods; and it is on this level and
through this medium of changing meaning that divine revelation
has entered the world and that the Church's witness is given to
it (Lonergan, 1974:5-6).

What we have in this passage is a sketch of a conceptual system for
handling the phenomena of cultural change and for understanding how such
change affects our relation to Jesus of Nazareth and to the scriptures that
mediate him to us. Within this conceptual framework, then, let me insert a
thesis from a famous essay of Rudolf Bultmann, on demythologizing the New
Testament. His opening statement 1is: "The cosmology of the New Testament
is essentially mythical in character” (Bultmann, 1953:1); and his first
thematic question: "whether, when we preach the Gospel today, we expect our
converts to accept not only the Gospel message, but also the mythical view
of the world in which it is set” (3). His own answer is clear: "We no
longer believe in the three-storied universe which the creeds take for
granted” (4).

The critical part of Bultmann's essay was followed by his own con-
structive effort to maintain the New Testament kerygma: his highly contro-
versial existential interpretation. That does not concern me here. I wish
merely to note that his critical thesis, the program of demythologizing, in
its general lines, has been so universally accepted today that the younger
theologians in my audience would 1likely be puzzled by all the fuss made
over this essay forty years ago. I spoke, however, of acceptance of the
thesis in its general lines, for many have felt a deep reluctance to accept

it in the particular case of our Lord Jesus Christ. It is all very well to
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make the New Testament authors captives of their times and culture; but, as
Matthew Arnold said of Shakespeare and as we, with far greater conviction,
may say of Christ, "Others abide our question. Thou art free.” Neverthe-
less, the corresponding point had been made, a generation before Bultmann,
about Jesus too. Again, I find it wuseful to take a sample of that earlier

writing, and so turn to The Quest of the Historical Jesus, a work produced

thirty-five years before Bultmann's essay.

The study of the Life of Jesus has had a curious history. It
set out in quest of the historical Jesus, believing that when it
had found Him it could bring Him straight into our time as a
Teacher and Saviour. It 1loosed the bands by which He had been
riveted for centuries to the stony rocks of ecclesiastical doc-
trine, and rejoiced to see life and movement coming into the
figure once more, and the historical Jesus advancing, as it
seemed, to meet it. But He does not stay; He passes by our time
and returns to His own (Schweitzer, 1910:397).

The thesis, then, is the historicity of all things human, the
multiplicity of human cultures, the strangeness of one culture for
another, the strangeness for us of the culture Jesus knew, and, conse-
quently, the difficulty of moving from his world into ours and the need
of some mediating agent to effect the transition. It is not enough to
say that he is God, the infinite source and therefore the exemplar of
all that has been, is or will be. It is not to the divinity but to the
humanity of Jesus that we look when we search for our way and our truth.
Shall we then distinguish in the human Jesus what is permanent and what
is time-conditioned? By all means. But what will be the criterion for
the distinction? and what the principle for adapting his message from
the conditions of his time to those of ours?

The tendency has been to find in Jesus himself whatever we need
to effect the transition. Would I be a medieval monk? Then I will make
Jesus a medieval monk, and perhaps quote scripture now and again to
support my position. Or would I be an agent of social change? Then I
will make Jesus an agent of social change, and perhaps do a rather care-
ful study of the scriptures in support of the thesis. But that, I main-
tain, is to neglect half the resources God has given us for living in
this world, and at the same time to overload and strain the other half.
The images from mechanics are crude, so let me put it more directly:

there are two divine missions, that of the Son with his role and func-
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tion, and that of the Spirit with his role and function. The roles are
not the same, and neither one is superfluous. If, therefore, we try to
legitimate our monastic rule or our social involvement by a too exclu-—
sive recourse to the Son, we commit a double distortion: we demand of
the Son more than one human life on earth, even the human life of the
Son of God, can contribute; and all the while we have a principle of the
monastic and every other rule, of social and all other involvement,
namely, the Holy Spirit of God, whom we leave, or would be willing to
leave, standing by—a third of the Trinitarian work-force unemployed.
So I come to the second heading of the second section of my paper: the
resources of God-with-us that we have 1in the Holy Spirit, and the means
our times provide for discerning and receiving guidance from his
presence in and among us.

We are dealing here with the correction of an imbalance, as may
be seen from the following geometric image. Our religion began, in the
only way probably it could begin, as a Christocentric religion. Now, if
the center goes, in religious as 1in planetary systems, what principle
will hold things together? That kind of fearful question gave Coperni-
cus some trouble when he would displace the center of our cosmos. It
gave Kant trouble too, in the philosophical counterpart of the Coperni-
can move, when he would shift the center of our cognitional universe
away from the object to the subject. There were really two questions
involved here: the basic legitimacy of that turn to the subject, and
the adequacy of Kant's conception of the new subject-center. But the
questions were not always clearly distinguished, and so Scholasticism,
unhappy in regard to the second, fought its long and losing battle in
regard to the first.

Something a bit like that is happening in theology. Our religion
cannot be Christocentric in quite the same way it was in the past, but
we are troubled by the various efforts to conceive a new center. May 1
suggest that we discard the image ditself of a center, and think rather
of an ellipse with two foci? A circle, you know, is a special form of
an ellipse, one in which the two foeci coincide. Does that provide an
image of our previous history in regard to Son and Spirit? I think so.
The Spirit, instead of being allowed to be himself, functioning as a
focus in Christian life, was brought into coincidence with the Son and

so into a measure of oblivion (I remember a book called The Forgotten
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Paraclete). In the image of an ellipse the two foci of Son and Spirit
are distinct and complementary. Of course, our God is triune, and
eventually we must find a place for the Father, but at least we have a
first approximation on the way to a complete integration of the three
Persons in the work of our redemption.

Further, the kairos has come for a shift from the Christocentric
to the elliptical with the two foci of Son and Spirit. Once again, 1
repudiate any radical departure from our tradition. I am not saying
that the Holy Spirit has only now come upon the scene, just in time to
repair the damage done in the quest for the historical Jesus; the Holy
Spirit was on the scene from the beginning—the real beginning, that of
our first parents. I am not saying that the Holy Spirit is only now
known to be on the scene; his presence was known to us from the early
days of the gospel. But I am saying that our ancestors did not have a
philosophy that would enable them to relate the roles of Son and Spirit
in the fundamental way that is possible to us. Paul, Luke, and John
each contributed something to the solution of the problem. Augustine
and Thomas Aquinas organized things a bit with their doctrine of the
visible and invisible missions. But it is only with the turn to the
subject, with the emergence of a philosophy of interiority, with the
replacement of causality by meaning as a basic category, that we have
the conceptual system we need for an integrated theology of the roles of
Son and Spirit in the world.

The philosophy of interiority is fundamental. But it has been a
long time forming, and the measure of the difficulty in conceiving it 1is
the continuing resistance among some philosophers to putting the data of
consciousness on an equal footing with the data of sense, and so of
developing a generalized empirical method. Then, over and above this
initial difficulty, there is that of the full extension of interiority.
For the full structure of knowing must be found. Then, affectivity has
to be added to knowledge, and the two intelligibly related; thus, while

Thomas could be said to have written a theologia mentis, his fellow

Dominican, Contenson, felt constrained four centuries later to write a

theologia mentis et cordis (Lozier, 1967:264). Again, I suppose there

have been mystics from the beginning; but only with writers like Teresa
of Avila did we have the descriptive accounts that a theology of mysti-

cal interiority require. So now, with our philosophy worked out, with
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the relevant religious phenomena described and catalogued, we are at
last in a position to form a comprehensive theory of interiority.

If a philosophy of interiority is basic to a new theology of Son
and Spirit, it is also true that the emergence of meaning to replace
causality as a leading category provides an answer to a difficulty
arising out of a more metaphysical way of thought. In this latter the
Spirit, having no nature but the divine, can exercise no activity in the
world that is proper to himself but only that which is common to the
three Persons. As the Council of Florence said, "Pater et Filius et
Spiritus Sanctus non tria principia creaturae, sed unum principium”
(Denzinger-Schonmetzer, 1965: no. 1331). But this principle of meta-
physical theology becomes secondary, even marginal, in a universe of
discourse in which meaning, wvalue, intentionality analysis, are basic.
Now the Spirit has his distinct meaning, else he would not be himself.
He brings his own meaning into the world with him, and meaning is con-
stitutive of human and transcendent reality, so the world is affected by
his presence. Finally, meaning is as much a source in intentionality
analysis as efficient causality 1is 1in metaphysical thinking, so the
Spirit can be a distinct source for theology without prejudice to the
metaphysics of the divine operation. There should be no insuperable
difficulty, then, in conceiving him as the principle of the indefinite
adaptability which the historicity of man requires and the particularity

of the God-Man does not readily furnish.

III

It is one thing to suggest the need and possibility of a new
theology, as I have been doing, and quite another to make that theology
actual. 1 cannot undertake that latter task here, but I feel T owe it
to my audience to give some hints on how I think it might be formulated.
Most of you will be familiar with the notion of theology as the unity of
eight functional specialties, so you will realize how little I am
attempting to do, when I touch on only two of them: T will sketch some
parts of a new systematics, and, since a different systematics raises
new questions and discloses new transitions in history, I will conclude

my third section with some headings of a rewritten history.



Son and Spirit: Tension in the Divine Missions? 11

The two objective poles of our theology are obviously God and
humanity. God is a community of three Persons. Though the one divinity
determines what all three are absolutely (eternal, omnipotent, etc.),
their relationships to one another determine what each is as a Person,
an individual Self. What each 1is 1in his eternal being, he also is in
his temporal being, in his role and function in the created family of
God. The New Testament most often related the first two as Father and
Son, but this had two drawbacks: it did not provide for the Spirit (the
fathers of the church had to deny that the Spirit was a grandson!), and
the mode of human generation had to be utterly denied in thinking of
God. Today there is a third drawback: “father” and "son™ are male
terms, the use of which 1is now seen as offensive to half our race.
Happily, however, theologians came to think of the Son as the divine
Word of truth and value, and of the Spirit as the Love that follows on
that Word. Trinitarian theology, in this respect, was considerably in
advance of other theology, wusing the categories of intentionality ana-
lysis, meaning and value, long before they became general in theology.

Our view of humanity will not have so ancient a pedigree as our
rather traditional view of God. We may, however, lay an acceptable
basis by saying with Thomas Aquinas that "homo maxime est mens hominis”
(I-11 q 29 a 4 c; 1950:140). Supposing, then, the physics, chemistry,
and biology of the human, we turn at ounce to human consciousness. Here,
Lonergan's philosophy of the human includes two main areas that must be
sharply distinguished yet closely related to one another, the more so
since, in our enthusiasm for the first, we tend to be vague about the
second. There is the structure of consciousness, and there is the his-
tory of consciousness, and these relate to one another as the permanent
and the variable factors in the human. Structurally, there are the four
levels familiar to those attending this workshop, each level with its
outer orientation and its inner experience. But historically, there is
the development and/or aberration of consciousness, with its uncountable
brands of common sense, with the differentiations that make one person
an artist and another a theologian, with the stages of meaning and value
that follow one another in something 1like a pattern through time, with
the various conversions that locate us within a horizon of knowledge and
interest, and finally—the most neglected area of all—the interaction

of the two paths of development, the upward path of achievement from
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experience through understanding and judgment to values, and the down-
ward path of tradition handed on in values and beliefs that are accepted
in trust till developing understanding and widening experience give them
meaningful embodiment.

Against this background of what God is and what it is to be
human, is to be sketched now the economy of Son and Spirit in the world.
If, then, God is to communicate himself in a way that corresponds to his
own being and to the human orientation to the outer and the objective,
the one to be sent for this purpose will be the one who is already God's
objectified understanding and so can become, in a “natural” pro-
longation, the outer Word the human race needs. And if God is also to
communicate himself in a way that corresponds to human subjectivity, the
one to be sent for this purpose will be the one who is divine subjec-
tivity surging up in the infinite Love that responds to the infinite
Word. We may still speak of visible and invisible missions, and always
of the biblical Son and Spirit, but we will have a new understanding of
the one as sent into the world we meet through outer, objective data,
and the other as sent into the world of interior, subjective data.

Further, to speak of those sent is to acknowledge a Sender, from
whose viewpoint we must try to understand both missions. Lonergan's
basic analogy for such understanding seems to be the love of man and

woman for each other.

When a man and a woman love each other but do not avow their
love, they are not yet in love. Their very silence means that
their love has not reached the point of self-surrender and self-
donation. It is the love that each freely and fully reveals to
the other that brings about the radically new situation of being
in love and that begins the unfolding of its life-long implica-
tions (Lonergan, 1972:112-113).

I hope all of us are able, in some way and in some degree, to appreciate
the profound truth of this passage, whether through experience of a love
avowed and fully bestowed, or through experience of a love that cannot
be avowed and so must remain something less than a full self-surrender,
or, if neither of these, then through the notional apprehension (Newman,
1930: especially chs. 1 to 4) that gives an indirect and imperfect
appreciation. In any case, 1if I wunderstand Lonergan, this analogy

“"explains” the ways of God in sending his Son and his Spirit. For, on
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this conceptual basis, he would “interpret the religions of mankind, in
their positive moment, as the fruit of the gift of the Spirit" (Loner-
gan, 1974:174). It is God's love not yet fully avowed, for "there is a
notable anonymity to this gift of the Spirit ... What removes this
obscurity and anonymity is the fact that the Father has spoken to us of
old through the prophets and in this final age through the Son" (174-
175). And this is God's full avowal of his love; as Paul says, "Christ
died for us while we were yet sinners, and that is God's own proof of
his love towards us” (Rom 5:8); and John, "For God is love; and his love
was disclosed to us in this, that he sent his only Son into the world to
bring us life" (1 Jn 4:8-9). Our view, then, is linked with the New
Testament and traditional theology, but does give us a new perspective,
from which the members of the great world religions are not so much
anonymous Christians as they are anonymous Spiritans.

Again, if the one sent as outer Word is not to communicate merely
through an It (a burning bush or the 1like), but as a Thou and a Self,
and if that Self is not to be the self of an angel or prophet but a Self
of God, then the Person sent will become flesh and dwell among us. That
means he will be made Man in a particular time and place, under the
particular conditions that human historicity makes inevitable. He will
indeed be the center of history; he will be a focal point for our orien-
tation, not only toward God, but also toward community in the human
world. But the very historicity to which, in the completeness of his
kenosis, he has subjected himself, will automatically prevent his
becoming an immediate model for the whole human race in all its variety.
But the Person who does not take flesh and dwell in our outer world, the
one who is sent into our hearts, sent also as a divine Thou and Self,
but only as divine, untrammeled by the kenosis of human historicity, the
one moreover who floods our hearts with the love that makes us spiritual
and so able to "judge the worth of everything” (1 Cor 2:15), he will be
the interior focal point for the creation of all conceivable human-
divine meaning and all possible human-divine value, the one who will
enable us to adapt to every changing condition while remaining true to
the outer center of our history—a 1little like Wordsworth's skylark,
"True to the kindred points of Heaven and Home!"

In this view the economy of Son and Spirit in the world is set up

in unity. Any tension that develops will be due, not to the Father's
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purpose, but to our failure to keep the two foci as clearly distinct as
the Son and the Spirit are themselves distinct, and as clearly related
in equality and complementarity as they are themselves related to one
another in their divine being and their temporal mission. Such failure
is, no doubt, part of the human condition, giving rise to apparent
tensions, as one or other of the two foci is made into a single center,
But that only means that we have a permanent task of maintaining in our
theology the two-in-oneness of the Father's redemptive idea, a task then
of continually re-reading our past to guide our future.

So we come to the second heading of our third section: the re-
reading of history. The need for such a re-reading will be clear to
those who agree with Lonergan that the history of a science cannot be

written by one who does not know the science itself.

One would ever tend to overlook significant events and to set
great store by minor matters. One's language would be inaccurate
or out of date, one's emphases mistaken, one's perspectives dis-
torted, one's omissions intolerable. ... It 1is a commonplace
today that to understand a doctrine one had best study its
history. It is no less true that to write the history one has to
understand the doctrine (Lonergan, 1972:143-144),

It follows that, when the science takes a forward step, the history has
to be rewritten., Thus, with every new understanding of the roles of Son
and Spirit in the world, we will need a new history, both of their com-—
plementarity in the redemptive economy and of the church's understanding
at different times of those roles. I have to confine my brief remarks
to the latter: how, from the present perspective, I see the history of
the Church's thinking on the relation of Son and Spirit in the economy.
The divine rationale, God's fundamental idea for the redemptive

economy, the "secret kept in silence for long ages,” is now disclosed,
Paul says (Rom 16:26). But we will not expect it to be disclosed in the
order in which God conceived it before those long ages; on the contrary,
according to the principle that what is first in itself will not be
first for us, we will expect our learning to be the inverse of God's
planning. That is, God, "falling in 1love” with the human race, will
also be drawn to "avow”™ his love. The "falling"” is the gift of the
Spirit, actually given from the beginning; the "avowal” took place at a

particular time and place, when "the angel Gabriel was sent ... with a
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message for a girl ... the girl's name was Mary” (Lk 1:26-27). But it
is the avowal that we come to know first, just as it is the Son who is
proclaimed and not the Spirit. Only slowly do we come to realize that
the Spirit was long before given incognito, and continues to be given,
even to those who have never heard of the Son or the gospel.

Further, the New Testament writers, understanding the relevance
of Jesus to themselves, but rather innocent of the cultural pluralism of
God's creation, will naturally tend to attribute to the words and deeds
of Jesus, and to every detail of those words and deeds, a permanent
validity and immediate relevance to all times and all places. There
will be no sharp distinction between the universal aspect and the parti-
cular, between the permanent and the passing; on the contrary there will
be a stress on Jesus as “"the same yesterday, today, and for ever” (Heb
13:8).

But let us not exaggerate; 1in fact, already in New Testament
times, adaptation is taking place in the presentation of the gospel.
Thus, we find Luke relating a variety of approaches, depending on
whether Paul is talking to fellow Jews at Pisidian Antioch (Ac 13:16-
41), to simple pagans at Lystra (Ac 14:15-17), or to sophisticated
pagans at Athens (Ac 17:22-31). Moreover, our own question of the rela-
tion between the roles of Son and Spirit is on the verge of being arti-
culated in Paul's letters. It is surely a marginal topic in one who
could write: "I resolved that while I was with you I would think of
nothing but Jesus Christ—Christ nailed to the cross” (1 Cor 2:2). But
it does begin to emerge when Paul writes that God sent his Son, as it
were, to make it right and proper for him to adopt us, to receive as
sons those whom his own Son took as his brothers; and then God sent his
Spirit that we might know experientially our new status, aware of the
ability we now have through the indwelling Spirit to call God our
Father, Papa, the way a child does (Gal 4:4-6).

Luke considered the matter more directly, and made it almost
thematic, as the very structure of his two-volumed work suggests: omne
volume is a gospel of the Son and the other has been called a gospel of
the Spirit. So the first volume ends, as the second begins, with
instructions to the apostles to stay in Jerusalem till they receive the
promised Power: "I am sending upon you my Father's promised gift; so

stay here in this city until you are armed with the power from above”
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(Lk 24:49; see Ac 1:4, 8). bBut it is John who has given the matter the
most thematic and concentrated treatment. True to his established pat-
tern, he has a sign and 1its expository discourse, with the difference
that here the discourse precedes the sign (Dodd, 1968:290-291). The
exposition is found in the farewell discourses, and the sign in the
whole narrative of the death and resurrection. But there may be a
special correlation—Dodd 1is not sure (428; see 223, 442)—between
Jesus' breathing his last on the cross (Jn 19:30) and his breathing
"holy spirit” on the disciples after his resurrection (Jn 20:22). In
any case, five great passages 1in the farewell discourses promise the
Holy Spirit and describe in some detail the relation of his work to that
of the Son.

Paul introduced our question almost 1in passing, while busy with
his own question of law and freedom. Luke's concern is much more direct
and closer to being thematic, but perhaps he has not yet posed the
question in stark clarity: what is the relation of Son and Spirit?
John, I venture to suggest, has done just that. Again, Paul's "explana-
tion” is in terms of our sonship through the Son and our knowledge
through the Spirit of our sonship. Luke's is in terms of what happened
in the Son, and the power we have through the Spirit to witness to what
happened (Ac 1:8; see Lk 24:48-49), But John's explanation is directly
in terms of the relation between Son and Spirit. There is close unity,
and there is even dependence of the Spirit's role on that of the Son (Jn
16:12-15). But it is clear also that the Spirit is sent in some sense

to replace the Son: the disciples are not to be left orphans, they will

receive another Advocate (Jn 14:15-18). Indeed, the new Advocate will
be in some way better for them: "it is for your good that I am leaving

you. If I do not go, your Advocate will not come, whereas if I go, I
will send him to you™ (Jn 16:7).

One can, then, trace a trajectory from Paul through Luke to John.
The unifying factor is the emerging question of the relation of Son and
Spirit. The differences are found in the obscurity/clarity with which
the question is thematized, and in the variety of the proposed solu~
tions. Now those wvery differences suggest the possibility of further
understanding, and so of prolonging the trajectory into post-biblical
times. But the work of prolongation, I would say, still awaits the

worker. The next nineteen centuries show, in fact, a persistent reluc-—
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tance to accept responsibility for the work; worse, they show a sort of
suppression of the religious experience that fills the New Testameunt. I
think of the difference between the direct guidance the Spirit gave the
church in the years covered by the Acts of the Apostles and the merely
"negative assistance” that theologians would allow him to exercise at
ecumenical councils. More fundamentally, I think of the way we tacitly
downgrade the reality of his presence among us. It is as if we took
over and gratefully applied the behaviorism of positivist psychology:
the Son is really real, the Spirit not quite so really real; the Son was
really sent into the world and was really here— after all, he took
flesh and dwelt among us; the Spirit was not quite so really sent and is
not quite so really present——after all, his presence is wholly interior,
and the data that manifest his presence are only data of consciousness.

The “only"” is the operative and revealing word.

v

I wish, in these concluding paragraphs, to say something on the
tasks we now face if the preceding analysis and history have any validi-
ty. Let us first review the situation. It shows a twofold distortion.
There is the stubborn effort I described -earlier to find in Jesus him-
self, in his words and deeds, a sanction for our own way in the world, a
model for every vocation under the sun, a guide in every situation.
Suppose we have to take an attitude toward the government of El1 Salva-
dor, or to judge when a baby 1s a baby in the womb of its mother, or to
decide whether we should sell our stocks in Nestlé, or to find ways for
a priest to relate to his parishioners—--what do we do as if by instinct?
We turn to the scriptures to see what Jesus did in parallel situations.
Rightly enough too, but we are too ready to find parallels, too depen-
dent on those we do find, too 1little concerned that we ask of Jesus
what, in the Father's total plan, is not his to give. And there is the
second distortion: not only do we require of Jesus what the kenosis of
human historicity leaves him unable to provide, but we at the same time
fail to draw on those resources which the Father gave us for precisely
the need we experience, namely, the real, the really real, presence of

the Holy Spirit within us. We allow the focus which should be distinct-
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ly his in the ellipse of the divine missions, to vanish, to merge with
that of the Son in a Christocentric religion, and so lose its proper
identity. Of course, it is difficult to determine what the Spirit is
saying. Diggings in Palestine, dictionaries of Aramaic, the comforting
feel of a holy book—all the data that make the mission of the Son so
really real-—they tell us nothing of what the Spirit is saying to us
here and now. Tt is only through study of our interiority, shared with
others in whom also the Spirit is present, that we can discern what he
is saying.

The twofold distortion sets a twofold task for us: a reassessment
of the roles of both Son and Spirit. The latter is going forward in the
now well-established discipline of the discernment of spirits and of the
Spirit; it will make its way, if only slowly against stubborn resis-
tance, and its progress is not 1likely to nuneed, or be much helped by,
anything I may say here. But we have hardly begun the former task,
which involves a study of the horizons of Jesus, of the differentiations
of consciousness that apply to him, even of the role of conversion in
his life, and so finally of what in his words and deeds is permanently
and universally valid, and what is particular and time-conditioned.

True, we are more familiar now, thanks to biblical scholarship,
with the particular coloring of Jesus' thought and speech and action, as
it was influenced by his upbringing twenty centuries ago in Palestine—
what Lonergan would call his brand of common sense, which differed from
the Roman brand, say, and certainly from ours. But what I am calling
for goes beyond such a study. Brands of common sense all pertain to
undifferentiated consciousness, and what we must add are the differenti-
ations: most obviously, religious differentiation, but others too, like
the differentiation of a word-artist. We would ask about his horizon in
the sense of Lonergan's dialectic, which means asking about his conver-
sions—intellectual, moral, religious—asking with appropriate care to
distinguish the reversal of direction in a normal conversion from the
positive forward momentum it supplies, but asking nevertheless. We
would ask too about his interiority, and so about the distinction
between his praxis—more directly a function of interiority and more
likely to reveal the universal—between his praxis and his poiesis,
which is more a function of external conduct and more likely to pertain

to a particular time and place and people.
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I conclude my paper with more diffidence than I have so far
shown. There are evident dangers to the thesis 1 propose, and I fear
them, I fear disloyalty to him "who loved me and sacrificed himself for
me” (Gal 2:20). I fear diminishing the power of that meditation on the
words and deeds of Jesus which has nourished thousands of saints and

millions of sinners, notably through the Spiritual Exercises of my own

Ignatius of Loyola. T fear belittling the present role of Jesus, as he
reigns in heaven, "able to save absolutely those who approach God
through him ... always living to plead on their behalf" (Heb 7:25). I
fear doing injustice to the institutional church, whose authorities are
sinful human beings like me but do represent the Mother who gave me my
Catholic parents, the mass, the sacraments, the scriptures, my tradi-
tion, the saints whom I admire from far off. I fear these things all
the more because I think the changes rocking the church these twenty
years are not the aftershocks of a cultural earthquake that has occurred
but the foreshocks of one that 1is still to come; that is, the changes
are only beginning, and if there is to be any effect of an effort like
mine to provide a rationale for change, it will be to accelerate the
process.

Nevertheless, there is one danger that is also a temptation, and
in that sense greater than any of these: to close our eyes to what is
going on, to bury our heads in the well-known sands of irresponsibility.
And there is a hope that 1is greater by far than any danger which will
ever threaten the hope "that we shall enter upon our heritage, when God
has redeemed what is his own" (Eph 1:14), that through Christ we "have
access to the Father in the one Spirit” (Eph 2:18); in this hope we have
assurance, not only that the Spirit will guide us but also that having
recognized the strangeness of a Jesus who “passes by our time and
returns to His own,” we may follow and see where he is staying (Jn

1:39), and thereby discover “"who Christ really is, for us today."
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PRIMARY PROCESS AND THE SPIRITUAL UNCONSCIOUS

Robert M. Doran

Regis College

This paper presents some terminological suggestions that go
beyond my earlier formulations of psychic conversion. Although these
earlier articulations are all included 1in an integrated and systematic

fashion in Psychic Conversion and Theological Foundations (Doran, 1981),

this paper is primarily concerned with the same reorientation of depth
psychology that was the focus of these earlier reflections.

The terminological suggestions I wish to make have to do with a
reconstruction of the Freudian notions of primary and secondary process
(Freud, 1958: chapter 7) and of the notion of a 'spiritual unconscious'
developed by a Jungian, Roger Woolger (1973). I will treat first the
Freudian categories; second, the meaning of Woolger's 'spiritual uncon-—
scious'; and I conclude with an account of the sense in which this
dimension can be called 'unconscious,' indicating briefly the manner in
which its retrieval might affect two ways of understanding another
dimension of the 'unconscious' or the psychic: those of Ernest Becker

and Carl Jung.

I
PRIMARY PROCESS AND SECONDARY PROCESS

There is a paradoxical feature in the structure of reductionist
theories. We will witness one instance of it in discussing Freud.
While it is true that reductionist accounts have the character of
describing 'higher' activities as 'nothing but' more basic activities or
their 'reflexes,' the basic 1level itself is conceived too narrowly.
For example, the Marxist notion of the base and superstructure of
society not only has the superstructure become 'nothing but' a reflex of

the base; also, not enough is included in the base itself. Thus pri-
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mordial intersubjectivity is more or less overlooked, and both the poli-
tical dimension of society and also the commonsense level of cultural
values are projected into the superstructure, when in fact they belong
to the base. As a result, what does belong in the superstructure—
namely, scientific, scholarly, artistic, philosophic, and theological
objectifications—is deprived of its autonomy and denied its place as a
significant contributor to the integrity or distortion of the base.

An analogous difficulty can be found in Freudian psychoanalytic
theory. In the present essay I will limit discussion of this difficulty
to Freud's notions of primary and secondary process. I was led to a
reorientation of these notions by reflecting on several phrases in the
introduction to Bernard Lonergan's Insight. There we are told that the
effort of the book is to attain "greater concreteness on the side of the
subject” (1957:xxv). The reader is invited to locate "in the pulsing
flow of life" (xix) the various elements discovered by a careful reading
of the book. This ‘'pulsing flow of 1life' includes such elements as
insight, reflective wunderstanding and judgment, existential freedom
culminating in decisions, and even the supernatural life of grace. None
of these elements (only some of which would be admitted by Freud even to
exist) is to be excluded from primary process and relegated to a secon-—
dary process that develops only because the aims of the primordial
desires are inevitably frustrated. The basic question regards what one
will include among the primordial desires. If the desire to understand
correctly, or, more compactly, the desire to find and hold what Eric
Voegelin has called the direction that can be found in the movement of
life (Voegelin, 1971) is to be included in the primary process of the
pulsing flow, then the categories that to date have served as the basic
terms and relations of depth psychology, including Freud's primary and
secondary process, have been incorrect. No depth psychology, including
those less reductionistic than Freud's, adequately accounts for the
relation to the sensitive flow of the psyche on the part of the elements
of intentionality that Lonergan would have wus discover. I suggest that
we reconceive 'primary process' as the pulsing flow of life in which we
can find not only the dynamics wuncovered by Freud and others but also
the operations whose self-appropriation is the aim of Insight; and that
we reconceive 'secondary process' as all more or less successful scien-—
tific and commonsense attempts to articulate primary process: all

attempts (to adapt Lonergan's terms) to bring the operations of con-
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scious intentionality as intentional to bear upon both the operations
and the states of conscious intentionality (Lonergan, 1972:14). Thus
'secondary process' would be a category applicable to Freudian psycho-
analytic theory as well as to Lonergan's intentionality analysis. Both
have disengaged something of the truth about primary process. A higher
synthesis would integrate these discoveries with one another. But what
I am emphasizing at the moment is that what Lonergan has disengaged
belongs as much to primary process as what Freud discovered, and that a
recognition of this fact would alter the significance and structure of

psychoanalytic theory. 1In Lonergan's own words:

On the empirical level, it is true, process is spontaneous sensi-
tivity; it is intelligible only in the sense that it can be
understood. But with inquiry the intelligent subject emerges,
and process becomes intelligent; it is not merely an intelligible
that can be understood, but the active correlative of intelligi-
bility, the intelligence that intelligently seeks understanding,
comes to understand, and operates in the light of having under-
stood. When inquiry comes to a term, or an impasse, intelligence
intelligently yields place to critical reflection; as critically
reflective, the subject stands in conscious relation to an
absolute—the absolute that makes us regard the positive content
of the sciences not as true and certain but only as probable.
Finally, the rational subject, having achieved knowledge of what
is and could be, rationally gives way to conscious freedom and
conscientious responsibility (1972:16; emphasis added).

To the preceding affirmations, moreover, we must add the important
assertion that ‘'secondary-process' articulations of primary process,
whether scientific or commonsense and whether more or less successful,
reverberate back upon primary process, influence it, and either distort
or facilitate it. This assertion not only explains the frequently
remarked phenomenon that patients in Freudian analysis will tend to have
Freudian dreams; those undergoing Jungian analysis, archetypal dreams;
and so forth, It also throws into relief the extreme importance of
getting things right when it comes to self-understanding. Primary
process in its totality may be understood with Voegelin as the search
for direction in the movement of 1life. The normative order of that
search is unpacked in Lonergan's intentionality analysis. When
secondary-process apprehensions of primary process in its twofold inten-
tional and psychic constitution are correct, the self as it is and the
self as it is understood to be "are operating from the same base along

the same route to the same goal.” When secondary-process apprehensions
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of primary process are mistaken, the self as it is and the self as it is
understood to be "to a greater or less extent, are operating at cross—
purposes. Such a conflict is inimical to the development” of the person
(Lonergan, 1957:475).

Personal development, moreover, is a dialectical process that
affects the level of primary process itself. There is a dialectic of
the subject whose basic terms and relations constitute the transactions
between neural demands for conscious representation and pyschic inte-—
gration, on the one hand, and the repressive or constructive censorship
of dramatically patterned intentionality, on the other hand (Lonergan,
1957: chapter 6). This dialectic is one instance of the genmeral law of
limitation and transcendence that constitutes all development in the
concrete universe of proportionate being (Lonergan, 1957:472-79).
Mistaken apprehensions of primary process will distort that dialectical
process by displacing in one direction or another the tension, the
poised equilibrium, the taut balance of limitation and transcendence.
The pulsing flow of life, the search for direction in the movement of
life, primary process, is a duality. In Insight we are afforded an
opportunity to "unravel an ambiguity and to eliminate an ambivalence”
(Lonergan, 1957:xx) that affects our cognitive activity. But we are
also invited to understand the duality of our knowing as a manifestation
or instance of a more wide-ranging and inclusive tension that informs
our living in its entirety: the heightened tension that, on the side of
the object, is the opposition between the world of sense and the world
mediated by meaning and motivated by value; and, on the side of the
subject, is the opposition between a center in the world of sense and an
entry into the universe of being (Lonergan, 1957:473-74). This tension
constitutes the pulsing flow of 1life; it constitutes the very structure
of primary process. But its integrity depends on the accuracy of those
acts of self-understanding constitutive of secondary process.

The duality of primary process is ontologically grounded in a
threefold constitution of the person. The person or 'self' in its
entirety is a unity of 1living organism, sensitive psyche, and spiritual
intention of the intelligible, the true and the real, and the good.
Consciousness is a duality, but no ontological dualism underlies this
duality; but dualist ontological conceptions of the human person typi-
cally fail to recognize the distinct function of the sensitive psyche.

As we will see later, even such a sensitive and perceptive reorientation
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of the psychoanalytic tradition as Ernest Becker's falls down on this
point; whereas one of the distinct merits of Jungian insight, at least
at one point of 1its development, is 1its insistence on the threefold
constitution of the human person (Jung, 1946)--even though Jung did not
yet draw these distinctions precisely enough,

The sensitive psyche participates 1in both organic process and
spiritual activity, and mediates the tension of the two. Neural process
receives a higher and conscious integration at the level of the psyche.
But the same psyche is constellated into a variety of patterns of exper-—
ience (Lonergan, 1957:181-89) correlative to a variety of realms of
meaning (Lonergan, 1972:81-85), which are the objectives of spiritual
intentionality. The tension of primary process is thus experienced at
the level of the sensitive psyche. Precisely as sensitive, psychic
experience is bounded both by the dynamics of what Heidegger has dis-
closed as the dimensions of primordial time (1972), and by the ecology
of human spatiality. The psyche also participates in the operations of
the conscious intentionality, since in those operations every act of
inquiry, insight, reflection, judgment, deliberation, decision is accom-
panied by corresponding sensitive and affective elements. But the
objectives of conscious intentionality are not restricted by time and
space. The latter are within, but not exclusive of, the objectives of
human cognitional and existential praxis, the real and the good (Loner-
gan, 1957:379-80). "

The tension experienced by the psyche is an opposition between
being at home in a habitat and being at home in being. The opposition
cannot be eradicated by choosing either alternative over the other.
Genuineness lies in admitting the tension itself into consciousness and
self-understanding (Lonergan, 1957:475-79), so that one lives out of the
balance of limitation and transcendence rather than by displacing the

balance to one pole or the other. Psychologically, opting to dissolve

1. For all the wealth of his disclosure of the dimensions of time, Hei-
degger is not correct in affirming time as the horizon of Being.
"Interpretations of being ... in terms of space and time are mere
intrusions of imagination” (Lonergan, 1957:379). Thus it is not sur-
prising that Heidegger grounds the primordial time that for him is
the horizon of Being in the transcendental imagination he retrieves
from the first edition of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason (Heidegger,
1962).
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the tension in favor of a habitat is to invite the dynamics of depres-
sion; and choosing to flee the limitations of a habitat is to soar into
schizophrenic fantasy (Becker, 1973: chapter 10). All one can do is
admit the tension in its fullness into one's development (primary
process) and into one's understanding of one's development (secondary
process), to admit it precisely as a dialectic, and as that kind of
dialectic in which the linked but opposed principles of change "are
modified [not eliminated] by the changes that successively result from
them" (Lonergan, 1957:217). We might call this a dialectic of con-
traries, as opposed to a dialectic of contradictories. In the latter
the issue at stake 1is one of choice between two mutually exclusive
opposites (for instance, the true and the false, the good and the evil).
But both poles of a dialectic of contraries are to be affirmed, each in
its proper relation to the other. 1In this instance, any genuine dialec-
tic of contradictories would involve the choice of either the balanced
development of the dialectic of contraries or the distortion of the
poised equilibrium of limitation and transcendence.

In the terms being suggested here, any attempts to continue to
unfold the implications of the notion of a generalized empirical method
are secondary-process efforts at articulating the dynamics of the
pulsing flow of primary process. Fred Lawrence has specified the core
genuineness of secondary process: "The key to method is ... the subject
as subject. ... To do 'method' calls ... for a release from all logics,
all closed systems or language games, all concepts, all symbolic con-
structs to allow an abiding at the level of the presence of the subject
to himself™ (1972:203). Lawrence's 'key to method' explains perhaps why
method so conceived was for so long such an improbaBle emergence in the
development of human consciousness. To abide at the 1level of the
presence of the subject to himself or herself, to abide beyond all
representation, is a rare achievement. And to represent what is experi-
enced in that abiding, and to do so not just descriptively but with
explanatory precision is the kind of differentiation that, borrowing
Eric Voegelin's terms, we might describe as a 'leap in being' (Voegelin,
1956:10). Confronted with the question of the probability of the step
by step, question by question, implementation of the integral heuristic
structure of proportionate being (Lonergan, 1957:391), my own option has
been the dialectical integration into ‘'method' of the findings of those

who have specialized in exploring the psychic rather than intentional
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dimensions of primary process. Isn't it the next step in attempting to
augment the probability of survival of 'interiorly differentiated con-
sciousness,' which is a distinctly secondary-process achievement?

This integration, however, must be critical and dialectical,
because I am convinced that in the last analysis an adequate science of
psychic depths is dependent on a correct analysis of human intention-
ality. If the major representatives of depth psychology to date have
not been equipped with such an analysis, then at one point or another
their apprehensions are mistaken and their psychologies become, in
Voegelin's terms, psychologies of passional motivation, the psychologies
of pneumopathological subjects, rather than psychologies of orientations
(1952:184-87). 1In contrast, a psychology of orientations would start by
elucidating the participation of the sensitive psyche in the intention-
ality of the human spirit, on the one hand; and mistaken apprehensions
will reverberate back upon primary process to distort it by displacing
the integral tension of limitation and transcendence in one direction or
another, on the other hand. Most of the remainder of this paper will be
devoted to analyzing some Instances of such misapprehension and to
reflecting on their implications.

Before I proceed to this analysis and reflection, though, let me
make one comment: what has been said thus far is significant for under-
standing the four conversions—religious, moral, intellectual, and
psychic—that constitute the foundational dimensions which can be
explicated as a result of abiding at the level of the presence of the
subject to himself or herself. In the third stage of meaning, intel-
lectual and psychic conversion refer both to the integrity of cogni-
tional and psychic process (primary process) and to the self-appro—
priation of cognitional and psychic process (secondary process), but I
contend that they affect secondary process most immediately; whereas
religious and moral conversion (along with pre-philosophic instances of
cognitive integrity and constructive censorship regarding neural

demands) affect primary process most immediately.
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I1
THE SPIRITUAL UNCONSCIOUS

I turn next to the category of the spiritual unconscious. The
term, spiritual unconscious, appears in a paper by Roger Woolger that
attempts to come to terms with the anti-imaginal mysticism of Simone
Weil from a Jungian perspective (Woolger, 1973). Woolger adopts the
term from Roberto Assagiolli's Psychosynthesis, and integrates it into

Jungian thought by suggesting that the mundus imaginalis called the

collective unconscious by Jung should be understood as "that region of
the soul where psychic contents become contaminated and transformed by
the spirit to take on the primordial and numinous character of the
archetypes” (267). Woolger's model is obviously influenced by Jung's
programmatic essay, “On the Nature of the Psyche” (1946), where the
psyche's archetypal images are distinguished from the 'psychoid' (that
is, to be understood by analogy with the psyche) archetypes-as—such.
The latter belong to the 'spirit factor' in its tense interplay with the
instinctual factor. The spirit releases the images as a result of a
tension constellated between itself and 1its polar opposite but equally
'psychoid’ dimension, instinctive process. For Woolger instinct maps
out the Freudian psychoanalytic path when it is considered independently
of its tension with the spirit factor.

From what Woolger says expressly, I infer that when the psycho-
analytic path is regarded as the exclusive explanatory principle for
understanding primary process, it is an abstraction, a substitution of a
part for a whole, a contraction of reality into a framework that cannot
contain it, a distortion not only of the whole but also of the part that
is supposed to include the whole. Jungians in general, and Woolger in
particular, will acknowledge that there 1is more to primary process than
what Freud and his followers will admit. Included in this 'more' is
Jung's 'spirit factor' or what Woolger calls 'the spiritual uncon-
scious.' What is most important about Woolger's essay as written by a
Jungian is that he correlates this factor neither with the psycho-
analytic path nor with the Jungian archetypal path, but with the
mystical purification of the dark night of the soul. Here "the capacity

to produce or meditate wupon 1images appears to have irrevocably dried
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up.” Woolger's critique of available psychologies thus extends even to
Jungian formulations, where the dark night is frequently understood as
an archetypal process. A Jungian explanation, says Woolger, would grant
to archetypal images “"wider explanatory power than they warrant.” The
dark night is more adequately wunderstood as "a state which may include
visionary experience but which is not to be exclusively identified with
it"” nor to be understood in the archetypal terms that do go a long way
in elucidating visionary events. Even the Jungian designation
'psychoid' for this factor, Woolger says correctly, betrays "an insuf-
ficient distinction between the psychological and the spiritual” (265).
The confusion to which Woolger 1is pointing haunts and plagues practi-
cally all Jungian writing on spirituality and religion.

Woolger's paper is most significant coming from a Jungian. As
might be expected from one with such commitments, it would (and quite
correctly, I believe) point out to theologians and spiritual directors
with apophatic inclinations that the archetypal world is a terrain to be
explored and transformed if spiritual development 1is not to risk
becoming schizoid. "Not for nothing is the traditional antidote for
spiritual pride, humility-—the practice of being grounded in one's
humus” (268). But the paper also represents an admission that, while
Jung correctly locates more in 'primary process' than Freud does, he
still does not acknowledge enough, at least in a sufficiently differ-

entiated fashion. The archetypal mundus imaginalis is not an ultimate

resting place in interior development.

Thus Woolger suggests the potential contributions of the Jungian
archetypal path to the recovery of the spirit: "Unless the spirit enters
into the psyche to transform mundane imagination into vision or numinous
dreams, spirit remains unknowable or wunconscious in a more absolute
sense than our unconsciousness of personal memories [the psychoanalytic
path], and even of archetypal images [the Jungian path]” (270). In
Lonergan's terms, the Jungian archetypal path is one road towards a
recovery of the subject, 1in precisely the fullness of the dimension
Lonergan has disclosed, from neglect and truncation (1968). Archetypal
experience is a road toward entrance into the universe of being intended
by the human spirit. It presents data for questions that, if pursued,
would reveal the subject to himself or herself as a pure question for
complete intelligibility, unconditioned truth, and unqualified goodness:

these data, precisely as psychological, display the intermediate status
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of the psyche in the human constitution, the openness of the psyche to
the spirit, the participation of the psyche in more than sensitive
process, the tension of limitation and transcendence.

In the present essay I am attempting to affirm that intention-
ality analysis is needed to ground an adequate psychological analysis;
more existentially, that pneumopathology 1s in the last analysis the
ground of psychopathology. To this point, Woolger also maintains that
whether or not one is going to be able to transcend the Jungian mundus
imaginalis into the mystical detachment from inner states and images and
from outer objects "may ... depend on whichever philosophies we adopt
consciously or unconsciously from our cultural heritage” (270; emphasis
added). That is to say, the spiritual effect (primary process) of an
exploration (secondary process) of psychic process is intimately de-—
pendent upon one's implicit or explicit philosophical position (secon-
dary process) regarding the intentional objectives of the human spirit
(primary process). Primary process depends on secondary process. The
self as it is depends on the self as it is understood to be. Secondary
process reverberates upon primary process, for better or for worse.
Woolger does not say but does imply that one difficulty with the Jungian
school is the lack of an adequate philosophy to ground and properly
locate the further contributions to secondary process that Jungian
analysis potentially provides.

In several other writings I have made much of a dream that Jung
relates in his autobiography (1961:217-21). He had this dream just
before writing Answer to Job, which 1is perhaps his most controversial
work and definitely the work that reveals most clearly Jung's own

inability to transcend the mundus imaginalis of the archetypal psyche to

the universe of being that is unrestricted by the dimensions of time and
space. In the dream Jung refuses to follow his father's counsel to
touch his forehead to the ground in adoration of the highest presence
beyond the mandala-shaped temple of his own psyche. It indicates both
the inability and its pneumopathological roots in as graphic and direct
a manner as one could possibly conceive. The point that I want to make
here is that the philosophical heritage that was available to Jung—
Kantian in epistemology and German-idealistic in metaphysics—is inti-
mately related to this supremely existential, primary-process inability
and refusal. Without accurate philosophy the Jungian path does not and

cannot cross the threshold between the psychological and the spiritual.
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Such confusion and inaccurate secondary-process objectification of what
one is doing and where one is heading when one is travelling the arche-

typal path through the mundus imaginalis distorts the journey itself,

and vltimately the primary process of 1life. Without a therapy of pneu-
mopathology, psychopathology cannot be healed. It is simply redistri-
buted over and over again, as a result of variations on the pneumo-
pathological theme.

As an ultimate issue, the secondary-process element caught in a
vicious circle with the aberrations of primary process becomes the final
product of unchecked counterpositional affirmations: the problem to be
remedied becomes the course of action to be recommended (Lonergan,
1957:213-32). In this case, incredible as it may appear, psycho-
pathology is lionized in further developments of Jungian thought into a
condition to be indulged in (Hillman, 1975).2

The roots of the affirmation in pneumopathology can be seen, I
believe, in the casual acceptance of epistemological and moral rela-
tivism, and in the recommendation now found in some Jungian literature
of a new polytheism as the appropriate mythoreligious sensibility for
postmodern humanity (Miller). The intention of integration which is
still clear in Jung's own writings and which remains the potential key

within the Jungian corpus for unlocking the door of Jung's psychic cul-

2. Pertinent to Hillman, though without mentioning his work, are the

following comments from Ann and Barry Ulanov (1975):
We can find symbolic meaning in almost anything——without
committing ourselves to anything. By that failure of commitment
we incline too much toward the nonego side. There is no concrete
living in history: rather, history functions only to occasion the
uncovering and investigation of new fantasy wrappings. We may
feel in some way reconnected to religious symbols through the
discovery of parallels between them and personal psychological
experience, but no bridge 1is built that way between individual
meaning and collective tradition. The result 1is that we feel
both psychologically and spiritually lonely, set apart from
others and out inner selves. And too much spiritual isolation of
this sort leads to madness.

Unbalanced emphasis on the symbolic approach leads to a root-
lessness of the ego in the nonego realm. Nowhere 1is one
decisively committed, for better or for worse; ... the individual
person [is] divested of his or her concrete self. Personal prob-
lems then cease to lead to new perceptions and transformations of
personality, pleasurable or painful. Instead, we come to view
even out most intimate problems and possibilities as new "mani-
festations” of the psyche's 1life. ... Individuality has come to
be seen as merely a thin layer wrapped around a core of psychic
meaning (113).

Hillman's position is a function of his otherwise valuable
clarification of the notion of anima, a distinct advance upon Jung
(1973, 1974).
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de-sac (however inadequately its real exigencies and roots may have been
articulated by Jung himself), is now being abandoned by some of Jung's
followers who would maintain that it is the one mistake Jung made. It
is true that one cannot both remain on the way to the integration of
self-transcendent subjectivity and follow Jung into the prison~house of
the self explicitly chosen as the alternative to vertical transcendence.
But, while this choice is Exhibit A of pneumopathology, it should not be
viewed as discrediting the very intention of integration. It only mani-
fests one of the possible derailments of this intention, and perhaps the
source of all the others. I would argue that Jung's dream was telling
him precisely this, but he, the great interpreter, could not see it.
Instead he wrote Answer to Job, a great affirmation of pneumopathology.
Now I want to reinterpret what Woolger calls the spiritual uncon-
scious more precisely as the conscious but unobjectified (primary proce-—
ss) exigencies of human intentionality for the intelligible, the true
and the real, and the good, which have been forgotten and repressed
because of the inherited philosophies of our day (secondary process). A

correct secondary-process understanding of the mundus imaginalis and of

the journey through and beyond it—an accurate science of depth psy-
chology—is dependent on a critical retrieval of that conscious but
unobjectified intentionality. As Woolger's essay suggests, the
dependence is mutual to a certain extent. The retrieval of intention-

ality can also be aided by a journey through the mundus imaginalis,

especially in the sense that the latter has the dramatic potential of
providing a defensive circle around both the secondary-process events of
authentic cognitive and existential praxis. But it has this potential

only when the archetypal events are acknowledged as data to be under-—

stood correctly and to be brought to bear upon the decisions leading to
existential praxis only through this correct understanding.
Consequently, what Woolger calls the spiritual unconscious is in
fact human consciousness itself: not of course in the Jungian sense,
where consciousness is ego-perception, but in Lonergan's sense of con-
sciousness as experience, consciousness as structured into empirical,
intelligent, rational, existential, and religious dimensions, each of
them permeated by the strictly psychological components of inner sensi-—
tivity. These strictly psychological components are determined as to
their quality by the dialectics of the subject and of community (Loner-—

gan, 1957: chapters 6 and 7) whose explanatory principle lies ultimately
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in the minor and major wunauthenticity (Lonergan, 1972:79-80) of the
intentional levels of consciousness. Kierkegaard understood this 1ssue
of authenticity better than most twentieth-century psychologists (but
more compactly than we are now prepared to do under Lonergan's tute-
lage): spirit posits the synthesis of the psyche and the body; that is,
spirit determines in large measure what the relation of the psyche will
be both to the body and to itself (1944). Moving beyond Kierkegaard,
spirit is not only radical existential freedom and its dread-filled
vocation to determine the synthesis of the psychic and the bodily and
the synthesis of the temporal and the eternal; spirit is also inquiry,
insight, conceptualization, formulation, reflection, grasp of the
virtually unconditioned, affirmation and negation; and existential
freedom itself is historical responsibility for both short-range and
long-range cycles in the dialectic of community (Lonergan, 1957:226-42).

It is very important to grasp this relation of spirit to psyche,
especially in any attempts to come to grips with both the contributions
and the possible derailments of contemporary depth psychology. One's

experience of the mundus imaginalis 1is not a matter of fatalistic

destiny or even of what Woolger calls 'our individual destinies' (270);
instead, it is a function of and cipher for the appropriation of spiri-
tual authenticity or inauthenticity. A dream such as Jung's to which I
referred earlier does not have to be an overwhelming experience that
propels with deterministic necessity an Answer to Job that simply
objectifies religious pathology. Such a dream provides data for the
questions that in virtue of wunderstanding will wultimately lead to a
decision as to whether or not this state of affairs is what one wants to
accept as the truth about oneself. Such a decision could alter the

mundus imaginalis, and the change would be reflected in subsequent

dreams. That is to say, the experience of the mundus imaginalis is a

function of the spiritual authenticity or inauthenticity of the five-
storeyed intentionality of the human subject as the subject responds in
one way or another to the transcendental exigencies of consciousness in
their dramatic exchanges with neural demands. Jung's spirit factor as

transforming the contents of the mundus imaginalis really consists

precisely in the exigencies of the 1levels of conscious intentionality

explicated by Lonergan; and in the dialectic of grace and sin that con-
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stitutes the ultimate drama of the operations at each level of conscious

intentionality. Whether one remains stuck in the mundus imaginalis, as

Jung's dream tells us he did, or transcends it through the release of
the psyche's potential wisdom toward a mystical union with the complete
intelligibility, absolutely unconditioned being and truth, and unquali-
fied goodness of God, 1is not to be accounted for by some Jungian
heimarmene. Contrary to Jung's dream and Jung's personal myth, spiri-
tual destiny is not determined by constant rotation within the order of

nature. The Jungian doctrine of the coincidentia oppositorum conflates

the contraries of consciousness and the wunconscious, masculine and
feminine, and so on (where the doctrine is correct) with the contra-—
dictories of good and evil, by subsuming the latter into the former.
This confusion reveals that the choice (conceived of as ultimate) of the
realm of rotary, cyclical, quadripartite symbols, which is precisely
what is reflected in Jung's dream, is actually the choice of the demonic
(see Frye, 1957:161-62). But our argument on the relations of primary
and secondary process leads us to affirm this: whether implicitly or
explicitly one remains in or transcends the bondage of the spirit to the
demonic is in large part a function of "whatever philosophies we adopt
consciously or unconsciously from our cultural heritage" (Woolger:270).
"The hopeless tangle ... of the endlessly multiplied philosophies, is
not merely a cul-de-sac for human progress; it also is a reign of sin, a
despotism of darkness; and men are its slaves" (Lonergan, 1957:692).

Let me conclude this section by making it clear that I am not
challenging Jung's clarification of rotary and quadripartite symbols
such as the mandala precisely as symbols of integration. In Lonergan's
terms, I am challenging the Jungian preference for the self as inte-
grator over the self as operator. In addition to the symbols of the
self as integrator there are symbols of the self as operator. For
example, in Jung's dream, the father, his words and actions in adoration
of the highest presence, and the small opening to the beyond guarded by
the innocent victim of human sin (Uriah the Hittite) are symbols of the
self (and of more than the self) as operator. In this case the quadri-
partite symbols of the integration of a previous stage of development
are to be dissolved in favor of new differentiations that will lead,
through the tension of 1limitation and transcendence, to more expansive
but still temporary plateaus of well-rounded integration. "One and the

same reality 1is both integrator and operator; but the operator is
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relentless in transforming the integrator™ (Lonergan, 1957:476). "The
higher integration is mnot only an integrator but also an operator”
(532). And how can it be otherwise, if "everyone by the dynamic struc-
ture of his being is oriented into ... the sphere of the ulterior
unknown, of the unexplored and strange, of the undefined surplus of
significance and meaning” (532) that constitutes the permanent, because
unrestricted, primary field for the affect-laden images that result from
the penetration of sensitivity by the operator? To insist on the self
as integrator at the expense of the self as operator is not only to
displace the tension of limitation and transcendence in the direction of
limitation (with corresponding distortions of the transcendence-pole).
More ultimately, it may at times be a choice of a humanism in revolt
against the proferred supernatural solution to the problem of evil
(Lonergan, 1957:728). While no one may dare judge another or even
oneself on this point, it 1is penetratingly clear that the symbols of
Jung's dream and the terms of his argument in Answer to Job revolve

around precisely this question. In Lonergan's words:

the heightened tension, which would result from a supernatural
solution, would not lack its objectification in the dialectical
succession of human situations. Hitherto, the dialectic has been
conceived to rest on a bipolar conjunction and opposition. Within
each man there are both the attachment and interestedness of
sensitivity and intersubjectivity and, on the other hand, the
detachment and disinterestedness of the pure desire to know.
From this conjunction of opposites there follow

(1) the interference of the lower level with the unfolding of

inquiry and reflection, of deliberation and decision,

(2) the consequent unintelligibility of situations, and

(3) the increasing irrelevance of intelligence and reason-—
ableness to the real problem of human living.

But when this problem of evil is met by a supernatural
solution, human perfection itself becomes a 1limit to be trans-—
cended, and then, the dialectic is transformed from a bipolar to
a tripolar conjunction and opposition. The humanist viewpoint
loses its primacy, not by some extrinsicist invasion, but by
submitting to its own immanent necessities. For if the humanist
is to stand by the exigencies of his own unrestricted desire, if
he is to yield to the demands for openness set by every further
question, then he will discover the limitations that imply man's
incapacity for sustained development, he will acknowledge and
consent to the one solution that exists and, if that solution is
supernatural, his very humanism will lead beyond itself
(1957:728).
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IT1
SPIRITUALITY AS 'UNCONSCIOUS'
AND THE REDISTRIBUTION OF THE ARCHAIC

Despite the fact that what Woolger is calling the spiritual
unconscious is in fact unconsciousness itself in its native orientation
toward the intelligible, the true and real, and the good, there is some
warrant in the contemporary situation for referring to this orientation
as unconscious. More precise, of course, are Lonergan's descriptions of
the neglected, truncated, immanentist, and alienated subject (1968).
For just as what depth psychology contributes to elucidating is in large
part not strictly speaking wunconscious but unobjectified, so too what
Lonergan has succeeded in clarifying is the previously unobjectified or
inadequately objectified structure of intentional consciousness itself.
But in present parlance, the term, the unconscious, refers, for better
or for worse, to the forgotten and repressed dimensions of the human
subject. The point I would make in retaining the term, the spiritual
unconscious, is just that spirituality has been forgotten and repressed
and that the distinction between the psyche and the spirit has been
relegated to oblivion, 1largely though not exclusively through the
ministrations of depth psychologists. The full dimensions of spiri-
tuality are overlooked even by many theologians who write books and
teach courses on 'Christian spirituality.’' How often, for instance, do
these books and courses mention understanding and judgment, let alone
unpack their dynamics, when speaking of spirituality? Let us, then,
grant a certain descriptive usefulness to the term, the spiritual
unconscious, even if it is not a precise expression from a strictly
technical point of view.

Jung has written that the self is the reality that it is most
important for 'modern man' to understand (1951:266). One can agree with
him on this point, and even with many of the specific reasons that he
offers for this conviction, and still argue, as I am doing here, that
the self, even in its archetypal manifestations, cannot be correctly
understood from the standpoint of an uncriticized Jungian psychology.
As we argued above, even the properly psychological dimensions of the

self, both as data and as understood, depend on an analysis of cognitive
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and existential intentionality. Without this critical foundation, such
an understanding as Jung would offer, despite its genuine contributions
to the full position on the subject, will eventually be submerged in an
immanentism whose very sophistication constitutes a high potentiality
for self-destructiveness and historical irresponsibility.

The personal, immanently generated affirmation of the spiritual
as distinctly real demands not only a fairly high degree of philo-
sophical sophistication but also a periagoge, a conversion, that is
appropriately called intellectual. The same affirmation, though not
always immanently generated, however, was a constituent element of the
Western cultural heritage until modern times, as a result of belief in
the classic philosophical tradition rooted in the Platonic and Aristo-
telian conversions. In Roman Catholic circles, that effective history
continued well 1into modern times, but at the expense of explicit
relation to the specific intellectual, political, and historical prob-
lems of modernity. At the present time, neither a fidelity to the
classical breakthrough nor a responsible negotiation of the contemporary
problems 1is particularly obvious. If anything, the spirituality of
personhood is at a further remove for Catholics today than it was
several decades ago when they were assured the opportunity to affirm at
least the values resident in a quite specific intellectual tradition, if
not what they had immanently grasped as virtually unconditioned. The
prospects for a reversal of the neglect, truncation, immanentization,
and alienation of the subject are not particularly encouraging, when
religious communities and educational institutions that still claim
nominal allegiance to a particular tradition have in fact succumbed to
the major surrender of intelligence—the factor most responsible for the
acceleration of decline. Are we perhaps even further removed today from
any responsible participation in history than the earlier recipients of
an indoctrination into a culturally outmoded formulation of a basically
quite worthy tradition?

Be that as it may, for many of us the work of Bernard Lonergan
has succeeded in helping us begin to retrieve in a contemporary fashion
what Voegelin would call the engendering experiences of that tradition.
Much of my own work has been devoted to trying to bring Lonergan's
achievement to bear on one of the principal and uniquely modern sources
of data on the subject, the science of depth psychology, and this paper

has been arguing that in order to do this effectively one must insist on
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an objectification of a forgotten dimension of subjectivity quite
analogous to depth psychology's objectification of what it calls the

unconscious. A mere turning to the psyche's mundus imaginalis is not

sufficient for that wunderstanding of the self which would begin to
reverse the cycle of decline. In fact, as Voegelin has grasped better

perhaps than any depth psychologist, the mundus imaginalis, the myth, is

itself dependent on the extent to which consciousness has been differen-
tiated. A differentiated consciousness will have a quite different

mundus imaginalis to which to turn from that of an undifferentiated

consciousness. It is not sufficient to affirm that there is needed a

psychic conversion, a conversio ad phantasma, through which the symbolic

can be appropriated. It 1is just as important to articulate that con-
version correctly. For that conversion to proceed from and contribute
to an accurate understanding of the self, in fact for it to be a genuine
conversion at the secondary-process level, there is required a knowledge
of the realities of intelligence, rationality, and moral responsibility.
Much of what Polanyi called the tacit dimension and which he seems to
have claimed must always remain tacit (Apczynski) has in fact been
objectified, and we need no longer remain silent about it. The role of
spirituality in the pulsing flow of 1life, and so as a constitutive
dimension of primary process, has been demonstrated. It can now be
brought to bear upon the rest of primary process in an endeavor to re-
orient the findings of depth psychology. As I have argued elsewhere,
the full disclosure resulting from this recovery of the subject who has
been neglected, truncated, immanentized, and alienated by 'enlighten-
ment' rationality would constitute what we may call, borrowing a term
from Paul Ricoeur, a semantics of human desire (Ricoeur, 1970:5-7).

The intentional dimensions of consciousness, of course, are not
the only elements of the subject that have been rendered 'unconscious'
by that instrumentalization of reason in the service of power which
constitutes modern culture. Depth psychology has begun the task of
retrieving dimension such as the realm of the archaic that enlightened
moderns would claim has been eliminated, but in fact has only been
differently distributed (Hardwick: 521). Depth psychology has exposed
as an illusion the belief that the archaic has been eliminated. I
conclude by examining briefly how the recovery of the 'spiritual uncon-
scious' would affect two different depth-psychological approaches to

exposing this illusion.
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For Ernest Becker (1973), the illusion is a denial of the contin-
gency of the death-doomed animal body and a flight into cultural lies
that we create in order to proclaim our self-sufficiency. For Jung, the
illusion is a neglect of the compensating factors of the multiform
psychic unconscious on the part of the hypertrophied ego and persona of
culturally normal consciousness; these factors, when either attended to
and appropriated (the personal unconscious) or negotiated in their
autonomy (the collective unconscious) promote a progressive and cumula-
tive reconciliation of opposites heading toward a condition of personal
wholeness; and as one moves toward psychic wholeness, the archaic,
precisely because it has once again been acknowledged, is transformed,
redistributed, and reoriented.

As I said earlier, Jung's approach has a distinct advantage over
Becker's in that it begins to transcend the radical dualism that for
Becker still remains the 1lesson that psychoanalysis has to teach us.
For Jung the psyche begins to be articulated as a factor distinct from
the body and the spirit and mediating these ‘'psychoid' opposites;
whereas for Becker, the person 1is conceived as a duality of body and
'self,' due in part to a misunderstanding of Kierkegaard.

On the other hand, Becker's reconstruction of depth psychology
has an advantage over Jung's approach. Becker says what almost every
depth psychologist either neglected or refused to say: in the last
analysis, religious faith is the only possible operator of whatever
authenticity we are able to achieve. I have already called attention to
the theoretic ambiguities of Jung's position regarding vertical trans-
cendence, and, more pointedly, to his autobiographical revelation of a
possible existential refusal of such transcendence. Answer to Job, the
least ambiguous of Jung's pronouncements, is in fact a reflection of the
primordial temptation, You shall be as gods—in some respects, even
superior to God! And this temptation is precisely what Becker labels
the multiform causa sui project which is the source of our cultural lies
and the springboard of our destructiveness.

What I want to do now is to see what happens to Becker's position
and then to Jung's, if we accept the basic thesis of this paper: that
the spiritual exigencies of conscious intentionality are as much a
constituent dimension of primary process as is 'the archaic.’

Becker's thesis is that the repressed fear of death is the main-

spring of human activity, “"activity designed largely to avoid the
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fatality of death” (ix). This thesis determines all of Becker's princi-
pal contentions, From it he derives an understanding, among other
things, of the almost universally false or cheap heroics of humanity, of
our hopeless self-absorption, of the pathetic means we employ to secure
our self-esteem, of culture as a system of false heroics, of our evasion
of the intensity of personhood (an evasion that we call 'character'), of
schizophrenia as an inability to 1lie, and of depression as a bogging-
down in character defenses. The root of the malaise is not psycho-
logical but ontological: the human person is a mixture of the irrecon-
cilable opposites of an animal body and a symbolic self-consciousness.
"The two dimensions of human existence—the body and the self-—can never
be reconciled seamlessly” (29). The child experiences the impossibility
of identifying exclusively with either dimension, and emerges from the
earliest years with "a face that one sets to the world,” but that “hides
an inner defeat”™ (29). And “"there is no real difference between a
childish impossibility and an adult one; the only thing that the person
achieves is a practiced self-deceit—what we call the 'mature' charac-
ter” (46). The main task of most 1lives becomes the denial of one's
bodily-based contingency while maintaining the illusion that one is
creating one's own existence. This task shows itself in many forms: our
yearning for freedom from contradicitions and ambiguities; our buying
into the artificial certainties of our culture; our difficulty with
sexual differentiation; our misuse of religion as a support for our
personal and cultural lies; our slavishness to other persons; our impos-
sible attempts at romantic and creative denials of our unsurpassable
dependency on the rest of reality; the dynamics of neurosis, psychosis,
and perversion.

The figure who seems to Becker to have come closest to under-—
standing the only possible resolution of the duality is Kierkegaard,
who, in his portrayal of the knight of faith, comprehends clearly what
an existence disciplined in the school of anxiety would be. But—and
here is the rub for Becker—such faith is not our own doing; moreover,
there probably is no superiority to be discerned if we place Kierke-
gaard's life as a believing Christian over against Freud's as an
agnostic (258). Neither escaped the character lie of the causa sui
project, even though Kierkegaard saw correctly that one must abandon
this project completely, give the meaning of one's life over to God, and

live "centered on the energies of his Maker" (257), while Freud never
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was able to analyze away his own bondage to the dimensions of the
visible world and his attempts to deny that bondage through the driven-
ness of his dedication to his own cause.

Despite my admiration for the courage that Becker displays in an
'enlightenment' academic milieu, by insisting on the complementarity of
religious insight with the discoveries of the most penetrating human
scientists of our day, and despite the fact that one cannot help but be
moved profoundly by his prophetic denunciations of what we are doing to
earn self-esteem ("everything painful and sobering in what psycho~
analytic genius and religious genius have discovered about man resolves
around the terror of admitting what one 1is doing to earn his self-
esteem" [6]), Becker's basic thesis still represents something of the
pneumopathological narrowing of modern perspectives that it is
attacking. Voegelin (1952: chapters 5 and 6) argues that the fear of
death is, in fact, not repressed by modernity, but cultivated by the
imperial enterpreneurs of Leviathan in order to win submission from
their subjects. Elsewhere Voegelin insists that the anxiety of
existence is more profoundly a horror of losing attunement with the
silent voices of conscience and grace than it is a fear of biological
extinction. The deliberate elevation of the fear of death into an
absolute is in fact one way of obliterating these other voices from
persons, culture, and society. What 1is required is attunement to their
differentiated nuances. For then it will be apparent that what has
really been repressed and to this extent rendered 'unconscious' 1s the
very question that was rationally differentiated in classical Greece,
and that enabled the effective proclamation of the Gospel in Hellenistic
culture and continues to enable that proclamation wherever the question
remains alive: the experience of 1life as a movement with a direction
that can be found or missed (Voegelin, 1971). The modern forgetfulness
is radically the forgetfulness of the question of attunement, a question
which, while spiritual, is responsible for the unrest in the psychic
dimensions of the pulsing flow of 1life, in 1living energy to become
psychic and human and so requiring a higher systematization and inte-—
gration in the explicit reachings of conscious intentionality for
proportion with the measure disclosed in the never strident voices of
conscience and grace. Ultimately Becker cannot arrive at such a

position because he does not distinguish—and on this, he misinterprets
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Kierkegaard—between this psychic unrest and the intentional or spiri-
tual question in which it participates.

Jung does acknowledge, at least 1incipiently, the threefold—
organic, psychic, and spiritual—constitution of human primary process.
Precisely because he does so, he is able to reformulate 'the archaic' in
the more appropriate terms of the primordial and the numinous. Still,
as we have seen, his understanding does not reach adequate differen-
tiation. His retrieval of the relationship between experiencing and
symbolization is an immanentization of the cosmological horizon, a

horizon whose problems are carefully pinned down by Voegelin:

Acts of symbolization are still badly handicapped by the bewil-
dering multitude of unexplored facts and unsolved problems. Not
much is really clear beyond the experience of participation and
the quaternian structure of the field of being, and such partial
clearness tends to generate confusion rather than order, as is
bound to happen when variegated materials are classified under
too few heads (1956:3).

The recovery of what, for better or worse, I have here called the
spiritual unconscious will enable us to complement Jungian psychology
with the distinction offered by Northrop Frye in a different context
between the archetypal and the anagogic (Frye, 1957:95-128). The imagi-
nation participates in nature and imitates it (archetypal). But because
it participates as well in a spiritual intention of an objective that is
not restricted by space and time, it 1is able to contain the whole of
nature and in fact the whole of proportionate being in the symbols that
"make sensible to human sensitivity what human intelligence reaches for
or grasps" (Lonergan, 1957:548), in "the image that symbolizes man's
orientation into the known unknown,” in the "symbols that unlock [sensi-
tivity's] transforming dynamism and bring it into harmony with the vast
but impalpable pressures of the pure desire, of hope, and of self-
sacrificing charity" (1957:723). No depth-psychological semantics of
desire will be adequate if it cannot account for such realities. As
Jung recognized the reality of dimensions of elemental symbolization
that could not in principle be accounted for in Freudian terms, and as
he had the courage in his own situation to develop an alternative

psychology to account for these dimensions, so now we must acknowledge
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the reality of dimensions that cannot in principle be accounted for in
Jungian terms. The terms in which they can be understood are provided

' and we must now

by Lonergan's recovery of the 'spiritual unconscious,
accept the challenge of developing an alternative psychology that moves
toward the understanding and therapeutic transcendence of psycho—
pathology on the basis of the understanding and healing of pneumo-

pathology.
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FAITH, CHARITY, HOPE

Tad Dunne, S.J.

THE THEOLOGICAL VIRTUES IN METHOD IN THEOLOGY

Like many others, I read Method in Theology before reading

Insight. It was a delight to read: challenging but so clear on funda-
mental issues that I had the sense that theological mountains were
flattened and philosophical valleys were filled. My optimism has since
become somewhat tempered, partly by having trudged through Insight, but
like many others I at least understand now why I was so excited then.
In Method, I had understood all the words, most of the sentences, many
of the paragraphs, some of the sections, few of the chapters, and none
of the book.

You may have had the same experience. Most of us can name a
single chapter or a single issue that allowed us to leave behind our own
world-view and enter the world-view of Method. For me, it was chapters
seven and twenty of Insight, on the tension and redemption of community.
Since our theme this year is redemptive tension, I am happy to have the
chance of offering a few reflections on what for me was the door to the
whole book.

In particular, I would 1like to explore the meaning of faith,
charity, and hope as elements within Lonergan's theological foundations.
In Insight, he named this triad as among the necessary elements in any
redemption of the tension and dialectic of community.1 By the time he
wrote Method, he acknowledged that Insight had not been sufficiently
free of a faculty psychology, and he redefined faith within a psychology
of self-transcending operations. But he did not thoroughly redefine
charity or hope. 1In Method and a number of recent articles he simply

repeats the functional view from Insight, namely that charity halts the

1. See pp. 696-729, esp. 698-~703, 720-724. For a more compendious
account, see Lonergan, 1972:115-118, esp. 117.
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cycle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth, and that hope
enables us to withstand the pressures of a culture in decline. He does
not link either of them to any specific process in consciousness. So
the interiority analysis begun in Method begs the kind of implicit
definition that locates charity and hope in consciousness.

Before offering my definitions of charity and hope, I would like
to clarify a common misunderstanding of Lonergan's view in Insight.
Because he gave a merely heuristic understanding of the needed forms of
redemption, we can get the impression that faith, charity, and hope are
elements which most cultures have to wait for, and that only Christi-
anity or the highest religions enjoy such divine gifts. But Lonergan
has always compared this analysis to the method of successive approxi-
mations by which empirical scientists determine the actual state of
affairs. In other words, faith, charity, and hope already exist in
human consciousness. The task 1is not to put them there. Rather the
task 1is to discover where they are and to cooperate with them
intelligently.

So we are invited to examine our own spirits to see whether there
are indeed three distinguishable movements aptly called faith, charity,
and hope. FEric Voegelin has noted that Heraclitus had done exactly

this:

Historically considered, the reality of participating knowledge
manifests itself as a fulness so rich that it goes far beyond
ratio alone. T am thinking particularly about the experience of
faith, hope and love, which Heraclitus had already recognized and
distinguished as sources of knowledge. One may therefore speak
not only of a cognitio rationis, but also of cognitiones fidei,
amoris, et spei. Furthermore, the cognitiones in the reality of
knowledge are woven together into a complex that is knowledge
only as a whole. Neither 1is there a ratio independent Qf the
other modes of knowledge nor can they be independent of it.

Enough of preliminaries. Lounergan, as you know, now defines faith as
the knowledge born of religious love. If we are to define charity and
hope within this perspective, we first have to understand very clearly

what religious love is.

2. This translation is given by Webb (1981:115). See also Horvath

(1977:286), for the place of faith, charity, and hope in scripture.
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LOVING

First, then, let us speak of loving. What do we do when we love?
Two features appear immediately. For one, we feel benevolent. That is,
we feel ready to give to someone else, or we really desire someone
else's welfare. This benevolence lies behind concrete acts of charity—
and any act that might appear to be "caring” would not be love unless it
had sprung from interior benevolence.

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

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

This movement of love is itself a third kind of love that forms
the backbone of appreciation and benevolence. Let us call it "trans-
cendent love.” It corresponds, I believe, to what Lonergan calls "being
in love with God" (1972:105-107). It is a dynamic which, although it
may center on this or that person, still is on the lookout for more
goodness, more beauty, other persons. Transcendent love is not merely
an emotion, although it can express itself through emotions. It is the
movement we experience within us that seeks ever more significance and
value for real men and women. It is the dynamism, the motor, that stirs
our curiosity, incites our intelligence, rouses our feeling and moves us
into action for somebody's sake.

This pull of transcendent love tugs against a counterpull. The
very meaning of self-transcendence is that we commit ourselves to
becoming different selves from the selves we are. This commitment can
take the form of a moral conversion in which we dedicate ourselves to a
life of authenticity rather than inauthenticity., It can deepen through
an intellectual conversion-—either explicit or implicit—which clarifies

the difference between a major authenticity that relies on the transcen-
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dental precepts and a minor authenticity that relies on transcendental
achievements. It can deepen further through a religious conversion that
recognizes divine movements in the soul that heal (from above downwards)
what the soul's creative movements (from below upwards) cannot success-—
fully create. Such a many-levelled tension can and does generate the
biases of neurosis, egoism, group selfishness, and short-sightedness.
But the tensions are also the sole concrete possibility and power behind
every transcendent achievement.

So far we have tried to establish that "loving” refers to the ex-
periences we call benevolence and appreciation, and more basically to
the experience of a dynamism that transcends each of the particular
objects of our attention, intelligence, reason, responsibility, and
love. We Judeo-Christians think of this transcendent object as a

"person,” and we call this one "God."

BEING LOVED

So much for our loving. What about being loved? How do we tell
whether or not someone loves us? It 1is not merely a matter of whether
or not others tell us that they love us—they may be either lying or
mistaken about what love really is. We still have to make our own judg-
ment about the truth of the matter.

What do we go by when we make such a judgment? By the evidence
of their kindness, partly, but such acts of caring do not necessarily
mean benevolence. We depend partly too on our own feelings, but all too
easily our desire to be loved sees love where there is none.

There is one great clue about how we tell whether we are loved.
Surprisingly it is found whenever we doubt that we are truly loved.
What do we do when we doubt another's love? We hear words of love, but
we tell ourselves that the other person does not know the "real” us. We
think that if he or she knew us as we really are, we probably could not
be truly loved.

The enormous mistake here 1is the presumption that we know our-
selves better than anyone else. Or, to put it more precisely, we think
we know what is truly valuable in ourselves better than anyone else ever

could.
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Obviously we do know more facts about ourselves than others do.
But it is not the number of facts but rather their significance and
worth that we think we know when we doubt another's love. However,
there is a great deal of testimony available from people in love that
the opposite is true—that someone who 1loves us has a better, a more
accurate judgment of value on our regard than we do ourselves.

The upshot of this 1is that when we come to know that we are
loved, we do not depend exclusively on evidence—the evidence of kind
deeds and loving words. Somewhere in the process we have to make a
decision. The decision is about whether or not to believe this person.
It is a risk. We may decide to believe that he or she truly loves us
and discover later that this was a mistake. And yet this is no warrant
for not believing anybody. There simply is no knowing whether or not we
are loved that can skirt the act of deciding to believe, in spite of the
risk. We cannot prove it to ourselves. We can only commit ourselves to
believing 1it.

So the act of decision is an integral part of letting oneself be
loved. Without it, love remains unrequited.

This is fairly clear in the acts of love we have called appre-
ciation and benevolence. We make a decision to trust the other person's
words and acts of love. But what about transcendent love? What about
the dynamism of pull against counterpull that we constantly suffer?
Once we realize that this force is a basic instance of loving, we are
naturally drawn to the question of whether that which we love loves us
in return. After all, love always seeks to know the beloved in an ulti-
mate way. Does what I 1love (under the aspects of goodness, beauty,
truth, intelligibility, personhood) love me?

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

What evidence, then, have we that the transcendental object of
all our human intending (all our wondering, questioning, appreciating,
and so on) is also in love with us? There is the evidence of the uni-
verse, of course, the order and beauty of creation. But, like the
classic arguments of Thomas Aquinas, the evidence and the explanation do
not form compelling proofs. We could go on and look at the many inci-

dents in our lives that have been evidence for us that we are loved by a
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transcendent Thou. Each of us would have his or her own story. But
besides these stories, we share a common gift that is a persistently
nagging evidence that we are loved. The gift is simply the fact that we
love. That is, this transcendent dynamism which underlies all our
appreciation and benevolence might itself be a gift.3 It is not some-—
thing we created. 1t was there before we knew it. Tt is the source of
the questions whose answers brought us to knowing it.

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

gift of a lover.

BEING IN LOVE WITH GOD

Will we believe 1t? The answer to the question whether or not we
are loved by the object of our transcendent love does not require our
decision if we are to know we are loved.

If we decide to believe, then we usually learn that this lover is
unlike any earthly lover. I might love you with all my heart, but you
did not give me my love. This lover comes to us by giving us our power
to love, and nobody on earth ever did that quite so absolutely.

For this reason, we cannot find an apt comparison to express the
love we are caught up in. It is not a friendship. It is not a king-
servant relationship. Nor is it well represented by metaphors of thun-
der or whisper. Scripture uses these and many other comparisons because
it is searching and not finding. The sheer plurality of metaphors for
the dealings between Divinity and Flesh should convince us that they are
incomprehensible. Better than metaphors are stories—accounts of divine
action in human history. These do not explain much in a theoretical
mode, but they do bear the elements of transcendent love in a compact,
symbolic, and forceful manner.

Unfortunately, while stories and myths have the power to maintain
our hope within a godless world, they do not function critically to help

us sort out what is actually going on when we love in this way. They

3. Here I am following the provocative lead given by Lonergan
(1972:109).
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may help our conviction, but they do not directly help our under-
standing.

To meet this need for a critically grounded understanding of
God's love, Lonergan has suggested that the expression "love of God"
refers exactly to the pull of transcendent love and to nothing else
(1972:341). That is, our experience of raising questions, of wondering,
of appreciating, and preeminently of our longing, is our love for God—
and at the same time it is also God's loving gift to us. It is God's
way of giving the divine self to wus. The very word "God” cannot have
any meaning to real people outside of their experience of this transcen-
dent tug. All our data on the one we call "God" lies in this ever-
widening yet increasingly urgent search.

Now, not everyone recognizes that their own longing is a trans-
cendent love. There are the self-styled secularists who take their
stand on honesty or realism or responsibility. But what a pity that so
many of them avoid anything smacking of religion for no other reason
than their own fidelity to this inner drive towards honesty, realism,
and responsibility. Likewise even many self-styled religionists, who
profess a love for "God,"” somehow manage to suppress their wonder,
curiosity, and natural awe, replacing them with narrow opinions, dog-
matic pronouncements, and high-minded moralizing. In reality, we
believe, it is the humble who shall see God, the meek who shall inherit
the Kingdom—which is the same as saying it 1is those who trust that
their inner makeup is tailor-made for God who find the real God.

We have been talking in psychological and existential terms about
what our tradition has called sanctifying grace and our scripture has
called living in Christ Jesus by the Holy Spirit. We are now in a
position to move on the first fruits of transcendent love—the gifts of
faith, charity, and hope. Remember that we intend to define them impli-
citly, that is, in reference to transcendent love and to one another, so
that we can expand upon Lonergan's foundational model of religious sub-
jectivity in a way that is open to verification by each one of us.

Let me briefly describe these three virtues, just to help us
locate the kind of "knowledge™ we possess that does not emerge from the
upward deployment of attention, intelligence, reason, and responsi-
bility—which we usually refer to as "rational”-——but which emerges from

transcendent love directly.
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Faith is knowing where real good 1lies. It recognizes a value in
creation, in other persons, and in God, even though it cannot explain
how. When we 1look for guidance in pursuing the transcendent Mystery
behind all earthly things, faith 1is that sensibility to value which
knows which people are worth listening to, which authors are worth
reading, which movies are worth seeing.

Charity is loving other persons. At least as Paul uses the term
in his triad, charity 1s not the direct transcendent love for the
divine; it is interpersonal love of neighbor.a But when we fall in
love, we sense a value in other persons that we can never exhaustively
explain rationally. And as we grow in love, we learn, like Flannery
0'Connor, to be touched by even the most grotesque human beings and to
let ourselves be enveloped by Mystery there.

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

So the transcendent love we bear for Mystery is a fruitful love.
We touch this Mystery consciously when we find ourselves with more
faith, charity, and hope than we thought were in us. They blend, parti-
cularly when we fall in love or are confronted with human tragedy and
find that we trust reality, we count on one another, and we hope in
historical process far beyond what common sense warrants. So the pre-
cise meanings of these virtues usually seem to overlap. But there are
differences between them, and if we can spell them out we will be better
able to understand how divine love penetrates human consciousness and

redeems human wreckage.

FAITH

First of all, let us look more closely at faith. Lonergan de-
fines faith as the judgments of value born of religious love, and he
describes it as the "eye of love" (1972:115-118). 1In this definition,

the old Catholic emphasis on the statements of what we believe would not

4. Paul rarely talks about our love for God. Exceptions: Rom 8:28; 1
Cor 8:3; 2 Thess 3:5.
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properly be called faith, nor would the old Protestant emphasis on trust
in God. Faith is the prior act of appreciation that discerns and wel-
comes God as the transcendent Thou 1in both nature and history. It can
gaze on the stars with gratitude. It can welcome the stories of what
God has done for humanity. It can discern concrete proposals (such as
turning the other cheek and walking the second mile) as worth committing
oneself to. It discerns what to believe in a religious tradition. It
has the power to discern the relative importance of, say, Jesus' resur-
rection and the miracles he performed, or the relative importance of
various eccleslastical pronouncements. Faith discerns the transcendent
value of everyday activities too. Far from excluding "good works,"”
faith does not live except by discerning which works are good. All
these concrete objects of faith are seen in the light of a single ques-
tion: of what transcendent value are they?

In this view, our faith is not different in structure from the
way our human loving guides our commitments. Ordinary falling in love
gives a mew appreciation of the value of other persons—not for what
they can do or for how attractive they look, but for the simple value of
their persons. It is in 1light of their value as persons that we are
concerned about them and care for them. In human friendship, love as
appreciation naturally overflows 1into 1love as benevolence, care, and
concern. It is in this same light that we see the value of believing in
the love they profess for us.

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

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

Take economics, for example. Marxist economics is built on the
proposition that human consciousness is shaped primarily by how we gear

our economy and our personal lives to produce material goods. Western
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liberal economics is built on the proposition that all human wants are
legitimate; only those need to be held in check which interfere unfairly
with the wants of others. Religious faith denies the validity of both
these propositions. It sees human consciousness as shaped primarily by
self-transcending love, not by the material forces of production, and it
holds a critical, not a liberal, attitude towards human wants and
desires because it regards some desires as sinful.

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

themselves.

CHARITY

We turn now to charity. By charity we mean our experience of
active love for a known person or community. We do not mean transcen-—
dent love in its primary sense; that love seeks long before it knows its
beloved. Charity, along with faith and hope, is an overflow of trans-
cendent love by which we are stunned by the presence of Mystery in some
known flesh-and-blood human beings and are impelled to act on their
behalf.

If faith is constituted by the judgments of value flowing from
religious or transcendent love, charity is the decision to act on those
judgments. Religious love not only reveals value where biased intelli-
gence and reason fail to see them. It also motivates a response to
other persons which attention, intelligence,-reason, and responsibility
alone could not motivate. For in concrete cases, as we grow from child-
hood to adulthood, we depend on the self-correcting process of learning,
and while we are in the process of learning to love ourselves, motiva-
tion to love others is always under a shadow. But the fifth transcen-
dental precept, "Be in love,” means "Act on the value judgments that
flow from transcendent love.”

We sense this Mystery in passing flashes of 1love for people
around us. We also sense it when we reflect on the dedication made by

parents for their children—how <children seldom 1learn the half of the
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sacrifices their parents have made for them; how no child could ever
“"return the favor"” of being brought to birth, reared, and then let go;
and how parents are nevertheless eager to spend their sustenance and
livelihood for these children's sake. We sense the Mystery in a
citizen's love of country, a soldier's willingness to die for the free-
doms of others, and in the quiet dedication of those people in schools,
hospitals, and the like who clean the offices, type the letters, mind
the boilers—the people who give an institution "soul.”

To act on such value judgments means to participate in the active
movement of divine Mystery. Such action may be appreciative praise and
welcome or it may be benevolent care and concern. It may even be the
interior action of just suppressing the old habits and errant feelings
that pull against the tide of charity. But in every case, the heart of
charity lies in faith's decision to act.

Lonergan has given a dialectical analysis of how charity reverses
the cycle of decline by absorbing evil, by refusing to take an eye for
an eye. But prior to what charity can undo through healing dialectics,
we can envision what charity can do through creative, genetic strength.
By creative acts of appreciation and benevolence, we learn to commit our
lives to sharing life with others. Indeed, without a life committed to
sharing, a culture drifts towards individual and communal self-centered-
ness where charity appears as the exception to the norm of living for
one's own sake alone,

Our present dilemma over the morality of nuclear weapons is a
good example. All sides talk of peace. But few envision anything but
the absence of war by the term. A more substantive theory would find
true peace only in the sharing of 1ife through charity. It would
envision peaceful times as marked by an ethos of international sharing
at all levels—economic, technological, informational, and cultural.
And it would certainly regard a policy of nuclear deterrence through
arms build-up not as preserving peace—as its advocates claim it is
doing—but as already destroying a peace concelved as the sharing of
life and all its resources.

However, for the greater part of our 1lives we forget what a
miracle a person or a community of persons really is. Familiarity may
not always breed contempt, but it does breed a spiritual drowsiness. We
grow accustomed to the wonders of human intelligence, realism and

commitment—or perhaps just disappointed that they fail to reach the
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profundities they seem destined for. And the drowsier we grow, the less
astonishment we inspire in others, so that a family, a staff, a city, an
entire culture can find its wonder smothered by routinized relation-
ships, by the drudgery of hard work, and by thought-stifling propaganda
and advertising. But then along comes an Anne Frank, who gazes at a
small square of blue sky from her sequestered window and learns again
that people are miracles. Charity keeps breaking through the routines
of our affections and we find ourselves unexplainably enamored of the

strangest people.

HOPE

Finally we are in a position to tackle hope. We said that we are
drawn towards divine Mystery by the transcendent love that is in us. By
our faith, we discover where that Mystery has penetrated the human
sphere. By our charity we love and care for that Mystery as it is em-—
bodied uniquely in individual persons and specific communities. Yet the
story goes on; the end is not yet in sight. And so we hope.

But what is hope? Following the pattern of Lonergan's definition
of faith, I propose the following definition: hope is a confident desire
born of religious, that is, transcendent, love.

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

Hope's desire is confident because of faith. Faith gives the
judgment of fact that there is a way out of our difficulties, and so
hesitant desire is rendered confident even though outcomes remain
obscure.

The carriers of hope are not the carriers of faith. Faith—value
judgments born of religious 1love—is fundamentally constituted by cool
judgment and is expressed in firm canons. So we support faith by medi-
tating on the objective values of the Beatitudes and on the objective
truths of our creeds. 1In difficult times we fall back on our store of

personal wisdom and fundamental beliefs concerning what 1life is all
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about. Hope, in contrast, is more emphatically carried by imagination
and affectivity. We support hope by affective contemplation on the
coming of the Kingdom, by 1liturgical rite, song, incense, art, and
architecture. Hope dips into the world of images to produce the ana-
gogic symbols that alone can represent the mysterious work of our mys-
terious God. It is through anagogic symbols that hope also resists the
vast pressures of social decay and the gnostic, absolutizing instinct of
humanity of all ages.

Now some people might wince at the suggestion that we should
identify faith with cool reason and hope with warm feeling. But there
is a very good reason for making the distinction. Have we not found
that common sense is very prone to using feelings as the litmus paper
for faith? And is it not correct that when a person is battered by the
winds of many feelings, the best spiritual directors emphasize the raw
truth, the plain facts, the hard reality of God's love? No doubt, faith
is supported by feelings, but we must not think that faith is primarily
feelings. Faith is judgment. It 1is by judgment that we reach the real
world. Hope first supports faith by giving the initial affective move-
ments towards value judgments and then it comsolidates faith by the felt
expectations of a confident desire embodied in anagogic symbols. In
brief, then, the necessity for distinguishing and relating faith and
hope is nothing more that the necessity for distinguishing and relating
judgments and feelings.

So hope is about felt expectations. But hope does not have as
its object the positive realities that faith and charity reach. Rather
hope regards the negative aspects of what is yet to be reached. Now,
our religious lives are negative experiences in two basic respects.
There is the negative reality of Mystery, the Cloud of Unknowing, the
apophatic way of prayer, the hiddenness of God. And then there is the
negative reality of sin, the absurdity of suppressing the transcendental
love within us and the unintelligible situations that result. We fail
to comprehend Mystery because it simply has more meaning than we could
ever handle. And we fail to comprehend sin because it lacks meaning
altogether,

But in the concrete, God actually lets us get away with murder.
We are allowed to inflict such atrocities on ourselves that sin begins
to look like a part of Mystery—a positive power with a trans-historical

will of its own which no human being could ever fathom. Likewise, the
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mystery we call "God"” can begin to look like sin during those dark hours
when we share in Christ's Gethsemane of being abandoned by God. At any
given moment, we cannot be absolutely certain whether our terror is an
ordered response of a creature to its creator or a disordered response
of our biases and illusions. Hope enables us to carry on without having
that certitude about the present. It gives rather an assurance about
the future. Hope may not eliminate fear, but it does give us some dis-—
tance on our fears by believing there 1is a difference between fearful
darkness of sin and the fearful darkness of divine Mystery. Hope
enables us to expect an eschatological day when we will see God face to
face, and when the darkness of sin is entirely banished.

Sin does have immense force in the world. It can take on a
powerful cultural sway when a civilization is 1in decline. So, to keep
our hopes up, we tell one another the stories of God's work in our
lives. We enhance our worship with songs, art, incense, drama, proces-
sion, and ceremony. The 1liturgies that really work are always those
whose tone or feeling bring hope—not, as many planners seem to think,
those whose theme or thoughts are most clearly articulated. The themes
and thoughts may give liturgy a direction, and, God knows, we need
direction. But it is tone and feeling that give the affective power we
need to love in a culture laced with secularism.

Hope counters sin not only at the level of our culture but within
the most recondite of individual temptations as well. We should recall
our own experience. Is it mnot true that when we suffer temptation, we
do suffer? We endure, at least for a while, the counterpull towards
what we know is wrong. Then, 1like a second surge of doom, we begin to
wonder how long we can endure. Little by little we suspect that we are
going to give in anyway. At this point temptation has firmly lodged
itself as a felt expectation. We expect to give in, and, often enough,
we do. But hope is a felt expectation too, in the direction opposite
sin. Hope resists the expectation that we will give in to temptatiom by
envisioning the victory of Mystery over sin. It garners feelings of
assurance against the feelings of doom. And the richer the eschatologi-
cal symbols we have available in our tradition, the more we will be able
to desire with confidence that the Kingdom will come, the heavenly ban-
quet will begin, Jesus will come again wupon the clouds to judge the

living and the dead, and so on.
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FAITH, CHARITY, AND HOPE AS FOUNDATIONAL STRUCTURES

Now, as we have been describing them, faith, charity, and hope
originate in transcendent love. Their most obvious appearance, however,
occurs on the level where we weigh concrete alternatives and commit our-
selves to responsible courses of action. Our faith reveals what those
valuable courses of action are and which persons will be good guides and
good company. Charity moves us to appreciation and benevolence towards
people we know., Hope inspires affective reliance on specific people and
institutions to bring about what the heart 1longs for. TIn other words,
faith, charity, and hope have concrete, known objects.

But they also have a very concrete object that transcends the
known.5 It is not “known”™ except as the obscure term of transcendent
love. Here we can discern the more hidden but more fundamental workings
of faith, charity, and hope. Faith 1is also valuing the term of the
orientation. By faith we regard the whereunto of our consciousness as
more important than anything else. Charity is actively moving towards
this term, this whereunto, in praise, thanksgiving, and wonder. Charity
loves this one as a Thou. Hope 1is depending on the term to be also the
source of everything good we can long for. It expects to encounter its
transcendent Thou in a manner that will satisfy the soul's deepest
longings.

Now, because faith, charity, and hope have a transcendent term as
well as known objects in our world, we experience religious love as a
permanent tension. Being in love means that we simultaneously
experience the divine Mystery as close and far, intimate and remote,
immanent in consciousness and yet transcending all known objects. Reli-
gious consciousness sustains this tension with great difficulty.
Recall, for example, the Corinthians' monument inscribed "To the Unknown
God" and recall their scorn at Paul's preaching that we now know this
God. They comfortably fell on the side of God's transcendence. In
contrast, the Pharisees emphasized a divine righteousness based on the
Law so much that they could hardly hear of a divine reality unpre-

dictably at work in Jesus. They comfortably fell on the side of God's

5. Here I am extending to charity and hope Lonergan's distinction
between the absolute and relative aspects of faith. See 1972:116.
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immanence. We can see a similar one-sidedness in Arianism. Apparently
Arius and his followers felt forced to call Christ a creature, made by
God, because of their keen awareness of God's transcendence. And,
falling on the other side, we see gnostic groups all over the ancient
Near East clinging to a secret knowledge bringing God within the firm
grasp of human minds. So while transcendent love does bind us to God in
a profound way, it also reveals to us more clearly what a profound
difference remains between God and ourselves. Unless both this close-
ness and this distance are present in the religious sensibilities of
believers, we can suspect that their religion has found the illusory
peace that will not admit a divine tension in consciousness.,

Now these movements in consciousness are not altogether indistin-
guishable from movements towards a false self-transcendence. Dur
tradition of discerning the spirits gives clear evidence that people
regularly test these movements. Let me give an example. A few years
ago I spent four weeks teaching summer school at a university far away
from my home. By the end of the summer session, as often happens, I was
aware of the many shortcomings of the dinstitution and of some of the
people I had worked with. I felt frustration and was anxious to get out
of there. At the same time, I had met some wonderful people with whom I
had tasted some of life's mysteries. 1Tt is no oversimplification to say
that I had two contrary feelings about the time I had spent there.
Resentment pulled in one direction and gratitude in another. And I had
two stories to choose from—either "The summer was a drag" or "The
summer was a grace.” The truth of that summer, like the truth of any
human situation, was not some fixed set of outer data that just waits
for somebody's correct perception. The truth was a struggle of move~-
ments within me between two interpretations of the same data.

What I am getting at is this. The traditional Christian practice
of discerning the spirits is fundamentally a matter of distinguishing
the movements of faith, charity, and hope from movements which, however
logical in themselves, however honest and good they appear, pull in an
opposing direction.

I could give further examples of how the practice of discerning
the spirits also helps those who love God make concrete decisions in
their lives. There is abundant evidence that the religiously converted
do experience two pulls in opposite directions. They do regularly try

to sort out which is inspired by transcendent love and which is not.
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They do know that such discernment gives a vision of where grace is at
work in the world, and a diviner's rod for knowing where to commit them-
selves to action. In any such case, we can readily see the workings of
transcendent love bringing forth value judgments (faith), decisions to
act for others (charity), and a transformed, confident desire (hope).

We have been speaking so far of the structure of religious con-
sciousness. But while we have argued that this structure belongs to all
human conscilousness, we must also acknowledge that not everyone realizes
it, let alone cooperates with it. 1In other words, there is a difference
between religious persons and non-religious persons. Non-religious
persons may well experience faith, charity, and hope towards known ob-
jects, and many will cooperate, more or less, with these virtues during
their lives, yet without letting them find also a transcendent Thou on
the level of transcendent love, Still, for the non-religious, the move-
ment of faith, charity, and hope 1leads in many cases to the quiet dis-
covery of a transcendent, 1loving, mysterious Thou, and thus they can
become religious. For the religious, the same movement then normally
returns them to the known world as the field upon which they must sur-
render to transcendent, loving Mystery, because they then learn that the
divine Thou wills the good of the world and wills their cooperation and
participation in that work, that labor of divine love.

Also, I have been speaking of faith, charity, and hope as theo-
logical categories. The test of such categories 1lies not merely in
whether they make sense of each person's experience but also in whether
they are useful in formulating doctrine. So, if you will allow me one
important example, I would like to express 1in these terms what it is
that makes Christianity unique--~how it differs from other religions. By
understanding Christianity precisely as an expression of something
common to all human consciousness, we will be able to root our own
spirituality in the soil of the general spirituality of the human
species. To put it 1in a nutshell, what makes Christianity unique is
that Christians have experienced an absolute faith, charity, and hope
towards Jesus of Nazareth.

By faith, we recognize a wvalue 1in Jesus which cannot be sur-
passed, not even by a divine Thou, because that Thou, we recognize, is
Jesus. By charity we 1love the person of Jesus not merely with the
appreciation and benevolence one gives to a neighbor but with the same

absolute charity one owes to the transcendent Thou. By hope we put our
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stock in the community begun by Jesus and confidently desire an eschato-
logical day when Jesus will “come again” to subject all history and
nature to himself and submit them to the divine Thou.

Eventually the councils of Nicea and Chalcedon established that

whatever is true of the “Father” is also true of the "Son" except
Fatherhood. This proposition has become solidified—we might say
rigidified—into the proposition that Jesus 1is not only human but also
divine. Yet what is this affirmation but a judgment of fact proceeding
from an involvement with divine Mystery in the person of Jesus of Naza-
reth? It is the spelling out 1in cognitive terms of the experience of
absolute faith in this Jew, absolute love for this man, absolute hop